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I. Introduction

The success of humankind’s adaptation to climate change will be determined to a great extent by the institutions through which people make and implement decisions.  A wide range of institution types will inevitably become involved – from global funds, to regional networks, to national ministries, and local institutions like farmers’ co-ops and village councils.  The roles played by these institutions – and many others – will make a big difference in how vulnerable people experience climate change and adapt to its effects. 
As the global community negotiates a new climate agreement in the lead-up to COP 15 in Copenhagen, there is an important opportunity to consider what institutional arrangements can best support effective adaptation.  Key questions include:

Key Questions
1. What functions do institutions need to perform under the Copenhagen agreement?

2. At which levels (global, regional, national, local) could institutions optimally perform key functions?

3. Can existing institutions do the job, or are new institutions needed?

4. If new institutions are needed, what form should they take?

II. The Bali Action Plan Negotiations: April 2009 State-of-Play
In a perfect world, negotiations would focus on answering the above questions sequentially, so that needed functions for effective adaptation would be identified and institutional arrangements then agreed that could fulfill them.  Form would follow function, so to speak.  

The UNFCCC, of course, is not a perfect world.  Discussions under the Bali Action Plan thus far have focused only piecemeal, and largely in a general way, on desired functions of institutions under a Copenhagen agreement.  The key functions under discussion can be roughly categorized as “finance” and “implementation.”  Conversations around the “finance” category often neglect the reality that finance must be generated, delivered, and used – distinct steps that may require distinct institutional arrangements (Bapna and McGray 2008).  Meanwhile, “implementation” entails a wide range of activities, many of which require engagement of national and local actors for whom the UNFCCC is an abstract and distant -- even marginal -- entity.  The question of whether and how the UNFCCC can influence the institutions that are equipped to implement adaptation rarely gets addressed explicitly.  

Building on the work done by Agrawal (2008) on the roles of local institutions, Figure 1 provides a schematic representation of how global institutions typically influence the adaptation options of communities and households.  While in some instances the influence of the UNFCCC may be mediated by NGOs or UN agencies with an on-the-ground presence, most of the time, national governments – the Parties – hold primary responsibility for utilizing UNFCCC resources and translating its decisions into action.  Households’ adaptation strategies, meanwhile, are facilitated or hindered in powerful ways by local institutions, such as district councils, village committees, farmers’ co-ops, and the like. This means that two layers of institutions typically lie between the UNFCCC and real people’s adaptation efforts – a situation that must be kept in mind if institutional arrangements within the UNFCCC are to have a meaningful impact on implementation of adaptation.

Figure 1.  Schematic Depiction of Institutional Inputs to Adaptation Practices (Adapted from Agrawal 2008)

[image: image1]
The challenge of creating effective institutional arrangements is further complicated by the a priori views on new and existing institutions that Parties bring to the negotiating table.  Developing country Parties typically call for the creation of new institutions, in part because existing ones are largely controlled by the developed world.  Developed countries, meanwhile, call for maximum use of existing institutions, and negatively cite the expense and complexity of creating new institutions -- even modest ones.  Given the tension between these positions, much of the debate around institutional arrangements is likely to revolve around the extent to which new institutions are needed.
To date, most of the discussion on institutional arrangements in the lead-up to Copenhagen has focused on finance.  A number of proposals have been raised regarding institutions to manage burden-sharing and options for generating new finance at the international level.  Options for finance “windows” have been raised, together with associated ideas on bodies to govern each window.  Meanwhile, the Adaptation Fund Board’s (AFB’s) deliberations are also on-going.  While it is a potential key institution for finance in the post-2012 regime, submissions and interventions have not focused on the AFB to any great extent.  Parties seem to assume that the AFB can easily be incorporated into the post-2012 regime once it is agreed.  However, possible arrangements for doing this may need further examination, given that options will be influenced both by the shape of the Copenhagen agreement and the development of the AFB between now and 2012.    
On the implementation side, regional adaptation centers are the only set of institutions that have yet been discussed with any concreteness.  There seems to be an emerging consensus that regional centers are desirable as a component of the Copenhagen agreement.  However, there is not yet much specificity on what Parties wish to see these centers do, or what form they might take.   

Table 1 suggests some options for institutional arrangements, based upon the state of play in the negotiations as of April 2009.  

Table 1: Options for Institutional Arrangements for Adaptation Reflecting Current UNFCCC Deliberations
This table frames institutional options for adaptation finance and implementation, reflecting current deliberations under the Bali Action Plan.  Institutional needs, the UNFCCC’s role, and the role of regional centers are elaborated under three scenarios for the extent of new institutions: “light” institutions, “medium,” and “heavy.”  Options under the different scenarios are not mutually exclusive – e.g. “heavy” institutional arrangements may include elements elucidated under the “light” scenario.  Continuation of support for adaptation from the share of proceeds under the Clean Development Mechanism is assumed for all options, and is not treated explicitly in the table.
	
	Extent of New Institutions 

	
	“Light”
	“Medium”
	“Heavy”

	Adaptation Finance
	Role of FCCC: FCCC neither generates nor channels new finance; rather, its role is to assure that finance flowing through outside institutions is generated and channeled effectively.  Institutions focus on matching countries’ adaptation needs to finance, and verifying that finance is delivered and spent as agreed. 
	Role of FCCC: FCCC does not generate new finance but does channel new finance.  Funds are generated domestically and pooled in FCCC funds (a la the Mexican Proposal).  Institutions focus on assuring burden-sharing, and on allocating adaptation funds to countries.
	Role of FCCC: FCCC both generates and channels new finance (a la the Norwegian proposal).  Funds are generated directly through AAU auction and pooled in FCCC funds.  Institutions focus on managing AAU auction and allocating adaptation funds through multiple windows. 

	
	Institutional Needs: Publicly accessible registry of projects, plans and finance pledges.  Review body that annually evaluates a) whether pledges have been delivered upon (including additionality of finance) b) progress on implementing plans/projects c) overall success at meeting countries’ adaptation needs.  Compliance mechanism that addresses failure to deliver finance.  
	Institutional Needs: Registry of pledges by developed countries as to how they will meet their share of the burden.  Review body that evaluates compliance with burden-sharing. Fund governance institutions that build out from Adaptation Fund, LDCF through one of three options: 1. Make them both “windows” in a larger fund that has a governance body deciding how to allocate funds between them 2. Phase out the LDCF and build up the AF as the main body for channeling funds 3. Automatically allocate proportions of pooled finance to these two funds (and/or to a third fund that does something neither of those are likely to do – e.g. insurance, planning support, or support for activities of regional centers).    
	Institutional Needs: UNFCCC institutions manage an extensive AAU auction, and  play a very “hands on” role in tracking, managing and allocating funds derived from it.  Fund governance includes institutional options under the “medium” scenario (at left), but goes beyond them to include additional “windows” and substantial capacity for technical services.  Functions include determination of funding priorities and recipient eligibility, extensive grant management, monitoring/evaluation, and provision of technical assistance to funding windows and to implementing Parties.     

	Implementation of Adaptation
	Role of FCCC and Regional Centers: Centers function primarily as a regional network “hub” for knowledge-sharing, identification of regional adaptation needs, and identification of best practice.  They interface with the Nairobi Work Programme via the Secretariat to channel learning to/from the global level. 
	Role of FCCC and Regional Centers: Centers primarily play a technical advisory role, and provide Parties with assistance on vulnerability assessment, adaptation planning, and development of projects and proposals.  They report formally to a new body of the UNFCCC that governs the Nairobi Work Programme, or to UNFCCC institutions that would govern registration and implementation of national adaptation plans.  
	Role of FCCC and Regional Centers: Regional centers go beyond technical advice to provide concrete services to Parties, such as meteorological services, research and development of adaptation technologies, or regional insurance/risk pooling mechanisms.   Services needed would vary from region to region.  

	
	Institutional Needs: Centers must have convening capacity, though meetings may not all take place at the centers.  They might keep a database of national plans, best practices, regional experts and the like, to help countries obtain skills and capacities they need. Centers could be appropriately housed at a university or NGO.  The UNFCCC would rely upon the existing NWP within SBSTA, and would not need significant new institutional arrangements.  
	Institutional Needs: Regional centers would need more substantial human and technical capacity.  They might keep regional databases of vulnerability and impacts information, would need GIS capacity, and could assist with model development and downscaling.  Staff would travel frequently to national capitals.  The centers could be housed at a university or research institute; the offices of the regional development banks or UN agencies may be options for some regions.  At the global level, 
	Institutional Needs: Institutional needs would vary from region to region, depending upon the services desired.  Many would require the creation of new institutions, or significant new development of existing ones.  Service delivery institutions would need to be backed by regional convening bodies (or regional sub-sets of the UNFCCC) to house joint governance by countries.  Some services (especially insurance facilities) would require an entity to manage public-private partnerships. 


III. Deepening the Discourse With Concrete Options
Given extensive treatment elsewhere of institutional options for finance under the UNFCCC (Klein and Persson 2008, Mueller and Gomez-Echeverri 2009, Lutes 2009), this paper will focus on institutions in support of implementation of adaptation activities.  Moreover, as CAN has already indicated a preference for a relatively “institutions-heavy” scenario in its adaptation submission, the paper will emphasize options aligned with such arrangements.  
A key step is to break “implementation” into practical sub-categories around which desired institutional arrangements can be elaborated in a concrete way.  This paper uses the following categorization of implementation needs:
1. Planning and Assessment

2. Adaptation Technology

3. Risk Management and Insurance

4. Learning and Knowledge-sharing

5. Monitoring and Evaluation

For each set of implementation needs, the paper will highlight options for the role of the UNFCCC COP, the role of national governments, and the role of other institutions as appropriate.

It is also important to note that the interface between finance and implementation is an important space where institutional arrangements will play an important role.  Key functions of institutions in this space include the determination of funding priorities and the determination of eligibility for financial support.  Options for performing these functions will be treated separately within each of the above categories, as appropriate.
1. Planning and Assessment

National plans are likely to play a central role in implementation of adaptation under the UNFCCC.  CAN’s adaptation submission indicates two forms of relevant national plans: 1) the existing National Adaptation Programs of Action (NAPAs), which the Least Developed Countries (LDCs) have developed in the context of the LDC Fund, and 2) a set of new National Adaptation Action Strategies (NAAS) that would be more integrated with national development planning.  CAN proposes an Adaptation Technical Panel at the UNFCCC level that would have an important role in supporting planning and an In-country Coordinating Mechanism (ICM) in each country to conduct planning.
Table 2. Planning and Assessment Options
	
	Options for Institutional Arrangements

	Role of the COP
	

	· mandate planning processes 
	- COP itself needs to give this mandate


	· identify source(s) of support for planning
	- COP will need to decide what sources “count” for supporting which priorities

	· delegate the establishment of criteria for eligible plans 
	· Adaptation Technical Panel (ATP) develops procedural guidelines AND/OR substantive criteria for plans
· Least Developed Countries Experts Group (LEG), which created NAPA guidelines, either continues to function as it currently does, OR it is folded into the ATP

	· delegate responsibility for review of completed plans
	· Adaptation Technical Panel reviews completed plans
· A separate review body under the COP or under the funding window is created to review plans

· Independent experts from UN agencies, consulting companies, or academia conduct review

· Peer reviews are conducted within regional bodies (e.g. African Economic Commission, OECD), outside of UNFCCC structures

· An interactive, publicly accessible registry of plans enables review by any and all interested parties

	· Registration of In-Country Coordinating Mechanisms (ICMs)
	· Countries self-register ICMs with the Adaptation Funding Executive Board

· ATP develops criteria against which to accredit ICMs as part of determining eligibility for funding

	Role of National Governments

	

	· Conduct assessment and planning
	· Governments conduct assessment and planning themselves, or contract with external institutions (consultants, NGOs, UN agencies, etc.) as they see fit

· regional centers are supported by the COP to provide assistance

· UNDP, UNITAR or multilateral development banks (MDBs) provide assistance outside a formal regional center structure
· An arm of the ATP provides assessment and planning assistance


2. Adaptation Technology

Many Parties have called for the Copenhagen agreement to address the role of technology in adaptation.  However, the nature of that role is interpreted differently by different parties and is likely to vary significantly from country to country.  Moreover, the role of the market in technologies relevant for adaptation is substantially different from mitigation in important ways: 

· For many key adaptation technologies (e.g. observation and monitoring, early warning, flood control), the public sector will be the primary purchaser, not industry or consumers.
· For many of the most vulnerable people, relevant technologies are traditional or indigenous ones (e.g. seed varieties, water harvesting, irrigation (UNFCCC 2007).  For such technologies, the path of “development, demonstration and dissemination” takes a substantially different form from commercial technologies.
In this context, a general question applicable to nearly all the roles outlined in Table 3 is whether adaptation technology should be governed by the same institutional arrangements as mitigation technology, or whether it should be linked instead to the institutional arrangements for other elements of adaptation implementation.  CAN’s submission outlines the creation of an Adaptation Technology Mechanism, and expresses a preference that it be included in a broader UNFCCC technology mechanism.  However, it should be noted that institutions for planning and assessment (above) may have important influence on implementation of public sector technologies, while those for learning and knowledge-sharing (below) may be central to the scaling up of indigenous technologies.
Table 3. Adaptation Technology Options

	
	Options for Institutional Arrangements

	Role of the COP
	

	· Identify indigenous technologies that can be “scaled up” globally
	· EGTT leads in identifying appropriate technologies

· Adaptation Technical Panel (ATP) leads 

· Regional centers lead

· UN agencies or MDBs lead

· NGOs, businesses, universities lead, via the NWP or similar network
· Secretariat builds out a technology identification mechanism from its existing adaptation practices database

	· Support developing countries in building appropriate enabling environments
	· COP agrees guidelines or standards for enabling environments

· UNFCCC-related bodies provide support or services for development of enabling environments (see below)
· NWP or similar network provides opportunity for learning/sharing on enabling environments

	· Incentivize the transfer of adaptation technologies from North to South
	· COP will need to decide what “counts” as adaptation technology transfer
· Mechanism for registering, accrediting or otherwise recognizing developed countries’ commitments on adaptation technology

	· Match technology, capacity-building and other support/services to technology needs
	· Mechanism for registering, accrediting or otherwise recognizing countries’ technology needs assessments
· Mechanism for tracking when/where/how needs are met

	Role of National Governments
	

	· Identify adaptation technology needs
	· Technology needs assessments are incorporated into national plans (see above)
· Needs assessments are stand-alone processes, a la the existing TNAs in the EGTT.
· Needs assessments could be conducted by ministries, sector associations, NGOs, or the In-country Coordinating Mechanism (ICM) 

	· Foster “enabling environments” for effective development, demonstration and diffusion of commercial technology
	· Models for improving enabling environments are developed regionally, with capacity-building provided by regional centers

· Multilateral development banks (MDBs), bilateral aid agencies, or UN agencies provide technical assistance in the development of enabling environments.
· Domestic stakeholder-based process (including business, academia, NGOs, vulnerable communities) tailors enabling environment to country circumstances

	· Obtain, implement and maintain relevant public sector technologies
	· Ministries each take responsibility for their own adaptation technology.
· The ICM reviews technology needs across ministries and coordinates purchasing and maintenance.

	· Support the “scaling up” of effective domestic indigenous adaptation technologies
	· MDBs, bilateral aid agencies, or UN agencies provide support or services to enable domestic programs
· ICM takes lead role in addressing incentives and barriers to domestic transfer of indigenous technologies
· Individual ministries take lead role, depending upon specific technology needs

· Network of NGOs, local institutions, business associations takes lead role


3. Risk Management and Insurance

Currently a number of different proposals regarding risk management and insurance are under discussion in the negotiations.  Necessary institutional arrangements will vary significantly from proposal to proposal, based largely upon the extent to which risk is assessed, priced and pooled at global, regional or national levels.  However, most options will require the creation of a public-private partnership in order to mobilize private capital and/or draw upon private sector expertise in assessing and pricing risks.  Most will also require eligibility criteria for determining participation in insurance programs, and will need decisions about which risks are covered in the program.  The table below categorizes proposals according to type of insurance and indicates roles for key institutions (UNFCCC, national governments, private sector) associated with each type.

The April 24 CAN submission does not clarify whether its Climate Insurance Pool covers disaster loss directly (in which case it would act as a reserve fund in Table 4 below), or whether it will fund the premiums for the purchase of insurance (catastrophic risk insurance below).  CAN’s proposed Climate Insurance Assistance Facility would support the development of microinsurance or commercial insurance in places where markets currently fail to provide such products.  

Table 4. Insurance Options With Associated Roles of UNFCCC, National Governments, and Private Institutions (adapted from Dixit and McGray, forthcoming)
	
	Type
	Included in 
	What does it do? 
	Examples 
	UNFCCC’s Role
	National Governments’ Role
	Private Sector’s Role

	Catastrophic Risk Mechanisms

	1. Solidarity fund/ compensation mechanism/ Reserve fund
	AOSIS Proposal
	Provides compensation for countries that have suffered catastrophic damages due to climate change. 
	Global AIDs fund. Emergency disaster relief (ex-ante). 
	· Provide funding.

· Set up governance structure of fund.

· Create mechanisms to disburse funding.
	· Annex I parties provide funds. Non–Annex I parties receive funds and decide how to spend them.
	· None

	
	2. Catastrophic Risk insurance
	MCII Proposal; Secretariat Scheme C
	A global pool paid for by rich countries pays the insurance premiums to a global facility to cover catastrophic risks for most vulnerable countries from high risk, low probability catastrophic events. 
	No precedent. 
	· Establish an architecture to channel funds.

· Require Annex I parties to pay premiums.

· Decide eligibility criteria and what risks are covered.

· Set up global insurance facility and provide mandates and governance structure.

· Provide data, and information.

· Support comprehensive global risk assessments

· Choose private-sector company to operate scheme.
	· Plan and implement comprehensive risk management frameworks.

· Decide how they will take part in this scheme.

· Complete prevention activities as part of eligibility criteria.
	· Decide on price for climate risks.

· Build risk models incorporating risk data.

· Operate insurance scheme either independently or under a public-private partnership.

	Sovereign Risk Pooling


	3. Sovereign Risk pooling (Insurance) 
	Secretariat Scheme C

MCII Proposal

AOSIS Proposal
	Countries pay a premium to insure their budgets against catastrophic risks. Works for countries that have high natural disaster losses relative to national economy. With risk pooling, premiums are lower and countries have better access to re-insurance markets to gain access to capital. 
	CCRIF
	· Provide technical support and financing support for backstopping (if losses are very high).

· Help set up governance of schemes.

· Provide data and risk models.
	· Join regional insurance mechanisms.

· Pay premiums to an insurance facility.

· Decide how much insurance coverage to purchase.

· Decide how to spend insurance payouts.

· Provide data.

· Improve and standardize insurance market regulations.
	· Operate mechanism through the private sector or a public-private partnership.

· Reinsure through capital markets.

· Determine (private sector) prices for risks and premiums.

· Build risk models.

· Sell insurance coverage.

	Consumer Insurance Products
	4. Commercial life and property insurance
	Secretariat Scheme C 

MCII Proposal

AOSIS Proposal
	Individuals and businesses pay premiums commercial entity to spread the risk of a certain event in the future over a period of time. When an event occurs, insurance policy holders receive payouts.
	Commercial insurance companies 
	· Provide technical support, incentives, and help in removing market barriers.
	· Form and improve regulatory frameworks for insurance.

· Safeguard contract enforcement and other legal rights.
	· Provide insurance through private commercial entities.

· Provide reinsurance through global insurers and capital markets.

	
	5. Micro-insurance 
	Secretariat Scheme C 

MCII Proposal

AOSIS Proposal
	Insurance is specifically designed and targeted to be pro-poor. It often involves providing insurance coverage to a large number of people with small assets to insure.
	Malawi, Mongolia, India 
	· Offer technical support, ways to scale up, and funding for research, regulatory frameworks, collection of best practices, and data gathering.

· Decide when and for what to provide subsidies.
	· Establish national regulatory frameworks.

· Obtain valuable local data through meteorological and agricultural extension services.

· Offer research and education on insurance and risk management.

· Decide whether to set up stand-alone or integrated insurance programs.
	· Determine price and model risks.

· Operate insurance programs.

· Provide reinsurance of micro-insurance portfolios.


4. Learning and Knowledge-sharing

To date under the UNFCCC, the primary mechanism for learning and knowledge-sharing on adaptation has been the Nairobi Work Programme (NWP).  The NWP functions as a loose network of Party representatives, NGOs, UN agencies and other partners who share information and build capacity on key adaptation implementation topics identified by SBSTA.  Under the NWP, the Secretariat has led workshops, produced papers, developed some modest databases, and identified global “calls for action” on adaptation.  

Ultimately, the NWP has had two functions – an “outward” one of fostering learning and knowledge-sharing for parties and partners, and an “inward” one of channeling learning into the negotiations.  The “inward” role began to be performed in Poznan at COP 14, when Parties distilled lessons from the NWP in order to make recommendations to the SBI.  However, the NWP has had limited effectiveness in its “outward” role of capacity-building through knowledge-sharing.  Many partner organizations – especially those with high levels of practical experience -- do not find that the NWP has a significant value-add in their work and have little incentive to take part in its activities.  Their frustration threatens the effectiveness of the NWP, since there will be little information to channel into the negotiations or share with Parties if the people with the most adaptation experience choose not to participate.  

CAN’s adaptation submission calls for the NWP to be strengthened and scaled up.
Table 5. Nairobi Work Programme Options
	
	Options for Institutional Arrangements

	Role of the COP
	

	· Identify priority themes around which learning and knowledge-sharing can be structured
	· Existing NWP themes continue post-2012

· SBSTA identifies new themes
· SBSTA mandates Secretariat to gather NWP themes from existing NWP partners

· Adaptation Technical Panel (or another body) identifies themes

	· Provide forum or mechanism to support learning or knowledge-sharing
	· SBSTA continues to oversee NWP

· NWP moves from SBSTA to ATP, SBI, or another body
· Secretariat continues to lead NWP

· Leadership of NWP is ‘outsourced’ through a bidding process to UNEP, a university or another agency

· NWP convening and capacity-building functions are devolved largely to regional centers

	· Incorporate learning into future decisions
	· ATP or another body conducts a periodic review of NWP findings
· NWP commissions periodic syntheses from expert bodies (e.g. WHO does one on health, FAO does one on agriculture)

· NWP findings become a standing agenda item for COP (or ATP, etc.) meetings

· Key UNFCCC bodies (Adaptation Funding Executive Board, ATP, etc) develop formal liaisons to NWP 

	Role of National Governments
	

	· Take part in global and regional learning efforts
	· ICM coordinates country contributions to NWP and participation by domestic stakeholders
· Ministries, NGOs, academics interface directly with NWP on topic-by-topic basis

	· Incorporate learning into future decisions
	· ICM conducts synthesis and application of relevant NWP learning in-country
· ICM delegates synthesis and application to an NGO, university, network, etc.

· Ministries, parliaments, NGOs, academics, etc. responsible for taking on NWP lessons relevant to their own work.


5. Monitoring and Evaluation

Given the heightened need under a changing climate to adjust policies and actions in response to changing circumstances, monitoring and evaluation (M&E) by national governments will play a central role in assuring the effectiveness of adaptation.  In the UNFCCC, some system for monitoring also is needed to support mutual accountability between developed and developing country parties, in order to ensure that support for adaptation is provided, and that it is used effectively.
The shape of UNFCCC M&E systems depends significantly upon what shape finance mechanisms take.  A decentralized finance system would make monitoring of financial flows a major task for the UNFCCC.  On the other hand, if finance is centralized in a large UNFCCC fund, then monitoring will focus more on the use of that funding.  CAN has proposed a large central fund, and calls for independent, third-party monitoring, to be overseen by the Adaptation Funding Executive Body.   
Table 6. Monitoring and Evaluation Options
	
	Options for Institutional Arrangements

	Role of the COP
	

	· Track fulfillment of funding commitments
	· Burden-sharing formula provides the basis for evaluating contributions
· Developed countries register commitments in monetary terms

· Developed countries register commitments in qualitative terms (e.g. type of action)

· COP delegates tracking responsibility to OECD-DAC, World Bank, or other body

	· Track country progress 
	· National communications (status quo) provide the basis for tracking progress
· National communications are made more frequent, more streamlined, and/or more structured

· Registry of country actions is developed

· Progress is tracked against registered national plans (see Table 2)

· Progress is tracked in relation to achievement of the MDGs

· Progress is tracked activity-by-activity in the context of each funding window where activities are supported

	· Establish M&E standards and criteria
	· Countries each undertake their own approach to M&E
· COP delegates creation of standards for M&E to World Bank, GEF, UNDP, ISO or other body

· ATP develops M&E standards

· Separate funding windows each develop their own standards for M&E

	· Identify entity responsible for M&E
	· Countries self-report progress
· AFEB accredits third-party monitoring entities

· COP facilitates peer review processes through which countries monitor each other

· COP develops a mutual verification system akin to that of the WTO
· COP develops an online public-access monitoring system in which the public is invited to conduct bottom-up monitoring

· COP delegates responsibility for conducting M&E to the World Bank, GEF, or other body

· COP delegates responsibility for M&E to regional centers

· Different funding windows each select their own M&E entity

	· Maintain database of M&E findings
	· Database consists of national communications
· Secretariat takes responsibility for synthesizing a periodic review from the national communications

· Findings are tracked in a registry of commitments, plans and actions

· Responsibility for maintaining a findings database is devolved to regional centers

· COP delegates responsibility for findings database to GEF, UNDP, NWP or other entity

· Each funding window maintains its own database
· Maintenance of M&E findings records are left to each country

	Role of National Governments
	

	· Track domestic progress on development and implementation of adaptation strategies
	· ICM coordinates tracking of progress across ministries
· Ministries or sector associations track progress sector-by-sector

· Government delegates region-by-region progress tracking to sub-national government bodies

· Government delegates to interest groups or associations that can track progress among particular vulnerable groups

· ICM coordinates stakeholder-based progress tracking

· Parliament oversees tracking of progress

	· Maintain records and data for review under UNFCCC M&E systems
	· ICM maintains records
· Finance ministry or treasury maintains records

· Ministries maintain separate records

· Government delegates maintenance of records to university, regional center or other entity


IV. Next Steps

This paper has emphasized the need to recognize that not all adaptation implementation activities can be undertaken within the UNFCCC, and that other institutions – especially national government institutions – have key roles to play.  Moreover, the function of adaptation implementation institutions may vary significantly depending upon the extent of financial resources channeled through the UNFCCC and whether these resources are governed through centralized or decentralized structures.  As CAN and its partners refine their position on institutional arrangements, the options considered should be evaluated for a) robustness under various finance arrangements, and b) coherence between the roles of global and national institutions.  
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Annex II. Acronyms Used
Acronyms with gray shading indicate new institutions and instruments proposed by the Climate Action Network in their adaptation submission to the negotiations (CAN 2009).  Those in bold are existing institutions and instruments within the UNFCCC.  The remainder refer to global institutions and national groupings independent of the UNFCCC.

	AAU
	Assigned Amount Unit

	AFB
	Adaptation Fund Board

	AFEB
	Adaptation Funding Executive Board

	AOSIS
	Alliance of Small Island States

	ATP
	Adaptation Technical Panel

	CAN
	Climate Action Network

	CCRIF
	Caribbean Climate Risk Insurance Facility

	COP
	Conference of Parties

	EGTT
	Experts Group on Technology Transfer

	FAO
	Food and Agriculture Organization

	FNA
	Financial Needs Assessment

	GEF
	Global Environment Facility

	ICM
	In-Country Coordinating Mechanism

	ISO
	International Organization for Standardization

	LDC
	Least Developed Country

	LDCF
	Least Developed Countries Fund

	LEG
	Least Developed Countries Experts Group

	M&E
	Monitoring and Evaluation

	MCII
	Munich Re Climate Insurance Initiative

	MDB
	Multi-lateral Development Bank

	MDG
	Millennium Development Goal

	NAAS
	National Adaptation Action Strategy

	NAPA
	National Adaptation Program of Action

	NGO
	Non-governmental Organization

	NWP
	Nairobi Work Programme

	OECD
	Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development

	OECD-DAC
	OECD Development Assistance Committee

	SBI
	Subsidiary Body for Implementation

	SBSTA
	Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice

	TNA
	Technology Needs Assessment

	UN
	United Nations

	UNDP
	United Nations Development Programme

	UNEP
	United Nations Environment Programme

	UNFCCC
	United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change

	UNITAR
	United Nations Institute for Training and Research

	WHO
	World Health Organization

	WTO
	World Trade Organization
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� In this paper, “national governments” should be taken to refer to developing country governments unless otherwise specified.





