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Briefing Note Thirteen1 
Canada’s International Climate Finance: An International Comparison (July 2025) 

Highlights2 
1. CSOs have advocated for a tripling of Canada’s $5.3 billion climate pledge for the 2026/27 to 

2030/31 period.  Tripling Canada’s international climate finance would be a good faith contribution 
to the US$300 billion New Collective Quantified Goal, which replaces the US$100 billion annual goal 
post-2025. (Section A) 

2. Canada’s ranking for its bilateral climate finance commitments in 2023 improved slightly to 9h 
position among DAC providers, from 10th in 2022.  Focusing only on principal purpose climate finance, 
Canada ranked 8th on average over the 2021 t0 2023 period.  By comparison, Canada ranked 5th among 
DAC providers in Net Real Bilateral ODA3 in 2021. (Section 4 & 5 and Annex Three) 

3. Canada is among the least generous of DAC providers for climate finance.  In the three-year period, 
2021 to 2023, Canada committed 3.0 US cents out of every US$100 in its Gross National Income, 
ranking 13th in generosity for principal purpose climate finance.  This ranking has decreased from 10th 
position in 2020.  (Section 6) 

Canada’s Ranking Among DAC Peers 

 2020 2021 2022 2023 2021 to 2022 
Average 

1.  Total Bilateral Climate Finance 8 9 10 9 9 
2.  Total Principal Purpose Climate Finance 7 8 8 9 8 

 
3.  Total Adaptation Bilateral Climate Finance 11 9 12 6 9 
4.  Total Principal Purpose Adaptation 14 5 9 5 7 

 
5.  Total Mitigation Bilateral Climate Finance 11 11 8 10 9 
6.  Total Principal Purpose Mitigation 7 8 7 10 9 

 
7.  Gender Equality in PP Adaptation 1 1 1 2 1 

 
8.  Canada’s Real Bilateral ODA Commitments 8 5 5 6 5 

Notes:   

1) Total Adaptation and Mitigation Bilateral Climate Finance includes both principal purpose and significant 
purpose activities. 

2) Real Bilateral ODA is Bilateral ODA less in-donor refugee and student costs and debt cancellation.  Canada’s 
performance in 2021 and 2022 were affected by large investments in COVID-19 Control and in 2022 by 
bilateral assistance for Ukraine. 

 
1 This Briefing Note is written by Brian Tomlinson, AidWatch Canada, updated in July 2025 with 2023 DAC climate 
finance data, on behalf of the Canadian CSO Coalition on Climate Change and Development (C4D). 
2 Note that DAC statistics are on a calendar year and recorded in US dollars, while Canadian statistics record 
commitments and disbursements for a fiscal year (April to March).  Trends may differ accordingly. 
3 Real Bilateral ODA is actual ODA less in-donor refugee costs, imputed student costs, and debt cancellation. 

http://climatechangeanddev.ca/
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4. As a share of its Real Bilateral ODA commitments, Canada allocated 13% to climate finance in the 
2023, up slightly from 8% for the period 2020 to 2022.  The DAC average was 17% in 2023.  For 
2022/23, discounting Canadian aid to Ukraine and support for COVID-19 Control, Canada’s principal 
purpose climate finance was 23% of its Real Bilateral Aid for that year.  Climate finance’s displacement 
of ODA for other purposes will continue to grow as Canada and other providers increase their climate 
finance post-2025, unless ODA increases at least equally. (Section 7) 
 

5. On adaptation commitments, Canada ranked 7th among DAC providers (average finance, 2021 to 
2023 period), an improvement from 9th position for the 2016 to 2019 four-year average.  Canada’s 
bilateral adaptation commitments in the 2021 to 2023 period were 63% (DAC statistics).  (Sections 8 
& 9) 
 

6. Canada ranks 11th among DAC providers for mitigation commitments (2021 to 2023 period average), 
down from 9th for the average commitments in the four-year 2016 to 2019 period. (Section 10) 
 

7. Canada ranks 4th among five providers with high levels of loans in their principal purpose climate 
finance.  Japan (89%), Korea (83%), France (76%), Canada (60%), and Germany (59%) have very high 
levels of loans in the 2021 to 2023 period. The grant equivalency for US$45.6 billion in loans by these 
five providers was US$20.6 billion, 55% less, in 2023.  (Section 11) 
 

8. Multilateral organizations are the major channel for Canada’s climate finance (49%), on average for 
the 2021 to 2023) period, compared to its DAC peers (20%).   Much of Canada’s multilateral climate 
finance was through Multilateral Development Banks (49% of multilateral channels), compared to 
28% for DAC donors. (Section 12 & Annex Eight) 
 

9. Canada channeled significantly more climate finance through CSOs (36% in the 2021 to 2023 
period), mainly for adaptation, compared to DAC peers (12%).  Interestingly, 12% of Canada’s climate 
finance through CSOs went through local CSOs in partner countries (10% for DAC peers). (Section 12 
& Annex Eight) 
 

10. Canada is a strong leader among its DAC peers in its focus on gender equality objectives in its 
adaptation climate finance commitments, but mainly for projects where gender equality is one 
among other objectives.  In 2023, Canada coded 89% of adaptation commitments as significant 
purpose gender equality, but only 8% as principal purpose gender equality, compared to 68% and 4% 
for all DAC peers. Canada ranked 2cd among its DAC peer, following the Netherlands. (Section 13 and 
Annex Nine) 
 

11. Canada has an improving record for its allocations of adaptation finance to Least Developed 
Countries (34%) and for Sub-Saharan Africa (55%).  Canada ranks 5th among DAC peers for its 
allocations to Sub-Saharan Africa.  Canada still provides large amounts of climate finance (40%) that 
cannot be allocated to income groups due to its heavy reliance on multilateral channels.  (Section 14 
and Annex Ten) 
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International Climate Finance: 
Situating Canada’s Performance among DAC Climate Finance Providers 

 
A.  A deeply disappointing new post-2025 international climate goal 

At COP15 (2009) in Copenhagen, developed countries, including Canada, agreed to mobilize US$100 
billion in climate finance by 2020.  At COP21 in 2015, this Goal was later extended to 2025.  In doing so, 
the Parties in 2015 also decided that they “shall set a new collective quantified goal (NCQG) from a floor 
of $100 billion per year, taking into account the needs and priorities of developing countries [as reflected 
in their nationally determined contributions and national adaptation plans].4 

The 2023 Global Stocktake recognized the growing gap between the needs of developing country Parties 
and the support provided and mobilized for their efforts to implement their nationally determined 
contributions (NDCs).  It also recognized that “the adaptation finance needs of developing countries are 
estimated at US$215 billion to US$387 billion annually up until 2030, and that about US$4.3 trillion per 
year needs to be invested in clean energy up until 2030, increasing thereafter to US$5 trillion per year up 
until 2050, to be able to reach net zero emissions by 2050.”5  The Stocktake was intended to inform the 
negotiations for the post-2025 NCQG, with negotiations completed in November 2024 at COP29 in Baku, 
Azerbaijan. 

The deeply disappointing outcome, a vague global goal of US$300 billion in annual climate finance by 
2035, fails dramatically to address urgent needs in climate finance.6  Developing countries called it a 
“betrayal”.7  They were seeking a clear needs-based annual overall goal of US$1.3 trillion by 2035, with 
US$600 billion to US$900 billion of official support from developed countries governments.   
 
While the NCQG includes an aspirational US$1.3 trillion target, the focus of negotiations was on an 
ambitious needs-based commitment by developed countries to replace the current US$100 billion annual 
goal for climate finance.  The result is the $300 billion goal. 
  
The path to achieving the aspirational US $1.3 trillion was undefined, being the responsibility of “all actors 
…  for climate action from all public and private sources.” [para 7]   The agreement proposes the “Baku to 
Belem Roadmap to 1.3T” to determine how this goal will be met.   According to the text, the roadmap will 

 
4  While targeting 2020, it was confirmed in May 2024 that this US$100 billion goal was only realized in 2022, when 
developed countries provided and mobilized US$115.9 billion in climate finance for developing countries.  OECD 
DAC, Climate Finance and the USD 100 Billion Goal, accessed at https://www.oecd.org/climate-change/finance-
usd-100-billion-goal/  
5 “Outcome of the First Global Stocktake,” December 13, 2023, Para 67 and Para 68, accessed at 
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cma2023_L17_adv.pdf.  
6 For civil society reactions to the NCQG agreement, see CAN International - 
https://climatenetwork.org/2024/11/23/cop29_betrayal_in_baku/; Oxfam Canada - 
https://www.oxfam.ca/news/cop29-deal-is-a-global-ponzi-scheme-oxfam/; ActionAid International - 
https://actionaid.org/news/2024/cop29-final-ncqg-text-text-not-worth-paper-its-written-says-actionaid.  
7 https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2024/nov/26/how-late-deal-left-a-sense-of-dissatisfaction-and-
betrayal-at-cop29-baku.  

https://www.oecd.org/climate-change/finance-usd-100-billion-goal/
https://www.oecd.org/climate-change/finance-usd-100-billion-goal/
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cma2023_L17_adv.pdf
https://climatenetwork.org/2024/11/23/cop29_betrayal_in_baku/
https://www.oxfam.ca/news/cop29-deal-is-a-global-ponzi-scheme-oxfam/
https://actionaid.org/news/2024/cop29-final-ncqg-text-text-not-worth-paper-its-written-says-actionaid
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2024/nov/26/how-late-deal-left-a-sense-of-dissatisfaction-and-betrayal-at-cop29-baku
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2024/nov/26/how-late-deal-left-a-sense-of-dissatisfaction-and-betrayal-at-cop29-baku
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look into “scaling up climate finance … through grants, concessional and nondebt-creating instruments, 
and measures to create fiscal space, taking into account relevant multilateral initiatives as appropriate.” 
[para 27]8 
 
Developed countries only committed “to take the lead” in providing the US$300 billion by 2035, with 
money “from a wide variety of sources, public and private, bilateral and multilateral, including alternative 
sources.” [para 8]  The terms and conditions for this pledge are also very unclear.  There is a stated intent 
to recognize “the voluntary intention of Parties to count all climate-related outflows from and climate-
related finance mobilized by multilateral development banks towards achievement of the [US$300 billion] 
goal.”  [para 8]  The inclusion of all MDB mobilized finance, including from core resources provided to the 
banks by developing countries, would add about 30% to current MDB mobilized finance attributed to 
developed countries under the US$100 billion target.  The Baku agreement also “encourages developing 
country Parties to make contributions [towards the US$300 billion goal], including through South–South 
cooperation, on a voluntary basis” [para 9], although a highly unlikely prospect.  
 
The US$300 billion lacks significant ambition over current allocations.  Research by ODI Global and 
partners concluded that developed countries would reach US$197 billion by 2030 under a business-as-
usual scenario.9  According to researchers at the US Centre for Global Development, already planned 
reforms at the MDB, without any additional effort by developed countries, could deliver close to US$300 
billion by 2035.10  These calculations do not take account of the withdrawal from the Paris Agreement by 
the Trump Administration. 
 
Inflation reduces the actual value of US$300 billion goal for 2035 to US$217 billion in 2024 dollars.  In 
order to sustain the target’s real value, this goal would have to be around US$415 billion.11 
 
While the agreement highlights the importance of scaling up adaptation finance, there are no 
disaggregated targets for adaptation, loss and damage, or mitigation.  There are no incentives for 
providing grant-based finance rather than concessional and non-concessional loans.  Equally, there is no 
requirement that this climate finance be additional to all other development finance. 
 

 
8 See UNFCCC, “Matters relating to finance, Proposal by the President, Draft decision -/CMA.6, New collective 
quantified goal on climate finance,” FCCC/PA/CMA/2024/L.22, Baku, November 24, 2024, accessed at 
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cma2024_L22_adv.pdf.  
 
9 Joe Thwaites, et al, “Getting from here to there: Scaling up climate finance for the NCQG,” NRDC, November 24, 
2024, accessed at https://www.nrdc.org/bio/joe-thwaites/getting-here-there-scaling-climate-finance-ncqg.  
10 Jonathan Beynon, et al., “The $300 billion COP-Out: And where can we go from here,” Center for Global 
Development, November 28, 2024, accessed at https://www.cgdev.org/blog/300-billion-cop-out-and-where-we-
go-here.  
11 See Josh Gabbatiss, “Analysis: Why the $300bn climate-finance goal is even less ambitious than it seems,” 
Carbon Brief, December 3, 2024, accessed at https://www.carbonbrief.org/analysis-why-the-300bn-climate-
finance-goal-is-even-less-ambitious-than-it-seems/.  

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cma2024_L22_adv.pdf
https://www.nrdc.org/bio/joe-thwaites/getting-here-there-scaling-climate-finance-ncqg
https://www.cgdev.org/blog/300-billion-cop-out-and-where-we-go-here
https://www.cgdev.org/blog/300-billion-cop-out-and-where-we-go-here
https://www.carbonbrief.org/analysis-why-the-300bn-climate-finance-goal-is-even-less-ambitious-than-it-seems/
https://www.carbonbrief.org/analysis-why-the-300bn-climate-finance-goal-is-even-less-ambitious-than-it-seems/
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An agreement on an ambitious NCQG was critical to strengthen trust in the international climate finance 
system and to unlock the critical commitments needed to maintain the 1.5o Paris goal.  Trust has been 
eroded over years by failures, after decades of discussion, of developed countries to honour their 
commitment to achieve the Copenhagen $100 billion goal in climate finance by 2020 (realized in 2022), 
to recognize their responsibilities to finance loss and damage, and priortize support for climate 
adaptation. The Baku outcome only compounds anger and distrust in the global south, particularly among 
the poorest and most vulnerable countries, who sough an ambitious financing framework to address their 
climate emergency.   

Over the past year, the Canadian Government has also been deliberating on Canada’s post-2025 climate 
pledge as the $5.3 billion five-year pledge is completed in 2025/26.  Canadian CSOs have called on the 
Government to triple this current pledge to $15.9 billion for the period 2026/27 to 2030/31 as a good 
faith contribution towards the global goal.  The proposal is to allocate 40% to each of adaptation and 
mitigation and 20% to loss and damage, with at least 60% allocated as grant finance.12  To date (July 2025) 
there has been no announcement of a post 2025/26 goal.13 
 
While much about the financing of the new global climate finance goal is unknown, this Briefing Paper 
provides an analysis of current trends in international climate finance for developed providers, based on 
the latest 2023 climate finance statistics from the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC).14  As 
Canada steps up its post-2025 climate finance, the Briefing Paper provides some benchmarks for 
comparing Canada’s current climate finance against its peers in the OECD DAC. 
 
 
 
 

 
12 For more details on proposals for this renewed pledge by the Canadian Coalition on Climate Change and 
Development (C4D) see C4D, “Setting Canada’s five-Year International Climate Finance Pledge for 2026/27 to 
2030/31: An ambitious good faith contributions to Canada’s fair share,” June 2024, accessed at 
http://aidwatchcanada.ca/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/Setting-Canada-New-Five-Year-Pledge.pdf.  
13 The Government held consultations on the goal in 2024.  See the outcomes of these consultations in 
Government of Canada, “What we heard: Canada’s next international climate and nature finance commitment for 
developing countries,” February 2025, accessed at https://international.canada.ca/en/global-
affairs/consultations/development/2024-05-10-climate-nature-finance/report.  
14 Climate finance published and analyzed by the OECD DAC includes all bilateral DAC member climate finance 
activities, plus climate finance activities for EU Institutions and imputed multilateral climate finance as recorded in 
the climate finance statistics.  It includes both principal purpose and significant purpose climate finance. 

http://aidwatchcanada.ca/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/Setting-Canada-New-Five-Year-Pledge.pdf
https://international.canada.ca/en/global-affairs/consultations/development/2024-05-10-climate-nature-finance/report
https://international.canada.ca/en/global-affairs/consultations/development/2024-05-10-climate-nature-finance/report
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B.  Recent trends in climate finance for all DAC providers 

1. DAC’s total climate finance commitments increased significantly in 2023.   Total climate finance in 
2023 (including multilateral climate finance imputed to DAC providers), and including EU Institutions, 
was US$48.1 billion, up 67% from US$28.8 billion in 2022, and 89% over US$25.4 billion in 2020.15  
(Annex One, Table Five)   

This increase is due in part to a very large increase in imputed multilateral finance for DAC providers 
in 2023 (from US$3.1 billion in 2022 to US$13.3 billion in 2023).  This increase is reflected in increased 
reporting of climate finance by the World Bank, the Asia Development Bank, the Green Climate Fund 
and the Global Environment Facility in 2023.   

 
15 International climate finance is derived from the DAC annual climate finance statistics and is a calculation for 
climate finance reported under the DAC Rio Marker system.  See https://web-archive.oecd.org/temp/2024-06-
04/315401-climate-change.htm.   Only twenty-three (23) members of the OECD DAC are Annex One providers for 
the UNFCCC. 

 

 
Please Note 

 
All figures in this Briefing Note, except where indicated, are based on the DAC climate finance 
statistics as published each year.  They are reported in US dollars at exchange rates determined by 
the OECD DAC. 
 
This data has been adjusted according to a methodology implemented by AidWatch Canada that 
modifies the data to report grant equivalence for climate finance loans and to reduce significant 
purpose finance to 30% of the project commitment for all DAC providers. 
 
This DAC database allows for comparisons between DAC providers and an analysis of modalities 
and sector priorities. It only includes multilateral climate finance, where it has been imputed back 
to DAC providers based on their relative core contributions to these organizations.  It does not 
include, for example, Multilateral Development Banks’ own resources devoted to climate finance.  
It does not include mobilized private finance. 
 
DAC statistics are collected from providers on a calendar year and adjusted to US dollars.  They 
represent commitments in the year they are made, not annual disbursements.  For this reason, 
trends are not comparable to those calculated for Canada based on Global Affairs Historical 
Projects Dataset, which are disbursements for a fiscal year (April to March) in Canadian dollars. 
The latter is the statistical foundation for all other AidWatch Canada Climate Briefing Notes in this 
series. 
 

https://web-archive.oecd.org/temp/2024-06-04/315401-climate-change.htm
https://web-archive.oecd.org/temp/2024-06-04/315401-climate-change.htm
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Principal purpose bilateral climate finance has also increased from US$17.3 billion in 2022 to 
US$27.3 billion in 2023 (58% increase).  Japanese climate finance almost doubled from US$5.4 billion 
to US$9.4 billion, while United States climate finance increased from US$2.1 billion to US$4.3 billion.  
(Chart One) 

Chart One:  Total DAC Climate Finance, 2019 to 2023 

 
Source: DAC Climate Finance Dataset, adjusted by AidWatch Canada 

 
Chart Two:  Principal Purpose Adaptation and Mitigation Finance, 2019 to 2023 

 
Source: DAC Climate Finance Dataset, adjusted by AidWatch Canada 
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Both mitigation and adaptation finance increased significantly in 2023.  Total adaptation finance 
increased by more than 100%, but much of this increase (86%) is accounted for by imputed 
multilateral investments in climate finance.  Bilateral provider adaptation finance only increased by 
13% between 2022 and 2023.  The share of adaptation finance in total principal purpose finance in 
2023 was 32%, up slightly from 29% in 2022.  (Chart Two) (See Section 8 below for more on DAC 
provider adaptation finance.)  
 

2. The DAC reported in June 2024 that developed countries exceeded the US$100 billion annual goal, 
meant to be achieved in 2020, for the first time in 2022.  In its annual Climate Finance Report, 
the DAC highlighted that US$115.9 billion had been provided (official sources) and mobilized (private 
sector) in 2022.16   
 
This US$115.9 billion is an increase of 30% in climate finance compared to 2021.  However, the failure 
to reach the goal in 2020, has now resulted in a two-year accumulated shortfall of US$11 billion.  To 
truly achieve the goal for the period 2020 to 2025, developed countries will need to provide and 
mobilize a minimum total of US$311 billion in the last three years of the commitment.  At the time of 
writing this update (July 2025), the DAC has not yet published a report for 2023. 
 
The $100 billion goal is made up of three components – 1) bilateral provider finance (OECD DAC 
members such as Canada), 2) multilateral climate finance that can be attributed to DAC providers 
based on their core support for these organizations, and 3) private finance mobilized by developed 
country providers.  As noted above, it is likely that the new US$300 billion goal will have a similar 
breakdown, but with no specific targets for each component. 
 
While DAC providers had a relatively small increase in their bilateral climate finance in 2022, the 
US$100 billion goal was largely achieved by substantial increases in climate finance by multilateral 
organizations and by a 51% increase in mobilized private finance.17   
 

  

 
16 OECD DAC, “Climate Finance Provided and Mobilized by Developed Countries, 2013-2022,” May 2024, page 6, 
accessed at https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/climate-finance-provided-and-mobilised-by-developed-
countries-in-2013-2022_19150727-en.html  
17 The increase in multilateral finance referenced here is for core resources imputed to providers’ contribution 
share to these core resources.  These resources are separate from any bilateral climate finance that might be 
channeled through these organizations. 

https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/climate-finance-provided-and-mobilised-by-developed-countries-in-2013-2022_19150727-en.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/climate-finance-provided-and-mobilised-by-developed-countries-in-2013-2022_19150727-en.html


 9 

C.  Ranking Canada’s bilateral climate finance commitments among DAC providers18 

Canada’s Ranking Among DAC Peers 

 2020 2021 2022 2023 2021 to 2022 
Average 

1.  Total Bilateral Climate Finance 8 9 10 9 9 
2.  Total Principal Purpose Climate Finance 7 8 8 9 8 
3.  Total Adaptation Bilateral Climate Finance 11 9 12 6 9 
4.  Total Principal Purpose Adaptation 14 5 9 5 7 
5.  Total Mitigation Bilateral Climate Finance 11 11 8 10 9 
6.  Total Principal Purpose Mitigation 7 8 7 10 9 
7.  Gender Equality in PP Adaptation 1 1 1 2 1 

 
8.  Canada’s Real Bilateral ODA Commitments 8 5 5 6 5 

Notes:   

1) Total Adaptation and Mitigation Bilateral Climate Finance includes both principal purpose and 
significant purpose activities. 

2) Real Bilateral ODA is Bilateral ODA less in-donor refugee and student costs and debt cancellation.  
Canada’s performance in 2021 and 2022 were affected by large investments in COVID-19 Control and in 
2022 by bilateral assistance for Ukraine. 

Source:  DAC CRS Climate Finance Data, 2020 to 2022 
 
3. DAC providers reported to the DAC a major increase in their bilateral climate finance in 2023, rising 

by a 42%, from US$22.2 billion in 2022 to US$31.6 billion in 2023.      This increase is on top of a 
31% increase in 2022 over 2021 total bilateral climate finance.  As noted above Japan’s bilateral 
climate finance increased by 90% and Japan was the top climate finance provider in both 2022 and 
2023.  The United States doubled its climate finance in 2023.  Canada’s reported climate finance 
increased by 66%.  (Annex Two, Table One) 
 
Overall, bilateral climate finance doubled (102%) between 2020 and 2023.  Thirteen (13) providers 
among the top 20 in 2023 have increased their climate finance commitments by more than 40% since 
2020, including Canada (at 84%). (Annex Two, Table One) 
 

4. Canada’s ranking in DAC providers’ total bilateral climate finance has remained relatively constant 
in recent years (including both principal purpose and significant purpose).  In 2023, Canada 
ranked 9th among 32 DAC providers of climate finance, an improvement from 10th in 2022. This is 
down from 8th position in 2020, despite having doubled its principal purpose climate finance in the 
Cdn$5.3 billion pledge.  (Annex Two, Table One) Focusing only on principal purpose finance, Canada’s 

 
18 Bilateral climate finance is all recorded DAC climate finance activities by provider, excluding imputed multilateral 
climate finance and EU Institutions in the DAC’s published statistics.  It includes both principal purpose and 
significant purpose climate finance.  The latter is included at 30% of the commitment amount.  Loans are included 
at their grant equivalency value. 
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performance is slightly better at 8th position, averaged over the 2021 to 2023 period.  (See Table One 
above)  

 
5. Climate finance is highly concentrated, with the top five providers accounting for 74% in 2022, and 

Canada ranking at 9th spot.  Japan, Germany, United States, France, and Korea were the top 
five providers in 2023, taking account their total climate finance (including significant purpose climate 
finance).  At 77% in 2023, the top five share is growing, up slightly from 72% for the period 2016 to 
2019.   
 
The climate priorities for these five high performing providers clearly set the trends in bilateral climate 
finance for recipient countries.  It is notable that four of the top five (Japan, Germany, France and 
Korea) rely heavily on loans in their climate finance (see Section 11 below). The top ten DAC providers 
account for more than 93% of DAC climate finance.  (See Chart Three and Annex Two, Table One) 

 
While just making the top 10 provider list at 9th spot, Canada accounted for only 2.3% of total DAC 
climate finance in 2023.   
 
In addition to DAC providers, EU Institutions as a multilateral provider, accounted for 7.5% of climate 
finance in 2023, with commitments of US$2.6 billion, down from US$3.6 billion in 2022. 

 
Chart Three: Top Ten Bilateral Providers: Concentration of Bilateral Climate Finance, 2023 

 
Source: DAC Climate Finance Dataset, adjusted by AidWatch Canada, Excludes Imputed Multilateral 
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6. Canada is improving slightly, but is still among the least generous of DAC providers of climate 

finance.   As an indicator of provider climate finance generosity based on their relative wealth, in 
2023, DAC providers contributed a mere 4.2 US cents for principal purpose climate finance for every 
US$100 of their wealth (Gross National Income). (Annex Three, Table One) 
 
In 2023, Canada committed 3.0 US cents out of every US$100 in its GNI wealth to climate finance, 
ranking 13th in generosity in principal purpose climate finance.   Canada’s position has declined from 
its 10th spot in 2020.   
 
This level of Canadian generosity is underwhelming when compared to Norway, Japan, France, New 
Zealand, Germany, and the Netherlands.  Norway contributed 26.8 US cents out of every US$100 in 
its GNI and the Netherlands contributed 6.2 US cents, more than double the generosity of Canada’s 
climate finance.  This is a measurement similar to the 0.7% standard for ODA’s share in GNI. (See Chart 
Four) 

 
Chart Four: Relative DAC Providers Generosity in Climate Finance,  

2023 Commitments, US cents per US$100 of GNI 

 
Source:  DAC Climate Finance Data and DAC1 for GNI data 
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7. With few exceptions, climate finance is not additional to DAC providers’ ODA, with principal 
purpose finance growing to 17.1% of their Real Bilateral ODA in 2023 (from an average of 9.5% in 
the 2020 to 2022 period).19 Developing countries and CSOs point to the UNFCCC commitment by 
providers that climate finance be additional finance, reiterated at COP15 in 2009 in Copenhagen.  
There is however no agreed measure of climate finance additionality in relation to ODA.   
 
In 2023, fourteen (14) providers allocated more than 10% of their Real Bilateral ODA to climate 
finance, and nine allocated more than 15% (Annex Three, Table One): 

Austria – 54% 
Japan – 36% 
New Zealand – 34% 
France – 31% 
Norway - 29%,  
Korea – 24%  
Finland – 21% 

United Kingdom – 20% 
Netherlands – 16% 
Germany – 14% 
Sweden – 14% 
Canada – 13% 
Ireland – 12%  
Denmark – 11% 

 
While climate finance is crucial, this displacement will continue to reduce ODA for other purposes as 
providers ramp up climate finance to meet their commitment to US$100 billion and to the new 
US$300 billion target for the post-2025 period.  As key providers of climate finance such as Germany, 
France, the United Kingdom or Sweden implement large reductions in their ODA in 2024 and beyond, 
climate finance will make up an increasing share of a declining ODA pie. 
 
Canada allocated 13% of its Real Bilateral ODA to climate finance in 2023, up from 8% in the 2020 
to 2022 period, according to DAC annual statistics.  This share is expected to increase as the 
Government implements increased expenditures to meet its Cdn$5.3 billion pledge up to 2025 (and 
potentially doubles or triples this pledge in the post-2025/26 period).   
 
In fact, in 2022, very large increases in Canadian bilateral aid for Ukraine and for COVID-19 Control 
mask the impact of climate finance on Canadian bilateral aid available for other purposes.  When 
these disbursements were discounted, the share of principal purpose climate finance in Real 
Canadian Bilateral ODA disbursements in 2022/23 was 23%, appreciably reducing ODA available for 
other purposes.20 
 
A recent study demonstrated that only Denmark, Luxembourg, Norway and Sweden have real 
additionality for climate finance.  For most providers, including Canada, additionality has been very 
limited, whatever the methodology for additionality that might be deployed.21  The Government of 

 
19 Real Bilateral ODA commitments are actual Bilateral ODA commitments less in-donor refugee expenditures, 
imputed student costs in provider countries and debt cancellation. 
20 Calculation is based on disbursements for Canada’s fiscal year for 2022/23 from GAC’s Historical Projects 
Dataset.  Real Bilateral ODA disbursements, less allocations for Ukraine and COVID-19 were Cdn$4,692.9 million 
and principal purpose climate finance disbursements were Cdn$1,084.4 in that year.  
21 See Hattle, A. and J. Nordbo, That’s not New Money, Assessing how much climate public finance has been “new 
and additional” to support for development, CARE Denmark, 2022, accessed at https://careclimatechange.org/wp-

https://careclimatechange.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/Thats-Not-New-Money_FULL_16.6.22.pdf
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Canada suggests that any climate finance beyond that provided in 2009 should be considered 
additional, with no references to levels of ODA at that time or in future years. 
 
As providers meet the US$100 billion climate finance target through to 2025 and then the US$300 
billion target beyond 2025, challenges for developing countries in accessing dramatically shrinking 
ODA for other development and humanitarian purposes and crises will only deepen.  Taking into 
account the dismantling of USAID, and already announced cuts by other DAC providers, the DAC 
reported that ODA in 2024 was 9% less than 2023, and it expected that ODA in 2025 would shrink by 
a further 9% to17%.22 

 
8. Modest DAC provider priority for adaptation: Bilateral principal purpose climate finance for 

adaptation increased sharply in 2023, but still remains well below support for mitigation.            As 
noted above, principal purpose adaptation finance grew by more than 100%, but much of this increase 
is accounted for by multilateral climate finance imputed to DAC providers.  Bilateral adaptation 
finance in 2023 grew only by 13%.  (Section 1 and Chart Two)   DAC provider adaptation finance 
(principal purpose) made up only 21% of total DAC provider climate finance in 2023.   This share for 
adaptation is down from 27% in 2022 and 33% in 2021. 

 
At COP26 in 2021, providers had agreed to double adaptation finance by 2025 from 2019 levels, 
bringing the total to at least US$40 billion (including significant purpose, multilateral and mobilized 
private finance).  Clearly DAC providers’ dedicated climate finance in 2023 and imputed multilateral 
finance at US$18.2 billion was still less than half of this adaptation goal.  With very little mobilized 
private finance for adaptation, these totals fall far short of urgently needed adaptation measures for 
poor countries and vulnerable peoples. 
 
In 2022, Canada was not contributing to advancing this goal.23  While Canada committed US$4554 
million to adaptation finance in 2023, this country’s fair share of the US$40 billion target is 
approximately $1.5 billion per year.24  For principal purpose climate finance alone, Canada committed 
US$480 million in 2023, up by 23% from US$390 million in 2022.  These increases reflect the more 
than doubling of adaptation finance by Canada for the 2021/22 to 2025/26 period (40% of its Cdn$5.3 

 
content/uploads/2022/06/Thats-Not-New-Money_FULL_16.6.22.pdf.  See also Andrew Hattle, “Seeing Double: 
Decoding the ‘Additionality’ of Climate Finance,” a report prepared for CARE Denmark, September 2023, accessed 
at https://careclimatechange.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/Seeing-Double-2023_15.09.23_larger.pdf.  
22 See “Cuts in official development assistance: OECD projections for 2025 and the near term,” OECD Policy Brief, 
June 26, 2025, accessed at  https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2025/06/cuts-in-
official-development-assistance_e161f0c5/8c530629-en.pdf.   
23 It should be noted that Canada is meeting the overall goal of doubling it adaptation finance by 2025 over 2019 
levels as it doubled it climate finance in 2020 and increased the share of this climate finance to a minimum of 40%. 
24 Note that Canada reports to the DAC on a calendar basis and in US dollars.  These figures cannot be directly 
compared to fiscal year trends derived from GAC’s Historical Projects Dataset, which is the source for these 
Briefing Notes except for this Note on international comparisons.  These trends are relevant in relation to other 
DAC providers who are reporting commitments in the same time period. 

https://careclimatechange.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/Thats-Not-New-Money_FULL_16.6.22.pdf
https://careclimatechange.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/Seeing-Double-2023_15.09.23_larger.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2025/06/cuts-in-official-development-assistance_e161f0c5/8c530629-en.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2025/06/cuts-in-official-development-assistance_e161f0c5/8c530629-en.pdf
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billion five-year commitment) from the first climate pledge of Cdn2.65 billion. (See Briefing Note 
One.) 

 
9. The allocation of bilateral adaptation (principal purpose) finance is concentrated among ten 

providers.   These Ten providers (out of 25 reviewed) accounted for 87% of all bilateral 
adaptation finance in 2021 to 2023 period (averaged), with the top 5 accounting for 67%.  Support 
for adaptation is highly concentrated.  Germany (20%), Japan (17% and France (14%) accounted for 
more than half of all adaptation finance.  In addition to DAC providers, EU Institutions as a multilateral 
provider made US$1,362 million in principal purpose adaptation commitments or 16% of this finance, 
averaged over 2021 to 2023.  (See Annex Four, Table One and Chart Four below.) 
 
Canada ranked 7th out of 29 providers for principal purpose adaptation finance averaged over the 
period 2021 to 2023, an increase from 9th position for the 2016 to 2019 four-year average.  (When 
significant purpose climate finance is included, Canada’s ranking decreases to 9th position.  (See Table 
One above.)  (Annex Four, Table One, Chart Four below) 
 
DAC providers allocated 32% of their principal purpose finance to adaptation for the period 2021 to 
2023.  Out of 28 DAC providers reviewed, only eleven (11) allocated at least 50% to principal purpose 
adaptation finance in this period, consistent with the UNFCCC commitment to a balance between 
mitigation and adaptation.25  They include none of the top five climate finance providers for 
adaptation, and only four of the top ten.   
 
At 63%, Canada was among those allocating more than 50% to adaptation.  Given its policy 
commitment to allocate 40% of the five-year pledge to adaptation, this share will drop as the full 
allocation of the Cdn$5.3 billion is taken into account up to 2025. 
 

10. Bilateral mitigation climate finance (principal purpose finance) is similarly concentrated among a 
few DAC providers, with many providers focusing primarily on mitigation.       Japan and Germany 
are very major providers for mitigation finance, accounting for 37% and 19% respectively of this 
bilateral finance.  The top five providers account for 81%26 and the top 10 for 93%.  In addition, EU 
Institutions as a multilateral provider provided US$2,286 million in support for principal purpose 
mitigation or 13% of this finance on average over the 2021 to 2023 period. (See Annex Five, Table 
One) 
 
Canada ranks 11th among the 28 DAC providers of mitigation finance for the period 2021 to 2023, 
down from 9th for its average commitments in the four-year 2016 to 2019 period.   
 

 
25 These included Ireland, Slovenia, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Australia, Canada, Portugal, Sweden, Belgium, 
Switzerland and Luxembourg. 
26 The top five are Japan, Germany, France, the United States and Norway. 
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Mitigation is a primary focus for many providers.  Eleven (11) DAC providers out of 28 allocated more 
than 60% of their climate finance to mitigation on average 2021 to 2023, with Canada at 37%. (See 
Chart Five) 

 
Chart Five: Share of Adaptation in Principal Purpose Bilateral Climate Finance, 2020 to 2023 Average 

 
Source:  DAC Climate Finance Dataset, adjusted by AidWatch Canada 

 
11. The high reliance on loans in DAC climate finance for some of the high climate finance performers, 

including Canada, reduces the overall value and quality of this climate finance for partner countries.  
More than half (55%) of principal purpose climate finance has been delivered as loans in the period 
2021 to 2023.  Loans play a major role in climate finance for only five providers – Japan (89%), France 
(76%), Korea (83%), Germany (59%), and Canada (60%).  The high proportion of loans in climate 
finance is driven in part by the fact that France, Japan and Germany are also among the top five 
providers for principal purpose climate finance. (See Chart Six and Annex Six, Table One) 
 
A significant portion (62%) of principal purpose mitigation finance and close to a third (32%) of 
adaptation finance were provided through debt instruments.  More than four-fifths (87%) of total 
loans provided were directed to mitigation. 
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Three providers –Japan (76%), Korea (78%) and France (67%) – included loans as a key modality in 
principal purpose adaptation finance. 
 
Canada ranks 4rd among DAC providers in the use of loans in its climate finance, with close to two 
thirds (60%) of its principal purpose climate finance delivered as loan finance in the 2021 to 2023 
period.  This performance includes 20% of its adaptation finance and 86% of its mitigation finance. 

 
Chart Six: Grants and Loans in Climate Finance in Principal Purpose Climate Finance, 

2021 to 2023 Average 

 
Source:  DAC Climate Finance Dataset, adjusted by AidWatch Canada 

 
Loans substantially reduce the value of climate finance and accentuate the debt burden for highly 
indebted poor countries vulnerable to climate impacts. (See Briefing Note Fifteen for more 
details.)  For the top five providers deploying loans in their climate finance, the nominal value of 
this finance in 2023 was US$45.6 billion, while the grant equivalency value for partner countries 
was US$20.6 billion, 55% less.27  These providers allocated a total of US$12.3 billion for 
adaptation, but with a grant equivalency of only $US4.7 billion, deeply undermining both the 
value and quality of this finance. 
 

 
27 Grant equivalency measures the concessional, grant-like, portion of the loan if its terms are below market rates.  
This Briefing Note uses the DAC annual average grant equivalency for provider loans to make these calculations for 
climate finance. 
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12. Multilateral organizations are major channels for climate finance for Canada in contrast to most 
other DAC providers  While multilateral channels are an important option for 
delivering climate finance by all DAC providers (particularly for adaptation finance), for Canada 
these channels accounted for 58% of climate finance in the 2021 to 2023 period (average).  DAC 
providers allocated just 20% of their climate finance through multilateral organizations and initiatives. 
(Chart Seven and Annex Seven, Tables One and Two) 

Canada relies heavily on Multilateral Development Banks (MDBs) to deliver climate finance (as it did 
in the 2015 to 2019 period).  Of finance channeled through multilateral organizations in the 2021 to 
2023 period, DAC providers allocated 28% through MDBs, while this share for Canada was 49%.   

In the 2021 to 2023 period, civil society organizations (CSOs) were a major channel for Canada (36%) 
for delivering climate finance, compared to 12% for all DAC providers.  Most climate finance delivered 
through CSOs has focused on adaptation activities. Canadian CSOs delivered 47% of its adaptation 
finance, more than double the role of CSOs in DAC providers adaptation at 21%. 

At 47%, Canada ranks 3rd among providers that give strong priority to CSOs in delivering adaptation 
finance (Spain – 66%; Ireland – 54%; and Norway – 41%).  (Annex Seven, Table Three) 

Notably, all DAC providers channeled on average 54% of their climate finance through governments, 
but for Canada this share was a mere 2%.  Canada has not put any emphasis on directly strengthening 
developing country governments’ capacities to deliver finance for national adaptation priorities.  
Multilateral channels, however, may do so with bilateral finance channeled through these institutions. 
 

Chart Seven:  Channels of Delivery:  Comparing Canada and All DAC Providers, 2021 to 2023 

 
Source:  DAC Climate Finance Dataset, adjusted by AidWatch Canada 
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As a direct channel for delivering climate finance, the private sector’s share is modest for DAC 
providers (14%) and only 5% of total climate finance for Canada.  However, for Canada (and likely for 
other providers), supporting private sector initiatives in climate finance is often indirect, through 
blended finance mechanisms in the Multilateral Development Banks and in provider Development 
Finance Institutions, such as FinDev Canada. 

 
13. Canada has demonstrated a strong commitment in its focus on gender equality in adaptation 

finance between 2020 and 2022 and is a leader among DAC members.     Attention to women’s 
empowerment in the implementation of adaptation and mitigation action at the community level is 
critical to its effectiveness and sustainability.  Canada has performed very well, reflecting the impact 
of its Feminist International Assistance Policy on climate finance.   

In 2023, all but 3% of Canada’s principal purpose adaptation projects had at least one gender equality 
objective (89%), but only 8% of this finance was exclusively focused on gender equality in 
implementation of adaptation programs, up from 3% in 2022, but down from 16% in 2020.  The 2020 
performance, however, was entirely due to one project implemented through the Africa Development 
Bank.  (Annex Eight, Table Two) 

For DAC providers as a whole, there has been no improvement in allocations for gender equality 
and women’s empowerment between 2020 and 2023.  In 2023, 28% of principal purpose adaptation 
projects still had no gender equality objectives.  A mere 4% have a central and principal focus on 
gender equality, down from 5% in 2021.  DAC providers taken together indicated that 68% of their 
principal purpose adaptation finance had at least one gender equality objective among other 
objectives.  There is no assessment of the degree to which this objective is substantially implemented 
and effectively monitored.  (Annex Eight), Table One) 

For adaptation finance, Canada at 97% ranked second in 2023 among its DAC peers in the share of 
gender equality implemented in its principal purpose adaptation finance, ranked by the total 
amount coded to either significant purpose and principal purpose gender equality.  The Netherlands 
at 98% ranked first, with Finland (94%), Belgium (93%), and Germany (83%) closely following Canada. 
All but eight providers marked gender equality at less than 75% of their adaptation finance. 

14. A focus on the most vulnerable populations in Least Developed Countries and Sub-Saharan Africa is 
critical to effective adaptation.  Canada has a mixed record in its country focus.     In relation to 
24 DAC members, Canada (at 55%) has a strong allocation of adaptation finance to Sub-Saharan Africa 
(2021 to 2023 average performance).  Canada ranks 5th in allocations to Sub-Saharan Africa.  The 
average for 24 DAC members is 30%.   

While ranking 10th, Canada has improved it share of adaptation finance directed to Least Developed 
Countries (LDCs) at 34% in the 2021 to 2023 period, up from 19% for the period, 2020 to 2022.  
Canada’s share is now higher than the 28% DAC provider average.  Canada still has a relatively high 
share that cannot be allocated by income group (40%) as a result of channeling it through multilateral 
organizations.  Only the Netherlands (71%), New Zealand (62%), Austria (60%), Germany (48%), Italy 
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(46%), Sweden (45%) and Norway (44%) have a higher share of unallocated finance to country income 
groups. (Chart Eight and Chart Nine, Annex Ten, Table One) 

Chart Eight:  Sub- Saharan Africa as a share of Total Adaptation Finance, 2021 to 2023 

 
 

Chart Nine: Least Developed Countries as a share of Total Adaptation Finance, 2021 to 2023 
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Annex One 
Total DAC Climate Finance, Commitments, 2019 to 2023 

 
Author’s Note:  All bilateral significant purpose climate finance is calculated by the author at 30% of project 
commitment; loans are calculated at grant equivalency (according to the DAC Table 20 Financial Terms of ODA 
Commitments, 2022-2023 Average).  The tables below capture only concessional climate finance and make up only 
part of climate finance reported by providers to the UNFCCC, which includes non-concessional official climate 
finance and mobilized private sector finance.  Imputed multilateral finance in the DAC tables are adjusted according 
to the share reported by the organization for adaptation and mitigation, and are included in Table Three below.   

See the latest DAC report on this total at https://www.oecd.org/dac/climate-related-official-development-
assistance.pdf  
 
Source:   All Tables are calculated, based on the above rules, from the DAC Climate Finance Dataset at https://web-
archive.oecd.org/temp/2024-06-04/315401-climate-change.htm  
 
Table One:  Total DAC Provider Bilateral Climate Finance Commitments (Grant Equivalency) 

Billions of US Dollars 
 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 

Principal Purpose Adaptation $1.5 $3.2 $3.8 $3.7 $4.6 
Significant Purpose Adaptation $2.2 $3.3 $3.5 $4.3 $4.4 
Total Adaptation $3.7 $6.5 $7.3 $8.0 $9.0 

   
Principal Purpose Mitigation $5.2 $7.4 $7.8 $11.9 $20.7 
Significant Purpose Mitigation $2.3 $1.8 $1.7 $2.3 $1.9 
Total Mitigation $7.5 $9.2 $9.5 $14.2 $22.6 

   
Total Principal Purpose $6.7 $10.6 $11.6 $15.6 $25.3 
Total Significant Purpose $4.5 $  5.1 $  5.3 $6.6 $6.3 
Total Bilateral Climate Finance $11.2 $15.7 $16.9 $22.2 $31.6 
 

Table Two:  EU DAC Climate Finance Commitments (Excl EIB) 
Billions of US Dollars 

 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 
Principal Purpose Adaptation $0.6 $0.8 $0.4 $0.9 $1.3 
Significant Purpose Adaptation $0.8 $0.5 $0.5 $0.9 $0.5 
Total Adaptation $1.4 $1.3 $0.9 $1.8 $1.8 

   
Principal Purpose Mitigation $0.5 $0.9 $0.7 $0.8 $0.8 
Significant Purpose Mitigation $0.4 $0.4 $0.9 $0.9 $0.6 
Total Mitigation $0.9 $1.3 $1.6 $1.7 $1.4 

   
Total Principal Purpose $1.1 $1.7 $1.1 $1.7 $2.1 
Total Significant Purpose $1.2 $0.9 $1.4 $1.8 $1.1 
Total EU Climate Finance $2.3 $2.6 $2.5 $3.5 $3.2 

 

  

https://www.oecd.org/dac/climate-related-official-development-assistance.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/dac/climate-related-official-development-assistance.pdf
https://web-archive.oecd.org/temp/2024-06-04/315401-climate-change.htm
https://web-archive.oecd.org/temp/2024-06-04/315401-climate-change.htm
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Table Three:  Imputed Multilateral Climate Finance Commitments 
 
Billions of US Dollars 

 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 
Adaptation $3.2 $2.3 $2.0 $1.4 $7.4 
Mitigation $3.8 $4.8 $2.2 $1.7 $5.9 
Total Imputed Multilateral $7.0 $7.1 $4.2 $3.1 $13.3 

 

Table Four:  Total DAC Bilateral / EU Principal Purpose Climate Finance Commitments (Grant Equivalency) 
(Table One (Principal Purpose), Table Two (Principal Purpose), and Table Three) 
 
Billions of US Dollars 

 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 
Adaptation $5.3 $6.3 $6.2 $6.0 $13.0 
Mitigation $9.5 $12.7 $10.7 $14.4 $27.4 
Total Principal Purpose $14.8 $19.0 $16.9 $20.4 $40.1 

 

Table Five:  Total DAC Climate Finance Commitments (Grant Equivalency) 
(Table One (Totals), Table Two (Totals) and Table Three (Totals)) 
 
Billions of US Dollars 

 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 
Adaptation $8.3 $10.1 $10.2 $11.2 $18.2 
Mitigation $12.2 $15.3 $13.3 $17.6 $29.9 
Total $20.5 $25.4 $23.6 $28.8 $48.1 
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Annex Two 
Top Twenty DAC Bilateral Climate Finance Providers, 2023 

Table One: Top Bilateral Climate Finance Providers, 2023 

2023 
Rank DAC Provider 2023 Climate 

Amount 
Share of 

Total 
Fair Share, 
GNI-Based 

Increase / Decrease 
since 2020 

1 Japan  $       10,636.8 33.7% 7.4% 364% 

2 Germany  $         4,416.5 14.0% 7.8% -2% 

3 United States  $         4,293.2 13.6% 45.2% 240% 

4 France  $         3,277.2  10.4% 5.2% 12% 

5 Korea  $         1,529.6 4.8% 3.1% 988% 

6 Norway  $         1,502.8 4.8% 0.8% 168% 

7 United Kingdom  $         1,318.6  4.2% 5.5% 57% 

8 Netherlands  $         1,260.6  4.0% 1.9% 33% 

9 Canada  $            724.4  2.3% 3.5% 84% 

10 Australia  $            418.6 1.3% 2.8% 116% 

11 Sweden  $            418.4 1.3% 1.0% 122% 

12 Austria  $            309.2  1.0% 0.9% 101% 

13 Denmark  $            296.3 0.9% 0.7% 29% 

14 Switzerland  $            276.8 0.9% 1.5% 6% 

15 New Zealand  $            224.8  0.7% 0.4% 116% 

16 Belgium  $            164.1 0.5% 1.1% 18% 

17 Italy  $            154.9  0.5% 3.8% -44% 

18 Finland  $            144.5  0.5% 0.5% 74% 

19 Ireland  $            101.1  0.3% 0.7% 86% 

20 Spain  $              71.2 0.2% 2.7% 142% 

 8 Other DAC Providers $               52.2 0.2%   

 Total $       31,591.8   102% 

 

 Top 5 Providers $       24,153.4 76.5% 68.7% 117% 

 EU Institutions $         2,563.4 7.5%  0.1% 

Notes 
1.  Bilateral only climate finance commitments on an annual basis derived from DAC annual climate finance 

database at https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-
topics/climate-change.htm. Bilateral climate finance excludes attributed multilateral climate finance and 
EU Institutions in DAC climate statistics. 

2. These totals for climate finance include both principal purpose and significant purpose climate finance.  
Significant purpose climate finance adjusted to 30% of commitment for all providers.  

3. Loans adjusted to grant equivalency based on DAC average annual grant equivalency for relevant 
providers. 

4. Fair share is based on relative wealth calculated by the provider’s Gross National Income (GNI) as a share 
of DAC total Gross National Income for 2021. 

https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-topics/climate-change.htm
https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-topics/climate-change.htm
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Annex Three 
DAC Bilateral Climate Finance Generosity and its Share of Real Bilateral ODA, 2023 

(Bilateral Principal Purpose Climate Finance Only) 

Table One: Provider Generosity in Climate Finance and Share in Bilateral ODA, 2023 

Rank by 
Generosity Provider 

Principal Purpose 
Climate Finance 

(Billions US $) 

Generosity 
PP Climate Finance, 
Cents per $100 GNI 

Share of Real 
Bilateral ODA 

1 Norway $         1.36 26.8 ¢ 29.0% 
2 Japan $         9.97 22.4 ¢ 35.7% 
3 France $         3.00 9.6 ¢ 30.5% 
4 New Zealand $         0.21 8.4 ¢ 33.9% 
5 Germany $         3.05 6.6 ¢ 14.1% 
6 Netherlands $         0.69 6.2 ¢ 15.9% 
7 Korea $         1.13 6.1 ¢ 23.9% 
8 Austria $         0.27 5.2 ¢ 53.6% 
9 Sweden $         0.31 5.1 ¢ 14.1% 

10 Denmark $         0.19 4.4 ¢ 11.4% 
11 Finland $         0.13 4.3 ¢ 21.0% 
12 United Kingdom $         1.12 3.4 ¢ 20.2% 
13 Canada $         0.63 3.0 ¢ 12.7% 
14 Ireland $         0.08 1.9 ¢ 11.9% 
15 Switzerland $         0.14 1.6 ¢ 5.3% 
16 Belgium $         0.10 1.5 ¢ 9.2% 
17 Luxembourg $         0.01 1.2 ¢ 1.7% 
18 Iceland $         0.003 1.1 ¢ 4.8% 
19 United States $         2.68 1.0 ¢ 5.5% 
20 Australia $         0.11 0.6 ¢ 4.2% 
21 Slovenia $         0.004 0.5 ¢ 9.9% 
22 Italy $         0.07 0.7 ¢ 8.6% 
23 Spain $         0.04 0.3 ¢ 3.3% 
24 Portugal $         0.004 0.1 ¢ 2.0% 
25 Czechia $         0.004 0.1 ¢ 6.1% 

 
 All DAC Providers $25.3 4.2 ¢ 17.1% 

 
Notes 

1.  Bilateral only climate finance commitments on an annual basis derived from DAC annual climate 
finance database at https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-
finance-topics/climate-change.htm.  Does not include imputed multilateral contributions or EU 
Institutions. 

2. Loans adjusted to grant equivalency based on DAC average annual grant equivalency for relevant 
providers. 

3. Net Real Bilateral ODA Commitments is total Bilateral ODA Commitments, less refugees & 
students in provider countries, & debt cancellation.   

 

https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-topics/climate-change.htm
https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-topics/climate-change.htm
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Annex Four 
DAC Bilateral Climate Adaptation Finance Commitments (Principal Purpose) 

Top Ten DAC Providers, 2021 to 2023 Average 
 

Table One: Top Providers in Principal Purpose Adaptation Climate Finance, 2021 to 2023 Average 

Rank Providers 
Total Commitments, 
Three Year Average 

(Thousands US$) 

Share of PP Total 
Adaptation 

Adaptation Share 
in Provider 

Climate Finance 

1 Germany $           1,438.4 19.7% 36.8% 
2 Japan $           1,261.5 17.3% 18.8% 
3 France $           1,041.9 14.3% 34.5% 
4 United States $              634.8 8.7% 29.1% 
5 Netherlands $              527.2 7.2% 73.1% 
6 Korea $              382.3 5.2% 43.9% 
7 Canada $              319.9 4.4% 62.6% 
8 Sweden $              295.2 4.1% 59.1% 
9 Norway $              213.9 2.9% 16.2% 

10 Australia $              203.4 2.8% 65.6% 
      

 18 Other DAC Providers $              967.0 13.3% 35.2% 

 Total 28 DAC Providers $           7,285.7  32.0% 

 
 Top 5 Providers $           4,903.9 67% 29.7% 

 Top 10 Providers $           6,318.7 86.7% 31.5% 

 EU Institutions $           1,361.5 15.7% 37.3% 
 
Notes 

1.  Bilateral only climate finance commitments on an annual basis derived from DAC annual climate finance 
database at https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-
topics/climate-change.htm.  The totals do not include imputed multilateral contributions. 

2. Loans adjusted to grant equivalency based on DAC average annual grant equivalency for relevant 
providers. 
.  

https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-topics/climate-change.htm
https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-topics/climate-change.htm
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Annex Five 
DAC Bilateral Climate Mitigation Finance Commitments (Principal Purpose) 

Top Ten DAC Providers, 2021 to 2023 Average 
 

Table One: Top Providers in Principal Purpose Mitigation Climate Finance, 2021 to 2023 Average 
 

Rank Providers 
Total Commitments, 
Three Year Average 
(Thousands of US$) 

Share of PP 
Total Mitigation 

Mitigation Share in 
Provider Climate 

Finance 

1 Japan $            5,442.1 35.1% 36.8% 
2 Germany $            2,473.9 16.0% 18.8% 
f3 France $            1,976.9 12.7% 34.5% 
4 United States $            1,542.9 9.9% 29.1% 
5 Norway $            1,104.5 7.1% 73.1% 
6 United Kingdom $               801.7 5.2% 43.9% 
7 Korea $               488.9 3.2% 62.6% 
8 Denmark $               215.8 1.4% 59.1% 
9 Sweden $               204.0 1.3% 16.2% 

10 Netherlands $               194.2 1.3% 65.6% 

     
 18 Other DAC Providers $            1,063.9 6.9% 46.9% 

 Total 28 Providers $          15,508.9  68.0% 

     
 Top 5 Providers $          12,540.4 81% 73% 

 Top 10 Providers $          14,445.0 93% 70% 

 EU Institutions $            2,286.2 12.8% 62.7% 
 
Notes 

1.  Bilateral only climate finance commitments on an annual basis derived from DAC annual climate 
finance database at https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-
finance-topics/climate-change.htm.  The totals do not include imputed multilateral contributions. 

2. Loans adjusted to grant equivalency based on DAC average annual grant equivalency for relevant 
providers. 

3. Canada ranked #11, accounting for 1.2% of total mitigation climate finance over these three years.  
Mitigation made up on average 37% of Canada’s climate finance as recorded at the DAC. 

  

https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-topics/climate-change.htm
https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-topics/climate-change.htm
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Annex Six 
Loans in DAC Bilateral Climate Finance, 2021 to 2023 

         (Cumulative Gross Commitments, Principal Purpose Climate Finance) 
 
Table One: Principal Purpose (PP) Climate Finance Loans,  
Gross Commitments, 2021 to 2023 Average 
 
Thousands of US$ 

Provider Adaptation 
Loans 

Share of 
Provider 

Adaptation 

Mitigation 
Loans 

Share of 
Provider 

Mitigation 

Total Loans 
(Share of Provider Climate 

Finance) 
1.  Japan  $       546.3  76%  $    6,497.8  91%  $    7,044.1        (89%) 
2.  Korea  $       233.3  78%  $       482.9  85%  $       716.2        (83%) 
3.  France  $       730.3  67%  $    2,595.7  78%  $    3,325.9        (76%)  
4.  Canada  $         57.7  20%  $       368.0  86%  $       425.7        (60%) 
5.  Germany  $       354.0  33%  $    2,638.8  66%  $    2,992.8        (59%) 
 

Total Loans $    1,921.6   $  12,583.3   $  14,504.9 
Share of Total 

Loans 13%  87%   

Loans in Total 
PP Climate 

Finance 
32% 

 
62% 

 
55% 

Notes 
1.  Bilateral only climate finance commitments on an annual basis derived from DAC annual climate finance 

database at https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-
topics/climate-change.htm.  Thousands of current US dollars. 

2. These totals for climate finance include only principal purpose climate finance.  
3. Loans and total climate finance are calculated at their gross total value. 

  

https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-topics/climate-change.htm
https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-topics/climate-change.htm
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Annex Seven 
Channels for Delivery of DAC Provider Climate Finance, 2021 to 2023 Average 

 
Table One:  Channels of Delivery, Bilateral Climate Finance, All DAC Providers, 2021 to 2023 Average 

Channel Adaptation Mitigation Total Climate Finance 
Civil Society Organizations 21.0% 6.0% 11.6% 

Of which Local CSOs 9.0% 11.0% 9.6% 
Governments 43.2% 59.7% 53.6% 
Private Sector 6.8% 18.9% 14.4% 
Multilateral Organizations & Initiatives 29.0% 15.3% 20.4% 

Of which MDBs 20.9% 35.2% 27.6% 
 

Table Two:  Channels of Delivery, Canada’s Bilateral Climate Finance, 20201to 2023 Average 

Channel Adaptation Mitigation Total Climate Finance 
Civil Society Organizations 46.5% 15.6% 35.8% 

Of which Local CSOs 11.6% 13.8% 12.0% 
Governments 1.7% 2.2% 1.9% 
Private Sector 6.1% 2.1% 4.7% 
Multilateral Organizations & Initiatives 45.6% 80.1% 57.5% 

Of which MDBs 9.6% 90.7% 48.6% 
 

Table Three:  Ranking Providers by Share of CSOs as Channel for Adaptation Finance, 2021 to 2023 Average 

Rank Provider Share of CSOs in 
Adaptation Finance 

1 Spain 65.5% 
2 Ireland 53.8% 
3 Canada 46.5% 
4 Norway 41.3% 
5 Belgium 36.0% 
6 Switzerland 32.3% 
7 Netherlands 32.1% 
8 United States 31.6% 
9 Luxembourg 30.1% 

10 Denmark 30.1% 
 14 Other DAC Providers 9.3% 
 EU Institutions 10.2% 
 Total 24 DAC Providers 17.8% 

 
1. Bilateral only climate finance commitments on an annual basis derived from DAC annual climate finance 

database at https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-
topics/climate-change.htm.  The totals do not include imputed multilateral contributions and channels not 
allocated. 

2. Bilateral climate finance includes both principal purpose and significant purpose (@30%) climate finance 
3. Loans adjusted to grant equivalency based on DAC average annual grant equivalency for relevant providers.  

https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-topics/climate-change.htm
https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-topics/climate-change.htm
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Annex Eight 
Support for Gender Equality and Women’s Empowerment 

in Principal Purpose Adaptation Finance, 2021 to 2023 
 
Table One:  Share of Gender Equality in Principal Purpose Adaptation Finance, All DAC Providers, 
Bilateral Commitments 
 

Gender Marker 2020 2021 2022 2023 
Not Marked 33% 34% 30% 28% 
Principal Purpose 6% 7% 5% 4% 
Significant Purpose 61% 58% 65% 68% 

 

Table Two:  Share of Gender Equality in Principal Purpose Adaptation Finance, Canada 
Bilateral Commitments 
 

Gender Marker 2020 2021 2022 2023 
Not Marked 4% 6% 4% 3% 
Principal Purpose 16% 8% 3% 8% 
Significant Purpose 80% 86% 93% 89% 

 

Table Three:  Top Ten Providers, Share of Gender Equality in Principal Purpose Adaptation Finance, 
Bilateral Commitments, 2023 

(Ranked by the total amount marked either Significant Purpose and Principal Purpose Gender Equality). 
 

Provider Total Gender Equality 
Marked 

1. Netherlands 98% 

2. Canada 97% 

3. Finland 94% 

4. Belgium 93% 

5. Germany 83% 

6. Sweden 79% 

7. New Zealand 78% 

8. Poland 75% 

9. Norway 68% 

10. Switzerland 65% 

All DAC Providers 64% 
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Annex Nine 
Support for Sub-Saharan Africa & Income Groups in Adaptation Finance 

Share of Total Adaptation Finance, 2021 to 2023 Average 
 
Table One:  Share of Total Adaptation Finance, 2021 to 2023 Average 

Rank Provider Sub-Saharan 
Africa Share LDC Share LMIC Share UMIC Share Unallocated by 

Income Group 
1 Luxembourg 78.6% 89.8% 7.8% 1.0% 1.3% 
2 Iceland 62.5% 62.3% 0.9% 0.8% 36.0% 
3 Norway 62.3% 44.4% 7.8% 3.5% 44.3% 
4 Ireland 57.6% 54.6% 8.3% 2.8% 34.3% 
5 Canada 55.2% 33.7% 20.2% 5.8% 40.3% 
6 United States 49.3% 36.7% 21.0% 5.5% 36.8% 
7 Belgium 46.4% 43.4% 5.3% 30.3% 21.0% 
8 Denmark 44.9% 31.8% 7.0% 20.6% 40.6% 
9 United Kingdom 42.1% 25.8% 27.8% 7.8% 38.7% 

10 Italy 42.0% 35.0% 16.2% 3.3% 45.5% 
11 Spain 41.7% 43.4% 24.8% 18.8% 12.9% 
12 Portugal 39.7% 33.7% 11.0% 35.8% 19.5% 
13 Austria 39.2% 24.9% 3.2% 12.0% 59.9% 
14 Netherlands 36.6% 19.5% 5.1% 4.4% 71.0% 
15 Germany 30.0% 23.8% 20.9% 6.9% 48.4% 
16 Sweden 29.4% 28.0% 9.1% 17.6% 45.3% 
17 France 26.7% 29.1% 20.7% 22.8% 27.4% 
18 Switzerland 19.7% 21.1% 14.8% 24.4% 39.7% 
19 Poland 19.3% 6.6% 44.8% 46.9% 1.7% 
20 Finland 17.8% 13.8% 6.4% 41.3% 38.5% 
21 Japan 14.0% 22.8% 39.6% 27.3% 10.4% 
22 Korea 12.4% 41.9% 40.9% 14.0% 3.2% 
23 Australia 2.5% 18.8% 45.2% 15.0% 21.1% 
24 New Zealand 0.2% 18.0% 9.4% 10.9% 61.8% 

 Total (24 Providers) 30.1% 28.0% 22.9% 14.2% 34.9% 
       

 EU Institutions (excl. EIB) 46.7% 32.1% 14.6% 6.8% 46.6% 
 

1. Bilateral only climate finance commitments on an annual basis derived from DAC annual climate finance 
database at https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-
topics/climate-change.htm.  The totals do not include imputed multilateral contributions. 

2. Bilateral climate finance includes both principal purpose and significant purpose (@30%) climate finance 
3. Loans adjusted to grant equivalency based on DAC average annual grant equivalency for relevant providers. 

https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-topics/climate-change.htm
https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-topics/climate-change.htm

