
1 
 

Annual Review - Summary Sheet 
 
 
 
 
 

Title:  Capital Markets Climate Initiative (CMCI) 

Programme Value: £350,000 (2012) + £220,000 budget 
extension (2014) (Total ICF Funding £570,000) 

Review Date: August 2016 

Start Date: 
August 2014 

End Date:  
July 2016 

 

 
Summary of Programme Performance  

Year 2013 2014 2016      

Programme Score A A A      

Risk Rating Low Low Low      

 
 
Summary of progress and lessons learnt since last review  
 
 
Overall this review finds that the CMCI and its Global Innovation Lab (the Lab) continue to perform 
strongly, especially as a platform to bring together experts and help generate innovative projects. It has 
also evolved to suit the emerging priorities for UK climate finance. The ‘Global Innovation Lab’ (the Lab) 
is now well established and has increased its visibility over the past year. The first call for ideas for the 
Lab resulted in over 80 proposals for new or expanded climate finance instruments. The second call for 
ideas, which had a special focus on adaptation proposals, saw 99 proposals for climate finance 
instruments being submitted. There has also been success in securing funding for the shortlisted 
instruments, although it has not been possible to progress BEIS funding as expected due to a 
combination of resource constraints and design issues.  In the 2013 and 2014 annual review, the CMCI 
recorded an ‘A’ score (i.e that it had met expectations) and this review also finds that the CMCI scores 
an A. 
 
As per its aims, the Lab has also produced analytical work on the selected ideas submitted, including 
instrument design and implementation plans. There are currently 5 new ideas under development 
through the 2nd cycle of the Lab (3 of which are adaptation proposals, responding to the global deficit in 
adaptation funding which made up 16% of climate finance in 2013/4 according to an OECD-CPI report)1. 
Moreover, the concept of the ‘Lab’ has been replicated – building on the success of The Global Lab, the 
India Innovation Lab was launched in November 2015 with the endorsement of the Government of 
India’s Ministry of New and Renewable Energy. The Lab has also received international recognition, for 
example, when the G7 Leaders met in Elmau in June 2015, the Global Innovation Lab for Climate 
Finance was mentioned in the Leaders’ declaration as an existing successful program which supports 
the identification and piloting of innovative climate finance instruments.  
 
However, the Innovation Platform within the CMCI has been wound down as recommended by the last 
annual review. This is because the focus had changed in the run up to Paris and it was not possible to 
dedicate 1 FTE to CMCI. In addition, the Lab has now effectively picked up the initial objective of the 
Innovation Platform as it is now both a forum to bring experts together as well as a way to generate 
innovative projects, which means that the Innovation Platform has naturally wound down over the past 
year as expected. Further options for UK stakeholder engagement in projects are being considered 
through the current review of the ICF. 
 
 
 

                                            
1
 http://www.oecd.org/env/cc/oecd-cpi-climate-finance-report.htm 
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Summary of recommendations for the next year 
 
 

- Recommendations for BEIS:  
o BEIS should retain the flexibility to fund specific research into barriers to private investment, 

as identified by private sector stakeholders.  
o BEIS should develop further options for UK private sector engagement and consultation on 

ICF strategy and projects. 
- Recommendations for the Global Innovation Lab: 

o BEIS should work with Lab partners and the Secretariat to ensure a fair voting procedure for 
the selection of Lab instruments, in a way that promotes innovative projects.   

o BEIS should consider how the Lab might fit in the programming strategy of the ICF through 
the ongoing ICF strategic review 

o BEIS should consider the appropriate thematic focus for the next phase of the Lab.  
o The Lab should increase its communications to relevant bodies which may increase the 

number of high quality applications, including from private sector proponents.  
o Continued participation in Lab meetings and working groups would be beneficial for BEIS. 
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A. Introduction and Context (1 page) 

Link 
to 
Busin
ess 
Case:  

CMCI Business Case 2012: 
https://aidstream.org/files/documents/CMCI-Business-Case.pdf  
CMCI Annual Review 2014:   
https://aidstream.org/files/documents/CMCI-Annual-Review-Aug13-Aug14.pdf  

 
 
Outline of the programme 
 
  

 
The Capital Markets Climate Initiative (CMCI) was set up to help scale up private capital flows in low 
carbon, climate resilient activities in developing countries. Specifically, CMCI is targeted at 
supporting governments in developing a stronger and common understanding and 
appreciation as to why and how to effectively and efficiently leverage private capital by helping 
to address these information barriers. In turn, this should contribute to the scaling up of private 
capital flows as better informed governments are more willing to put in place appropriate enabling 
environments and use scarce public climate finance to help address identified barriers and market 
failures.  
 
CMCI has undergone an evolution over time, as it has been a flexible umbrella initiative that has 
incorporated several private sector focused work streams.  As explained in the 2014 Annual Review, 
the initial design based around Working Groups evolved into the Innovation Platform, a stakeholder 
forum for testing climate finance proposals.  Building on the CMCI model, DECC worked with the US 
and Germany to design an international stakeholder forum to test and develop climate finance 
proposals. This forum was called the Global Innovation Lab.  The CMCI Innovation platform was 
wound down in 2015, due to changing ministerial focus in the run up to the Paris COP.  Thereafter, the 
Global Innovation Lab was the main vehicle to source and test climate finance proposals with private 
sector and development experts, and was managed as part of the CMCI umbrella initiative, and 
became the primary focus.  
 
‘The Lab’ brings together a small number of senior private and public sector actors (from both 
developed and developing countries) to design, stress test and pilot instruments and approaches 
targeted at catalysing private investment in to climate friendly, low carbon projects and infrastructure in 
developing countries. The Lab considers a shortlist of proposals, and by the end of the selective 
process (9 months), will have developed the 2-3 best ideas into robust, ready-to-implement climate 
finance proposals that will have a transformational impact.  Through CMCI, the UK has supported the 
Lab, providing £20,000 from the CMCI budget to support the secretariat and analytical provider for the 
Lab, alongside the US and Germany.  The Lab contributes to the overall objectives of CMCI by 
providing a forum for private sector engagement, which allows HMG to learn about the barriers to 
private finance, test climate finance proposals with the private sector, and encourage engagement and 
investment from major private finance stakeholders. 

 

https://aidstream.org/files/documents/CMCI-Business-Case.pdf
https://aidstream.org/files/documents/CMCI-Annual-Review-Aug13-Aug14.pdf
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B: PERFORMANCE AND CONCLUSIONS  

 
 
Highlights and progress since last review  
 
Highlights and progress: 
The CMCI Innovation Platform has been wound down.  This is because: 

- It was not fulfilling its objective of getting detailed input into ICF project designs. This is due to the 
fact it relied on the pro-bono support of participants and was a broad and diverse membership so 
it was difficult to get detailed consideration of ICF projects. 

- In the build up to the Paris Agreement, ministerial priorities were refocused.  
- The Global Innovation Lab was fulfilling the function of sourcing and testing climate finance 

proposals with private sector and development experts. 
 
The Global Innovation Lab has fulfilled its original mandate and expanded. 
 

A. Completion of the first cycle of the Global Innovation Lab. 
 

 In April 2015, the Lab shortlisted the top initiatives designed to overcome investment barriers in 
renewable energy, energy efficiency, and adaptation in developing countries.  This fulfils the 
Lab’s objectives of identifying and stress-testing innovative climate finance instruments.  Since 
then, the Lab Secretariat and Lab members have been promoting the instruments for piloting with 
some success: 

o The Energy Savings Insurance instrument is moving ahead in Mexico with a target to 
stimulate USD 25 million of investment in 190 energy efficiency projects in the agro-
industry sector through 2020. The Inter-American Development Bank is implementing the 
pilot with local partners through funding from the Clean Technology Fund and the Danish 
Energy Agency. 

o The Agricultural Supply Chain and Adaptation Facility will partner with agribusiness 
companies to provide local farmers with technical assistance and access to finance for 
climate-resilient investments. The Inter-American Development Bank, in partnership with 
Calvert Investments, is committed to piloting the facility in Latin America and the 
Caribbean. 

o The Long-Term Foreign Exchange Risk Management instrument will provide tools to 
address currency and interest rate risk for climate relevant projects in developing 
countries. The TCX investment management company and IFC (International Finance 
Corporation) will act as implementing agencies for a pilot. German Environmental Ministry 
has announced it will provide €30million to TCX for innovative and new hedging 
instruments for Sustainable Energy 4 All (SE4All) projects that promote renewable energy 
and energy efficiency investments in Sub-Saharan Africa. 

 Climate Policy Initiative (CPI) who provide the secretariat and analytical functions for the Lab, 
continue to monitor and report on progress on the first cycle selected instruments. 

 
B. Launch of a second cycle of the Global Innovation Lab 

 

 The Lab members, guided by the leading countries (UK, US and Germany) agreed that the Lab 
had been a success and there was universal support for the initiative to continue, with Lab 
members committing to continuing their investment of time and human resource in the initiative. 

 The UK was influential in agreeing that the second lab cycle should have a specific focus on 
adaptation.  This recognised that levels of climate finance for adaptation were too low (16% of 
global climate finance) and in particular it was challenging to mobilise climate finance for 
adaptation.  In the build-up to the critical Paris UNFCCC COP 21, it was vital that donors 
demonstrated their commitment to redressing this imbalance.  The second call for ideas was 
launched in Lima in October where high-profile climate finance meetings were taking place.   

 During its 2nd Call for Ideas, which was open from October 7th to November 7th 2015, The Lab 
received a huge breadth and quality of submissions. Following an initial screening of these ideas, 
Lab Advisors met on December 3rd in Paris at the UNFCCC COP (again generating positive 
publicity for climate finance), to select the top ideas based on their actionability, innovation, and 
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catalytic and transformative potential. Following the 3rd December Advisors’ Meeting, Lab 
Advisors voted in six Lab ideas as finalists in the Lab’s Second Cycle. Next, the Secretariat 
established Working Groups for each instrument, consisting of proponents of the selected idea, 
Lab Advisors, and external experts. These Working Groups led the Instrument Development 
phase, which concluded in April 2016. Lab Advisors met at the margins of the Climate Action 
2016 Conference on 4th May in Washington D.C. to provide technical feedback on the final 
instrument designs, and offer input on the Pilot Support phase. 

 Since its 2014 launch, the Lab Secretariat report that it has helped to attract more than US$500 
million to fund pilot projects. 

 
Replication of the ‘Lab’ concept: 

 India Innovation Lab was launched in November 2015 - with the endorsement of the 
Government of India’s Ministry of New and Renewable Energy. The India Innovation Lab builds 
on the successes of The Global Lab, but adapts them to India's unique opportunities and 
challenges. Following a successful call for ideas, the India Lab has selected four new ideas for 
green finance instruments to move forward in development. This was launched as part of PM 
Modi’s visit to the UK, shortly before the critical Paris COP.  The Lab therefore further publicised 
UK support for developing countries through climate finance.   

 
The Lab has gained international recognition, contributing to our objectives of building positive 
momentum on climate finance in the run up to the Paris COP: 

 In May 2014, the World Bank’s ‘Decarbonizing Development’ report features the Lab 
instruments as a case study. 

 In September 2014, President Obama’s climate change action plan mentioned the Lab as a 
point of progress in the report 

 When the G7 Leaders met in Elmau in June 2015, the Global Innovation Lab for Climate Finance 
was mentioned in the Leaders’ declaration.2 

 On 9th December 2016, a panel event at COP21 was held about the Global Innovation Lab 
which brought together representatives of The Lab, donor governments, and the pilot 
instruments, who shared progress and lessons learned relevant to governments at COP21.  A 
DECC Minister took part in the panel discussion. 

 
Level of Progress against Lab Objectives: 
The Lab is a time-bound initiative with a clear workplan and measurable outcomes.  As outlined in the 
CMCI extension business case (March 2014), the initiative will be judged a success if: 

 a) Senior actors from public and private sectors and from developed and developing countries 
agree to participate in the dialogue, enabling strong stakeholder engagement at an international 
level and channelling expertise.  

 b) The Lab produces analysis on a range of climate finance proposals 

 c) The Lab ultimately develops and recommends 2-3 robust climate finance proposals  

 d) The proposals are taken forward by international donor community and institutions 
 
It was considered appropriate to consider progress against these criteria because the Global Innovation 
Lab has fulfilled its original mandate and expanded.  According to the above four criteria, the initiative 
can be judged a success because:- 
 

a) Participation and stakeholder engagement 

 Senior actors, public and private sectors and from developed and developing countries have 
continued to participate in the Lab. There are now more than 50 members of the Lab, including 
both high-level Principals and Advisors.   

 The 22 Principals and their advisors include representatives from governments, pension funds, 
investment banks, project development, and development finance institutions across the world, 
who have guided the work of The Lab. Details are available on the website: 
http://climatefinancelab.org/lab-members/  

                                            
2
 https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2015/06/08/g-7-leaders-declaration 

http://climatefinancelab.org/lab-members/
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 There are at least 3 Lab meetings per year, signalling the completion of an analytical phase and 
triggering decisions by Lab members – including a Lab Members meeting in Oct-Dec to screen 
and select ideas, and First Advisors meeting (Oct-Dec) to shortlist concepts for development. 
This is followed by Lab collaborative working groups with stakeholders who engage on a pro-
bono basis to develop the concepts, followed by a Second Advisors meeting (Jan-April) to 
endorse the lab instruments.  

 There are also outreach events, at high-profile events such as the Bloomberg New Energy 
Finance Summit and the UNFCCC COPs; this allows engagement with a wide number of 
relevant stakeholders, as well as generating positive momentum on climate finance. 

 
b) Analysis on a range of climate finance proposals 

 The Lab has also produced analytical work on the selected ideas submitted to the Lab.  The 
different phases of the Lab cycle include Phase 1, the ‘call for ideas’ in which the ideas are 
screened, and a long list of proposals are reviewed, and then the ‘Instrument Design’ (Phase 2) 
in which the in-depth review of the shortlist is undertaken, and instrument design and 
implementation plans are produced. This is followed by the Pilot Support (Phase 3). 

 The analysis is undertaken by the Senior Analysts and Analysts within CPI. Analytical Support is 
provided across all phases for the instrument design, M&E, tracking of progress, and sharing 
lessons, and many of the resources are published on the Lab website: 
http://climatefinancelab.org/resources/ 

 The first call for ideas for the Global Innovation Lab resulted in over 80 proposals for new or 
expanded climate finance instruments, while the second call for ideas has resulted in 99 
proposals being submitted.  From the first round, 7 were taken forward for further in-depth 
analysis.  From the second round, 5 proposals were taken forward for further in-depth analysis.  
CPI estimates the value of this analysis to be equivalent to $250,000 per instrument. 

 As noted in the Theory of Change (see below) the achievement of this objective is dependent on 
the provision of high quality ideas for innovative climate finance instruments for the Lab to 
develop.  

 
c) Lab develops and recommends climate finance proposals 

 There have been two calls for ideas so far. The first, in October 2014, resulted in seven 
proposals being taken forward for further analysis. In April 2015, the Lab announced that four 
projects were being taken forward as pilot initiatives designed to overcome investment barriers. 
The 2nd call for ideas took place in October 2015, and there are currently 5 new ideas under 
development under the 2nd cycle, the first four have been endorsed:- 

o Oasis Platform for Catastrophe and Climate Change Risk Assessment and 
Adaptation: this idea would develop an open access system that can plug-and-play data 
to create risk and loss information for the investment and insurance sector to increase 
households’ insurance coverage in Asia. 

o Climate-Smart Finance for Smallholder Farmers: Proposed by F3 Life, this idea would 
provide climate-smart credit scoring, including a credit scorecard, loan tracking, and 
monitoring software to encourage smallholder farmers’ adoption of new climate-smart 
agricultural practices/technologies and overcome their lack of access to capital. 

o Water Financing Facility: Proposed by the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs, this idea 
would issue “water bonds” and provide technical assistance to raise funds for investments 
in, and the set-up of, bankable water projects. Bonds would have a fixed return for private 
investment and would be offered through a pooled fund that diversifies project risks. 

o Mobilizing Equity to Drive Energy Efficiency Investments: Proposed by the Inter-
American Development Bank, this idea is a tiered equity fund that mobilizes investments 
into small and medium enterprises and real estate, while a parallel equity guarantee 
facility mobilizes investments at the asset level. It aims to mobilize private capital at scale 
for energy efficiency financing in emerging economies. 

o Mezzanine/Discounting Facility: Proposed by IFC, this idea is a small-scale renewable 
energy financing facility that will provide two synergistic products: Mezzanine finance for 
the construction phase of small RE projects where developers are struggling to reach 
financial closure and for more established projects, a discounting facility to refinance 
projects using cash flows as collateral. 

http://climatefinancelab.org/resources/
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 The selection process takes place as described above, through the Lab Working Groups, advisor 
calls and meetings. 

 
d) Proposals are taken forward 

 The Energy Savings Insurance instrument is moving ahead in Mexico with a target to stimulate 
USD 25 million of investment in 190 energy efficiency projects in the agro-industry sector through 
2020. 

 The Agricultural Supply Chain and Adaptation Facility will partner with agribusiness companies to 
provide local farmers with technical assistance and access to finance for climate-resilient 
investments. The Inter-American Development Bank, in partnership with Calvert Investments, is 
committed to piloting the facility. 

 The Long-Term Foreign Exchange Risk Management instrument will provide tools to address 
currency and interest rate risk for climate relevant projects in developing countries.  German 
Environmental Ministry has announced it will provide €30million to TCX for innovative and new 
hedging instruments for SE4All projects that promote renewable energy and energy efficiency 
investments in Sub-Saharan Africa. 

 
However, to note BEIS has not been able to progress funding for any of the Lab instruments to date.  
This is due to a combination of resource constraints and design issues.  The ongoing strategic review of 
the ICF will consider the role of the Lab in generating pipeline for ICF projects. 
 
Recommendations of previous reviews: 
The recommendations of the first review of CMCI (in August 2013) were that: 

 following fulfilment of its objectives under Output 1 (the series of Working Group Meetings to 
facilitate dialogue between representatives of public and private sector), Working Group 1 
(chaired by Anglia Ruskin University to set up best practice principles) and Working Group 2 
(chaired by the World Economic Forum to set up country partnerships and potential projects) 
were to be wound down and replaced by the CMCI Innovation Platform. This happened over the 
course of 2013. 

 following fulfilment of its objectives on the CMCI India solar project, and limited interest from 
CMCI participants in driving forward any further country specific partnerships the engagement of 
Working Group 2, chaired by the World Economic Forum under Output 3 (the partnership with up 
to 4 developing country governments) was streamlined into the CMCI Innovation Platform, which 
is where the ‘Policy Risk insurance mechanism’ work was taken forward.   

 
These recommendations were taken forward.  Furthermore, the work under Output 4 (in-country 
stakeholder engagement) was deemed to be completed.   
 
The recommendations of the annual review in August 2014 were that the Innovation Platform model be 
maintained to engage with the private sector. This recommendation has not been taken forward because 
the Innovation Platform was wound down. This was because: 
 

- There was a change of Ministerial team and refocus of priorities in the run up to the UNFCCC 
climate negotiations in Paris in December 2015. 

- The Global Innovation Lab was considered a more effective way of engaging the private sector in 
climate finance proposals designs due to the fact that it is a smaller group of relevant 
stakeholders with a more focused mandate and workplan.  In this way, the Global Innovation Lab 
responds to the issues identified in the 2014 CMCI review by focusing on specific proposals and 
questions. 

 
Further recommendations included: “Continue to ensure CMCI feeds into its work and work to support 
the Global Innovation Lab and maintain strong UK role to ensure alignment with ICF objectives”. This 
action has been carried out as the Innovation Lab has continued into its Second Cycle as described 
above.  Furthermore, the UK’s participation in the ‘Project Management Group’ has allowed DECC to 
shape the development and strategy of the Lab in line with our climate finance objectives.  For example, 
DECC was concerned to encourage increased private finance to adaptation, so suggested that the 
second call for ideas had a particular focus on adaptation. This was taken forward and the Lab selected 
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3 adaptation proposals for further analysis and review. It is recommendation that the actions described 
above should be continued. 
 
It should be noted, however, that the end of the CMCI Innovation Platform means that other options for 
consultation on the UK ICF and proposals not related to the Lab should be considered, as there is still a 
clear need and rationale for testing ICF strategy and programmes with private sector stakeholders.  
Options will be considered as part of the ongoing strategic review of the ICF.  We will also consider how 
CMCI could evolve further to enable testing of ICF strategy and projects by domestic (UK) stakeholders, 
in addition to supporting the ongoing work of the Global Innovation Lab.  This results from the continued 
need to stress-test ICF strategy and projects with stakeholders. 
 
The August 2014 annual review also included the recommendation to "Ensure findings of the Principles 
for Investment Grade Policy and Projects and the policy risk study are disseminated to other donors and 
delivery partners".  The study was published on the DECC website and sent to interested stakeholders.  
However, this did not generate much interest, and the end of the CMCI Innovation Platform meant there 
was no high profile event to publish the initiative which may have limited the dissemination of this study.   
 
Other recommendations of the August 2014 review were to "Remain open and responsive to using CMCI 
resources to support further studies to inform the effective delivery of UK Climate Finance". We have 
remained open to this but no idea gained traction so no further studies have been funded. 
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C: TRANSFORMATIONAL CHANGE  

 
Rating: 
Overall rating on Transformational KPI: 3 
In September 2014, the CMCI was given an overall rating of 3 against the KPI 15 indicator. In this 
review, the rating against KPI 15 remains the same for the reasons given below. 
 
Scale: 

1 No evidence yet available - too soon to revise 
assessment in business case 

2 Transformation judged unlikely 

3 Tentative evidence points to likely change  

4 Clear indication of change - transformation judged 
likely 

 
 
 
Evidence and evaluation: 
 
Fostering political will to act on climate change: 3 
CMCI will have an indirect impact on political will to act on climate change, through the demonstration 
effect of successful climate finance projects, international engagement and the impact of the Global 
Innovation Lab, including its high profile communication and outreach and the participation of senior 

finance and development representatives in considering climate finance proposals.  There is tentative 

evidence of impact against this indicator, for example, the Lab has been referenced in several public 
documents - a sign that the Lab and the experiences we learn through it have been picked up in political 
spheres. For example, the Lab was mentioned in President Obama’s climate change action plan in 
September 2014, and when the G7 Leaders met in Elmau in June 2015, the Global Innovation Lab for 
Climate Finance was mentioned in the Leaders’ declaration. 

 
ICF-supported activities are enhancing local capacities to act on climate change: 2 
CMCI funded activities will contribute to enhanced local capacity only indirectly, because the Lab 
proposals should involve working with national entities.  
 
Innovation Indicator- ‘Activities are encouraging innovation and testing new approaches’: 3 
The review in September 2014 noted the following achievements, which remain relevant:- 

 The GET FiT project in Uganda was an idea presented by a CMCI participant and is now being 
funded through the ICF. The GET FIT fund concept has a reputation as an approach that is 
unique and innovative.3 The GET FIT project is progressing well, and most projects have entered 
the construction phase. Building on the success of the GET FIT project, the UK supported studies 
in 10 African studies to assess suitability for feed in tariff and capacity building support.  

 The CMCI India Solar project was developed from the ideas of the original CMCI working group 
and was subsequently developed into an ICF business case.  Although the Asian Development 
Bank Solar Loan Power Generation Guarantee Facility Programme was subsequently cancelled, 
an independent assessment helped identify the reasons for lack of uptake of the Facility and to 
recommend key considerations for designing a guarantee product in future. The objective of the 
assessment was to identify key lessons why the market failed to respond to the ADB India Solar 
Loan Guarantee Facility and to make recommendations for future programmes that might use 
similar innovative financing mechanisms. The findings of the assessment are expected to feed 
into the design of future similar programmes in India or other developing countries.4 

 The first call for ideas for the Global Innovation Lab resulted in over 80 proposals for new or 
expanded climate finance instruments being submitted (by the private sector, donors and delivery 
partners). 

                                            
3
 http://www.getfit-uganda.org/get-fit-stakeholders/deutsche-bank-group/  

4
 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/report-on-the-asian-development-bank-solar-loan-project  

http://www.getfit-uganda.org/get-fit-stakeholders/deutsche-bank-group/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/report-on-the-asian-development-bank-solar-loan-project
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 The second call for ideas has resulted in 99 proposals for climate finance instruments being 
submitted. 

 The Lab Secretariat is currently working with Lab advisors to test these ideas to ensure 
implementability and transformational potential.   

 The selected proposals are being taken forward for piloting and implementation. During COP21, 
it was announced that the German Environmental Ministry will provide €30million to the hedging 
specialist TCX, one of the implementing entities of the Long-Term FX Risk Management 
Instrument. 

 
Ideas and lessons are shared widely: 3 
The Global Innovation Lab is producing analysis and evidence on the effective design and potential 
impact of climate finance instruments.  The Lab membership was designed to include key climate 
finance donors and delivery partners to influence their spend and activities beyond the work of the Lab 
by exposing them to evidence on the effective deployment of climate finance.  Lab Members and 
Advisors receive reports on the instruments, join working groups to ensure the Lab draws on the 
collective expertise of its members, receive regular updates on the progress of the ideas and are also 
involved in shaping the future direction of the Lab, based on lessons learned.  The Lab’s reports and 
recommendations are shared at high-level events.  The Lab Secretariat have developed a website and 
engagement plan to promote the Lab’s activities and share learning.  The learnings of this annual review 
will be shared with the ICF team. 
 
Replicability indicator – ‘Activities are being replicated by others’: 3 
The project was previously judged as a level 3 against the KPI Indicator for ‘replicability’, indicating 
that “tentative evidence points to likely change” and this rating has been assessed as remaining the 
same. It was noted in the previous review that 7 major donors have supported the establishment of the 
Global Innovation Lab – a public private partnership based on the CMCI model. In addition to this 
achievement:- 

 The ‘Lab’ concept is now being replicated in India, this could be taken as an indicator that the 
concept shows signs of transformation against the ‘replicability’ indicator under KPI 15. The India 
Innovation Lab was launched in November 2015 with the endorsement of the Government of 
India’s Ministry of New and Renewable Energy. As stated on the India Lab website, the India 
Innovation Lab builds on the successes of The Global Lab, but adapts them to India's unique 
opportunities and challenges.  

 The India Lab has selected four new ideas for green finance instruments to move forward in 
development.  Hence, in relation to KPI 15, in addition to the tentative evidence against the 
‘Innovation’ indicator, we would argue that the initiative can be judged as a level 3 against the 
KPI 15 indicator for replicability. 

 
Leverage indicator - ‘Activities are creating the incentives for others to act on climate change’: 3 
In addition, the project is also judged as a level 3 against the KPI Indicator for ‘Leverage / create 
incentives for others to act’ - that HMG-supported activities are creating the incentives for others to act 
on climate change. Previously, the project was only deemed to have achieved a Level 1 against this 
indicator (no evidence yet available). The increase in the rating against this indicator has occurred 
because: 

 The call for ideas potentially creates incentives for proponents to act in generating ideas, some of 
which are now going forward to implementation. 

 During the Lima-Paris Action Agenda from COP21, it was announced that the German 
Environmental Ministry will provide €30million to the hedging specialist TCX, one of the 
implementing entities of the Long-Term FX Risk Management Instrument alongside IFC.5 

 In Mexico, the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) has already committed a USD 20 million 
credit line and secured USD 2.5 million in grants from the Clean Technology Fund (CTF) and the 
Danish Energy Agency for a pilot of the Energy Savings Insurance instrument, which is 
expected to attract up to USD 25 million in private finance through 2020. 

 The Inter-American Development Bank, in partnership with Calvert Investments, is committed to 
piloting the Agricultural Supply Chain and Adaptation Facility in Latin America and the 

                                            
5
 http://climatefinancelab.org/press-release/germany-to-provide-e30mn-to-the-long-term-fx-risk-management-

instrument-for-sub-saharan-africa-climate-investments/ 
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Caribbean through seed funding from the USD 5 million Climate-Smart Agriculture Fund for the 
Private Sector. 

 
However, it is important to note that it is not possible to determine how far these projects would have 
been funded without the involvement of the Global Innovation Lab.  It is likely that funding was 
accelerated and encouraged, but we cannot say that the Lab was the only reason funding was received.  
Furthermore, the German and US governments made their funding and involvement in the Lab 
conditional on UK match funding. 

 
Activities are likely to be sustained once funding ends: 1 
CMCI, as an umbrella initiative, requires BEIS human and financial resource.  The Global Innovation Lab 
would not have been launched without BEIS funding the initiative, alongside Germany and the US.  After 
DECC’s initial funding ending, the Lab has continued to exist with continued financial support from the 
Dutch, Bloomberg Philanthropy and CPI. However, the Secretariat has approached BEIS for further 
funding as they are unable to sustain the activities without further funding from the UK, US and 
Germany. It is possible that other Lab members might be able to provide future funding and the 
Secretariat is exploring this option.  Evidence may be available against this indicator at the end of the 
next Lab cycle. 
 
The ratings against the KPI-15 sub-criteria are shown in the table below: 
 

 Previous rating (2014) Current rating (2016) 

Fostering political will to act on climate 
change 

2 3 

Activities are enhancing local capacities to 
act on climate change 

2 2 

Activities are encouraging innovation and 
testing new approaches and ideas 

3 
  

3 
  

Ideas and lessons are shared widely 1 3 

Activities are creating the incentives for 
others to act on climate change 

1 
 

3  
 

Activities are being replicated by others  3 
 

3 
 

Activities are likely to be sustained once 
funding ends. 

1 1 

 
 
Monitoring progress throughout the review period 
 

 There are no changes to the KPI 15 methodology.  
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D: Learning and Recommendations  

 
Learning: 
Participation in the Global Innovation Lab has provided valuable insight and learning for HMG: 

- The Lab member (Minister) and advisor (BEIS programme lead) are exposed to private sector 
and development financiers’ expertise and experience. 

- HMG staff across BEIS Policy and Finance, Strategy and Engagement and Negotiations teams, 
as well as DFID have benefitted from joining working groups to develop lab instruments and were 
exposed to private sector and development financiers’ expertise and experience. 

 
Recommendation: 
Continued participation in Lab meetings and working groups would be beneficial. As noted above, there 
are at least 3 Lab meetings per year, signalling the completion of an analytical phase and triggering 
decisions by Lab members – including a meeting to screen and select ideas, and to shortlist concepts for 
development. Participation from the Lab Principal and Lab Advisor at BEIS should continue. 
 
Learning: 

- The CMCI Innovation Platform was too broad and relied on the pro-bono input of participants, so 
was not able to consider and develop ICF proposals in detail.   

- The Global Innovation Lab, with a smaller, more senior and expert membership, and focused 
workplan, as well as dedicated analytical resource, better fulfils the functions of testing climate 
finance proposals with private sector participants. 

 
Recommendation: 
The CMCI Innovation Platform has ceased, with the Lab continuing to build on its existing successes.   
 
Learning: 
There are a high number of proposals and proponents for climate finance projects.  However, the 
majority of the shortlisted proposals by Global Innovation Lab have been developed by MDBs and DFIs 
and not just the private sector.  Furthermore, as noted in the May 2016 Lab meeting in Washington, Lab 
Advisors observed that the private sector could not devote sufficient resource to developing the 
proposals without more certainty with regards to future funding. 
 
On the more positive side, unexpectedly, the Lab has been successful in encouraging innovative 
proposals from MDBs and DFIs, which might not have got institutional backing were it not for the lab. 
 
Recommendation: 
The Lab should increase its communications to relevant bodies including the private sector, universities 
and academics which may increase the number of high quality applications coming from the private 
sector.   
 
BEIS should work with Global Innovation Lab partners to consider how private sector proponents might 
be encouraged to bring forward proposals and supported in their design and development. The Lab 
should also consider broader outreach to the private sector stakeholder to find out what would 
incentivise them to submit to a proposal and potentially invest. 
 
Learning: 
Since the majority of the shortlisted proposals by the Global Innovation Lab have been developed by 
MDBs and DFIs and not just the private sector, there is a need to ensure that some of the more 
innovative ideas that might not sound as familiar to Lab members are not at a disadvantage.  Lab 
members may be more familiar with the type of proposals coming from MDBs and DFIs, as several of 
the Lab members are from development finance institutions in developing and developed countries. 
 
Recommendation: 
The Secretariat should consider adjusting the criteria in the selection process to ensure that the criteria 
balance both innovation and feasibility. 
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Learning: 
There is the potential for partiality in the Global Innovation Lab. Many members are also proponents of 
ideas submitted to the Lab so might be biased towards encouraging their selection.   
 
Recommendation: 
BEIS should work with Lab partners and the Secretariat to ensure a fair voting procedure for the 
selection of Lab instruments in a way that promotes innovative projects, and also ensure that all 
proponents have equal opportunity to influence Lab members.  Furthermore, we should ensure the 
Secretariat retain a fully independent and objective position with regards to the proposals and to the 
selected instruments. The Secretariat is looking into ways this can be ensured. 
 
Learning: 
The Lab can offer value by focusing on specific themes – such as adaptation and energy efficiency – 
where leveraging private investment is particularly urgent and important. 
 
Recommendation: 
We should consider the appropriate thematic focus for the next phase of the Lab. 
 
Learning: 
The UK’s seat on the Project Management Group has given us the ability to shape the strategic direction 
of the Lab and have a high influence over the workplan.   
 
Recommendation: 
We should consider options for maintaining our role and engagement on the Project Management 
Group. 
 
Learning: 
We expected that the Lab would generate pipeline for UK ICF, but we have not funded any of the 
instruments so far.  This was due to a combination of factors, mainly staff resource constraints and the 
design of instruments not meeting our requirements. However, the GET FIT project did come from an 
idea presented by a CMCI participant. 
 
It has been emphasised that the Lab cannot replace due diligence by BEIS on the proposals, including 
through the business case and approvals process. 
 
Recommendation: 
We should consider how the Lab might fit in the programming strategy of the ICF (for both BEIS and 
DFID), through the ongoing ICF strategic review. 
 
We should conduct a lessons learnt exercise about why none of the proposals were funded by BEIS. 
 
Learning: 
To note, in the run up to the Paris COP, and given the end of the CMCI Innovation Platform, it was not 
possible to dedicate 1 FTE to CMCI.   
 
Recommendation: 
We will consider appropriate staffing levels as part of the work to consider options for UK stakeholder 
engagement in the next phase of the ICF under the CMCI umbrella.   
 
Learning: 
It has been valuable to have the ability to fund specific research into barriers to private investment, as 
identified by private sector stakeholders.  However, in the last year new research projects have not been 
identified or funded. 
 
Recommendation: 
BEIS should consider how to keep open the possibility of conducting specific research into barriers to 
private investment, as identified by private sector stakeholders. 
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Updated theory of change diagram for the CMCI: 

 

 The Theory of Change below was updated in light of the 2013 Annual Review, including the 
removal of the outcome: ‘strengthen government  awareness of how to attract private capital in 
up to 4 developing countries’, as this was linked to specific outputs relating to in-country 
engagement work that have now been removed.  Another amendment included removal of the 
outcome: ‘A study on ‘policy risk is delivered and disseminated to stakeholders by Spring 2013’, 
as this was linked to specific previous outputs relating to research work that have now been 
removed. The previous review also proposed that the following assumptions that should be 
incorporated into the Theory of Change:  

o There are high quality ideas for innovative climate finance instruments for the Lab to 
develop 

o The Lab membership and Secretariat has sufficient expertise to overcome barriers to 
action and develop implementable proposals. 

 The Theory of Change has also been updated to replace the word ‘CMCI’ with Lab in output 1 
(i.e. the Lab “considers potential UK climate finance projects, using the private sector knowledge 
and expertise of participants to inform their development, design and delivery”), as the Lab will be 
the main vehicle for sourcing and testing new proposals with the private sector.  For output 2, 
CMCI is still a relevant umbrella initiative, as the Lab builds on the CMCI model and we will 
consider options for UK stakeholder engagement under CMCI for the next phase of the 
International Climate Fund.   

 Two additional assumptions have been added, that public and private actors are willing to fund 
climate finance proposals, and that BEIS has sufficient resource to manage the initiative, 
including considering proposals for future ICF funding. 

 
 
As described in the previous annual review (2014), it is also important to note that given the limited 
resources of CMCI and the nature of the initiative (light-touch, responsive) an outcome evaluation would 
be disproportionate.  Progress against outcomes is therefore reliant on broader work to track private 
finance flows, and on the assessments in this annual review process. 
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Impacts 
 
  
 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Significant scale up of private capital to low carbon, climate resilient investments in developing countries 

Removal of information barriers that act as a deterrent to government to mobilise, at scale, private capital in 
low carbon, climate resilient investments in developing countries 

Create new private/public 
partnerships and new 
ideas for LDC action 

Outcome
s 

Outputs      Process to share expertise and experience in financial sector  
 

1. Global Innovation 
Lab considers potential 
UK climate finance 
projects, using the 
private sector 
knowledge and 
expertise of participants 
to inform their 
development, design 
and delivery.  
 

2. CMCI 
engagement and 
model contributes to 
internationally 
improved levels of 
dialogue between 
public and private 
sectors. 

Inputs:          £350,000 + £220,000 from the International Climate Fund; pro-bono time 

from CMCI participants; 1 FTE UK Government official 

Problems:    Insufficient private capital in low carbon investments in developing countries 

 
Asymmetric information across 
governments/private sector on specific 
market failures 

Limited awareness/understanding why /how 
governments can mobilise private finance 

Assumptions 
 

There will be private sector 
Lab participants willing to get 
involved and give up their 
time to contribute to the 
learning and 
expertise/experience sharing. 

The Lab will be 
sufficiently 
resourced to 
deliver the above 
outputs and 
outcomes 

Encourage/facilitate 
enabling environments to 
attract and leverage 
private capital 

Improve market confidence 

There are high quality 
ideas for innovative 
climate finance 
instruments for the 
Lab to develop 

Lab membership and 
Secretariat has sufficient 
expertise to overcome 
barriers to action and 
develop implementable 
proposals. 

Public and private actors are 
willing to fund climate finance 
proposals. 

BEIS has sufficient resource to 
manage the initiative, including 
considering proposals for future 
ICF funding. 
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E: VALUE FOR MONEY & FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE (1 page) 

 
Key cost drivers and performance  
 
Economy: 
 
In terms of the costs of specialist reports by researchers, the Lab has utilised analysis from CPI on 
analysis and evidence on the effective design and potential impact of climate finance instruments. As 
noted above, in-kind support from CPI analysts is provided across all phases for the instrument design, 
M&E, tracking of progress, and sharing lessons, and many of the resources are published on the Lab 
website. CPI estimates the value of this analysis to be equivalent to $250,000 per instrument.  
 
With regard to Secretariat admin costs, the Secretariat contributed in-kind to the funding of Germany, 
the UK and the U.S. throughout the first cycle of the Lab, and was also working unfunded between the 
end of April 2015 and October 2015. The CPI estimate a new Lab cycle to cost USD 1,575,000 per year, 
with CPI's overhead costs amounting to 10 percent (include administrative/management fees related to 
office rent, utilities and maintenance, information and technology support, and personnel management). 
These costs are reasonable and as expected.  
 
BEIS resource costs are also deemed to be reasonable and as expected. The original theory of change 
shows that 1 FTE UK Government official was allocated to the project. However as noted above, in the 
run up to the Paris COP, and given the end of the CMCI Innovation Platform, it was not possible to 
dedicate 1 FTE to CMCI.  Using less BEIS resource increases economy, but potentially reduces 
effectiveness, so one of the recommendations above is that we will consider appropriate staffing levels 
as part of the work to consider options for UK stakeholder engagement in the next phase of the ICF 
under the CMCI umbrella.   

 
Efficiency:  
 
There are at least 3 Lab meetings per year, signalling the completion of an analytical phase and 
triggering decisions by Lab members – including a Lab Members meeting in Oct-Dec to screen and 
select ideas, and First Advisors meeting (Oct-Dec) to shortlist concepts for development. This is followed 
by Lab collaborative working groups with stakeholders who engage on a pro-bono basis to develop the 
concepts, followed by a Second Advisors meeting (Jan-April) to endorse the lab instruments. The 
feedback from the meetings and from the working group participants has been consistently positive. The 
Lab is performing well against previously agreed milestones, with four projects being taken forward as 
pilot initiatives from the first Lab cycle, and currently 5 new ideas under development under the 2nd 
cycle. 
 
Effectiveness: 
 
At this stage, there is limited information to support this section of the review, and it is considered 
disproportionate to conduct an outcome evaluation.  However, as explained above, there is evidence 
that tentative evidence points to likely transformational change.  
 
VfM performance compared to the original VfM proposition in the business case  
 
In the extension business case concept note, the Lab was assessed to have the potential to offer value 
for money as it enables international stakeholder engagement and produces climate finance proposals in 
a cost-effective way:  
 

1) BEIS does not have the staff resource to run an international stakeholder engagement platform 
 

This proposition still applies, and there is evidence that the Lab has been successful, especially as in the 
run up to Paris it was not possible to dedicate 1 FTE to CMCI. 
 

2)  BEIS does not have the in-house expertise to develop and test innovative climate finance 
proposals  
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The need is still there for BEIS to develop and test the innovative climate finance proposals although as 
noted in the learning above, UK has not yet funded a Lab instrument, so the value for money in this 
regard may have decreased. 
 

3) By joining this multi-donor initiative, we incur a far smaller proportion of the costs of delivering the 
platform and the proposals; 1/3 of the Lab running costs (less if the provider contributes in kind) 
and a far smaller proportion of the overall cost as all Lab participants will contribute in kind 
resource to the initiative (25 public and private bodies).    

 
This criteria still applies. 
 

4) By being a core funder of this initiative we remain able to steer the Lab in the direction that we 
judge will most likely achieve our desired objectives and outcomes  

 
This criteria still applies. It should also be noted that in the last year new research projects have not been 
identified or funded, other than the analytical work conducted on the climate finance instruments by the 
Lab Secretariat.  
 
Assessment of whether the programme continues to represent value for money 
 
CMCI continues to represent value for money, given its performance against the 4 criteria listed above.  
 
The learning recommendations listed previously have emphasised that continued participation in Lab 
meetings and working groups would be beneficial, as participation has provided valuable insight and 
learning for HMG, as the Lab member and advisor (BEIS programme lead) are exposed to private sector 
and development financiers’ expertise and experience, and HMG staff have benefitted from joining 
working groups. Other recommendations were that the Lab should increase its communications to 
relevant bodies which may increase the number of high quality applications coming from the private 
sector.  Moreover, BEIS should work with Lab partners to consider how private sector proponents might 
be encouraged to bring forward proposals.  BEIS should consider how to keep open the possibility of 
conducting specific research into barriers to private investment, as identified by private sector 
stakeholders. Furthermore, we should ensure the Secretariat retains a fully independent and objective 
position with regards to the proposals and to the selected instruments; and the Secretariat should 
consider adjusting the criteria in the selection process to ensure the criteria balance both innovation and 
feasibility. With regards to resourcing, it is recommended that BEIS consider appropriate staffing levels 
as part of the work to consider options for UK stakeholder engagement in the next phase of the ICF 
under the CMCI umbrella. 
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F: Risk 

 
Overall risk rating:   
 
Low 
 
  
Overview of programme risk 
 
As described in the March 2014 business case extension, there are a number of risks to the success of 
the Global Innovation Lab: 
 
Risk: The plan is for the UK, US and Germany to fund the next phase of the Lab.  There is in theory a 
risk that the donors will not provide the money. 
 
Mitigation:  

- The Germans have provided confirmation that they will provide the money  
- The US has confirmed they have identified sufficient budget and are working through their 

internal processes. 
- We are currently working towards the UK business case extension 

 
Risk:   The assumption behind the concept of the Lab is that there are interesting ideas for climate 
finance instruments that merit further exploration; the risk is therefore that, on deeper investigation, these 
ideas are not sufficiently robust or cannot be developed into workable proposals.   
 
Mitigation: 

- We have procured an analytical provider that demonstrates knowledge of financial instruments  
- We have designed the Lab membership to comprise a broad range of experts to design the 

instruments 
- We will conduct a lessons learned exercise to examine why none of the first round instruments 

were taken forward for BEIS funding 
 
Risk:  We fail to continue to secure high level participation in the Lab / interest wanes. 
 
Mitigation: 

– We will use the CMCI network to encourage participation 
– We will use ICC contacts and BEIS and DFID posts to promote participation 
– We will consider ways to incentivise private sector engagement 

 
Risk: The Lab membership is being designed to reflect a broad range of experience and expertise from 
public and private sectors and from both developed and developing countries.  As such, it is probable 
that opinions will differ, which could be difficult to manage 
 
Mitigation: 

- The Provider will be asked to develop clear selection and assessment criteria which will ensure 

Lab’s decision process is objective and transparent 

Risk: The Lab fails to continue to gain profile and recognition.  There are already a number of different 
international organisations and initiatives that are considering ways to mobilise private finance and a 
busy calendar of international meetings on climate finance and climate change 
 
Mitigation: 

- The contractor already has a communications strategy that clearly articulates the Lab’s unique 

potential to move from talking to action and focus on outcomes  

Risk: BEIS has insufficient staff resource to fund any of the Lab proposals, and BEIS and the Lab suffer 

reputational damage as a result 

Overall the risks are still similar to the original business case; we think the risks are still low, with the 
main risk being reputational risk. 
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Mitigation: The ICF review and new programming strategy will consider how the Lab can inform ICF 

pipeline.  BEIS will manage expectations about funding possibilities in the short term. 

Risk: Selected instruments fail to deliver against climate finance objectives, or cause reputational 

damage 

Mitigation: The analytical provider and the Lab membership will duly scrutinise lab proposals 

Before funding any of the proposals, BEIS will follow the appropriate ICF processes (business case 

development, QA, approvals panels etc) 

Risk: That proponents become embroiled in legal disputes about the proprietary use of their ideas 

submitted to the Lab.  

Mitigation:  The Principles of Engagement for the Lab have been drafted which state that the Lab is a 

non-proprietary, knowledge sharing initiative.6 

Risk: The cessation of the CMCI Innovation Platform results in a ‘gap’ in stakeholder engagement and a 

lack of input into ICF strategy and programmes 

Mitigation: The ICF transition (strategic review) is consulting a wide range of stakeholders on the design 

of the next phase of the ICF, and BEIS will consider future options for stakeholder engagement and 

consultation. 

Outstanding actions from risk assessment 
 
No outstanding actions have been identified. 

                                            
6
 http://climatefinancelab.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/01/The-Global-Innovation-Lab-for-Climate-Finance-

Principles-for-Engagement-.pdf 


