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Abstract 
 

Given the lack of CDM activities in least developed countries, subsidization of CDM projects has been 

suggested as a remedy. To date, the only experience with subsidies in the CDM context has been 

related to capacity building funded by donor agencies. Close to 50 million ! have been spent for 

awareness raising, institutional capacity building and project development in Africa and LDCs over 

the last 10 years, which equals about 10% of the total CDM revenues in these countries. Per 

registered project, the implicit subsidy reaches almost 1 million !. We assess these subsidies for CDM 

with regard to their effectiveness in mobilizing institutional set up and project development. We find 

that targeted capacity building programs, such as establishment of the Designated National Authority 

have been successful, but project development support did not really deliver in most of the 

countries. Donor assistance was more effective when it assisted the whole process of the CDM and 

not just part of it. Overall, capacity building subsidies show that an effective mobilization of CDM 

projects cannot be achieved through subsidies alone. 
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1. Introduction 
 

Climate change has emerged as one of the key economic and environmental challenges of our age. 

The Kyoto Protocol, which specifies binding targets for the reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions for industrialized countries, has mandated them to reduce their emissions by a total of 

5.2% from 1990 levels during the years 2008-2012. It has also allowed industrialized countries to 

use flexibility mechanisms to achieve their targets. Among them, the Clean Development Mechanism 

(CDM) generates emission reduction or carbon sequestration credits from projects in developing 

countries. Not only is the CDM attractive for industrialized countries, who wish to reduce emissions in 

a cost-effective manner, but also for developing countries to promote sustainable development 

through transferred funds, technologies and increased employment opportunities. The expectation 

that the CDM could help countries to move towards lower carbon economies is growing as they 

prepare for agreements on the post-2012 climate regime.  

Since the first registration of a CDM project in the end of 2004, the CDM market has grown at an 

enormous rate. By the end of 2008 (UNEP Risoe Centre, 2009), the CDM has mobilized almost 4500 

projects, out of which 1300 have been formally registered with the CDM Executive Board (EB) and 

are thus accredited for generating Certified Emission Reductions (CERs). About 2.7 billion CERs are 

expected to be issued by 2012.  

Despite this general success, CDM projects are geographically unevenly distributed. Among the 1300 

projects that have been approved so far, only 35 are located in African countries (UNEP Risoe 

Centre, 2009). China, India, Brazil and Mexico account for 76% of all registered projects, whereas 48 

Least Developed Countries (LDCs) host only 10. Several studies (e.g. Fankhauser and Lavric 2003, 

Jung 2005) have investigated the causes of the uneven distribution and the determinants of host 

country attractiveness for CDM projects. To increase the participation of LDCs and Africa in the CDM, 

it has been proposed to grant direct subsidies to projects in these countries or to allocate official 

development assistance to CDM projects. So far this has been done in only a few isolated examples. 

However, there has been a strong subsidization of capacity building for CDM in a number of 

countries. Only a few studies have analyzed the CDM capacity building programmes implemented by 

multilateral organizations and industrialized countries and their effects on CDM project 

implementation. Jung (2005) explored mitigation potential, institutional capacity and general 

investment as the determinants of attractiveness for investment. She found that the general 

attractiveness of African countries is low except for South Africa and suggested that well coordinated 

and planned CDM capacity building might be helpful to promote more equal distribution of projects. 

Keller (2008) included capacity building as one of the determinants of the distribution of CDM 

projects, and measured it with a simple dummy variable (1 with and 0 without capacity building). He 

took the data from Silayan (2005), who compiled capacity building programme data from different 

reports, but mostly from Michaelowa (2005). The studies conclude that capacity building may play an 

important role but it is not a decisive factor for CDM project development. Except for Michaelowa 



SUBSIDIES FOR CDM: PAST EXPERIENCES WITH CAPACITY BUILDING 
Okubo, Michaelowa 

 

6 

(2005), the studies do not investigate in detail what kind of capacity building has been implemented. 

Furthermore, the data source for these studies is now four years old. In the meantime, the carbon 

market has developed rapidly. CDM capacity building programs in Africa have increased after the 

climate negotiations in Nairobi, December 2006, when the Nairobi Framework to address the uneven 

distribution of CDM projects was announced.  

So far, there has not been any analysis of the effectiveness of capacity building subsidies in African 

countries and LDCs with regard to the mobilization of projects, which could serve as an indicator for 

the performance of a CDM project subsidy programme. This study is designed to close this gap. The 

overall volume of subsidies is quantified and the different vehicles being used and their outcomes are 

addressed. Section 2 explains the CDM project cycle and broader capacity building programs that 

have been implemented to date. By doing so, three different types of capacity building programs are 

defined, which will be assessed in section 3. To conclude, lessons for potential subsidy programmes 

for CDM in these countries will be drawn. 

 

2. Capacity building support for CDM 
This section explains the project cycle of the CDM and the role of institutions and stakeholders 

during the registration process. General experiences with capacity building programmes are 

summarized. 

 

2.1 Tasks and actors of CDM project development 

 

CDM project development has been the outcome of a long and tortuous process under the Kyoto 

Protocol. While the CDM was agreed within the Kyoto Protocol negotiations in 1997, it took until 

2002 to decide on the CDM rules. Even after the Parties agreed on the rules in the context of the so-

called Marrakech Accords, the first CDM project was registered only in the end of 2004.  

The Marrakech Accords allocate tasks within the CDM project cycle to different players. The figure 

shows a simplified version of the stages through which CDM projects must pass prior to formal 

registration of the project by the CDM Executive Board (EB) and issuance of the Certified Emissions 

Reductions (CERs).  
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Figure 1: CDM project cycle 

 

 

 

The cumbersome process aims to ensure that both objectives of the CDM: 1) to reduce GHG 

emissions and 2) to contribute to sustainable development of the developing country hosting a 

project (also known as host country) are reached.. 

First, project developers formulate a project idea note (PIN) and develop a project design document 

(PDD) based on the note. The PDD presents information on the essential technical and 

organizational aspects of the project and has to show that it actually contributes to a reduction of 

greenhouse gases (GHG). This means that project developers must be able to demonstrate that the 

emissions reductions they are claiming would not have occurred in a business-as-usual situation. The 

additionality component is critical to ensure the CDM’s environmental integrity. Without it the system 

would be able to generate fictitious emissions credits whose price would then collapse. To prevent 

the generation of fictitious CERs, project developers need to follow an approved baseline and 

monitoring methodology or develop a new one if their project type is not covered by an approved 

one. The development and use of these methodologies requires specialized technical knowledge. 

Whether a proposed CDM project contributes to sustainable development will be analyzed by the 

“Designated National Authority” (DNA) of each host country. The establishment of the DNA is a 
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necessary condition to be involved in the CDM. The DNA can be a cross-departmental body, a 

discrete office, a government-owned corporation or located within an existing department (Greene, 

2005). This authority needs to formulate a clear guidance on the requirements for approval, the 

process to follow and the sustainable development criteria that will determine whether the project 

will be approved or rejected at the national level. A DNA letter of approval is a necessary condition 

for a project to receive the CDM status. Depending on the type of project and/or national laws, an 

environmental impact assessment may be required for the approval process.  

The confirmation that a proposed CDM project indeed contributes to a reduction of GHG compared 

to a baseline scenario will be done by the designated operational entity (DOE). DOE is an 

independent organization accredited by the EB in order to perform this validation function. Other 

than the checking the validity of additionality claims and the appropriate use of the baseline and 

monitoring methodology, the DOE will check whether the host country has ratified the Kyoto 

Protocol; an environmental impact assessment has been made and comments from project 

stakeholder groups have been elicited. It also assesses comments made during a period of public 

consultations. Only projects with a formal validation report can request the registration of the project 

by the EB. Often, the EB questions the validation report and requires corrections of the project 

documentation. In 10% of cases, projects are rejected by the EB. 

Most project developers want to monetize their CERs quickly and thus enter into negotiations with 

CER buyers from industrialized countries at an early stage. To understand proposed contract clauses 

and be able to negotiate an appropriate price for the CER sale, project developers need an 

understanding of the CER market.  

The process leading up to registration takes at least 6 months and frequently more than a year. To 

mobilize CDM projects successfully, host countries need to understand the CDM procedures and to 

establish and operationalize their DNAs. The private sector in these countries also needs to be 

informed about CER sales revenue opportunity, be able to identify CDM project opportunities, 

negotiate CER sales contracts and finally to write good PDDs – or to hire someone to do it for them.  

 

2.2 Experience with CDM capacity building 
 

As has been explained above, registering a project as CDM project requires specific knowledge, 

financial resources and official decisions. Therefore, capacity building for countries hosting projects 

has played a key role in international climate policy even before the CDM was formally agreed. To 

test the principle of the trans-boundary project cooperation, a pilot phase of emission reduction 

projects abroad, called Activities Implemented Jointly (AIJ), was launched in 1995. However, AIJ 

projects lacked a key element to enhance their implementation — emissions credits. Therefore, only 

157 projects had been implemented by 2002 when AIJ was superseded by the CDM. Nonetheless, a 

total of 42 countries hosted AIJ projects, of which 11 were developing countries. Shortly after the 

start of AIJ, it became clear that most of the projects would be implemented in Latin America 
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followed by Asia, and that there was a need for capacity building in the African region to increase 

their projects (UNFCCC, 2006).  

In 1997, Switzerland and the World Bank set up a program of country studies on market 

mechanisms called the National Strategy Studies (NSS) programme. Australia, Austria, Canada, 

Finland, and Italy joined later. This program proved to be the catalyst needed for many countries to 

embark on their own CDM programme and thus considerably influenced the current CDM supply 

structure. It formally ended in 2004 and spent almost 6 million ! in 14 host countries, including 

South Africa and Zimbabwe (World Bank 2004). 

Beyond the NSS programme, the World Bank played a key role in the early years of the CDM. In 

1999, it set up the Prototype Carbon Fund (PCF) for governments and private companies to develop 

Project Idea Notes (PINs), Project Concept Notes (PCNs), PDDs, Term Sheets and Emission 

Reduction Purchase Agreements (ERPAs). The procedure of the PCF became the model for most 

other CDM programmes. While the World Bank had initially stated that it would leave the carbon 

market once the private sector had really embraced it, the Bank has entrenched itself with the 

creation of several new instruments. To promote small-scale projects with development benefits, it 

set up the Community Development Carbon Fund (CDCF). One initiative that has raised eyebrows in 

the community of non-governmental organizations (NGOs) is the Bio Carbon Fund that concentrates 

on forestry projects, including project types that are not eligible for the CDM under the current rules. 

Later, other carbon funds were developed and administered by the Bank on behalf of governments 

wanting to purchase CERs. Table 1 lists all World Bank carbon funds. 

After 2000 and especially after the Marrakech Accords in 2001, a number of United Nations (UN) 

agencies and industrialized countries embarked on CDM capacity building programmes. A common 

feature of all these programmes was the writing of studies and holding general CDM workshops. 

After the Marrakech Accords, however, it became clear that many countries had problems in setting 

up their own DNAs. Several capacity building activities of the donors shifted towards DNA building 

(Michaelowa, 2004). Through these programmes, at least 15 DNA websites have been created.  

After many of the DNAs in major host countries had been established, the World Bank embarked on 

the Carbon Finance Assist programme in 2005. This programme supported project development, 

especially PIN and PDD formulation. 13 million ! has been budgeted for this programme. 



 

Table 1: World Bank carbon funds 

 

 

 

2.3 Types of capacity building programmes 

 

Based on the CDM capacity building programmes that have been implemented so far, we define 

different types of programmes, which this study will further investigate, as follows: 

1. Awareness raising: Workshops to share information on the CDM project cycle, carbon 

markets in general and successful projects 

2. Institutional capacity building: Training of public sector, development of sustainable 

development (SD) criteria, DNA establishment and procedures for project approval by the 

DNA. 

3. Project development: Potential assessment, methodology development and feasibility studies 

to overcome technical barriers, private sector training, PIN and PDD development. 

Awareness raising was a common feature of many early capacity building programmes. When the 

CDM was agreed at the Kyoto conference, many Parties and people were unsure how the mechanism 

would work. Even after the agreement on the Marrakech Accords it took countries a while to 

understand the whole procedure. In fact, many programmes developed brochures on the project 

cycle and the role of stakeholders and different institutions and organized information sharing 

workshops in different regions within the host country. More recently, workshops focus on sharing 
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experiences of successful projects with other countries that have not been successful within the 

same region. 

As there is no internationally set standard for sustainable development in a CDM project, each 

country needs to define its own criteria underpinning the decisions of its DNA. All countries have 

different challenges, priorities and objectives. Therefore, they must undertake exercises of defining 

exactly what constitutes sustainable development in a project setting. Institutional capacity building 

programs were established to support these needs and help design procedures for project approval. 

Often, workshops were held with ministries and private sector representatives to understand the role 

of the DNA. 

For those host countries that have set up their DNAs, the challenge is to get project proposals 

developed. Many capacity building programs assessed the country’s mitigation potential and did 

feasibility studies in some particular sectors of the economy. They then assisted project developers 

to write specific PINs. Usually, the most attractive and feasible PINs are selected and followed up. 

These are then developed to PDDs. 

 

3. Capacity building effectiveness in Africa and LDCs  
 

This section assesses the effectiveness of the capacity building programs that have been 

implemented in Africa and LDCs to date, following the classification established above.  

The study includes CDM capacity building programs in 51 African countries1 and 48 LDCs2 that have 

been implemented from 1998 onwards. Among the 51 African countries, 32 countries are LDCs as 

well. Therefore, we assess a total of 67 countries. The data has been extracted from Michaelowa 

(2005), Silayan (2005), from submissions of the Parties and international organizations to UNFCCC 

(UNFCCC, 2007b, Germany 2007), a UNEP report on CDM capacity building (UNEP, 2006), different 

                                                
1 African countries include: Algeria, Angola, Benin, Botswana, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, 

Cape Verde, Central African Rep., Chad, Comoros, Congo, Cote d'Ivoire, Djibouti, Egypt, Equatorial 

Guinea, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Gabon, Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea Bissau, Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia, 

Libya, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Morocco, Mozambique, Namibia, Niger, 

Nigeria, Rwanda, Sao Tome & Principe, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra Leone, South Africa, Sudan, 

Swaziland, Tanzania, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, Zambia, Zimbabwe. Somalia has been excluded from 

the study as it is not a Party to the UNFCCC. 

2 The LDCs are: Angola, Afghanistan, Bangladesh, Benin, Bhutan, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, 

Central African Republic, Chad, Comoros, Democratic Republic of Congo, Djibouti, Equatorial Guinea, 

Eritrea, Ethiopia, Gambia, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Kiribati, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, 

Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Maldives, Mali, Mauritania, Mozambique, Myanmar, Nepal, 

Niger, Rwanda, Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe, Senegal, Sierre Leone, Solomon Islands, Somalia 

(not a party to the UNFCCC), Sudan, Tanzania, Timor-Leste, Togo, Tuvalu, Uganda, Vanuatu, 

Yemen, and Zambia. 
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programme websites and reports from development organizations available online. Sometimes, 

different sources reported different numbers of workshops, countries involved, and money spent. In 

these cases, we used the figures provided by the organization that implemented the programme. 

There is no organization that compiles all the information on capacity building programmes and the 

quality of reporting and accessibility of the reports on the websites differed greatly among 

organizations and governments. Therefore, our data shown in Annex I may not include all capacity 

building programmes that have been implemented. Given the interest of donors to advertise their 

activities, we however do not think that many programmes have been omitted. 

 

3.1 Experience with CDM capacity building in African countries and LDCs  

 

The capacity building resources have been unevenly distributed between and within regions. 

Analyzing regional subsidies before the take-off of CDM, Silayan (2005) found that the Asia and the 

Pacific dominated among the regions for funding distribution. The least funded region was North 

Africa and Middle East. He stressed that the funding for capacity building in Asia and Africa was 

concentrated in few, large countries such as India, China and South Africa, which is largely due to 

the fact that these countries were felt to have the largest potential for CER supply. We find that 

since 2005 substantial capacity building has been conducted in smaller African countries and LDCs as 

well. 

The budget of to capacity building programmes involving at least one LDC or African country that 

have been identified amounts to 83 million ! (see Annex 1). We estimate that at least 43 million ! 

have been allocated programmes in LDCs and Africa in the last 10 years3.  

Capacity building in Africa started already in 1998 directly after the agreement on the Kyoto Protocol 

for a limited number of countries. At this stage, most capacity building focused on awareness raising, 

information sharing and CDM potential assessment and feasibility studies. Such awareness raising 

and information sharing workshops, however, are still being implemented from time to time. 

Donors increased the institutional capacity building to set up DNAs in Africa and LDCs after the 

Marrakech Accords were signed. By this time, the targeted number of countries had doubled to 21. 

The Climate Protection Program (CaPP) funded by Germany, for example, helped host countries to 

formulate sustainable development criteria and assisted institutional capacity until the DNA could be 

established. In 2006, 34 countries had had experience with CDM capacity building. 

From 2006 onwards, however, the donors have shifted their interest, as they lost interest in 

establishing new DNAs, and increased institutional capacity building programs for those countries 

with established DNAs. For example, after the DNA establishment in Tunisia in 2005, Germany 

provided 0.75 million ! from 2006 to 2009 for the actual implementation of the CDM activities. The 

                                                
3 It should be noted that generally there are no data available on how the donors allocate project 

funds to each of the targeted countries. Therefore, we have assumed that within the same 

programme, funds are distributed evenly between all target countries. 
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United Kingdom (UK) and European Community in collaboration with Ireland and Denmark started 

institutional capacity building in South Africa after its DNA was established in 2005. The World Bank 

started its Carbon Finance Assistance (CF-Assist) in Botswana, Cambodia, Mozambique and Uganda 

around 2006 /2007.  

At this stage, many donors also started to increase their funds in actual project development, 

especially since CDM methodologies for reduction of the use of non-renewable biomass had been 

approved in early 2008. Most of the programmes focused on a specific sector. The UK funded the 

Development of a Pilot Programmatic CDM project in South Africa for energy efficiency in industry, 

German Development Co-operation (GTZ) started Energy sector CDM capacity development for 

Francophone Africa from 2007 and France in collaboration with UNEP began Carbon Finance for 

Agriculture, Silviculture, Conservation and Action against Deforestation (CASCADE) and CDM in 

forestry and bio-energy in 2006. The share of forestry projects within the submitted projects in the 

pipeline is significantly higher in Africa than in other regions. It accounts for 6 % of the 77 projects 

in the pipeline. As forestry projects need complex analysis and calculations, the project developers 

need to undergo intense training.  

Additional capacity building programs started after 2007, after the problem of the uneven distribution 

of the CDM projects and the lack of CDM projects in Africa had been highlighted at the UNFCCC 

Conference of the Parties in Nairobi, in December 2006. The African UN Secretary-General, Kofi 

Annan, announced during the opening of the high-level segment of the Nairobi conference that there 

would be a framework launched to enhance CDM projects, especially in the sub-Saharan Africa. This 

“Nairobi Framework” was initiated by the United Nations Development Program (UNDP), United 

Nations Environment Program (UNEP), World Bank Group, African Development Bank, and the 

Secretariat of the UNFCCC with the specific target to improve the level of participation of Sub-

Saharan African countries in the CDM and was welcomed by the Parties (UNFCCC, 2007a). The 

initiating agencies agreed on five objectives, which are considered to be key priority to move the 

CDM forward in the beneficiary countries: 

• Build and enhance capacity of DNAs to become fully operational 

• Build capacity in developing CDM project activities 

• Promote investment opportunities for projects 

• Improve information sharing/outreach / exchange of views on activities / education and 

training 

• Inter-agency coordination. 

The donors, mostly from European countries, offered funds and started additional capacity building 

programmes. Finland, Sweden and Spain were the three first governments that declared a support of 

1.5 million $ for the Regional capacity building project for sub-Saharan Africa, implemented by UNEP 

and UNDP. Its objective is to enhance public and private sector capacity to access carbon finance, 

and to overcome project barriers in Ethiopia, Kenya, Mauritius, Mozambique, Tanzania and Zambia. 

The World Bank, which is one of the initiating agencies of the Framework, started to assist Kenya, 
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Mozambique, Uganda and Yemen through the CF Assist Program and Carbon Finance for Sustainable 

Energy in Africa (CF-SEA, 1 million $) from 2007. The Green CDM Facility for Africa funded by 

Denmark (3 million $) targeted Benin, Burkina Faso, Ghana, Mali, Niger and Zambia, and the CDM in 

Africa Initiative funded by Austria (0.3 million !) focused on Uganda, Tanzania, Ghana and Ethiopia, 

starting in 2007 as well. All of them aim to increase the number of registered projects through 

assessment of project potential, feasibility studies and concrete drafting of PINs and PDDs and thus 

chose the countries that had already established DNAs by that time. Some countries, like Ghana, 

Tanzania and Mozambique received similar programmes from other donors and agencies (see Annex 

1). 

To summarize, a large amount of subsidies has been spent on CDM capacity building substantially 

increasing after the announcement of the Nairobi Framework. The donors’ interest shifted from 

awareness raising programs to establishment of DNAs and then to project development. The number 

of countries addressed by the programmes have been increasing until around 2006. 24 African 

countries and LDCs have not been targeted by any of the programs identified in this study, although 

they have ratified the Kyoto Protocol. 

In the next section, it will be analyzed whether and how these capacity building projects have been 

successful. 

 

3.2 Evaluation of the capacity building in African countries and LDCs 

 

3.2.1 Effectiveness of awareness-raising capacity building  

 

Evaluation of awareness raising workshops is difficult to evaluate as no countries have been 

identified to have had only such workshops in our data. However, 5 countries have had only 

awareness-raising and project potential assessment and/or feasibility studies, which were a common 

feature of capacity building programs when they had started. These countries are Algeria, Congo, 

Ethiopia, Gabon and Gambia. All of these countries, except for Gambia had such capacity building 

programs before 2002 and had been neglected from then until recently. None of these countries 

have submitted PDDs until recently, but Congo and Ethiopia managed to submit their first PDD in 

2008. This might partly be a result of capacity building programs that started in 2007. However, as 

we have few of such cases in our data it is difficult evaluate the effect of awareness raising 

workshops. 

 

3.2.2 Effectiveness of institutional capacity building 

 

The ratification of the Kyoto Protocol and the establishment of the DNA is a necessary condition to 

increase CDM projects. Among the 192 countries which ratified the UNFCCC, 184 countries and 

region have ratified the Kyoto Protocol by now. Industrialized countries and developing countries 
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have established 27 and 110 DNAs respectively. As for the Africa and LDCs, out of 67 of these 

countries, 64 have ratified the Kyoto Protocol. 47 countries have established their DNAs of which 9 

have been identified to have had support for the DNA establishment. All of the capacity building 

programmes that focused on the establishment of the DNA seem to have been successful, although 

the time and effort given by agencies differ by countries (see Figure 2). By 2005, only 4 African 

countries had a fully functioning DNA office, approved by the national legislative body, with fully 

drafted and approved sustainable development criteria. These capacity building programmes 

therefore contributed to increase the number of DNAs in the region and supported elaboration of 

sustainability criteria and in some cases the set up of DNA websites. 

 

Figure 2: Institutional capacity building and establishment of DNA  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A workshop organized by the UNEP Risoe Centre revealed that reasons for the delay of the 

establishment of DNAs in Sub-Saharan Africa are not only because of the difficulties in setting of 

sustainable development rules (Greene, 2005). Identification of which government department 

should host the DNA and writing of regulations to govern the operation of the DNA are also identified 

to be hurdles. As DNAs bring new possibilities for collecting rents from the private sector, inter-

ministerial conflicts often arise over who will be in charge of the DNA and from whose desk(s) 

project proposals will be approved (Michaelowa 2004).  



 

Figure 3: Number of institutional capacity building programs by year 

 

As has been discussed before, donors have not been much interested to establish new DNAs in the 

last 3 years, but shifted their focus to the institutional capacity building for those countries with 

already established DNA.  

Unfortunately, although the number of DNAs has increased as a result of these initiatives, only a few 

DNAs seem to have capacity to attract project developers. For the project developers it is important 

that the information about the procedures and sustainability criteria are easily available to develop 

their project. So far, 27 countries have received subsidies for the institutional capacity building. 

However, 35 of the DNAs in Africa and LDCs do not provide any link to their website in the UNFCCC 

list of DNAs, or the links are outdated, though 17 countries of them had received institutional 

capacity building. Further, only 8 countries in the region have DNA websites that explain the CDM 

and the role of the DNA. All of these 8 countries had institutional support and have submitted at 

least one PDD to the EB in the past. Investigating these websites more in detail, it is clear that they 

have often been updated during the capacity building programme period, but that there is not much 

continued effort to keep the site updated. The most recent updates in the 8 websites appear to have 

been done in the beginning of 2008. On the other hand, it might be sufficient if the website gives a 

clear guideline on the criteria and the procedure for project developers, and in this case no further 

update is necessary.   
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3.2.3 Effectiveness of project development capacity building 

 

The effectiveness of the project development capacity building programmes can be analyzed by 

comparing it to the quantity and quality of the CDM projects submitted and registered in the host 

countries. Until now, at least 27 million ! have been spent for programmes that include project 

development capacity building in 32 countries.  

From our data, some relationship can be observed between the number of programmes 

implemented in different countries, and the submitted and registered CDM projects (see Figure 4).  

 

Figure 4: Trends in project development capacity building, submitted and registered CDM projects 

in Africa and LDCs 

 

Note: In this graph, the capacity building initiatives are counted per programme and per receiving 

country. So, for example, if the UNEP CD4CDM program promoted PDD development in 5 African 

countries in the year 2006, this is counted as 5 initiatives in 2006. If it continued providing assistance 

to these 5 countries during 2007, this is again counted as 5 initiatives for 2007. 

 

However, only 35 projects have been registered in these countries, and most of these are located in 

South Africa (14), Egypt (4) and Morocco (4), so that only 9 projects are actually in LDCs. Compared 

to the amount of money dedicated to the programs, registered projects seem to come with a high 

price tag. Moreover, examining the programmes by countries, only a few countries have been 

successful in submitting and registering CDM projects. 70% of those countries that received project 
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focused capacity building do not have any registered project, and half of them have not submitted 

any PDD yet (see Figure 5).  

 

Figure 5: Amount of project development capacity building, submitted and registered CDM project 

by host country  

 

In addition, not much relationship can be seen between the number of capacity building programmes 

and registration of CDM projects. Among the 12 countries that have benefitted from the largest 

number of such programmes, only 5 have been successful in registering a CDM project. Although 

Benin and Ghana are among the countries with the highest number of those programmes, they have 

never submitted any project. Mozambique and Zambia were slightly better and have each submitted 

one project, but these have not (yet) been registered. 

The quality of the African/LDC projects in terms of share of rejections and registrations seems to be 

similar to that of the whole world. While 111 projects have been submitted from Africa and LDCs, 35 

have been registered (31.5%). This is a bit better than the average for the whole world, which is 

currently 29%. In addition, if one compares the percentage of rejected projects in Africa and LDCs 

with the percentage of rejected projects in the whole world, Africa fares slightly better than the 

average.  

In terms of the GHG emission reduction, the registered African and LDC CDM projects reduce 45 

million t CO2 whereas the whole registered projects will reduce 1.34 billion t CO2 (UNEP Risoe Center, 

2009). Therefore, the share of CERs from these countries accounts for only 3%. Taking into account 

the subsidies spent so far, the first objective of the CDM to reduce GHG emissions has not been 
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achieved effectively. The CDM might have provided some benefits for their sustainable development, 

but these cannot be easily measured as there is no monetary value for the contribution to 

sustainable development. To evaluate this, micro level analysis for each case would be needed, 

which is beyond the scope of this report.  

 

3.2.4 Effectiveness of capacity building of whole CDM process 

 

It can be observed that those countries which had all three types of capacity building are more 

successful in submitting and registering CDM projects than those which had just two types. Among 

14 countries that received all types of programs, which include 5 LDCs, 6 countries submitted PDDs 

and another 6 countries had registered CDM project. Among 6 countries that received project 

development capacity building but no institutional ones, only one county had registered CDM. 

Similarly, only one county had registered CDM project among 5 countries that received institutional 

capacity building but no PIN or PDD support.  

 

4. Lessons for potential subsidy programmes for CDM African 

countries and in LDCs 
 

The overall result of the effectiveness assessment suggests that the CDM capacity building helped to 

remove some obstacles in several countries, but it does not help to overcome all of the problems 

that LDCs face regarding development of CDM projects. 

Over the last 10 years at least 43 million ! have been spent in Africa and LDCs for awareness raising, 

the setup of DNAs including development of sustainability criteria and procedures, training of private 

and public personnel and project support including potential and feasibility assessments and drafting 

PINs and PDDs. At least 43 African countries and LDCs have received capacity building, whereas 22 

countries did not benefit at all. 9 of the 47 DNAs in those countries have been directly supported for 

their establishment. All the capacity building that focused on DNA establishment seems to have been 

effective, although the actual notification of the DNA took sometimes years in some countries. After 

DNA establishment, however many host countries could not keep the long-term institutional 

commitment necessary to develop a consistent CDM strategy. Unfortunately, in half of the countries, 

which received capacity building program for project development, the program did not really 

deliver. While 27 million ! have been spent for project development support, only 35 projects have 

been registered so far – an implicit subsidy of almost 1 million ! per project!  Expressed as a share 

of the current CDM market volume of about 460 million ! in Africa and LDCs, capacity building 

activities cost around 10%.4 We see the following lessons for the future direction of capacity building 

support: 

                                                
4 The expected CERs from 35 registered projects by 2012 are 45.6 million CERs (UNEP Risoe Center, 

2009). The price per CER is estimated at 10 !. 
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4.1 Project coordination 

 

While initially multilateral programmes prevailed, bilateral activities have superseded them as the 

carbon market developed. This is due to the fact that several Annex B countries see capacity building 

as an important step towards the procurement of CERs. All the CER buyers of current registered 

African and LDCs project are those who have provided substantial subsidies to these countries. Such 

donor competition has increased the invisibility of the experience and muddled CDM capacity building 

in these countries. In South Africa, Mali, Benin, Mozambique, Tanzania and Tunisia, there are 

currently 3 different programmes in each country focusing on the potential assessment and 

feasibility studies funded by different countries and multilateral organization. Capacity building would 

be more effective if they would coordinate their activities.  

 

4.2 Holistic approach 

 

Similar to the first point, it became clear that a capacity building programme is more effective if it 

assists the whole process of the CDM and not just part of it. No organization took a holistic approach 

partly because of the high cost and lack of expertise in some elements. Several organizations should 

coordinate to provide their special experience. For example, due to the lack of expertise of the 

“classical” CDM consultants in financing, awareness-raising and training of financial institutions has 

been lacking. Given that the lack of underlying finance is one of the biggest barriers for promoting 

CDM projects in LDCs, the integration of financiers and local banks is key to embark on actual project 

development. Moreover, setting up a DNA website is relatively easy. If it contains clear guidance on 

the procedure and explanation of the sustainability criteria, it already does a great service even if not 

updated regularly. To provide information on a diversified portfolio of CDM project ideas already in 

place might attract project developers to consider their involvement in this activity seriously. Another 

key element of capacity building should be direct funding for data collection needed for application of 

key baseline methodologies, as well as support for new methodology development, especially in the 

agricultural and forestry sectors. 

Regarding climate change strategies, adaptation measures may be much more urgent issue to 

implement in these countries than mitigation measures. The donors could assist host countries to 

support and promote CDM projects that have important adaptation benefits and poverty alleviation. 

Whereas CDM could convey development benefits to host countries, poverty alleviation may be 

better addressed without the required procedure under the CDM.  

 

Whilst CDM capacity building might contribute to mitigating obstacles for African countries and LDCs 

to participate in CDM activities, it is easy for the donors to fall into the trap of investing their 

resources at holding CDM workshops when in reality that money would be better spent to reduce 
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GHG in their own country, or better spent for other development programs for LDCs. Donors need to 

implement more targeted capacity building and consider their objective clearly and realistically.  
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Annex 1: CDM capacity building programmes 
 

Donor / Agency Programme name Budget 

(million Euros) 

Years Host country Comment 

National Agencies 

Austria CDM in Africa 0.30 2007-2009 Ethiopia, Ghana, Tanzania, 

Uganda  

Project development, project funding 

Denmark Danish CDM Programme 1.17 2003-2009 Malaysia, South Africa, 

Thailand, 

China and Indonesia from 

2005 

Training, Workshops, establishment of 

DNA and project development 

Denmark Green CDM Facility for Africa 2.70 2007-2009 Benin, Burkina Faso, Ghana, 

Mali, Niger, Zambia 

Institutional support and project 

development 

France French support Facility for Actions Implemented 

Jointly ( FAAEC / FFEM) 

2.00 2001-2006 Non-OECD countries 

including Africa 

CDM/JI Guides in French and in English 

as an aid to investors, operators, 

administrations, institutions and 

governments 

France Compensation for forestry carbon capture and CDM 

in Central Africa 

0.40 2005-2007 Central Africa Financial support 

France CDM in forestry and bio-energy 4.60 2006-2008 African countries (2/3), Latin 

American countries (1/3) 

Workshop, institutional support and 

project development 

France Africa Assist programme for the development of 

CDM projects 

4.70 2006-2008 African countries Evaluate potential, support financial set 

up of CDM projects in the following fields: 

cement works, mining, refineries, power 

plants, agro-industry, transport, waste 

and water treatment.  

Germany Climate Protection Programme (CaPP) of GTZ 1.50 1999- More than 20 countries: e.g. 

Indonesia, Chile, China, 

Columbia, Ghana, Morocco, 

Peru, South Africa and 

Tunisia 

DNA establishment and project support 

Germany Energy sector CDM capacity development for 

Francophone Africa 

0.18 2007- 2009 Benin, Burkina Faso, Mali, 

Rwanda, Senegal 

Project development 

Italy Mediterranean Renewable Energy Programme 

(MEDREP) 

 n.a. Algeria, Egypt, Morocco, 

Tunisia 

Only very partially dedicated to CDM 
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Donor / Agency Programme name Budget 

(million Euros) 

Years Host country Comment 

Japan Kyoto Mechanism (CDM/JI development) 3.98 2003-2004 Mostly Asian Countries Project potential assessment, project 

development 

Japan Kyoto Mechanism (CDM/JI development) 2.28 2003-2004 Mostly Asian Countries Awareness raising, training 

Japan / Institute for 

Global Environmental 

Strategies (Japan) 

Integrated Capacity Strengthening (ICS) 4.00 2003–2006 Cambodia, China, India, 

Indonesia, Philippines, 

Thailand 

Project development,  Focus on waste 

management, renewable energy, and 

small-scale projects. 

Netherlands SouthSouthNorth Project (SSN Toolkit) 5.00 2002-2009 Bangladesh, Brazil, 

Indonesia, Mozambique, 

South Africa, Tanzania 

Intends to helpstakeholders to identify, 

design, and implement projects by 

themselves 

Spain Azahar Programme Advanced Seminars on "the 

CDM projects and the development of renewable 

energies in the Mediterranean Region" 

0.09 2005-2006 Albania, Algeria ,Bosnia-

Herzegovina, Egypt, Jordan, 

Lebanon, Morocco, Serbia 

and Montenegro, Syria, 

Palestine, Tunisia Turkey 

Workshops 

UK Development of a Pilot Programmatic CDM project 

in South Africa for Energy Efficiency in Industry 

0.08 2007-2009 South Africa Project development 

Multilateral Agencies 

EC ASEAN Energy 

Facility 

CDM-ASEAN 0.40 2003–2005 ASEAN   

EU  CDM for sustainable Africa: Capacity building for 

CDM in Sub-Saharan Africa 

0.46 2003-2004 Sub-Saharan Africa Institutional capacity building 

EU  Environment and community based framework for 

designing afforestation, reforestation and 

revegetation projects in the CDM: methodology 

development and case studies (ENCOFOR) 

1.64 2003-2007 Kenya, Uganda 

Bolivia, Ecuador 

Project potential assessment and 

assessment of the environmental and 

socio-economic side effects  

EU, Ireland, Denmark C3D-Climate Change Capacity Development 0.20 2006-2009 Senegal, South Africa, Sri 

Lanka (and to some extent in 

Samoa and Belize) 

Institutional capacity building. Only 

partially CDM-related (3 workshops) 

EU / UNIDO Demonstration Project for 11 African Francophone 

Countries on the Clean Development Mechanism 

(CDM) 

0.25 2005 Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, 

Cameroon, Congo, Guinea, 

Ivory Coast, Mali, Mauritania, 

Niger, Togo 

Capacity building for project development 

EU 5th Framework 

Programme 

Scenarios and Strategies for the Implementation of 

the CDM of the Kyoto Protocol in the Mediterranean 

0.40 2000–2001 Mediterranean Scenarios, pre-feasibility study for wind 

project in Egypt, user guide 
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Donor / Agency Programme name Budget 

(million Euros) 

Years Host country Comment 

Region (CDMED) 

EU 5th Framework 

Programme 

Promoting and Financing CDM Renewable Energy 

Projects in the Mediterranean Region (CDMEDI) 

0.10 2002–2003 Mediterranean User guide, workshops 

EU Commission Start-up CDM in ACP Countries (SUSAC) 1.20 2000–2002 Senegal, Uganda, Zambia Workshops, small strategy studies, 

development of sustainability criteria 

EU Commission Planning and Strategies for the Implementation of 

Clean Development Mechanism of the Kyoto 

Protocol in Latin America (PLANER) 

0.56 2002-2003 Belize, Costa Rica, 

Guatemala, Honduras, 

Nicaragua, Panama, 

Ecuador, Peru, Colombia 

 PDD support 

EU Synergy 

Programme 

Analysis of Viability of the Clean Development 

Mechanism in the Mediterranean Area (AVINMAR) 

0.64 2001–2002 Lebanon, Morocco, Palestine,  

Tunisia, Turkey 

Workshops, project design document 

(PDD) support 

EU Synergy 

Programme 

Innovative Risk Coverage and Financing of Projects 

Related to the Implementation of CDM Projects 

Focusing on India and Morocco (IRIS) 

0.40 2003–2004 India, Morocco Workshops 

EU Synergy 

Programme 

Business Opportunities for CDM Project 

Development in the Mediterranean 

0.50 2003–2005 Mediterranean Workshops, PDD development 

EU Synergy 

Programme 

Clean Development Mechanism Capacity Building 

amongst the Private Sector in Africa (CAPSSA) 

0.91 2002–2003 Botswana, Mozambique, 

South Africa, Swaziland, 

Zambia, Zimbabwe 

 

Workshops, small strategy studies, 

development of sustainability criteria 

Germany, Norway, 

Italy, World Bank, 

Development Bank of 

South Africa, UNEP 

African Bankers Carbon Finance Investment Forum 0.6 2007-2008 173 delegates throughout 

Africa 

Workshop 

REEP (UK, Ireland, 

Germany, EC, 

Austria, Netherlands) 

Securing financing for renewable energy and 

energy efficiency projects in Southern Africa 

through Gold Standard CDM 

0.36 2006-2007 Mozambique, Tanzania Facilitate the financing of smaller 

renewable energy and energy efficiency 

CDM projects.Intends to achieve at least 

one Gold Standard project in each 

country. 

UNEP, CDCF and 

URC  

Using Carbon Finance for Sustainable Energy in 

Africa (CF-SEA). 

1.00 mid 2005-2007 Cameroon, Ghana, Mali, 

Mozambique, Zambia 

Workshop, DNA support 

World Bank National Strategy Studies (NSS) Program 6.00 1997-2004 Argentina, Bolivia, China, 

Colombia, Czech Republic, 

Egypt, India, Indonesia,  

Potential studies, project development 
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Donor / Agency Programme name Budget 

(million Euros) 

Years Host country Comment 

Kazakhstan, Peru, Russia, 

Slovakia, South Africa, 

Ukraine, Uzbekistan, 

Zimbabwe 

World Bank Carbon Finance Assist (CF Assist) 13.40 2005– 45 countries, plus 17 

countries added in 2007 

Training modules for establishing DNAs, 

book on legal issues. 

Austria / UNIDO Support for the Development and Uptake of CDM 

Projects in the Industrial Sector 

0.29 2004-2005 Mexico, South Africa, 

Vietnam 

Project support 

Finland, Sweden, 

Spain 

Regional capacity building project for sub-Saharan 

Africa 

1.34 2007-2008 Ethiopia, Kenya, Mauritius, 

Mozambique, Tanzania, 

Zambia 

Institutional capacity building 

France / UNEP Carbon Finance for Agriculture, Sylviculture, 

Conservation and Action against Deforestation 

(CASCADe) 

4.45 2006-2009 Benin, Cameroon, Congo, 

Gabon, Madagascar, Mali, 

Senegal 

Project support 

UK Promotion of Community-Driven CDM in South 

Africa 

0.22 2007-2010 South Africa Building capacity of the DNA 

UN Agencies 

UNCTAD-Earth 

Council Institute 

Getting started with Clean Development 

Mechanism (CDM) in Least Developed Countries 

(LDCs) 

0.04 2001-2002 LDCs, especially Malawi,  

Mozambique, Tanzania, 

Uganda, Zambia 

  

UNDP, UNCTAD, 

UNIDO, UNFCCC, 

WBCSD 

Engaging the Private Sector in the Clean 

Development Mechanism 

1.50 2000–2002 Brazil,South Africa CDM investment guides 

UNDP, UNEP RAB 0.80 2003–2004 Morocco Follow-up of earlier programme, now 

centered on making approved DNA fully 

operational. 

UNEP CD4CDM 10.00 2002–2005 Côte d’Ivoire, Egypt, Jordan, 

Morocco, Mozambique, 

Uganda 

Cambodia, Philippines, 

Vietnam 

Bolivia, Ecuador, Guatemala 

Establishment of DNA and institutional 

support 

     2006-2009 Algeria, Mauritius, Tanzania 

Nicaragua, Peru, Suriname 

Establishment of DNA and institutional 

support 
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Donor / Agency Programme name Budget 

(million Euros) 

Years Host country Comment 

Bangladesh 

UNIDO Capacity Mobilization to Enable Industrial Projects 

under the CDM in Nigeria 

0.20 2000–2004 Nigeria Evaluation of CDM potential in industrial 

sector 

United Nations 

Council for Trade and 

Development 

(UNCTAD) 

Carbon Market E-Learning Center  2001–2006 Not specified Online, fee-based training course on the 

CDM. Dubious quality and semi-

commercial character. 

United Nations 

Development 

Programme (UNDP) 

Climatic Change in Maghreb Region 0.30 1999–2002 Algeria, Morocco, Tunisia Workshops, development of project 

pipeline 

United Nations 

Industrial 

Development 

Organization (UNIDO) 

Concept for Developing National Capacity to 

Implement the Industrial Clean Development 

Mechanism Project in Africa 

2.00 1998–2001 Congo, Ghana, Kenya, 

Nigeria, Senegal, Tanzania, 

Zambia, Zimbabwe 

Evaluation of CDM potential in industrial 

sector 

  Total budgeted for all programmes 83.14       
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