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Overall Summary 

The Evalua>on provides a mixed, but o-en cri1cal overview of Canada’s climate finance investments 
since 2010, oAen no>ng that condi>ons improved in some areas for the $5.3 billion pledge period. 

The Government met its pledge targets but the Evalua>on noted that Canada, like most donors, have 
con>nued to fall short of its “fair” share of interna>onal climate finance.  It also notes that grant 
financing for LDCs and SIDS has been declining over the three climate pledges. 

With the very large role for Uncondi1onal Repayable Contribu1ons (URCs, i.e. loans) in Canada’s 
climate finance, the Evalua>on’s main concerns focused on challenges in URCs for climate finance: 

• Inconsistency with several of the policy objec1ves for Canada’s climate finance (e.g. focus on 
the most vulnerable, adapta>on priori>es, condi>ons in least developed countries and SIDS, 
integra>on of gender equality). 

• LiJle overall strategic direc1ons in the seKng of loan targets in rela1on to mee1ng the 
diversity of CF objec1ves, resul>ng in significant focus on mi>ga>on, the energy sector and 
the banking and finance sector in middle income countries. 

• The risk of exacerba1ng developing country indebtedness in high vulnerability seUngs, while 
no>ng that developing countries prefer grant finance par>cularly for their adapta>on needs. 

• The narrowing of poten1al partnerships in Canada’s climate finance to those large ins>tu>ons 
with capaci>es to manage large URCs. 

• The difficulty in track investments, mobilizing private finance and results where decision 
making is delegated to MDBs and large mul>lateral organiza>ons. 

Adapta1on finance improved over the three pledges, but implementa>on remained challenging, in 
part due to the large role of URCs in Canada’s climate finance.  

• Adapta1on has been financed mainly through grants, but mostly with mul>lateral 
organiza>ons, which has resulted in low visibility for Canadian climate finance at country level. 

• Coding difficul1es have failed to iden>fy some climate adapta>on ac>vi>es in agricultural and 
bio-diversity projects, while also some>mes over-es>ma>ng adapta>on in dual purpose 
projects through URCs. 

• Partnering for Climate’s partnerships with CSOs and Indigenous organiza>ons was viewed as 
“a unique niche for developing Canadian exper>se in the NbS space, alongside its focus on 
gender equality and Indigenous-led programming.” 
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1.  Introduc4on 
 
In 2025 Global Affairs Canada (GAC) commissioned an evalua>on of its climate finance program, assessing 
three climate finance pledges, examining program and financing data from 2010/11 to 2023/24 (par>al 
for the $5.3 billion pledge).  Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) also conducted a parallel 
evalua>on of the Interna>onal Climate Finance Program, which looked only at the period, April 2021 to 
February 2025, which examines only ac>vi>es under direct ECCC control.1  This summary focuses on the 
GAC Evalua>on which is more comprehensive in its coverage of Canada’s interna>onal climate finance. 
 
2.  Scope and key characteris4cs of Canada’s Interna4onal Climate Finance 
 

Figure 1: Sources of Canada’s climate finance, 2015 to 20232 
(Reporting before 2015 does not allow for a breakdown of sources.) 

 

Figure 1 sets out the full scope of Canadian official climate finance from all sources.  The evalua>on 
covers only the Government of Canada’s public climate finance (42% to total climate finance, 2015 to 
2023).  Essen>ally it examines climate finance ac>vi>es rela>ng to Canada’s first $1.2 billion interna>onal 
commitment (2010 to 2013), the second $2.65 billion commitment (2015 to 2021), and the third $5.3 
billion commitment (2021 to 2026), but only disbursements up to March 31, 2024.   
 

 
1 The GAC Evalua-on Report (June 2025) is accessible at h>ps://www.interna-onal.gc.ca/transparency-
transparence/audit-evalua-on-verifica-on/2025/climate-finance-financement-clima-que-report-
rapport.aspx?lang=eng.   GAC’s Management Response and Ac-on Plan is accessible at 
h>ps://www.interna-onal.gc.ca/transparency-transparence/audit-evalua-on-verifica-on/2025/climate-finance-
financement-clima-que-mrap-rpad.aspx?lang=eng.  Environment and Climate Change Canada also conducted an 
evalua-on of interna-onal climate finance (August 2025) which can be accessed at 
h>ps://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/corporate/transparency/priori-es-
management/evalua-ons/evalua-on-interna-onal-climate-finance-program.html.   
2 All Figures are taken from GAC’s Evalua-on report. 

https://www.international.gc.ca/transparency-transparence/audit-evaluation-verification/2025/climate-finance-financement-climatique-report-rapport.aspx?lang=eng
https://www.international.gc.ca/transparency-transparence/audit-evaluation-verification/2025/climate-finance-financement-climatique-report-rapport.aspx?lang=eng
https://www.international.gc.ca/transparency-transparence/audit-evaluation-verification/2025/climate-finance-financement-climatique-report-rapport.aspx?lang=eng
https://www.international.gc.ca/transparency-transparence/audit-evaluation-verification/2025/climate-finance-financement-climatique-mrap-rpad.aspx?lang=eng
https://www.international.gc.ca/transparency-transparence/audit-evaluation-verification/2025/climate-finance-financement-climatique-mrap-rpad.aspx?lang=eng
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/corporate/transparency/priorities-management/evaluations/evaluation-international-climate-finance-program.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment-climate-change/corporate/transparency/priorities-management/evaluations/evaluation-international-climate-finance-program.html
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Clear priori1es and objec1ves were only set out for the third commitment period (Figure 2), although 
there was an adapta>on target of 25% for the second commitment period, but no thema>c priori>es. 
 

Figure 2: Objectives, priorities and targets of the $5.3 billion climate finance commitment 

 

Uncondi1onal repayable contribu1ons3 (URCs, which are essen>ally loans) made up a significant share of 
Canada’s climate finance (70% of the $1.2B pledge; 71% of the $2.65B pledge and 63% of the $5.3B pledge 
up to March 2024).  A large part of the evalua>on is an assessment of the URCs as an appropriate and 
effec>ve modality for delivering Canada’s climate finance.  Over the three pledges there were 23 URCs.  
During the same period GAC made 246 grant disbursements totalling just over $2 billion. 
 
Almost all of the URCs were implemented by mul>lateral organiza>ons, while implementa>on of grants is 
more diverse, albeit with a strong role as well for mul>lateral organiza>ons. (Figure 3) 
 

 
3 Repayable contribu-ons are “a contribu-on provided to a recipient ins-tu-on for investment purposes, with the 
expecta-on of long-term reflows at condi-ons specified in the financing agreement. The provider assumes the risk 
of total or par-al failure of the investment.” (Annex, Interna-onal Assistance Sta-s-cal Report, 2023/24)  An 
Uncondi-onal Repayable Contribu-on requires a repayment of the full amount.  A Condi-onal Repayable 
Contribu-on is more flexible and requires repayment only when condi-ons for the loan is met, which shares the 
risk for failing to meet project outcomes. 
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Figure 3: Implementing partners, by funding instrument, in $M 

 

The overall conclusion of the GAC Evalua1on suggested that  
“To date, GAC’s climate finance achieved strong results in climate change mi>ga>on and mobilized 
some private sector financing, par>cularly in middle-income countries. Progress was also made in 
advancing gender equality opportuni>es, implemen>ng nature-based solu>ons, increasing 
climate resilience of local communi>es and building capacity of government ins>tu>ons, although 
their long-term impact and sustainability were less evident.” 

 

The Evalua1on assessed this progress against three issues: 

• Relevance and coherence (alignment with Canada’s climate objec>ves and developing country 
needs and priori>es); 

• Delivery (Efficiency), (effec>ve management of URCs compared to grants); and 

• Results (Effec>veness and Sustainability), (intended and unintended results for mi>ga>on, 
adapta>on, private sector mobiliza>on, gender equality and nature / biodiversity co-benefits). 

 
This summary highlights some key findings of interest to C4D members, but is not a comprehensive 
summary of the Evalua>on findings.  For the laher readers should read the full report (see footnote #1). 
 
3.  Relevance and Coherence 
 
Fair share of Climate finance While no>ng that Canada’s climate finance has made a strong 
contribu>on to global climate finance architecture, it acknowledges that “most bilateral donors, including 
Canada, con>nue to be rated as falling below their “fair” CF share by interna>onal and Canadian groups 
tracking global CF contribu>ons.” (F1)4 
 
Climate finance objec1ves working at cross purposes The Evalua>on noted that the $5.3B pledge did 
set out CF objec>ves, these are very broadly defined and can work at cross purposes.  They conclude that 

 
4 The Evalua-on is organized around key findings 
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“in the absence of clear priori>za>on and well defined commitment-level success, GAC’s CF investments 
lacked strategic direc>on,” (F2)  There are numerous trade offs that seemingly are not taken into account 
– e.g. focus on poverty/low income countries and mi>ga>on / private sector mobiliza>on alloca>ons to 
higher income countries.  The focus has been on “logic model outcomes” at the level of development 
projects “and did not capture the policy-level objec>ves associated with the commitments.” (F2) 
 
Achieving the targets  Disbursements have been guided by GAC climate finance funding targets, 
all of which have been achieved (see Figure 4) 
 
Figure 4: GAC’s disbursements by budget targets, across the commitments. 
 

 $1.2B Actual $2.65B Actual $5.3B Actual** 
CF Amount ($)* $0.76B $2.61B $2.8B 
Adaptation 29% 32% (25% target) 36%*** (40% target) 
Biodiversity 17% 23% 26% (20% target) 
Gender Equality Integration 71% 95% 99% (80% target 

Source: CFO Stat database extracted May 2025. 
* Disbursements by GAC, excludes GoC public CF disbursements by other departments and agencies. 
** Based on the first 3 years. 
*** GAC has prioritized adaptation Gs&Cs projects for new funding starting in Year 3 and is projected to meet this 
target with planned disbursements in Year 5. 
 
Challenges in mee1ng the adapta1on target While achieving the adapta>on targets, the Evalua>on 
noted that  

“there were mul>ple challenges in mee>ng the adapta>on target. This included limited 
opportuni>es to support adapta>on programming with URCs, a significant alloca>on of the grant 
por>on of the CF funding for key global mechanisms coded to mi>ga>on and/or crosscuUng 
themes (e.g. GEF, GCF, Consulta>ve Group on Interna>onal Agricultural Research (CGIAR)), 
pressure to design projects that hit mul>ple targets, the exclusion of projects that may have 
significant adapta>on outcomes but are not coded with climate change adapta>on or mi>ga>on 
as their primary objec>ve (e.g. some agriculture programming), an alloca>on of a por>on of 
exis>ng departmental resources that were programmed to align with branches’ priori>es, and a 
number of projects that crossed between commitments and reflected earlier priori>es.” (F3) 

 
They also noted that other donors were beher posi>oned to achieve targets for adapta>on, reaching Least 
Developed Countries and mee>ng biodiversity targets, by the use of grant funding (as well as different 
approaches to adapta>on coding. (F3) 
 
Challenges in liJle strategic direc1on for deployment of tradi1onal and innova1ve financing        The 
Evalua>on notes the importance of deploying a diversity of tradi>onal and innova>ve financing, but 
commented that there has been lihle direc>on for their strategic use in rela>on to CF objec>ves. (See 
Annex One for the range of these financing modali>es.) GAC is “unique among other bilateral donors as 
GAC can apply financing tools that, in other countries, are more frequently used by bilateral Development 
Finance Ins>tu>ons (DFIs) rather than development agencies.” (F4) 
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Challenges in the role of URCs in climate finance  Given the role of URCs in delivering 
Canada’s climate finance, the Evalua>on goes into considerable detail in the management, deployment 
and results achieved in rela>on to CF objec>ves.  They conclude that “URCs are well posi>oned to support 
climate change mi>ga>on objec>ves and ahract addi>onal public and private capital for large scale 
projects,” but “overall, partners pursued URC investments in middle-income countries, taking on lower 
level of risk than expected.” (F5)   

Some of the findings on URCs include: 

• Canada is among a small group of donors that offer concessional loans as part of their CF, but 
relate to a limited number of partners with capaci>es to accept large volume concessional loans. 
(F5) 

• “Their relevance in other contexts, par>cularly in lower-income countries and in adapta>on, GE 
and NbS spaces was diminished due to more limited or unproven op>ons for a return on 
investment. Funded URCs did not have a significant reach in LDCs and SIDS.” (F5) 

• “[P]artners that applied URCs to support adapta>on and resilience provided funding in the form 
of sovereign or semi-sovereign loans that may further increase developing country indebtedness, 
although new op>ons are being explored …” (F5) 

• More recently GAC has diversified its URC focus, working to expand URC partnerships, shiAing 
towards more diversified investments in LDCs and SIDS, “however, [these investments] had less 
clear financial and/or development addi>onality”. (F5) 

 
Grant financing  Grant funding is highly relevant for lower income contexts and adapta>on finance, 
but the Evalua>on notes that “a large propor>on of GAC’s grant funding was allocated to core ins>tu>onal 
engagements.” (F6)  Excluding ins>tu>onal and regional grant alloca>ons (which are very considerable), 
grant funding for LDCs and SIDS has declined over the three pledges.  (See Figure 5.)  The view of external 
and internal interviewees is that “GAC has ‘only loans to offer’ for new engagements.” (F6) 
 

Figure 5: Grant programming in LDCs and SIDS, by CF commitment. 
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The Evalua>on notes that GAC grant funding has “strengthened the global CF architecture” (e.g. GCF, GEF, 
CGIAR etc.).   
 
Partnering for Climate  The Evalua>on also note the financing for Partnering for Climate’s 
partnerships with CSOs: 

“CSO and GAC interviewees viewed it as a unique niche for developing Canadian exper>se in the 
NbS space, alongside its focus on gender equality and Indigenous-led programming. However, 
interviewees commented on compressed implementa>on >melines (3 to 4 years) which 
nega>vely impacted on community engagement and sustainability prospects.” 

 
Preference for grants  GAC’s CF programming aligned with developing countries’ needs overall, 
which improved with the increased use of grants in the $5.3B climate pledge.  Nevertheless,  

“documents, case studies and interviews revealed that developing countries strongly prefer grant 
funding, par>cularly countries with high debt levels and high adapta>on, resilience and capacity-
building needs. They also showed a preference for more bilateral programming.” (F7) 
 

4.  Delivery (Efficiency) 
 
Financial risk management of loans  Con>nuing the assessment of the delivery of URCs, the 
Evalua>on found that there was not clear guidance on the financial risk management of loans.  Financial 
risks were assessed on a project basis rather than on a poruolio of loans, which limited financial risk and 
the types of partners engaged with URCs.  “Partners called for greater flexibility and a higher risk profile 
to beher support development goals.” (F9, F10 and F11) 
 
Limited aJen1on to financial or development addi1onality in loans They also concluded that “the 
primary focus in nego>a>ng URC agreements was on financial parameters,” with “insufficient ahen>on … 
to the assessment of URC’s financial and development addi>onality.” (F12)  While they pointed to some 
posi>ve examples, in rela>on to addi>onality, they found “examples where investments were neither 
targe>ng a new/risky market or product/service, nor demonstra>ng that alterna>ve commercial funding 
op>ons were unavailable.” F12) 
 
 Influence over ul1mate investment decisions limited in URCs with MDBs          Many URCs 
were implemented by MDBs and other mul>lateral organiza>ons.  This approach allowed for opera>onal 
efficiency for GAC with limited staffing capaci>es and reduced legal risk.  Delegated decision making meant 
that GAC “influence over the parameters of investment selec>on remained limited.” F13) 
 
Figure 6 sets out the investment profiles of the Canadian bilateral facili>es at the MDBs, with the primary 
concentra>ons in renewable energy and banking and financial services (mi>ga>on).  The Evalua>on 
implies that these choices might not be fully aligned with GAC’s CF objec>ves, with its focus on 
vulnerability and country priori>es for adapta>on. 
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Figure 6: Investments from Canadian bilateral facilities at MDBs, by sub-sector 

 
 
Challenges in capturing and tracking URCs investments and results Overall, GAC had insufficient 
systems to adequately capture and track the complex nature of CF URCs, including the implica>ons of 
complex repayments. (F14)  The implementa>on of climate and gender policy markers did not always 
reflect the actual investments, par>cularly where it was suggested that an ini>a>ve pursued both 
mi>ga>on and adapta>on objec>ves.  There is more consistent assessment under the $5.3B pledge. (F15)  
But they also note that  

“interviews revealed concern over the applica>on of CC0 [not climate objec>ves] or CC1 
[significant climate objec>ves] coding for NbS and agriculture projects, which are excluded from 
the public CF commitments, but which are likely to have significant relevant adapta>on outcomes. 
They ques>oned the applica>on of the strict UNFCCC defini>ons. An internal study of the 
rela>onship of agriculture programming coding and targeted outcomes confirm the complexity of 
the assessment.” F16) 

 
Challenges in quan1ty and quality of data Finally, the Evalua>on noted that the quan>ty and quality 
of available data made it difficult to measure performance, such as limited disaggregated data capturing 
the diversity of programming beneficiaries. Given the large roles of mul>lateral actors it was difficult to 
consolidate performance results derived from very difference organiza>onal systems.  Targets were 
generally not defined in URCs, although this has improved in recently signed URCs. (F19)   
 
5.  Effec4veness 
 
Mobilizing private finance  The CF program did mobilize private finance, although to varying 
degrees, as mobilized finance oAen appears many years aAer the CF disbursements (which have 20-to-25-
year >me horizons).5  For the $1.2B pledge the mobiliza>on ra>o was 0.67, but for the $2.65B pledge it is 
only 0.18 (as of March 2025), s>ll far from its goal of 0.5. Almost all mobilized private finance is for 

 
5 GAC did not define a target for private finance mobiliza-on for the $1.2 billion commitment.  It set the target at 
$0.5 of private sector investment for $1 of public CF for the $2.65 billion commitment and increased it to $0.75 of 
private sector investment for $1 of public CF for the $5.3 billion commitment. 
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mi>ga>on and is concentrated in middle-income countries. Only 8% of Canada’s total climate finance come 
from private sources. (F20) 
 
Mi1ga1on results The Evalua>on concludes that GAC’s CF made significant progress in achieving 
climate mi>ga>on results, although due to the delivery mechanisms (URCs) it has been difficult to achieve 
a consistent measure of GHG emissions reduc>ons. (F21) 
 
Adapta1on results For adapta>on, the Evalua>on concluded that “GAC’s programming achieved 
strong immediate and good intermediate adapta>on results, par>cularly in climate-smart agriculture, 
restora>on of natural systems and disaster risk preparedness.” (F22)  There were challenges in aggrega>ng 
adapta>on results at country and community level, although “country case studies revealed tangible 
examples of improved resilience and decreased vulnerability.” On the other hand, for URCs, “adapta>on 
projects were perceived as challenging and less commercially viable.”  Only organiza>ons such as IFAD 
with a clear mandate and exper>se in adapta>on related sectors targeted and tracked adapta>on 
outcomes. (F22)  They noted that GAC CF projects yielded various developmental co-benefits, but they 
were seldom tracked. (F23) 
 
Biodiversity co-benefits  A significant area of success for the $5.3B pledge, including its Partnering 
for Climate program with CSOs and Indigenous partners, has been its focus on nature / biodiversity co-
benefits. (F24) 
 
Gender equality  Gender equality results have been strong in Canada’s climate finance, 
par>cularly in adapta>on programming.  Integra>on of gender equality in URCs and mi>ga>on projects 
has been challenging, which struggled to implement gender equality objec>ves. (F25) 
 
Canada’s leader ship in climate finance is strongly focused on gender equality and strengthening global CF 
mechanisms:   

• “GAC’s CF programming has helped strengthen the global CF architecture through various UNFCCC 
and non-UNFCCC mechanisms. GAC has made significant investments in the funds and 
organiza>ons that accept URCs (e.g. MDBs, IFAD, CIFs) and provide concessional CF, becoming 
their top donor.” (F26) 

• “GAC is widely recognized among donors for its niche role in the leadership for GE, social inclusion, 
GBA Plus programming and advocacy for integra>ng gender considera>ons into climate ac>on at 
both ins>tu>onal and project levels.” (F26) 

• “While most interviewees spoke of GAC’s exper>se related to gender equality integra>on in CF, 
the technical capacity associated with climate-related sectors (e.g. energy, water) across the 
department was assessed as lacking overall. Country case studies and internal and external 
interviews revealed a lack of deep technical and sector-specific knowledge within GAC which was 
perceived to nega>vely impact GAC's leadership in CF.” (F27) 
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Visibility of Canada’s climate finance  Given the mul>lateral focus in delivering Canada’s CF, “in 
visited case study countries, Canada's role in CF sectors was not highly visible and its contribu>ons were 
oAen overshadowed by larger donors or those with a greater bilateral focus and technical exper>se at 
missions.” (F27) 
 
6.  Recommenda4ons and Considera4ons 
 
The Evalua>on made eight recommenda>ons and set out a number of considera>ons for the design of 
future climate commitments (2026 and beyond). 

1. Strategic orienta1on:  Iden>fy strategic focus and targeted priori>es, aligning these priori>es with 
available climate finance instruments, and communicate this strategic focus and targeted 
priori>es to implementa>on partners. 

2. Porfolio management:  Pursue a poruolio level programming approach to maximize the strengths 
of partners and purposefully seek ini>a>ves, while improving risk management across this 
poruolio. 

3. Performance measurement: Revise and streamline the performance measurement framework to 
include climate finance policy results, key performance indicators, methodologies, baselines, 
targets and a standardized data collec>on approach based on best prac>ces in climate finance 
performance measurement. 

4. Interdepartmental governance: Review the governance func>ons for interna>onal CF to ensure 
appropriate levels of oversight and delega>on of authority. 

5. Transparency of URC investments: Improve the communica>on of climate finance URC 
investments, to enhance Canadian, bilateral and regional engagements and externally to increase 
transparency and visibility of the Government of Canada’s interna>onal public climate finance. 

6. Environmental and gender equality marker coding: review and update the environmental and 
gender coding of climate finance URC agreements during the investment period to ensure they 
reflect actual investments. 

7. Repayable contribu1ons:  Improve the management of financial risk in the implementa>on of 
URCs, defining roles and responsibili>es, methods for calcula>ng risk and the management of risk 
over the life cycle of the URC. 

8. Internal governance and oversight: Review the set-up of the Investment and Triage Commihees 
to increase the level of exper>se and challenge func>on and ensure a thorough review of financial, 
environmental and developmental impacts of proposed investments. 

 
Management’s response to these Recommenda>ons have been posi>ve, with par>al agreement only with 
the first recommenda>on (beher framework for the $5.3B pledge).  They stated that “future policy and 
strategic orienta>ons will be grounded in evidence from the past 3 climate finance commitments and will 
focus on where Canada’s specific value-add lies; which projects and funding instruments are best suited 
to achieve desired impacts; how financial instruments are structured; and the roles that bilateral, 
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mul>lateral, and blended finance partners play in achieving aggregate poruolio outcomes.” (MRAP, 
Recommenda>on 1) It expects to develop programming framework and investment strategy by April 2027.    
 
All others have been taken on board and set out in the Ac>on Plan under each.  Under Recommenda>on 
Three, management expects to have in place a new theory of change, results framework and monitoring 
system by October 2026.  It expects to improve the gender equality and environment coding 
(Recommenda>on Six by March 2026. 
 
The Evalua>on also set out several areas for considera>on by management for future delivery of Canada’s 
climate finance, which do not require a management response. 

• Improve the internal technical capaci>es in technical areas of climate investments and leverage 
technical exper>se from other federal organiza>ons. 

• Make available basic training, guidance notes and learning events improving the department’s 
capacity for managing and suppor>ng the delivery of repayable contribu>ons. 

• Increase collabora>on opportuni>es with FinDev Canada capitalizing on their strengths and 
unique mandates and opera>onal set ups. 

• Improve GAC’s tools for engaging Canadian industries and knowledge to support public climate 
finance programming, “to improve their awareness of GAC funds and develop mechanisms that 
provide companies with the resources to demonstrate and scale up projects and their alignment 
with Canada’s development objec>ves.” 

• Streamline programming processes taking account lengthy steps for URC submissions to Treasury 
Board and GAC management of appropria>ons on a fiscal year basis. 

• Consider a phased program of evalua>on work rela>ng to climate finance given its complex 
objec>ves, various funding instruments, and partnerships. 
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Annex One 

GAC Funding Modali4es for Climate Finance 

GAC’s funding instruments and mechanisms leveraged for CF, in $M. 

 $1.2B $2.65B $5.3B* 
Concessional Finance (URCs, i.e. loans) 
Multilateral global climate funds (pooled funding – e.g. CIFs) $200M -- $800M 

Bilateral climate funds with global and regional MDBs $325M $1,346M $620M 
Global private climate funds -- $53M $70M** 

UNFCCC operating entity (GCF) -- $110M $290M 
UN agency (IFAD) -- $340M -- 
Traditional Grants & Contributions (Gs&Cs) 
UNFCCC operating entities $20M $266M $218M 

Global climate-related funds and mechanisms (non-
UNFCCC) $65M $30M $116M 

Bilateral programming (UN agencies, CSOs, Private sector) $81M $344M $405M 
Partnering for Climate initiative (CSOs) -- -- $126M 

Technical assistance grants*** $7M $23M $42M 

Source: CFO Stat database, extracted in May 2025. 

Notes: * Reflects disbursement amounts as of March 2024 (first 3 years of the $5.3B commitment) 

 ** CC2 funding from the International Assistance Innovation Program 

 *** Includes non-URCs technical grants 

 


