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Local communities are directly affected by the impacts
of climate change and are essential to developing and
implementing effective responses. As a result, it has
never been more important to understand, track and
measure flows of climate finance to the local level.
However, information on these flows is not currently
provided in ways that allow accurate measurement and
tracking. We estimate flows of climate finance targeting
the local level and those that are specifically locally

led over the past eight years. While there has been a
jump In reported funding for locally led climate action
since 2021, transparency and reporting practices are
shockingly incomplete, such that even in the highest year,
less than half a percent of all reported climate finance
can be deemed to be locally led. Improved reporting and
transparency are vital to verify how much climate finance
iIs reaching the communities that need it most.
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Abbreviations

COP
CRS
DAC
GEF
GCF
LDC
LLA
MDBs
NCQG
NGO
ODA
OECD
OOF
SIDS
UNEP
UNFCCC
UNOCHA

Conference of the Parties of the UNFCCC

Creditor Reporting System of the OECD DAC
Development Assistance Committee

Gilobal Environment Facility

Green Climate Fund

Least developed country

Locally led adaptation

Multilateral development banks

New Collective Quantified Goal on Climate Finance
Nongovernmental organisation

Official development assistance

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
Other official flows

Small island developing states

United Nations Environment Programme

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change

UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs
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Summary

Climate impacts are felt most directly at the local level, by communities and people
facing the dalily realities of the climate crisis. Locally led climate action is critically
important to ensure communities are empowered to lead and implement effective
adaptation efforts. This paper shows that current reporting approaches are woefully
inadequate for tracking how much funding makes it to vulnerable communities. We
estimated funding provided for locally led climate action over the past eight years years
and the amounts are shockingly low — even in the year with the highest proportion,
less than half a percent of all reported climate finance can be deemed to be locally led.

While approaches to climate action often include In the absence of clear, consistent data to allow

local actors as project beneficiaries, genuine inclusion measurement and tracking of climate finance reaching the
of local perspectives and decision making can be local level, several approaches have been developed to
lacking, meaning climate funding can be misinformed estimate these flows. In this paper, we use one approach
and misdirected. Recognising the need for a different — keyword searches on project titles and descriptions
approach, since 2021 well over 100 governments and — to estimate flows of climate finance targeting the
institutions have endorsed the locally led adaptation local level over an eight-year period from 2016 to 2023,
(LLA) principles.’ Although the principles were developed using the latest available figures from the Organisation
explicitly for adaptation, empowering local actors is for Economic Co-operation and Development's

relevant for all climate action, including mitigation. Development Assistance Committee (OECD DAC),

released in mid-2025. We also estimate the amount of
funding for locally led climate action over the same period
and compare these figures to funding aimed at local
implementation. The difference in these figures highlights
how critical the distinction between locally led and

locally implemented climate action is. As outlined below,
our estimates are severely constrained by limitations in
the data and so should be understood as indicative of
funding priorities rather than a definitive quantum.

Locally led climate action gives decision-making power
to the community in question and aligns with the LLA
principles. In contrast, locally implemented climate
action involves community members as beneficiaries,

or funding that targets a specific community but is not
necessarily driven by the priorities of local actors and

is usually designed externally. Climate action that is
locally implemented is, of course, also important and
understanding how much funding targets the local level is
likewise critical. Our analysis finds that only 0.17% of all reported
climate funding purports to be locally led and only 311
transaction lines out of approximately 140,000 in total
of climate finance reported via the OECD DAC over the
eight years studied included the terms ‘locally led’ or
‘community led".

In 2024, the international community agreed on the New
Collective Quantified Goal on Climate Finance (NCQG).
The NCQG calls for developed countries' to take the lead
in achieving the financing goal of US$300 billion annually
for climate action in developing countries by 2035 and

all actors to scale up climate finance to developing There has been a significant increase in activities using
countries to US$1.3 trillion annually by the same year.' the locally led terminology since 2021, the year the
From 2028, the United Nations Framework Convention LLA principles were launched. More than 85% of the

on Climate Change's (UNFCCC) Standing Committee transaction lines using these locally led keywords were
on Finance will begin reporting on progress towards the  reported in 2021-2023 and twenty times more funding
NCQG. However, current reporting methods will not for locally led climate finance was allocated in 2023 than
allow accurate tracking of how much of those flows either in 2016. However, an incredibly small portion of overall
target local implementation or are dedicated to locally led  climate finance is for activities that explicitly include these
climate action. synonyms for locally led. Even in 2021, the year with the

i For a list of signatories, which include governments, nongovernmental organisations and civil society organisations, multilateral agencies, climate funds and
research organisations, see www.iied.org/lla-alliance-join-endorsers-locally-led-adaptation-principles.

ii Despite the recognised shortcomings of this nomenclature, throughout this publication we use the terms ‘developed’ and ‘developing’ countries to reflect that
the most recent commitments made under international climate agreements use this terminology. Earlier agreements divided countries into Annex |, Annex |l
and non-Annex | Parties (see Appendix 2), and these lists are used practically to categorise countries into developed (Annex Il countries are those with financial
obligations — in other words, developed) and developing (non-Annex | countries). Note that the list of developed/Annex Il countries in this context differs from
the list of ‘funder’ countries as per the OECD. See the fourth step of Appendix 1 for more details.

iii These terms were searched for both with and without hyphens.
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highest proportion, less than half a percent of all reported Recommendations

climate finance allocated is for action that is framed as
locally led.

In terms of funding that is locally implemented, of all
reported climate finance over the eight years studied,
only 29% included some funding explicitly aimed at the
local level, with a slightly higher proportion for adaptation
(83.6%) than for mitigation (24.6%). Because of the

lack of detall in the data, it is not possible to estimate
what share of the 29% was specifically for local-level
implementation (see Figure 1). It is also not possible to

quantify how much of that actually reaches the local level.

Given the methodological shortcomings of the keyword
search approach and the constraints of the data, these
estimates characterise general funding flows rather
than precise totals; however, the indicative proportions
remain. A particularly shocking finding is that only 0.7%
of all reported climate finance made any mention of the
keyword ‘Indigenous’."

Our research also highlights the current methodological
limitations for those wanting to track efforts towards the
NCQG and particularly where resources flow to. First, a
lack of transparency from bilateral funders (that is, funder
countries); second, the limitations of using the OECD
DAC datasets for tracking local-level finance; and finally
the limitations of the keyword search methodology itself,
for which the inherent assumptions may lead to both
over- and under-estimates.

Improved reporting practices from funders and greater
trust and transparency will be needed to increase the
accuracy of reporting and tracking climate finance flows.

Figure 1. Estimates of the proportion of all reported climate finance
thatincludes some funding explicitly aimed at the local level,
and that is explicitly locally led.

Total reported
climate finance

Total reported climate finance that includes some
reference to local implementation: 29%

Total reported climate finance that mentions
= locally led climate action: 0.17%

= The increasing recognition of the value of locally led
climate action — demonstrated through signatories to
the LLA principles — is heartening. However, rhetoric
about locally led climate action needs to be
matched by an increased proportion of funding
and a commitment to transparent reporting.

= While climate finance flowing to local actors and
local-level implementation are both essential, this is
not the same as being locally led. Climate impacts
are felt most directly at the local level and action that
does take place at the local level must be authentically
led by local actors. Reporting on climate finance
must allow monitoring to distinguish between
funding for locally led and locally implemented
climate action.

= Funder countries should collectively agree upon
consistent reporting approaches for the data they
already generate. Reporting to the UNFCCC should
be consistent across funders, to allow for accurate
comparisons — for example, for all countries to use
either commitment or disbursement data. Improved
reporting standards would increase the ability to
track funding to local recipients as well as progress
towards internationally agreed climate finance goals.

= While many funders maintain public-facing databases
of the projects they implement, these generally do
not include financial reports. The lack of accurate
disbursement data is particularly troublesome. Funders
should increase their transparency by including
financial reports in their own databases, at the
very least at the conclusion of projects.

= Multilateral development banks (MDBs)
and agencies should ensure their reporting
approaches allow for effective and accurate
tracking of locally led climate action and
climate action that is locally implemented.

= OECD DAC members are currently exploring
the development of proxy metrics for locally
led development cooperation metrics. Our
recommendation to all funders is that neither
regional- nor national-level actors should be
considered ‘local’ when estimating finance
flows to the local level, at least not unless
additional qualifiers can be added, such as creating
subcategories to distinguish between subnational,
national and international actors within the existing
OECD DAC channel of delivery codes.

* Funding that targets local implementation
or that is locally led should primarily be grant
funding by default and this is particularly true
for adaptation.

iv The 0.7% includes the equivalent term in French and Spanish too.
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Introduction

The climate crisis is a harsh reality for people living at the
forefront of changing weather patterns and extreme events.
Communities around the world are increasingly having

to adapt, mitigate, and respond to climate losses and
damages. Developed countries have pledged resources

to respond to the changing climate and to the needs

of developing countries. However, the overall amounts

of finance provided fall far short of what is needed and

the extent to which the resources provided reach local
communities remains unverified.

www.iied.org 7



Realising the promise of climate finance has been of those financial commitments. Key issues of debate

a fundamental challenge of the international climate include what constitutes climate finance, how much
negotiations since the original UNFCCC agreement should be provided and the appropriate balance
back in 1992. While Parties agreed that developed between mitigation and adaptation.

countries would provide financial resources to help
developing countries to achieve the agreed climate
goals (articles 4.3 and 4.4)," developed and developing

Nevertheless, several significant funding commitments
have been made over the three decades of negotiations,
with the most recent commitment for climate finance

countries have often been at odds over the fulfilment

BOX 1. THE LLA PRINCIPLES

Principle 1. Devolving decision making to the lowest appropriate level: Giving local

institutions and communities more direct access to finance and power to decide how to define,
prioritise, design and implement adaptation actions, monitor progress and evaluate success.

Principle 2. Addressing structural inequalities faced by women, youth, children, disabled
and displaced people, Indigenous Peoples and marginalised ethnic groups: Integrating
gender-based, economic and political inequalities that are root causes of vulnerability into

the core of adaptation action and encouraging vulnerable and marginalised individuals to
meaningfully participate in and lead adaptation decisions.

Principle 3. Providing patient and predictable funding that can be accessed more easily:
Supporting long-term development of local governance processes, capacity and institutions
through simpler access modalities and longer-term (seven years or more), more predictable
funding horizons, to ensure that communities can effectively implement adaptation actions.

Principle 4. Investing in local capabilities to leave an institutional legacy: Improving local
institutions’ capabilities to ensure they can understand climate risks and uncertainties, generate
solutions and facilitate and manage adaptation initiatives over the long term without depending
on project-based donor funding.

Principle 5. Building a robust understanding of climate risk and uncertainty: Informing

adaptation decisions through a combination of local, Indigenous and scientific knowledge to
enable resilience under a range of future climate scenarios.

Principle 6. Flexible programming and learning: Enabling adaptive management to address
the inherent uncertainty in adaptation, especially through robust monitoring and learning
systems, flexible finance and flexible programming.

Principle 7. Ensuring meaningful transparency and accountability: Making programme

financing, design and delivery more transparent and downwardly accountable to local
stakeholders.

Principle 8. Collaborative action and investment: Enabling integrated subsidiarity by
connecting governance layers and incentivising collaboration across sectors, initiatives and
actors to support more coherent responses and ensure the most appropriate actors lead and
the right type of finance is used for the right areas of action to avoid duplication and enhance
efficiencies.

For more information, see: www.iied.org/principles-for-locally-led-adaptation

v Article 4.3 of the UNFCCC states that developed countries will provide the needed financial resources to developing country Parties to meet the agreed full

incremental costs of implementing the agreed steps to achieve the Convention’s goals. Article 4.4 states that developed countries should also assist particularly

vulnerable developing countries to meet their adaptation costs (United Nations (1992) United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (FCCC/
INFORMAL/84). Available at https://unfccc.int/resource/docs/convkp/conveng.pdf).
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— the NCQG — agreed at the 29th Conference of the
Parties of the UNFCCC (COP29) in Baku in 2024.
Under the NCQG, developed countries are to take

the lead in reaching the goal of US$300 billion for
developing countries for climate action per year by
2035, with all actors (in other words, all public and
private sources of finance) to scale up climate finance
for developing countries to at least US$1.3 trillion per
year by 2035.2

Climate finance is a critical element of the international
climate agreements. As well as forming an essential part
of the political negotiations, funding is important from

a justice perspective; it means that countries that have
done little to contribute to the causes of climate change
can be supported to respond to its impacts. But these
finance obligations and commitments are made at the
national level, while most climate impacts are felt locally.
At the same time, those at the local level are often best
placed to determine the most appropriate responses for
their situation and needs.

To reflect that reality, the eight LLA principles were
launched in January 2021. These principles, outlined
in Box 1, were developed by a partnership of peers
formed under the Global Commission on Adaptation
to help ensure that local communities are empowered
to respond to climate impacts. Since then, more than
130 organisations — including governments, global

institutions and local and international nongovernmental
organisations (NGOs) — have signed onto the
principles,” which are designed to give greater voice
and agency to local people to build resilient societies,
economies and ecosystems.

In this paper, we use the term ‘locally /ed climate action’
to mean climate actions that give decision-making
power to the community in question and broadly

align with the LLA principles. On the other hand,

we use ‘local climate action’ or ‘locally implemented
climate action’ to describe climate actions that involve
community members as beneficiaries, or funding that
targets a specific community but is not necessarily
driven by the priorities of local actors (and is usually
designed by external stakeholders) — see Box 2. As
such, locally /ed climate action is distinct from climate
action that is implemented at the local level or includes
local actors.

The NCQG text also recognises the importance of
locally led climate action, with the agreement urging
increasing support for locally led approaches and
institutions, particularly for adaptation (Paragraph

22 (a)). Given this, an increase in funding for locally
implemented and locally led climate action is to be
expected. However, there are many challenges related to
tracking climate finance and these are particularly acute
when tracking funding that targets the local context.3

BOX 2. WHAT DO WE MEAN BY LOCAL?

vi For a list of signatories, see www.iied.org/lla-alliance-join-endorsers-locally-led-adaptation-principles.
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One of the consistent challenges in any attempt to track
progress towards climate finance goals is the lack of an
agreed definition of what climate finance is — what types
of funding should be counted.” To measure progress
against international climate funding targets, developed
countries often use reports generated by the OECD
that aggregate Party (in other words, country) reporting
on bilateral flows to the UNFCCC together with the
portions of multilateral and private finance reported to the
OECD DAC that are attributed to developed countries.
Research from civil society and academia suggests
significant overestimations in these reported flows to
developing countries.®? The Challenges section of this
report explores this disparity between reported flows
and manifest climate finance amounts in more detail. For
example, in their reporting to the UNFCCC, countries
differ on whether they report on the amount of money
they have committed to spend on climate action or on
how much they have actually disbursed; this is up to
each funder to determine. Projects naturally change over
their lifetime and disbursements should not be expected
to exactly match commitments, but combining data that
includes both cannot be precise.

Countries also report on climate finance provisions as
part of their broader development finance reporting to
the OECD. Using the ‘Rio markers’ for mitigation and
adaptation, countries can indicate what portion of the
funding provided had a climate driver. The marker for
mitigation was introduced in 1998, while the marker for
adaptation has been applied only since 2010. In 2016,
the OECD released improved guidance on the use of
the markers. Despite its known limitations — including
overestimations via ‘over-coding’ by countries against
the Rio markers — the OECD DAC data remains the
largest and most comprehensive set of information
about international development finance provided for
climate action.'o" 1213

These challenges in tracking financial flows to

the national level are then magnified for attempts

to understand how those flows proceed and are
apportioned and applied'* — in other words, how
they are spent in practice and by whom. Researchers
have taken various approaches to estimating climate

finance flows, which are summarised in the next section.

Informed by these efforts, in this paper we use one
approach — keyword searches on project titles and
descriptions — to estimate flows of climate finance
targeting the local level and climate finance that is
locally led over an eight-year period from 2016 to 2023
(since the revision of the guidance on the Rio markers),
using the latest available figures from the OECD DAC
(released in mid-2025). While there has been a jump
in funding for locally led climate action since 2021, our
methodology shows that overall amounts of locally led
funding remain shockingly low, with even the highest
year reporting less than half a percent of all reported
climate funding for action that is framed as locally led.

Our methodology is outlined below, with full details
provided in Appendix 1. As well as allowing us to
estimate how financial flows have changed over time,
making our approach entirely transparent and publicly
available means that this approach can be replicated;
for example, it can be applied to other Rio markers (such
as for biodiversity or desertification), over different time
periods, or to other analyses for which tracking funding
to the local level might be useful. However, without more
consistent data provided by funders, future reporting will
similarly remain just estimates.

How to estimate funding for
local and locally led climate
action

In 2017, lIED researchers Soanes et al. provided the first
attempt to identify and quantify how much of the money
travelling to developing countries for climate action was
directed to the local level. The resulting publication,
‘Delivering real change: getting international climate
finance to the local level',"® did this using a simple
methodology — using keyword searches on project
documents from projects funded by 12 of the largest
climate funds. Their study estimated that approximately
10% of climate funding in the period 2003-2016 was
directed to the local level, noting very clearly that these
findings were an approximation only. Nevertheless, the
resulting working paper has had a very wide reach and
this keyword search approach remains one of the most
commonly used, though often on a wider data set than
used in the 2017 research.

Since then, other organisations have explored
international flows of climate finance beyond the national
level, including Climate Policy Initiative's (CPI) Global
Landscape of Climate Finance'® and the United Nations
Environment Programme's (UNEP) Adaptation Gap'”
reports. CPI produces regular reports that look at
public and private climate finance flows internationally,
nationally and locally in terms of household/individual
expenditure, though CPI do not yet explicitly estimate
funding to the local level.”® In their 2023 Adaptation Gap
report, UNEP repeated the word search approach used
by Soanes et al.,'® this time applied to OECD DAC data
on climate finance. Their work found that approximately
17% of adaptation funding allocated in the five years
from 2017 to 2021 was targeted at the local level.?°

The UNEP study looked at different sources of climate
funding across a different time window and so does

not allow for effective comparison over time from the
findings of the 2017 Soanes et al. study.

IIED followed up the 2017 paper with a look specifically
at adaptation funding to what the United Nations
categorises as the ‘least developed countries’ (LDCs),
taking a much more robust approach by searching

10  wwwiiied.org



for project documents to review based on adaptation
projects listed by the OECD DAC data between 2014
and 2018. While only 10% of eligible projects were
detailed enough for inclusion in that study, it found
surprisingly high levels of engagement with local
actors, with over 50% of the budgets of the included
interventions linked to intended local benefits.>’

Several papers have attempted to estimate the allocation
of finance to the local level in other areas related

to climate change, such as disaster management,
environment or development more broadly. For disaster
response efforts, finance provision to the local level

is at least somewhat traceable through the Financial
Tracking Service of the UN Office for the Coordination
of Humanitarian Affairs (UNOCHA).?? Unfortunately,

no equivalent body undertakes a similar role for
environment, development, or climate change funding,
so many challenges for estimating localisation funding
remain.?® For example, a 2022 study looked at the extent
to which international funding for environmental issues
provided via the Global Environment Facility (GEF)
reached the subnational-level in Argentina, Brazil and
Mexico.?* The authors found that data on the level of
funding allocated to subnational governments was not
consistently documented and so had to undertake a
meticulous process of manually establishing these flows
within the three studied countries. Studies by Briggs

in 2016%° and Marineau and Findley in 20202¢ looked

at subnational aid allocation in Africa, while in 2020,
Dipendra® did likewise in Nepal. Each study pointed to
the lack of adequate and comparable subnational-level
data to allow accurate and consistent tracking.

Similarly, several studies have attempted to estimate
climate finance flows — including the amount travelling
to the local level — within specific countries, including
Ecuador,?® Kenya,?® Malawi,*° the Marshall Islands®'
and Nepal.®? Each required an extensive and detailed
study of the national case and many required interviews
with project implementers to verify how funding flows
in-country.

These challenges in estimating climate finance flows
within countries are matched by the findings of studies
evaluating the robustness of reporting of international
flows of climate finance to countries. For example,
Oxfam’s Climate Finance Shadow Reports®%34 and
recent exploration of the Asian Development Bank's
adaptation finance figures® each highlight shortcomings
in reporting approaches on global climate finance
commitments, including reporting via the OECD. In
2021, CARE investigated adaptation projects in six
countries. Their report highlights over-reporting of
adaptation finance, noting that the largest volumes of
over-reporting corresponded to the funders providing
the largest volumes of adaptation finance.®® CARE's
study also highlights the challenge of access to detailed
financial data, whereby researchers often rely on

individual relationships with donors or on bureaucratic
willingness to share. We experienced similar challenges
in this research.

Specific limitations of OECD DAC data (resulting from
inconsistencies in how funders report to the OECD)
are also well documented. In 2011, Michaelowa and
Michaelowa®” used a keyword search on OECD DAC
data to explore the accuracy of the use of the Rio
markers. They found that well over 50% of projects
coded for adaptation and mitigation were over-coded
(in other words, they were not, in fact, climate-relevant).
Weikmans et al. in 201728 similarly found over-reporting
of climate finance amounts. Their study involved
individually assessing and coding over 5,000 lines of
OECD DAC finance data marked as adaptation. Our
research attempted an amended version of this coding
approach to supplement our keyword search. It should
be noted that a more recent study, including one of the
authors of the 2011 paper,®® amended their estimation of
the share of false positives on more recent OECD DAC
data to roughly 10%.4° However, two recent studies of
individual funder countries’ climate finance reporting to
the OECD, looking at Australia and the UK, continue to
suggest significant over-coding. The report by Ritchie
in 2024*' provides a clear and useful description of the
limitations of both OECD and UNFCCC reporting and
the challenges of attempting to use these datasets to
track progress towards internationally-agreed climate
finance goals. Like many other researchers, while we
recognise the limitations of using the OECD DAC
dataset, we find that it remains the largest and most
comprehensive set of information about international
development finance provided for climate action.*?42

While the amount of money for locally led climate action
had not been calculated prior to this study, the research
by Coger in 2021** took some early steps towards
articulating how this might be done.

What is consistent across these studies that attempt
to estimate flows of finance either to the local level or
for climate action, or both, is the lack of consistent,
comparable data to enable the accurate tracking of
climate finance — both globally and at the local level
specifically. These challenges continue for estimates of
locally led climate action.

www.iied.org 11



Methodology

To begin this study, we undertook a literature review of
scholarly and practice-based approaches to estimating
climate finance flows aimed at the local level and for locally
led climate action. Using this as a basis, we developed our
macro analysis methodology, in which we used keywords
to search eight years of OECD DAC data on public climate
finance to estimate the flows of finance for both locally
implemented and locally led climate action. Our research
highlights numerous challenges and limitations, both in the
available data and in the methodology, including a lack of
transparency, limitations of the datasets and issues related to
the keyword search methodology.

12 wwwi.ied.org



In their reporting of climate finance to the OECD,
countries use the Rio markers to indicate the purpose
or objective of funding the activity, whether the activities
were: ‘principal’ (in other words, the fundamental
objective); ‘significant’ (the activity has adaptation or
mitigation benefits, but this is not the fundamental
objective); or ‘not targeted’ against the adaptation and
mitigation Rio markers in terms of the activity’s climate
driver.*®* While these markers are usually in the order

of 100% for activities marked as ‘principal’, 40% for
those marked as ‘significant’ and 0% for activities not
targeted, different countries apply different coefficients
to their reported flows when they document this funding
to the OECD to reflect this difference in objectives.
Appendix 3 summarises these variations; more detail
can be found in the 2024 report by the OECD DAC
Working Party on Development Finance Statistics.*®

We downloaded the OECD DAC data for the eight
years as an Excel spreadsheet of approximately
140,000 funding lines. Each line represents an
individual reported transaction, rather than individual
projects; most projects include multiple transaction
lines, across which the project titles and descriptions
that we searched are repeated. The approach closely
follows that outlined by Savvidou*” in the 2023 UNEP
Adaptation Gap report, which, in turn, built on [IED’s
earlier work from 2017,%8 but with an expanded set of
keywords to use as synonyms for ‘local’ to establish
locally implemented flows. This included adding
French and Spanish versions of the synonyms, more
comprehensive use of wildcards to capture plurals

and other word endings, and even adding in additional
synonyms for local (‘urban’ and ‘cities’) that weren't used
in previous estimates — see Appendix 1 for the full list
of keywords. The expanded local keyword set allows
us to estimate more comprehensively the proportion of
projects that target the local level. Importantly, we also
searched for terms specifically related to locally led
climate action, searching for ‘locally led” and ‘community
led’ (with and without a hyphen for each) within the
climate-related funding data. This allows us to estimate
the amount of funding dedicated to locally led climate
action and how funding for locally led efforts differs
from that provided for locally implemented climate
action. The findings of this approach are outlined in the
Results section.

Challenges and limitations

Over and above the challenges of tracking flows
of climate finance already noted in other reports
summarised above, there were three specific sets of
challenges to undertaking this research. First, a lack
of transparency from bilateral funders (that is, funder

countries); second, the limitations of using the OECD
DAC datasets; and third, restrictions posed by the
keyword search methodology itself. These are outlined
in turn.

First, in terms of the lack of transparency, this study

was originally intended to be in two parts: the macro-
level analysis of the OECD DAC data was to be
complemented by a ‘deep dive’ into a subset of
completed projects from across the range of funders

to explore how much funding reaches the local level

in practice, allowing a comparison across these two
approaches and verification of the findings from the
macro-level analysis. This ‘deep dive’ would also allow a
clearer understanding of the kinds of ‘local’ activities and
actors that are being funded. The multilateral climate and
development funds had data they could share. The seven
bilateral funders approached — selected based on their
demonstrated engagement with LLA — declined to share
even a handful of completed projects for this purpose."
The 'deep dive’ phase of this project, therefore, was not
possible across a meaningful range of organisations

and had to be abandoned. Without access to this kind
of detailed disbursement data, it is not possible to know
how much of the budget of projects that include local
keywords is specifically for local-level implementation
and it is also not possible to quantify how much funding
actually reaches the local level.

Second, the OECD DAC data has several established
challenges for using it to estimate overall climate
finance flows, which, as outlined above, are related to
inconsistencies in how funders report on their climate
funding. These inconsistencies include: the proportions
they use to apply the climate-related Rio markers

(see Appendix 3); the level of detail provided in their
project descriptions; and even what they consider to be
climate finance. That funders are left to determine these
parameters themselves in their reporting significantly
undermines the value of the otherwise comprehensive
datasets provided by the OECD DAC.

A further shortcoming in using data provided by OECD
DAC is that these figures are funder-reported and thus
the data inherently lacks engagement with the local
stakeholders who are the ultimate ‘end users’ of this
funding. The OECD DAC data includes a ‘channel of
delivery’ column, which records the type of organisation
or entity that is the first recipient of funding, using
categories such as recipient country government, private
sector entity in either a funder or recipient country,

or regional development bank. Unfortunately, these
categories do not neatly map onto our definitions of
local (see Box 2), with categories such as ‘universities’
and ‘private sector in a third country’ potentially in either
a funder or recipient country.

vii One funder was keen to share details of their early investments in LLA, however, only for ongoing projects. It is not possible to assess the portion of funding
that reaches communities or that is locally led in practice without complete disbursement data; neither commitment data, nor data on projects that are

incomplete can provide an accurate funding picture.
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Third, the keyword search approach itself also has
limitations. Using keyword searches to estimate
funding flows on large datasets is a method widely
used across both academic and policy publications
(including, for example, Junghans et al.,*® Michaelowa
et al.,’° Soanes et al.,’" UNEP®2 and Weikmans et
al.5%). Keyword searches are one of the most frequently
used tools for identifying relevant documents: this is
usually the first method for finding relevant written
material for any kind of research. It's useful because

it casts a wide net, catching everything that includes
the selected terms. This means that identifying the
appropriate terms is critical and hence in this research
we've focused on improving the accuracy of the
keywords — refining the use of wildcards, including
French and Spanish synonyms, and expanding the
set of ‘local’ synonyms. However, the limitations of the
keyword search approach are also widely recognised.
It's an obviously crude tool and, as well as potentially
missing projects that don't include these keywords

or other relevant synonyms that have not yet been
added, there is a risk of false positives from words
used in a different context or with alternate meanings.
For example, funding lines that describe agricultural
projects that include the use of Indigenous seeds

will be captured even if they lack any reference to
Indigenous Peoples or communities. This can be seen
in practice in the (appropriate but non-local) use of
the keyword ‘home’ in the Australian-funded ‘Australia
Awards Scholarships’, which include this sentence

in their description: “Recipients return home with

new ideas and knowledge, and the ability to make

a significant contribution to their home countries as
leaders in their field.”

In the absence of concrete financial data to review

and substantiate how funding is spent in practice, we
undertook a simple verification exercise to try to test
the validity of the keyword search approach, assessing
a sample of project titles and descriptions individually
and comparing our qualitative assessments to the
keyword approach results, in line with the approach
taken by Weikmans et al. in 2017.5* The details of this
step are outlined in Appendix 1. Because this attempt
at verification used the same set of data as the keyword
search, this approach cannot substantiate the figures
provided by the OECD DAC reports in the way that
individual project reports would; rather, it is limited to
assessing the accuracy of the keyword approach within
the dataset. Given the high level of variation in the
nature and level of detail provided in each activity line's
description (as outlined above), this verification step
was extremely limited in terms of revealing additional
insights. For example, some projects with a high number
of keywords — which might be assumed to indicate a
high degree of ‘localness’ — were not rated highly in
our qualitative assessment, because the keywords in
question were used to describe the problem context but

not the activities of the project itself, and so the degree
to which the project was locally implemented remained
ambiguous. Project-specific financial data is necessary
to undertake accurate verification of these funding
estimates and the transparency does not yet exist to
allow for this.

As well as lacking precision in terms of the funding
lines it selects, the keyword approach is also crude

in its estimations, in that any local synonym keyword
allocates the whole of that funding line. As there is no
ability to distinguish portions of a funding row, we are
forced to assume that if any part of a funding line has a
focus on the local level (as indicated by the keyword),
all of the funding line is allocated to the local level.
This means in projects that include local keywords, it
is not possible to estimate the proportion of funding
that is actually for local-level implementation. Again,

a deep dive into a subset of individual projects would
allow for estimations of how accurate or otherwise that
assumption is.

A further challenge in estimating flows of finance to
the local level using keywords is that it is necessarily
reductionist in its definition of local. Throughout this
research, we use the definition of local outlined in
Box 2, which is principally informed by Soanes et al.®
It's important to note that this definition is limited in
that it fundamentally relies on proximity. A community
can and often does include members who are
geographically distributed,?®*” and who may not be
captured by a proximity-based definition.?®°° This is
also a very broad definition of what counts as local;

in essence, all subnational actors are considered to
be local. For example, this means that a project that
targets smallholder farmers would count as local, even
if the project consists entirely of top-down-determined
interventions and does not include any inputs from the
smallholders themselves in the design of the project.
This again highlights that activities that are locally
implemented or that target local actors are quite
distinct from those that are locally led.

This challenge is less relevant for our estimate of locally
led climate finance. For locally led, we only consider
projects or activities that explicitly include some reference
to being locally or community led. Taking an approach
that is genuinely driven by the needs and priorities of
local communities in line with the LLA principles marks

a significant divergence from traditional climate and
development practices, which are fundamentally driven
by funder priorities®®®" — for example, the funder sets the
parameters for what each funding pot will and will not
fund, and activities must align with the funder’s overall
goals and strategies. As such, it is extremely unlikely

that activities that take a locally led approach make no
reference to this philosophical underpinning in either

the activity title or description. As such, the estimates

of locally led climate finance, based on activities in this
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dataset that use ‘locally led’ or one of its synonyms, can
be expected to be more precise than the estimates for
funding to the local level.

A final additional limitation to the findings of this
research is that although we have used the latest
available figures from the OECD DAGC, released in mid-
2025, the most recent year for this data is 2023. This
means that the impacts of the recent and pronounced
cuts to international development finance are not
reflected in this data.
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Results

This section presents the results of our keyword analysis of
OECD DAC funding data, including the detailed findings

on climate funding targeting locally led climate action and
funding for locally implemented action. We found that only

a minuscule amount of reported climate funding claims to

be for locally led climate action. The proportion of funding
aimed at locally implemented climate action is higher, at 29%.
We also analysed the funding instruments used, recipient
types and whether the focus included gender or Indigenous
Peoples. This section also details the insights derived from
using an expanded set of search keywords and results from
our verification exercise. As outlined above, our estimates are
severely constrained by limitations in the data and so should
be understood as indicative of funding priorities rather than a
definitive quantum.
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Findings on funding for
locally led climate action

Only 0.17% of all reported climate funding purports to
be locally led — that is, it includes search terms related
to or synonyms for locally led climate action. In terms
of transaction lines, only 311 lines out of approximately
140,000 lines of total climate finance over the eight
years included the four search terms used: ‘locally-led’,
‘locally led’, ‘community-led’ or ‘community led". Of
these, 36 lines included versions of the term ‘locally-led
adaptation’ or ‘locally led adaptation’ — in other words,
were specifically about LLA. Three-quarters of the
reported funding for locally led climate action was for
adaptation-only activities, with mitigation-only receiving
12.5% and the remainder allocated across both
mitigation and adaptation.

Of the 311 funding lines, 308 used grant finance and
three lines used debt instruments. All three debt-related
activity lines were related to the World Bank'’s Financing
Locally-Led Climate Action (FLLoCA) initiative in Kenya
(two with World Bank as funder and the third line
reported as Germany's contribution to this project).
Those three funding lines represent 29% of all of the
funding for locally led climate action. This means there
are many more grant-only locally led investments, but for
much smaller amounts.

There has been a significant increase in the use of ‘locally
led’ terminology since 2021, which was the year the

LLA principles were launched. More than 85% of the
transaction lines using the above four locally led climate
action synonyms were funded in 2021-2023 and twenty
times more funding for locally led climate finance was
reported in 2023 than in 2016. Figure 2 shows what

proportion of all climate finance reported each year was
locally led and again, there is a significant jump from 2021
onwards (though the trajectory is not clearly upwards).
What is unclear (and what the keyword approach cannot
reveal) is the extent to which the increase in the use of
the term reflects a ‘rebranding’ of existing approaches, or
genuine material changes in approach — in other words,
the extent to which the increase is merely reflecting what
might be called ‘LLA washing'. However, what the y-axis
of Figure 2 also shows is what an incredibly small portion
of overall climate finance is explicitly locally led; even in
2021, the year with the highest proportion, less than half
of one percent of all reported climate finance allocated is
for action that is locally led.

Other findings about these 311 funding lines that refer
to locally led climate action include:

* The funders range across almost all of the bilateral
funder countries listed in Appendix 2, but only two
projects are funded by multilateral agencies —
the FLLoCA project funded by the World Bank,
mentioned above, and a GEF-funded project in
Colombia called Life Amazon.

= The funding was channelled through a range of
recipients, including those based in developing
countries (categories included ‘private sector in
recipient country’, ‘developing country-based NGO’
and ‘local government’), UN agencies and MDBs,
and those based in the funder countries (categories
included ‘private sector in provider country’, ‘donor
country-based NGO’ and ‘other public entities
in donor country’, as well as several individual
organisations including Oxfam International and IIED).
The recipient countries span various geographic
regions and country groupings, including some small
island developing states (SIDS) and LDCs.

Figure 2. Proportion of locally led climate action of each year’s climate finance
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viii Note that all of these locally or community led projects are a subset of the projects that include the terms ‘local’ or ‘community’.
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= Given that the second LLA principle is about focusing
on structural inequalities and makes explicit mention of
addressing gender-based inequalities, it is surprising
that almost one-third of the funding lines (97 of the
311), accounting for 40% of all the locally led climate
funding, did not include any focus on gender — the
column to indicate this was either listed as ‘not
targeted’ or left blank.

Findings on funding for
locally implemented climate
action

In terms of funding that is locally implemented, of all
reported climate finance over the eight years studied,
only 29% included some funding explicitly aimed at the
local level, with a slightly higher proportion of adaptation
finance (383.6%) and less for mitigation (24.6%). Note that
our figure only considers official development assistance
(ODA), not ‘other official flows’ (non-concessional
finance) or private sector investments, which is a point

of difference from other estimations of local flows. The

trends over the eight-year period can be seen in Figures
3, 4 and 5 — while the overall trend for reported climate
finance targeting local implementation is a slight but
steady increase, the trends for adaptation and mitigation
are much more varied year on year. This likely reflects
changes in funder priorities and how dependent funding
flows are on such whims.

The individual keywords reveal further insights into
funding priorities. Note that keyword frequency is not
exclusive, so the percentages cannot be added — this
is because a single line may hit multiple keywords. The
three keywords with the highest percentages out of
the overall funding for climate action were ‘commun™
(6.98%), ‘urban’ (6.93%) and ‘rural’ (6.32%). For
adaptation only, these were ‘rural’ (9.78%), ‘commun*’
(9.34%) and ‘local’ (7.19%), while for mitigation only,
these were ‘urban’ (8.2%), ‘city/cities’ (6.31%) and
‘commun*’ (3.73%). The addition of ‘urban’ and ‘city/
cities’ was clearly important for the accuracy of these
results and highlights cities as an important focus for
local-level mitigation action.

A particularly shocking finding is that only 0.7% of
all reported climate finance made any mention of

Figure 3. Adaptation-only funding with local implementation
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Figure 4. Mitigation-only funding with local implementation
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Figure 5. Overall climate funding with local implementation
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‘Indigenous’ or its French or Spanish alternatives.
Considering that Indigenous Peoples manage over
a quarter of the world's land surface,®? this seems an
astonishingly low figure.

In terms of the financial instrument used for each activity
line — in other words, whether the funding is provided
via grants or loans — the proportion of funding using
grants is higher for projects that include a local focus
than overall. However, the greater distinction is seen
between adaptation and mitigation. For adaptation-only
finance, 58.6% of funding estimated to target local
implementation uses grants, while for mitigation-only, this
is 31%. There have been calls to increase grant finance
and minimise loans for adaptation for many years, but

the trend over time does not reflect this. For mitigation,
there is a strong trend towards using debt instruments —
becoming near exclusive use — even for action aimed at
local implementation. See Figures 6 and 7.

Bilateral funding (in other words, from funder countries)
was more likely to include local synonyms (32.6% of
the climate finance reported from bilaterals) than that
provided by multilateral funders (21.5% of the climate
finance reported from multilaterals). This difference

could be seen for both mitigation and adaptation
funding, but was more pronounced for adaptation-only
finance, for which 41.3% of climate funding from funder
countries included one or more of the local keywords,
compared to 24.7% of that from multilateral funders.
For mitigation, these figures were 27.6% and 17.3%,
from funder countries and multilaterals, respectively.
This highlights that synonyms for ‘local’ are more likely
to be used in descriptions of adaptation projects than in
descriptions of mitigation projects.

As outlined above, we significantly expanded the
keywords used in our research, including adding a
number of French and Spanish keywords to our set
and modifying some of the existing English keywords
to versions that would also pick up French or Spanish
equivalents. For example, the terms ‘provinc*, ‘local’
and ‘rural” work across these languages, and we used
‘commun™ to find French as well as English versions,
adding ‘comuni*’ for the Spanish equivalents. We also
treated every keyword as a case-neutral wildcard and
added ‘urban’ and ‘city/cities’ to the list of English
keywords. The addition and modification of these words
accounts for a significant portion of the difference
between our findings and other estimates. For example,
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Figure 6. Adaptation-only, proportion of funding with local implementation using grants
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Figure 7. Mitigation-only, proportion of funding with local implementation using grants
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while the dedicated additional French and Spanish
keywords (those that would not be picked up by the
modifications of the English keywords) collectively
accounted for less than 2.2% of the overall reported
climate finance, ‘city/cities’ on its own accounted for
3.1% and ‘urban’ 3.6% — in this case, these figures are
funding lines that include those keywords and no others
from our set, and so would not otherwise have been
captured in this report.

Findings using existing
OECD codes

The OECD DAC data includes a column titled ‘Channel
of delivery’ to describe categories of recipient types.
These are the first, or primary recipients of funding;

in other words, there may be other recipients further
along the delivery chain, but details of these later
recipients are not captured through this reporting.®® As
outlined above, these categories do not easily allow for
discerning which actors are local, with many categories

likely to include actors in both funder and recipient
country groups. Even including multiple categories
that span local and non-local groups, including those
representing universities and think tanks, and public—
private partnerships (each of which will include some
recipients based in funder countries and so represent
overcounting), the proportion of funding that we would
categorise as local using the channel of delivery codes
is extremely low. We included:

= 12002: local governments in recipient countries
= 23000: developing country-based NGO

= 30000, 31000 and 32000: public—private
partnerships and networks

= 51000: university, college, research institute or think-
tank

= 62000: private sector in recipient country

Funding channelled to this set of recipients, in other
words, delivered directly to subnational actor types,
accounted for only 4.1% of all reported climate finance.
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Figure 8. Percentage of funding allocated to recipients using ‘local’ OECD channel of delivery codes
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Figure 8 shows that, while the proportion increased
between 2016 and 2023, the most recent years show

a downward trend, so it is difficult to draw conclusions
about the trend overall. While using the channel of
delivery codes to estimate local flows has its own
limitations (including that projects that use national or
international actors may then channel a proportion of
funding to local-level actors), increasing the proportion
of funding that flows directly to subnational actors would
be one way that funders could demonstrate increasing
local agency over funding, in line with the LLA principles.

Verification exercise

As outlined in the Challenges section, we undertook
a simple verification exercise to try to test the validity
of the keyword search approach. Our findings show
only a loose inverse correlation between the number
of unique keywords used in our own assessment of
‘localness’. As expected, we found that transaction
lines that included a high number of distinct local
synonym keywords were very likely to be considered
as local after undertaking a qualitative review of their
project title and description. What is perhaps more
surprising is that there were some projects with no local
keywords that were considered to be somewhat local
in their focus in our qualitative assessment and that
having three or even four unique keywords across the
project title and description did not consistently mean
projects were considered to be locally implemented.
This highlights again the limitations of the keyword
approach as a method for identifying local projects as
well as the challenge of defining ‘local’ (highlighted in
the Challenges section). As discussed above, these
ambiguities are greatly reduced for locally led climate
action, with activities taking a locally led approach highly
likely to describe it as such.
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Discussion and
conclusions

Despite growing momentum for locally led climate action

and widespread commitment to the LLA principles, there are
significant questions about how much funding is dedicated to
climate action that is locally led. Our analysis reveals that only
a tiny proportion of total reported climate finance meets this
description. Our research highlights numerous limitations in
the available data, including a failure to distinguish between
finance that targets the local level and finance that is
dedicated to climate action that is locally led. Additionally, a
lack of transparency and differing approaches and reporting
requirements make it extremely difficult to accurately track
climate finance flows beyond the national level.
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Momentum for locally led climate action has been
building over recent years and especially since the
introduction of the LLA principles in 2021. Multiple
funders, including countries, funding agencies and
banks, have signed onto the principles; as such, a
subsequent increase in funding for locally led climate
action is to be expected and it might similarly be
expected that climate action that more broadly focuses
on local implementation — even without being locally led
— would also receive additional attention. Our research
finds that only a minuscule proportion of total reported
climate finance is dedicated to locally led climate
action, although there has been an uptick since 2021.
Funding for climate action that is locally implemented
shows a much more modest upward trend, while the
trend for locally implemented mitigation projects is
more variable. As noted in the Challenges section,
development finance has witnessed profound funding
cuts since the most recent data was released, so it is
unclear how severe the effect on these already modest
upward trends for locally led climate action might be.
What our research also cannot reveal is how much of
the missing expected increase in funding for locally led
climate action is because of a lack of action or because
of issues with transparency and reporting.

The current approaches that funders take in reporting
on the climate finance they provide mean that it also isn't
possible to calculate accurately and consistently how
much of the climate finance provided actually reaches
the local level. In this report, we have cast a wide net

in our search for local climate finance flows, finessing
the selection of keywords and incorporating keywords
in French and Spanish. Despite this, only a third of
reported climate finance even considers local actors in
their project titles and descriptions. Funding for locally
led climate action is dramatically below what is needed,
with less than 0.2% of all reported climate finance
provided to locally led climate action. While funding for
climate action targeting local implementation appears
to be slowly increasing, far more is needed to ensure
that projects targeting local actors are genuinely locally
led and improved reporting practices are required to
have confidence in those trends. The extremely limited
funding with any reference to the word ‘Indigenous’
(which was only found in 0.7% of all reported climate
finance) is particularly shocking.

Given the methodological shortcomings of the
keyword search approach and the constraints of

the data, our estimates characterise general funding
flows rather than precise totals. For example, our
figure only considers ODA and does not include
‘other official flows’ (in other words, non-concessional
finance) or private sector investments (which are

not yet consistently reported). Including these other
investment types affects the specific percentage
figures; however, the indicative proportions remain. Our
inclusion of French and Spanish keywords, treating

every keyword as a case-neutral wildcard and adding
additional terms to the list of keywords accounts for
a significant portion of the difference between our
findings and previous estimates.®*

Lack of capacity, including absorptive capacity,
programming capacity and technical capacity, is

often used as a justification for avoiding local-level
actors, with promises of readiness activities to build
that capacity on the premise that one day such actors
might finally be ready to implement projects directly
themselves. The LLA principles are premised on

the idea of building that capacity through doing, of
trusting that local actors are ready today to implement
appropriate solutions. Of course, not all climate action
will take place at the local level: large-scale change
and large-scale projects are also needed, and a range
of actors must be involved, across scales and from

all parts of society. But with climate impacts felt most
directly at the local level, local action is also paramount
and so action that does take place at the local level
must be authentically led by local actors.®%%¢

Both locally led climate action and locally led
development®”#® have garnered increasing enthusiasm
in recent years, at least in terms of public support for
the language of localisation, with over 130 agencies,
including a number of the largest climate finance
providers, having signed on to the LLA principles.
Given the increasing focus on both LLA and locally

led development, it is not surprising to see more use

of terminology about local actors. But because of the
limitations in the available data and lack of engagement
with local stakeholders, it is impossible to tell whether
any increases reflect genuine changes in practice or
merely changes in language and emphasis. The lack of
focus on gender within the small group of projects using
locally led terminology suggests at least some limits

to how extensive the application of the LLA principles
has been in practice. At the same time, the limitations
in data may also be obscuring an underestimation —
for example, projects with very large budgets that are
primarily not locally focused may yet include portions
that target local actors. Given their large budgets,

their local-level funding may be larger than smaller
projects that primarily target (and so make reference
to) local actors. The lack of transparency in data means
that assessing where finance goes and who benefits
remains difficult.

This matters for the NCQG. Reporting against progress
towards this new goal will begin in 2028, but flows of
climate finance to the local level cannot currently be
accurately measured.

As well as acknowledging the challenges in tracking
flows to the local level, it is also critical to recognise that
such flows are distinct from finance for interventions
that are locally /ed. The complexities in defining ‘local’ —
who constitutes a local actor and what kinds of actions
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constitute local implementation — are many and may
be understood differently by different actors. Tracking
flows to the local level also cannot establish the quality
of climate finance provided. Measuring how devolved
decision making for a project is (LLA principle 1),

how patient, predictable or accessible funding is

(LLA principle 3), or whether local capabilities have
been invested in so as to leave an institutional legacy
(LLA principle 4) is not currently possible on a global
scale. To address this gap, together with our partners,
IIED has developed guidance with a set of markers® to
guide actors throughout the funding chain to align their
practices with LLA principles and assess the quality of
funding flows.

The reluctance of funders to provide financial project
data for this study points to a deep suspicion on the
part of funders about genuine, meaningful transparency.
The public commitments for LLA are heartening,

as is the spread of funders for the projects that did
explicitly reference LLA. This was not concentrated

on one or two: a wide range of funders have at least
begun to reference locally led climate action in their
climate activities. But further action on these public
commitments needs to be demonstrated and progress
measured; we cannot track and learn from any

change of practice without accessible, public data.
Transparency and accountability about the provision of
local-level finance — as per the seventh principle of LLA
— largely remain aspirations.

As well as reporting to OECD and UNFCCC, many
funder countries also maintain databases of the projects
they implement. These are an excellent resource for
gaining insights into specific interventions, as well as
an overall picture of any particular funder’s area of
work. But these databases do not generally include
financial reporting. Even for completed projects, overall
expenditure is usually only reported against the two or
three overarching objectives of a project. This makes

it extremely difficult to reconcile the reporting via the
OECD DAC data, or to trace who ultimately benefits
from an intervention: to see what actually happens to
finance once committed. As such, this does not prove a
viable alternative source of financial information against
which to compare the OECD DAC data.

The differences in approaches and reporting obligations
between the UNFCCC and the OECD DAC further
complicate attempts to track progress towards the
NCOQG. It is likewise not possible to accurately track
other forms of climate finance allocations, such as
precisely how much funding within projects is allocated
to locally implemented climate action or for locally led
climate action. The reporting requirements of both

the UNFCCC and OECD are ultimately set by their
constituent member countries. The climate finance
provider countries have to report much of the same
data in different formats to two different systems, which

creates complexities. Indeed, a recent report from the
OECD DAC found that member countries’ efforts to
align their development financing with the goals of the
Paris Agreement risked increased fragmentation and
incoherence.” It would seem to be in the interests of all
countries to streamline those reporting obligations and
allow for consistent tracking across both. However, to
do so would require countries to prioritise and agree
on an appropriate shared approach to modify those
systems and obligations.

The MDBs developed their own approach to tracking
and reporting their climate finance in 2011 and this
has been gradually updated since then.”" Yearly
allocations are provided for each country, as well as
for each of the ten MDBs that coordinate their climate
finance reporting via their joint reports. However,
funding detail is not further broken down and as such
individual projects or funding lines cannot be analysed.
While several MDBs are implementing locally led
climate action initiatives — and so providing potentially
very large amounts of funding for locally led climate
action — details on such projects are provided in case
studies and as examples (such as Arnold et al.”?);
consistent, granular data to allow tracking of funding
for climate action that is locally implemented or locally
led is lacking. And as with the funding reported by
countries, it is not currently possible to consistently
trace MDB funding beyond the initial recipient to
measure funding to local actors who may be further
along the funding chain.

Throughout this report, we have tried to make our
approach as clear and detailed as possible, to allow
others to replicate our findings, as well as to allow

for consistent tracking into the future. This approach
could also be applied to other OECD DAC data sets
and other Rio markers for which there is interest in
estimating local-level flows — nature and biodiversity
finance, for example. However, without more consistent
data provided by funders, future reporting will remain
estimates.

The recent advisory opinion by the International
Court of Justice also underlines the responsibility of
governments to provide adequate climate finance;”®
accurate tracking is necessary if states are to be able
to demonstrate this provision.
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Looking forward

Reporting at the level currently provided to the
UNFCCC is insufficient. The consistency of

OECD DAC data makes it a valuable resource for
understanding broad trends in development finance,
but the inconsistencies between funders severely limit
its use for accurately tracking climate finance flows or
for tracking flows to the local level, and it is even more
difficult to track finance for locally led climate action. In
trying to track climate flows to the local level, the existing
shortcomings and challenges of funder reporting
approaches multiply, meaning only estimates of general
funding flow characteristics are possible.

Given the importance of debates about the amount of
climate finance provided, the political commitments to
increase locally led action and the clear advantages of
empowering local communities, this needs to change.
Funder countries should collectively agree upon
consistent reporting approaches for the data they
already generate. The reporting to the UNFCCC
(which is currently used by the OECD to track progress
against the agreed climate finance goals) should

be consistent across funders to allow for accurate
comparisons — for example, all countries should use
either commitment or disbursement data. Likewise,
countries should agree on consistent coefficients by
which they discount their ODA reporting when they
apply the Rio markers. Improved reporting standards
would increase the ability to track funding to local
recipients, as well as progress towards internationally
agreed climate finance goals. Multiple funder countries
and agencies have made public commitments to locally
led climate action, including signing the LLA principles.
These funders should take the lead in terms of reporting
transparently and consistently.

While many funders maintain public-facing databases
of the projects they implement, these do not generally
include financial reporting. The lack of accurate
disbursement data is particularly troublesome. Funders
should increase their transparency by including
financial reports in their own databases, at

the very least at the conclusion of projects. This is
necessary if there is to be greater understanding over
the destination and impact of funds, and will contribute
to downward accountability to recipients as well as
more accurate analysis on both quality and quantity

of fund flows. This would also remove the reliance on
individual relationships and funder staff capacity to
provide information on a case-by-case basis.

We note that climate funds tend to be much more
transparent in terms of financial data. The Adaptation
Fund includes financial reporting for many projects on
their website, which is publicly accessible at any time.
The GCF provided financial information on specific
projects once a formal request for information was
submitted — the individual project implementers were
given the option to withhold this information before it
was shared. The funder countries could learn from these
approaches, particularly when ‘privacy concerns’ were
cited as a reason why some funders were unable to
share reports.

The MDBs and other multilateral agencies should
also ensure their reporting approaches allow

for effective and accurate tracking of locally led
climate action and climate action that is locally
implemented.

OECD DAC members are currently exploring

the development of proxy metrics for locally led
development cooperation metrics that are entirely
based on already existing Creditor Reporting System
(CRS) field data, including via ‘channel of delivery
codes’ (ODA channelled to local actors) and aid
modality codes (ODA for locally owned programmes).
Our recommendation to all funders is that neither
regional actors (such as regional organisations
or development banks) nor national-level actors
should be considered ‘local’ when estimating
finance flows to the local level, at least not unless
additional qualifiers can be added. As outlined in our
definition of local, described in Box 2, entities that are
fundamentally national are unlikely to have the same
focus on local issues or shared experiences of climate
impacts. There will be exceptions where national-
level actors may well also be local — for example, in
some small island countries with small populations,
the national-level actors, including government
agencies, might be equivalent to subnational actors

in larger countries. Likewise, some NGOs and civil
society agencies may be categorised as national-
level but work exclusively at the local level. However,
these are exceptions and national-level agencies and
organisations are usually an additional layer to those at
the local level, without the same sense of connection
to the local context.
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Creating subcategories to distinguish between
subnational, national and international actors
within the existing channel of delivery codes
would be a useful addition. For example, there are
already codes to distinguish local governments in funder
countries (12002) from those in recipient countries
(11002). Similar subcategories could usefully be created
for the channel of delivery categories of public—private
partnerships and networks, universities and think tanks,
and regional development banks.

The increasing recognition of the value of LLA and
locally led development, reflecting the value of
localisation in producing effective and sustainable
results, is heartening. However, rhetoric about
locally led climate action needs to be matched
by an increased proportion of funding and a
commitment to transparent documentation.

A critical part of making this increase will be a
willingness to trust local actors. Similarly, endorsing
the LLA principles is an important step in adapting
funder approaches to locally led climate action, but
endorsement of the principles must be matched by
changes in internal processes and practices to ensure
the practice of locally led climate action is realised.

Similarly, funding that targets local implementation
or that is locally led should primarily be grant
funding by default. This is particularly true for
adaptation. Many local communities in developing
countries — and indeed some developing countries

— have extremely small carbon footprints, particularly
historically, and so should not be expected to take

on debt in order to respond to the impacts of climate
change, which they have had very little role in causing.

Finally, it is important to reiterate that while climate
finance flowing to local actors and local-level
implementation are both essential, this is not the
same as being locally led. The newly developed LLA
markers™ provide an approach to assessing alignment
with LLA and qualitatively evaluating finance for LLA.
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Appendices

Appendix 1. Detailed methodology

Macro analysis

The first step for this part of the research was to download the relevant years of OECD DAC's Creditor Reporting
System (CRS) climate data. Because the Rio Marker (see step three) for mitigation was introduced in 1998, with
the marker for adaptation introduced to apply to funding from 2010 and later revised in 2016, our analysis covers
data from 2016 until the most recently available year: 2023. The data was sourced via the OECD’s Climate-
Related Development Finance dataset (CRDF), available at https://webfs.oecd.org/climate/, using the ‘recipient
perspective’ dataset. The data we used was last updated by the OECD on 30 May 2025. While there are multiple
recognised limitations with the OECD DAC dataset (as set out in the Challenges section of this report), this
remains the largest and most comprehensive set of information about international development finance provided
for climate action.”7¢7"78 Details of the CRS reporting methodology, outlining the definitions of each column and
categorisation in the dataset, are provided by the OECD DAC at www.oecd.org/content/oecd/en/data/insights/
data-explainers/2024/10/resources-for-reporting-development-finance-statistics.html

Second, we ran a keyword search of the ‘Project Title' and ‘Description’ columns to find projects with a local
focus. The set of keywords is based on those used by Soanes in 20177° and subsequently by Savvidou et al. in
2023,2° with the addition of ‘city/cities’ and ‘urban’:

city/cities, civic, commun*, cooperative, decentrali*, home, household, Indigenous, local, municipal,
provinc*, rural, slum*, smallholder*, SME*, subnational, town, urban, village.

To minimise potential undercounting of projects described in French and Spanish, the following additional
keywords were added to this list:

comuni*, cooperativo, descentrali*, casa, hogar, indigena, barrio*, subnacional, pueblo, aldea; civique,
coopératif, décentrali*, maison, ménage, autochtone, infranational, ville.

Words marked with * indicate wildcards, but in fact, all words were wildcards, meaning that, for example, lines that
contained both cooperative and cooperatives would be found.

We used Python to perform the keyword search (the code is made available as a Jupyter notebook: https://
github.com/entaylor/LLAkeywordsearch). This generated new columns in the spreadsheet showing how many
times each distinct keyword was used for each project and the number of distinct keywords used for each row was
counted in two additional columns marked ‘total_num_keywords’ and ‘total_unique_keywords'.

Third, we applied coefficients to each row in the consolidated spreadsheet to reflect the associated proportion of
each line of reported funding that should be considered climate finance.

In their reporting of ODA to the OECD, countries indicate the climate proportion of their development finance that
is climate-relevant. Funder countries indicate whether the activities reported were ‘principal’ (in other words, the
fundamental objective), ‘significant’ (in other words, the activity has adaptation or mitigation benefits, but this is not
the primary objective), or ‘not targeted’ against the adaptation and mitigation Rio markers in terms of the activity's
climate driver.?" The markers are thus used to indicate the purpose or objective of funding the activity. Different
countries apply different coefficients to their reported flows when they report this funding to the UNFCCC to
reflect this difference in objectives — usually in the order of 100% for activities marked as principal, 40% for those
marked as significant and 0% for activities not targeted. Many of the multilateral agencies use a similar approach.
For countries, we used the most recent available coefficients for all years, as per Table 1 in the 2024 OECD DAC
Working Party report on Development Finance Statistics.*®2 For countries that were not listed in this table, or that

ix To allow cross-matching of the new, derived spreadsheet back to the original source, we provide a new ‘Verification Index’ column, which is simply the row
number in the original spreadsheet. This allows verification against the comparable data from the original OECD DAC to confirm the data for the row is
accurate. Note that this means that for the new spreadsheet columns are all shifted to the right so that the verification column is beside the row numbers; the
column reference letters in the tables in appendices 3 and 4 refer to the original spreadsheet, rather than the new, derived spreadsheet.

x Note that some countries alter how they apply their climate coefficients in their reporting, depending on whether that funding is also tagged for other, non-
climate Rio markers. The CRS dataset from the OECD does not include information on whether these other projects are also tagged for other Rio makers and
so this additional nuance cannot be reflected in these results.
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report their climate finance in non-standard ways, we applied a 100%/40% principal/significant coefficient, in line
with the average of other countries (see Appendix 4). We also applied the same principal/significant 100%/40%
coefficients when agencies or other non-state funders used this approach.

The MDBs have developed their own approach to tracking and reporting on their climate finance, which they have
continued to evolve.®3# Under this approach, the banks report on the ‘climate components’ of each activity; in
other words, they report on the proportion of the activity financing that contributes to adaptation or mitigation. This
means that activities marked as ‘climate components’ are counted as 100% in our analysis. However, an additional
adjustment is necessary to estimate the proportion of the climate finance commitments from the multilateral
agencies and banks that can be attributed to developed countries, as developing countries also provide funding
to these organisations. These proportions differ from year to year and are detailed in Table 7 of the OECD’s

2024 report.?® This adjustment was applied as a precursor step to the principal/significant/climate component
coefficients.

To apply the coefficients, we took the following steps (closely following those articulated by Savvidou et al. in 2023%¢):

a. We created a table (see Appendix 4) to describe the multilateral adjustments to be applied to each project
funding amount depending on the multilateral provider, in line with Table 7 provided by the 2024 OECD report
on climate finance.®” For those organisations in the OECD spreadsheet but missing from this table (GGGI, FAO
and the Islamic Development Bank), coefficients of 100% were applied. For years for which no adjustment is
provided, we applied the figure from the nearest adjacent year; the source table only goes up to 2020 for most
organisations, so the 2020 coefficients were used for 2021, 2022 and 2023. These values are recorded in the
spreadsheet in a new column headed ‘Multilateral Adjustment’.

b. We then generated three new columns called ‘Adaptation Coefficient’, ‘Mitigation Coefficient’ and ‘Overlap
Coefficient’, respectively, listing the coefficients for each provider. For countries, the respective coefficients have
been summarised in Appendix 3; as outlined above, for all other cases, we applied the following coefficients:
Climate components: 100%; Principal: 100%; Significant 40%; Not targeted/Not screened: 0%. For the overlap
coefficient, we applied the following: If the overlap coefficients for adaptation and mitigation were the same, then
this is the value of the overlap coefficient; otherwise, the overlap coefficient is the smaller of the two values. This
is as per the cross-cutting coefficients provided in Table 1 in the 2024 OECD DAC Working Party document.®®

This is the end of the steps involving coding — the rest of the steps were done in Excel.
In the generated spreadsheet, we then (again, closely following Savvidou et al.®®):

c. Created three new columns, called ‘Adaptation Only’, ‘Mitigation Only’ and ‘Overlap’. These were populated by
directly copying the figures from the columns marked ‘Adaptation-related development finance - Commitment
- 2023 USD thousand', ‘Mitigation-related development finance - Commitment - 2023 USD thousand’ and
‘Overlap - Commitment - 2023 USD thousand’, respectively. Note that the columns for ‘Adaptation Only’ and
‘Mitigation Only’ will later (as the sixth and final step) have the overlap amount subtracted from them to become
‘Adaptation Only’ and ‘Mitigation Only’ — in other words, at this stage, these columns include cross-cutting
values. We used the 2023 commitments for all years rather than the ‘current’ commitments to allow finance to be
presented and compared in constant prices across years.

d. We then created a further three new columns: ‘Adaptation with coefficients applied’, ‘Mitigation with coefficients
applied’ and ‘Overlap with coefficients applied’.

e. We applied the ‘Adaptation Coefficient’ and the ‘Multilateral Adjustment’ percentages to the ‘Adaptation Only’
column, with results displayed in ‘Adaptation with coefficients applied’.

f. We repeated Step e for the mitigation and overlap columns.

Fourth, we filtered the rows to include only relevant years (2016—2023) and to include only the relevant funders
and recipients, that is, Providers that are UNFCCC Annex Il countries (and therefore have financial obligations)
and Recipients who are UNFCCC non-Annex | countries. (See this report’s Appendix 3 for a full list of countries in
each category.) To do this:

a. To filter the Providers, we first filtered by ‘Provider type’ to remove non-DAC members and private donors. Then
we filtered using the ‘Provider (detailed)’ column to include only Annex Il countries. We excluded the following
countries: Czechia, Estonia, Hungary, Korea, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovak Republic and Slovenia.

The following countries were already filtered out by the step on the ‘Provider type’ column as they are non-DAC
members: Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Liechtenstein, Monaco, Romania, UAE.
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b. We filtered using the ‘Recipient’ column to include only non-Annex | countries. This means the following were
excluded: Belarus, Europe regional, Kosovo, Montserrat, Saint Helena, States ex-Yugoslavia unspecified,
Tokelau, Turkiye, Ukraine, Wallis and Fortuna.

Note that we did not exclude regional projects that might include the above countries; in other words, we
included regional projects from America, Asia, the Caribbean and Central America, the Middle East and
Oceania. A small amount of overcounting may result.

Fifth, we excluded any remaining categories and columns that we do not want to count as climate finance, such as
administrative costs, export credits (called ‘Officially supported export credits’) and other official flows (OOF, ‘Not-
concessional or not primarily developmental’). Activities marked as OOF are official sector transactions that do not
meet the necessary criteria to be considered ODA and so are excluded from our approach. To do this, we:

a. Filtered by the ‘Sector’ column to exclude admin costs (called ‘Administrative Costs of Donors’).

b. In line with the OECD guidance on what counts as ODA, filtered by the ‘Development Cooperation Modality’
column to exclude general budget support (A01).

Note that all lines coded as imputed student costs (E02), debt relief (FO1), development awareness (HO1) and
refugees in donor countries (H02) in the ‘Development Cooperation Modality’ column had already been filtered
out, so we did not need to exclude these.

c. Filtered by the ‘Concessionality’ column to only include ODA. We did this by excluding data on export credits,
OOQFs, private sector instruments, and any not specified.

Note that when countries report on their climate contributions via their Biennial Update Reports/Biennial
Transparency Reports under the Paris Agreement, they take a variety of approaches as to whether they include
export credits, OOF or private flows.?® We have excluded all of these as they do not represent flows of finance
with sufficient concessionality to be considered ODA.

Finally, we summed the totals. To do this, we:

a. Calculated the total spend by filtering by ‘total_num_keywords', which counts whether any of the keywords had
been found. The total is across three columns: the summed, filtered columns of ‘Adaptation with coefficients
applied’, ‘Mitigation with coefficients applied’ and ‘Overlap with coefficients applied’. The adaptation figures
used throughout are the adaptation amounts less the overlap (in other words, these figures include the
adaptation-only amounts and no cross-cutting or overlap components) and likewise the mitigation figures are the
adaptation amounts less the overlap.

Verification step

To attempt to establish how accurate the keyword approach is, we undertook a simple verification step, in which
we manually assessed and coded a select number of randomly selected funding lines to assess whether we would
consider the project to be locally focused. We then compared the number of keywords in our coded subset to our
codes, to see whether: a) projects with no keywords were consistently not considered local and b) whether an
increasing number of total or unique keywords correlated with funding lines coded as local.

The number of ‘unique’ keywords ranges from 0O to 8, while the number of ‘total’ keywords ranges from 0 to 35. In
both cases, the number of total lines decreases as the number of words increases (in other words, there are many
more lines that have one or two total keywords than have seven or eight, and so on).

For each number of ‘unique’ and ‘total’ keywords, we randomly selected lines from the spreadsheet to assess. We
randomly selected 10 lines from activities that have 07 unique keywords (there was only one single line with eight
unique keywords and it was in Spanish — see limitations, below). This made 80 ‘unique’ lines in total. We also
randomly selected 10 lines from those with 0—7 total keywords. To reflect the decreasing number of lines as the
number of keywords increases, we then selected 10 lines for projects with 8—17 and 18—27 total keywords, and five
lines for 28—35 total keywords. This led to the selection of 105 lines for ‘total’ keywords, so 185 lines altogether.

We randomised the order of the selected lines and then assessed the title and description for each in line with the
approach taken by Weikmans et al. in 20179 in their work to verify the accuracy of OECD-reported projects coded
as climate-relevant under the Rio markers. In this case, we were looking for the degree of focus on local-level
elements/activities/actors. Mirroring the principle, significant, not targeted categories of the Rio markers, we used
a modified version of the approach from Weikmans et al.*? for coding lines’ climate relevance. Lines were coded
according to the following categories:
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= 2:the project appears to focus primarily at the local level (as per our definition of ‘local’, outlined in Box 2)

= 1: the project includes some elements, activities, or actors at the local level but also includes others at national,
regional or international level, or does not include enough detail to be confident that local actors are the primary
target for project activities that might be local

= 0: the project does not focus on the local level, or provides insufficient information to assess

Two important notes on this approach: first, we applied the assumption that these randomly selected lines will
cover a range of funding sources, recipients and years of funding so as to be at least somewhat indicative,
while also recognising that such a small portion of lines (~0.1%) is not a representative sample; and second,
the reviewers were not fluent in French or Spanish, so any randomly selected lines with descriptions in those
languages were replaced with another randomly selected line in English.

There are also several limitations to this verification approach. First, like Weikmans et al.,®® we note that we are
limited to the information provided in the title and description, which is insufficient to confidently and consistently
code projects accurately. Moreover, this step is undertaken on the same dataset — it doesn't provide any external
verification of the actual results.

Appendix 2. Country lists

These country lists are per www.unfccc.int/process/parties-non-party-stakeholders/parties-convention-and-
observer-states

Annex Il countries: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, the European Economic Community, Finland,
France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal,
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, the United States of America.

Non-Annex | countries: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Andorra, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina,
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cabo Verde, Cambodia, Cameroon,
Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Cook Islands, Costa Rica, Céte
d’lvoire, Cuba, Democratic Republic of Congo, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Democratic People's
Republic of Korea, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Eswatini, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia,
Georgia, Ghana, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Holy See, Honduras, India,
Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Jamaica, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kenya, Kiribati, Kuwait, Kyrgyzstan, Lao PDR, Lebanon,
Lesotho, Liberia, Libya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Marshall Islands, Mauritania, Mauritius,
Mexico, Micronesia, Moldova, Mongolia, Montenegro, Morocco, Mozambique, Myanmar, Namibia, Nauru, Nepal,
Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Niue, North Macedonia, Oman, Pakistan, Palau, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay,
Peru, Philippines, Qatar, Republic of Korea, Rwanda, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the
Grenadines, Samoa, San Marino, Sdo Tomé and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Serbia, Seychelles, Sierra
Leone, Singapore, Solomon Islands, Somalia, South Africa, South Sudan, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Syrian Arab
Republic, Tajikistan, Tanzania, Thailand, Timor-Leste, Togo, Tonga, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkmenistan,
Tuvalu, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, Uruguay, Uzbekistan, Vanuatu, Venezuela, Viet Nam, West Bank and Gaza
Strip, Yemen, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

Note on regions: Some of the DAC regional groupings include countries that are outside of the list of
non-Annex | countries (for example, Americas and Caribbean and Central America would include Montserrat
and Saint Helena; Asia and the Middle East would include Tiirkiye; and Oceania would include Tokelau).

A small amount of overcounting may result.
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Appendix 3. Country coefficients

Developed (Annex Il) country coefficients to apply to Provider Types marked as ‘DAC members', as per OECD
DAC Working Party on Development Finance Statistics, 2022° and 2024.9°

Note, the coefficients apply for all years.

COLUMNS P OR COLUMNS P OR

Q (ADAPTATION Q (ADAPTATION

PROVIDER/ FSI?T\KIIID-ES) , eoper oé MITIGATION oé MITIGATION

COLUMN C* COLUMN D COLUMN E OBJECTIVES) OBJECTIVES)
MARKED AS MARKED AS
‘PRINCIPAL ‘SIGNIFICANT’

Australia Australia 801 100 30

Austria Austria 1 100 50
100 if other out of Por Q 40 if other out of P or Q

R Eicligiur 9 is marked as not targeted; is marked as not targeted;
50 if other is marked as 25 if other is marked as
‘significant’ or ‘principal’  ‘significant’ or ‘principal’

Canada Canada 301 100 30

Denmark Denmark 3 100 50

Urawers s o6 oo ‘o

Finland? Finland 18 100 40

France! France 4 100 40

Germany Germany 5 100 50

Greece Greece 40 100 40

Iceland® Iceland 20 100 40

Ireland Ireland 21 100 40

ltaly ltaly 6 100 40

Japan Japan 701 100 50

Luxembourg® Luxembourg 22 100 40

Netherlands Netherlands 7 100 40

New Zealand New Zealand 820 100 30

Norway Norway 8 100 40

Portugal Portugal 9 100 40

Spain Spain 50 100 50

Sweden Sweden 10 100 40

Switzerland Switzerland 11 85 50

United Kingdom®  United Kingdom 12 100 40

United States' United States 302 100 40

*The column reference letters in this table refer to the columns as they appear in the original spreadsheet downloaded from the OECD DAC.

For these countries, which approach their reporting to the UNFCCC in non-standard ways, standard 100740 coefficients for principal/significant were used.
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Appendix 4. MDB adjustments

MDB adjustments to apply to all Provider Types marked as ‘Multilaterals’ and ‘other multilaterals’, as per OECD,
2024.°¢ Note, the adjustment figures for the various years apply to columns P or Q for those rows marked as
‘Climate components’.

PROVIDER PROVIDER

PROVIDER/

COLUMN C* (DETAILED)/ CODE/ 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
COLUMN D COLUMN E

ﬁf:gtam" Adaptation Fund 1012 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

AfDB Afican 913 56.4 56.4 564 564 612 61.2 612 61.2
Development Bank

AfDB African 914 936 936 936 936 934 934 934 0934
Development Fund
Asian

AlIB Infrastructure 1024 273 9273 9273 273 286 286 286 286
Investment Bank

AsDB AHED 915 714 714 714 714 716 716 716 716
Development Bank

BSTDB Black Sea Trade & o) 442 442 442 442 442 442 442 442
Development Bank
Central American

CABEI Bank for Economic 910 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.2
Integration

CarDB Cellanzan 906 346 346 346 346 346 346 346 346
Development Bank

CEB Council of Europe 4 937 937 937 937 937 937 937 937
Development Bank
Climate Investment

CIF Funds — Strategic 1011 99 99 99 99 999 999 999 999
Climate Fund
Climate Investment

CIF Funds — Clean 1011 99 99 99 99 999 999 999 999
Technology Fund

CAF Development Bank ;512 46 46 46 46 48 48 48 48

of Latin America

European Bank
EBRD for Reconstruction 990 914 914 914 914 914 91.4 91.4 91.4
and Development

EU institutions
(EIB)

Food and
FAO Agriculture 932 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Organisation

Gilobal
GEF Environment 811 98 98 98 98 976 976 976 976
Facility General

Trust Fund
GEF Least
Developed

Countries Trust
Fund (LDCF)

EIB 918 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

GEF 811 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
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PROVIDER/
COLUMN C*

PROVIDER
(DETAILED)/
COLUMN D

PROVIDER
CODE/ 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
COLUMN E

GEF

Global
Environment
Facility Special
Climate Change
Fund

811 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

GCF

Green Climate
Fund

1016 996 996 996 996 99 99 99 99

GGGl

Global Green
Growth Institute

1313 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

IDB

Inter-American
Development Bank

909 736 736 736 736 739 739 739 739

IDB

IDB Invest

1019 336 336 336 336 344 344 344 344

IFAD

International Fund
for Agricultural
Development

988 742 742 742 742 71 71 71 71

IFC

International
Finance
Corporation

903 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654

IsDB

Islamic
Development Bank

976 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

NDF

Nordic
Development Fund

104 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

WB

International Bank
for Reconstruction
and Development

901 699 699 699 699 713 713 71.3 71.3

WB

International
Development
Association

905 959 959 959 959 959 959 959 959

IMF-RST

IMF Resilience and
Sustainability Trust

1058 775 775 775 775 775 775 77.5 775

Asian
Development Bank
Special Fund

952 952 952 95.2 952 952 952 952

Asian
Development Bank
Credit Guarantee
and Investment
Facility

42.8 428 428 428 428 428 428 428

Inter-American
Development Bank

725 725 725 725 725 725 72.5 72.5

Special Fund

Imiesmeiere 520 522 522 522 517 517 517 517
Investment Bank

Multilateral

Investment 66.1 66.1 66.1 66.1 66.2 66.2 66.2 66.2

Guarantee Agency

North American
Development Bank

63.2 632 632 632 632 632 632 632

Private
Infrastructure
Development
Group

995 0995 995 995 995 995 995 995

*The column reference letters in this table refer to the columns as they appear in the original spreadsheet downloaded from the OECD DAC.
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Local communities are directly affected by the impacts

of climate change and are essential to developing and
implementing effective responses. As a result, it has never
been more important to understand, track and measure flows
of climate finance to the local level. However, information on
these flows is not currently provided in ways that allow accurate
measurement and tracking. We estimate flows of climate
finance targeting the local level and those that are specifically
locally led over the past eight years. While there has been a
jump in reported funding for locally led climate action since
2021, transparency and reporting practices are shockingly
incomplete, such that even in the highest year, less than half a
percent of all reported climate finance can be deemed to be
locally led. Improved reporting and transparency are vital to
verify how much climate finance is reaching the communities
that need it most.
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