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Executive summary
The review

The objectives of the review are to: 1) assess the achieved and expected results and their
contribution towards the outcome and objective of the Climate Grant; 2) assess the relevance of climate action through smaller and medium sized CSOs; and 3) provide recommendations to CISU and MFA. The review in particular focuses on four key areas: a) resilience –
approaches, results, sustainability, improvement of climate action and mainstreaming capacity of civil society actors; b) civic engagement in climate action – contribution to strengthening civil society participation and capacity in climate advocacy and duty-bearer accountability; c) grant administration – appropriateness and effectiveness of ‘soft earmarking’ channelling the grant through the CISU Civil Society Fund for supporting both targeted climate action
and climate mainstreaming; and d) CISU added value – effectiveness of CISU’s seminars and
climate integration tool vis-à-vis enhancing climate action/mainstreaming capacities of Danish CSOs. A sample of ten NGOs receiving CISU grant was selected for assessment. Available
documentation and data from CISU and the sample NGOs were reviewed. Remote stakeholder interviews were conducted with CISU staff, programme staff from the sample NGOs
and their key implementing partners, and consultants that carried out CISU programme reviews in 2021. An online survey was carried out with CISU members that had received climate-related grant funding and/or had staff participating in CISU climate training seminars.

Overview of CISU’s Climate Grant 2019-2021

In December 2018, CISU received a grant of DKK 40 mill. for the period 2019-2021 from the
Danish Climate Envelope to support to civil society climate action through CISU. The objective is to achieve low carbon and climate resilient development in developing countries and
increased climate resilience particularly for vulnerable and marginalised groups. The outcome is that national and community-level capacity and advocacy adaptation initiatives –
such as climate change policies, planning frameworks and information systems are strengthened. The contribute to achieving this, the Climate Grants has two outputs: 1) Civil society in
developing countries supported to address climate change increased; and 2) Danish civil society organisations’ capacity to work with climate capacity building and advocacy with partners is strengthened. The Climate Grant funds are channelled into the existing Civil Society
Fund (CSF) managed by CISU, thereby using an already existing grant management structure.
Project funds are granted to Danish NGOs. Furthermore, supplementary climate grants are
provided to NGOs with a programme agreement with CISU. In addition to channelling grant
funds to NGOs, CISU offers climate change-related technical assistance and capacity development (e.g. training seminars and a Climate Integration Tool) for Danish CSOs.

Conclusions

1: The focus on adaptation, mainstreaming and enhancing the capacities of small and medium-sized NGOs with limited climate change experience is highly relevant for CISU members and their target beneficiaries. The interventions have appropriately focused on the local level, responding to the fact that climate change adaptation has to be specifically tailored
to the local context and lessons from the local level are essential for informing national level
policy. There is a strong interest among CISU members in enhancing their capacity to ad-
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dress climate change in their work. CISU members and South partners with considerable climate action experience do not need specific attention from CISU, while many others do not
have the required expertise. CISU has appropriately focused on climate mainstreaming and
targeted NGOs with limited capacity and experience, promoting broader engagement by the
Danish civil society, in particular small and medium-sized NGOs. The climate change seminars and the Climate Integration Tool are appreciated and found useful by the majority of
CISU members and there is a demand and need for further capacity development support.
2: The focus of the Climate Grant is coherent with the SDGs and the objectives of the Danish Climate Envelope, but its results framework does not capture the contribution made to
climate change mitigation. Climate change has bearing on the delivery of all 17 SDGs and
mainstreaming of climate is thus central to the international and Danish agendas of the
“Green Economy” and “Building Back Better” after the COVID-19 pandemic. The interventions funded by the CISU Climate Grant are fully aligned with the objectives of the Danish Climate Envelope and contribute to reducing the imbalance between adaptation and mitigation financing under the Climate Envelope. However, the Climate Grant ‘s results framework
does not capture the contribution made towards mitigation or the mitigation-adaptation interlinkages.
3: The integration of the Climate Grant with the CSF has reduced transaction costs for CISU
and grant recipients and been conducive for mainstreaming, but the various CSF grant requirements can be challenging for volunteer-based NGOs. The integration of the Climate
Grant in the CSF without separate procedures has reduced transaction costs both for CISU
and the grant recipients. However, there is an unresolved dichotomy between balancing rigorous requirements to ensure quality and maintaining sufficient simplicity for the engagement of volunteer-based NGOs, who struggle with the current requirements.
4: CISU grants have increased South civil society capacities at NGO, CSO and individual levels to advocate for their rights and needs vis-à-vis climate action, especially at the local
level, and to engage in adaptation planning and climate resilient livelihoods options. The
targets for output 1 have already been significantly exceeded, with a significant increase in
the proportion of CSF funding going towards climate action. Overall, a significant proportion
of the CSF funding addresses climate change. Climate change is addressed both through targeted action and mainstreaming into interventions with other objectives. Overall, there has
been a satisfactory integration of climate change in CSF interventions, with scope for further
and more broad integration across the CISU portfolio. CSO capacities vis-à-vis management,
advocacy, planning, and tangible adaptation and livelihoods resilience measures, especially
at the local level, have increased. The dialogue and engagement with duty bearers, in particular local authorities, has enhanced. Further strengthening of local civil society is highly likely
in the coming years. At the individual level, awareness of climate change and knowledge of
improved and climate resilient practices has increased. Youth have proven to be effective
champions inspiring changed practices. Further enhancement of livelihoods and adaptation
capacities is very likely to be delivered. With the in-country implementation being led by the
South partners, their capacities and opportunities for engaging in climate action have increased, in terms of field implementation and linking advocacy with field experience. The
North-South and North-South-South partnerships and technical support from Danish partners are also conducive for experience sharing and learning new skills.
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5: The capacity development support has enhanced the climate action capacity of small
and medium-sized Danish NGOs and there has been good uptake and application of the
knowledge imparted; thereby, a tangible contribution has been made to enhanced climate
mainstreaming and broadening the engagement of the Danish civil society in climate action – the access to financial support from CISU has been important for the ability of Danish NGOs to engage in climate action. Progress on output 2 is on track and the target is likely
to be achieved. CISU’s capacity development support has reached a significant proportion of
small and medium-sized Danish NGOs and has to a good extent led to enhanced mainstreaming of climate change into the work of CISU members. There has been a good uptake
and level of implementation of the knowledge imparted, contributing to a broader engagement of the Danish civil society in climate action, although there is still a need for further capacity development on climate mainstreaming in interventions. The access to CISU grant
funding has been important for the ability of several Danish NGOs and their South partners
to engage in climate change and gain hands-on experience with climate action. The small
and medium-sized NGOs receiving CSF grants, including volunteer-based NGOs, have proven
themselves capable of delivering results vis-à-vis climate action and empowerment.
6: CISU and its members are particularly well positioned to supporting civil society and results have already been delivered in terms of civil society empowerment and enhanced climate resilience and further results in these areas are very likely, but it is unclear whether
the outcome and objective targets will be fully achieved, and these may prove overambitious. It is premature to assess the achievement of the intended outcome and objective of
the Climate Grant, as most interventions are still under implementation and in many cases
still in early stages of implementation. Nonetheless, some tangible results have already been
achieved in terms of enhanced duty bearer engagement and policy and planning improvements, and further results in these areas are very likely. However, the outcome target may
prove overambitious and difficult to reach, as the completed interventions show significant
variations in terms of the achievement of their objectives. CISU and its members are particularly well positioned to strengthen civil society, which is a central feature of the rights holder
empowerment promoted by CISU grant recipients. Some early results in terms of enhanced
climate resilience of poor people have already been achieved, and with the strong focus on
combining empowerment of local civil society vis-à-vis engaging duty bearers and local planning with the promotion of tangible livelihoods solutions, further resilience and livelihoods
impacts are likely to materialise. However, it is impossible to assess the likelihood of achieving the objective target of increasing the climate resilience of 236,473 people.
7: The partnership approaches and strong emphasis on participation and empowerment is
conducive for ownership, and the achieved and anticipated results of the Climate Grant interventions are generally likely to become sustainable. It is premature to assess the sustainability of the results achieved. Nonetheless, the wide application of partnership approaches, with the implementation being led by South partners and beneficiaries is conducive for ownership. The combination of CSO capacity development, technical skills development, mobilising communities, and tangible small-scale investments is conducive for building
motivation and ownership. There is a good degree of internalisation among CISU members
of the importance of climate change mainstreaming.
Figure: Link between conclusions and review objectives and key areas
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Recommendations

1 Update the results framework for the Climate Grant to capture the contribution made to
climate change mitigation and crosscutting action where adaptation and mitigation are
mutually reinforcing.
2 Assess the feasibility of achieving the objective and outcome targets and adjust as appropriate.
3 Maintain the combination of project grants and supplementary grants, to further promote mainstreaming of climate action and broad civil society participation of NGOs of all
sizes.
4 Increase the total grant ceiling for organisations that engage in Rio marker 1 and 2 interventions, to further nudge CISU grant recipients towards engaging in climate mainstreaming and contributing to the green transformation and building back better.
5 Consider relaxing the limitations on hard investments in inputs and infrastructure.
6 Provide a framework for applying with a climate change perspective in the humanitariandevelopment nexus.
7 Establish a CISU climate change expert network for technical sparring and support comprising CISU members with strong climate change expertise (covering both adaptation
and mitigation) and investigate possibilities for incentive mechanisms for motivating participation in the expert network.
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8 Consider making CISU’s in-house capacity to provide climate change related advice to inexperienced members more visible.
9 Consider engaging a climate finance expert to analyse climate financing opportunities
and gaps for Danish NGOs and their South partners.
10 Continue with the provision of climate seminars, with a focus on mainstreaming, adaptation-mitigation synergies, nature-based solutions, green transformation, building back
better, and climate finance opportunities.
11 Expand the Climate Integration Tool with sections or boxes on: a) nature-based adaptation solutions, and b) adaptation-mitigation interlinkages and synergies.
12 Further promote the use of the Climate Integration Tool through: a) training seminars on
its application, b) reference in grant application guidelines and formats, and c) encouraging CISU members and grant recipients to share it with their partners.
13 Analyse the different capacities and needs of staffed NGOs and volunteer-driven NGOs
and consider whether: a) simplified tools and procedures should be developed for volunteers, and b) tailored training seminars specifically targeting volunteers should be conducted.
14 Continue after the current Climate Grant ends in 2021 to channel climate funding to
small and medium-size Danish NGOs, to maintain and further enhance a broad civic engagement and contribution to the green transformation.
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Acronyms
CC
CCA
CB
CBO
CCM
CISU
CPH
CSF
CSO
DKK
DRR
FCE
GHG
IPs
M&E
MFA
NCD
NGO
NRM
RBA
SDG
TA
ToC
ToR
VSLA
WASH

Climate Change
Climate Change Adaptation
Capacity Building
Community-Based Organisation
Climate Change Mitigation
Civilsamfund i Udvikling/Civil Society in Development
Copenhagen
Civil Society Fund, CISU
Civil Society Organisation
Danish Kroner
Disaster Risk Reduction
Fund for Climate and Environment, CISU
Greenhouse Gas
Indigenous Peoples
Monitoring and Evaluation
Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs
Non-Communicable Disease
Non-governmental Organisation
Natural Resource Management
Rights-Based Approach
Sustainable Development Goal
Technical Advisory
Theory of Change
Terms of Reference
Village Loans and Savings Associations
Water, Sanitation and Health

CISU grant recipients (sample):
DIB
Dansk International Bosætningsservice/Danish International Settlement Service
DOF

Dansk Ornitologisk Forening/BirdLife Denmark

DPA

Dansk Folkehjælp/Danish People’s Aid

IUG, EWB

Ingeniører Uden Grænser/Engineers Without Borders

ME

Mission Øst/Mission East

StO

Orangutan Fonden/Save the Orangutan
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SUG, SwB

Seniorer Uden Grænser/Seniors Without Borders

TANDEN

Tanzania Denmark Association

Dreamtown
Kræftens Bekæmpelse/Danish Cancer Society
Grant projects and programmes (sample):
BidiBidi
Environmental Restoration and Food Security in the Bidi Bidi Refugee Settlement, SUG
CEIP 2

Clean Environmental Initiative Project, SUG

EAP

Environmental awareness project/programme, SUG

ENRICH

Enhancing Resilience and Inclusive Adaptation Practices to Climate Change in
the Himalayan Region; project focusing on climate change, ME

EVD 3

Strengthening the Eco-Village Development concept: Affordable local climate
actions for sustainable development in South Asia, DIB
Next generation low carbon, climate resilient Eco-Village Development in
South Asia, DIB

EVD 4
PPN II

People Partner with Nature for Sustainable Living Phase II, DOF

SAAMARTHYA Inclusion, resilience of marginalized communities, ME
Civil Society Action for Improved WASH Services in Uganda, Tanzania, Kenya and Somalia,
2019, DPA
Ghetto Go Green, Youth Led Climate Adaptation and Mitigation in Kampala, Dreamtown
Ghetto Go Green, Youth-led climate adaptation in the ghetto communities of Kampala,
Dreamtown
Climate Resilience Project (Climate resilience in suburban Sierra Leone: working towards
more resilient communities through risk mitigation and climate change adaptation from a
community-based perspective), IUG
Making Non-Communicable Diseases Prevention and Control a Development Priority in East
Africa, Kræftens Bekæmpelse
Strengthening forest-dependent communities through climate resilience and customary forest rights, StO
Det grønne landbrugsbælte omkring byen Kankan, SUG
Mutasa Community Development Project II, SUG
Smart Village Project, TANDEN
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1 Introduction
1.1 Review objective and scope

The objectives of the review/stocktaking of the 2019-2021 Climate Grant from the Danish
Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) to CISU are to:
1. Assess the achieved and expected results and their contribution towards the outcome and objective of the Climate Grant (OECD/DAC evaluation criteria: effectiveness, impact)
2. Assess the relevance of climate action through smaller and medium sized CSOs – especially in relation to contributing to climate resilience through a) a focus on localisation, b) broadening civic engagement/participation in climate action, and c) mainstreaming of climate action into various sectors (OECD/DAC evaluation criteria: relevance, coherence)
3. Provide recommendations to CISU and MFA
The review in particular focuses on four key areas:
1. Resilience – approaches, results, sustainability, improvement of climate action and
mainstreaming capacity of civil society actors (OECD/DAC evaluation criteria: effectiveness, impact, sustainability)
2. Civic engagement in climate action – contribution to strengthening civil society participation and capacity in climate advocacy and duty-bearer accountability
(OECD/DAC evaluation criterion: effectiveness)
3. Grant Administration – appropriateness and effectiveness of ‘soft earmarking’ channelling the grant through the CISU Civil Society Fund for supporting both targeted climate action and climate mainstreaming (OECD/DAC evaluation criterion: efficiency)
4. CISU added value – effectiveness of CISU’s seminars and climate integration tool visà-vis enhancing climate action/mainstreaming capacities of Danish CSOs (OECD/DAC
evaluation criterion: effectiveness)

1.2 Review methodology

The review was carried out in February-June 2021 in accordance with the terms of reference
(ToR) for the review (see Annex 8). A combination of methods was used to gather information and to triangulate information/data.
A sample of CISU grant recipients was selected, ensuring a mix of supplementary climate
grants for CISU funded programmes and climate change relevant Civil Society Fund (CSF)
grants; CSF grants for development interventions and citizen participation interventions;
grants awarded in 2019 and 2020; and NGOs working in sectors where climate action is commonly addressed and in sectors where a climate change perspective is rarely included.
The selected sample comprises: Danish Cancer Society, Dansk Ornitologisk Forening (DOF),
Danish People’s Aid (DPA), Mission East (ME), Danish International Settlement Service (DIB),
Dreamtown, Engineers Without Borders (IUG), Save the Orangutan (StO), Seniors Without
Borders (SUG), and Tanzania Denmark Association (TANDEN). See Annex 5 for detailed information on the sample NGOs and their climate relevant CISU-funded interventions.
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Available documentation from CISU and from the sample of ten Danish NGOs implementing
climate action with funding from the CISU Climate Grant was reviewed (see Annex 6). CISU’s
2021 member survey provided some climate-related quantitative information gathered
from 188 members, corresponding to 69 percent of CISU’s member base 1. Moreover, Rio
marker assessments of the grants in 2019 (mitigation and adaptation) and 2020 (mitigation,
adaptation, biodiversity, crosscutting) carried out by the CISU Secretariat were used to quantify of the financial value of the contributions to climate change.
Remote stakeholder interviews were conducted with CISU staff and programme staff from
the sample of ten CISU grant recipients (all CISU members) and their key implementing partners, and with consultants that carried out reviews in 2021 of NGOs with programme agreements that had received climate change supplementary grants (see Annex 5).
An online survey was carried out with CISU members that had received climate-related
grant funding and/or had staff participating in CISU climate training seminars (see Annex 7).
54 responses were received from staff from 45 NGOs, corresponding to 16 percent of CISU’s
NGO member base. Twenty-eight individual respondents (52 percent) had participated in at
least one CISU climate change seminar. Thirty-seven of the NGOs responding to the survey
(82 percent) had received CSF grants in 2019-20. Twelve (63 percent) of the 19 NGOs that
received CSF support for climate change interventions in 2019-20 responded to the survey.
Eight (89 percent) of the nine NGOs receiving supplementary grants responded to the survey. For questions at the organisational level, average values were calculated and reported
as single responses for NGOs with more than one respondent, to ensure equal weight was
given to each organisation.
Limitations: The review survey did not target all Danish NGOs or CISU members, but specifically CISU members that either have participated in CISU climate change seminars or received CISU funding for climate-change related projects. The survey thus not fully representative of the entire member base when it comes to the degree of integration of climate
change in CISU projects.
While CISU’s reporting on Rio markers capture all projects with a significant climate action
objective, a number of other CISU supported projects also include activities and outputs addressing climate change or integrate/mainstream climate into the overall approach, but not
with climate change as main objective. However, the Rio marker system does not contain
provisions for quantifying and counting the climate action contributions of interventions
where climate change is addressed without being a significant project objective.
It is premature to full assess the outcomes and impacts of the grants provided in 2020, including the supplementary climate grants, due to their young age and implementations delays caused by the restrictions associated with the COVID-19 pandemic.
Moreover, due to the travel restrictions associated with the COVID-19 pandemic and financial limitations, it was not feasible to interview project beneficiaries. Nonetheless, three of
the programme grant recipients (DOF, ME, DPA) receiving supplementary climate funding

1

CISU has 275 members
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were reviewed in 2021. These reviews included direct stakeholder consultations. The consultant for this review led the DOF review, and the other international review consultants
were interviewed.

1.3 Objective and overview of CISU’s Climate Grant 2019-2021

In December 2018, CISU received a grant of DKK 40 mill. for the period 2019-2021 from the
Danish Climate Envelope to support to civil society climate action through CISU. The CISU Climate Grant targets smaller CSOs and aims at supporting their partnerships in developing
countries. The underlying rationale is that civil society plays an important role in the promotion of low-emission and resilient societies, emphasising the important role civil society plays
in establishing an accountable and informed enabling framework for climate action. The Climate Grant focuses on climate change adaptation and enhancing resilience, supporting action to enable civil society to represent poor, marginalised and climate vulnerable groups
and to broaden civil engagement in climate issues, and enhancing the capacity of civil society
to monitor progress and setbacks in terms of climate action, and become both watchdogs
and partners in climate decision-making at national and global level.
The theory of change of the grant to support to civil society climate action through CISU is
that if Danish civil society is supported to engage in partnerships and networks with CS in developing countries within the field of climate change, and if the engagement results in a
stronger CS advocating more effectively and strategically on behalf of climate vulnerable
groups as well as more climate change-capacitated CS enabled to implement climate change
actions on the ground, then more ambitious climate policies and efforts are pursued at various societal levels, which will lead to a low carbon climate resilient development to the benefits for poor and vulnerable groups.
However, the objective is not the same in the narrative text and theory of change, and in the
results framework. The objective in the narrative text and theory of change briefly refer to
low carbon development. This is not reflected in the results framework or indicators, where
there is only reference to climate resilience. Moreover, the output description in the narrative theory of change deviates in structure, but not in contents, from the two outputs in the
results framework. The objective, outcome and outputs of the CISU Climate Grant are as follows:
Objective:
• Narrative: Low carbon and climate resilient development in developing countries.
• Results framework: Increased climate resilience particularly for vulnerable and marginalised groups
Outcome:
National and community-level capacity and advocacy adaptation initiatives – such as climate change policies, planning frameworks and information systems are strengthened
Output 1: Civil society in developing countries supported to address climate change increased
Output 2: Danish civil society organisations’ capacity to work with climate capacity building and advocacy with partners is strengthened
A reconstructed theory of change is shown in figure 1.

12

Figure 1: Reconstructed theory of change for the CISU Climate Grant

Source: Results framework, CISU Climate Grant agreement, 2018

The Climate Grant funds were channelled into the existing Civil Society Fund (CSF) managed
by CISU, thereby using an already existing grant management structure. The grant was included in an addendum to the existing agreement between CISU and MFA, which includes a
simple tracking and monitoring system reflecting the grant indicators, as part of the standardised annual reporting to Danida. The funds are integrated in the in the CSF application
and reporting procedures, albeit with a “soft earmarking” for grants with a specific or significant focus on climate action. However, while the grant recipients are not required to report
separately for the Climate Grant, CISU is required to report separately on the indicators of
the Climate Grant’s results framework as well as on the spending of the Climate Grant. CISU
makes a qualitative assessment based on the grant applications and progress reporting to
identify the grants with a sufficiently substantial climate change focus to be labelled as interventions funded by the Climate Grant. The grants are open to all Danish NGOs, which do not
have a direct agreement with Danida, whether CISU members or not.
Moreover, part of the grant was allocated to NGOs with a programme agreement with CISU.
All NGOs with a programme agreement were given the opportunity in spring 2020 to apply
for supplementary climate grants as an expansion to their existing programmes, with a brief
guideline for the supplementary grants stating the strategic focus and priorities as well as
four assessment criteria for the climate funding; the implementation of all supplementary
grants started on 1 April 2020. The objectives of providing supplementary grants were to: a)
strengthen pro-poor climate advocacy capacities of civil society in the South b) strengthen
national and community-level climate change policies, planning frameworks and information
systems with a focus on adaptation, and c) enhance community adaptation capacities. The
supplementary climate grants were required to focus mainly on adaptation, whereas projects with mitigation as the primary focus were ineligible. Two types of grants were granted:
a) small grants (max. DKK 1 mill.) with a focus on promoting local level climate resilience and
building the capacities of civil society and local/national duty bearers to better plan, coordinate and deliver actions to support adaptation at community-level, and b) large grants (max.
DKK 2 mill.) with an added focus on evidence and knowledge generation and communication
on best adaptation practices.
Table 1 provides an overview of the climate grants provided in 2019-2020. The table includes
all projects assessed by CISU as climate relevant.
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Table 1: CISU climate action related grants (2019-2020)

2019
2020
Total
No of NGOs
CSF grants with climate change relevance (soft Climate Grant financing)
Small-scale interventions
Number
3
3
3
Amount (DKK)
293,601
293,601
Average grant size (DKK)
97,867
97,867
Number
Amount (DKK)
Average grant size (DKK)

Citizen participation interventions
9
6
4,377,291
3,318,568
486,366
553,095

15
7,695,859
513,057
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Number
Total amount (DKK)
Average grant size (DKK)

Development interventions
3
7
8,944,266
19,362,711
2,981,422
3,066,424

10
5,832,526
5,832,53

8

Number
Amount (DKK)
Average grant size (DKK)

Co-financing grant
1
1
1,860,700
333,607
1,860,700
333,607

2
2,194,307
1,097,154

2

Grant application preparation
1
49,958
-

1
49,958

1

31
38,207,095
1,232,487

19

Number
Amount (DKK)
Total number
Total amount (DKK)
Average grant size (DKK)

Total
14
15,232,215
1,088,015

17
22,974,880
1,351,464

Supplementary grants (direct Climate Grant funding)
Total number
9
9
Small grants (DKK 0-1 mill.)
5
5
Large grants (DKK 1-2.5 mill.)
4
4
Total amount (DKK)
14,984,846
14,984,846
Average size (DKK)
1,664,983
1,664,983

9
5
4

Source: CISU list of grants, 2021

In addition to channelling grant funds to NGOs, CISU offers climate change-related technical
assistance and capacity development for Danish CSOs to enhance the presence of climate
action (in particular adaptation) in the interventions funded by the CSF, strengthen Danish
civil society capacities vis-à-vis climate change, and promote the integration/mainstreaming
of climate change in CISU supported interventions across sectors. To this end, CISU provides
training seminars on climate change. Moreover, in 2020, CISU published a Climate Integration Tool on CISU’s website. It includes sector-specific tools: a) education; b) food security,
agriculture and natural resources; c) health; d) production, employment, value chains and
microfinance; e) sustainable energy; and f) water and sanitation. CISU also offers advice to
its members.
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2 Relevance of engaging in climate action

Finding 1: Climate change has bearing on the achievement of all SDGs, often significantly
so, and is thus important to consider for CISU and its members. While SDG 13 (climate action), focuses explicitly on climate change, the impacts of climate change directly affect several of SDG targets across SDGs 1-16 (see box 1). Moreover, there is to different degree
scope for synergy and /or a need to balance trade-offs between the delivery of most SDGs
targets and climate change.
Box 1: Linkages between climate change and SDGs
Impacts of climate change on the achievement of the SDGs

Synergies and trade-offs between climate action and the SDGs

Source: Source: Fuso Nerini et al., 2019

Finding 2: CISU’s member base is very diverse and the level of engagement in climate
change varies significantly, but there is a broad recognition of the importance of climate
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change, which underscores the relevance of CISU paying special attention to providing climate-related support to its members. CISU’s member base is very diverse and comprises
NGOs working in very different thematic areas, covering all SDGs (see figure 2). In total, 83 of
CISU´s 277 members engage in SDG 13 (climate action). Every SDG is covered by at least a
few of the NGOs that participated in the review survey, albeit with a particular prominence
of SDG 1 and SDG 17.
Figure 2: Coverage of SDGs by CISU members

Source: review survey 2021, respondents: 45 NGOs, and https://medlemmer.cisu.dk/

Hence, the degree to, and the manner in, which climate change is relevant for a CISU member varies significantly. Climate change is the primary focus of six percent of the CISU members, and an additional 29 percent covers climate change as part of their areas of engagement (see figure 3). 12 percent reported that they do not engage or only to a limited extent
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engage in climate change, as either they or their partners in the South do not have the necessary skills. Forty-two percent do not engage in climate change as they find it outside their
area of focus/interest, irrelevant for their thematic or geographic area, or that their target
beneficiaries are not affected by climate change. However, it should be kept in mind that the
perceived importance of climate change to a large extent depends on the level of knowledge
and awareness of climate change and how it interacts with a given sector of work; as climate
change is complex and can influence a sector in unexpected ways. It is thus plausible that climate change would in reality be relevant to address for a larger number of NGOs than reported.
Figure 3: Extent to which CISU members engage in climate action

Source: CISU member survey 2021, respondents: 188 NGOs

As shown in figure 4, 48 percent of CISU members find climate change is a challenge for their
areas of work to a large extent, or to some extent. Moreover, climate change is affecting a
significant proportion of the target beneficiaries of CISU members, as shown in Figure 5.
Figure 4: Extent to which the thematic areas of work of CISU members is challenged by climate change
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Source: CISU member survey 2021, respondents: 188 NGOs

Figure 5: Proportion of target beneficiaries facing climate change-related challenges

Source: CISU member survey 2021, respondents: 188 NGOs
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3 Capacity development and support for Danish NGOs

Finding 3: CISU’s capacity development support has mainly targeted and increased the capacities of members with little prior climate change experience. Among the 35 percent of
CISU members that reported that climate is their primary focus or an area of interventions
(see figure 3), 29 percent find that CISU’s capacity development support (training seminars,
Climate Integration Tool, technical advice) has significantly or to some extent influenced how
they address climate change in their work. As confirmed by interviews, a number of members already had experience and capacities to engage in climate change, whereas others
have only engaged in climate change recently; the latter being the ones that mainly have
benefitted from CISU’s capacity development support. Indeed, CISU’s support (incl. the seminars and the Climate Integration Tool) has so far primarily aimed at enhancing the integration/mainstreaming of a climate perspective across sector/thematic areas by Danish civil society broadly, rather than providing technical/specialist support to members which already
have climate change adaption experience and expertise. This priority is reflected in the feedback from interviewees. Those with existing climate capacity and prior experience did generally not engage in CISU climate seminars or use the Climate Integration Tool as these were
found to be at a too general level to help them, whereas those with less climate experience
found the seminars and the tool very useful. However, CISU have involved some of the more
experienced NGOs in presenting their experiences and lessons at the seminars.
Figure 6: Level of influence of CISU support 2 on members’ work

Source: CISU member survey 2021, respondents: 66 NGOs

3.1 Climate change training seminars

Finding 4: Climate change training is in demand from the Danish civil society and CISU’s
seminars reached a significant proportion of small and medium-sized Danish NGOs. A large
number of Danish NGOs have been reached by CISU’s climate change seminars; staff or volunteers from 107 different civil society organisations have participated (compared to CISU’s
member base of 275 NGOs), and almost half of these NGOs (45 percent), were represented
2

Training seminars, Climate Integration Tool, technical advice

19

in two or more seminars (see table 2). This broad participation shows that there a significant
interest addressing climate change among small and medium-sized Danish NGOs. A number
of NGOs had more than one representative participating in a given seminar, but at the same
time not all NGO staff members and volunteers engaged in climate-related work have participated in CISU seminars (52 percent of the respondents to the review survey carried participated in one or more seminars), but this is often related to availability rather than interest
according to a number of interviewees. The seminars held were also open to participants
who were not from CISU members, such as other NGOs, public institutions (e.g. regions and
municipalities), non-members, and individuals.
Table 2: CISU climate change seminars (April 2019 – February 2021)

Seminar title
1. Civilsamfund og Grøn Omstilling

2. Hvordan styrkes klima i udviklingsindsatser?
3. I dybden med klima
4. Bæredygtighed i udviklingssamarbejde: sammenhængen
ml. verdensmål, Doughnut Economics og et nyt bæredygtighedsbegreb
5. Bæredygtighed 2.0
6. Klimaretfærdighed – hvem betaler prisen?
7. Mainstreaming af klima i udviklingsarbejdet
8. Hvordan skaber vi mere folkeligt engagement i den globale klimakamp?
Organisational participation
NGOs represented in seminars (total)
NGOs in 1 seminar
NGOs in 2 seminars
NGOs in 3 seminars
NGOs in 4 seminars
NGOs in 5 seminars
NGOs in 6 seminars
Public entities represented in seminars

Place
CPH
Aarhus
CPH
CPH
CPH

Date
04/04/19
30/09/19
02/10/19
30/10/19
14/11/19

Participants
75
11
27
32
46

Aarhus

18/11/19

25

CPH
Aarhus
Aarhus
Web

21/03/19
27/01/20
21/09/20
23/09/20

52
33
11
22

Web

03/02/21

55
Number
107
59
28
11
6
3
4

Source: CISU, seminar participant lists

Finding 5: CISU seminars are seen as relevant and appropriate by most participants, and
there is a demand for further capacity development in the future. Although the seminars
were attended by a very diverse group of participants, the content is seen as highly relevant
by a significant majority of the participants (see figure 7). Comments in the CISU member
survey, in the review survey and from interviewees also indicate a broad appreciation of the
quality of the seminars. However, only half of the participants found the training fully sufficient, and the majority of participants do not find it very easy to implement the principles
and approaches taught. Three quarters find it highly likely that they would attend further
CISU climate seminars in the future. Some respondents and interviewees found the need to
accommodate the needs and capacities of both NGOs with full-time employees and volunteer-driven NGOs a challenge, and that the approaches promoted at times were too demanding for volunteers engaging only in their free time in NGO work. Moreover, while more
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than half of the participants find that their climate change knowledge has increased to some
extent or even significantly as a result of seminar participation, a significant number of participants have only experienced a limited or even no capacity increase (see figure 7). Capacity increases were in particular achieved vis-à-vis climate advocacy and grant proposal preparation, but also in relation to implementation of climate action, and enhanced knowledge
about climate change in general and in relation to participants’ areas of work. There is thus a
need and demand for further capacity development support from CISU.
Figure 7: Participant rating of CISU seminars

Source: review survey 2021, respondents: 28 persons

•
•
•
•
•

Box 2: CISU member suggestions for future seminars
Climate change integration in specific sectors/thematic areas
Design of climate change projects – incl. experiences from other NGOs, CISU requirements, and how to engage in collaboration with CISU
Relevant climate change guidelines and tools – incl. the CISU’s Climate Integration Tool
but also other tools, such as CARE’s tool for vulnerability assessment and tools for assessing climate change adaptation and mitigation impacts
Climate change mitigation – incl. assessment of emission reductions and making NGO
secretariats carbon neutral
Demand-driven seminars, with topics and issues identified with participation of CISU
members – however, it should be noted that it is already possible to submit suggestions for new seminars on CISU’s website
Source: review survey 2021, interviews

Figure 8: Knowledge and capacity increase from participation in seminars

Source: review survey 2021, respondents: 28 persons
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Finding 6: Opportunities provided by the seminars for peer learning, concrete cases and
sharing of best practices are highly appreciated by CISU members. Several survey respondents and interviewees express a particular appreciation of peer learning from cases presented by NGOs with climate action experience. There is a strong interest among CISU members for further opportunities to share experiences and to learn from NGOs with considerable climate change integration capacity and experience, in particular within specific sectors,
in relation to specific adaptation measures, and with a view to tackling specific challenges
faced (e.g. one NGO would like to learn from others about measuring climate change adaptation outcomes, and another would like to share experiences on selection and application
of vulnerability assessment tools). CISU has recently introduced sector-specific “Climate
Thursdays” webinars, with a focus on experience sharing vis-à-vis climate change adaptation
and mainstreaming in relation to specific SDGs. The first “Climate Thursday” seminar was
held on 15 April 2021, focusing on water and sanitation (SDG6), and a second seminar focusing on agriculture and food security (SDG2 and SGD 15) is scheduled for 3 June 2021.
Finding 7: CISU’s climate change seminars have to a good extent led to an enhanced integration of climate change in the work of CISU members, and thereby helped broadening
Danish civil society engagement in climate action. Sixty percent of the seminar participant
survey respondents report that they to some extent or significantly have used the
knowledge obtained to integrated climate change in proposals submitted to CISU, whereas
the remaining have only done this to a limited extent or not at all (see figure 9). Forty-six
percent have done so in relation to their ongoing CISU projects, and a similar proportion
have done so more broadly in their projects. A fairly significant proportion of respondents
(37 percent) indicate that they have integrated seminar knowledge in climate-focused projects or plan to do so. Moreover, half the participants have to a large extent of some extent
integrated seminar knowledge in their advocacy work.
Figure 9: Application of knowledge obtained from seminars

Source: review survey 2021, respondents: 28 persons

3.2 Climate Integration Tool

Finding 8: The recently published Climate Integration Tool is of good quality and highly appreciated by CISU members, but many members, and in particular partner organisations in
the South, are still unaware of it. Thirty-seven percent or the review survey respondents
were unaware of the tool, as was several of the interviewees with CISU member staff. Most
of the interviewed civil society partners in the South, who would be responsible for its use
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on the ground, were unaware of the tool. Some interviewees are aware of the tool but have
not applied it yet. Among the respondents that are aware of the tool, two thirds find it highly
relevant for their work, whereas only three percent find it of low relevance; half find it very
easy to use, while only seven percent do not find it easy to use, and half find the tool of high
sufficiency and comprehensiveness, whereas only ten percent find it insufficient (see figure
10). Similarly, most interviewees that were aware of the Climate integration Tool find it of
high quality, realistic, implementable, and suitable for use at the field level by partners in the
South. It is clear from the interviews and survey responses that the tool is mainly targeting
NGOs with limited climate expertise and experience. A few interviewees and review survey
respondents expressed that the Climate integration Tool is the best tool/thematic paper that
CISU has published. Other survey respondents appreciate the links to information sources
provided and the utility of the practical examples provided. One finds that the tool should be
applied in all CISU projects at the general and sector level. One survey respondent calls for
seminars that illustrate how to use the tool generally as well as in specific sectors, whereas
one interviewee finds that some support and handholding from CISU on how to apply the
tool would be required. However, one interviewee finds it overly comprehensive for volunteers and difficult to apply in his/her context.
•
•
•

Box 3: CISU member suggestions for CISU climate tools
Modalities for including nature-based climate change solutions and ensuring that climate action is not harmful to the environment and ecosystems
Guidance for CISU members on how to reduce their own carbon footprint
Materials in Danish and targeting non-academic audience
Source: review survey 2021

Figure 10: Rating of the Climate Integration Tool

Source: review survey 2021, respondents: 34 persons

Finding 9: Being recently published, the Climate Integration Tool has so far been used to a
somewhat modest extent, but several CISU members anticipate using it in future applications and projects. Many CISU members have applied for funding projects prior to, or shortly
after, the publishing of the climate tool. Among the review survey respondents, 42 percent
have used the tool to a large extent, or to some extent, in CISU grant applications (see figure
10). However, its application in ongoing projects, has been much lower indicating that the
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mainstreaming of climate change is most easily done, if addressed during in the project design process. The majority of respondent anticipate that they will use the tool in the development of new projects. Most CISU members have not used the tool in relation to application to, and projects funded by, other donors, but this is probably to a significant degree explained by the fact that several of the smaller members mainly depend on funding from
CISU. It should be kept in mind that the review survey did not target all Danish NGOs or CISU
members, but specifically CISU members that either have participated in CISU climate
change seminars or received CISU funding for climate-change related projects – figure 11 is
thus not fully representative of the entire member base.
Figure 11: Use of the Climate Integration Tool

Source: review survey 2021, respondents: 34 persons

3.3 Other CISU support

Finding 10: CISU has in-house capacity and willingness to provide climate change-related
advice to the members and there is some demand for such support, but there is little
awareness among members of this opportunity. In general, CISU grant applicants seek advice from CISU for grant application, grant management and administration, reporting and
monitoring, but do not expect that CISU would have capacity to provide technical advice for
the broad range of sectors and thematic areas the member base engages in. In fact, CISU
does have some in-house capacity to provide climate-change advice, especially for members
with limited climate change experience, but is not actively promoting this (e.g. it is not mentioned on the CISU website), and only a few members have approached CISU for climate
change advice. A number of survey respondents and interviewees expressed interest in climate change advice and technical support from CISU or from other Danish NGOs with climate change expertise.
Finding 11: CISU’s mandatory experience-sharing workshops for CISU grant recipients did
not fully provide opportunities for sharing climate change related experiences in 2019-20.
As a t standard element of the CSF process, CISU brings groups of CSF grant recipients together in mandatory experience-sharing workshops. However, the participants were not
brought together on the basis of shared thematic areas of work or geographic focus. The
workshops are thus not a forum for sharing of technical experience, so an opportunity for
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grant recipients to engage in further climate change integration experience and lesson sharing is missed. CISU has changed the concept and the four workshops held in 2021 have had a
thematic focus (one focused on climate change and sustainability) and participation has
been voluntary. As described above, peer learning is in strong demand, and a number of
members express interest in bringing NGOs that are brought together in the experiencesharing seminars based on shared thematic areas of work.
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4 Grant support for Danish NGOs

Finding 12: A significant proportion of the CISU grant funding supports climate action, and
the contribution grew substantially from 2019 to 2020. In 2019, the total value of the commitment from Danida (including funds from the Climate Grant) was DKK 169.8 mill., of which
an estimated 19 percent funded projects with climate action as a significant objective (see
table 3). In 2020, this grew to 30 percent out of DKK 195.3 mill committed by Danida. The
contribution of the Climate Grant in 2019 was DKK 11.3 mill., corresponding to 6.5 percent
of the CSF total, whereas in 2020, its contribution had more than doubled to DKK 28.8 mill
corresponding to 14.8 percent of the total, mainly due to the introduction of the supplementary climate grants for programme organisations. It should be noted that for Rio marker 1
interventions, only 50 percent or the budget is counted as a climate investment, hence the
different totals for CSF projects in table 1 and table 3). According to CISU and CISU members
(see figure 3 and 9), a large number of grants have mainstreamed climate change into their
work without having climate change as a primary or significant objective (Rio marker 0).
However, these are not included in table 3, as they in accordance with international practice
are not counted as making financial contributions towards climate action.
Finding 13: Small and medium-sized NGOs utilise CISU grants for climate action. A total of
24 NGOs has received climate grants from CISU in 2019-2020 (see annex 1). Of these, 14 are
NGOs that have only received CRF project support, which can be considered small NGOs,
whereas ten are programme organisations which can be considered as medium-sized NGOs.
Overall, 8.7 percent of CISU’s members have obtained CISU grants for climate-related action
(Rio marker 1 and Rio marker 2 labelled grants) in 2019-2020.
Finding 14: While the Climate Grant has a strategic focus on climate change adaptation, a
significant proportion of the support also addresses climate change mitigation. In 20192020, the total Climate Grant-related funding allocated for adaptation was DKK 21.8 mill.
(see table 3), whereas DKK 11.8 mill. was committed for mitigation, and DKK 6.4 mill. was allocated for crosscutting interventions addressing both adaptation and mitigation.
Finding 15: There was a major shift in overall funding from mitigation to adaptation from
2019 to 2020, mainly driven by the introduction of supplementary grants. In 2019, there
were nine adaptation-related and four mitigation-related CSF projects (see table 3). However, due to two large mitigation project grant awarded to Nordisk Folkecenter for Vedvarende Energi and Verdens Skove, the total financial commitment for mitigation in 2019 was
almost twice the amount awarded to adaptation projects. However, in 2020, the Climate
Grant-related funding for adaptation was more than three times the amount committed for
mitigation. The primary cause for this substantial change was the introduction of the supplementary climate grants, which were earmarked for adaptation (and crosscutting) interventions. Moreover, the mitigation commitment for CSF project wad significantly lower in 2020
than 2019, a difference explained by the two above-mentioned large mitigation grants. The
funding for crosscutting mitigation-interventions increased almost 30-fold from an insignificant level in 2019, mainly due to the introduction of the supplementary climate grants.
Finding 16: A major proportion of the CISU climate action was funded beyond the Climate
Grant. In addition to the Climate Grant funding directed to CSF projects in 2019-2020 and
supplementary climate grants in 2020, some of the CISU programmes also funded climate
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action (see table 3). In fact, the estimated funding for climate action under the programmes
was larger than the contribution from the Climate Grant. The programme engagement in climate action significantly increased from four programmes with an estimated investment of
DKK 21.6 mill. in 2019 to six programmes (two additional programmes) with an investment
of DKK 30.8 mill. in 2020. As for the Climate Grant, there was a major shift from mainly investing in mitigation to mainly funding adaptation and crosscutting (combined mitigation
and adaptation) action. Adaptation funding increased threefold, whereas the sharp decrease
in mitigation and increase in crosscutting was due to a reclassification of the programme implemented by Verdens Skove. These changes appear to have been partly inspired by the introduction of the supplementary climate grants, with five of the six programmes in 2020 being complemented with a supplementary grant.
Table 3: CISU grants with climate change as major objectives in 2019-2020
Year
Adaptation
Mitigation
Crosscuttingb
Total
Adaptation
Mitigation
Crosscuttingb
Total

Rio marker (# of interventions)
RM2
RM1
Total
19
20
19
20
19
20 Total
CSF projects
1
3
8
5
9
8
17
2
2
2
4
2
6
1
1
1
1
2
3
5
11
6
14
11
25
-

Adaptation
Mitigation
Crosscuttingb
Total

1
1

Adaptation
Mitigation
Crosscuttingb
Grand total

1
3
4

CSF total

3,973,685

7,839,459

11,813,144

7,043,102c

4,803,544

11,846,646

249,963

1,187,311

1,437,274

11,266,750

13,830,314

25,097,064

Supplementary climate grants for programme NGOs
9,994,079
7
7
7
4,990,767
2
2
2
14,984,846
9
9
9
Programmesd (not financed by Climate Grant)
1
1
2
1
3
3 4,002,750e
2
2
3
2
3 17,638,875
1
1
1
21,641,625
2
3
4
4
6
6
11
2
3
16

9
3
1
14

7
2
1
10

10
7
1
18

Total
18
4
4
28

26
9
5
40

Climate Grant, adapt.
Climate Grant, mitigat.
Climate Grant, X-cutt.

9,994,079
4,990,767
14,984,846

12,075,500

16,078,250

4,567,625

22,206,500

14,163,000

14,163,000

30,806,125

52,447,750

28,912,067

36,888,502

24,681,977

9,371,169

34,053,146

249,963

21,338,049

21,588,012

32,908,375

59,621,285

92,529,660

7,976,435

Proportion of total CSF funding (committed amounts)
19
20
Total
19
20
169,752,490 195,272,796

Adaptation
Mitigation
Crosscuttingb
Climate total
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19

Amounta
(Committed, DKK)
20
Total

Total
365,025,286

4.7%
14.5%
0.1%
19.4%

15.3%
4.8%
10.4%
30.5%

10.4%
9.3%
5.6%
25.3%

7,976,435
24,681,977
249,963
32,908,375

29,909,038
9,371,169
20,341,078
59,621,285

37,885,473
34,053,146
20,591,041
92,529,660

2.3%
4.1%
0.1%

9.1%
2.5%
3.2%

6.0%
3.2%
1.8%

3,973,685
7,043,102c
249,963

17,833,538
4,803,544
6,178,078

21,807,223
11,846,646
6,428,041

Climate grant, total

6.5%

14.8%

11.0%

11,266,750

28,815,160

40,081,910

Notes:
a) 100% of budget counted for Rio marker 2 interventions, 50% for Rio marker 1 interventions
b) Both adaptation and mitigation
c) 2019 amount dominated by one large grant on energy, labelled Rio marker 2
d) Two programmes counted in 2019 were also counted in 2020 (DOF, Danish Forestry Extension)
e) 2019 amount dominated by one large grant on forest conservation

Source: CISU Rio marker assessments, 2019 and 2020

Finding 17: Climate change is addressed both through targeted climate action and integration/mainstreaming of climate action in interventions with other objectives. The majority
of grants (projects and programmes) supported in 2019, are assessed by CISU and verified by
an external consultant engaged by MFA to have climate action as a significant, but not primary, objective (Rio marker 1), as shown in table 3. In other words, these interventions integrate (or mainstream) climate change with other primary objectives. In addition, climate
change has reportedly been mainstreamed into several Rio marker 0 projects (see finding
12). However, due to the introduction of the supplementary climate grants, the number of
Rio marker 2 grant was higher than Rio marker 1 grants in 2020. The supplementary climate
grants for programme organisations are by nature integrating climate change in larger programmes with other objectives.
Table 4: Climate focus in sample CSF projects
CSF grant recipient
DIB
Dreamtown
IUG/EWB
StO
SuG/SwB
TANDEN
Total

Climate focus
Mainstreaming (non-climate interMain intervention objective
vention objective)
Adaptation
Mitigation
Adaptation
Mitigation
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
4
2
2
2

4.1 Climate change in Civil Society Fund interventions

Source: sample

Finding 18: There has been a satisfactory degree of integration of climate change in CSF interventions, but there is still scope for further integration. Climate change has to different
degrees been integrated in the work of a significant proportion of CISU grant recipients.
Forty percent of the NGOs responding to the review survey report climate change as being
an important objective of their CISU funded interventions, and almost half report that a climate change perspective has at least to some extent been mainstreamed into their CISU interventions (see figure 12). All in all, 54 percent of the NGOs have at least to some extent addressed climate change in their CISU interventions. However, it should be kept in mind that
the review survey is not fully representative of the entire member base but focus on those
that have engaged in climate change, either through the participation in workshops or
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through implementation of CISU grants with a climate change aspect. As such, the integration of climate change across the entire CISU portfolio would be lower than indicated by the
survey.
Figure 12: Type of climate action in CISU interventions (climate supplementary grants excluded)

Source: review survey 2021, respondents: 37 NGOs

Finding 19: CSF projects have yielded some useful lessons on how to address climate
change in projects and advocacy for the grant recipients. The majority of NGOs responding
to the review survey reports that their CSF grants have at least to some extent yielded lessons relevant for projects, advocacy and awareness-raising, which will be integrated in their
future work (see figure 13). Unsurprisingly, this is significantly more pronounced for the
NGOs receiving climate change-specific CSF grants approved in 2019-2020, of which the majority have to a high degree gained relevant lessons, which they plan to apply in future work
(see figure 14). Chapter 4.3 addresses climate advocacy in CISU interventions more in depth.
Figure 13: Climate-related lessons from CSF interventions (climate supplementary grants
excluded)

Source: review survey 2021, respondents: 37 NGOs

Figure 14: Climate-related lessons from CSF climate-specific grants approved in 2019-2020
(climate supplementary grants excluded)
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Source: review survey 2021, respondents: 12 NGOs

Finding 20: Access to financial support from CISU is important for the ability of several
small Danish NGOs to engage in climate change. A small majority of NGOs responding to
the review survey, already implemented climate action approaches prior to 2019 (see figure
15), as did most of the NGOs that implemented climate-specific CSF interventions (see figure
16). However, when it comes to accessing funding, the majority of the NGOs are not accessing climate-related funding from other sources than CISU, whereas more than half of the
NGOs implementing climate-specific projects also access other sources of funding. However,
the interviews revealed that for some NGOs, the level of funding from other sources is significantly lower than from CISU. Moreover, CISU funding provides opportunity to engage in innovation, which is not always the case with funding from other sources.
Figure 15: Other climate interventions implemented by CISU members receiving CSF support in 2019-2020 (climate supplementary grants excluded)

Source: review survey 2021, respondents: 37 NGOs

Figure 16: Other climate interventions implemented by CISU members receiving CSF climate support in 2019-2020 (climate supplementary grants excluded)
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Source: review survey 2021, respondents: 12 NGOs

4.2 Supplementary climate change grants for CISU programme organisations

Finding 21: The supplementary grants were mainly used for additional activities and outputs with a climate change focus, and only to a lesser extent for the mainstreaming of climate change perspective into the existing programmes. Most of the supplementary grant
recipients used the supplementary grant to add distinct climate change activities and outputs to their programme, whereas half of the recipients report that at least to some extent a
climate perspective has been integrated across their programme (see figure 17). In many
cases (e.g. Danish Cancer Society, DOF, DPA) climate change has been added to the theory of
change an results framework as a new component, whereas Mission East has integrated climate change activities and outputs in the already existing resilience component (see table
5), but only in one of the four programme countries (Nepal), with the ambition to expand to
another country in the next programme phase. The Danish Cancer Society is using the supplementary grant for a research pilot to provide evidence for advocacy and policy influence.
DOF has for the next programme phase developed a new draft theory of change and results
framework, where a climate change perspective has been integrated across the components, both in relation to adaptation and mitigation, with a focus on nature-based solutions
(sustainable forest management) to increase climate resilience.
Figure 17: Type of climate action in supplementary grants

Source: review survey 2021, respondents: 8 NGOs

Table 5: Climate focus in supplementary climate grants
Climate focus
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Supplementary grant
recipient
Danish Cancer Society
DOF
DPA
ME
Total

Specific add-on climate component/outcome
Adaptation
Mitigation
X
X
X
X
3

1

Integration in existing components/outcomes
Adaptation
Mitigation

X
1

0

Source: sample

Finding 22: With only one year of implementation, lessons have not fully materialised from
the supplementary grants, but early lessons have emerged. The implementation of the supplementary grants formally commenced in April 2020, but the COVID-19 pandemic has significantly influenced the implementation and created delays. Still being early in implementation, lessons have not yet fully materialised. Nonetheless, two-third of the programme organisations report that early lessons is already informing the next programme phase at least
to some extent (see figure 18). Half of the programme organisations has at least to some extent obtained lessons that can be applied in other interventions and in advocacy work) and
planning to do so. The programme organisations expect that further lessons that will inform
future programming will materialise during the course of implementation. The supplementary grants are providing the programme organisations with an opportunity to test new approaches and enhancing the climate change (in particular adaptation) thinking of the organisations more broadly. This in turn, could open up new funding opportunities from other donors.
Figure 18: Early lessons from supplementary climate grants

Source: review survey 2021, respondents: 8 NGOs

Finding 23: Access to financial support from CISU and specifically the Climate Grant is important for the ability of programme organisations to engage in climate change. The majority of programme organisations receiving a supplementary grant already integrated climate
change in their work prior to 2019 (see figure 19) and have also accessed climate-related
funding from other sources than CISU. However, for the majority of the programme organisations, the supplementary grant is the first time they access CISU funding for climate-related interventions. However, the interviews revealed that at least for some programme organisations, the level of funding from other sources is significantly lower than from CISU, or
used for a different type of engagement, so the supplementary grant provides an oppor-
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tunity to develop new and more comprehensive approaches. Moreover, the level of experience and expertise in climate action varies, for some organisations the supplementary grant
has enabled an engagement in an area where there is generally little information and experience, e.g. the Danish Cancer Society has engaged in climate change in relation to non-communicable diseases. In other cases, it allows a deeper integration of climate change in their
work in specific areas, e.g. Mission East has considerable experience with disaster risk reduction and DPA has considerable WASH experience, but not before fully applied a climate
change perspective in these areas.
Figure 19: Other climate interventions implemented by supplementary climate grant recipients

Source: review survey 2021, respondents: 8 NGOs

4.3 Approaches to climate action

Finding 24: Climate change integration/mainstreaming is addressed in range of sectors, in
particular in relation to agriculture, forest, and youth empowerment. Considering the diversity of CISU members, and Danish NGOs in general, it is unsurprising that climate action
interventions are implemented in a range of sectors (see table 6 and annex 4). Nonetheless,
climate change is in particular addressed in the agriculture sector (incl. livestock, horticulture, soil-water management). Other major sectors of engagement are youth empowerment/education and forest conservation. Energy, urban development/waste (slums), and
health/WASH are additional sectors of engagement. Furthermore, there are a few projects in
other sectors.
Table 6: Sectors of engagement, all climate action grants
Sector
Energy
Agriculture
Forests
Urban, waste
Youth, education
Health, WASH
Other

Primary SDGs
7
2, 1, 8
15
11
4
3, 6
-

Grant type
Project
Supplementary
3
1
12
4
5
2
4
1
6
3
1
2
4
-

Total grants
4
16
7
5
9
3
4

Source: annex 4

Finding 25: The in-country implementation of interventions is mostly led by South partners, with the Danish NGO providing oversight, technical and administrative support, and
often also capacity development. With one exception (ME, which has country offices), every
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grant captured in the sample follows a structure, where the Danish partner provides oversight, technical support and grant management while the South partner is responsible for
implementation on the ground as well as advocacy. In a number of interventions, a national
NGO South partner provides oversight, TA and/or capacity development for a local South
partner in the targeted area (e.g. Dreamtown’s partner CSAYN providing training on urban
agriculture, SuG mobilising national agricultural institutes to provide TA). In some cases, the
Danish partner would also be responsible for advocacy in international forums, and production or coordination of knowledge products (e.g. the Danish Cancer Society and the NCD
Network publishing research articles), or training of South partners or beneficiaries on certain topics (e.g. Dreamtown providing training on journalism, DOF on bird counting,), or
providing access to new tools (e.g StO and University of Copenhagen providing a mobile app
for community monitoring of natural resources, TANDEN and JENGO providing access to satellite imagery training on its use in land use planning).
Finding 26: The choice of South partner varies considerably, ranging from large and wellestablished NGOs with significant capacity to newly formed local CBOs. There is significant
variation the types of South partners, the Danish NGOs work with. Some South partners are
large well-established NGOs or even country offices of international NGOs with several international partners and donors; in some cases, the South partners are considerably larger than
their Danish counterparts. Other South partners are small NGOs or even CBOs, including
youth organisations, for which the CISU partnership and grant is the main or only donor.
Some South partners have considerable climate change experience and, in some cases, more
so than their Danish counterpart, whereas for other South partners, the CSF grant is their
first climate change engagement or in some cases even their first exposure to handling project implementation. Some CISU grant partnerships are long running, whereas other are recently formed.
Finding 27: A central feature of the rights holder empowerment promoted by CISU grant
recipients is the strengthening of civil society. All the sample interventions engage in organisational development as a means to empower civil society, see annex 3 for detailed information on the interventions of each sample NGO. Training and is provided and a range of
themes, including management and governance, financial management, project management, conflict management, fund mobilisation, climate change, human rights and RBA, communication, advocacy, land use planning, adaptation planning, and technical training (e.g.
agriculture). This is in particular done at the community level (see table 7 and annex 3), with
every sampled NGO supporting the formation and/or strengthening of CBOs, such as agricultural groups/associations, VSLAs, youth groups, forest user groups/associations, environmental groups, networks for people living with non-communicable diseases, land use management committees, and adaptation planning committees. For example, in relation to community-level planning, support has been provided for the development of community preparedness plans (IUG), community land use plan and zoning (TANDEN, farmer group adaptation plans (ME), forest management plans for forest user groups (DOF). CBOs have also been
supported in formal registration.
Another important element of the engagement of CISU grant recipients with partners is organisational, advocacy and climate change capacity development for the South partner, especially when the South partner is a small local NGO or CBO (e.g. Dreamtown, IUG, SuG), but
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even national NGOs provided capacity development support (e.g. DOF supporting national
Birdlife organisations in three countries). Some interventions have capacity development of
the South partner as explicit outcomes, whereas in other cases it is not formalised in the results framework, but still pursued in the practical cooperation and implementation.
Finding 28: Support for rights holders’ advocacy, in particular at the local level, is a key feature of the CISU supported interventions. A common feature of the sampled intervention is
support for enhancing the advocacy skills of CSOs (e.g. through training), especially of CBOs
and at the local level, to engage in advocacy targeting local authorities (see table 7 and annex 3). Moreover, CSOs were supported in engaging in dialogue, for example with city councils for urban poor on waste management (e.g. IUG, Dreamtown, DPA), in relation to forest
rights and access to forest resources (StO, DOF), and with refugee camp authorities on environment and livelihoods (SUG). Campaigning, social media campaigns and community journalism (Dreamtown) are other advocacy activities undertaken, as are field trips for local parliamentarians (TANDEN). Local policy and planning are sought influenced, for example by
promoting the participation of CSOs in district forest planning DOF) and advocating for the
integration of climate change in local development planning with the participation of CSOs
(ME).
Implementing South partner NGOs are also supported in advocacy at national levels by some
CISU grant recipients, especially by programme organisations with supplementary climate
grants (e.g. Danish Cancer society, DOF, DPA). DPA’s partners advocate for the integration of
climate change adaptation in WASH policies and plans. Knowledge generated is used as inputs in evidence-based advocacy, based on implementation lessons or even research (Danish
Cancer Society). Moreover, some Danish NGOs use the lessons and knowledge generated as
inputs for advocacy engagement at the international level (e.g. DIB).
Table 7: Beneficiaries

CISU grant
recipient
DIB
Dreamtown
IUG/EWB
StO
SuG/SwB
TANDEN
Total (NGOs)

Beneficiaries (empowerment + capacity development)
Rights holders + civil society
Duty bearers
Community
Local
Nat.
CBOs
Schools
Local gov.
Nat. gov.
members
NGOs NGOs
CSF projects
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
Advocacy
X
X
Advocacy
Advocacy
X
X
X
Advocacy
Advocacy
X
X
X
X
Advocacy
X
X
X
X
X
6
6
4
2
1
2
1

DK Cancer Soc.
DOF
DPA
ME
Total

X
X
X
X
4

Grand total

10
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Supplementary climate grants
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
4
2
4
2
10

6

6

3

Advocacy
X
X
X
3
5

Advocacy
Advocacy
Advocacy
0
1

Source: sample

Finding 29: Generation and sharing of knowledge on climate solutions to inform decisionmaking is a common feature of CISU supported climate interventions. All sample NGOs has
an element of knowledge generation and/or sharing in their interventions with an aim to influence policy, planning, or programming (see annex 3). Notably, the Danish Cancer Society
supplementary grant is a field research intervention generating data and knowledge in the
little researched area of climate change impacts on non-communicable diseases and producing scientific articles and research-based policy briefs to inform national and international
policymaking. Piloting and field testing of climate solutions is an element of a number of interventions, such as development, refinement and replication of an eco-village model (DIB),
testing of improved and more environment-friendly farming options in cooperation with national agricultural institutions (SUG), piloting ecosystem-based approaches to adaptation
(DOF), piloting mainstreaming of adaptation in WASH in slums (DPA), and piloting climate resilient farming in mountain areas (ME). The supplementary climate grants were provided
specifically for helping the mainstreaming of climate change adaptation in CISU supported
programmes and the pilots carried out by DF, DPA and ME are aimed upscaling and integration in the next programme phase. Some interventions mobilise communities in the collection of data and knowledge, which they can use in their own decision-making and dialogue
with duty bearers. Examples include the training of community journalists that can document issues faced in urban slums (Dreamtown), community-based assessments of climate
risks (IUG) and ecosystem status (DOF), and recording of weather data (ME). CISU grant recipients and their local partners also engage in knowledge sharing and dissemination at local,
national, regional and international levels, through advocacy, facilitation of and participation
in workshops and seminars, and participation in international events (e.g. UNFCCC COPs).
Finding 30: Duty bearers are mainly targeted through advocacy and awareness raising,
with somewhat less emphasis on strengthening their capacity to respond to the demands
of rights holders. All the sample NGOs engaged in advocacy and awareness raising towards
duty bearers at the local level (local governments, sometimes schools and, in the case of
SuG, refugee camp authorities) to promote the rights and interests of poor communities and
also civil society inclusion in planning processes. Many also engaged in national level advocacy, albeit generally with the main emphasis on local level advocacy (see table 7 and annex
3). However, only half the sample NGOs have engaged in strengthening the capacities of
duty bearers to meet the demands of rights holders. Capacity development for duty bearers
have received more attention by programme organisations receiving supplementary climate
grants than by CSF project grant recipients. This is not surprising, considering that the programme organisations implement their climate interventions in the context of larger programmes allowing for a broader range of action.
Finding 31: Enhancing technical skills, in particular in relation to livelihoods, income generation and resilience is a key element of the empowerment promoted. All the sampled
NGOs engage in technical skills development for community members, in particular with a
focus on improving livelihoods and enhancing resilience. Agriculture (incl. soil and water
management, livestock management, diversification, tree planting) is the most common
area of technical skills promoted (e.g. DIB, Dreamtown, SUG, TANDEN, DOF, ME). The production of energy-efficient stoves is another commonly promoted skills (e.g. DIB, SUG,
TANDEN, DOF), as is business development (incl. processing and value addition) and entrepreneurship (e.g. Dreamtown, SUG). Training on solid waste management (Dreamtown, IUG,
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DPA) and health (TANDEN, Danish Cancer Society) is also provided. This includes training of
trainers and of CBOs to enhance their capacity to provided livelihoods training for community-members (e.g. DIB).
Finding 32: Communities have been mobilised to carry out work to reduce climate risk. A
significant number of the sample NGOs have mobilised communities to carry out work to improve the climate resilience of their communities (see annex 3). The most common adaptation-related measure has been tree planting (e.g. IUG, StO, SUG, DOF, ME) to reduce erosion
on slopes, rehabilitate forest lands, and/or provide access to fruits or firewood. In urban
slums, waste clean-up has been carried out (e.g. Dreamtown, IUG), e.g. to prevent blockage
of water runoff and associated flooding and use. Other adaptation-related types of communal work include construction of an urban drainage canal to prevent flooding (IUG), blocking
man-made canals to restore peat swamps and reduce fire risk (StO), d anpatrolling to prevent forest fires or illegal activities (StO, DOF).
Finding 33: Small-scale investments in infrastructure and inputs are made to contribute to
the promotion to improve livelihoods and enhanced resilience, and possible livelihoods
and adaptation solutions. Most of the sample NGOs include investments in infrastructure
and inputs to livelihoods activities (see annex 3). In particular, investments have been in agricultural equipment and inputs, such as drip irrigation, tools, seeds, and tree saplings. (e.g.
Dreamtown, IUG, StO, DOF). Infrastructure investments include agricultural infrastructure,
such as water harvesting and tree nurseries, (e.g. SUG, ME) and protected wells (DPA). Energy solutions is the other major areas of climate-related investment, in particular in energyefficient stoves (DIB, SUG, TANDEN, DOF) but also in biogas (SUG), solar electricity
(TANDEN), and solar water pumps (ME). The investments have reinforced the community
empowerment endeavours, as the tangible and visible direct improvements have proven
conducive for creating stakeholder motivation and ownership.
Finding 34: The Climate Grant interventions contribute to the delivery of the intended objectives and outcomes of the Danish Climate Envelope, in particular, but not exclusively,
vis-à-vis adaptation. The CISU interventions are fully aligned to the theory of change of the
Danish Climate Envelope, in particular in relation to adaptation, but also in relation to mitigation. They contribute to the Climate Envelope goal of low carbon resilient development,
and in particular the intended impact of “increased climate resilience, particularly for vulnerable and marginalised groups”. Some interventions also contribute to “reduced greenhouse
gas emissions”, for example through tree planting, ecosystem protection/restoration, and
energy-efficient stoves. At the outcome level, the CISU Climate Grant interventions in particular contribute to “strengthened national and community-level climate change policies, planning frameworks and information systems”, and the “scale-up of climate relevant technologies, infrastructure and markets”. In particular, two of the Climate Envelope outputs/activities are delivered with a contribution of the CISU Climate Grant: “supporting communities to
plan for climate change and hold officials to account” and “promoting community-level models to adopt or promote climate technologies”. With a larger investment in adaptation than
mitigation (see table 3), the CISU Climate Grant is also contributing towards the stated intention that the Climate Envelope is equally financing adaptation and mitigation initiatives, and
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intention the Climate Envelope has not achieved in practice as more of its funding has gone
toward mitigation 3.

4.4 Grant administration

Finding 35: Overall, the integration of the Climate Grant in the CSF has reduced transaction
costs for CISU and Danish NGOs. With the integration of the Climate Grant in the CSF, there
was not a need for separate guidelines, criteria or calls for proposals for climate change projects. This reduced the transaction costs for both CISU and for NGOs applying for funding. A
separate process and simple guidelines were implemented for the supplementary climate
grants, but this call only targeted programme organisations, and thus required less effort
than a fully open call for proposals. However, CISU still had to identify climate related CSF
interventions to document that the Climate Grant went to its intended purpose and the lack
of climate-specific award criteria and reporting guidelines makes it more challenging for CISU
to report on the progress vis-à-vis climate change. Moreover, the lack of full alignment with
the programme cycle and timeline for the programme organisations has created some minor
administrative complications, such as a shortened implementation period or misaligned
completion dates so that some supplementary grants will spill over to the next programme
phase and a new theory of change.
Finding 36: The integration in the CSF has in principle reduced the direct control over the
amount of funding going to climate change interventions, but in practice the CSF funding
going to climate change interventions exceeded the Climate Grant contribution. Without a
specific call for climate change proposals, CISU has not had the ability to provide direct financial incentive for NGOs to submit climate change-related proposals and guarantee that an
amount fully corresponding to DKK 40 mill. would go to climate change interventions. In
practice, however, this has not been an issue, as an estimated total climate investment of
DKK 40 mill. has been channelled through the supplementary climate grants and the climate
change-relevant CSF project grants approved in 2019-2020 (see table 3). Additionally, an estimated DKK 52 mill. under the CSF programme grants were used for climate action.
Finding 37: The CSF has a strong focus on advocacy and some CISU grant recipients find
there is insufficient possibility to combine capacity development and advocacy with concrete climate change adaptation measures. End beneficiaries have concrete adaptation
needs and hardware solutions, such as protective or productive infrastructure. It is also the
experience of a number of CISU members, that tangible and visible investments in hardware
facilitates beneficiary ownership and interest in engaging in capacity development and advocacy, but that the current CSF criteria do not sufficiently allow for on-the-ground climate
change adaptation investments (including infrastructure) that can go hand in hand with the
soft components. However, it should be kept in mind that: a) hardware can be financed under the CSF, but it should have a strategic purpose vis-à-vis civil society capacity development and empowerment as per the CSF objectives; and b) due to financial limitations, the
CSF can finance pilot hardware but not large-scale provision and upscaling of hardware solutions.
Finding 38: Some CISU members call for enhanced climate change integration ambition,
3
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but at the same time some volunteer-based organisations struggle with the current requirements. Some review survey respondents would like to see that CISU to a larger extent
ensures that climate change is considered more in-depth in all grant applications, that modalities are included to ensure that climate actions are not harmful to the environment and
ecosystems, and that carbon offsetting air travel is an eligible expense. On the other hand,
some volunteer-based organisations find it difficult for volunteers to fully cater for an increasing amount of detail required in grant applications for CISU, including add-on requirements for addressing cross-cutting issues including climate change, and find there is a need
to simplify demands in accordance with the mainstreaming capacities of volunteer-based
NGOs. There appears to be a degree of dichotomy between ensuring technical quality and
engaging the civil society beyond professional staff.
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5 Results

Finding 39: Overall, implementation progress is satisfactory, despite delays caused by the
COVID-19 pandemic. The implementation of the supplementary grants and several of the
CSF projects commenced during 2020. Moreover, most of the CSF projects that commenced
in 2019, are running till the end of 2021 or even to 2022-2024. Travel and social distancing
restrictions imposed in response to the COVID-19 pandemic, significantly affected and delayed the implementation of most interventions. Nonetheless, CISU grant recipients have
been able to partly mitigate the impacts of COVID-19, for example through communication
over VOiP, reliance on staff in the project areas, adjustment to work plans, and the implementation of social distance measures, when bringing people together. Overall, good progress has been made at the output level, and some interventions have also delivered tangible outcomes (see annex 3).

5.1 Output 1: enhanced engagement of civil society in developing countries in climate action

Finding 40: Overall, the targets for output 1 have been significantly exceeded. The total
committed funding for climate action under CSF related projects and supplement climate
grants was of a total value of DKK 11. mill. in 2019 and DKK 28.8 mill. (see table 3), compared
to the targets of DKK 13.9 mill. in year 1 and DKK 13.7 mil in year 2, so while the target was
not entirely met in 2019, it was significantly exceeded in 2020. In addition, CISU programmes
implemented climate action in 2019-2020 at an estimated value of DKK 52,4 mill. Hence, the
final output 1 target of DKK 55 mill. could be regarded as already being significantly exceeded.
Finding 41: Civil society capacities in the South have already increased at different levels.
Most projects have already made contributions to enhancing the capacities of their partners
and CSOs vis-à-vis addressing climate change through project delivery and advocacy (see Annex 3). Moreover, the capacities of end beneficiaries to engage in climate resilient practices
have also increased.
CSOs have been formed and/or strengthened under several interventions, for example: a)
increased capacity of youth CBOs to engage in advocacy, implement projects, mobilise communities to carry out work, and mobilise and manage financial resources (Dreamtown, IUG);
b) increased capacities of farmer groups to promote sustainable agricultural practices (e.g.
SuG); c) increased capacity of VSLAs to manage and invest funds (e.g. SuG); d) establishment
of operational committees/groups for land use and natural resource planning and management (e.g. TANDEN, DOF); e) enhanced advocacy capacities and engagement of CBOs (e.g.
Dreamtown, IUG, SuG, TANDEN, DOF). With the strong emphasis on establishing and
strengthening CSOs for a variety of purposes incl. advocacy, adaptation and land use planning and management, agriculture and business development, further results in terms of
strengthening local civil society are highly likely as the implementation of the climate interventions progress in the coming years.
At the individual level, changes achieved include: a) enhanced awareness of climate change
through capacity building, e.g. for youth (e.g. Dreamtown, IUG, SUG); b) knowledge of improved and climate resilient agricultural and natural resources management practices (e.g.
Dreamtown, SUG, TANDEN); and c) business, processing, and vocational skills (e.g.
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Dreamtown, SUG, TANDEN). With the considerable attention given by grant recipients to
awareness creation, technical skills development, investment in inputs and promotion of
saving and access to loans, further results in the future in terms of strengthening livelihoods
and adaptation capacities at the household and individual level are very likely to be delivered.
In terms of strengthening the capacities of implementing South partners (whether CBOs or
NGOs), the CISU supported partnerships provide opportunities for engaging, or engaging
more comprehensively in, climate change adaptation implementation and advocacy; as well
as opportunities to link advocacy with field level experience (e.g. DIB) and evidence and
knowledge (e.g. the Danish Cancer Society). When the South partners are CBOs, organisational and implementation capacities have also been enhanced (e.g. Dreamtown, IUG, SuG).
In most cases, the added value of the partnerships with Danish civil society goes beyond the
access to CISU funding for project activities: the North-South, North-North-South (e.g. StO,
TANDEN), and North-South-South (e.g. IUG, DOF, DPA) partnerships are also conducive for
learning new skills and engaging in new thematic areas and approaches related to climate
change adaption, both for the Danish and the South partners.

5.2 Output 2: enhanced climate action capacity of Danish civil society

Finding 42: Progress on output 2 is on track and the target is likely to be achieved. Progress
towards the final target of four thematic seminars, six experience-sharing workshops and six
courses is well on track, with ten seminars held (see table 2), and a series of “Climate Thursday” webinars planned. The Climate Integration Tool is deemed very useful (see Chapter 3.2)
and is a more valuable contribution to civil society capacity development than the original
target of producing a position paper.
Finding 43: Danish civil society capacities in climate action have increased. The climate
change seminars have reached a significant proportion of the CISU members, been well received, and led to some capacity improvements among participating NGOs (see chapter 3.1).
Even more importantly, a large proportion of the seminar participants apply the knowledge
obtained from the seminars in their proposal/project development, in the implementation of
ongoing projects, and in their advocacy work. Moreover, the implementation of climate
change interventions provides the CISU grant recipients and their partners in Denmark opportunities to gain hands-on experience, lessons and knowledge about climate solutions at
the community level as well as in relation to influencing duty bearers and policy and planning processes, especially at the local level (see chapter 4.1 and 4.3).

5.3 Outcome: strengthened national and community-level adaptation capacities
and initiatives

Finding 44: It is too early to assess the achievement of the Climate Grant’s outcome target,
but it may prove overambitious. The implementation of the supplementary grants and several of the CSF projects commenced during 2020. Moreover, most of the CSF projects that
commenced in 2019, are running till the end of 2021 or even to 2022-2024. As such, it is
premature to assess the achievement of the Climate Grant outcome target of the individual
interventions achieving 90 percent of their objectives. Nonetheless, some of the sample
NGOs (Dreamtown, IUG, SUG, TANDEN) have submitted final reports for completed grants,
and these show significant variation in the degree of achievement of objectives, whether
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within the individual interventions or between the interventions. Considering this, the 90
percent target may prove overambitious.
Finding 45: Some tangible results have already been achieved vis-à-vis enhanced duty
bearer engagement and policy and planning improvements. Tangible examples of improved
climate change adaptation capacities and initiatives include (see annex 3): a) a youth climate
resource centre established (Dreamtown); b) community preparedness plans (IUG); c) interest from local leadership to upscale sustainable livelihoods options across a refugee camp in
Uganda as a result of dialogue and seeing project activities (SUG); d) community member enables to successfully run for and win local elections a result of access to micro loans (SUG); e)
sub-county law requiring each household to plant 15 trees as a result of advocacy (SUG); f)
municipalities committing to provide seedlings annually (SUG); g) plans in place for improved
grazing management, improved pastured and drought management (TANDEN); and h)
county climate change policies and bill formulated as a result of advocacy and dialogue
(DOF).

5.4 Objective: increased climate resilience for vulnerable and marginalised groups

Finding 46: It is currently impossible to assess the likelihood of achieving the Climate
Grant’s objective target of increased resilience. With most Climate Grant interventions still
ongoing and often at a fairly early stage of implementation (see chapter 5.3) and limited
data available on the number of people reached, it is impossible to assess the progress towards the final target of increasing the climate resilience of 236,473 people. The final report
available from sample NGOs (Dreamtown, IUG, SUG, TANDEN) show variation in the number
of people reached (primary and secondary beneficiaries) compared to the targets at project
design, sometimes the targets are met or even exceeded significantly, whereas in other
cases they are not fully achieved.
Finding 47: Some tangible early results have already been achieved vis-à-vis enhanced resilience of poor people. Tangible examples of improved climate resilience of rural and urban
poor achieved include: a) enhanced food security and incomes from engagement in improved and/or diversified agricultural production (Dreamtown, SUG); b) enhanced incomes
from new income-generating opportunities (Dreamtown, SUG); c) reduced flooding of urban
slums and thereby reduced contamination, malaria and diarrhoea as a result of waste clearing (Dreamtown, IUG) and drainage canal construction (IUG) by communities; and d) reduced clearing of trees and dependency on firewood as a result of the introduction of energy-efficient stoves (SUG) (see Annex 3).

5.5 Sustainability

Finding 48: It is too early to assess sustainability, but the partnership approaches applied
by CISU members are conducive to local ownership. Almost every partnership follows a
structure, where the Danish partner provides oversight, technical support and grant management while the South partner is responsible for implementation on the ground as well as
advocacy. Secondly, all partnerships focus on participation and empowerment of communities and civil society. A number of interventions combine advocacy capacity development
with technical skills development, mobilising communities to carry out work, and tangible
investments, so that community empowerment is linked to direct and tangible improvements – the latter also being conducive for building motivation and ownership.
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6 Conclusions
6.1 Relevance

Conclusion 1: The focus on adaptation, mainstreaming and enhancing the capacities of
small and medium-sized NGOs with limited climate change experience is highly relevant
for CISU members and their target beneficiaries.
Climate Change is affecting a significant proportion of the end beneficiaries targeted by CISU
members and their partners and could have implications for the impact and sustainability of
their interventions in different sectors. Therefore, there is a broad recognition among CISU
members and their South partners of the importance of addressing climate change as a
cross-cutting issue, as also evidenced by the number of CISU-funded interventions in climate
change. The climate interventions supported by CISU have in particular and appropriately
focused on the local level, thus responding well to the fact that climate change adaptation
has to be specifically tailored to the local context and conditions, that local duty bearers are
the ones directly responsible for service delivery to communities, lessons from the local level
are essential for informing national level policy. As can be seen from the level of participation in CISU climate change seminars, there is a strong interest among CISU members in enhancing their capacity to address climate change in their work. Some CISU members and
South partners have considerable experience in addressing climate change and do thus not
need specific attention or support from CISU beyond the important access to grant funding,
while many others do not have the required expertise. CISU has appropriately focused on
climate mainstreaming and targeted NGOs with limited capacity and experience, which
promotes broader engagement by the Danish civil society, in particular small and mediumsized NGOs, and is supportive of the broader green economy transformation agenda. The climate change seminars held and the Climate Integration Tool are appreciated and found useful by the majority of CISU members and there is a demand and need for further capacity
development support, and while many CISU members have not yet used the tool, several
anticipate using it in the future. There is a demand for future opportunities to further enhance the capacity to address climate change, with a particularly strong interest in peer
learning from other NGOs. (Related findings: 2, 3, 4, 5, 14, 28, 41, 34)

6.2 Coherence

Conclusion 2: The focus of the Climate Grant is coherent with the SDGs and the objectives
of the Danish Climate Envelope, but its results framework does not capture the contribution made to climate change mitigation.
Climate change has bearing on the delivery of all 17 SDGs and mainstreaming of climate action across sectors is thus central to the international and Danish agendas of the “Green
Economy” and “Building Back Better” after the COVID-19 pandemic. Moreover, climate
change adaptation and resilience are central to disaster risk reduction and thus also an important part of the “humanitarian-development nexus”. The interventions funded by the
CISU Climate Grant are fully aligned with the objectives of the Danish Climate Envelope and
contribute to reducing the imbalance between adaptation and mitigation financing under
the Climate Envelope. However, the Climate Grant ‘s results framework does not capture
the contribution made towards mitigation or the interlinkages between mitigation and ad-
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aptation, and how they can be mutually reinforcing (especially in relation to land use, agriculture, and nature-based solutions). (Related findings: 2, 14, 34)

6.3 Efficiency

Conclusion 3: The integration of the Climate Grant with the CSF has reduced transaction
costs for CISU and grant recipients and been conducive for mainstreaming, but the various
CSF grant requirements can be challenging for volunteer-based NGOs.
The integration of the Climate Grant in the CSF without separate procedures has reduced
transaction costs both for CISU and the grant recipients. While this in principle has reduced
the direct control over the amount going towards climate change, in practice, the CSF spending on climate change has exceeded the funds provided under the Climate Grant. However,
there is an unresolved dichotomy between balancing rigorous requirements to ensure
quality and maintaining sufficient simplicity for the engagement of volunteer-based NGOs,
who struggle with the current requirements. The COVID-19 pandemic caused major delays in
2020, but implementation of the climate interventions has still progressed. (Related findings:
35, 36, 38, 39)

6.4 Effectiveness

Conclusion 4: CISU grants have increased South civil society capacities at NGO, CSO and individual levels to advocate for their rights and needs vis-à-vis climate action, especially at
the local level, and to engage in adaptation planning and climate resilient livelihoods options.
The targets for output 1 have already been significantly exceeded, with a significant increase
in the proportion of CSF funding going towards climate action in general, and adaptation in
particular, from 2019 to 2020. The major increase in adaptation funding was mainly driven
by the introduction of supplementary climate grants. Overall, a significant proportion of the
CSF funding addresses climate change. (Related findings: 12, 13, 15, 16, 20, 23)
Climate change is addressed both through targeted action and mainstreaming into interventions with other objectives. Overall, there has been a satisfactory integration of climate
change in CSF interventions in a range of sectors, in particular agriculture, but also in youth
empowerment, education, and forest conservation, and to a somewhat lesser extent in energy, urban development, waste management, health, and WASH. However, there is still
scope for further and more broad integration across the CISU portfolio. (Related findings:
17, 18, 24, 43)
Most projects have already made contributions to enhancing the capacities of their South
partners and CSOs vis-à-vis addressing climate change through project delivery and advocacy. CSO capacities vis-à-vis management, advocacy, planning, and tangible adaptation
and livelihoods resilience measures have increased, especially at the local level. The support for awareness raising, advocacy, community-based planning, and the generation and
dissemination of knowledge has led to enhanced dialogue with duty bearers, in particular local authorities, and enhanced civil society engagement in planning. With the strong focus on
CSO organisational, governance, advocacy and technical capacity development, further
strengthening of local civil society is highly likely in the coming years. At the individual level,
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results include enhanced awareness of climate change and knowledge of improved and climate resilient practices, especially in agriculture and natural resource management. Youth
have proven to be effective champions inspiring community engagement in changing practices. With the considerable attention given by grant recipients to awareness creation and
technical skills development in combination with small-scale investments, further enhancement of livelihoods and adaptation capacities is very likely to be delivered. However, some
CISU grant recipients find there is insufficient possibility to invest in concrete climate change
adaptation measures to further deliver tangible resilience improvements and create commitment. (Related findings: 27, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33, 37, 41)
With the in-country implementation being led by the South partners, the CISU grants provide them with enhanced capacities and opportunities for engaging in climate action, both
in terms of field implementation, piloting new approaches, advocacy and increased access to
knowledge and information, and link advocacy with field level experience and evidence. In
most cases, the added value of the partnerships with Danish civil society goes beyond the
access to CISU funding for project activities; the North-South and North-South-South partnerships and technical support from Danish partners are also conducive for experience sharing, learning new skills and engaging in new thematic areas and approaches. (Related findings: 25, 27, 28, 29, 41)
Conclusion 5: The capacity development support has enhanced the climate action capacity
of small and medium-sized Danish NGOs and there has been good uptake and application
of the knowledge imparted; thereby, a tangible contribution has been made to enhanced
climate mainstreaming and broadening the engagement of the Danish civil society in climate action – the access to financial support from CISU has been important for the ability
of Danish NGOs to engage in climate action.
Progress on output 2 is on track and the target is likely to be achieved. CISU’s capacity development support to members has reached a significant proportion of small and mediumsized Danish NGOs, in particular those with limited prior experience with climate action,
through the climate seminars and has to a good extent led to enhanced mainstreaming of
climate change into the work of CISU members, both in terms of programming and advocacy. CISU members find the opportunities for peer learning and lesson sharing particularly
valuable. There has been a good uptake and level of implementation of the knowledge imparted, not least by small and medium-sized NGOs, so the seminars have contributed to a
broader engagement of the Danish civil society in climate action, although there is still a
need for further capacity development on climate mainstreaming in the planning and implementation of interventions. However, the general experience-sharing workshops for CSF
grant recipients have not contributed to climate change peer learning due to insufficient targeting and matching of NGOs with similar thematic focus. The fairly new Climate Integration
Tool is found an excellent tool by those who know it, but the awareness of it is still fairly low,
especially among South partners, and it has thus not yet been fully put into use. The same
applies for the awareness and use of CISU as a resource for climate change advice. Often being the primary source of funding, the access to CISU grant funding has been important for
the ability of several Danish NGOs to engage in climate change, whether small or mediumscale organisations, as well as for their South partners. The experiences from implementing
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climate interventions have given the Danish NGO hands-on experience in, and yielded relevant lessons on, climate action – and this has informed both the development of new grant
proposals and advocacy. Overall, the small and medium-sized NGOs receiving CSF grants,
including volunteer-based NGOs, have proven themselves capable of delivering results visà-vis climate action and empowerment (see conclusion 4 and 6). The supplementary climate
grants are specifically aimed at helping programme organisations integrating climate change
adaptation in their full programmes and have led to an increased integration of climate action in the work of programme organisations. (Related findings: 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 19,
22, 29, 41, 42, 43, 44)

6.5 Impact

Conclusion 6: CISU and its members are particularly well positioned to supporting civil society and results have already been delivered in terms of civil society empowerment and
enhanced climate resilience and further results in these areas are very likely, but it is unclear whether the outcome and objective targets will be fully achieved, and these may
prove overambitious.
It is premature to assess the achievement of the intended outcome and objective of the Climate Grant. The intended resilience impacts and policy, planning and information system
outcomes of the Climate Grant have not yet been delivered, as most interventions are still
under implementation and in many cases still in early stages of implementation. Nonetheless, some tangible results have already been achieved at the outcome level in terms of enhanced duty bearer engagement and policy and planning improvements, and with the
strong focus on empowering rights holders and CBOs, further results in these areas are very
likely as the interventions progress. However, the outcome target may prove overambitious; the intended 90 percent overall achievement of the objectives of the individual interventions may prove difficult to reach in practice, as the completed interventions show significant variations in terms of the achievement of their objectives. Moreover, duty bearers
have mainly been engaged through awareness raising and advocacy, with generally less attention to capacity development, e.g. for local authorities, so duty bearers may not always
be fully able to deliver in the demands form an strengthened civil society. On the other
hand, government actors have access to a much larger proportion of development assistance than civil society globally, and CISU and its members are particularly well positioned
to supporting civil society. Indeed, a central feature of the rights holder empowerment
promoted by CISU grant recipients is the strengthening of civil society. At the objective
level, some early results in terms of enhanced climate resilience of poor people have already been achieved, for example through improved and diversified agricultural production,
increased incomes, and, through the mobilisation of community work, reduced risk of floods.
With the strong focus on combining empowerment of local civil society vis-à-vis engaging
duty bearers and local planning with the promotion of tangible livelihoods solutions (capacity development, inputs), further resilience and livelihoods impacts are likely to materialise
as the interventions progress. However, with the data available for the review, is impossible
to assess the likelihood of achieving the objective target of increasing the climate resilience
of 236,473 people. (Related findings: 27, 28, 30, 32, 44, 45, 46, 47)

6.6 Sustainability
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Conclusion 7: The partnership approaches and strong emphasis on participation and empowerment is conducive for ownership, and the achieved and anticipated results of the
Climate Grant interventions are generally likely to become sustainable.
It is premature to assess the sustainability of the results achieved or even the likelihood of
achieving sustainability. Nonetheless, the wide application of partnership approaches, with
the implementation being led by South partners and beneficiaries is conducive for ownership. The combination of CSO capacity development, technical skills development, mobilising
communities, and tangible small-scale investments is conducive for building motivation and
ownership. Moreover, there is a good degree of internalisation among CISU members of
the importance of climate change mainstreaming, which is conducive for continued engagement. (Related findings: 25, 27, 28, 33, 48)
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7 Recommendations

Recommendation 1: Update the results framework for the Climate Grant to capture the contribution made to climate change mitigation and crosscutting action where adaptation and
mitigation are mutually reinforcing. (Related conclusion: 2)
Recommendation 2: Assess the feasibility of achieving the objective and outcome targets
and adjust as appropriate. (Related conclusion: 6)
Recommendation 3: Maintain the combination of project grants and supplementary grants,
to further promote mainstreaming of climate action and broad civil society participation of
NGOs of all sizes. (Related conclusions: 1, 4, 5)
Recommendation 4: Increase the total grant ceiling for organisations that engage in Rio
marker 1 and 2 interventions, to further nudge CISU grant recipients towards engaging in climate mainstreaming and contributing to the green transformation and building back better.
(Related conclusions: 2, 4, 6)
Recommendation 5: Consider relaxing the limitations on hard investments in inputs and infrastructure. (Related conclusions: 4, 7)
Recommendation 6: Provide a framework for applying with a climate change perspective in
the humanitarian-development nexus. (Related conclusion: 2)
Recommendation 7: Establish a CISU climate change expert network for technical sparring
and support comprising CISU members with strong climate change expertise (covering both
adaptation and mitigation) and investigate possibilities for incentive mechanisms for motivating participation in the expert network. (Related conclusions: 1, 5)
Recommendation 8: Consider making CISU’s in-house capacity to provide climate change related advice to inexperienced members more visible. (Related conclusion: 5)
Recommendation 9: Consider engaging a climate finance expert to analyse climate financing
opportunities and gaps for Danish NGOs and their South partners. (Related conclusion: 4)
Recommendation 10: Continue with the provision of climate seminars, with a focus on
mainstreaming, adaptation-mitigation synergies, nature-based solutions, green transformation, building back better, and climate finance opportunities. (Related conclusions: 4, 5)
Recommendation 11: Expand the Climate Integration Tool with sections or boxes on: a) nature-based adaptation solutions, and b) adaptation-mitigation interlinkages and synergies.
(Related conclusions: 2, 5)
Recommendation 12: Further promote the use of the Climate Integration Tool through: a)
training seminars on its application, b) reference in grant application guidelines and formats,
and c) encouraging CISU members and grant recipients to share it with their partners. (Related conclusion: 5)
Recommendation 13: Analyse the different capacities and needs of staffed NGOs and volunteer-driven NGOs and consider whether: a) simplified tools and procedures should be developed for volunteers, and b) tailored training seminars specifically targeting volunteers
should be conducted. (Related conclusion: 3)
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Recommendation 14: Continue after the current Climate Grant ends in 2021 to channel climate funding to small and medium-size Danish NGOs, to maintain and further enhance a
broad civic engagement and contribution to the green transformation. (Related conclusion:
5)
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Annexes
Annex 1: List of CISU Climate Grant recipients
1. 100% for Børnene
2. ADDA
3. Dansk International Bosætningsservice (DIB)
4. Dreamtown
5. Emergency Architecture & Human Rights (EAHR)
6. Global Aktion - Mennesker & miljø før profit
7. Ingeniører uden Grænser (IUG)
8. NEPCon (Nature, Economy and People Connected
9. Nordisk Folkecenter for Vedvarende Energi
10. Orangutang Fonden/Save the Orangutan
11. Plant et træ i Himalaya
12. Seniorer uden Grænser
13. SPOR MEDIA
14. Tanzanians in Denmark (TANDEN)
Programme organisations:
1. Danish Forestry Extension (Skovdyrkerne)
2. Dansk Folkehjælp - DFH
3. Dansk Ornitologisk Forening (DOF)
4. Friluftsrådet
5. Ghana Venskab
6. Kræftens Bekæmpelse
7. Mission Øst
8. VedvarendeEnergi
9. Verdens Skove
10. Økologisk Landsforening
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Annex 2: Overview of sample
Organisation

Grant no.

Dansk Ornitologisk Forening

18-2278-PR-sep

Mission Øst

18-2278-PR-sep

Dansk Folkehjælp

18-2285-PR-sep

Kræftens
Bekæmpelse

19-2458-PR-sep

Orangutan
Fonden

19-2439-UI-sep

19-2402-MI-maj
Seniorer Uden
Grænser

Ingeniører Uden
Grænser
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20-2591-MI-maj
18-2312-MI-nov
20-3011-CSP
20-2527-UI-mar
19-2473-MI-okt
19-2416-MI-aug

Project name

Project type

DKK

Start

End

PPN II

Supplementary
– large grant

2,491,473

01/04/20

31/12/22

ENRICH/SAAMARTHYA

Supplementary
– large grant

2,500,000

01/04/20

31/12/21

Supplementary
– small grant

1,000,000

01/04/20

31/12/21

Supplementary
– small grant

999,348

01/04/20
2020

31/12/22

Health

Kenya (Burundi,
Rwanda, Tanzania,
Uganda)

2,612,804

01/01/20

01/01/23

Forest management, biodiversity

Indonesia

Citizen part.

499,612

01/11/19

01/11/19
30/04/22

Citizen part.

499,243

01/07/20

31/12/21

483,539
966,606
2,374,622

01/01/19
01/12/20
01/07/20

30/06/20
30/11/21
30/06/23

Citizen part.

499,950

01/12/19

06/12/20

Citizen part.

499,925

16/09/19

16/02/20

Civil Society Action for
Improved WASH
Making Non-Communicable Diseases Prevention and Control a Development Priority in
East Africa
Strengthening forestdependent communities
through climate resilience and customary forest rights
Det grønne landbrugsbælte omkring byen
Kankan
Mutasa Community Development Project II
BidiBidi
CEIP 2
Climate resilience in
suburban Sierra Leone
EVD 3

Development

Citizen part.
Development
Development

Sector
Country
Forest manKenya, Uganda, Neagement, bipal
odiversity
Local governance, rural
Nepal
development
Uganda, Tanzania,
WASH
Kenya (Somalia)

Guinea
NRM, agriculture

Zimbabwe
Uganda

Humanitarian, DRR

Sierra Leone

Dansk International Bosætningsservice

20-2550-UI-mar

EVD 4

Development

4,316,431

15/06/20

15/12/22

Dreamtown

19-2420-MI-aug
20-3030-CSP

Ghetto Go Green

Citizen part.
Development

497,964
3,799,461

01/10/19
01/01/21

30/11/20
31/12/23

19-2340-MI-feb

Smart Village Project

Citizen part.

493,664

25/03/19

28/06/19

Tanzania Denmark Association (TANDEN)
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CC, energy,
agriculture,
water, development
planning
Urban development

Bangladesh, India,
Nepal, Sri Lanka
Uganda

Gender, rural
Tanzania
development

Annex 3: Achieved and expected main results of the sample NGOs’ interventions
CISU Member
DIB
DK partner:
INFORCE
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Project/programme

Eco-Village Development (EVD) 3+4

Period

16/09/19
–
16/02/20
15/06/20
–
15/12/22

Main results
Outcome: Governance, polObjective: Resilience
icy, planning, information
Output 1: Civil society empowerment, South
systems
CSF grants
Expected results: EnExpected results:
EVD model also used in two earlier projects,
hanced resilience, reUsing village model lessons
which mainly focused on local energy soluduced GHG emissions and and results for advocacy.
tions, and advocacy and int’l level.
Development of village engagement model,
improved livelihoods from Replication of model village
approaches by governments. refinement/expansion of EVD model (sustainlivelihood diversification
able energy, water management, agriculture,
(market access, new busi- Improved and district enhousing), upscaling EVD to 4 new areas/new
ness opportunities), agri- ergy, agriculture and resilicultural diversification,
ence planning involving civil climate zones.
Feasibility and baseline studies. Testing of upreduced dependency on
society/communities
scaling potential.
firewood.
(Madhya Pradesh, India)
Local advocacy and capacity building workshops for CSOs + local government to promote
local solutions and participatory planning
tools.
Advocacy and dissemination at national level,
advocacy at int’l level by Inforce.
Opportunity for partners to broaden from
prior mitigation/energy focus to engage in
cross-cutting mitigation-adaptation energy
technology and climate smart and adaptation
technologies more broadly (e.g. in agricultural
sector) – and broader stakeholder outreach.
Some of the South partners are large organisations with several other partners/donors, one
partner is small and has EVD as its main partnership.

Dreamtown Ghetto Go Green 1+2

01/10/19
–
30/11/20
01/01/21
–
31/12/23

Enhanced food security
of urban youth from uptake of urban farming.
Reduced flooding and related contamination (result of waste clearing).
Expected result: Further
replication of urban farming.

IUG/EWB

Climate resilience in
suburban Sierra Leone

01/12/19 Significantly reduced
–
flooding in rainy season
06/12/20 due to improved drainage.
Crops planted on areas
cleared for waste.
Reportedly reduced malaria (less standing water)
and diarrhoea prevalence.
Expected results:
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Youth climate resource centre.
Increased access to green
spaces which also serve as
meeting spaces.
Expected results: Replication of green spaces by Kampala City authorities.
Increased awareness and increased investment in adaptation in slums by city authorities.

Community preparedness
plans developed.

One partner mainly works with advocacy, and
EVD gives an opportunity to link advocacy
with field experience and lessons
Urban green spaces with internet access created in peri-urban informal settlements – used
for social purposes, homework, meetings for
youth CBOs, demonstration of climate smart
urban farming using upcycled plastic waste
(which can otherwise block water run-off) for
vertical gardening.
Green youth entrepreneurship (e.g. urban agriculture).
Enhanced youth community awareness on climate change.
Enhanced youth advocacy capacity, incl. community journalists to document and write stories. Enhanced youth advocacy towards city
authorities.
Strengthened South partner and youth CBOs –
grants mobilised from development partners
in Uganda.
Baseline on climate and environment awareness.
South partner now engaged in climate projects and advocacy, and in bottom-up approaches.
Strengthened youth CBO re. management, implementation, advocacy.
Community-based drainage canal construction, clearing of waste, fruit tree planting.
Enhanced community awareness on climate
change, disaster risk reduction, and not eating
crops that have been flooded.

Enhanced resilience of the
urban poor to climate-related extreme events.
Reduced erosion due to
tree planting.
01/01/20 Expected results: Re–
duced drought, flood, for01/01/23 est fires due to blocking
of drainage canals and
peatland restoration.
Forest and biodiversity recovery.
Improved access to forest
livelihoods resources.
Improved livelihoods.

StO

Strengthening forestdependent communities through climate
resilience and customary forest rights

SuG/SwB

Det grønne landbrugsbælte omkring byen
Kankan

01/11/19 Expected result: En–
hanced food security
30/04/22 from improved and diversified agric. production.

Mutasa Community
Development Project
II

01/07/20 Expected result: En–
hanced food security and
31/12/21 incomes from improved
and diversified agric. production (incl. dorguth resitant crops, improved
water management),
market linkages.
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Expected results: Enhanced
village governance of natural resources.
Enhanced awareness of local
and central government. Reduction of illegal logging.
Forest rights/access secured
for IPs.
Development of smartphone
application for resource and
peat fire monitoring.

Expected results: Enhanced environmental
and climate awareness and capacity of communities.
Enhanced CS (IPs) capacity to advocate for
recognition of customary forest rights, equal
access to forest resources, and participation.
Community-based blocking of man-made
drain canals to restore peat swamps.
Reforestation/tree planting.
Community-based fire prevention (patrols).
Adaptive livelihoods strategies.

Expected result: Enhanced
planning capacity of farmer
groups.

Enhanced organisational, administrative, communication and advocacy capacity of South
partner (agricultural cooperative).
Promotion of sustainable agricultural practices, and improved soil and water management, planning, bookkeeping for farmer
groups.
Loan and saving groups.
Enhanced implementation capacity of CBOs
(rural resource centre, farmer association)
Sustainable agricultural practices, water harvesting, local crops, drought resistant crops.
Postharvest management and processing.
Enhanced environmental and climate awareness.

TANDEN,
DK partner:
Jengo
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BidiBidi 1+2

01/01/19
–
30/06/20
01/12/20
–
30/11/21

CEIP 2

01/07/20 Expected result: En–
hanced drought resili30/06/23 ence, food security and
incomes from diversified
livelihoods, improved
agric. production, and
tree planting.

Smart Village Project

Enhanced food security
and incomes from agric.
production. Reduced firewood consumption (energy saving stoves). Trees
planted on farms (fruit
trees) and. woodlots
(teak for construction).

CEIP1: Significant uptake
by students’ families,
neighbours and villagers
of tree planting, energy
saving stoves.
Some students produce
and sell stoves and seedlings.
25/03/19 Expected results: Im–
proved land productivity,
28/06/19 reduced impact of
drought on livelihoods.
Improved livelihoods for
women

Local leadership support
and interest in upscaling, cooperation with host communities.
Showroom for energy-saving
stoves.

Loans have enabled some
members to run for local
elections and win.
Sub-county requires planting of 15 trees by each
household – advocacy result. Municipalities committed to provide seedlings annually and put waste collectors at schools.

Improved community grazing management, pasture
improvement, drought management. Community land
use plan and zoning developed. Grazing management

Establishment of environmental groups and
village loan and saving associations – skills in
leadership, governance, conflict management,
rights, advocacy towards leadership and duty
bearers.
Community-based fruit and indigenous tree
planting, production of energy-efficient
stoves, improved and organic agric. practices,
kitchen gardens. Enhanced business skills and
small investments.
Enhanced environmental and climate awareness of communities.
Increased project implementation and management capacity of local youth NGO partner.
Student environmental and climate awareness
and capacity on waste management and tree
planting.
Enhanced environmental and climate awareness of students and their families and communities.
Tree nurseries established at schools

Establishment of village land use management
committee
Enhanced capacity of South partner vis-à-vis
application of digital tools (e.g. satellite imagery) for land management and monitoring.

Formation and training of women groups:
health, improved cooking stoves, solar, agriculture, livestock health, water resource management, CCA
Local advocacy by women groups.
Supplementary grants
Expected result: Improved
policies addressing climate
change and non-communicable diseases through evidence-based advocacy.

Danish Cancer Society,
DK partner:
Danish NCD
Alliance

Making Non-Communicable Diseases
Prevention and Control a Development
Priority in East Africa

01/04/20
–
31/12/22

DOF

PPN II

01/04/20 Expected results:
–
Livelihood diversification,
31/12/22 improved agriculture reduced dependency on
firewood, and conservation of ecosystem services.

DPA
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Civil Society Action for
Improved WASH

One county (Kilifi, Kenya) inspired to formulate local climate change policies and
bill.
Technical Input to county
climate change policy (Taita
Hills, Kenya)

Expected result: Enhanced knowledge on climate change and non-communicable diseases
(field-based research) disseminated (a theme
that not been research much).
Enhanced capacity of South partner to engage
in climate change advocacy.
Enhanced knowledge and advocacy capacity
of communities/CBOs.
Enhanced capacity of local health workers for
prevention diagnosis and treatment of noncommunicable diseases.
Baseline surveys, energy efficient stoves, climate smart demonstration projects initiated
at schools, rainwater harvesting (Nepal), tree
nursery, Nepal).
Expected results: Increased South partner capacities to engage in nature-based climate
change adaptation (programming and advocacy).

Expected results: Strengthened inclusion of naturebased solutions in and local
climate policies.
01/04/20 Expected results: inExpected results: Improved
Expected result: South partners able to bring a
–
creased mainstreaming of integration of climate
climate change perspective into WASH advo31/12/21 CC into WASH policies
change in WASH policies and cacy at local, national and regional levels.
plans, through advocacy.

and plans with measures
to enhance resilience.

ME
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ENRICH/SAAMARTHYA 01/04/20 Expected results: En–
hanced food security
31/12/21 from diversified agric.
and improved agricultural
production, tree planting.

Enhanced local government
awareness on WASH and climate change.
Climate action plan for two
slums in Kampala.
Lessons learned on CCA
mainstreaming in WASH
from Kampala documented.
Expected results: Enhanced
local government capacity
to address climate change.
CC mainstreamed into local
development planning processes.
Farmer group adaptation
plans.
Local climate data collected.

Enhanced student, teacher and community
awareness on WASH and climate change.
Strengthened NGO networking (national, regional), cooperation ad experience-sharing on
WASH and climate change.
Pilot interventions to mainstream CCA in
WASH two slums in Kampala.
Expected results: Enhanced South partner CCA
advocacy capacity.
Participation of CSOs inlocal climate-related
policies and planning processes.
Enhanced government understanding of CC.
Enhanced CSO capacity to promote climate
change adaptation in a very remote area
poorly served by the government.
Climate resilient agricultural practices
adopted, e.g. water harvesting, tree planting/afforestation.
Enhanced farmer awareness of climate
change.

Annex 4: Sectors of engagement – all climate-related grants
Energy
18-2166-SFfeb
18-2312-MInov
18-2318-MIdec
19-2340-MIfeb
19-2381-MIapr
19-2402-MImaj
19-2416-MIaug
19-2420-MIaug
19-2468-MIsep
19-2473-MIokt
19-2477-ASokt
19-2367-UImar
19-2375-UImar
19-2439-UIsep
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AgriculForests
ture
CSF project grants

X

X

X
X
X

SuG
X

(x)

Dreamtown

X

Plant et træ i Himalaya

X

IUG

(x)

ADDA

X

Nordisk Folkecenter for Vedvarende Energi

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Global Aktion
StO

Other

X

NEPCon

DIB

Health,
WASH

X

SPOR MEDIA
TANDEN

Youth,
education

X

Verdens Skove
SuG

Urban,
waste

X
X

Unclear

Energy
20-2525-SFfeb
20-2524-MIfeb
20-2591-MImaj
20-2661-MIjun
20-2569-MIapr
20-2654-MIjun
20-2655-MIjun
20-2561-SImar
20-2579-SIapr
20-2657-SIjun
20-2527-UImar
20-2550-UImar
20-3011-CSP
20-3023-CSP
20-3030-CSP
20-2540-UImar
20-2555-UImar
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Forests

Urban,
waste

Youth,
education

X

EAHR

X

Kooperationen

X

X

X

StO
X

SuG

X

100% for Børnene
X

AWE Center Kenya

X

IUG
SuG

X

X

DIB

X

X

X

X
X
X

X

X

X

StO
Projekt Ulandshjælp til
Selvhjælp

Other

X

SuG

SuG
ADDA
Dreamtown

Health,
WASH

X

Dialogos
Nordisk Folkecenter for Vedvarende Energi

Agriculture

X

X

Unclear

Energy
Total
17-2123-PRokt
18-2278-PRsep
18-2285-PRsep
19-2429-PRsep
19-2457-PRsep
19-2458-PRsep
19-2459-PRsep
19-2460-PRsep
19-2461-PRsep
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3

Agriculture
12

Forests
5

Urban,
waste
4

Youth,
education
6

Health,
WASH
1

Other
4

Unclear
-

Supplementary climate grants
DOF

X

X

X

X

Mission Øst
Dansk Folkehjælp

X

X

VedvarendeEnergi

X

Ghana Venskab

X

X

Cancer Soc.

X

Verdens Skove

X

Friluftsrådet

X

Økologisk Landsf.

X

X

Total

1

4

2

1

3

2

-

-

Grand Total

4

16

7

5

9

3

4

1

Annex 5: People consulted
CISU

Marianne Skov, Project Manager

Maria Graversen, Advisor

Saidu Kanau, Country Director, World Hope International, Sierra Leone

Iben Westergaard Rasmussen, Grant Manager
Dansk Folkehjælp
Peder Thorning
Hellena Kassujja, Deputy Executive Director, CIDI,
Uganda
Yuinia Musaazi, Director General, UWASNET
Vibeke Munk Pedersen, review consultant
Dansk International Bosætningsservice
Lykke Valentin, Project Manager
Santosh Kumar Patnaik, CANSA, South Asia
Niraj Shrestha, Centre for Rural Technology, Nepal
Adul Arif, Grameen Shakti, Bangladesh
Sanjiv Nathan, INSEDA, India
Dumindu Herath, IDEA, Sri Lanka
Dansk Ornitologisk Forening
Thomas Lehmberg, Programme Coordinator
Toke Nyborg, Programme Coordinator
Ishana Thapa, CEO, Bird Conservation Nepal
Mitra, Program Manager, Bird Conservation Nepal
Paul Matiku, Executive Director, Nature Kenya
Paul Gacheru, Programme Manager, Nature Kenya
Achilles Byaruhanga, Executive Director, Nature
Uganda
Dianah Nalwanga, Director of Conservation and
Science, Nature Uganda
Dreamtown
Nina Fredslund Ottosen, Programme Director
Frederick Okwi, NAC, Uganda
Gerry Ofoyrwoth, Project Officer, NAC, Uganda
Helen Nakasujja, Social Worker NAC, Uganda
Ingeniører Uden Grænser
Thyge Poulsen, Secretariat
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Salifu Samura, Project Manager, World Hope International, Sierra Leone
Kræftens Bekæmpelse
Christian Kraef
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Mags Bird
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Hiskia Kasim, BOS Foundation, Indonesia
Abri, BOS Foundation Mawas, Indonesia
Seniorer Uden Grænser
Poul Kroijer
Kim Petersen
Holger Jacobsen
Hellena Kassujja, Deputy Executive Director, CIDI,
Uganda
David Katende, Programme Coordinator, CIDI,
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Climate Envelope 2018: Support to civil society action through CISU, final draft development engagement document, 2018 (CISU Climate Grant agreement)
Minutes from meeting in the Council for Development Policy 12 June 2018
Concept note: Climate Envelope 2017, Programme
Committee, 23 February 2018

CISU
Climate integration Tool
Responses to CISU Member Survey, 2021
Support for Programmes, Civil Society Fund, 2017
Resultatrapportering 2019, 2020
Resultatrapportering 2019, Bilag 10: CISU’s Reporting on the Results Framework for the Climate Envelope, 2020
List of climate related grants 2019-20
One-pager: Status på Klimamidler i CISU i 2019
One-pager: CISU og Klimaindsatser – Status 2020
CISU Pool Scheme, 2019 reporting on Rio Markers
CISU Pool Scheme, draft 2020 reporting on Rio
Markers
Application format – supplementary grant 2020
Guidelines, Process and Assessment Criteria Supplementary Grants on Climate Resilience, 20202022
Guidelines for the Civil Society Fund, 2020
Assessment criteria for programme applications
List of participants, climate change training workshops and seminars

Final Review Report, the Fund for Climate and Environment, 2017
FCE Guidelines, 2016
FCE Intervention Outcomes
List of climate courses: Kapacitetsopbygning af civilsamfundsorganisationer indenfor klima fra 2019
– februar 2021
https://www.cisu.dk/

Dansk Folkehjælp
CISU, Vibeke Munk Pedersen: Review of Danish
People’s Aid Program: Civil Society Action for Improved WASH Services in Uganda, Tanzania, Kenya
and Somalia, 2021
Supplementary Grant Application, 2020
Theory of Change
Revised Theory of Change, 2020
Budget, Supplementary Grant

Dansk International Bosætningsservice
Grant Application: Strengthening the Eco-Village
Development concept: Affordable local climate actions for sustainable development in South Asia,
2019
Budget summary: Strengthening the Eco-Village
Development concept: Affordable local climate actions for sustainable development in South Asia,
2019
Grant Application: Next generation low carbon, climate resilient Eco-Village Development in South
Asia, 2020
Budget Summary: Next generation low carbon, climate resilient Eco-Village Development in South
Asia, 2020

Summary Report, Findings from meeting implementing partners of FCE funded projects, at COP21
Paris, 2015

Projekt specifikationer 2020

Fund for Climate and Environment, Final Report,
2019

Audited Annual Financial Statement, 2020

63

Minutes of Board meeting 10 February 2017

Progress Report 13 Jan 2020 13 March 2021, 2021

Dansk Ornitologisk Forening
CISU, PEM, Kris B. Prasada Rao: Review of People
Partner with Nature for Sustainable Living Phase II,
2021
CISU: Assessment Committee note, Final Programme Application, 2017
CISU: Assessment Committee Note: Supplementary
grant for programme, 2020
CISU: Referat: Onlinetilsyn vedr. DOF den 22-022021 forud for indsendelse af program koncept
note

Grant Application: Ghetto Go Green, Youth Led Climate Adaptation and Mitigation in Kampala, 2019
Budget Summary: Ghetto Go Green, Youth Led Climate Adaptation and Mitigation in Kampala, 2019
Grant Application: Ghetto Go Green, Youth-led climate adaptation in the ghetto communities of
Kampala, 2020
Budget Summary: Ghetto Go Green, Youth-led climate adaptation in the ghetto communities of
Kampala, 2020
Ghetto Go Green, Dreamtown Journal vol. 2, 2020

CISU: Referat: DOF årskonsultation 10. Maj 2019

Quarterly Narrative Reports, Oct 2019 – Oct 2020

CISU: Referat årskonsultation – DOF 2020

Draft Final Report, 2021

CISU: Track Record Dansk Ornitologisk Forening,
2021
CISU: Supervision visit report, Nature Kenya, 2018
Final Review cum Pre-appraisal Report, PPN I, 2017
Management Response to CapApp/RevApp, 2017
Continuation note to consultant, 2021

Ingeniører Uden Grænser
Grant Application: Climate resilience in suburban
Sierra Leone: working towards more resilient communities through risk mitigation and climate
change adaptation from a community-based perspective, 2019

PPN II Manual for Monitoring, Evaluation and Reporting

Budget Summary: Climate resilience in suburban
Sierra Leone: working towards more resilient communities through risk mitigation and climate
change adaptation from a community-based perspective, 2019

Revised Guidelines for Monitoring and Evaluation,
2019

Grant Application: Engaging Local Communities in
Waste innovation in Freetown, 2020

Grant application: PPN II, 2017

Budget Summary: Engaging Local Communities in
Waste innovation in Freetown, 2020

Revised ToC for PPN II
Updated PPN II Results Framework, 2021

Supplementary Grant application: PPN II, 2020
Annual workplans, 2020, 2021
Financial Report 2020 and Budget 2021

Final report, 2021
Monthly Progress Reports: Feb. 2020, May 2020,
Sep. 2020

Financial Records 2018-2020
Independent Audit Reports 2018, 2019

Kræftens Bekæmpelse

PPN II Quarterly Progress Reports, 2020

Supplementary Grant Application, 2020

PPN II Annual Results Reports (matrix), 2018, 2019,
2020

Theory of Change

PPN II Annual Status Reports (narrative), 2018,
2019, 2020
PPN II PMC meeting minutes, 2018, 2019, 2020

Dreamtown

64

Budget, Supplementary Grant
Status – Knowledge, attitudes and practice (KAP)
study on climate change and NCDs in Mukuru
Key informant interview response examples
List of focus group participants

Interview guides for focus group discussions
Survey questionnaires
Review study: Knowledge, attitudes and practices
(KAP) towards climate change related health risks
among residents in Mukuru informal settlement in
Nairobi, Kenya
Climate change and health in urban informal settlements in low- and middle-income countries – a
scoping review of health impacts and adaptation
strategies

Seniorer uden Grænsers Strategi for Landbrug og
Miljø, 2020
Tværgående Strategier for Seniorer Uden Grænser,
2020
Grant Application: Det grønne landbrugsbælte omkring byen Kankan, 2019
Budget Summary: Det grønne landbrugsbælte omkring byen Kankan, 2019
Ændringsanmodning: Det grønne landbrugsbælte
omkring byen Kankan, 2020

Mission Øst

Statusrapport, Det grønne landbrugs-bælte omkring byen Kankan fase II, 2020

CISU, Vagn Berthelsen: Review of Mission East,
2021

Grant Application: Mutasa Community Development Project II, 2020

Assessment Committee Note, 2020

Budget Summary: Mutasa Community Development Project II, 2020

Grant Application: Civil Society Action for Improved
WASH Services in Uganda, Tanzania, Kenya and Somalia, 2019
Supplementary Grant Application, 2020

Grant Application: Environmental Restoration and
Food Security in the Bidi Bidi Refugee Settlement,
2019

Budget, Supplementary Grant

Budget Summary: Environmental Restoration and
Food Security in the Bidi Bidi Refugee Settlement,
2019

Orangutan Fonden

Grant Application: Environmental Restoration and
Food Security in the Bidi Bidi Refugee Settlement,
II, 2020

Grant Application: Strengthening forest-dependent
communities through climate resilience and customary forest rights, 2019

Budget Summary: Environmental Restoration and
Food Security in the Bidi Bidi Refugee Settlement,
II, 2020

Budget Summary: Strengthening forest-dependent
communities through climate resilience and customary forest rights, 2019

Final report: Bidi Bidi, 2020

Theory of Change

Grant Application: Local use of satellite data for improved resource monitoring and fire risk assessment, 2020
Budget Summary: Local use of satellite data for improved resource monitoring and fire risk assessment, 2020
Grant Application: Protecting community livelihoods in a fast changing landscape, 2020
Budget Summary: Protecting community livelihoods in a fast changing landscape, 2020
Internal quarterly progress reports, 2020-2021

Seniorer Uden Grænser

65

Grant Application: Clean Environmental Initiative
Project (CEIP 2), 2020
Budget Summary: Clean Environmental Initiative
Project (CEIP 2), 2020
Final report: CEIP, 2019
Grant Application: Environmental awareness project/programme (EAP), 2020
Budget Summary: Environmental awareness project/programme (EAP), 2020

Tanzania Denmark Association (TANDEN)
Grant Application: Smart village Project, 2019
Budget Summary: Smart Village Project, 2019

Completion report: Smart Village Project, 2020
Land Right and Governance Department. Oltepesi
Land Use Plan, August 2019-Jan 20

Other
PEMconsult, ODI: Evaluation of Danish Support for
Climate Change Adaptation in Developing Countries, December 2020
Fuso Nerini, F., Sovacool, B., Hughes, N., Cozzi, L.,
Cosgrave, E., Howells, M., Tavoni, M., Tomei, J.,

66

Zerriffi, H. and Milligan, B. (2019): Connecting climate action with other sustainable development
goals. Nature Sustainability. ISSN 2398-9629

Annex 7: Survey questionnaire
Annex 8: Terms of reference

67

