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GLOBAL VOICES 

 
Global Voices was established in February 2011 by Thom Woodroofe as a non-profit private 
company limited by guarantee through a grant from the British Council. We are now funded through 
partnerships with Australia’s leading universities, the corporate & philanthropic communities and 
Government. 

We are based in Melbourne, with five part-time team members all aged 25 and under. Our board of 
directors is chaired by The Honourable Peter Lindsay, a former Parliamentary Secretary for Defence. 

Global Voices selects, funds, prepares and then coordinates delegations of Australia’s future leaders 
to a variety of major international events. We also run a domestic events program designed to bring 
Australia’s future leaders face-to-face with key international decision makers over a small, intimate 
working meal. 

Our vision is to see young Australians having influence on the world stage. 

Our mission is to provide opportunities for young Australians to engage with international policy 
both at home and abroad. 

 

UNITED NATIONS FRAMEWORK CONVENTION ON CLIMATE CHANGE 

The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (or UNFCCC) is a global mechanism 
that aims to provide an intergovernmental platform to mitigate the effects of climate change 
globally. Membership is almost universal across the world with 194 countries listed as members of 
the UNFCCC. 
 
The ultimate objective of the UNFCCC is to stabilise the level of greenhouse gas emissions in the 
Earth’s atmosphere as to stop any major disruptions to the world’s environments and ecosystems as 
a result of human induced interference with the climate system. It was established at the Rio Earth 
summit in 1992 in response to international concerns about climate change. Its establishment was a 
formal recognition that climate change was an issue that simply could not be resolved by individual 
nations; a coordinated response was required. 
 
Member-states attend an annual ‘Conference of Parties’ (or COP) to assess the level of progress in 
mitigating the effects of climate change and establishing legally binding obligations for countries to 
reduce their emissions. In 2013, the main COP will be held in Warsaw. 
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Abstract  
 

This paper investigates a range of ‘innovative’ approaches for mobilising public climate finance in 
developed countries. It examines three strategies that may assist developed countries meet their 
climate finance commitments in line with Long Term Finance (LTF) ambitions of USD $100 billion by 
2020, under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) negotiations.  

The research identifies the need for increased climate finance to be directed towards adaptation 
measures. From a review of relevant literature, it is identified that private finance comprises the 
majority of climate finance of which the majority is channelled towards mitigation purposes. The 
paper therefore highlights the need for increased public finance to be raised and allocated to 
adaptation in developing countries. The study evaluates three possible approaches for mobilising 
public climate finance: aviation and maritime bunker fuel levies; international financial transaction 
taxes; and the redirection of national fossil fuel subsidies. Further, it explores the potential of each 
strategy in the context of Australia’s possible future commitments under the LTF programme.  

Findings reveal that all approaches have the potential to raise significant amounts of finance, but are 
likely to encounter substantial, but varied, degrees of political resistance. The political acceptability 
of each approach is affected by sovereignty and equity issues; the ability of governments to justify 
the redirection of raised revenues towards climate purposes in foreign countries; and resistance 
from influential industries. All strategies are likely to benefit from internationally synchronised 
adoption. Further investigation and negotiation is therefore required by Parties to the UNFCCC, 
NGOs, and academics to explore the acceptability of these innovative instruments and to facilitate 
international collaboration.  

Recommendations 
 

1. More forceful negotiating by developed Parties, such as Australia, to ensure swift action to 
mobilise $100 billion by 2020; in line with Long Term Finance (LTF) ambitions 
 

2. Increased public investment is required for adaptation purposes in developing countries. 
Developed countries need to further investigate a range of ‘innovative’ approaches for 
mobilising public finance to compliment the international expansion of carbon markets. 
These include aviation and maritime bunker fuel levies; international financial transaction 
taxes; and the redirection of national fossil fuel subsidies.  
 

3. The implementation of aviation and maritime bunker fuel levies have a substantial amount 
of support from developed Parties and have the potential to generate large sums of public 
finance that could be used for adaptation purposes. International research and negotiations 
under the UNFCCC need to explore this instrument further and identify ambitious but 
feasible options for overcoming barriers to multilateral implementation. 

 
4. Australia should lead developed country efforts to raise finance for adaptation through the 

implementation of international aviation and maritime bunker fuel levies. Simultaneously, 
through the redirection of fossil fuel subsidies, Australia could increase its greenhouse 
abatement and channel public funds towards the emerging sustainable energy sector and 
thereby improve domestic resiliency to climate change.   
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Introduction  

 
Developing countries will be heavily impacted by the impacts of climate change, despite the fact that 
they bear little responsibility for causing the problem. With less than 20 per cent of the world’s 
population, developed countries are responsible for 75 per cent of global emissions.1  The United 
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) recognises countries have common 
but differentiated responsibilities to address climate change, as well as the importance of providing 
developing countries with finance, technology and capacity building support to mitigate and adapt 
to the impacts of climate change. Developed countries have pledged to raise USD $100 billion in 
‘new and additional’ climate finance to support developing countries’ transitions towards climate-
resilient economies.  

Scaling-up climate finance for adaptation measures has been a key point of discussion in UNFCCC 
negotiations. Adaptation funding is currently dwarfed by mitigation funding, receiving less than 5 
per cent of total public and private flows.2 Australia’s Fast Start Finance (FSF) allocations have been 
considerably more balanced, with 52 per cent to mitigation and 48 per cent to adaptation.3 
Internationally, private finance forms significantly greater proportions of climate finance than do 
public sources. However, private investment is less prevalent in adaptation contexts, as investment 
often does not stand to receive the return opportunities present in mitigation activities.4 Thus, 
Australia and other developed countries have a responsibility to identify innovative means to scale-
up public climate finance for adaptation activities.  

Academics and policymakers have examined a wide array of possible strategies for mobilising ‘new 
and additional’ sources of climate finance, ranging from international aviation and maritime bunker 
fuel levies to expanding the existing Clean Development Mechanism. While the expansion of carbon 
markets could provide large financial flows, their short-term prospects are uncertain, and additional 
sources of public finance are needed.5 A carbon charge on international transport, international 
financial transaction taxes and the redirection of fossil fuel subsidies are a few of many ‘innovative’ 
approaches that could generate considerable climate finance in Australia and internationally, but are 
likely to face varying degrees of political resistance.  

This paper identifies the need for increased mobilisation of public climate finance for adaptation 
activities in developing countries and examines a number of multilateral and national approaches for 
scaling-up public finance in developed countries.      

 

 

                                                           
1
 UNFCCC, The Report of the Secretary-General’s High-Level Advisory Group on Climate Change Financing, 2009 

2
 Climate Policy Initiative, The Landscape of Climate Finance, Venice: CPI, 2011 

3
 Australian Government, Australia's Fast-Start Finance: Progress Report, Canberra: Department of Climate 

Change and Energy Efficiency, 2010 
4
 Buchner, B., Brown, J. & Corfee-Morlot, J. Monitoring and Tracking Long-Term Finance to Support Climate 

Action, OECD/IEA Project for the Climate Change Expert Group on the UNFCCC, May 2011. 
5
 F Jotzo , J Pickering , PJ Wood, Fulfilling Australia’s International Climate Finance Commitments: Which 

Sources of Financing are Promising and How Much Could They Raise? Crawford School of Economics and 
Government, Australian National University, Centre for Applied Philosophy and Public Ethics, Australian 
National University CCEP working paper 1115, October 2011 
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Why adaptation? 

 
In 2006, the World Bank estimated that adaptation will cost developing countries USD $10-40 billion 
in 2030.6 More recently, the 2007/2008 UN Human Development Report projected that annual 
adaptation investment needs will be USD $86 billion by 2015.7 The latter report breaks down 
adaptation measures into three categories: climate proofing development, adapting poverty 
reduction to climate change and strengthening disaster response. Developing a comprehensive 
estimate of adaptation requirements is difficult because the majority of literature on adaptation 
focuses on infrastructure processes, and tends to overlook measures such as policies and 
regulations.8  

Calculating current flows of climate finance is difficult because of the challenges faced in tracking 
private investment and definitional divergence in various calculation models. One commonly cited 
estimate is that of the Climate Policy Initiative which calculates that the volume of climate finance 
(public and private) may be as high as USD $96.9 billion per year.9 According to these estimates the 
amount of private climate finance is almost three times greater than public finance, with the 
majority of climate finance used for mitigation measures (USD $93 billion out of $97 billion), and 
adaptation actions receiving only around USD $4.4 billion.10 It is interesting to note that the 
Adaptation Fund, a multilateral fund that has attracted considerable attention, has dedicated only 
USD $180 million to adaptation since its inception in 2011.11 Furthermore, only 20-22 per cent of FSF 
commitments were directed to adaptation in 2011. This is a considerable increase from the previous 
year (8 per cent), however, the distribution of adaptation finance to highly vulnerable countries 
remains uneven and uncertain and many developing countries are concerned about the relatively 
small amount of finance contributed towards adaptation.12  

As adaptation measures are less likely to attract private finance, there is a need to scale-up public 
sources of climate finance in developed countries. A range of innovative approaches have been 
explored. As discussed above, these multilateral and unilateral sources and are seen a necessary 
addition to the expansion of carbon markets.  

  

 

  

                                                           
6
 World Bank Group. Clean Energy and Development: Towards an Investment Framework, Washington D.C: 

World Bank, 2006 
7
 United Nations Development Programme. Human Development Report 2007/2008 Fighting Climate Change: 

Human Solidarity in a Divided World, New York: UNDP, 2007 
8
 S Agrawala & S Fankhauser, Economic Aspects of Climate Change: Costs, Benefits and Policy Instruments, 

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development, Paris, 2008 
9
 Climate Policy Initiative, 2011, p. 4 

10
 Climate Policy Initiative, 2011 , p.7  

11
 The World Bank Group, Adaptation Fund Trust Fund: Financial Report Prepared by the Trust, 2013   

12
 M Khan and J Roberts, Adaptation and international climate policy, WIREs Climate Change, 2013, Vol: 4, 

pp. 171–189 
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Australia’s allocation of climate finance  

 
Australia’s allocation of public climate finance under its FSF commitments has been relatively 
balanced. In allocating its AUD $599 billion of FSF commitments Australia has recognised the 
importance of adaptation for countries particularly vulnerable to the effects of climate change. 
Australia’s FSF has supported countries in planning for and responding to the unavoidable impacts of 
climate change, including Kiribati in the Pacific and Saint Vincent in the Caribbean. Similar to 
international scenarios, much of Australia’s climate financing was allocated through bilateral 
institutions.13  

As the LTF programme works towards mobilising USD $100 billion, Australia’s climate finance 
commitments are likely to increase from the fast-start period. Australia committed slightly less than 
2 per cent of global finance during the global three-year fast-start period.14 Individual countries’ 
shares under the LTF programme have not yet been agreed. However, if Australia were to contribute 
the same percentage of climate finance committed under the fast-start period, it will be required to 
scale-up climate finance to over USD $2 billion per year under the long-term programme.15 With 
recent cuts to Australia’s foreign aid budget this task is made increasingly challenging and warrants 
swift action to identify innovative approaches for mobilising public finance for adaptation.       

Innovative strategies for raising public climate finance 

 
Academics and policy makers have explored a range of innovative strategies for scaling-up 
international public sources climate finance in developed. These include, but are not limited to, 
mobilising multilateral sources through aviation and maritime bunker fuel levies; international 
financial transaction taxes; and the removal and redirection of national fossil fuel subsidies.16,17 All of 
the above strategies possess the potential to raise significant volumes of finance but are likely to 
receive varied levels of resistance from developed Parties to the UNFCCC.18   

Marine and aviation bunker fuel levies  

 
International aviation and shipping have largely escaped direct emissions pricing.19 Market-based 
instruments for international aviation and maritime fuels – either emissions trading schemes or 
emissions taxes – have the potential to raise significant public finance. From an environmental 
perspective these activities are undercharged when compared to domestic transportation. The 
International Monetary Fund (IMF) and World Bank estimate that, by 2020, a globally implemented 

                                                           
13

 Australian Government, Australia's Fast-Start Finance, 2010 
14

 F Jotzo , J Pickering , PJ Wood, p.1 
15

 Ibid. 
16

 A Bowen, ‘Raising Climate finance to Support Developing Country Action: Some Economic Considerations’, 
Climate Policy, vol. 11, no. 3, 2011, pp.1020-36 
17

 Climate Policy Initiative, 2011 
18

 I Parry, ‘Fiscal instruments for climate finance’, in R Fouquet (ed.) Handbook on Energy and Climate Change, 
Edward Elgar Publishing, 2013, pp. 377-402   
19

 A Bowen, op. cit.,p.1028  
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carbon charge of USD $25 per tonne of CO₂ on these fuels could raise approximately USD $12 billion 
from international aviation and USD $26 billion from international maritime activities, while 
moderately reducing carbon emissions from each section by reducing fuel demand.20 Compensating 
developing countries for the economic harm caused by these charges is widely recognised as critical 
to their acceptability. Such compensation would require, at most, 40 per cent of revenue, which 
would leave around USD $23 billion for climate finance and other uses.21 The financial impacts 
caused by this charge on aviation and maritime sectors are unlikely to be large.22 For example, a 
charge of USD $25 per tonne of CO₂ may raise the price of air tickets by an estimated 2-4 per cent.23  

Implementing global carbon charges on aviation and shipping would likely raise governance and 
practical issues. The inclusion of aviation emissions in the European Union’s Emissions Trading 
System (EU ETS) has uncovered some sensitive sovereignty uses, with China and the USA resisting 
the policy, based on arguments that the EU does not have jurisdiction to regulate flights when they 
are not in EU airspace. However, it has also highlighted that exemptions can be made and 
international agreements on taxation reached. In the face of resistance, the European Commission 
has successfully amended the EU ETS so that only the part of the flight that takes place in the 
European regional airspace is covered by the ETS. Furthermore if implementation was synchronised 
globally, sovereignty issues are likely to be reduced. While implementation details need further 
study, it is clear that instruments for pricing international aviation and maritime emissions can be 
developed, and knowledge can be gained from the EU’s recent inclusion of aviation fuels in their 
ETS. 

All Annex I Parties, excluding the USA, and some developing countries including Singapore, Mexico, 
many AOSIS members and African countries support the idea of using revenues to reflect the 
principle of common but differentiated responsibility (CBDR). However, almost all developing 
countries are worried about the impacts that measures could have on trade and tourism and 
therefore their development.24    

A carbon levy is a highly promising option for Australia. While ideally implemented internationally, 
unilateral implementation by Australia would be possible. Adverse impacts on the relevant 
industries are likely to be limited and could be supplemented by investing a share of the revenues in 
technology development within these sectors. According to the IMF a charge on aviation and 
maritime fuels could generate between USD $0.2 and $0.5 billion by 2020 and could assist Australia 
in meeting long-term finance commitments.25   

  

                                                           
20

 International Monetary Fund, Market-Based Instruments for International Aviation and Shipping as a Source 
of Climate Finance, November 201, p. 30 
21

 International Monetary Fund, p.7 
22

 F Jotzo , J Pickering , PJ Wood, p.24  
23

 International Monetary Fund, loc. cit.  
24

 Directorate General for Internal Policies, ‘The Development of Climate Negotiations in View of Warsaw (COP 
19)’, Policy Department A: Economic and Scientific Policy, European Parliament, 2013   
25

 F Jotzo , J Pickering , PJ Wood, op. cit., p.59 
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International Financial Transaction Taxes  

 
International Financial Transaction Taxes (FTTs) provide a simple way of raising a potentially large 
source of public finance. The UN High-Level Advisory Group on Climate Change Financing (AGF) 
estimates that global revenue potential from a Currency Transaction Tax (CTT) could range from USD 
$2-27 billion a year.26 Such a wide ranging estimate is due to a combination of variations in key 
parameters, including the tax rate, the associated effects of the tax on the volume of transactions 
and the share of total revenue that is allocated to climate action. On the basis of AGF estimates, a 
CTT could unlock over USD $1 billion per year in Australia.27 

The main constraint of a financial transaction tax is global acceptability. Globally synchronised and 
implemented transaction taxes may be a worthwhile long term objective. However, to avoid 
distorting financial markets it would require adoption by a large proportion of major financial 
centres, which at present does not seem likely.28 The AGF work stream paper on a FTT also suggests 
that justifying the use of these taxes based on climate change purposes seems limited.29 
Furthermore, advocates for an FTT have argued that revenues should be used for other 
development activities such as reducing global poverty or stabilising the international financial 
system, so it is unwise to assume that FTT could be used exclusively for climate finance.30 In the 
wake of global uncertainty, unilateral implementation of FTTs is likely to be undesirable for Australia 
and other developed nations. In total, the feasibility of such an approach is low, and justifying the 
use of FTT revenues for climate adaptation is harder than for an aviation and maritime fuel levy.     

Redirecting fossil fuel subsidies 

 
The phasing out of fossil fuel subsidies has political momentum among G20 countries.31 According to 
the International Energy Agency, subsidies to producers of fossil fuels worldwide may be in the order 
of USD $100 billion per year.32 There is potential to redirect a portion of these subsidies towards 
international climate finance. Depending on the number of countries that participate, the speed at 
which subsidies are redirected and the amount that they choose to redirect, this approach could 
provide a predictable source of a few billion to USD $8 billion in climate finance per year.33 Phasing 
out fossil fuel subsidies could reduce wasteful consumption, enhance efficiency and provide an 
effective means for generating climate finance. 

                                                           
26

 AGF, ‘Financial Transaction Tax’. Work stream paper 5: High-Level Advisory Group on Climate Change 
Financing (AGF). 2010. 
27

 AGF ‘Revenue Options from Carbon-Related Sources’. Work Stream 3: High-Level Advisory Group on Climate 
Change Financing, 2011 
28

 AGF, ‘Financial Transaction Tax’, p.13   
29

 F Jotzo , J Pickering , PJ Wood, p.56 
30

 AGF, ‘Financial Transaction Tax’, p.14 
31

 Australian Conservation Fund, Media Brief: ‘G20 and fossil fuel subsidies, June 2010 
32

 International Energy Agency, Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries, Organisation for Economic 
Cooperation and Development & The World Bank, Analysis of the Scope of Energy Subsidies and Suggestions 
for the G-20 Initiative, 2010 
33

AGF, ‘Revenue Options from Carbon-Related Sources’, p.2 
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In Australia, fossil fuel subsidies are valued at USD $7.7 billion, comprising producer subsidies of over 
USD $6.5 billion and consumer subsidies of over USD $1 billion.34 The largest subsidy is the Fuel Tax 
Credits Scheme, which rebates fuel taxes in Australia, and is worth more than USD $5 billion a year.35 
The Fuel Tax Credits program offers rebates on the use of diesel for on and off-road uses; 33 per 
cent of which support mining activities (USD $1.7 billion).36 Phasing out this subsidy wholly would 
unlock significant public finance. It would also reduce the advantage given to carbon intensive 
electricity generation and increase the competitiveness of renewable energy generation. However, a 
move to redirect fossil fuel subsidies would run into significant opposition, not only from the 
economic might of the mining sector in Australia, but also from other seminal sectors, as the 
program offers rebates to the agriculture, transport, postal and warehousing sectors. Phasing out 
the subsidy could therefore raise equity issues. For instance, determining whether diesel fuel 
subsidies should be phased out across all sectors or solely the mining sector is a difficult policy 
decision. Either way, phasing out of this subsidy would incur significant resistance from influential 
sectors.  

Analysis carried out by the AGF suggests that the removal of fossil fuel subsidies in developed 
countries will tend to impose costs on a concentrated group of producers, but consumers should not 
bear any significant new cost. This analysis also proposes that the removal of subsidies will have a 
small impact on market energy prices; however, redirecting energy subsidies for international 
climate finance will reduce the available tax base for other domestic budgetary priorities.37 

Although political momentum exists internationally, the domestic politics of redirecting funds for 
climate finance given competing domestic budget priorities could be difficult.38 Subsidies are 
frequently on energy security grounds and even if their total impact on domestic production is small, 
the political obstacles to their removal may be large. As many countries will be experiencing fiscal 
austerity in the near future, rationalising climate finance to foreign countries is likely to be difficult 
for governments as they are under significant pressure to prioritise domestic budget spending over 
international development.39 Fossil fuel exporting countries like Australia that are already covered 
by carbon pricing are therefore likely to be unenthusiastic about reducing subsidies to a critical 
economic resource.40 

In Australia, the public funds currently used to subsidise fossil fuel production could justifiably be 
used to subsidise the emerging sustainable energy industry, as establishment of this sector would 
constitute a long term public good. The redirection of fossil fuel subsidies in Australia offers an 
attractive greenhouse abatement option and provides a possible source of funding for more costly 
greenhouse abatement options, which may be required if larger cuts in emissions are contemplated 
in the future. Australia is unlikely to channel these revenues towards adaptation measures in foreign 
countries, however, unless other developed countries and major developing countries agree to 
similar action.  

                                                           
34

 AGF, ‘Revenue Options from Carbon-Related Sources’, p.1 
35

 Australian Taxation Office, Taxation Statistics 07-08, Australian Government, 2010  
36

 Australian Taxation Office, Taxation Statistics 07-08 (2010). Henry Review estimates $1,771.6 mill. 
37

 AGF, ‘Revenue Options from Carbon-Related Sources’, p.12  
38

 ibid. 
39

 AGF, op. cit., p.13 
40

 A Bowen, p. 1027 
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Conclusion 

 
Developed countries have a responsibility to scale-up climate finance to help developing countries 
adapt and respond to the effects of climate change. The UNFCCC recognises the importance of this 
and through the LTF work programme is looking at ways to mobilise $100 billion in ‘new and 
additional’ climate finance. The majority of climate finance is currently used for mitigation measures, 
with only around 5 per cent committed towards adaptation measures. World Bank and UN studies 
suggest that adaptation needs are likely to be in the order of tens of billions in the near future. As 
adaptation operations are less attractive for private climate finance sources, there is a need for 
governments in developed countries to facilitate the scaling-up public climate finance to secure the 
future of developing countries.  

While Australia’s climate finance commitments under the FSF period have been relatively more 
balanced in terms of the contributions to mitigation and adaptation, under the LTF period it is 
expected that Australia will have to raise considerably larger amounts of climate finance. Recent cuts 
to Australia’s foreign aid budget enhance the importance of identifying innovative approaches for 
scaling-up public climate finance. This paper has examined three strategies for mobilising climate 
finance on a national and an international level. 

FTTs similarly present an innovative approach that could raise large amounts of public finance. Work 
by the AGF projects that global revenue from a CTT alone could range between USD $2 and 27 billion 
a year. In Australia, a CTT could raise as much as USD $1 billion in Australia; a substantial proportion 
of projected commitments under the LTF goals. However, justifying the allocation of revenues 
wholly or partially towards climate finance may be problematic as relating financial transactions to 
climate change is difficult. Furthermore, it is ostensible that successful implementation would be 
required global collaboration, something that is again difficult due to the fiscally austere 
environment.  

The redirection of billions of dollars locked in fossil fuel subsidies is much easier to justify from an 
environmental perspective. According the International Energy Agency, subsidies to producers may 
be in the order of USD $100 billion per year. In Australia, subsidies such as the Fuel Tax Credits 
Scheme provide USD $1.7 billion in diesel fuel rebates to support mining purposes. The phasing out 
of fossil fuel subsidies in Australia offers an effective greenhouse abatement option and provides a 
possible source of funding for more costly greenhouse abatement options. However the redirection 
of subsidies in Australia to international adaptation activities is less likely. Such action would require 
more ambitious action from other Annex I countries and major developing countries. Inherent 
equity issues exist in the redirection of fossil fuel subsidies from developed countries to adaptation 
in developing countries, and restrict the implementation of such a policy. However, in Australia, the 
redirection of public funds towards domestic energy diversification provides an opportunity to 
increase abatement efforts and improve climate change resiliency.  

A charge on international aviation and shipping has been highlighted the most viable approach for 
raising large sums of finance for adaptation measures. Figures suggest that around US $23 billion 
could be mobilised for climate finance purposes. On a national level, it is predicted that a bunker fuel 
tax on international aviation and maritime transport could assist Australia generate between US $0.2 
and $0.5 billion by 2020. While the financial impacts are unlikely to be large, implementing a charge 
on aviation and shipping is likely to comprise governance and practical issues, as exemplified by 
sovereignty issues associated with the inclusion of aviation emissions under the EU ETS. 
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Nonetheless, if implementation is synchronised by the majority of developed countries these issues 
may be overcome, enabling the potential to raise significant public climate finance.  

In conclusion, public finance in the order of tens of billions of dollars per year is required by 2020 to 
assist developing countries adapt and respond to the effects of climate change. A range of 
innovative approaches for raising public finance in developing countries exist, and would provide a 
necessary supplement to the expansion of carbon markets. These approaches include carbon 
charges on aviation and maritime bunker fuels; FTTs; and, the redirection of fossil fuel subsidies. 
These approaches are varied in their politically acceptability, however all are likely to benefit from 
globally synchronised implementation. All three approaches provide viable solutions to the 
adaptation-funding gap and require further investigation and negotiation to facilitate multilateral 
uptake. One approach – a carbon charge on aviation and maritime bunker fuels – appears to have 
the least amount of equity issues and the most political acceptability across developed countries. It 
has the potential to raise significant climate finance for adaptation measures and needs to be 
pursued more forcefully by developed nations like Australia, in order to catalyse a multilateral 
agreement.               
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