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Outline

The aim of this Briefis to discuss ‘Local Enhanced Direct Access’ (LEDA) - a programmatic funding
access modality where funding decisions are devolved to the local level.

An initial Background Part introduces a general conceptual scheme used to describe the
ecosystem of access modalities for multilateral climate change funds within which the LEDA
modality has evolved, namely:

International Access

Direct Access

Enhanced Direct Access

Local Enhanced Direct Access

After the Background Part, the Note turns, in Part II, to describing the decision processes of some
funding programmes, starting with the post-World War II US Marshall Plan in Germany (1947-
1952) and the World Bank Kecamatan Development Program (1998-2007). Both are pure
development programmes and are LEDA examples with local funding decisions taken by bank
branch offices and district councils, respectively. The final example of programmatic LEDA
described is the Kenyan Financing Locally Led Climate Action (FLLoCA) Programme.

Part II concludes with three “performance-based” LEDA programmes, where remuneration does
not involve up-front project funding, but ex-post payments for certain performance indicators.
For example, the World Bank Pilot Auction Facility pays for certified methane reductions
(measured in tCe), while the proposed Black Soldier Fly Farming programme would remunerate
adaptation efforts based on the quantity of animal feed and fertiliser produced. Finally, the LoCAL
Performance-Based Climate Resilience Grants Programme, rewards adaptation performance
through qualitative indicators.

Part |. Background

. Terminology

The focus of this Brief is on funding decision processes, sequences of decisions and activities
involved in providing funding for projects, particularly in the context of (multilateral) climate
funding programmes. This section introduces the terminology for describing such funding
processes in general terms, i.e. not specific to particular institutions that are involved.

Funding Entities: By ‘Funding Entities’ (FEs) we mean entities that have the power to approve
projects (programmes). They can be funds, such as (the Boards of) the Green Climate Fund (GCF)
or the Adaptation Fund (AF), which serve both the UNFCCC and the Paris Agreement. However,
other entities, such as government bodies, can also serve this purpose. Depending on the level at
which they operate, we are distinguishing between International FEs (IFEs), such as the GCF and
the AF, National FEs (NFEs), such as national funds or ministries, or Local FEs (local government
bodies/funds).

Implementing and Executing Entities: Traditionally, project funding by IFEs involves
‘Executing Entities’ - i.e. entities proposing to carry out (execute) projects for which funding is
sought - as well as ‘Implementing Entities’ (IEs), used by FEs, among other things, as
intermediaries to screen and pre-select proposals to be passed on to them for a funding decision.


https://www.greenclimate.fund/
https://www.adaptation-fund.org/
https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/what-is-the-united-nations-framework-convention-on-climate-change
https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/the-paris-agreement

Thus, while IEs cannot approve proposals for funding, they can de facto reject proposals by not
forwarding them to the FEs.!

[Es are typically accredited with the FEs in question (and as such they are sometimes referred to
as ‘accredited entities’, as in the case of the GCF). This creates a contractual relationship under
which the [Es not only take on a supervisory role over an approved project but they also take on
responsibilities regarding certain risks, particularly ‘performance and fiduciary risks’, i.e. the risk
that the project fails to ‘perform’ (i.e. does not deliver all that was contracted) or that funding is
not spent as agreed with the FE (in which case the IE is responsible to the FE).

Direct Access Varieties: ‘Enhanced Direct Access’ (EDA), as described in the 2021 ecbi Brief
History of EDA, is a modality for accessing funds from International Funding Entities (IFEs),
such as the GCF and AF. It was based on an access modality referred to as ‘Direct Access’ (DA),
which was first adopted by the AF in the context of multilateral climate finance. Initially, access
to IFE funding was International Access only, that is through International Implementing
Entities (IIEs), such as UN agencies and international development banks. Under DA, access to
funding could also be channelled through National Implementing Entities (NIEs) in recipient
countries. Under EDA, project funding decisions as well as implementation activities are
delegated to the national and sub-national level. Local Enhanced Direct Access (LEDA) is EDA
access where funding decisions are devolved to the local level.

2. International Access

Initially, all Implementing Entities for the multilateral climate funds were international
organisations - ‘International Implementing Entities’ (IIEs) - such as UN agencies and
multilateral development banks (see Figure 1) providing ‘International Access’ to these IFEs.
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Figure 1. International Access

" In some contexts, such as with GCF funding, IEs can execute projects themselves.


https://ecbi.org/news/history-enhanced-direct-access-second-updated-edition
https://ecbi.org/news/history-enhanced-direct-access-second-updated-edition
https://www.adaptation-fund.org/direct-access-climate-finance-builds-capacity-credibility-national-institutions/#:~:text=The%20Adaptation%20Fund%20pioneered%20this,around%20the%20globe%20in%202010.

3. Direct Access

Operationalisation of the Kyoto Protocol AF, originally proposed in 2001, was finalised in 2009
with the introduction of a ‘Direct Access’ modality making it possible for developing countries to
access funding without international intermediaries, through NIEs (Figure 2). The number of
NIEs was originally limited to one per eligible recipient (developing) country.
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Figure 2. Consolidated Direct Access (AF)

In 2015, the GCF followed suit by operationalising a distributed DA modality allowing
for a multitude of national and sub-national (accredited) implementing entities, seen in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Distributed Direct Access (GCF)



4. Enhanced Direct Access
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Figure 4. National Enhanced Direct Access

The idea of ‘Enhanced Direct Access’ - first elaborated in the 2009 ecbi Policy Brief The Reformed
Financial Mechanism of the UNFCCC: Architecture and Governance - was simply to devolve to the
national (and sub-national) level not only the power to reject proposals, but also the decision to
fund them. In other words, the IFE accredits in-country FEs with the power to approve funding.
One option to operationalise this modality would be to follow the initial DA of the AF and adopta
consolidated model by accrediting a single NFE, as illustrated in Figure 4.2
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Figure 5. Consolidated Sub-national Enhanced Direct Access

2 Note that the in-country constellation depicted in Figure 4 is only one of many. For example, the
NFE could rely on a single NIE instead of devolving decisions to the sub-national level.


https://oxfordclimatepolicy.org/publications/documents/ecbiBrief-RFM.pdf
https://oxfordclimatepolicy.org/publications/documents/ecbiBrief-RFM.pdf

However, the original EDA idea was that funding decisions3 should not just be delegated to the
national level, but sub-nationally as well to the lowest possible decision-making level, as in the
case of the World Bank’s 1998 Kecamatan (‘sub-district”) Development Programme in Indonesia
(Section IL.1.b). “It sought to empower village communities by making block grants directly to
sub-districts and by providing intensive social and technical assistance to facilitate the building
of village-level capacity and the promotion of participation, transparency, and accountability in
community-driven activities” [Section 2 of 2021 ecbi EDA Brief History]. As mentioned above,
‘Funding Entities’, as the term is used here, need not be “funds”. They can be (sub-national)
government bodies (e.g. district councils) given the power to approve funding (to take
‘programming decisions’).

The ecbi Brief History concludes with a Section on “A Way Forward: Performance-based
Payments”. Under this modality, there are no up-front payments and no IEs. Executing Entities
(EEs) receive money once their projects have delivered (‘ex-post’), usually quantifiable products,
which can then be offered by them for sale to the NFE. These purchases can be carried out in a
variety of ways. Economically the most efficient (the most ‘bang for the buck’) is probably through
reverse auctions, where the sellers (the EEs) offer to sell their product to the buyer (a facility of
the NFE) at a certain price, and the buyer starts purchasing from the cheapest offers. This was
done by the Pilot Auction Facility for Methane of the World Bank (see Section II.2.b and Figure 6).
However, the purchasing of the performance products can also involve a fixed price and preferred
suppliers to avoid unwelcome (poor-on-poor) competition among suppliers.

3 EDA is a form of ‘programmatic access’ where ‘programming decisions’ are meant to be devolved to
the lowest possible level.


https://ecbi.org/sites/default/files/EDA%20Brief%20History%202021%20Update%20published_0.pdf
https://fiftrustee.worldbank.org/en/about/unit/dfi/fiftrustee/fund-detail/paf
https://fiftrustee.worldbank.org/en/about/unit/dfi/fiftrustee/fund-detail/paf

Part Il. Examples Past, Present, and Future

This section showcases development and climate change-related case studies of devolving
funding decision-making to the national and sub-national/local levels. It includes two sub-
sections: one with case studies for Programmatic EDA, where projects are funded upfront; and
the second for EDA with Performance-based Payments, where payments are made ex-post.

I. Programmatic EDA

a) The Marshall Plan (Germany)

Genesis

In June 1947, US Secretary of State George Marshall announced a European Recovery Programme,
popularly known as the “Marshall Plan”, under which the US provided one per cent of its GDP over
four years to support the recovery of post-war Europe. Under the Plan, raw materials, food,
machines, and other goods were purchased in the US and allocated to recipient countries, where
they were sold in the local currency, with the proceeds collected in so-called counterpart funds at
the central banks for domestic investment purposes.

The Plan was administered by the Washington-based_Economic Cooperation Administration
(ECA), created in 1948 as an agency of the US Government.* It followed traditional centralised
decision-making practices. The ECA was a large organisation with a head office in Washington
and a European head office in Paris.

At the heart of the Marshall Plan implementation in Germany was the establishment of the
Kreditanstalt fiir Wiederaufbau (KfW) in November 1948, when the Wirtschaftsrat (Economic
Council) adopted the KfW Law. Following the entry into force of the Constitution of the Federal
Republic of Germany in 1949, KfW became a corporation under public law directly accountable
to the federal government.

The aim, from the beginning, was not to set up a conventional bank but rather a “capital
distribution agency” that would pass on the counterpart funds to three central institutions: the
Industriekreditbank (IKB) for industry; the Landwirtschaftliche Rentenbank for agriculture; and
the Bau- and Bodenbank for housing construction (see Figure 7).

As such, it is in line with the “Consolidated Sub-national Enhanced Direct Access” (depicted in
Figure 5), with KFE as the (principal) NFE making use of three specialised networks of sub-
national FEs (national banks with local branches taking the funding decisions) to disburse the
funding to the local level.

4In 1961, the ECA was superseded by USAID.


http://marshallfoundation.org/marshall/the-marshall-plan/history-marshall-plan/economic-cooperation-authority/
https://www.ikb.de/
https://www.ikb.de/
https://www.rentenbank.de/en
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Figure 6. Original conception of KfW

Progressive Simplification: The Status Quo

With the growing consolidation of the German banking sector, KfW was able to progressively
simplify its transmission procedure in subsequent years. KftW has no branch offices of its own,
but it has partners with savings banks, cooperative banks, and commercial banks. These banks
conduct the appraisal of the borrower, evaluate their plans, and decide whether to finance the
project and apply for a loan from KfW. Once the loan has been approved by KfW, the partner banks
on-lend to the borrower. The partner bank and the borrower usually know each other already,
making it easier for the bank to judge plans more accurately. A relationship of mutual trust usually
exists, which facilitates the lending decision.

b) Kecamatan Development Program (Indonesia)

The Kecamatan Development Program (KDP) was launched in Indonesia in 1998 with the dual
objectives of reducing rural poverty and strengthening local governance. The Program sought to
empower village communities by providing block grants directly to kecamatans (sub-districts),
which functioned as sub-national FEs, and by offering intensive social and technical assistance.
This support aimed to build village-level capacity and to promote participation, transparency, and
accountability in community-driven activities.

Of particular relevance for climate finance was the third phase, launched in 2003, when the
emphasis shifted from poverty reduction to governance. The objective of this phase was to
strengthen local government capacity to support community-driven development and to foster
the creation of permanent inter-village institutions. These bodies were intended to implement
multi-village projects, mediate disputes, and give villages a stronger voice in relation to higher
levels of government.

Through a process of “learning by doing,” the Program enabled communities to develop practical
project management skills. This process combined training in democratic decision-making with
intensive awareness-raising, delivered through participatory approaches. The devolved model
adopted under KDP also helped build trust, stimulate civic engagement, and strengthen local
ownership, enabling villages to negotiate among themselves and submit investment proposals to
the Kecamatan Council for approval.

KDP was initially funded through government budget allocations, donor grants, and World Bank
loans. Funds were channelled into a dedicated account in the Bank of Indonesia and used to
provide block grants of IDR 500 million and 1.5 billion (approximately USD 50,000-150,000)
directly to sub-districts, each typically consisting of 20-50 villages. These grants supported small-
scale infrastructure, social, and economic activities. This decentralised funding model proved well



suited to leveraging private and public lines of credit, responding to local priorities and building
local institutional capacity.

The KDP experience also demonstrated the value of using existing national mechanisms and
institutional arrangements wherever possible, particularly those with a proven track record in
reaching vulnerable populations and fostering local decision-making. This lesson is especially
relevant for climate change adaptation, where impacts can vary significantly even across small
geographic areas and, therefore, require locally tailored solutions that draw on community
knowledge and experience. Effective planning and decision-making must, accordingly, be
localised rather than centralised.

Overall, KDP illustrates how climate finance can be channelled at scale through public sector
intermediation to reach local communities and enable them to implement locally identified
solutions. In 2007, KDP evolved into a national “incentivised community block grant programme”
- the Program Nasional Pemberdayaan Masyarakat (PNPM), or National Program for Community
Empowerment. In 2014, the PNPM was, according to the World Bank, the largest Community-
Driven Development project in the world.

c) Financing Locally Led Climate Action (Kenya)

Kenya is administratively sub-divided into 47 counties, which are further divided into
community-level wards. Most of the Financing Locally Led Climate Action (FLLoCA) Programme
(‘the Programme’) project cycle decision-making happens sub-nationally at the county- and
ward-level.

At the national-level, funding is collected from donors (World Bank, DANIDA, SIDA, and KfW) by
the national government in a dedicated nationally administered Programme account. It is
disbursed annually through a national Programme implementation unit (‘National Unit’) of the
national treasury in the form of grants to dedicated special purpose accounts at the county-level.
These county-level accounts are modelled after the County Climate Change Funds (CCCFs)
established in five counties over a decade ago. The Programme uses the CCCF model in all rural
counties (i.e. all counties other than the ones in Nairobi and Mombasa). The initial 2024
Programme disbursement was based on a flat-grant of USD 1.2 million, but subsequent
disbursements were differentiated, taking into account performance in the previous funding
periods.

To participate in the Programme, wards must establish a Ward Climate Change Planning
Committee (WCCPC, ‘Ward Committee’) of officials to carry out ward-level community
consultations, inter alia, to establish priorities for climate resilience projects, and develop ward-
level climate action plans and investment proposals (projects).

Counties are the key Programme decision-making bodies. Apart from County Climate Change
Planning Committees (‘County Committees’), which review ward-level climate investment
proposals, the key decision-making bodies are County Climate Change Units (CCCPU, ‘County
Units’). The County Unit collates the project proposals put forward by the Ward Committees into
annual County Climate Change Action Plans (CCCAP, ‘County Plans’). These are
reviewed/screened by the National Implementation Unit, but the County Unit selects the
activities to be funded (given funding available in the County Programme Funds).


https://documents.worldbank.org/en/publication/documents-reports/documentdetail/843591468263056780
https://www.iied.org/sites/default/files/pdfs/migrate/G04415.pdf
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Figure 7. Organisational Chart: Financing Locally Led Climate Action (Kenya)

Annual Activity Funding Sequence

1.

2.

The National Unit decides how much of the funding available in the national Programme
account is to be dispersed to each eligible county.

Wards prepare their Climate Plans and project (investment proposal) portfolios and
share them with their County Unit.

The County Units decide, based on their own Action Plans (as reviewed by the National
Unit), which projects submitted by their wards are to be funded (given the funds allocated
by the National Unit).

The Ward Committees are responsible for monitoring and evaluating the approved Ward-
level projects.
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2. Performance-based Payments

Performance can be assessed quantitatively or qualitatively. This section introduces a qualitative
adaptation performance tool (2.a), and two quantitative tools, one in mitigation (2.b) and one in
adaptation (2.c).

National
Funding Entity

Reverse
Auction Facility

National

Sub-national

(] IFE Accredited Entity
@ Micro EE (Executing Entity)

Figure 8. Performance-based Enhanced Direct Access

a) LoCAL Performance-Based Climate Resilience Grants® (qualitative,
adaptation)

What?

Performance-Based Climate Resilience Grants (PBCRGs) represent an innovative financing
approach pioneered by the UN Capital Development Fund (UNCDF) through its Local Climate
Adaptive Living (LoCAL) Facility. The basic premise is straightforward: channel international
climate finance directly to the local level in developing countries, where the impacts of climate
change are most acutely felt and where adaptation must happen. However, the mechanism does
more than just provide funds — it embeds performance, accountability, and capacity-building
into the process of local climate adaptation.

PBCRGs do not fund generic development activities. Rather, they specifically cover the additional
costs required to make local investments resilient to climate change. Crucially, allocations are
made based on performance: local governments must first meet minimum fiduciary and planning
standards, and continued or increased funding depends on their ability to demonstrate results.

Eligible investments are guided by locally determined priorities within a menu of adaptation
options, tailored to the specific climate risks and vulnerabilities of each area. This is not a top-
down model of climate programming, but one that places significant trust in subnational actors—
provided they can meet the technical and institutional benchmarks.

Importantly, PBCRGs operate through existing government fiscal systems, flowing from national
treasuries down to local authorities. This integration helps build long-term institutional capacity.
Technical support and capacity-building are integral components of the system, aiming to

5 For a more detailed account, see the EDA Brief History, section VI.

1"


https://ecbi.org/sites/default/files/EDA%20Brief%20History%202021%20Update_1.pdf

enhance the ability of local governments to plan, implement, and account for climate-resilient
investments.

In sum, the PBCRG mechanism reflects a shift toward empowering local governments not only
with financial resources, but with the tools and incentives needed to embed climate resilience
into their core functions. It also provides a partial answer to the persistent gap between national
climate finance commitments and the realities of local adaptation needs.

How?

The performance assessment approach adopted here does not rely solely on rigid metrics or
technical audits. Instead, it combines a set of minimum conditions — basic eligibility thresholds
— with a nuanced system of qualitative performance measures. The idea is simple: while every
local government must meet foundational governance standards to qualify for grants, the actual
grant size is influenced by how well they perform across a range of key functional areas.

Minimum conditions function as the “gatekeepers” to funding. These are baseline requirements
(such as having a council-approved budget, preparing a local development plan, or ensuring basic
public transparency) and they reflect core principles of public financial management and
accountability. Without satisfying these, a local government is not eligible for grants—regardless
of how well it performs otherwise.

Beyond this, however, lies the more dynamic layer of performance measures, which go beyond
box-ticking. They examine the quality of service delivery and planning — particularly in areas
like public resource management and climate resilience. In practice, this breaks down into two
main clusters: Public Resource Management and Climate Change Resilience.

The process includes a self-assessment — giving local governments the opportunity to reflect
on their performance and compile supporting information. This is accompanied by an
independent verification led by the National Committee for Sub-National Democratic
Development Secretariat (NCDDS), with involvement from the relevant provincial
administration.

In essence, this performance-based system seeks to do more than just allocate money. It aims to
motivate better local governance, encourage adaptive responses to climate risks, and promote a
more transparent and accountable model of sub-national administration - very much in line with
broader efforts to decentralize decision-making and drive development from the ground up.

b) The World Bank Pilot Auction Facility (quantitative, mitigation)

What?

The World Bank Pilot Auction Facility (PAF), which is now closed, was a performance-based
climate finance mechanism designed to stimulate private investment in projects that reduced
methane emissions focussing on waste disposal projects, including landfill methane capture,
wastewater treatment, and agricultural waste management.

The PAF used capital markets instruments to create incentives for businesses to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions, while maximizing the impact of public funds and leveraging private
sector investment in a cost-effective manner.

The performance was measured quantitatively (kg) through emission reduction credits certified
according to recognized carbon crediting standard providers, such as the Kyoto Protocol’s Clean
Development Mechanism (CDM) or the voluntary carbon market’s Gold Standard.

12


https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/the-kyoto-protocol/mechanisms-under-the-kyoto-protocol/the-clean-development-mechanism
https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/the-kyoto-protocol/mechanisms-under-the-kyoto-protocol/the-clean-development-mechanism
https://www.goldstandard.org/

How?

This innovative financing mechanism involved the auctioning of ‘put options’ for such certified
credits. A put option is a contract issued by the PAF which gave the option holder the right
(without obligation) to sell a specified amount of certified credits at a specified ‘strike price’ to
the PAF by a certain time. Importantly, the holder was not obliged to exercise the option. If, say,
the market price for certified credits was higher than the strike price, the holder could sell to the
market instead. In short, the put options provided a floor price for future carbon credits, giving
investors certainty about the minimum value of their emission reductions.

The strike price of particular put options was determined in regular ‘reverse auction’ rounds in
which bidders offered to buy a number of put options at a certain bid strike price. The PAF, in
turn, offered to sell a certain number of put options to bidders for a small fee, starting with the
lowest bid strike prices, thus maximising the number of credits covered by the issued options.

This, together with the fact that the PAF did not sell-on credits purchased under issued put
options, meant that the mechanism not only generated genuine emission reductions,é but the
reductions were cost efficient, maximising the effect of money spent on them by the PAF.

c) Black Soldier Fly Farming (quantitative, adaptation)’

What?

The Mukuru informal settlement in Nairobi/Kenya faces recurring and severe flooding, a
challenge compounded by the widespread disposal of waste into local drainage systems. In
response, a locally rooted adaptation initiative is being implemented by the Akiba Mashinani
Trust (AMT), in collaboration with the Global Center on Adaptation (GCA). The programme
centres on the deployment of Black Soldier Fly (BSF) farming units as an integrated waste
management and livelihood strategy.

Twelve BSF units were inaugurated in 2024. These units use BSF larvae to convert organic waste
into high-value products—namely, protein-rich animal feed and nutrient-dense organic fertiliser
(‘frass’). This process not only diverts significant volumes of organic material from the drainage
infrastructure—thus reducing flood risk—but also creates a scalable economic opportunity for
community members, particularly youth. As part of the programme, local youth are trained not
only in BSF farming techniques but also in basic business management, facilitating sustainable
income generation.

The broader adaptation rationale lies in the linkage between informal waste disposal and
increased vulnerability to climate impacts, particularly flooding. AMT’s research indicates that
organic waste constitutes a substantial proportion of the total waste stream in Mukuru. In the
absence of formal waste collection services, waste is frequently dumped into the Ngong River and
surrounding drainage channels, exacerbating flood events. By integrating organic waste
processing into a structured collection system, the initiative mitigates these risks while
simultaneously promoting circular economy principles.

Moreover, the initiative aligns with climate-resilient agricultural practices. The frass output
serves as a viable alternative to synthetic fertilisers, which are associated with high greenhouse
gas emissions and long-term soil degradation. This enhances food security and reduces the
environmental footprint of local farming.

8 Emission reduction credits purchased by the PAF are retired and, as such, cannot be used for offset
purposes.

7 Primary Source: What does waste have to do with adaptation? And how to turn a problem into a
business opportunity.
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https://llahub.gca.org/stories/b8c5dc34-8b39-4fc2-a5e9-5618966a1272
https://llahub.gca.org/stories/b8c5dc34-8b39-4fc2-a5e9-5618966a1272

Finally, the project adopts a participatory approach, prioritising community engagement,
mobilisation, and training. These activities aim to embed waste management literacy and
responsibility within the community, thereby reinforcing the long-term viability of the
intervention. In this context, the Mukuru BSF initiative serves as a case study of decentralised,
locally led adaptation that combines environmental, economic, and social benefits through an
integrated systems approach.

How?

At present, there is no (quantity) performance-based adaptation reward mechanism set up for
this programme, but it is not difficult to imagine what such a mechanism could look like, given the
PAF example discussed above in sub-section I1.2.a.

Let us assume the adaptation benefit is proportional to the produce generated from the collected
waste, meaning quantitative performance measurement could be in terms of the weight of the
generated produce (feed or fertiliser). It might be tempting to follow the PAF example directly
and use some production certificate as the object for auctioning. Hosince there is no (and is very
likely never to be) an independent market for such certificates, the best option would seem to be
to use the produce itself (kgs of fertiliser or feed) as the object for (reverse) auctioning.

In concrete terms, a Fertiliser/Feed Auction Facility could be established at an appropriate level
(locally or regionally) to purchase fertiliser or feed through reverse auctioning, whereby the
producers offer to sell a certain quantity and a certain price, and the Facility buys, starting from
the cheapest offers until the funds set aside for the auction round in question are exhausted. It
would be possible for the Facility to set a price floor (for poor producers), to give them some
assurance as to what they might be able to earn and to avoid unwelcome poor-on-poor
competition. The produce acquired by the Facility could then be sold in bulk into markets not
accessible to the producers (say abroad), with the revenue recycled into the Facility.
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