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Foreword

Climate change is not taking a break; on the contrary, its
effects are brutally noticeable worldwide. While coun-
tries in the Global South are struggling to survive, the
effects of climate change are also increasingly pushing
countries in the Global North to the brink of their capac-
ity as climate change is reaching new records.

The Punjab province in Pakistan faced the worst
floods in its history impacting two million people, as
water levels of rivers rose to all-time highs, leaving more
than 860 people dead up to September this year. Global
warming has worsened monsoon rains this year in Paki-
stan, one of the countries most vulnerable to climate
change. Downpours and cloudbursts have triggered flash
floods and landslides across the mountainous north and
northwest in recent months.

The recent August heatwave was the most intense
ever recorded in Spain and has significantly increased
wildfire risks and put vulnerable communities on alert
across Spain. Climate change is driving this rise in tem-
peratures and the increasing occurrence of extreme heat
events, as confirmed by the IPCC’s analysis of global
temperature trends. As a reality, the focus also of the
Global North is not only to mitigate emissions but also to
put a strong focus on adaptation to climate change. How-
ever, even if all people are impacted by climate change,
the capacity to cope varies greatly.

It is particularly unfair that
climate change most harms those
who are least responsible for it.
It is the poorest sections of the
population and countries in the
Global South that have the lowest
CO, emissions. However, due to
their geographical location, they

forit.”

are affected more frequently and, because of their pov-
erty, have less opportunity to adapt to climate change on
their own and protect themselves from extreme weather
events.

The risk gap is growing as temperatures continue to
rise. Extreme weather events in Low Income Countries
lead to more victims, the greatest economic damage, rel-
atively speaking, and a large number of displaced people.

Mobilising adequate international financing for cli-
mate adaptation remains therefore a central task in the
negotiations under the UN Framework Convention on
Climate Change and in implementing the Paris Agree-
ment. One of the main goals of the agreement is to

”It is particularly unfair
that climate change
most harms those who
are least responsible

strengthen climate resilience — i.e. the ability to with-
stand the consequences of climate change — in develop-
ing countries.

Brot fiir die Welt has been campaigning for more cli-
mate justice for years and is calling for climate financing
to be made available to the poorest and most vulnerable
population groups based on their needs. If adaptation
measures are lacking, fall short or are no longer possible
because the hard limits of adap-
tation have been reached due to
the ever-progressing climate crisis,
losses and damages occur that are
associated with even higher costs
and human suffering. The limits
of adaptation to climate change
have already been reached or sur-
passed in many places, partly due
to lacking adaptation capacity. These capacities must be
significantly increased and financed in accordance with
the polluter pays principle.

While the need for adaptation is constantly grow-
ing, financial aid for the Global South is being provided
at a very low level that is far from adequate. The UNEP
Adaptation Gap Report 2024 shows that international
public adaptation finance flows to developing countries
increased from USD 22 billion in 2021 to USD 28 bil-
lion in 2022: the largest absolute and relative year-on-
year increase since the Paris Agreement. This reflects
progress towards the Glasgow Climate Pact, which urged
developed nations to at least double adaptation finance



to developing countries from USD 19 billion (2019 lev-
els) by 2025. However, even achieving the Glasgow Cli-
mate Pact goal would only reduce the adaptation finance
gap, which is estimated at USD 187—359 billion per year,
by about 5 per cent.

With climate change continuing unabated, adapta-
tion costs will rise and with them the risk gap. At the
same time the Trump administration is completely with-
drawing from providing climate finance and also the
German government is discussing providing less finance
for climate and development.

While it therefore remains questionable whether the
industrialised countries will be able to meet their former
financial commitment to mobilise at least USD 100 bil-
lion annually in climate finance in the years 2021 until
2025, a new global climate finance goal was decided at
the COP29 in Baku in November 2024, replacing the
USD 100 billion by USD 300 billion by the year 2035.

With the “Climate Adaptation Finance Index
2025: How equitably finance for climate adaptation is

distributed”, Brot fiir die Welt would like to contribute,
for the third time since 2023, to greater transparency
about where the funds are used.

By publishing the index, we are playing our part in
the debate on the most important question for us and our
partners: “Are the already scarce resources at least reach-
ing those who are exposed to the highest climate risks?”

An index alone does not lead to greater climate jus-
tice, but it does help to define directions and set prior-
ities. With the Climate Adaptation Finance Index, we
are providing an impetus for further developing adap-
tation financing, which is at the top of the agenda at
this year’s climate negotiations at COP30 in Belem,
where the Global Goal on Adaptation is supposed to be
decided.

Dr Dagmar Pruin
President, Brot fiir die Welt
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Executive Summary: Results at a Glance

The UNEP Adaptation Gap Report and other institu-
tions regularly quantify the gap between adaptation
finance provided and actual needs. The Climate Adap-
tation Finance Index (CAFI) takes a different approach,
which complements the quantification of the financing
gap. Based on the available adaptation finance, the dis-
tributional equity and risk adequacy of the funds pro-
vided for each country is measured. This means that
the financial support provided is related to the country’s
specific climate risk and its population size (per capita
approach). This is an innovative and robust way to make
evidence-based statements about whether the most vul-
nerable countries are actually receiving preferential sup-
port, as has been declared as a political goal in the Paris
Agreement.

The CAFT is calculated for 129 countries, taking two
factors into account: firstly, the country-specific climate
risk, based on adjusted data from the EU Inform Risk
Index, and secondly the adaptation finance received,
according to the OEDC-DAC database for climate adap-
tation finance. The CAFI is being published for the third
consecutive year. This means that, for the first time and
with all due caution, it is possible to identify trends. The
CAFI 2025 is based on finance provided in the years
2016—2022. The two previous periods date back to 2014.
On the donor side, all relevant donor countries of the
Global North are included. The CAFTI is shown for these
donor countries as a whole and separately for Germany.
In addition, three special aspects were examined this
year:

* Which countries are most affected by the termina-
tion of climate adaptation finance through Execu-
tive Order 141627 Signed on January 20, 2025, this
order revoked the U.S. International Climate Finance
Plan and directed the immediate cessation of all U.S.
financial commitments made under the UNFCCC —
including adaptation finance.

» How have donor countries performed so far in meet-
ing the target of doubling adaptation finance, which
they committed to at COP26 in Glasgow in 2019?

* How gender-responsive is adaptation finance, i.e.,
which donor and recipient countries pay attention
to gender-responsiveness of adaptation finance and
which do not?

These are the most important results:

1. Let’s start with the good news: the capacity to adapt
to climate change has increased by three percentage
points compared to the previous period. This means
that the increase in climate risk, which is driven by
growing exposure to extreme weather events (espe-
cially droughts) and rising social vulnerability caused
by economic upheaval and socio-economic tensions,
has been halted, or at least limited to two percentage
points. This shows that climate adaptation is working.

2. What is happening is too little. Still, the average index
value for all countries (0.59) continues to stagnate in
the “severe underfunding” range. Germany performs
only slightly better in comparison (0.62). Ninety per-
cent of all countries receive a share too small of the
available adaptation finance relative to their climate
risk. The risk-inadequate distribution becomes even
clearer when looking at people rather than countries:
Statistically, just 0.1 percent of people in the 129
countries surveyed receive a risk-appropriate share
of international adaptation financing. If the distri-
bution of adaptation finance is not risk-adequate,
the political promise to prioritise the most vulnera-
ble countries in terms of access to adaptation finance
will not be adequately implemented.

3. The most severely underfunded countries are Afghan-
istan, Chad, South Sudan, Somalia, Niger, Mali, and
Yemen. The group of most underfunded countries
looks very similar when considering only the funding
provided by Germany. In contrast, when comparing
the international and German adaptation finance
indices, there are major differences in the composi-
tion of the group of countries at the top of the index:
while the top group in the international index con-
sists of five island states, in the case of German sup-
port, Jordan is at the top, followed by Namibia, Geor-
gia, and Tunisia.

4. Overall, several clear patterns have emerged since
the first Climate Risk Finance Index was compiled:
Of the three groups of countries recognised as vul-
nerable, i.e., the Least Developed Countries (LDCs),
the group of African states, and the Small Island
Developing States (SIDS), only the SIDS receive a



moderately underfunded share of financing for the
risks they face. The LDCs are classified as extremely
underfunded, and the African states are severely
underfunded. The three factors most strongly corre-
lated with underfunding are, first, very high climate
risk exposure, second, extreme poverty, and third,
state fragility. Accordingly, the group of countries
with the highest climate risk, Low Income Countries
(LICs), and countries with the lowest Fragile States
Index scores are the most severely underfunded. This
reverses the principle of vulnerability-oriented cli-
mate adaptation financing.

. Geographically, there is also a clear pattern: Oceania
is adequately funded, the Caribbean is moderately
underfunded, and Latin America, Asia, and Africa
are all classified as severely underfunded, with Africa
at the bottom, closely followed by Asia, while Latin
America is in a relatively better position (see Figure 1).

Figure 1: The CAFI 2025 by world regions
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6. The results for the provision of adaptation finance

by Germany are mostly similar, with Germany per-
forming slightly better than the donor community
as a whole in almost all categories examined. The
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7. Based on the latest available data from 2022, Africa

will be hardest hit in absolute terms by the cancel-
lation of US climate adaptation finance, especially
Nigeria, Uganda, and the DR Congo. Looking at
the countries that are relatively most affected, these
would be Eswatini, Jamaica, and Zimbabwe, where
the US share of adaptation finance accounted for
more than half (Eswatini two-thirds) in each case.

. By 2022, adaptation financing grew by an impressive

76 percent on paper compared to 2019, the year in
which the doubling of adaptation financing by 2025
was decided. However, a large part of this increase
was attributable to projects in which climate adap-
tation is only one of several objectives. Funding for
pure adaptation projects has grown only about half as
much. Germany is the most important donor country
for adaptation finance. Japan and Korea recorded the
strongest growth, while around two-thirds of donor
countries, especially Eastern Europe, contribute only
marginally to adaptation financing.

. The gender analysis of adaptation financing is also

very revealing: The total amount of adaptation
finance with a significant or principal focus on gen-
der rose from USD 10.4 billion in 2016 to USD 30.1
billion between 2016 and 2022. However, the core
share of financing where gender responsiveness is
the main objective remains at a relatively low 5 per-
cent. This raises considerable doubts as to whether
gender responsiveness in adaptation finance has
really gained in relevance. Canada and Luxembourg
have the highest formal gender quotas for adaptation
finance, while Germany ranks 15th in the middle
of the list. Among recipient countries, Guyana and
Jamaica are at the top of the list, while Uruguay is at
the bottom.

most significant differences are apparent when look-  The report concludes with making the following policy

ing at the regional picture: Africa in particular, and recommendations:
to a lesser extent Asia, receive more risk-appropriate

financing from Germany. There are no major differ- 1. Increase adaptation financing as necessary invest-

ences between Germany and the donor community
as a whole for Latin America and the Caribbean,
while Oceania receives much less risk-appropriate
financing from Germany.

ment in enhanced adaptation capacity to keep pace
with the rapid increase in climate risks.

. Germany as the biggest donor of adaptation finance

should organise a process among traditional donors



to close the gap caused by the loss of US climate adap-
tation finance.

New and additional sources of finance are needed,
applying the polluter pays principle, such as taxes on
fossil fuel companies and the super-rich, a global soli-
darity levy e.g. on flights and private jets and a reform
of the finance architecture involving a stronger con-
tribution from multilateral development banks
(MDBs) especially by providing non-debt-creating
finance for adaptation.

Enhance impact, distributional justice and efficiency
of adaptation finance by increasing the risk adequacy
of the resources deployed through improved coordi-
nation, the use of distribution keys, as well as focus-
ing particularly on high-risk countries with multiple
risk drivers.

Develop and implement regional strategies for
risk-appropriate adaptation support in partnership
between donor and recipient countries, including
regional institutions like the African Union.

Prioritise support for climate vulnerable people in
fragile and conflict-affected contexts, allocate budg-
ets for this purpose, and develop and implement
combined humanitarian, climate adaptation and
peacebuilding interventions in cooperation with
humanitarian, development and local civil society
organisations.

Ensure greater gender equality in adaptation finance
to counteract gender-based discrimination in adap-
tation and secondly to make it more risk-appropriate
and thus more efficient.

. More adaptation financing and a more risk-appro-

priate distribution of this financing are decisive for
increasing climate resilience and averting climate
damage. Germany should organise a high-level cli-
mate adaptation finance summit in 2026 to set the
agenda for these topics, together with Brazil, the next
COP presidency, and the Climate Vulnerable Forum.

Executive Summary



How the Index is Structured and

What it Indicates

The Climate Adaptation Finance Index (CAFI) is an
indicator that measures whether a developing country
receives a fair share of internationally provided climate
adaptation financing.

We define the “fair share” as the share of interna-
tional adaptation finance that would go to each country
if all countries received exactly the amount correspond-
ing to their specific climate risk. In addition, we include
the population size of a country in the calculation of the
index values, making it a “per capita” index.

The CAFI thus allows conclusions to be drawn about
the distributive justice of international climate finance
whereas no conclusions can be drawn as to whether the
total amount of climate finance is sufficient. Other stud-
ies, such as the annual UNEP Adaptation Gap Report,
are available for this purpose.

In conclusion: The unique quality of the CAFT is
that it determines the risk-related distributional justice
for 129 recipient countries individually. In addition, a
comparative analysis is used to make statements about
how good or poor the access of different country groups
to adaptation finance is. As the CAFI is now being pub-
lished for the third year in a row, it is for the first time
possible to describe trends.

Because looking at individual years can easily lead
to significant distortions, particularly in smaller recipi-
ent countries, the CAFT is calculated for 7-year periods,
which are updated annually and take into account the
most recent climate finance data published by the OECD.

The CAFI is a two-factor index with index values
between O and 2. If the total funding available were
distributed fairly based on the climate risk criterion,
the index value for all countries would be 1. If values
are greater than 1, a country is receiving more than its
risk-appropriate share. The further below 1 the value
falls, the greater a country is underfunded, in relation to
its climate risks.

Values below 0.5 indicate extreme underfunding,
values between 0.5 and 0.64 severe underfunding, val-
ues between 0.65 and 0.8 moderate underfunding, values
between 0.81 and 1 adequate funding and values higher
than 1 good funding (Figure 2). As already explained,
all values are relative values: they measure the risk ade-
quacy of the funding available. They say nothing about
how much higher the actual costs are for a country to
adapt to climate change.

Figure 2: The five categories of the Climate Adaptation Finance
Index (CAFI)

s Well-funded: Countries in the first category
(index values greater than 1) receive a share of
adaptation financing which is greater than the share
which corresponds to their climate risk.

I Adequately funded: Countries in the second
category (index values between 0.8 and 1) receive a
share of financing which roughly corresponds to their
climate risk.

Moderately underfunded: Countries in the
third category (index values between 0.65 and lower
than 0.8) are underfunded based on their climate risk.

Severely underfunded: Countries in the fourth
category (index values of at least 0.5 but less than 0.65)
are severely underfunded.

I Extremely underfunded: Countries in the
fifth category (index values of less than 0.5) are
the most underfunded.

The period 2016—2022 is used as a reference period
for the Climate Adaptation Finance Index 2025 (CAFI
2024:2015—2021), examining 129 recipient countries.
The database is very sound and publicly accessible:
The OECD-DAC database on development financing
(https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-devel-
opment/development-finance-data) contains detailed
information about adaptation financing flows for donor
countries and recipient countries, using so-called Rio
Markers to differentiate between adaptation and mitiga-
tion finance. The Rio Markers were introduced to record
development funding flows which are used to achieve
the objectives of the three Rio Conventions on Climate
Change (United Nations Framework Convention on Cli-
mate Change, UNFCCCQ), Biological Diversity (Conven-
tion on Biological Diversity, CBD) and on Combating
Desertification (United Nations Convention to Combat
Desertification, UNCCD). Only funding inflows which
pay into the Rio Marker for Adaptation in the OECD
database are recorded in the index. Funding which is
used for both climate adaptation as well as climate mit-
igation is not taken into account, as it is not possible to

make a clear distinction in these cases.


https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-data
https://www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-data
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Secondly, the country-specific climate risk is determined
based on the INFORM Risk Index. It is published by the
Disaster Risk Management Knowledge Centre (DRMKC)
of the European Union in cooperation with the Inter-
Agency Standing Committee (IASC). IASC was founded
by the UN General Assembly in 1991 and is the high-
est-ranking humanitarian coordination committee. Its
Reference Group on Risk, Early Warning and Prepared-
ness is specialised in risk analysis, disaster risk reduction
and funding issues. The DRMKC continually conducts
risk analyses for the European Commission regarding
climate risks, other natural risks and conflict risks, and

it prepares complex, inter-disciplinary scientific data in
such a way that political entities can make decisions on
risk management.

INFORM Risk provides risk-related information on
a yearly basis that is publicly available and continuously
updated. Apart from exposure to natural hazards, the
risk calculation is also influenced by the socio-economic
vulnerability and the existing adaptive capacity of each
individual country. For each of these dimensions, several
individual components are taken into account, as shown
by Figure 3.

Figure 3: Climate risk factors considered for the CAFI based on the INFORM Risk Index

Risk Components Covered by the INFORM Risk Index (Modified for CAFI)

Dimensions

Drought Socio-economic
River flood Develop'mer.lt and
deprivation
Coastal flood Inequality
Cyclone Aid dependency

Vulnerable groups Institutional Infrastructure
Disaster risk o
Uprooted people . Communication
reduction
Other vulnerable Physical
Governance .
groups infrastructure
Access to the
health system

Source: Inter-Agency Standing Committee and the European Commission. 2024. INFORM REPORT 2024: 10 years of INFORM.

At: https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/555548


https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/555548

As shown in Figure 2, the INFORM Risk Index considers a
country’s vulnerability as a second risk dimension along-
side its specific exposure to natural hazards. A country’s
existing capacity to adapt to the identified risks is a third
dimension considered. To determine the adaptive capac-
ity, both institutional (disaster risk reduction and govern-
ance capabilities) and infrastructural factors (physical
infrastructure of a country, communication infrastruc-
ture, healthcare system) are assessed. This kind of pro-
cess is much more differentiated than a sole observation
of exposure to climate hazards such as storms, drought
or flooding: a country which has a high adaptive capacity
would suffer far less loss and damage due to an extreme
weather event than a vulnerable country if they were
exposed to the same event.

To prepare the data from these sources for the index,
the raw data for each of the two factors — adaptation
funding and climate risks in the years 2016 to 2022 —
were converted so that they represented a value between
0 and 1. To do this, the modified INFORM risk values
which are between O and 10 were divided by 10, thus
reflecting the INFORM Risk Index in a way that is true to
scale. The raw data for climate adaptation funding was
scaled, i.e. the individual value of an individual country
was divided by the maximum of all individual values of
the countries. This gives a scaled depiction of the share
of climate adaptation funding for each country. All index
values calculated in this way are between O and 2. Here,
1 is the ideal value. This shows that a country is receiv-
ing exactly the optimal share of available climate adap-
tation funding relative to its country-specific risk. The
further an index value goes towards O, the more under-
funded the country is.

The mathematical formula for the index is
as follows:

X3 =1-X+X,
Where:
X, is the risk variable in a range from O to 1,
X, is the climate adaptation funding
inarange fromOto 1,
X, is the index value in a range from O to 2.

How the Index is Structured and What it Indicates

Significance and Limitations of
the Index

The strength of the CAFT is that it applies the same scale
to all countries, which means that the country index
results can be compared and interpreted very easily.
However, the significance of the CAFT has limits that are
imposed by its methodology: The index currently takes
into account only extreme events when determining the
climate risk and does not consider any changes which
occur slowly (such as rising sea levels, glacier melting
or desertification). Furthermore, only the events which
are already manifest are considered, not possible future
events. For these reasons, the CAFI cannot be the sole
decision criterion used when deciding how the interna-
tional climate adaptation finance is distributed among
countries.

What’s New This Year

A special topic examines how donor and recipient coun-
tries are performing in terms of taking gender aspects
into account in adaptation finance. Another new feature
is that we show the progress made by 29 donor countries
in implementing the target of at least doubling adapta-
tion finance compared to 2019. In light of recent events,
we have also examined which countries are most affected
by the US withdrawal from climate adaptation finance.

As in the previous year, we calculate the index for
total international adaptation finance and separately
for German adaptation finance as the most important
donor. As explained, the CAFI is calculated on a per cap-
ita basis. Indexation based on absolute inflows per coun-
try is no longer shown.

In most indices ranking numbers start from the best
value and run to the worst. In the past, the Climate
Adaptation Finance Index deviated from this practice in
order to highlight the most worrisome cases at the top
of the list. With the 2025 edition, we have reversed the
numbering of countries in line with the common prac-
tice while leaving the order of appearance unchanged.
Accordingly, the tables on the following pages start with
ranking number 129 and end with number 1. The cal-
culation of index values has not changed so that values
remain comparable with those of previous years.
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Index Results 2025 for
International Adaptation Finance

Figure 4: The 2025 world map of international adaptation finance

& The five categories of the index: El

== Extremly underfunded (0—0.49)

=== Severely underfunded (0.5—0.64)
Moderately underfunded (0.65—0.8)

=== Adequately funded (0.81—1)

=== Well-funded (1.01—2)

The ranking is based on the committed adaptation funding for the countries per capita in the period 2016—2022.
Areas of Egypt’s south-eastern border are disputed, as is the border between Sudan and South Sudan.

Figure 5: Population of developing countries by CAFI category
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Category 3
222 million people (3,5%)
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3.1 billion people (50,0%)

Population per CAFI category
One circle per CAFI category: How large
or small the circle is depends on the
population within one category.

The ranking is based on the committed adaptation funding for the countries per capita in the period 2016—2022.
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Dark red and orange tones dominate the global climate
finance map again this year (see Figure 4). These colours
represent the two categories of extreme and severe under-
funding, which were calculated for the index on a per cap-
ita basis. According to this, 36 countries (previous year:
37) still fall into the category of extremely underfunded
countries and 52 countries (previous year: 50) into the
category of severely underfunded countries. Together,
this represents the vast majority of the 129 countries
in the Global South surveyed, at 70 percent. A further
28 countries fall into the “moderately underfunded” cate-
gory (previous year: 29), meaning that over 90 percent of
all countries receive less support for climate adaptation
than would be justified given their climate risk. This con-
trasts with just 12 (previous year: 10) or nine percent of
countries that receive risk-appropriate support. The num-
ber of countries that receive higher support in relation to
their risk decreased from three to one country.

This means that international climate adaptation
finance continues to have a serious equity problem: con-
trary to all announcements and the decisions made at
the Glasgow Climate Summit in 2021, support for the
necessary adaptation to climate change remains far too
low. What is even more serious, however, and shown by
the Index, is that adaptation finance is not at all distrib-
uted in a risk-appropriate manner and is therefore not
effectively distributed.

The severity of this imbalance becomes even clearer
when the distribution is viewed not by the number of
countries but by the share of the world’s population
that falls into the five categories of the index: Figure 5
shows that statistically just 0.1 percent of people in the
129 countries surveyed receive a risk-appropriate share
of international adaptation financing, while 96 percent
are severely or even extremely underfunded.

Comparing the index results with those from the
previous year, it is immediately apparent that the aver-
age index value of 0.59 (category severely underfunded)
has not improved and that the number of countries per
category has also remained relatively stable: Adaptation
finance appears to be stuck in an unfair and ineffective
distribution pattern. But is this already a trend? As the
index is now in its third year, it is possible for the first
time to look beyond the comparison with the previous
year to see whether initial trends are emerging. Three
trends are indeed apparent:

Index Results 2025 for International Adaptation Finance

Firstly, the situation of the seven most underfunded
countries continues to deteriorate. They appear to be
increasingly left behind, as Figure 8 shows. Their aver-
age CAFIvalue has deteriorated again, while that of the
next seven countries has remained stable, albeit at a
very low level. Second, even the relatively best-financed
countries at the top of the table are losing some of their
lead. Third, the middle of the table is becoming increas-
ingly compact. Whether these trends are mainly result-
ing from a changing distribution of adaptation financ-
ing or predominantly triggered by worsening climate
risk profiles of the countries will be examined in more
detail in the chapter on climate risks.

Figure 6: Distribution of Climate Adaptation Financing
(all donor countries)

~ Nauru

The five categories of the index:

== Extremly underfunded (0—0.49)
Severely underfunded (0.5—0.64)
Moderately underfunded (0.65—0.8)

== Adequately funded (0.81—1)

== Well-funded (1.01—2)

The index value as a radius

One circle per country: How large or small the circle is
depends on the index value. If the circle is small, there is a
lack of money for adaptation to climate change. The black
circle shows how large the circle should ideally be. It becomes
clear how small the number of countries is that are well and
adequately funded.
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Index Results 2025 for International Adaptation Finance

Figure 7:International Climate Adaptation Finance Index 2025: Ranking of recipient countries (per-capita-based index)
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The five categories of the index:

== Extremly underfunded (0—0.49)

== Severely underfunded (0.5—0.64)
Moderately underfunded (0.65—0.8)

== Adequately funded (0.81—1)

== Well-funded (1.01—2)

Country with high to very high climate risk
©® Country was assigned to the alert level in
the Fragility Index in 2021
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(3 African State
© Small Island Development State (SIDS)

We have reversed the ranking numbers
in the 2025 edition from the best to the
worst (see page 10). The index values
remain comparable with those of pre-
vious years.

The ranking is based on the committed adaptation funding for the countries per capita in the period 2016—2022.

13



Figure 8: Performance of recipient countries of international climate adaptation finance compared to the previous year

(per-capita-based index)

Index Results 2025 for International Adaptation Finance
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The ranking is based on the committed adaptation funding for the countries in absolute numbers in the period 2016—2022.
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The rankings in Figure 7 show the 129 countries exam-
ined in a descending order from the highest to the low-
est index value and, at the same time, allocate them to
the five funding categories ranging from “well-funded” to
“extremely underfunded”. Figure 8 also shows changes
in the rank compared to the previous year, as well as rele-
vant characteristics of the countries, which will be exam-
ined in more detail in the following chapters in terms of
their potential significance for the countries' access to
adaptation finance.

With an index value of 1.5, the small Pacific island
nation of Nauru is the best-funded country compared
to its climate risk. Risk-adjusted financing would be
achieved with an index value of 1.0. Tuvalu comes clos-
est (ranked second in the index with an ideal value
of 0.99) to this ideal value, followed by the Marshall
Islands, Tonga, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines,
Palau, and Dominica, as well as five other small island
states that are also adequately funded. The only non-is-
land country in the group of adequately funded countries
is Costa Rica.

The consistently good performance of most island
states since the index was first compiled allows us to
speak of a trend in this regard, even though the relative
position of island states is tending to decline.

The group of moderately underfunded countries
begins with rank 14 (Maldives) and ends with rank 41
(Cabo Verde). Island countries also account for more
than half of this group.

The largest group in terms of numbers, the severely
underfunded countries, ranges from 52nd place (Para-
guay) to 93rd place (Tajikistan). This group also includes
the statistical mean (0.59) and the median value of the
CFI (0.57), which are close to each other. Africa is the
most strongly represented region in this group, account-
ing for over 40 percent.

Rank 94 marks the beginning of the group of 36
extremely underfunded countries, which has decreased
in number by only one country. The DR Congo, Angola,
and Nepal have grown out of this group, while Leso-
tho and Honduras have newly joined it. The ranking
of the seven most severely underfunded countries has
remained unchanged and is now virtually set in stone,
with their index values deteriorating further: Yemen
(123rd), Mali (124th), Niger (125th), Somalia (126th),
South Sudan (127th), Chad (128th) and Afghani-
stan (129th) bring up the rear. These countries have in

Index Results 2025 for International Adaptation Finance

common that they belong to the group of Least Devel-
oped Countries (LDCs) and, above all, that they are very
fragile and marked by massive conflicts. Africa is once
again the most strongly represented region in the group
of extremely underfunded countries, accounting for 60
percent. The majority of countries in this group are Least
Developed Countries (LDCs).

Comparing these findings with those from the previ-
ous year, there has been no fundamental improvement.
On the other hand, there are major changes among the
climbers and fallers in the new index: these are mainly
positioned in the middle of the field, i.e. ranks 22 to
102. Above and below this, however, there are no major
changes. This consolidation trend has already been men-
tioned above.

Let us now turn to the climbers in this year’s index:
The DR Congo has improved by 29 places and 0.12
index points to 88th place, followed by Libya (+17, 62nd
place), Cote d’Ivoire (+12, 70th place) and the Solomon
Islands (+10, S7th place). These countries share a high
degree of vulnerability, severe poverty, pronounced
social inequality, and violence. With the exception of
Libya, climate risk has continued to rise in these coun-
tries, in some cases significantly. The fact that they nev-
ertheless rose significantly in the index is due in all cases
to improved access to adaptation financing. The exam-
ple of these countries shows that improved financial par-
ticipation is also possible for countries that are severely
affected by conflict.

Now to the countries that have fallen the steepest
in the rankings: Venezuela (-14, rank 82), Belize (-12,
rank 44), Lebanon (-11, rank 50) and Papua New Guinea
(-10, rank 108) have seen the sharpest declines in this
year’s index. The reasons for this seem more complex
than for the year’s climbers: No clear pattern of change
in adaptation financing and climate risk can be identi-
fied for the losers.

However, another finding is striking: the largest
absolute changes in the index value are found in Nauru
(+0.45, rank 1) and Tuvalu (-0.61, rank 2), which have
swapped places at the top of the index. This is due to the
relatively stronger growth in adaptation finance in the
case of Nauru, which more than offsets the fact that the
climate risk for Nauru was upgraded compared to the
previous year, while it declined in the case of Tuvalu.
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Index Results 2025 for
German Adaptation Finance

Figure 9: The 2025 world map of Germany’s contribution to adaptation finance

The five categories of the index: [l

== Extremly underfunded (0—0.49)

== Severely underfunded (0.5—0.64)
Moderately underfunded (0.65—0.8)

== Adequately funded (0.81—1)

=== Well-funded (1.01—2)

The ranking is based on the committed adaptation funding for the countries per capita in the period 2016—2022.
Areas of Egypt’s south-eastern border are disputed, as is the border between Sudan and South Sudan.

At first glance, the world map of German climate adap-
tation finance (see Figure 9) looks very similar to the
map of international adaptation finance: Here, too, dark
red and orange tones dominate, representing extremely
and severely underfunded developing countries, as com-
pared to their climate risks. 3o countries (previous year:
33) fall into the category of extremely underfunded coun-
tries and 53 countries (previous year: 52) into the cate-
gory of severely underfunded countries. Together, this
still accounts for 64 percent of all developing countries
surveyed that fall into the two categories of most under-
funded. Compared to the previous year, this represents
a slight improvement of 2 percent and compared to the
donor countries of the Global North as a whole, Ger-
many performs 4 percentage points better (difference
in the previous year: 1 percentage point). A further 36
countries fall into the “moderately underfunded” cate-
gory (previous year: 35), meaning that, as in the previ-
ous year, over 90 percent of all countries receive less sup-
port for climate adaptation than would be justified given
their climate risk. Only five countries receive an appro-
priate share of Germany’s adaptation financing in rela-
tion to their climate risk, while another five countries
receive slightly more. This means that the small group
of adequately funded countries has grown by one, while

the group of countries receiving disproportionately high
levels of support has remained the same size. Taken
together, the number of countries in these two groups
is slightly smaller (-3) than for the reference group of all
donors from the Global North.

However, a more detailed analysis reveals interest-
ing differences between Germany and the international
community of donor countries: Apart from the Small
Island Development States (SIDS), groups of countries
considered particularly vulnerable tend to fare slightly
better in the distribution of German climate adaptation
finance than in the comparison group of donor countries
in the Global North. This applies to African countries as
well as to LDCs and particularly fragile states, albeit to
varying degrees. Asian and Latin American countries,
too, fare slightly better in the distribution of German cli-
mate adaptation finance. This will be discussed in more
detail in the following chapters.

Overall, however, this does not change the main
finding that German adaptation financing also has a sig-
nificant problem with risk-related distributional equity,
even if the justice gap has decreased slightly compared
to the previous year (average CAFI of 0.62 in 2025, com-
pared to 0.61 in the previous year, and 0.59 as the refer-
ence value for all donor countries).
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During the period 2016—2022, Germany provided a
total of USD 16.5 billion for adaptation projects in the
129 countries surveyed. Compared to the USD 14.7
billion in the previous period for the index in 2024
(2015—2021), this marks a significant increase of almost
2 billion dollars or 12 percent, after there had already
been a 7 percent increase in 2024 compared to the
period 2014—2020.

By way of comparison: The international commu-
nity of all donor countries provided a total of USD 205.4
billion for adaptation projects in the period 2016—2022,
compared to 172.7 billion and 162.7 billion in the two
previous periods. At just under 19 percent, international
adaptation finance has once again grown faster than
German adaptation finance, as was already the case in
the previous period.

Following this general overview, we will now take a
closer look at how the recipient countries in the Global
South have fared this year in terms of access to German
support and what changes have occurred. This is shown
in Figure 10.

Index Results 2025 for German Adaptation Finance
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Figure 10: Germany’s Climate Adaptation Finance Index 2025: Ranking of recipient countries (per-capita-based index)
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Figure 11: Performance of recipient countries of Germany’s climate adaptation finance compared to the previous year
(per-capita-based index)
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59 O Comoros 0.60

58 @ Turkmenistan 0.61
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ss @ Indonesia 0.62
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si. @ Malaysia 0.63

50 O Lebanon 0.63
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Adequately funded B Top 6 biggest fallers in the index
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The ranking is based on the committed adaptation fundingfor the countries per capita in the period 2016—2022.
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With an index value of 1.69, Jordan is, as in the previ-
ous year, the best-funded country by Germany compared
to its climate risk. The following five positions, taken
by Namibia (1.55), Georgia (1.38), Tunisia (1.28), Gre-
nada (1.09), and Costa Rica (0.96) remain unchanged
as compared to the previous year. Another four coun-
tries are categorised as adequately funded: Tuvalu (0.8),
Barbados (0.81), Seychelles (0.81), and the by far biggest
climber (-107 ranks) compared to the previous year: the
DR Congo (0.95). This African country is the only new-
comer in the top 10, replacing Bhutan (now rank 13).

The biggest differences between German adaptation
support and that of all donor countries from the Global
North actually lie in the composition of the groups of
best and adequately financed developing countries:
while the German top 10 recipient countries include four
island states and six mainland states, with four of the lat-
ter from Africa, the top 10 of the group of all donors con-
sists exclusively of island states, apart from Costa Rica.

The group of moderately underfunded countries
begins with rank 11 (Maldives) and is somewhat larger
than in the reference group of all donor countries, but,
similar to the latter, is dominated by small island devel-
oping countries. The largest group in terms of numbers
are the 53 severely underfunded countries, more than
half of them Lower-middle Income Countries (LMICs).
This group includes the statistical mean (0.61) and the
median value of the CAFI for Germany (0.61), which are
close to each other, as in the reference group of all donor
countries, but slightly better. Rank 100 marks the begin-
ning of the group of 30 extremely underfunded coun-
tries, six less than in the reference group of all donor
countries, and three less than in last year’s CAFI for
Germany.

The ranking of the five most severely underfunded
countries has remained almost unchanged as compared
to last year, and very similar to the ranking in the refer-
ence group of all donor countries: Somalia (125th), South
Sudan (126th), Yemen (127th), Afghanistan (128th), and
Chad (129th) bring up the rear. These countries have in
common that they belong to the group of LDCs, i.e. they
are among the poorest nations in the world, that they
face highest climate risks, and that they are very frag-
ile and marked by massive conflicts. All these countries,
apart from Chad with a similar CAFI value as last year,
have again reached an even lower CAFI value. While this
is due to a decline in funding in the case of Somalia, the
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situation is different in the four other countries: their
scores have deteriorated or remained unchanged (Chad),
even though they have received more financial sup-
port. The driver here is a further upgrade of the already
very high climate risk, which could not be offset by the
increase in funding.

These are the climbers in this year’s index: The
DR Congo has improved by 107 places and 0.51 index
points to 7th place, followed by Rwanda (+26, 62nd
place), Marshall Islands (+18, 67th place) and Libya
(+16, 66th place). It is striking that Africa is strongly rep-
resented among the climbers.

The steepest fallen in the ranking are Belize (-23,
64th place), Honduras (-15, 89th place), Venezuela (-14,
86th place) and Zambia (-14, 82nd place). Apart from
Belize with a significantly higher risk score this year, the
main reason for the decline of the others seems to be a
reduction of climate finance in absolute terms, compared
to the previous period.

Let’s take a look at the performance of the five larg-
est recipients of German adaptation finance, together
accounting for 25 percent of the total: India (USD 1.9
billion), the largest recipient and a country in the sec-
ond-highest climate risk category, ranks fairly stable at
107th place. Despite a significant increase in German
support, India remains one of the extremely under-
funded countries at a per capita base in terms of cli-
mate risk. Colombia (USD 960 million) is a country in
the third-highest climate risk category and has fallen by
eight places to 27th place due to declining support but
is still considered as only moderately underfunded. In
contrast, Tunisia (USD 930 million), with a relatively low
risk category 2 and increasing financial support is placed
4th and considered well-funded. Ethiopia (USD 600 mil-
lion), the second big African recipient of German adapta-
tion finance, like India, is classified as extremely under-
funded, bearing one of the highest climate risks. China
(USD 580 million), which also belongs to the top 5 of
Germany'’s adaptation support, faces a climate risk com-
parable to the one of Columbia, has improved to 69th
place (plus 7), due to higher funding and a slightly lower
climate risk compared to the last survey period.

Finally, Figure 12 provides a comparative overview
of German and international adaptation finance with
regard to their risk adequacy. Despite many similarities
and, at first glance, relatively minor changes compared to
the previous year, our more detailed analysis, which we
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will examine in greater depth in the following chapters,
has also revealed some significant differences which,
when compared with previous years, appear to be grow-
ing. The most striking difference is that Germany places
greater emphasis on African recipient countries, includ-
ing very poor, less developed, and fragile states with high
climate risks. Nevertheless, when climate-risk-related
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distributional justice is taken as the central criterion,

Germany ultimately performs only slightly better than

the donor countries of the Global North as a whole. This
shows that there is still enormous room for improvement,
quite apart from the fact that adaptation financing is far

too low overall.

Figure 12: Comparison of German and international adaptation finance contributions for the Global South

Germany’s CAFI2025:
Number of Countries per
Category (in Brackets:
Change to Previous Year)

Category

Extremely underfunded 30(-3)
53 (+1)
Moderately underfunded 36 (+1)
S (+1)
5(0)

International CAFI 2025:

Number of Countries per
Category (in Brackets:
Change to Previous Year)

36 (-1)
52 (+2)
28 (-7)
12 (+8)

1(4)

Number of the Same States
per Category

29
41
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Spotlight on Climate Adaptation Finance

in Brazil

Figure 13: Brazil’s performance in the CAF1 2025

Brazil
Index value 0.56

Ideal
Index value 1

Brazil received a total of USD 3.137 billion in interna-
tional adaptation finance between 2016 and 2022,
accounting for around 2 percent of all adaptation funds.
Around ten percent of this came from Germany. This
puts Brazil in 21st place on the list of recipient countries.
Compared to the previous period 2015—2021, funding
has increased by USD 480 million. However, the relative
increase is weaker than the average for all countries. As
a result, Brazil, has seen its share of adaptation finance
for Latin America fall from 12 to 10 percent. This rel-
ative decline, accompanied by a slight improvement in
the climate risk score (4.37 compared to 4.5, both corre-
sponding to a medium risk), explains why Brazil slipped
slightly (-0.01) to an index value of 0.56 compared to the
previous year and now ranks 68th in the country rank-
ing, three places lower than before.

The fact that Brazil is classified as “severely under-
funded” is also due to its large population, which sig-
nificantly relativises the inflow of over USD 3 billion in
adaptation finance. As Figure 13 shows, Brazil ranks just
below the average for all countries in the Global South and
slightly below the average for Latin American countries.

In terms of climate risk, exposure to extreme weather
events, such as floods and droughts, has remained
largely unchanged, while socioeconomic vulnerability
has increased. Despite all efforts, adaptation capacity
has hardly increased.

What is striking is Brazil’s relative position in terms
of gender responsiveness of adaptation financing: here,
Brazil ranks only 77th out of 125 countries assessed.

Particularly in adaptation projects where achieving gen-
der equality is the principal objective, the share of pro-
ject funds allocated to adaptation is just 3.5 percent. By
comparison, Guatemala allocates over 13 percent.
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There Are No Early Warning
Systems in the Favelas

We asked Maureen Santos, climate expert at FASE
(Federation of Organs for Social and Educational
Assistance) based in Rio de Janeiro, to comment
on these findings. FASE was founded in 1961 as an
NGO and is active in social, educational, and cli-
mate adaptation programs in six Brazilian states.
It is also involved in advocacy work at the local,
national, and international levels. FASE has been
a partner organisation of Brot fiir die Welt for
decades.

Maureen, how do you assess the index results for
Brazil?

The Brot fiir die Welt Adaptation Index is very help-
ful. We will translate the most important findings
into Portuguese and use them in our advocacy work
with the government. The results do not really sur-
prise me. Part of the study period covers the Bol-
sonaro administration, which did not attach any
importance to climate adaptation. That explains the
relative decline, in my view. I also see the rather poor
result for gender responsiveness in this context. Bol-
sonaro fought against gender equity. It will be inter-
esting to see how the index develops over the next
few years. I expect an improvement.

What are the main challenges for climate adap-
tation in Brazil, especially with a view to those
groups that are most at risk?

Droughts and floods are becoming increasingly fre-
quent. Last year, large parts of an entire state, Rio
Grande do Sul in southern Brazil, were flooded as
never before. Meanwhile, the northeast suffers from
droughts. Those climate threats affect mainly the
poorest people and their food security and health.
In urban areas, where most of the vulnerable peo-
ple live, the favelas, informal settlements, are most
at risk. There are no early warning systems, the
sewers are completely overwhelmed during heavy
rainfall, and the narrow streets turn into raging
streams. Many favelas are located on rivers and
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steep slopes, i.e. in high-risk zones. Some cities, such

as Rio de Janeiro, have learned from the mistakes
of the past. When canals and roads are restored to
be more climate-resilient after a disaster, this always
bears an opportunity to reduce social inequality, at
least to some extent, through climate adaptation.
We are also contributing to this with our projects. In
Recife, in the northeast, for example, we are promot-
ing access to water, which is becoming increasingly
scarce there.

What do FASE and civil society expect from the
Brazilian government to improve the situation?

The National Adaptation Plan (NAP) is a good
instrument, but it is not being implemented seri-
ously enough by the states. It is the federal states, or
rather their parliaments, that control the majority
of public funds as a result of the reforms under Bol-
sonaro. There is a lack of transparency about where
the money is going, and climate adaptation is not a
political priority, even after all the climate disasters.
During the disaster, there is great solidarity with
those affected, but this is quickly forgotten. That has
to change, and we are committed to ensuring that
it does. This also applies to the transition from fos-
sil fuels to renewable energies. The fact that a record
number of new licenses for oil and gas exploration
in the Amazon estuary were granted recently, is not
opposed but welcomed by a large part of the popu-
lation there. They hope for jobs and prosperity. Of
course, this does not apply to the indigenous and
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traditional communities in the Amazon. Unfortu-
nately, however, they are a minority without much

influence.

COP30 will take place in Belém. What are your
hopes?

We want to contribute to the success of both COP30
and the People’s Summit, which is taking place
in Belém at the same time. We are involved in the
preparations for the People’s Summit and are in dia-
logue with the Brazilian government about how civil
society can participate effectively in COP. But that is
not enough, because the main thing is to make pro-
gress on raising ambition in climate mitigation, i.e.
the NDCs, increasing climate finance, the new gen-
der action plan, and the issues of a just transition.
The COP Presidency still lacks leadership, and there
are diverging interests in Brazil and within the gov-
ernment. My impression is that the Brazilian presi-
dency is primarily concerned with not triggering any
new conflicts. That is why it will try not to touch on
hot topics such as the insufficient level of ambition of
the NDCs and financing issues, preferring instead to
go for the low-hanging fruit.
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What should Germany contribute and what
changes are needed at the international level to
achieve the goals of the Paris Agreement?
I was very disappointed by the negative mood at the
climate negotiations in Bonn in June. It seems to me
that the anniversary COP in Belém, ten years after
Paris and the thirtieth COP to the UNEFCCC, which
we had been looking forward to with such high
expectations two years ago, has now mutated into a
COP that is receiving nothing but bad press, includ-
ing about the logistics, and which many are already
convinced will fail before it has even taken place.
All states and civil society must now work to
counteract this. We NGOs want multilateralism to
work. If democratic states are no longer able to suc-
cessfully achieve multilateral solutions, then peo-
ple will lose faith in democracy itself. That is where
I see us now. I hope that the COP will be used as a
moment of reflection on these fundamental issues
and that this will lead to a process that revitalises
multilateralism. This includes reforms to make the
COP more efficient, smaller, and perhaps less fre-
quent. It must be possible to host a COP in a city
like Belém, which is not so different from many cit-
ies in the Global South. But then expectations must
be adjusted, and smaller COPs must be held. I don’t
think that undermines their legitimacy. The oppo-
site is true.
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Water for a Safe Life

Tatiana Maria da Silva stands firmly on dry ground with
both feet. However, she knows that she and her three
children now have enough water to live comfortably. The
30-year-old smallholder lives in Sitio Barreiro de Piti-
ranga in Carnaiba in the Brazilian state of Pernambuco.

The region is located in the Caatinga, a savannah
landscape characterised by a semi-arid climate. The
rainy season usually lasts three months, after which peo-
ple and animals must survive the nine-month dry sea-
son. Climate change is causing longer dry periods. As a
result, trees and larger plants are disappearing in some
areas and being replaced by smaller, drought-resistant
species, threatening to cause devastation.

Like more than 40 other families in the region, Tati-
ana’s family received a rainwater cistern from Brot fur
die Welt"s partner organisation Diaconia. Around 200
square metres of the property are paved for the construc-
tion of the so-called “Cal¢adéo cistern”. The paved area
serves as a collector basin for rainwater, which is then
directed into a large tank.

Before Tatiana Maria da Silva received the cistern,
her house only had a small tank, which had to suffice for
drinking, cooking, washing clothes, bathing and water-
ing the plants. Water was always scarce and thus repre-
sented the limiting factor for her agricultural production.
However, thanks to the Calgadéo cistern, she now has
sufficient water available. “Today, I can grow my plants,
my coriander, my peppers. I have planted banana trees,
pineapples and watermelons near the cistern and have
harvested abundantly. The cistern has really changed
my life.”

For more than 40 years, Diaconia has been sup-
porting smallholder families in north-eastern Brazil
with its agroecological approach. Cisterns and other
water treatment technologies improve water quality,
increase food security and enable families to earn addi-
tional income. All of this also has a positive impact on
their state of health.

Diaconia primarily supports families headed by
women, as they are exposed to greater risks. This gen-
der-based approach aims to reduce women’s social and
financial vulnerability. This also makes them and their
communities less susceptible to extreme weather events.

To ensure that increased production of agroecolog-
ical products also leads to higher incomes, Diaconia

. Tatiana Maria da Silva in front of the cistern
“that helps her adapt to climate change.

supports families in processing their products and find-
ing buyers. Fruits such as cashews, bananas, guavas,
papayas and coconuts are dried and dairy products are
made to extend the shelf life of the products. Fair trade
and direct marketing from producers to consumers
increase profits.

The work of the partner organisation goes beyond
direct support for self-help and also aims to bring about
structural change. Diaconia has developed proposals for
water resource management that aim to reduce water
conflicts and contribute to the revitalisation and preser-
vation of river basins. To this end, the organisation has
become a member of the committee for the Pajeu River
catchment area. The committee’s work has prompted five
municipalities in the river basin to enact municipal laws
aimed at revitalising and preserving the river. Environ-
mental education is also being promoted in the region.
The use of social technologies also enables the water to
be completely reused in the cycle.
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Growth Trends in Adaptation

Finance 2019—2022

The Glasgow Climate Pact (COP 26) includes a commit-
ment by developed countries to double their support for
climate adaptation in developing countries by 2025 com-
pared to 2019. This goal is part of the broader commit-
ment to scaling up climate finance for adaptation and
achieving a balance between mitigation and adaptation.

According to the OECD-DAC database on climate
finance, adaptation finance from developed countries
(excluding MDBs, climate funds, philanthropies and
other donor organisations) amounted to around USD
20.2 billion in 2019, compared to USD 35.6 billion in
2022, an increase of 76 percent. At first glance, devel-
oped countries seem to be well on the way to meeting
their pledge.

However, a more differentiated view reveals a some-
what different picture: the financial increase for “pure
adaptation projects”, i.e. projects that exclusively pursue
climate adaptation goals, is significantly lower at 42 per-
cent. In fact, the percentage of total climate financing
accounted for by such projects even fell from 34 percent
to 29 percent between 2019 and 2022.

The apparent sharp rise in adaptation finance is
therefore largely attributable to financing for projects
that are marked as both climate mitigation and cli-
mate adaptation under the Rio Markers. In fact, the
increase in such combined projects is significantly
higher than that in climate finance as a whole. In 2022,
they accounted for one third of climate finance, repre-
senting an increase of more than 10 percentage points
compared to 2019. This inevitably raises the question of
whether the seemingly strong growth in climate adap-
tation financing is not at least partly due to a very lax

est oyed by Cyclone Yasa in 2020 The -
ﬁrst houses are being built at the new location,

interpretation of the criteria for using the Rio Marker for
climate adaptation.

The extent to which this is the case could only be
determined by a more detailed analysis of a representa-
tive number of projects. In order to prevent the results of
the CAFI calculation from being distorted by combined
adaptation and mitigation projects with potentially only
minor adaptation benefits, only financing that is exclu-
sively used for adaptation purposes is included in the
index calculation.

Beyond these important questions about the qual-
ity of adaptation finance, the central question is which
developed countries are leading the way in doubling
adaptation finance and which are lagging behind. The
most important findings are summarised in Figure 14.
Accordingly, Germany is the most important donor
country for adaptation finance, followed by Japan,
the EU, and France. However, the largest growth rates
between 2019 and 2022 were recorded for Japan and
Korea. The top 10 donor countries accounted for SO per-
cent of total adaptation finance in 2022. A further 46
percent was contributed by MDBs, climate funds, other
multilateral donors, and foundations. The other twenty
or so developed countries together accounted for just
4 percent, with the contribution of Eastern European
donor countries being particularly low.

A similar concentration of funding on relatively few
countries can also be seen on the recipient side, as Figure
14 shows: 54 percent of adaptation finance in the period
2019—2022 goes to the top 20 recipient countries, while
the remaining 109 countries surveyed receive 46 percent
of adaptation finance.
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Growth Trends in Adaptation Finance 2019—2022

Figure 14: Growth trends in adaptation finance in donor and recipient countries 2019-2022
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Country

Germany
Japan
European Union
France
United States
Netherlands
United Kingdom
South Korea
Australia
Sweden

Switzerland

Country

India
Philippines
Bangladesh

Indonesia
Ethiopia
Morocco
Pakistan

Kenya

Colombia

China

Nigeria

Tanzania

Brazil

Mexico
Mozambique
Cambodia
Uzbekistan
Myanmar
Peru

Costa Rica

2019—2022 in

Absolute Terms

USD 22.7 billion
USD 20.3 billion
USD 18.3 billion
USD 17.6 billion
USD 6.8 billion
USD S5.3 billion
USD 3.7 billion
USD 3.4 billion
USD 3.2 billion
USD 2.1 billion
USD 2.0 billion

2019—2022 in

Absolute Terms

USD 10.5 billion
USD 6.5 billion
USD 6.3 billion
USD 5.9 billion
USD 4.7 billion
USD 3.8 billion
USD 3.6 billion
USD 3.5 billion
USD 3.3 billion
USD 3.2 billion
USD 3.2 billion
USD 2.9 billion
USD 2.7 billion
USD 2.7 billion
USD 2.6 billion
USD 2.5 billion
USD 2.5 billion
USD 2.5 billion
USD 2.4 billion

USD 2.4 billion

2022 in

Absolute Terms

USD 7.0 billion
USD 4.3 billion
USD 6.2 billion
USD 5.1 billion
USD 4.2 billion
USD 1.5 billion
USD 1.0 billion
USD 1.6 billion
USD 1.0 billion
USD 0.7 billion
USD 0.8 billion

Finance
7 %
4%
4%
4%
3%
3%
2%
2%
2%
2%
2%
2%
2%
2%
2%
2%
2%
2%
2%

2%

2019—2022
Increase in
Adaptation

Finance in %

151 %
565 %
133 %
190 %
405 %
126 %
65 %
607 %
181 %
122 %
244 %

2022 in Absolute

Terms

USD 3.0 billion
USD 1.1 billion
USD 1.9 billion
USD 1.1 billion
USD 1.8 billion
USD 1.1 billion
USD 1.7 billion
USD 1.0 billion
USD 1.2 billion
USD 0.6 billion
USD 0.8 billion
USD 1.4 billion
USD 0.6 billion
USD 0.4 billion
USD 0.7 billion
USD 0.9 billion
USD 1.4 billion
USD 0.1 billion
USD 1.1 billion

USD 1.3 billion

2019—2022
Increase in

Climate Finance

in %
152 %
188 %
140 %
149 %
388 %
140 %
90 %
210 %
194 %
118 %
239 %

2022 Share of

Total Adaptation

Finance
6 %
2%
4%
2%
4%
2%
4%
2%
3%
1%
2%
3%
1%
1%
1%
2%
3%
0%
2%

3%
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Countries Most Affected by the US
Withdrawal from Adaptation Finance

The end of financial support for climate adaptation in
countries of the Global South announced by the US in
January 2025 marks a major turning point. In 2022,
the most recent year for which OECD data on climate
finance was available at the time this analysis was pre-
pared, the US share of total international climate adapta-
tion finance amounted to 6.4 percent or USD 4.2 billion,
of which USD 2.835 billion went to the 129 countries
included in our Index, and the rest to regional, Eastern
European or unspecified recipients. This placed the US
in sixth place after the group of multilateral development
banks, Germany, the EU, France, and Japan. Further-
more, no other donor apart from Japan recorded such
a large increase (USD 3.2 billion) in adaptation finance
compared to 2019. In other words, the US shortfall is dif-
ficult to compensate for.

However, the cancellation of US support for adaptation
does not affect all recipient countries equally. If we look
at the 129 countries included in our Index, in 2022, 46.5
percent of US adaptation finance went to just ten coun-
tries (see Figure 15), led by Nigeria, Uganda and the DR
Congo. Notably, all top 10 countries are from Africa.
However, it should be noted that some of these countries
also receive a great deal of adaptation finance from other
donors. We therefore also examined which ten countries
were relatively most dependent on US support in 2022
(also see Figure 15). This list is led by Eswatini, Jamaica
and Zimbabwe. As can be seen, the two lists of countries
differ considerably. In principle, however, all of these
countries shown in Figure 15 are severely hit by the stop
of US adaptation finance support.

Figure 15: Countries most affected by the US withdrawal from climate adaptation finance

Largest Highest Percentage of
(2022) Support (2022)
1 Nigeria USD 194.5 mio. 1 Eswatini 64.8 %
2 Uganda USD 188.9 mio. 2 Jamaica 64.1%
3 DR Congo USD 144.2 mio. 3 Zimbabwe 53.3%
4 Ethiopia USD 133.8 mio. 4 Lebanon 48.6 %
5 Zambia USD 133.3 mio. 5 Myanmar 40.1%
6 Kenya USD 132.7 mio. 6 Sudan 40.1%
7 Tanzania USD 117.2 mio. 7 Afghanistan 35.1%
8 Mozambique USD 101.3 mio. 8 Zambia 32.8%
9 Malawi USD 88.1 mio. 9 Uganda 30.7%
10 Madagascar USD 79.2 mio. 10 Iraq 28.4%
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Gender Justice and Adaptation Finance

The most recent Sixth Assessment Report (AR6) of the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC),
in its part on Impacts, Adaptation, and Vulnerability,
underscores the critical importance of gender equity and
gender-responsive approaches in building climate resil-
ience and ensuring effective adaptation. Two arguments
are put forward: Firstly, the IPCC highlights that women,
along with other marginalised groups, are disproportion-
ately affected by climate change impacts, due to systemic
inequalities, including limited access to resources, deci-
sion-making processes, and adaptive capacities. There-
fore, AR6 stresses the necessity of gender-responsive
adaptation plans and actions, to overcome exclusion,
avoid maladaptive outcomes and ensure enhanced resil-
ience. Secondly, the IPCC acknowledges the pivotal role
women play in climate action, particularly in communi-
ty-based adaptation and natural resource management.
Consequently, empowering women through access to
resources, education, and leadership opportunities
enhances the effectiveness of adaptation measures.

The UNFCCC Gender Action Plan (GAP), that was
finally reviewed at COP 29 (2024), argues in a similar
way. It calls for a gender-responsive allocation of climate
finance, specifically for investing in gender-responsive
climate adaptation. The NAP Global Network, a plat-
form for adaptation planning, stresses the critical rele-
vance of targeted adaptation finance to enable the incor-
poration of gender-responsive approaches in National
Adaptation Plans (NAPs) as a crucial step to address the
specific vulnerabilities and strengths of women, lead-
ing to more resilient and just outcomes (see https://nap-
globalnetwork.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/08/nap-
gn-en-2024-summarizing-evidence-nap-gender.pdf).

We are convinced that one further step is neces-
sary: climate adaptation finance must not only be gender
responsive, i.e. taking specific action to reduce gender
inequalities. It should be gender transformative, i.e. aim-
ing at reducing root causes of gender inequality.

As a necessary initial step, we have analysed the
extent to which international adaptation finance takes
gender aspects into account for the first time in this
report. To this end, we reviewed all international adapta-
tion finance for the period 2016—2022 to determine the
use of gender markers. The OECD-DAC gender markers
are a classification system used to track and assess the
extent to which development finance, including climate
finance, targets gender equality as a policy objective,

ranging from not targeted (0O) to significant (1) or princi-
pal (2) focus on gender.

These are the main results: First, it is positive to note
that the total amount of adaptation finance, which has
a significant or principal focus on gender, rose steadily
between 2016 and 2022 from USD 10.4 billion in 2016
to USD 30.1 billion. However, this increase is mainly due
to the fact that adaptation finance as a whole has roughly
tripled. Looking at the percentage share of adaptation
finance with gender-related objectives, this has risen
only moderately from 64 percent (2016) to 69 percent
(2022), with significant fluctuations between 60 and 70
percent during this period.

It is also worth looking at the distinction between
adaptation finance that pursues gender equality as a
principal or significant objective: While the share of
adaptation finance with gender equality as a principal
objective remains very constant at only S percent, adap-
tation finance with gender as a significant objective has
increased more significantly from 59 to 66 percent.

Since the criteria for using gender markers are rela-
tively vague and there is no independent review, it seems
reasonable to assume that the increased focus on gen-
der aspects in international discourse provides a greater
incentive to label climate finance as gender-responsive,
i.e. contributing to the reduction of gender inequality.
However, it is doubtful that gender aspects really play a
significantly greater role in adaptation finance as it was
the case some years back: If this were the case, the share
of financing with gender equality as principal objective
would rise more significantly.

Of course, not all countries can be lumped together.
We have compiled a gender ranking of adaptation
finance for both donor and recipient countries and list
the ten best and worst performers in the overview below.
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Gender Justice and Adaptation Finance

Figure 16: Leaders and laggards in gender-responsive adaptation finance among donor and recipient countries (2016—2022)
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As the table shows, Germany ranks only in the middle of
the pack. The list of donors is led by Anglo-Saxon coun-
tries, followed by Scandinavian countries, with Slavic
countries at the bottom. No clear correlations can be

Donor
Country

Canada
Luxembourg
Iceland
u.s.

Ireland
Sweden

Belgium
Netherlands
Finland

European
Union

Germany
Czechia
Italy
Norway
Latvia
Slovakia
South Korea
Portugal
Poland
Lithuania

Hungary

Percentage of
Adaptation
Finance
Aiming at
Reducing
Gender
Inequality

92.9%
92.9%
86.8 %
85.6 %
83.5%

82.1%

81.7%
79.4 %

78.2%

77.2%

59.8%
41.1%
40.5%
36.9%
28.1%
27.8%
25.0%
16.5%
6.8 %
3.0%

1.7%

Percentage of
Adaptation
Finance with
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Objective;
(Best Value:
32 %, Spain)

7.1%
12.1%
13.1%
15.7%

9.4 %
13.0%

1.8%
13.7%

5.1%
2.3%

0.8 %
4.6 %
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3.1%
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1.1%
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Country

Guayana
Jamaica
Eritrea
Angola
Lesotho

Central African
Republic

Dominica
Chad

Mauritius

Mauretania

North Korea
Iran
Tunesia
Seychelles
South Africa
Costa Rica
Malaysia
Turkmenistan
Saint Vincent

Uruguay

Percentage
of Adapta-
tion Finance
Aiming at
Reducing
Gender
Inequality
98.7%
95.2%
95.0%
94.9 %

92.6 %
92.4%

92.0%
91.9%

90.8 %

90.0 %

35.1%
29.1%
27.5%
27.0%
22.3%
22.0%
10.7 %
6.9 %
1.6%
0.0%

Percentage of
Adaptation
Finance with
Gender as
Principal
Objective;
(Best Value:
29 %, Gabon)

0.1%
0.4%
0.3%
8.0%

3.0%
0.4%

0.3%
5.6 %
0.0%

11.6%

0.0%
0.4%
2.4%
0.0%
0.4%
15.3%
1.5%
0.3%
0.2%

0.0%
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Access to Adaptation Finance in Relation

to Climate Risk

Having looked at the risk adequacy of adaptation financ-
ing for all developing countries, this chapter puts the
focus on the countries most affected by climate risks. If
the promise of UNFCCC were to be implemented, these
high-risk countries would have to receive priority sup-
port. This means that they would have to score particu-
larly well in the CAFI.

However, looking at the results, the exact opposite is true.
This applies to the entire donor community and to the
risk adequacy of Germany’s support as well, albeit to a
lesser extent. In other words, Germany performs slightly
better in comparison to the donor community as a whole,
especially regarding the countries that face very high
and high climate risks. This is illustrated in Figure 17.

Figure 17: CAFI1 2025 of countries in relation to their climate risks
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Overall, it is true for all donor countries that the adapta-
tion finance provided is least risk-adjusted in countries
that are particularly exposed to high climate risks, while
financing is more risk-adjusted in countries with lower
climate risks. This turns the widely postulated principles
of prioritising particularly vulnerable countries, and thus
of climate justice, on its head.

This particularly disadvantages the seven countries
in the highest risk category: Afghanistan (risk score of
7.7), Chad (7.6), South Sudan (7.6), Somalia (7.2), Niger
(7.1), Mali (6.9) and Yemen (6.7).

Apart from them, 33 countries classified as “at
high climate risk” are also seriously disadvantaged.
They are sorted according to their climate risk scores in
descending order: Iraq, Uganda, Ethiopia, Madagascar,
Mozambique, Bangladesh, Mauretania, Haiti, Zimba-
bwe, Pakistan, Malawi, Syrian Arab Republic, Central

African Republic, Djibouti, Papua New Guinea, North
Korea, India, Sudan, Myanmar, Kenya, Senegal, Zam-
bia, Nigeria, Burkina Faso, Philippines, Burundi, Hon-
duras, Lesotho, Cameroon, Tajikistan, DR Congo, and
Vanuatu.

To better understand the results, it is worth taking a
look at the change in climate risks, based on data from
the European Union’s INFORM Risk Index. Accord-
ing to this, the countries we examined saw an average
climate risk increase of 2.4 percent over the eight-year
period 2017—2023, representing the most updated risk
information for developing countries. In the countries
with the highest climate risks, the increase rates are sig-
nificantly higher on average. It becomes very interest-
ing when the data is broken down further. As already
explained in the chapter on the index methodology, the
climate risk is calculated from three subcomponents:
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exposure to climate extremes (drought, flooding, storms,
etc.), a country’s socioeconomic vulnerability (including
level of development, inequality, dependence on devel-
opment financing, vulnerable groups, and refugees) and
adaptation capacity (including disaster control, infra-
structure, governance, and healthcare system). It now
turns out that these three risk factors are developing dif-
ferently: The actual risk posed by climate extremes has
increased the most, at 7 percent, with the sharpest rise
recorded for droughts (+10 percent), followed by storms
(+9 percent) and floods (+5 percent). Vulnerability has
also increased, albeit to a lesser extent (+6 percent). At
the same time, and this is the good news, the ability to
adapt to climate change has also increased, albeit by
only 3 percent. Due to their limited scope, the successes
achieved in climate adaptation have not been able to
prevent the resulting climate risk from increasing over-
all, but this increase in risk has at least been limited.

Access to Adaptation Finance in Relation to Climate Risk

This means that investments in the climate resilience
of societies are worthwhile and necessary. At the same
time, reducing vulnerability and limiting climate change
through emission reduction are also essential to signifi-
cantly reduce climate risks, as the data clearly show.

Overall, the total number of countries in the two
highest risk categories has declined since the first edi-
tion of our index three years ago: in the highest risk cat-
egory, it has almost halved from 13 to seven. In the sec-
ond-highest risk category, it has risen slightly from 31
to 33. However, the remaining countries in the highest
risk category are now seeing an increase in risk again.
This indicates that there is a high risk that these coun-
tries, with a combined population of 160 million, will be
exposed to ever greater and unmanageable climate risks,
which could lead to a humanitarian catastrophe and dis-
placement on a scale never seen before if appropriate
adaptation measures are not taken.
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Access to Adaptation Finance
in Relation to Fragility

We have already mentioned several times that fragility is a
characteristic feature of many developing countries, espe-
cially those that are severely underfunded and exposed to
high climate risks. But what does “fragility” mean?

Fragility is the combination of exposure to risk and
the insufficient resilience of a state, system or com-
munity to manage, absorb or mitigate those risks. The
OECD multidimensional fragility framework assesses
fragility based on 56 indicators of risk and resilience
across six dimensions: economic, environmental, polit-
ical, security, societal and human.

People who live in fragile contexts and those affected
by conflict are in danger in terms of their personal secu-
rity, protection of their human rights, and resilience
towards climate risks. Fragility and conflicts also endan-
ger neighbouring states and create huge challenges for
development cooperation, humanitarian aid and, not
least, also financial and technical support required for
climate adaptation: if governments of fragile states are
not willing to or are not capable of guaranteeing a min-
imum level of the required framework conditions, there
are significant limits and risks of cooperation.

Nevertheless, it is urgently required to find solu-
tions for these cases. The CAFI 2025 shows clearly that
high levels of fragility are very closely co-related with
the highest level of climate risks and the severest lev-
els of underfunding for climate adaptation: Each of the
top 10 countries being most underfunded, and, at the
same time being exposed to the highest climate risks is
affected by fragility. In 2022, our reference year, Somalia
and Yemen were classified at the highest level of fragility
(“very high alert”); Afghanistan, Chad and South Sudan
were classified at the second highest level (“high alert”);
and Niger, Mali, Iraq, Uganda and Ethiopia at the third
highest level (“alert”) by the Fragile States Index (https://
fragilestatesindex.org).

Of the remaining 26 countries that fall into the cat-
egory of “extremely underfunded”, 42 percent are also
fragile states in terms of the three highest fragility levels.
Among the 52 countries in the second-highest category
of “severely underfunded”, the proportion of fragile states
falls to 15 percent. Among the remaining 41 countries
that are only moderately or not underfunded according
to our index, there are no other countries in the three
highest fragility levels. This shows an extremely strong
correlation between fragility and insufficient access to
climate adaptation finance.

The Fragile States Index, which is published each year by
Fund for Peace (FFP), determines the scope of state fra-
gility using a vast number of political, social, economic
and other indicators. The FFP splits the achieved index
values into four categories (sustainable, stable, warning
level, alarm level), each with three subgroups. For this
study, the findings of the Fragile States Index Annual
Report 2022 (https://fragilestatesindex.org/wp-content/
uploads/2022/07/22-FSI-Report-Final.pdf) were used.

Figure 19 shows how the 29 most fragile countries
perform in the CAFI. It clearly shows that they have
slightly better access to German adaptation finance com-
pared to the reference group of all donor countries from
the Global North. The average CAFI for the most fragile
countries, as calculated for the international donor com-
munity, is 0.41, which is around 30 percent below the
benchmark for all countries (0.59). In the case of Ger-
man adaptation finance, the average for the most fragile
countries is 0.47, which is 24 percent below the bench-
mark for all countries (0.62).

Figure 18: Distribution of fragile states by financing
category (all donor countries)

Fragile states have some of the lowest index values. Financing
can hardly be implemented if there are violent conflicts. This
increases the risk of humanitarian disasters when there are
high climate risks, such as in Yemen or Somalia.

The five categories of the index:

== Extremly underfunded (0—0.49)
Severely underfunded (0.5—0.64)
Moderately underfunded (0.65—0.8)

== Adequately funded (0.81—1)

mm Well-funded (1.01—2)

Per-capita-based index values of fragile states
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Figure 19: Access to adaptation finance for the most fragile countries
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Adaptation Finance and Income

Levels of Countries

Figure 20: Access to adaptation finance for countries by income group
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Figure 20 shows the clear correlation between income
and access to climate adaptation finance: the group of
Low Income Countries (LICs) is the most underfunded.
This continues the trend from previous years, but — and
this is the good news — in a less pronounced form. This
means that the extent of underfunding in the poorest
countries is declining, albeit only slightly so far. When
comparing Germany’s adaptation finance with that of
all donor countries in the Global North, Germany per-
forms slightly better than last year, especially in terms
of access to finance for the poorest countries. Neverthe-
less, Germany is still far from the ideal line for adapta-
tion finance, which is also shown in the figure.

In fact, of all the correlations examined between
adaptation financing and characteristics such as climate
risk, fragility, income, and geographical location, the
link with the degree of underfunding is strongest for the
group of 27 LICs, apart from climate risk exposure and
fragility, which are even more strongly associated with
underfunding. This also means that within the group
of 46 least developed countries (LDCs), the 27 LICs are
again significantly worse off: The CAFI 2025 average for
the LICs is around 12 percent below that of the LDCs.

When looking for the causes of the significantly
higher underfunding of the poorest countries, the data
shows that the decisive factor is their very high average
climate risk, which is not adequately taken into account
financially. By comparison:

- Low Income Countries (LICs): 5.77 (high climate risk)
- Low-middle Income Countries (LMICs):
4.27 (medium climate risk)
- Upper-middle Income Countries (UMICs):
3.93 (medium climate risk)
- High Income Countries (HICs):
2.59 (low climate risk)

"% 'South Sudan isone of the"
countriesiwith the.lowest
income worldwide-To protect §
themselves from flooding,”
people build dams.
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Figure 21: Distribution of Low Income Countries (LICs)
by financing category (all donor countries)

The poorest countries (LICs) have the lowest index
values. Measured by their risk, they are at an even greater
disadvantage when it comes to access to financing than
all other country groups, even though they bear the
highest climate risk after the fragile states. Examples are
Madagascar and Uganda.

The five categories of the index:

== Extremly underfunded (0—0.49)
Severely underfunded (0.5—0.64)
Moderately underfunded (0.65—0.8)

=== Adequately funded (0.81—1)

== Well-funded (1.01—2)

Per-capita-based index values of Low-income Countries (LICs)

Adaptation Finance and Income Levels of Countries

In order to overcome the disadvantage of LICs in terms
of access to financing, their share of adaptation financ-
ing would have to increase, for example by allowing them
to participate disproportionately in the future growth of
adaptation finance. In the period under review, their
share was 21 percent (USD 42.6 billion) of all donors and
at 25 percent (USD 4.1 billion) in the case of Germany.
There is still much more to be done. Both Germany and
the donor community as a whole allocated more money
to adaptation financing, but the increase was not distrib-
uted in a risk-adjusted manner and instead benefited all
recipient countries according to the scattergun principle.
This contradicts the principle of climate justice.

How to achieve better results? The share of the eight
High Income Countries is already very low in absolute
terms and declining overall. Redistribution to the ben-
efit of LICs would therefore most likely negatively affect
especially the 15 UMICs, which accounted for 12 per-
cent in the reporting period and, in the case of Germany,
as much as 19 percent. This group includes countries
such as China, Mexico, and Algeria.
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Access to Adaptation Finance for LDCs

Figure 22: Index results for LDCs
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The situation of the 46 LDCs has improved slightly com-
pared to the previous year, as Figure 22 shows, but is still
characterised by massive underfunding and a signifi-
cantly increased climate risk for this group of countries.
The slow progress toward climate-resilient financing
applies equally to Germany, which once again performs
slightly better, and to the donor community as a whole.

In Germany’s case, adaptation financing for LDCs
rose by 9 percent in absolute terms to USD 5.5 billion
in the period under review compared with the previous
period. At the same time, however, the share of LDCs in
total adaptation financing fell by 1 percentage point to
33 percent.

The community of all donors saw a strong increase
in absolute terms of around USD 12.4 billion, or 19 per-
cent. However, as this corresponds to the overall increase
in adaptation financing, the share of LDCs remained
unchanged in percentage terms.

It can therefore be concluded that, despite all the
announcements to provide special support to the par-
ticularly vulnerable countries, which include the LDCs,
there has been no change in the poor financial situation
of the LDCs compared with previous years.

Extremely underfunded LDCs (index on a
per-capita basis, sorted in descending order in
the CAFI 2025 for all donor countries of the
Global North): Afghanistan, Chad, South Sudan,
Somalia, Niger, Mali, Yemen, Uganda, Ethiopia,
Madagascar, Mozambique, Bangladesh, Maure-
tania, Zimbabwe, Haiti, Malawi, Central African
Republic, Djibouti, Sudan, Myanmar, Senegal,
Zambia, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Lesotho.

Severely underfunded LDCs: Angola, Nepal,
Eritrea, Sierra Leone, Liberia, Cambodia,

DR Congo, Rwanda, Guinea-Bissau, Guinea,
Tanzania, Gambia, Benin, Togo, Laos, Guinea-
Bissau, Solomon Islands, Comoros.

Moderately underfunded LDC: Bhutan,
Sao Tomé and Principe, Timor-Leste.

Adequately funded LDC: Tuvalu.
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Access to Adaptation Finance for LDCs

Figure 23: Distribution of Least Developed Countries (LDCs) by financing category (all donor countries)

The Least Developed Countries (LDCs) are strongly
shunned when it comes to adaptation financing and
therefore do not receive climate just access to financing,
even though they are counted among the most vulnerable
countries in international climate negotiations and
should therefore receive preferential access to financing.
Examples include Bangladesh and Nepal.

The five categories of the index:

== Extremly underfunded (0—0.49)

=== Severely underfunded (0.5—0.64)
Moderately underfunded (0.65—0.8)

== Adequately funded (0.81—1)

mm Well-funded (1.01—2)

Per-capita-based index values of Least Developed Countries (LDCs)
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Access to Adaptation Finance for SIDS

Figure 24: Index results for SIDS
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In addition to LDCs, Small Island Developing States
(SIDS) are the second group of countries that are con-
sidered particularly vulnerable and therefore given high
priority in terms of access to climate adaptation finance.
This is reflected not only in numerous decisions of the
Conference of the Parties (COP) under the UNFCCC,
but also in specific minimum quotas for the allocation of
Green Climate Fund (GCF) resources.

In fact, climate adaptation finance for SIDS is again
significantly more risk-adequate than for LDCs this year,
and the extent of underfunding is correspondingly less
pronounced, as Figure 24 indicates. With an average
CAFT of 0.76 (compared to 0.49 for LDCs), island states
as a group of countries are moderately underfunded.
However, the average for Germany’s adaptation finance
to SIDS is significantly lower: at only 0.66, it is right on
the borderline of severe underfunding. While Germany
performs better than the international donor commu-
nity of the Global North in most categories in our analy-
sis, the opposite is true for the small island states. This is
very surprising, given that Germany and SIDS generally
cooperate well on climate policy.

We see a continuing trend that was already observed
in the previous two years. However, the trend analysis
also reveals other findings that give cause for concern:
the index value for SIDS has fallen steadily since 2023.
This is mainly due to the fact that the climate risk value
for these countries is rising steadily from 2.87 (2023) to
3.49 (2024), now standing at 3.54 (2025). Although this

is still within the medium risk range and well below the
value for LDCs (5.33, high risk), the risk is clearly grow-
ing, and adaptation finance is too low to counteract this.
This applies in particular to the support that Germany
provides to SIDS. A change of course is needed here. The
focus should be particularly on those countries most
underfunded within the SIDS group, such as Haiti and
Papua New Guinea (see table below).

Due to the small size and population of most island
states, the additional financial outlay for this would be
relatively limited compared to the efforts required for
the LDCs, for example. In fact, however, climate adapta-
tion finance for SIDS in Germany is stagnating at a very
low level of just USD 72 million for the reporting period
2016—2022. This amounted to an average of just USD 10
million per year. Accordingly, the share of SIDS in Ger-
many’s adaptation finance is very low at just 0.4 percent.

By comparison, the community of all donor coun-
tries from the Global North provided USD 10.7 billion,
or 5.2 percent, of climate adaptation finance for SIDS in
the period 2016—2022. The share remained virtually
stable compared to the previous period, and the increase
in absolute terms amounted to 20 percent, which cor-
responds fairly accurately to the overall growth rate in
international adaptation finance. The fact that under-
funding is nevertheless increasing is due to the higher
climate risk of SIDS.

The following overview shows that there are greater
differences in risk-adequate access to adaptation finance
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Access to Adaptation Finance for SIDS

Figure 25: Distribution of Small Island Developing States (SIDS) by financing category (all donor countries)

Although small island states are internationally recognised as
particularly vulnerable and therefore in need of support
alongside the least developed countries and the countries of
Africa, and individual island states also receive a fair share of
funding, they are still underfunded as a group. Measured
against their high climate risk, Haiti and Papua New Guinea
are particularly disadvantaged.

The five categories of the index:

== Extremly underfunded (0—0.49)
Severely underfunded (0.5—0.64)
Moderately underfunded (0.65—0.8)

== Adequately funded (0.81—1)

= Well-funded (1.01—2)

Per-capita-based index values of Small Island Developing States (SIDS)

within the SIDS group than in any other group of coun-

tries. This means that SIDS are extremely heterogene- Extremely underfunded SIDS (index on a per-
ous, particularly in terms of income levels and devel- capita basis, sorted in ascending order by ranking
opment status, but also in terms of their geographical in the CAFI 2025): Haiti, Papua New Guinea.

exposure to extreme climate events. This should be taken
into account in adaptation financing. Severely underfunded SIDS: Guinea-Bissau,
Guayana, Solomon Islands, Belize, Comoros.

Moderately underfunded SIDS: Cabo Verde,
Jamaica, Dominican Republic, Sao Tome and
Principe, Fiji, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Vanuatu,
Trinidad and Tobago, Suriname, Timor-Leste,
Cuba, Micronesia, Saint Lucia, Antigua and
Barbuda, Maldives.

Adequately funded SIDS: Barbados, Seychelles,
Mauritius, Samoa, Grenada, Dominica, Palau,
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Tonga,

Marshall Islands, Tuvalu.

Well-funded SIDS: Nauru.
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Index Results for Africa

Figure 26: Index results for Africa
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The ranking is based on the committed adaptation funding for the countries per capita in the period 2016—2022.
Areas of Egypt’s south-eastern border are disputed, as is the border between Sudan and South Sudan.

The map of Africa (see Figure 26) shows that, as in pre-
vious years, the majority of extremely underfunded
countries are located in Africa: 22 of the 36 extremely
underfunded countries (60 percent) are African coun-
tries. Consequently, Africa has the lowest CAFI score
(0.52) of all world regions. This is due to the highest aver-
age climate risk (4.85), the highest level of poverty (high-
est number of LICs), the highest number of fragile states,
and insufficient consideration in climate financing.

In view of rising climate risks, the CAFI score for
Africa is stagnating at the depressingly low level of the
previous year, although Africa’s share of international
adaptation finance has increased by 1 percentage point
compared to the previous period, or by USD 14 billion in
absolute terms (from USD 63.8 billion (2015—2021) to
USD 77.8 billion (2016—2022)).

The situation is somewhat better with the adaptation
finance provided by Germany: at 0.59, the CAFI average
is significantly higher, but still in the “severely under-
funded” category. Unchanged as compared to the pre-
vious period, 50 percent of German support goes to
Africa. This is the highest figure for all regions of the
world. In absolute terms, German adaptation finance
for Africa amounted to USD 8.25 billion (2016—2022),
compared with USD 7.34 billion in the previous period
(2015—2016). In percentage terms, this increase was at
the same level as for all of Germany’s recipient countries
combined (+12 percent).

Access to adaptation finance also varies greatly from
country to country on the African continent. Neverthe-
less, the differences within Africa are less pronounced
than in the SIDS, for example. While the map of Africa
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above provides an overview based on adaptation finance
from all donor countries in the Global North, the fol-
lowing list of countries shows the results for German
support.

Extremely underfunded African countries
(index on a per-capita basis, sorted in ascending
order by ranking in the CAFI 2025 for Germany’s
adaptation finance): Chad, South Sudan, Soma-
lia, Niger, Uganda, Malawi, Ethiopia, Djibouti,
Zimbabwe, Mozambique, Madagascar, Senegal,
Mali, Nigeria, Central African Republic, Sudan,
Lesotho.

Severely underfunded: Kenya, Angola, Burundi,
Republic of Congo, Guinea-Bissau, Eritrea,
Cameroon, Mauretania, Gambia, Zambia,
Guinea, Egypt, Tanzania, Sierra Leone,
Botswana, Cote d'Ivoire, Burkina Faso, Libya,
Rwanda, Gabon, Comoros, South Africa, Liberia,
Sao Tome and Principe, Togo, Ghana.

Moderately underfunded: Morocco, Equatorial
Guinea, Cabo Verde, Benin, Eswatini, Algeria,
Mauritius.

Adequately funded: Seychelles, DR Congo.

Well-funded: Tunisia, Namibia.

Index Results for Africa

Figure 27: Distribution of African states by financing
category (all donor countries)

On no other continent are there as many extremely
disadvantaged countries in terms of access to risk-ad-
justed climate adaptation financing as in Africa - despite
the high climate risk. Examples include South Sudan and
Mozambique. In this respect, too, an entire continent is
at risk of being left behind.

The five categories of the index:

== Extremly underfunded (0—0.49)
Severely underfunded (0.5—0.64)
Moderately underfunded (0.65—0.8)

== Adequately funded (0.81—1)

=== Well-funded (1.01—2)

Per-capita-based index values of African states
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Index Results for Asia

Figure 28: Index results for Asia
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The ranking is based on the committed adaptation funding for the countries per capita in the period 2016—2022.

Apart from Africa, Asia is the continent with the second
lowest CAFI (0.54), and the second highest climate risk
score (4.74), indicating severe underfunding in relation
to its climate risk exposure, which is only slightly lower
than for Africa. Likewise, the number of extremely
underfunded countries, of poor countries (LICs), and
of fragile states is alarming. Afghanistan is even the
most underfunded country (0.23), and the one with
the highest climate risk (7.71). Compared with last
year’s CAFI report, the situation in Asia has deterio-
rated: climate risks have grown (+0.04), while Asia’s
relative share of international adaptation finance
has declined by 2 percent: Although international

adaptation finance for Asia rose from USD 77.4 billion
(2015—2021) to USD 87.5 billion (2016—2022), this
increase is still 6 percent below the overall growth in
international adaptation finance, which is why Asia’s
share is declining.

Looking now at the risk adequacy of the climate
adaptation support provided separately for Germany’s
contribution, the picture we saw for Africa is repeated:
Germany’s support is distributed somewhat more equi-
tably across Asian countries in terms of risk. The CAFI
value of 0.6 is better, but still far from the ideal value
of 1 for a completely risk-adequate distribution of adap-
tation finance.
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Comparing the result for Germany with the previous
year’s result, the share of adaptation finance for Asia
rose from 29 percent (2015—2021) to just under 32 per-
cent. In absolute terms, this represents an increase from
USD 4.3 billion to USD 5.2 billion. This means that sup-
port for Asia has risen more sharply in percentage terms
(22 percent) than the overall increase (12 percent). In
this respect, the trend in German support is exactly the
opposite of that of the donor community as a whole.

The following overview of Asian countries according
to the degree of risk adequacy of the German adaptation
support provided shows that there is still a high level of
need for action.

Extremely underfunded Asian countries
(index on a per-capita basis, sorted in ascending
order by ranking in the CAFI 2025 for Germany’s
adaptation finance): Afghanistan, Yemen,
Bangladesh, Iraq, Pakistan, Syria, North Korea,
India, Myanmar, Philippines.

Severely underfunded: Nepal, Tajikistan,

Iran, Uzbekistan, Cambodia, Vietnam, China,
Thailand, Turkmenistan, Kyrgyzstan, Indonesia,
Malaysia, Lebanon.

Moderately underfunded: Sri Lanka,
Kazakhstan, Mongolia, Laos, Timor-Leste,
Maldives, Bhutan.

Adequately funded: none.

Well-funded: Georgia, Jordan.

Index Results for Asia
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Index Results for Latin America

Figure 29: Index results for Latin America
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The ranking is based on the committed adaptation funding for the countries per capita in the period 2016—2022.

With an index value of 0.62, the risk adequacy of interna-
tional adaptation finance for Latin America ranks in the
middle of all regions. This value also corresponds fairly
closely to the average value of all 129 countries surveyed
and falls into the category of “severe underfunding.”
Looking at the map (Figure 29), considerable differ-
ences within the continent become apparent. The spec-
trum ranges from extremely underfunded Honduras to
the largest group of ten severely underfunded countries,
and six countries classified as moderately underfunded,
to Costa Rica, which, with a CAFI of 0.82, is the only
Latin American country classified as adequately funded.

Compared to the previous year, the index value remained
virtually unchanged (-0.01). The climate risk value fell
again slightly from 3.95 to 3.9 (medium risk), which
marks a continuation of a trend that was already
described last year. Latin America’s share of interna-
tional adaptation finance amounted to 15 percent in the
period under review (2016—2022), 1 percentage point
more than in the previous period. The region has there-
fore benefited disproportionately from the increase in
adaptation finance. In absolute terms, support amounted
to USD 31.8 billion, compared with USD 24.5 billion in
the previous period.
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Germany’s contribution to climate adaptation in Latin
America, on the other hand, has developed in the oppo-
site direction: financing fell from USD 3 billion in the
previous period to USD 2.9 billion, meaning that Latin
America now accounts for 17.8 percent of German adap-
tation financing (-2.5 percent). The increase in support
for Asia described above is therefore at the expense of
Latin America. This explains why the index value for
German adaptation finance for Latin America has dete-
riorated slightly from 0.67 to 0.65 (moderately under-
funded) compared to 2024. Nevertheless, it is slightly
better than the index value for all donor countries from
the Global North.

The following overview shows the risk adequacy of
German adaptation finance for individual countries.

Extremely underfunded Latin American
countries (index on a per-capita basis, sorted in
ascending order by ranking in the CAFI 2025
for Germany’s adaptation finance): none.

Severely underfunded: Guayana, Guatemala,
Honduras, Venezuela, Mexico, Brazil,
Nicaragua, Ecuador.

Moderately underfunded: Argentina, Bolivia,
Paraguay, Peru, Suriname, Colombia,

El Salvador, Uruguay, Panama, Chile.
Adequately funded: Costa Rica.

Well-funded: none.

Index Results for Latin America
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Index Results for the Caribbean

Figure 30: Index results for the Caribbean
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The ranking is based on the committed adaptation funding for the countries per capita in the period 2016—2022.

The Caribbean countries are the second smallest region
in our comparative analysis, both in terms of the num-
ber of countries and the size of their populations. Accord-
ingly, only around 2 percent of international adaptation
finance goes to the Caribbean. In absolute terms, this
amounted to USD 3.8 billion for the period under review,
compared with USD 3.3 billion in the previous period.
Adaptation finance for the Caribbean has thus grown
at the same rate as the average for all regions (+20 per-
cent). On the other hand, the climate risk value has fallen
significantly from 4.15 to 3.27, which is the lowest risk
value of all the regions examined (medium risk). The risk
adequacy of international adaptation finance has hardly
changed compared to the previous year (0.74), with an
index value of 0.73 (moderately underfunded).

Even though this index value is the second best of all
regions, a look at the map (Figure 30) also shows a wide

range for the Caribbean: Haiti (extremely underfunded)
and Belize (severely underfunded) in particular suffer
from underfunding, while seven countries are only mod-
erately underfunded and four countries are classified as
adequately funded.

At 0.7, the index value for German adaptation
finance is slightly below the international reference value
and, like the latter, has fallen minimally compared to the
previous year (-0.01). The Caribbean accounts for only a
very small share of German adaptation finance (0.3 per-
cent), which is also reflected in the absolute figures (USD
53.4 million). The fact that the risk adequacy is never-
theless relatively good is due to the small population of
the Caribbean countries, as the CAFI’s risk adequacy is
determined on a per capita basis.
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However, the following list of countries shows that, com-
pared with the international reference values (see Fig-
ure 30), several countries perform worse in terms of
access to German adaptation finance.

Extremely underfunded Caribbean countries
(index on a per-capita basis, sorted in ascend-
ing order by ranking in the CAFI 2025 for
Germany’s adaptation finance): Haiti.

Severely underfunded: Belize, Dominica.
Moderately underfunded: Jamaica, Dominican
Republic, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Trinidad and
Tobago, Antigua and Barbuda, Saint Lucia,
Cuba, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines.

Adequately funded: Barbados.

Well-funded: Grenada.

Index Results for the Caribbean
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Index Results for Oceania

Figure 31: Index results for Oceania

Palau

Micronesia

The five categories of the index:

== Extremly underfunded (0—0.49)
Severely underfunded (0.5—0.64)
Moderately underfunded (0.65—0.8)

== Adequately funded (0.81—1)

== Well-funded (1.01—2)

Marshall Islands

y W
Papua New Guinea Nauru
~

Y Solomon Islands .-

. ..J g . Tuvalu
A .

Samoa

Vanuatu Fiji

I Tonga

The ranking is based on the committed adaptation funding for the countries per capita in the period 2016—2022.

The Pacific Island states are the smallest region in
our comparative analysis in terms of number of states
and population, and have the highest index value of
0.85. They are the only region classified as adequately
financed. Compared to the previous year, this is a slight
deterioration of 0.02 index points. In contrast, the signif-
icant decline in the climate risk score from 4.63 to 3.96
(medium risk) is very encouraging. However, it should
be noted that the long-term risks of sea-level rise have
not yet been factored into the risk calculation. If these
considerable risks were taken into account, the climate
risk for many Pacific Island states would increase signif-
icantly. This is particularly true for island states such as
Tuvalu and the Marshall Islands, which are coral atolls
lying just above sea level.

A look at the map (Figure 31) reveals that even with-
out taking into account the risks of sea-level rise, several
countries in the Pacific region are underfunded: Papua
New Guinea (extremely underfunded) and the Solomon
Islands (severely underfunded) in particular, but also
Fiji, Vanuatu, and Micronesia are classified as under-
funded in terms of climate risk.

The overall result is significantly worse when Ger-
many’s adaptation finance is considered separately.
Here, the average index value for Oceania is only 0.61,
which is in the severely underfunded range and thus
below the average value of German adaptation finance
for all countries (0.62). This repeats the poor result from
the previous year. In absolute terms, German adaptation

finance for the Pacific Island states in the reporting
period (2016—2022) amounted to just USD 8.9 million,
or 0.05 percent of German adaptation finance. There is
therefore a clear need for action here, especially since
many of these countries are also declared partners in
international climate policy.

The following list of countries provides information
on which countries in Oceania are particularly under-
funded and where the risk adequacy of German support
is better.

Extremely underfunded Pacific countries
(index on a per-capita basis, sorted in ascend-
ing order by ranking in the CAFI 2025 for
Germany’s adaptation finance): Papua New
Guinea, Vanuatu.

Severely underfunded: Solomon Islands,
Nauru, Marshall Islands, Micronesia.

Moderately underfunded: Fiji, Samoa, Palau,
Tonga.

Adequately funded: Tuvalu.

Well-funded: none.
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Conclusions and

Policy Recommendations

As already highlighted at the outset, the adaptive capac-
ity of the countries examined has increased on average
compared with the previous period. Although this did
not prevent the increase in climate risk, it did mitigate it:
if adaptive capacity had remained the same, the climate
risk would have grown twice as much in mathematical
terms. This illustrates how important it is to strengthen
adaptive capacity and how justified it is to invest in it.

Climate adaptation protects against and prevents
humanitarian and ecological disasters that know no bor-
ders and destabilise entire regions of the world and ulti-
mately the planet.

Strengthening climate adaptation requires invest-
ment, which means more funding is needed. The CAFI
2025 clearly shows that it is primarily the poorest coun-
tries that bear the greatest climate risk. However, this
is only partly due to greater geographical vulnerability
to climate extremes. A major cause is extreme poverty,
which prevents these countries from investing suffi-
ciently in climate adaptation, combined with high social
vulnerability and, in many cases, weak state institutions.

Two things need to be done: more funds must
be made available for climate adaptation in accord-
ance with the polluter pays principle, and adaptation
financing must be better distributed. Better means bet-
ter aligned with climate risks. The higher the risk, the
greater the need for action and financing. This report
does not make any statements about the absolute financ-
ing requirements, but it does use clear criteria to show
where the financing priorities lie and how well the exist-
ing adaptation finance meets these priorities. The CAFI
thus offers a double yardstick: for climate justice in the
distribution of climate adaptation finance and, at the
same time, for the efficiency of distribution: the higher
the risk, the higher the financing priority.

Especially these countries need targeted support to
build climate resilience. This will protect them, relieve
the burden on their neighbours dealing with high num-
bers of climate-forced displaced people, and ultimately
benefit us all securing a stable world order.

If the US pulls out of adaptation financing, if many
donor countries drastically cut their contributions, if
Germany cuts back on humanitarian aid, which over-
whelmingly benefits people in dire need in fragile states
and conflict situations and represents a lifeline for them,
then this is the exact opposite of what would be both
fair and objectively justified in view of the climate crisis.

Those who cut climate adaptation funding are cutting in
the wrong place and fail to recognise that this will fur-
ther increase climate risks, which will ultimately affect
us all. Strengthening climate adaptation is therefore not
only a moral obligation towards those most affected, who
did not cause the problem, but also in our own interest
in order to avoid climate-related conflicts and wars that
could lead to further displacement and military interven-
tion. In regard to Germany: Taking on more leadership
responsibility for providing more and better adaptation
financing is not only in Germany’s own interest for many
good reasons relating to climate, security, stability, and
economic policy. In addition, Germany is now the largest
donor of adaptation finance among all countries, which
automatically gives it considerable weight in shaping the
future course of adaptation financing. This creates influ-
ence and power, but also a great deal of responsibility.

If Germany, as the most important provider of adap-
tation financing, now reduces this support, it would send
completely the wrong signal. Instead, funding should be
increased and the growth used to achieve a more risk-ad-
equate distribution. As shown, Germany is already bet-
ter positioned in this regard than the donor community
as a whole, so such a strategy would not only be logical
but also credible. It is therefore likely that other donor
countries would follow suit. Germany must seize this
opportunity.

Regarding the recipient countries in the Global
South, it must be emphasised that with Afghanistan,
Chad, South Sudan, Somalia, Niger, Mali, and Yemen,
seven countries are sliding further and further down the
slope. All of them are characterised by a combination of
high climate risks, extreme vulnerability and poverty
among their populations, as well as bad governance and
violence. The future of multilateralism and a rules-based
order will also depend on whether it is possible to stabi-
lise the situation in these countries, including by provid-
ing climate finance.

The three CAFI categories of well-funded, ade-
quately funded, and moderately underfunded countries
are dominated by island states. These are joined by coun-
tries with higher incomes and relatively low to medium
climate risks. Regionally, Oceania, the Caribbean, and
Latin America are strongly represented in these three
categories. The two categories of severe and extreme
underfunding are dominated by Africa and Asia, with
the poorest, most fragile, and countries with the highest
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Figure 32: Warning — Countries with multiple high-risk factors

Cou.n.t S L e Climate Adaptation . .
Position and Change N Climate Risk
5 Finance Index Level
if Any
A extremely )
Afghanistan (129) underfunded very high
extremely .
Chad (128) underfunded very high
extremely )
South Sudan (127) underfunded very high
. extremely .
Somalia (126) underfunded very high
. extremely .
Niger (125) underfunded very high
. extremely .
Mali (124) underfunded very high
extremely )
Yemen (123) underfunded very high
extremely .
Uganda (121, -1) underfunded high
- extremely .
Ethiopia (120, +1) underfunded high
extremely .
Madagascar (119) underfunded high
. extremely .,
Mozambique (118) underfunded high
. extremely .
Haiti (115, +3) underfunded high
Central African extremely hieh
Republic (110, -9) underfunded g
extremely .
Sudan (105, -6) underfunded high
. extremely .
Burundi (97, +3) underfunded high

climate risks found primarily in the group of extremely
underfunded countries.

This report repeatedly points out the special respon-
sibility of donor countries to provide more support and
ensure that aid is distributed in a manner commensu-
rate with the risks involved. However, the question also
arises as to what the Global South, the G77 and China,
or regional development banks, institutions, and country
groupings such as the African Union or ASEAN can do
to better support their most vulnerable members within
the frameworks of regional cooperation, which were
established for this very purpose.

Our analysis shows that the risk of underfunding
increases with the number and severity of risk factors.
These are by no means limited to a country’s exposure
to climate risks, but also include poverty, conflict risks,
governance, debt, and other factors that undermine a

Conclusions and Policy Recommendations
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country’s resilience. In the last two CAFI reports, we
compiled a list of countries that have a combination of
multiple high-risk factors, which makes it likely, accord-
ing to our hypothesis, that they will slip further down
the CAFI. This year, we conducted a trend analysis
for these countries for the first time. This showed that
underfunding has worsened for seven of the countries on
last year’s list, while it has remained the same for four
and improved for another four countries. We continue to
believe that this watch list is a useful tool for identify-
ing countries that are particularly distressed and in need
of support, and that have a serious combination of risk
factors. Figure 32 shows the updated list for this year.
Changes in risk factors compared to the previous year
are highlighted in red or green (improvement). Due to
recent developments, Myanmar has been removed from
the list until further notice.
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Policy Recommendations

The increase in adaptation capacity is an indicator
that investments in climate resilience are worthwhile.
However, it is not sufficient to keep pace with the
rapid increase in climate risks. It is therefore urgently
necessary that climate adaptation financing grows
more quickly.

The loss of US climate adaptation finance leaves a
huge gap. To quickly make up for this, the biggest
donors of adaptation finance, like multilateral devel-
opment banks (MDBs), Germany, France, Japan, and
the EU, need to step up right away. However, other
donor countries in the Global North, must also make
their fair contribution. As the largest bilateral donor,
Germany has a responsibility and also has the politi-
cal weight to organise this process.

New and additional sources of finance are needed,
applying the polluter pays principle, such as taxes on
fossil fuel companies and the super-rich, a global soli-
darity levy e.g. on flights and private jets and a reform
of the finance architecture involving a stronger con-
tribution from MDBs especially by providing non-
debt creating finance for adaptation.

The scarcer the resources available for adaptation
financing, the more important it is to use them as
efficiently as possible in order to achieve the greatest
possible impact. Increasing the risk adequacy of the
resources deployed through improved coordination
and the use of distribution keys, as well as focusing
particularly on high-risk countries with multiple risk
drivers, can make an important contribution to this.

The development and implementation of regional
strategies for risk-appropriate adaptation support in
partnership between donor and recipient countries is
required to increase adaptation capacity and prevent
ever greater loss and damage. Regional institutions
such as the African Union should play a much more
active role in this context. The great heterogeneity
within regions, as for instance Africa, must be taken
into account so that the special needs of individual

Conclusions and Policy Recommendations

countries are met and a higher degree of distributive
justice between them is achieved.

Support for climate vulnerable people in fragile con-
texts, as well as those affected by violent conflicts
and wars, should get highest priority: They are suf-
fering from major climate risks and face the greatest
humanitarian challenges. At the same time, they suf-
fer from the most severe and entrenched underfund-
ing, as the CAFI 2025 shows. This calls for new, com-
bined humanitarian, development and peacebuilding
intervention approaches that take climate risks into
account and are developed and implemented with
the involvement of humanitarian, development and
regionally based civil society organisations. A first
and immediate step would be to allocate budgets for
this purpose. Furthermore, donors should become
more flexible in recognising partners and alternative
administrative structures in fragile contexts, such as
indigenous or traditional structures, and cooperate
more closely with local civil society.

Greater gender equality in adaptation financing is
another essential element, firstly to counteract gen-
der-based discrimination in climate adaptation and
secondly to make it more risk-appropriate and thus
more efficient: women and particularly vulnerable
groups such as LGBTQAI+ must receive special sup-
port to transform their vulnerability into resilience.

. Apart from mitigating greenhouse gases, more adap-

tation financing and a more risk-appropriate distri-
bution of this financing are the two key prerequisites
for increasing climate resilience and averting climate
damage. However, the aspect of risk-appropriate dis-
tribution has so far been widely neglected in politi-
cal discourse. A high-level climate adaptation finance
summit would be a suitable forum to change this.
As the most important donor of climate adaptation
finance, Germany should organise such a summit in
2026 together with Brazil, the next COP presidency,
and the Climate Vulnerable Forum.
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Abbreviations

AR6 Sixth Assessment Report of the IPCC

ASEAN Association of Southeast Asian Nations

AU African Union

BMZ Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development

CAFI Climate Adaptation Finance Index

CBD UN Convention on Biological Diversity

Cop Conference of the Parties of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
DRMKC EU Disaster Risk Management Knowledge Centre

FFP Fund for Peace

GAP Gender Action Plan (of the UNFCCC)

GCF Green Climate Fund

IASC Inter-Agency Standing Committee Reference Group on Risk, Early Warning and Preparedness
IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change

HIC High Income Country

LDC Least Developed Country

LIC Low Income Country

LMIC Lower-middle Income Country

NAP National Adaptation Plan

NCQG New collective quantified goal (for climate finance)

NGOs Non-governmental organisations

SIDS Small Island Developing States

OECD-DAC Development Assistance Committee of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development
UMIC Upper-middle Income Country

UNCCD United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification

UNEP United Nations Environmental Program

UNFCCC  United Nations Framework Convention on Climate

USAID U.S. Agency for International Development
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