
CGD Policy Paper 205  
March 2021

Is Climate Finance  
Towards $100 Billion  
“New and Additional”?

www.cgdev.org

Center for Global 
Development
2055 L Street NW
Fifth Floor
Washington DC  20036
202-416-4000 
www.cgdev.org

This work is made available 
under the terms of  the Creative 
Commons Attribution-
NonCommercial  4.0 license.

We have now passed the 2020 deadline agreed in 2009 and later reaffirmed in the Paris 
Agreement for developed countries to mobilize $100 billion in “new and additional” climate 
finance. In this paper, we examine the extent to which development finance as a whole has 
increased since 2009 and interpret this as an upper limit for the amount of  climate finance 
that can be described as “new and additional.” We analyse “total development finance” 
(official aid, multilateral contributions, and less-concessional finance, including export 
credits) and find that for countries included in the OECD-reported climate finance figure 
of  $78.9 billion, there has been additional development finance of  only $43.6 billion since 
2009, meaning almost half  of  the OECD figure is not new and additional. Several countries 
have actually reduced overall finance levels relative to 2009. Looking only at aid-funded 
finance, France and Japan report large increases in bilateral climate aid but have not materially 
increased overall aid levels. We also note the importance of  the US to further progress; it 
championed the target in 2009 and is responsible for almost half  of  developed-country 
carbon emissions to date but has made no additional financial contribution.

Abstract

Ian Mitchell, Euan Ritchie, and Atousa Tahmasebi 

http://www.cgdev.org
http://www.cgdev.org
http://www.cgdev.org


Center for Global Development
2055 L Street NW

Washington, DC  20036

202.416.4000
(f) 202.416.4050

www.cgdev.org

The Center for Global Development works to reduce global poverty 
and improve lives through innovative economic research that drives 
better policy and practice by the world’s top decision makers. Use and 
dissemination of  this Policy Paper is encouraged; however, reproduced 
copies may not be used for commercial purposes. Further usage is 
permitted under the terms of  the Creative Commons License.

The views expressed in CGD Policy Papers are those of  the authors and 
should not be attributed to the board of  directors, funders of  the Center 
for Global Development, or the authors’ respective organizations.

Is Climate Finance Towards $100 Billion “New and Additional”? 

Ian Mitchell, Euan Ritchie, and Atousa Tahmesbei
Center for Global Development

 

The Center for Global Development is grateful for contributions from
the Foreign, Commonwealth and Development Office in support of  this 
work..

Ian Mitchell, Euan Ritchie, and Atousa Tahmasebi. 2021. “Is Climate Finance Towards 
$100 Billion ‘New and Additional’?” CGD Policy Paper 205. Washington, DC: Center for 
Global Development. https://www.cgdev.org/publication/climate-finance-towards-100-
billion-new-and-additional

The data used in this paper is available here: https://www.cgdev.org/file/dev-finance-
datazip. More information on CGD’s research data and code disclosure policy can be 
found here: www.cgdev.org/page/research-data-and-code-disclosure.

http://www.cgdev.org
https://www.cgdev.org/publication/climate-finance-towards-100-billion-new-and-additional
https://www.cgdev.org/publication/climate-finance-towards-100-billion-new-and-additional
https://www.cgdev.org/file/dev-finance-datazip
https://www.cgdev.org/file/dev-finance-datazip
https://www.cgdev.org/page/research-data-and-code-disclosure


Contents 

Summary ............................................................................................................................................ 1 

The climate finance measurement and $100 billion target ........................................................ 2 

Never mind climate—is there new and additional funding? ....................................................... 3 

Overall development finance since 2009 ................................................................................. 3 

So who needs to do more? County-by-county finance .............................................................. 4 

Aid-funded climate finance ............................................................................................................. 6 

Where next on climate finance? ..................................................................................................... 7 

References .......................................................................................................................................... 8 

Annex 1. Total development finance:  Scope and country-level changes ............................. 10 

Annex 2. Public development finance flows by country and type ......................................... 11 

Annex 3. Change in bilateral ODA, and climate  finance reported as bilateral ODA in 
2018 to UNFCCC (current USD, million) ................................................................................. 13 

Annex 4. Total development finance 2009 and 2018 (current prices, USD million) .......... 14 

 



 

 1 

Summary 

As we pass the 2020 deadline for developed countries to mobilize a “new and additional” 
$100 billion of climate finance, and with the United States re-joining the Paris Agreement 
that endorses the target, we take stock of progress. 

In this analysis, we step back from measuring climate-focussed effort, and instead examine 
the extent to which development finance as a whole has increased since 2009 (when the 
climate finance target was agreed) and interpret this as an upper limit for the amount of 
finance that can be described as “new and additional.” We analyse “total development 
finance” consisting of official aid, multilateral contributions, and less-concessional finance 
(including export credits). We find that: 

● For the countries included in the OECD-reported climate finance figure of $78.9 
billion, there has been additional development finance of only $43.6 billion since 
2009, so almost half (45 percent) of the OECD figure is not new and additional. 

● Several countries—notably the US, Canada, and Spain—have actually reduced 
overall finance levels relative to 2009 (when including all types of development 
finance, not just aid).  

● Germany (and the UK before its planned aid cut) stand out as having increased 
climate finance within an increased overall development finance envelope. Among 
others that have increased finance, many have increased less-concessional finance 
such as export credits.  

● Looking only at aid-funded finance, some countries have reported large increases in 
bilateral climate aid—notably France and Japan—but have not materially increased 
their overall aid levels 

● The US is crucial to further progress; it championed the target in 2009 and is also 
responsible for almost half of “developed country” carbon emissions to date, but 
has made no additional financial contribution 

In the remainder of this paper, we look at the $100 billion climate finance commitment, how 
efforts compare to total additional development finance, and which countries have 
contributed, before focussing in on aid finance. 
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The climate finance measurement and $100 billion target 

The climate finance commitment is a central element in the Paris Agreement (Bhattacharya 
et al., 2020).  

In 2009, “developed”1 countries committed to “mobilizing jointly $100bn a year by 2020 to 
address the needs of developing countries,” and this was reaffirmed by Article 9 of the Paris 
Agreement2 in 2015 (Paris Agreement, 2015).  

It seems clear that the $100 billion was intended to be additional to existing efforts. The 
original Copenhagen Accord (2009) agreed “the collective commitment by developed 
countries is to provide new and additional resources,” the Cancun Agreement (2010) 
reinforces this, and the Paris Agreement confirms that “mobilization of climate finance 
should represent a progression beyond previous efforts.” Some providers have argued that 
the “new and additional” provision only applied to an initial $30 billion by 2012 (para 95 of 
1/CP.16). However, COP agreements since 1992 have been consistent in agreeing 
additionality as a condition on finance,3 and the proximity in the text of “new and 
additional” and $100 billion commitments suggests to most countries and observers4 that 
the former clause applies to the $100 billion.  

Developed countries count almost three-quarters of climate finance as aid (official 
development assistance, or ODA) and most of the remainder as other official flows (OOF), 
which are less concessional. 

Measurements of climate finance tend to exaggerate the level of climate-focussed spend. 
Countries report to the UN on climate finance, and many countries5 use the “Rio-marker” 
system devised by the OECD to count their climate spend. This scores the entirety of 
projects with climate as a “principal” objective and between 30–100 percent (OECD, 2020a) 
of projects where climate is a “significant” (i.e., secondary) one (OECD, 2018). Even then, 
much of the spend is not actually climate related (Weikmans and Roberts, 2017; Shakya and 
Smith, 2021)—and often little-different from existing projects (Ritchie and Tahmasebi, 
2020). As the OECD itself has pointed out, the tagging was not originally designed for 
measuring progress against the $100 billion target (OECD, 2012). Nevertheless, the OECD 
estimates progress towards the target based on UN returns underpinned by these markers, 
and this puts climate finance at $78.9 billion for 2018 (OECD. 2020b). 

 

1 For consistency, we use the same country list of developed countries as the OECD use for their climate report 
(outlined in Annex C). This includes the 23 Annex II parties (see below) and European Community members 
and excludes South Korea. 
2 And explicitly in COP decision 1/CP.21 para 53. 
3 Also in 1992 Kyoto Protocol, article 4; the 2007 Bali Action Plan, article 11.2 (a); and decision 1/CP 13, para. 1 
(e) (i) of 2007. 
4 For example, see Bhattacharya et al. (2020); Roberts et al. (2021); Romani and Stern (2011).  
5 At least 18 (of 30) DAC members rely on the Rio Markers for their UN climate reporting, and at least 15 count 
more than 40 percent of spend where climate is a secondary objective.  

https://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2009/cop15/eng/11a01.pdf
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/english_paris_agreement.pdf#page=15
https://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2009/cop15/eng/11a01.pdf#page=7
https://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2009/cop15/eng/11a01.pdf#page=7
https://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2010/cop16/eng/07a01.pdf#page=3
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/english_paris_agreement.pdf#page=15
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/english_paris_agreement.pdf#page=15
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/english_paris_agreement.pdf#page=15
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/docserver/f0773d55-en.pdf?expires=1613754610&id=id&accname=guest&checksum=E0450B97652A96D7ADA2EBA063E874AE#page=20
https://www.oecd.org/newsroom/climate-finance-for-developing-countries-rose-to-usd-78-9-billion-in-2018oecd.htm
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/sites/f0773d55-en/1/4/3/index.html?itemId=/content/publication/f0773d55-en&_csp_=5026909c969925715cde6ea16f4854ee&itemIGO=oecd&itemContentType=book
https://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/cop21/eng/10a01.pdf#page=8
https://one.oecd.org/document/DCD/DAC/STAT(2020)41/en/pdf#page=3
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Never mind climate—is there new and additional funding? 

Understandably, policymakers are interested in the quantum of climate-related resources. 
Many development projects are now integrating climate risk into their design6 and in some 
cases low-carbon approaches are cheaper.7 But given that development challenges have not 
gone away, whether this spending is “new and additional” is also important, and can be 
assessed separately.  

Whilst the baseline quantity of the climate target is unspecified (Stadelmann et al., 2010), it 
does seem clear that adding a climate objective to existing aid spending,8 or switching aid 
from existing uses to climate, is not “new and additional” (Kenny, 2020). To fulfill the 
ambition, total development finance should rise by at least the amount reported as climate 
finance. There are important debates about how climate finance should be measured—for 
example, whether finance should be measured on a grant equivalent basis9 (Oxfam, 2020)—
but here we examine gross disbursements (that is, the face-value in current USD) which 
seems the most relevant available measure to consider historic contributions.  

Overall development finance since 2009 

To assess the overall level of finance, we combine three elements: the outward face value of 
aid—official development assistance (ODA)—along with other official flows (OOF, a 
measure of less-concessional finance including export credits) and “inflows” provided to 
multilaterals. We use the DAC coefficients on multilaterals to calculate total core 
contributions, rather than just the percentage that counts as ODA (in years before 2011, we 
assumed the share of contributions to each multilateral was as in the latter period due to data 
constraints). Together, in 2009 these amounted to $178 billion,10 while in 2018 it was 
$207 billion, an increase of $29 billion. 

This isn’t the entire climate finance effort. The OECD also estimates, based on country 
returns, that “mobilized” private finance accounted for a further $14.6 billion in 2018 
(OECD, 2020b). So, if we assume this was zero in 2009, progress looks like this: 

 

 

6 For example, see https://www.cgdev.org/blog/how-do-development-agencies-support-climate-action.  
7 For example, see https://www.irena.org/newsroom/pressreleases/2020/Jun/Renewables-Increasingly-Beat-
Even-Cheapest-Coal-Competitors-on-Cost.  
8 There are calls for all ODA to be “Paris-aligned,” for example see LDC 2050 Vision.  
9 The grant equivalent methodology was not in place at the time of the agreement. Other issues relate to the 
inclusion of ‘”mobilized” private finance; and whether only disbursed funds should count, rather than just 
committed funds (WRI, 2015).  
10 Note this includes some climate finance, in particular to the Global Environment Facility and the Climate 
Investment Funds. We do not identify this separately as this formed part of the 2009 baseline. Still, based on 
disbursements, existing climate finance may have been at least $11bn (OECD external climate finance statistics). 

https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-standards/annex2.htm
https://www.cgdev.org/blog/how-do-development-agencies-support-climate-action
https://www.irena.org/newsroom/pressreleases/2020/Jun/Renewables-Increasingly-Beat-Even-Cheapest-Coal-Competitors-on-Cost
https://www.irena.org/newsroom/pressreleases/2020/Jun/Renewables-Increasingly-Beat-Even-Cheapest-Coal-Competitors-on-Cost
http://www.ldc-climate.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/2050-Vision.pdf#page=6
http://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-topics/climate-change.htm
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Figure 1. Total development finance and progress to $100 billion additional climate 
finance (gross, current USD billion) 

Notes: OECD state in their report that years prior to 2015 are not measured on a consistent basis, so we focus on 
more recent years.  

Source: Authors analysis of OECD DAC tables 1, 2b and Members’ Use of Multilaterals. OECD climate finance 
report (2020) 

This suggests that, whilst $78.9 billion was reported as climate finance in 2018, almost half of 
that ($35.3 billion, 45 percent) was not additional, and much of the 2009 finance must have 
been reallocated or re-badged towards climate.  

Whilst the shortfall to the target is $56.4 billion, it’s clear that developed countries have, 
collectively, increased their overall finance (an increase of 24 percent, including the mobilised 
private finance). Still, this didn’t keep up with growth in their economies, and all 
development finance as a share of GNI fell fractionally to 0.45 per cent in 2018.11  

So who needs to do more? County-by-county finance 

The target itself does not specify who should mobilize the $100 billion beyond “developed 
countries,” though it seems clear this covers at least the 23 UNFCCC Annex 2 countries12 
and the European community (now Union).13  

 

11 The increase also incorporates substantial increases in spend within providers. For example, in-donor spending 
on refugees increased by $7.5 billion and in-donor scholarships and student costs, by a further $3.5 billion. 
12 Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, 
Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, United 
Kingdom, United States.  
13 See OECD (2016b) for country coverage in relevant agreements. 
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Table 1 sets out countries' total development finance in 2018, and how this compares to 
2009.  

Table 1. Total development finance in 2018 (countries with change over $1bn) 

Source: Authors analysis, OECD ODA, OOF & members multilateral inflow data. 

Germany, the UK, Japan, and Italy stepped up their absolute levels of finance, while Canada, 
Spain, and the US all provided significantly less than in 2009. In Spain’s case, this relates to 
lower aid (ODA) while in the case of Canada and the US, this is mainly driven by a fall in 
export credit finance. Similarly, Japan’s increase is almost entirely export finance driven. The 
climate finance target puts each of these finance types on an equal footing but some, 
particularly aid, are more valuable development resources than others. We look more closely 
at aid in the next section and consider the wider issues in more detail in annex 1. 

Of course, this analysis—like the target itself—ignores the baseline level of effort; and the 
different sizes of economies and emissions. To tackle the last point, what if we allocated the 
$100 billion according to cumulative historic emissions? Using shares of the developed 
countries’ total CO2 emissions to date (to 2017, authors' analysis of cumulative emissions 
from Our World in Data), the US emitted 46 percent, Germany 10 percent, the UK 9 
percent, Japan 7 percent, France and Canada 4 percent. Except for Canada and the US, all 
these countries have made contributions towards their emission share (though the UK’s 
additional effort will be almost completely eliminated if it reduces its aid budget by $6 billion 
as planned (Mitchell et al., 2021a).  
 
The US is particularly important in this analysis—it championed the $100 billion target at 
Copenhagen14 and is the world’s largest cumulative carbon emitter (Mitchell et al., 2021b). 
Despite this, it has reduced overall development financing over the period. As above, its 

 

14 See for example, https://archive.nytimes.com/www.nytimes.com/cwire/2009/12/17/17climatewire-hillary-
clinton-pledges-100b-for-developing-96794.html?pagewanted=2. 
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historic emissions are almost half of the developed-country total, or 42 percent in terms of 
output. Without a US contribution then, progress is bound to be limited overall. 

The full country-by-country figures, and charts, are shown in annexes 1 and 2, and in the 
accompanying data file.  

Aid-funded climate finance  

Within overall levels of finance, the aid contribution is of particular interest as it is highly 
concessional. In this section we compare countries’ UNFCCC reported levels of climate 
finance from bilateral aid (ODA) and consider how much is additional.  

Figure 2 displays the amount of climate finance provided in the form of bilateral ODA in 
2018, for the 10 largest providers (blue bars). It also shows the overall change in bilateral 
ODA between 2009 and 2018 (yellow bars). Where the blue bars extend further to the right 
than the yellow, the increase is lower than the climate finance reported and some climate 
finance is clearly reallocated or rebadged, i.e. it is not new and additional.  

Figure 2. Bilateral ODA climate finance (blue) and change in bilateral ODA between 
2009 and 2018 (yellow) 

Source: Authors’ analysis, UNFCCC submissions, DAC tables. 

Japan provides the starkest example. While Japan reports by far the largest amount of 
climate finance given as bilateral ODA, at over $9 billion, it has recorded essentially no 
increase in bilateral ODA over that period.15 But the same picture is also true of France, 
whose reported bilateral ODA climate finance of $4 billion far outstrips their increase in 

 

15 In earlier analysis we identified that much of Japan’s climate aid was a re-badging of existing projects. 
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bilateral ODA of just under $1 billion. Netherlands decreased its bilateral ODA, while 
reporting an increase in bilateral ODA climate finance.  

Both development and climate finance are crucially important, and both need adequate 
funding. Existing development spend will certainly need to adjust for the risks of climate but 
if promised climate finance if it not truly additional, then cutting back existing ODA budgets 
on health or education and to fund climate finance is at best disingenuous and at worst, is 
redirecting resources away from the very poorest people towards addressing a problem 
created by industrialised countries (Kenny, 2020).  

Where next on climate finance? 

As the deadline for the achievement of the $100 billion target passes, the official figures for 
2018 we analyse—along with qualitative information on financial commitments16 in 2019 
and 2020, which show no substantial change—make clear that the $100 billion target has 
been missed.  

The current target runs from 2020–25 and is part of the Paris Agreement,17 so, as the US 
rejoins, it could take a decisive step towards achieving the target with a financial 
contribution. Canada, France, and Japan should also step up their additional finance 
commitments. Particularly if it focussed on adaptation, rather than mitigation, this could also 
immediately support countries’ COVID recovery as well as climate resilience.  

The UNFCCC needs to ensure that its measures and accounting rules engender trust, and a 
starting point must be to measure finance which is new and additional to the 2009 baseline 
(Mitchell et al., 2020). This will not only emphasise the need for new resources but will also 
avoid the incentives of “green-washing” existing projects, which can short-change 
development and climate alike (Baker and Mitchell, 2019).  

Finally, officials will start work on defining a new collective target for 2025 onwards from “a 
floor of USD 100 billion per year.” It will need a clearer baseline and clarity over the 
standards for measurement. If developed countries expect lower-income countries to 
measure and achieve stretching domestic climate mitigation targets, they will surely need to 
set a better example in their own commitments on finance, even before the target is revised 
up in 2025.  

  

 

16 Current DAC figures for 2009 suggest a total finance for development figure for 2019 of $201 billion (below 
the 2018 figure of $207 billion), though this may be subject to revision. For 2020, there are limited additional 
commitments planned, for example, see Donor Tracker, https://donortracker.org/sector/climate. 
17 Through decision 1/CP.21, paragraph 53,in accordance with Article 9, paragraph 3, of the Paris Agreement, 
“Decides that…. developed countries intend to continue their existing collective mobilization goal through 2025, 
[and] prior to 2025 the CMA shall set a new collective quantified goal from a floor of USD 100 billion per year.” 

https://unfccc.int/topics/climate-finance/the-big-picture/climate-finance-in-the-negotiations
https://donortracker.org/sector/climate
https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/tierIII-indicators/files/13.a.1_Background.pdf
https://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/cop21/eng/10a01.pdf#page=8round.pdf
https://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/cop21/eng/10a01.pdf#page=8round.pdf
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Annex 1. Total development finance:  
Scope and country-level changes 

When we talk about development finance provided by developed countries, it is often 
assumed that aid is being discussed, measured by ODA. While important, it is far from a 
comprehensive picture of overseas finance flows, and trends in both export credits and 
“other official flows” (OOF) often have a climate element. 

Use of ODA and non-ODA finance differs between countries, meaning that just comparing 
ODA figures may not be fair comparison of actual contributions. However, given the 
different terms—and often intent—of non-ODA financing, it also means that two countries 
with the same increase in total finance are not necessarily equally generous. Japan has 
recorded the third largest increase in development finance, and while this increase should be 
welcomed, this has come nearly entirely from a $12 billion increase in export credits. These 
can have developmental impact, and are often used to finance renewable energy projects, but 
the intended beneficiaries are domestic firms. By contrast, most of the increase in finance 
from the UK has come from bilateral ODA, so while the overall increase is similar for both 
countries, arguably the UK’s finance is preferable. 

On the other hand, while Canada has reduced the finance it provides, ODA has increased 
(albeit only slightly), and this fall comes entirely from a large drop in export credit 
disbursements (from $6.5 billion in 2009, to $0.2 billion in 2018). 

Nevertheless, export finance and other official flows may allow developing countries to 
invest in projects they may otherwise struggle to finance, and so have the potential to help in 
building up green, climate-resilient infrastructure. Including these flows provides a more 
complete picture. For example, Korea has increased the amount of ODA it provides 
threefold since 2009, from $850 million to $2.5 billion (to 0.14 percent of GNI). But this is 
still a fraction of total development finance flows from Korea, which amounted to $12 
billion in 2018, or 0.68 percent of GNI. (Korea are still not categorised as “developed” and 
are therefore not included in the OECD’s climate report figures.)  
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Annex 2. Public development finance flows by country 
and type 

The following figures plot the trend in development finance of the sixteen countries to 
record the largest change in absolute terms between 2009 and 2018. Full data for all 
countries are contained within the linked data file.  

Figure 3. Total public development finance flows, 2009–2018  
(gross disbursements, current USD billion) 
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Figure 4. Total public development finance flows, 2009–2018  
(gross disbursements, % GNI) 
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Annex 3. Change in bilateral ODA, and climate  
finance reported as bilateral ODA in 2018 to UNFCCC 
(current USD, million) 

 

Notes: Only developed countries with BR4 submissions included (excluding Korea and the US in particular). 

Sources: OECD DAC table 1, UNFCCC BR4 submissions 
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Annex 4. Total development finance 2009 and 2018 (current prices, USD million) 

 

Notes: The "Others" category includes: Slovak Republic; Slovenia (DAC member); Romania; Croatia; Bulgaria; Estonia; Lithuania; Malta; Latvia; Liechtenstein. 
Missing data for Monaco (2009, 2018), Bulgaria (2009) and Croatia (2009). Multilateral includes all contributions, not just the ODA-eligible portion (estimates before 
2011). Source: OECD, DAC table 1, table 2b, Member’s use of Multilaterals table. 
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