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FOREWORD

As ProessorMariana Mazzucato, author of the boble Entrepreneurial State: debunking public

vs private sector mythso eloquently pstit:
For too long, people have acted as if the private sector were the primary driver of innovation and value
creation and therefore were entitled to the resulting profits. But this is simply not true. Pharmaceutical
drugs, the Internet, nanotechnology, nucleawer, renewable enerdyall were developed with an
enormous amount of government investment and risk taking, on the backs of countless workers, and
thanks to public infrastructure and institutions.

Besidescountry programmes and entity work programmes GIEF allows for targeted
project/programme generation, which can be done thritssighquest for proposatmodality.
Request for proposal®EFs) call for proposals from qualified entities to complete specific and
innovative work. Withts first tranche ®6RFPs, the Board of GCF noted that the use of R¥i8s
complementary and not a substitute for proposals submitted to the GaZEreylited entities,
national designated authoritiesfocalpoints At the time of writing this report idune2021, the
GCFhad launched four pilot programmes under RAfamely:Enhanced Direct Access (EDA),
Micro-, Small and Medium Sized Enterprises (MSME), Mobilizing Funds at Scale (MFS), and
REDD+ Resultsbased Payment (REDDB). From these programmeset GCF Boardhasapproved
19 projecs, including one project that has since lapsed.

| amproudof my t e a moénsheladependent Rapid Assessment of the Green Climate Fund's
Request for Proposals Modaliturreportaddresses, among others, four key questidimet is the
strategic objective of the GCF RFPs and how did the GCF operationalize these RFPs? How relevant
arethe RFP40 the GCF mandate and country needs? What haveamedfrom theRFPs 6
implementatio® What do we know abotheir effectivenesdAnd, what value addedo RFPs
provideregardingaccess, country ownership, coherence/ complementarity and equity?

The | EUb6s rapid assessment c aconsiderediirstlg, REPramsa t her
modality for programming at the GCF arsgtcandly, as a tool for targeted generation of projects
that focus on specifjadentifiedtopics and themes. The IEU concludes thiaile the RFP canbe a
good tool for targeted project generation, theGCF is yet to establish theRFP as amodality.
Furthermoe, heimplementation of the RFPs did not address shortconiinge GCF business
model. Althoughthe GCF did not select the RRBpics systematically, the topics arevertheless

relevant to the GCF 06 sHowegenatthauglethdaapicsimay lwe pertinenty ne e d

the GCF has not used tidRFPs effectively.
Our main recommendations are as follows:

First, at the process level in the short termthe GCF should consider clgaarticulatihg the
purpose and objectives of RFRgjile transparetty and strategiglly identifying future topics and
recognizing good practices.

Second, at thdong-term modality level,the GCF should consider establishing the RFPs as a
modality, prepare internal guidance and identify an internal structure to centr@ltjirate, review
and appraisthedesign and implementation of RFPs.

Third , at the strategic level the GCF should improve the GCF business mudielcentivize
proponents to participate in RFPs.

| sincerely hope you enjoy reading this report. It will bring lighdome of the learninggegarding
RFPs triggerinsightful discussions and galvanipeople into action

Mr. Andreas Reumann
Interim Head of the Independent Evaluation Unit
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Indepedent Rapid Assessment of the Green Climate Fund's Request for Proposals Modality
Final reporti Executive Summary

I. INTRODUCTION

1. ABouT THE RFP AT THE GCF

A Request for Proposas (RFP) is universally considered a business document that announces

a project, describes it, and solicits bids or responses from qualified entities to compBatthithe

private and public séors useRFPs In most cases, the entity requesting the bids or responses is

responsible for evaluating the feasibility and quality of the responses submitted tgaiegew

criteria publishedvith the RFP. Tius, he requesting organizatidmoks at the quality of the

responses and reviews the respondents’ financial fegattheir ability to undertake the project.

The tenth meeting of the Boangarkedthe first time thaGreen Climate Fund (GCF) documentation

mentonedRFPs Several resources, including the GCF webpitaeyide external audiences with

basic information about th@ C F BFPs, indicatingf the Board approves them and explaining the

gaps in climate change finance the GCF hopes to address.

i1  Pilot progranme for Enhanced Direct Access (EDA) (approved by decision B.10/04 in July
2015)

1  Pilot programme to support MicrpSmall and Medium Sized Enterprises (MSME) (approved
by decision B.10/11 in July 2015)

i1  Pilot programme for Mobilizing Funds at Scale (MF)i@ved by decision B.10/11 in July
2015)

1  Pilot programme for REDD+ Resultsased Payment (REDD+) (approved by decision B.18/07
in October 201y

The Board decisions focused on the detailsach otthe RFPs and approvesla ¢ h  tRnRsRob s

reference

As o May 2021,the GCF portfolioconsists ofL8 approved projectsotalling USD 850 million in

GCF investmentThis represents 6per cenbf the total available funding allocated to the four

RFPs, 1(Qver cenbf the total number of projects approved by the GCF (18 out of 173) gmer 10
centof the total funding approved by the GCF so far.

2. ABOUTTHE | E YRAPID ASSESSMENT OF THEG C Fs&®FPs

Context. At the twentyseventimeeting of the GCF Board (B(R theBoard requested the
Independent Evaluation Unit (IEU) of the GCF to conduct an indeperajg@diissessment of the
GCFRFP programmito informthe Board onhe efficiency and effectiveness of the RFP
programmes, including the four pilots.
Purpose.This document presesstt h e | E Whdsessme@ p i & C F dT'kse asséssmentill
be submitted to the Boaaditstwentyni nt h meet i ng ( B. 2 9AssessmentJ ul y
focuses on five areas:
a) Description of the RFP (the strategic objective of the GCF &F& modality, and the

objectives of the four pilot programmes, and the current portfolio)

b) Rel evance of the RFP to GCF6s strategy and
c) Implementation of the RFP (efficiency and effectiveness)

1 Decision B.Z/08 relative to the approval of the work programme and budget of the IEU (Document GZEZB.2
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d) Examining the value added of the RFP as a modaigigecialljconcerningaccessibility,
country ownership, coherence and complementarity, and gender equity

e) Lessons to learn internally and externally

Limitation of scope.This Assessmertovers the use of RFPs from the approval of the first RFPs in
July 2015/ at the tenth meeting of the Board (B.1Q)p until the end of March 2021t also

includes the projects approved and those in the pipeline as of that date. The scopessddhment
examines the efficiency and effectiveness of the RIeRsening thetopicsthey address. However,
due to the nature of the ramdsessmenits scopadoes notnclude the evaluation @ty of thefour

pilot progranmed ®pics.Nor does ifocus on identifying and recommending topics for future

RFPs

Method. The Assessmentsed a mixegnethods approach to collect and asalinformation from
multiple sources in a short periobthese sources included, among othangxtensive document
review, asynthesis of lessonsarnedrom past IEU evaluationsnanalysis & GCF project and
programme data collected and aggregated by the IEU DataLab from GCF datakases
structured interviews and focus grougsdanonline surveytargeting aange of GCF stakeholders,
particularly accredited entitiemnd executing entgs.Due to COVID19 travel restrictionsn-

country interviews were replaced with online intervéeln addition, agnentioned abovehe
assessment team consulted wihresentatives fromational designated authorities and accredited
entitiesin relevant countries.

Il. KEY CONCLUSIONS

This Assessmentrovides aset ofconclusions andecommendationd he following paragraphs
summarizehekey conclusionsvhile Chapter 8&xamines them in greatdetail

Conclusionl. The RFPs are unableto addrdssGCF busi ness model 6s short
implementation of the RFPs (frotine submissionf a concept note through to its implementation

after the Board approvatlid not resolve th&CF business medls challengén makingthe Fund

more accessible to national entities and the private sé@¢terfour RFPs have allowed the GCF to

provide additional financinépr these themes.

Conclusion II. The RFPs did not provide an incentive to proponents regarding the project cycle or
accreditation. New entities interested in accessingtEthrough an RFP had to respond to the
RFP by preparing concept not@ndfunding proposaivhile seeking accredition at the

institutional level.Therefore RFPs did nosufficiently accelerataccreditatiorto enablemore

projects to access funds.

Conclusion Ill. There is no RFRodality or mechanisnper seat the GCFjustfour individual
RFPs. RFPs, astype ofprojectoriginationapproactdid not have clear objectiveNeither the
Board nor the Secretariat provided guidanceidertaking them or offerddssons from other
experiences.

Conclusion IV. As explained below lthough these are not selec®dtematically, thR F P 6 s

topics are relevant to the GCF mandate and coumtedds. EacRFPproject is responsive to

country ownership, recipient needs and GCF policies and follows GCF operations and processes.
The RFPs generally provided the GCF wdttool for targeted project generation, but the RFPs were
not used effectively.

Conclusion V. The RFP operations do not fullycorporatestandardjood practice used for similar
purposesThis hindered the efficiency of the processes.

xvi | ©IEU
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Conclusion VI. The RF P @objective to help fill gaps in climate change financing is not fully
achievedNo clear linkageexistsbetween théaunchedRFPs and the portfolio gap analysis. The
Assessmentould not find any evidence that the RFPs are linked to the portfolio gap analysis
undertakerat the GCF during the IRM period.

Conclusion VII. The human anfinandal resourcesledicated taleveloping and implementing the
RFPs areneithersufficientnor even. The teams working on these RFPs were small, with only a few
assignegarttime sff.

Conclusion VIII . The low number of approved projects limits the potential impacts of the GCF in
the areasargeted by RFP4. earning opportunities from the desigppeaisal and implementation
phases are limited due to the lack of specific knowledge and results management.

Conclusion IX. To date, the RFPs have not achieved significant outcomes duectartiiet
por t flimted sizd and the projesitincipientstatis. Therefore, he achievement of the RFPs
will be limited largelyto those of eacproject.

lll. KEY RECOMMENDATIONS

Thefollowing recommendationareorganizedaccording to whethahey shouldh) be considereh
the short medium or longterm, andb) carrespondo the RFPprocess, modalitgndstrategic level.
Chapter 9 contains full details of trecommendations.

1. PROCESS LEVEL SHORT TERM

Recommendation 1.The GCF should continue to consider RFPs as a tool for targeted
project/programmeeneratiorand focusnvestments on specific themes. This would require clear
articulation of theR F Ppuipose and objectives and a shared understanding of the limiiattbes
RFP process.

Recommendation 2Regardingselectingtopics for RFPs, the GCF should identify future topics and
themesstrategically and transparentiy addition, he lectionof RFPtopics should be evidence
based antinked topreviousanalysesSuch analyses could include, among others, a portfolio gap
analysis, stakeholder analysis, market analysis and portfolio performance prediction.

Recommendation 3The GCF Secretariat should consider designing a starddr@i-P process
based on universaliecognized good practices and a theory of change withdeétied
assumptions. The RFPs at the GCF should improve their predictability, transpahcy
consistency anihcentivize the participation of the right actors.

2. MODALITY LEVEL MEDIUM -TERM

Recommendation 4The GCF should consider establishing the RFFhasstitutionalmodality.
When establishing the RR®odality, the GCF Secretariat should prepare internal guidance on how
to prepare RFPs.

Recommendation 5The GCF Secretariat should idéy&n internal structure to centrally
coordinate, review and appraise the design and implementation of RFPs.

3. STRATEGIC LEVEL LONG -TERM

Recommendation 6 The GCF should assess and clarifyRhE P guiposeand useegardingthe
business model. This woutthrify assumptionand expectationgegarding the modality

O©IEU | xvii
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Recommendation 7The GCF should use RFPs to emphasize its convening power in climate
change finance by focusiram particular topics and themasdemphasizing its complementarity
andcoherenyg principles.

Recommendation 8 The RFPs should improve the GCF business ndodbllity to provide
incentives for proponents to participate in @adentiallyincreasahe RFP$effectiveness as a
modality. Such incentive might include providingechnical support, simplifying accreditation,
aligning reviews anénplementingfasttracking.
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Independent Rapid Assement of the Green Climate Fund's Request for Proposals Modality
Final report Chapter |

Chapter INTRODUCTION

I. OBJECTIVE AND PURPOSE OF THEEU RAPID ASSESSMENT

The Rapid Assessment of the Gr eemns(REDModaity e Fun
(from now onreferred to as thBAssessmentor fiReviewd) was undertaken primarily to assess the
relevance and t he &FPMedalityiand o ®amise itoimplemdniatiolGCF 6 s
processn relation tothe GCF mandate. The Updated Strategic Plan (USP) for the 26C&

2023 statesamong its key actits for fostering a paradigshifting portfolig that the GCF would
review Athe depl oyment ovouldregurdieasnt ©vfeonral pr opos
RFPs 0 .  AS$shssnsergupports this review process. It reviews past and ondriig to draw

lessons from their development/design and implementatiofed recommendations for
improvingtheGCFéssofRF’s. The GCF6s Updated Project and
(July 2017) indicates th&FPs areamongthevarious ways the GCF generafgsgamme or

project funding proposal$-Ps) However, heonly guidance provided in this document on how

RFPs would be conductefersto the suggestion that national designated authorities (NDAS)

focal points and accredited entities (AEs) may sulbiftin response tBRFPs 2

This Assessmenwill explore the foulRFFs launched by the GCF. Each of thers itaseparate
guidelines and processeghich the Assessmerteamhas consideredWhenever possible, the team
identifies findings, conclusions and resmendations at thRFPaggregate leveBut it is

important to remembehat while the GCF provided a definition, for example, for the simplified
approval process and others, it did not do the same for RRPdeam ussst he REPr m 0
Mo dal i t ytoRFBsas adistificeoption to access the GG®wever, it should be noted that
no such modality is formally defined at the GCF level.

Il. SCOPE OF THERAPID ASSESSMENT

The Assessmentovers the use &FFs from thér first approval in July 2015 at the tenth
meeting of the Board (B.10)until March 2021 It includesapprovedprojects and those in the
pipeline as of that date.

The Assessmergxamines the efficiency and effectiveness ofRR€s in relation to the topics
they addressbut it does not assess any of the toiesse TheA s s e s s soaais limited to
the questions presented in the analytical framework below and does not neciestadiball
Independent Evaluation Unit (IEU) evaluation criteNar doest focus on identifying and
recommending topics for futufRFFs.

l1l. ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

The analytical framework of thisssessmentvas structured around six areas. Specific questions
guided the analysis for each of these areasTgbkI-1). In addition, adetailedassessment
framework is provided in thassessmemmnatrix (seeAnnex 2. It alsodetails the sources of data
and methods of datollection and analysis for each area of reviewaraluationquestion.

2 GCF (Oct. 2017)Updated Project and ProgrammecQye . The document indicates that t
approve requests for proposals to guide the development of the GCF portfolio in specific areas in accordance with the
initial strategic plan. o Furt he ocal®aints and AlEsenaydsumitfundingt al s o
proposals to the Secretariat in response to RFPs. 0
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Tablel-1. Areas of analysis andssessmerguestions

1. DESCRIPTION OF THERFPMODALITY

1.1. What is the strategic objective of the GRFPModality? What are the objectives of the four
pilot programmes?

1.2. How did the GCF operationalize the GRFPModality: terms of reference for each of the fou
RFPs; eligibility criteria for projectscampaigns and communication strategies; level of
responses, expected outputs and outcomes, etc.

1.3. What is the currerRFPportfolio for each of the fouRFPs?

2. RELEVANCE OF THERFPMODALITY

2.1. How relevant is th&@FPModality to the Initial Strategic Plan (ISP) for the GCF, to the EB8&
to the overall theory of change of the GCF?

2.2. How relevant are the four pil&FFs to the needs and priorities of countries?
3. IMPLEMENTATION OF THERFPMODALITY (EFFICIENCY AND EFFECTIVENES$

3.1. How smooth was the implementation of fREPModality? Were there any
bottlenecks/challenges during implementation?

3.2. Havetheprojects approvethrough theRFPModality so far met the oveliaemit of the Board
approvedequirements?

3.3. How does the project cycle (e.g. preparation, review, approval and disbursement) for the
proposals and projects approved throughRR€compare with that afegularFPs?

3.4. How do the proposals and projects approved througREidiffer (e.g. objectives, cost, sector
geographic distribution, expected results, investment criteria, expected sustainability) from
rest of the GCF pipeline and portfolio?

3.5. To what extent hathe RFPModality been effective? What were the outcomes oRRP
Modality beyond individual projects?

3.6. How smooth was the implementation of REPModality? Were there any
bottlenecks/challenges during implementation?

4. VALUE ADDED OF THERFPMODALITY

4.1. Accessibility: Does the(RFPModality improve access to the GCF for a wide range of
proponents? Has thiRFPModality attracted new, potentially eligible proponents?

4.2. Country ownership: Is theRFPModality responding to theeeds of countries? Does it enable
countrydriven approach?

4.3. Coherence How well does th&kFPModality complement other types of GCF projpobcessing
modalities (internal coherence) and other multilateral entities and country priorities (extern:

4.4. Gender equity: How well does th&FPModality promote the GCF gender policy?

5. LESSONS TO LEARN FROM OTHERS

5.1. What good practices from other organizations could be relevant to the GCF?

5.2. What did the GCF learn from its own experience \R#Fs, and how were these lessons
incorporated into the next serieskRIFFRs?

6. LEARNING TO IMPROVE

6.1. What lessons from the pilot could be transferred to the rest of the GCF?
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Chapter ll.  METHODOLOGY

8.
|l

The Assessmeniseda mixedmethods approach to collect and analyse information from multiple
sources in a short period. Interviews were designed to be inclusive and strategic. A full description
of the methodology is available ine Approach Paper

Datacollection involved:

An extensive document reviewincluding all relevant GCF documentatie@gardingthe RFPs
overdl and eactRFPseparatelyincluding Board decisions, Secretariat documents, terms of
reference (DR) for theRFPFs as well as guidelines and other documents, reviews &RRe
prepared by the Secretariat, and data from previous consultations. Itchlskedh(i) strategic
GCF documents such as the ISP and the USP, and fifp@ictlevel documents for projects
submitted in response to tRE-Fs and documents froRFPprocesses in other organizations.

A review of past IEU evaluationsto identify findings, conclusions and recommendations
relevant to théRFFs.

The collection and aggregation of5CF project and programme databy the IEU DatalLab
from GCF databases.

A range of smi-structured interviews, focus groups and email communicationgith
informants from (i) the GCF Secretarifit) members of the independent Technical Advisory
Panel (iTAP) and the Accreditation Par@) NDAs, (iv) AEs and executing partne(s)
representatives from civil society organizations (CSOs) and piseater organizations
(PSOs)and, as relevant, (vi) representatives from other organizations. A full list of
interviewees is available i\nnex 6

An online surveythat targeted a broad range of GCF stakehaldieqgarticular AEs,

executing entities and NDAs to understand their perspectives &FtPprocess, regardless of
whether their project was approved or not. The survey was launched omitl202p, closed

on 3 May 202Jandattracted46 responses. While the low response rate limited the scope of the
analysis, relevant information was extracted from the @peted questions.

A set of interviews and consultations with NDA and AE representative&from relevant
countries conducted online due to COVID travel restrictionpreventing ircountry
interviews

Data collectedverevalidated and triangulated. Several methods were used to atisgsdata:

The portfolio analysisincluded qualitative athquantitative analysis using DatalLab
information to understand the valadded of the portfolio and its particularities.

A survey of RFP good practiceswasbased on data collected from other organizations
identify what the GCF can learn from othamtas in the field The findings from this analysis
are presented ihablelll -1.

Deep dives on each of thRFPslooked at how eacRFPwas developed, launched and
implemented to deliver its expected restlischRFFO s d e éngorpatdted detailed
analysis of the pros approved througthear respectiveRFFs.

A zerodraft report or factual report (a draft tledcludes conclusions and recommendations) was
presented to the rest of the IEU and the Secretariat for factual comments. A complete draft report
(with conclusions and recommendationg)sateveloped and circulated before being finalized.

This Assessmenwill be presented at B.29 in June 2021.
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Chapter lll.  THE GCF REQUESTS FOR PROPOSALS

KEY FINDINGS

T An RF P& of speefigity ia ielentifying and addressing specific gaps is key for the success
resulting pilot programme.

1  Based on the literature review att@ RFPgood practices survethe evaluation team did not find a
universally established standdod launching or conductingn RFP.

1  RFPs are issued for a diverse set of reasons:
- To engage with different types of stakeholders
- To foster innovation
- To assesthe appetite of beneficiaries for a specific type of intervention or thematic area
- To provide a fastrack funding window

- To complement other funding windows by setting aside a distinct amount of funds for the |
amongothers

1  The following areother orga i z a tgeod pragtides that could be of interest and relevant to the
GCF. Despite the different needs being met through RFPs in the organizations s\sseged,
common design characteristics appear to apply to the vast majority of RFPs, such as:

- Indication of available finance

- High predictability

- Description of the selection process
- Definition of the target audience

- Thematic specificity

1  To date, there is no RA®Rodality per seat the GCF but rather four individual RFPs. While the GC
Secretariat describes the RFPs as onts afechanisméor thetargetedyeneratiorof
projects/programmes, there is no common definition of the RFP as a modality across the GCF
ecosytem.

|. SOME CONCEPTS ABOUTRFPS

An RFP is usually considered a business document that announces a project, describes it and
solicits bids or responses from qualified entities to complete it. This is a common method utilized
by private and public sector ##es. In most cases, the entity requesting the bids or responses is
responsible for evaluating the feasibility and quality of the responses submitted sgedifid

review criterig whichareusually published in the RFP. The requesting organizétioks at the

quality of the responses and must review the respondents’ financialdwettieir ability to

undertake the projeét.

In general, RFPs are publicly announced in a docuintlr@ TOR T that defines and describes the

process, its goals and the organization that is sponsoring it and outlines the bidding process and
award terms. The RFPs also advise proponengseaparingoroposals, with specific guidance on

3 Lawrence, R.B., Rallis, S.F, Davis, L.C. and Harrington, K., 2018. Developmental evaluation: bridging the gaps between
proposal, program and practice. Evaluatiot(12, pp. 6983.

©IEU | 5



12.

Independent Rapid Assessment of the Green Climate Fund's Request for Proposals Modality
Finalreport- Chapter Il

how the proposal should be faatted and presented. They usually include instructions on what
information the proponent must include and the desired format. RFPs are asgértder
competition among different entities and to remove bias from the process. In mosaltasegh

not neessarilyin the GCKH s ,ahe enéty announcing the RFP usually wants to ensure they
attract the best vald®@r-money propositiomand most competitive proposals. In some other cases,
the organization soliciting the proposals may put out an RFP tanahtdtiple proposals and a
variety of perspectives on the targeted topic.

Il. LESSONS ONRFPSFROM OUTSIDE THEGCF

The evaluation team conducted a review of several organizdtioeleevedhadRFP experience

A summary of the findings is presentedliablelll -1. The purpose of the review was to identify
good practices that couliknefitthe GCF. It focused on comparing the purpose of using RFPs,
eligibility criteria, pracesses, governance and results achieved (e.g. quality and number of
responses to the call for proposals and those awarded). Since the selected organizations did not

have a standardized approach to RFiffe team purposively selected one ofdhe gani zat i ond

recent RFPs.

6 | ©IEU
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Tablelll -1.  Comparison ofRFP processes across different organizations

INSTITUTION NAME OF THERFP RFPCHARACTERISTICS
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Adaptation Fund AFCIA* X X X X X X X X
Special Climate Change Fuadd Challenge Programme fc X X X X X X X X
Least Developed Countries Fun  Adaptation Innovation
(LDCF)
Climate Investment Funds TechnicalAssistance X X X X X X
Facility
Global Environment FacilityGEP NGI® X X X X X X
International Finance Corporatic GAFSFP X X X X X
Fonds Francgais pour FISRCLIMAT 8 X X X X X X X X X X
I'Environnement MondiglFFEM)
Nordic Environment Finance BGFA?® X X X X X X X X X X

Corporation NEFCO)

4 Climate Innovation Accelerator

5 Technical Assistance Facility (Second Call for Proposals as the GQ¥Mechnical Assistance Response Initiative, meant as aresgidnse)
6 GER7 Non-Grant Instrument Prografourth Call for Proposals

7 Global Agriculture and Food Security Progrémblic Sector Window

8 Private Sector Initiative in the Area of Adaptation to Climate Change

9 Beyond the Grid Fund for Africa
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Finding 1. An RFP's degree of specificityn identifying and addressing specific gapss key

for the success of the resulting pilot programmeBased on the literature review thie RFP
processsof other institutios and key stakeholder interviewbge issuer mustonsider a balance
between the specified requiremenéededo guide the approach and the flexibility in the process
neededo encouragénnovation in theapproach. If RFPs are too weg proponents may not

develop and implement an adequate solution to a described problem. If the requirements are too
detailed and restrictive, the proponentso i
generally begins with drafting a sati&tion document. Potential proponents review the solicitation
and submit suggestions for improvement. After revisionsahiasiderthe suggestions, the final

RFP is issued for proposals by proponents.

The IEU team also found a common alternative to aR Bised on the review formalized
strategy An organization can have a clear strategy with portfolio and se#téngetsthat
explicitly definegaps to fill withina specific timehorizon. The underlying assumption is that a
wider group of external stakolders would respond to tber g a n i meadsleadimgdosthe
desired portfolio composition. THeCF proposalapproval procesgPAP)follows this approach.
Unfortunately, heapproacthof setting portfolicand sectoratiargetss generally prone to failg to
identify the best implementer and the best proposals for accomplishing the projetarmhigzed
approactwould necessitate a strong interpabposalappraisal processvhere project managers
do the research and iddgitpotential projectproponents. Depending on how exhaustive the search
is, the potential responses can be limitedking it less likely to identifgntities or innovative
answers.

Finding 2. Based on the literature review andhe survey ofRFP good practicesexercise, the
evaluation team did not find a universally established standaréor launching or conducting

an RFP.In the organizational literaturepme sourcegrovide information on general RFRsich

as the one provided @hapterll. 1. The organizations that responded to our suseagthey use
different and tailored ways to prepare and implement RFPs. None of the organizations surveyed
has developed a set of procedures for launching RARere was no evidence they have codified
their approach to an RFP process in the fofpfior examplea set of guidelinedn fact, RFB

launched by the same organization oftere significantly different baracteristics.

Finding 3. RFPs are issued for a diverse set of reasoi$is Assessmerfound that the
reviewedRFPs from outside of the GCF were devised to meet a wide range of Tieedsst
frequently identifiecheeds for the use of RPPwere as follows

To engage with different or more types of stakeholders

To foster innovation

To assess the appetite of beciafies for a specific type of interventions or thematic area
To provide a fastrack funding window

=A =A A A =

To complement other funding windows by setting aside a distinct amount of funds for the RFP,
amongothers

Finding 4. The Assessmenfound several good pratices that could be of interest and

relevanceto the GCF.DespiteRFPs meetinglifferent need# the organizations surveyed, a

number ofcommon design characteristics appear to apply to the vast majority of RFPs, such as:

1 This RFP review does not include processsated tgprocuring regular goods or services.

©IEU | 9

nn



18.

19.

20.

Independent Rapid Assessment of the Green Climate Fund's Request for Proposals Modality
Finalreport- Chapter Il

l

Available finance: All RFPs identify the funding caps per project (or other types of support to
be provided to the shortlisted proposals). The budgetary consideratibaositamgs are clearly
communicated.

High predictability: Regardless of whethéie RFP process is aligned with the regular project
cycle, it is generally possible to know from the onset at which time resources will be made
available to the successful paents. The level of predictability and transparency in the
process is high for RFPs.

Selection processThe selection criteria are listed in the announcement. However, the weights
assigned to each criterion are not commonly presented.

Target audience:Thetargeted project proponents are almost always identified, including
examplein the eligibility criteria.

Thematic specificity: More than halthe RFPs had a very specific thematic focus.

Subsequent chapters pr ovi daencaaonthase goedsprctiees.t o f

Beyond the RFP document soliciting proposals, it can be expibetdtle characteristics of the

RFP would have an impact on the quality of the concepts and may have implications for project
implementation an@mpact Unforturately, arapid review of peereviewed literature and online
resourceyieldedonly a scarce amount of information on the topic. However, a few findings were
found to be common across other RBRd to have relevance for the GCF RFP contegh,ding
thefollowing:

Adaptive management:Project proponents often develop project concketsreidentifying

funding streams. Hence, often, they may modify or adapt their concept to fit within the scope of
the funding being offered. As a result, the proposal$aagely aspirational, and project staff

are engaged in a struggle to redefine, adapt or modify what was proposed to align with what is
needed and work in practi¢e.

Evidencebased and causal logicDevelopment of RFFORsto attract project proposals
should be evidendeased The RFP design process should include articulating atblearyof
change, and any illustrative activities presented in the RFP should align withabatof
change. Theheoryof change wouldhdp identify the programme logic, underlying enabling
environment, and otherecessarassumptions and describe the causality between activities,
output, outcomesnd impacts. Thus, tltheoryof changerepresents a key element for the
evaluability, meas@ment of results and management of learning.

lll. THE GCFRFPAPPROACHES

The RFP is one way to access the GCF, in addition to the réARand thesimplified approval
procesgSAP)!3 As described above, both processes would theoretically respond to tte tard
objectives of the GCF strategy to provide access to the Fund.

In decisionB.10/11, the Board noted that the use of RFPs is complementary and not a substitute
for proposals submitted to the GCF by AE®ASs or focal points RFPs werenentioned in GCF
documentatiorat B.10 One key observation from the IEUAssessmenteam is that the GCF,
including both the Board and the Secretariat, did not clearly define the RFP as a modality as

it had done, for example, with the simplified approval process Several resources, including the

2] awrence, R.B., Rallis, S.F, Davis, L.C. and Harrington2Ki18. Developmental evaluation: bridging the gaps
between proposal, program and practice. Evaluation, 24 (1), {§8.69
3 The SAP was reviewed by the IEU in 2020 and its report is avasaldleeUn i t 6 s SAPADEDI t e (

10 | ©IEU
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GCF website, provide sontief andbasic information about the RFPs at the GCF to external
audiences, indicatind the Boardapproves thermand that the GCF seeks to target the mamyent
gaps in climate financ&he GCF has announced and launched four individual RFRBoard s
decisions focused on the details of each RFP and appttew@&®Rsfor each.

Finding 5. To date, there is no RFRModality per seat the GCF but rather four individual

RFPs. While the GCFSecretariat describes the RFPas amechanism forgenerating

targeted projects/programmes there is no common definition of the RFP as a modality

across the GCF ecosysteri he GCF Programmi ng Manual descri
for proposals puished periodically on the GCF website for certain subsectors/results areas as
approved by the Board. RFPs have specific eligibility standards, project requirements and an
all ocated b didhg Manuadurtherddsailpeshé RFPs under the GCF
project/programme activity cycle, as approved by the Badds, it notes that the

project/programme activity cycle consists of the following seven key stdge3ountry and

accredited entity work programmég) Targeted generation of projects/prograesng3) Concept

note submissign(4) Funding proposal developmef®) Funding proposal review: Secretariat and
independent Technical Advisory Pan@) Board consideratigrand(7) Legal arrangements and
postapproval. While the first step of the projgcbgramme activity cycle describes the main GCF
origination, the second step describes complementary origination channels for project ideas to be
developed by NDAs and AE®Vithin this stepadditionalFPsthat meet the criteria of the GCF
investment frarawork through the following activities could be considered by the Fund: through
the issuance of targeted RFPs or dedicated platforms and innovative partnerships between the
Secretariat and other natcredited organizations. Aside from this referestaygardized

information is not available within the GCF.

The GCF Governing Instrument (Gl) does not explicitly refer to RAB&ever several
paragraphs indicate that the GCF will develop
reference to direct access entitfPg\Es) (para. 31, section D.1) artide private sector (para. 44).

The Initial Strategic Plan (ISP) for the GEFentions that the GCF will use simplified RFPs

aimed at the public and private sec¢targeting promising and innovative approaches for

developinga pipeline. The ISP further states that successful RFP proposals can demonstrate a

viable path to accrediian and plan to ensure country ownership (page 6). T3ié%also

considers the RFP one of the modalitietter suitedor responding to developing country needs

and fostering a paradigshifting portfolio (para. 22(f)).

The Forwarelooking Performance &/iew (FPR) of the GCFonducted by the IEU in 201Bad
already concluded thalthough RFPsanhelp GCFbecomemore strategic, the GCF is missing
strategies and guidelines on when and how to use.Rf#Rsn,this haded tothe GCF
underutilizng many of theavailablenongrant instruments (FPR, page 2Bl\rthermore, the
FPR found that RFPslacked a clear overarching objective. The Board and the Secretariat
did not provide guidance onundertaking them or advice based orother relevant experience.
For this reason, the evaluation teantoncludedthat currently , the GCF does not have an
RFP Modality but, rather, four individual RFPs. This review provides findings and
recommendations common to allmpstof the four RFPaindidentifies if hey aregood or
missing opportunities for the GCF as an institution. In addition, the team ideatfiesRFB s
conclusions and recommendason

14 GCF 2020. GCF Programming Manual, July 2020
15 GCF 2016!nitial Strategic Plan fothe GCF(based on Decision B12/28)
16 GCF 2020Updated Strategic Plan for the Green Climate Fund: 20003(based on Decision B.27/06)
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IV. LAUNCHED RFPs

In recognizinghatmultiple gapsexistin climate finane, especially regardingccess to finance

and topics to be financethe GCF launche@dnd implementetbur RFPsto targetsomeof these

gaps by focusing on specific themes and providing an alternative to accessing the GCFfunding.
Indeed, the Enhanced Direct Access (EDA) RiiBrided to devolve the decisiamaking on the

use of funds to the national or subnational levélsthermorethe Micro, Smalt, andMediunm:

Sized Enterprises (MSME) and Mobilizing Funds at Scale (MFS) RFPs were launched in response
to a recommendationdm the Private Sector Advisory Group (PSAG) that R&fean effective

way to increaserivate sectopar t i ci pati on and Aidentify possi
ot her wi se B&aheRedsiaing Enessianslfitom Deforestation and Forest Degradation
(REDD+) resultshased payments RFP is intended to implement a particular decision on this topic
by the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC).

During its eighth meeting, as part of the review of the initial results managemenivivemehe

Board requested the Secretariat to complete the analysis of the expected role and impact of the
GCFb6s initi.dhereques ttheSecretasiahlsodnsluded preserdtionfor the

B o0 a rcdnéideration options fatetermining Boardevel investment portfolios across thend's
structurebased on the resource level outcomes of the initial resource mobilization gfotiess.

the Board requested the Secretariat to idenfifgropriaténvestment opportunities in tt@CF s
results areas thabuldachievea paradigm shittlt also asked the Secretariaidentify impacts in
each of the initial result areast currentlysupported by existing finance channelsith the
potential toadvancehe GCF 6 s i n i enticadtdria anchsumtesia?in

The Secretariat presented AN &eGeen AimatefFund he EXx
(GCF/ B.09/06)0 to the Board at its ninth meet
priority areas! It proposedwo possible options(i) to prepare calls for proposals in the identified
potential investment priority areas or (ii) to arrange calls for proposals to align the pdrtolio
composition to reflect the identified potential investment priority areas lmsedgoing

monitoring of the investment portfolio. The Board tmequestedhe Secretariat to monitor the

portfolio, report to the Board and recommend needed adtiansvouldalign the portfolid s

composition with the initial results management framéwanen the portfolio reaches DR

billion, but no later than two years after the first funding deci&idm this context, the first three

RFPs (EDA, MFS and MSME) were approvedatO.

The Secretariat further presented the portfolio analysis at B4Fonding to a request by the

Board® The Boardhenrequested the Secretariat to undertake additional analysis, taking into
consideration the potential investment in priority areas, to identify specific results areas where
targeted GCF investment wouldVe the most impact. In addition, the Board further requested the
Secretariat to prepare targeted draft RFPs fo
to promote partnerships betwe&hs and those potential neerccredited entities that hattee

17 PSAG document highlights severaldircing gaps.

18 GCF/B.10/16 Recommendations from the Private Sector Advisory Group to the Board of the GCF.

19 1tem | of decision B.08/07

20 1tem m of decision B.08/06

21 The areas included (i) Climatempatible cities in Asia, Africa, Latin America aBdstern Europe; (i) Climatemart
agriculture in Africa and Asia; (iii) Scaling up finance for forests and climate change in Latin America, Asia and Africa;
(iv) Enhancing resilience in Small Island Developing States (SIDS); and (v) Transforming ermezmatiga and access in
Africa and Asia.

22 Decision B.09/02

23 Document GCF/B.17/09
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technical expertise to support such results a@ddewever, gurther portfolio analysisegarding
the potential investment priority areasdresponding to this decisidras not beenonducted
This hashinderedefforts to determinef a clearlinkageexistsbetween th&kFPlaunches and the
portfolio gap analysis.

The GCF has launched four RFPs to date, each with its specific priorities and dedicated budget
(Tablelll-2) as well as eligibility criterialn addition, hereis an outstanding request by the Board
for a fifth RFP, which is not yet launched (see below). flleobservationsn commonamong all
RFPsare that the projects' approval identified within each of the RFPs follows the same steps as
the other proposals (either through the regular PAP or the SAP), and accreditation of the
implementing entities is required for projects tcalpproved and stantniplementation.

Tablelll -2.  Overview of the GCF RFPs (as of March 2021)

Focus APPROVAL BUDGET ALLOCATED | APPROVED
PROJECTS

Pilot programme for Enhanced devolution of  July 2015, USD 200 million for
EDA decisionmaking on decision B.10/04 at leastenpilot FPs
funding andproject at the
national or regional level

Pilot programme to  Supporting MSMEs in July 2015, USD 200 million (the 3
SupportMSMEs addressing mitigation and decision B.10/11 amount was limited

adaptation challenges (B.13/22) to USD 100 million)
Pilot programme for Unlocking private sector  July 2015, USD 500 million 5
MFS finance in developing decision B.10/11

countries
Pilot programme for Operationalize REDD+ October 2017, USD 500 million 8

REDD+ Results resultsbased payments ar decision B.18/07
based Payment test their procedural and
(REDD+) technical elements

Source: GCF Board documents

As of March 2021, the GCF has launched four RFResearedescribed in the following pages.
The current portfolio of projects approved under the four RE-presented imablelll -2. As of

May 2021, 18 projects have been apyed through these RFPs, totalling USD 850 million in GCF
investment. This represents pér cenbf the total available funding allocated to the four RFPs, 10
per cenbf the total number of projects approved by the GCF (18 out of 173) gmer t@nf the
total funding approved by the GCF so fannex 4presents the list of all the RFP projects
approvedo date Most of these projects (§r cent are under imigmentation (post first
disbursement), as illustratedfigurelll -1. In the current portfolio of projects approved through
the four RFPs, 56er cenfare public sector projects and @dr centare private sector, arkB

target at least one of the categories of GCF vulnerable coundides developed countries
(LDCs),small island developin§tates (SIDS) and AfricaBtate’.

24 Decision B.17/08
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Figure lll -1.  Key characteristics of the current portfolio of approved projects under the four
RFPs (aggregated)

Sector Theme GCF vulnerable group
11% 6 5
5 4 4
4
3
67% 2
1
0
African SIDS LDCs
= Private = Public = Adaptation= Cross-cutting= Mitigati State
Implementation status Project Size
10 9 10
8 g 8
6 5 6
6
4 3
- I : -
0 [ ] 2 1
Pending legal Pending FAA Pending 1st Post 1st [ |
opinion Effectiveness Disbursement Disbursement O ] ]
Large Medium Small Micro
Enity Type Scheme Financial Instruments
(GCF funding only)
20 12 11
- 15 10 Results-Based Paymen— 5
8 7 Grants IEEEE—— 7
10 6 Equity I 4
5 3 4 Senior Loans I 3
- 2 Subordinated Loansill 1
0 0

. . . Guaranteesil 1
International  National Programme  Project

0 5 10

Source: IEU DatalLab
Note  All statistics refer to the number percentage of projects.

1. ENHANCED DIRECTACCESS

30. AtB.09in March2015,the Boarddecided Decision B0OY05) to approve the EDA RFP. The
Board approved up to USD 200 millionmith the expectation that there would be at least 10
projects approved artatfrom among them, at least four would be from SIDS, LDCs or Africa.
The key characteristic of the RFP is thdtasa devolved decisiemaking modeivherebythe
GCF would conibute to a project that would work as a financial intermediary and would approve
the sulprojects The GCF would not participate in this selection offsofects althoughits
conceptgegardingclimate and investment criteria would apply. OBIES can paticipate as per

14 | ©IEU
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the TOR of the RFP EDA® Another key element was that the GCF NE&al pointwould

participate stronglyn the entire projecfrom design and selection/nomination of the entity to
oversight of implementation. There was an assumptieEDA approactwould supportocally

led climate actions and that new direct access institutions would be interested in this model and
develop proposals. The concept of EDA is not new at the GCF or other organiZations.

The RFP was launched in July 2016 anexigectedo be evaluated aftéiv e years. The current
Assessmentould be considered an input but does not constitute the evaluation intended by the
Board. This RFP is still open with an active pipeline. The Secretariat developed new guidelines in
December 2020 through extensive consigtest with key stakeholders. These guidelindsbe

used to guide applicants in the futédf@he RFP does not have a scorecard with evaluation

criteria Still, eachconcept not¢CN) is reviewed to consider if a minimum set of criteria (see
below)is present or natThe Secretariat has developed a review checklishtithese elements.

The proponents can receive support through the Project Preparation Faeiljyollowing the
endorsement of the CN by t he GCFtdcanatsod recaiet e i
support through the Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme (RPSP). Since January 2021,
the Secretariat has assigned a smalfttime team of three staff membersnaplementthis

particular RFP and the new guidelinelawever the team is1ot responsible for all four RFPs nor

the RFPs as a whole.

Tablelll -3.  Key characteristics of the EDA RFP through approved projedtsdprojects
approved so far)

. . . 1 Micro
Number of projects 2 Project size
1 Small
Sector All Public Theme All Adaptation
. 1 Africa . N
Region Financial instruments  All Grants
1LAC
1 African States .
Vulnerable group Scheme All Project
1 SIDS
2VC 21B
AE type All DAE s Result areas
2 EE 1 HW

Source: IEU Datalab
Note VC: Livelihoods of people and communities | HHealth, food, and water security |:1B
Infrastructure and built environmejfEE: Ecosystems and ecosystem services

2. MOBILIZING FUNDING AT SCALE

At B.10 in July 2015, th8oarddecided (decisioB.1004) to approve the MFS RFP and the MFS
Pilot Prograrme, with an allocation of up to USD 500 million for innovative, higipact projects

and programmes. The MFS RFP atmsinlack private sector finarein developing countries. At

B.16 (April 2017), through a limited distribution decision (B.16/03, not publicly available), the
Board adopted potential approaches to mobilizing funding at scale. The decision indicated that the

251t should be noted here that the IEU had identified one withdrawn project in the project pipeline portfolio. The
withdrawn project was originally subnel by a DAE and international AE.

26 Murray, Laurel, with Benito Muller and Luis Gom&zheverri, Dec. 2015. Enhanced Direct Access. A Brief History
(2009 2015). European Capacity Building Initiative.

27 Green Climate Fund (2020). Enhanced Direct Access (EDA). December 2020. Available at
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/egadelines
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MFS Pilot Programmewould leverage substantial amounts of private capital to finaticete
related projects. The GCF would be an early investdprovidereassuranct® other institutional
investors It would favour submissions for proposals in areasently underrepresentedita
portfolio, particularlyfor adaptation projects that engage the private sector andestzgdtation
projects by the private sector. Furthermore i@t programmesncouragegroposals from
private sector entities that otherwise would not come threwgtingAEs. The experiencgained
from this pilot was expected to influence how the Private Sector Facility (PSF) spareelggm
shifting proposals.

The RFP was launched in May 20&Xpecting proposals 80 August 2017The RFP attracted
350submissions from more than 70 countries during this panikd an estimatetbta request
for USD 18hillion in GCF fundingThe Secretariat undertook a thilegel evaluation process of
these 350 submissions, using an evaluation scorecardriges 5 with about 25 criteria,
reviewed and approved by the Board. Each step eliminated those CNs that did .nbh@ass
elements in the threlevel process included:

1) Preliminary review of concepts notes on completeness and repetitiveness
2) Pass/fail on the evaluation scorecard criteria

3) In-depth application of the evaluation scorecard by a multidisciplinary evaluation team
comprising members from across the Secretariat togeftieexternal partnergslobal Green
Growth InstituteandClimate Analytics

The top 30 CNsvere shortlisted after this proceathoughthis number was not indicated in the
TOR of MFS. The Secretariat announced those shortlisted CNs atavsidieat the One Plante
Summit evehin Parison 12 December 2017 and on the GCF website for the RFP MFS. The
regular funding proposal appraisal process by the Secretariat and iTA#iésl agfter the-Psare
submitted. From these 3flye proposals were approved as of March 2021. The RFP is closed.
Additional elements of the RFiepresented iMTablelll -3 and the key characteristicsTiable

Ill-4 based on the approved projects atheend of March 2021.

Tablelll -4. Key characteristics of the MFR®FP through approved projects (5 projects)

3 Large
Number of projects 5 Project size 1 Medium
1 Small
. 3 Mitigation
Sector All Private Theme i
2 Crosscutting
3 Africa
2 Grants
) 5LAC . - .
Region Financial instruments 3 Equity

2 AsiaPacific
2 Eastern Europe

1 Subordinated loans

3 African States

2 Project
Vulnerable group 3 SIDS Scheme
3 Programme
4 LDCs
4 EP 1HW
AE type All IAEs Result areas
2VvC 3FL

Source: IEU DatalLab
Note: VC: Livelihoods of people and communities | HWealth, food, and water securitiElP. Energy
generation and accepBL: Forest and landse
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3. MICRO-, SMALL AND MEDIUM -SIZED ENTERPRISE PILOT PROGRAMME

35. The Board decided to establish the MSME pilot programme thrihegtecision B.10/11, July
2015. The decision was based on the dSBAGumMment
to the Board of the GCFoO0O and a-smid-aadmeddm USD 20
sizedenterprises. AB.13, June 2016, the Board endorsedTi@Rsfor the RFP and decided to
limit the participation of the GCF in the pilot prograrato USD 100 million.

36. The MSME RFP was launched 8duly 2016 with a closing date 30 August 2016. The RFP
attracted 30 submissions with requests for GCF financing of overa3Snillion. The
Secretariat undertook a twevel evaluation process following the TOR of the RFP:

1) Preliminary review on completeness aegetitiveness check of the CNs
2) In-depth review based on a scorecard fsemex 5for the evaluation scorecard)

37. Seven CNs were shortlisted after this proc€he Rcretariat encouraged thasgbmitting
shortlistedCNsto develop thé-Psor asked an existing AE to work with thefirheregular
funding proposal appraisal process by the Secretariat and iTAP is applied aftBsdne
submitted.

Tablelll -5.  Key characteristics of the MSMIRFP through approved projects (3 projects)

. . . 2 Medium
Number of projects 3 Project size
1 Small
. 1 Mitigation
Sector All Private Theme )
2 Crosscutting
. 3 Grants
1 Africa ) ) 1 Equit
Region 1LAC _Fmanmal q _y
) . Instruments 3 Senior loans
1 Asia-Pacific
1 Guarantee
Vulnerable group 1 African States Scheme All Programme
2 EP 1BA
1 DAE
AE type 2 IAE Result areas 2 HW 2 EE
2VC 2FL

Source: IEU Datalab

Note: VC: Livelihoods ofpeople and communities | HW: Health, food, and water security | EP: Energy
generation and access | FL: Forest and lmafl EE: Ecosystems and ecosystem services | BA:
Buildings, cities, industrieandappliances

4. REDD+RESULTSBASED PAYMENTS PILOT PROGRNMME

38. In SeptembeR017,through decision B.188) the Boardapproved the REDD+ resulmsed
payment (RBP) pilot programme. &ldecision waa response to the UNFCCC request in decision
9/ CP. 19, which is part of the Warsaw Fr amewor
channelling fiadequabtaes eadn df ipnraendciec tianb lae fraeisru |latnsd
a view to increasinthe number of countries that are in a position to obtain and receive payments
forresultsb a s e d & Withithe obdiive to operationalize REDIRBPsand gather
experience to further improve the procedural and technical elements of RBPs usings@Cées

22UNFCCC 9/CP.19
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in the learning stage, the pilot was approved with a budget of up to USD 500 million. This RFP
was differentas both the CN and the FPs were assessed against a scorecanhéses.

39. As of November 2020, the initiludget allocatiorf USD 500 was fully committed with the
approval of eight projects at B.27.

Tablelll -6.  Key characteristics of the REDDRFP through approved projects

; : . 5 Medium

Number of projects 8 Project size

3 Small
Sector All Public Theme All Mitigation

. 7 LAC Financial All Resultsbased
Region . e ;
1 AsiaPacific Instruments payment

1 Programme
Vulnerable group NA Scheme g

7 Project
AE type All IAE Result areas All FL

Source: |IEU DatalLab
Note: FL: Forest and landse

40. The map belowKigurelll -2) illustrates the GCF REDD+ RBP portfolio in terms of the total
number of countries that have reached an advanced level of progress in REDD+ implementation
(e.g. they have submitted results feview to UNFCCC) and the level of deforestatio®ach of
these countries

Figure Ill -2.  Forest cover and forest loss in countries with approved GCF REDD+ RBP
projects

Forest cover and forest loss in countries with approved GCF REDD+ RBP projects 0
GREE!
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Forest cover data for 2001-2019
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ﬁi\r o 1,500 3,000 6,000 Km

Mo 2 o e g

Countries with REDD+ RBP projects Forest cover and deforestation rates FaRete bt Nl feyase loss, madin
Country 3 9% of country 9 of forest
Forest cover area, Km' Annual deforestation, % L avea Kma cover
55% 33937 0.013%
75% 14098 [
67%

Approved projects

Proposals in the pipeline

Source: REDD+ web platform
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5. AFIFTHRFPTHAT WAS NOT LAUNCHED

Despite Board requests and expert discussions, &fiffwas not launched.

At B.18 (Oct. 2017), the Board requested the Secretariat to develop TORs for an RFP to support
climate technology incubators and acceleratdhts request was response to ongoing

collaboration with the Technology Mechanism, and in particular to the invitation launched in
decision 13/ CP.21 to the GCF for dAfacilitatdi
developing country Parties, @for undertaking collaborative research and development for

enabling developing country Parties tBoaldnhanc

requested th&ecretariat to bring these TORsB@0 (July 2018) butthe requestvas noffulfil led.

The decisionincludedseveral elementggardingthe technical content of the RFP based on
document GCF/B.18/12wo examples of these elements inclygesupportfor collaborative
research, development and demonstration in climate technology immmosgstemsand (ii)

targeing strategic actors, NDAdcal pointsto collaborate with readiness delivery partners or AEs
to submit proposalsHowever, ritherthe decision noits ensuingechnical document provided
lessons from RFExperiences in or outside the GCF. The Secretégiatraging the experience

from MFS and MSME RFPs, had several conversations with the UNFCCC Technology Executive
Committee and the Climate Technology Centre and Network. Given the importance of this topic
climate change, the Board decided to split the item intarvits work programmé to continue
identifying options for identifying incubators for technolg@ndto pursue and encourage
innovation within the regular PAP pipelines. The topic of clenzttange technology development
and transfer is included in the USP (para. 20@lit thereis no plan to develop TORs for an RFP
until the current review is finalized and discusbgdhe Boarcf® In interviews, some stakeholders
expressed the viethat,by drawing early lessons from the implementation challenges with the
current RFPsthe process would require further careful consideration of potential shortcomings
related to the business model

29 Nevertheless, and given tithis is a very important topic in the context of climate chatigeSecretariat is currently
holding discussions wittifferent organizations on how to encourage and bring propeggsdingthe incubator and
accelerators on technology. The UNFCCC guaugs to request information about this topic and the RFP. The request and
issuance of RFPs by the GCF creates high expectations from those working in climate change.
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Tablelll -7.

Key elements of the GCRFPs

(a) to encourage strong proposals fo (a) to increase the level of A[To] operationalize

Objectives

Eligibility criteria

20 | ©IEU

(a) to catalyse private capital for
mitigation and adaptation projects and
climaterelated services in developing
countries, requiring earistageequity,
concessional lending, grants and
guarantees, creating positive
demonstration effectsn(particular for
adaptation projects that engage the
private sector and scaledaptation

projectsby the private sector

(b) to support climate project sponsor:
at the local level, regardless of their si:
in removing market barriers to allow a

flow of private financing

(c) to spur new privatéed services and
innovation focusing on the eight GCF

strategic areas

Open to entities with nprior

relationship with the GCF that wish to
pursue accreditation. they have o
interest in accreditatiQisuchentiies
should partner with existing AEs

Proposals need to meet GCF investme
criteria and are scored up to 16®the
evaluationscorecard (60 points for
programme standards and 40 for impa

criteria)

privatesector investment in support
MSME climate activities, from new
and existing partnerfor innovative
solutions

(b) to diversify the MSME portfolio

Existing AEs were encouraged to
submit proposals

Potential partners who have not
previously worked with the GCF are
also encouraged to put forward
proposals in partnership with exisgi
AEs

There is a capf USD 65 million per
geographic area.

Open to programmes supporting
MSMEs that fit within national
climate priorities for the given
geographic region, within the eight
strategic GCF impact areas and mes¢
GCF investment criteria

Any MSMEs that work in any area o
the supply chain for climate goods a

country ownershifpy
shifting the decisiormaking
and oversight of funded
projects/programes to
subnational, national and
regional leved

(b) to allow for effective
operationalization of
modalities with the potentia
to enhance access the
GCFby subnational,
national,public and private
entities

Open to public and private
sector institutions/entities
accredited or seeking
accreditation. Entities
should be accredited for
grant award/funding
allocation mechanisms
and/oron-lending and
blending (depending on the
nature of the activities to be
undertakep

At least 10 projects should
be approved, anfbur
should be from SIDS,
Africa or LDCs

Mitigation and adaptation
activities limited to

REDD+ resultsbased
payments and gather
experience to further
improve the procedural anc
technical elements of RBP
using GCF resources in the
learning stag®

Specific requirements
related to compliance with
the Warsaw Framework for
REDD+

The REDD+ results for
which payment is requestel
must have been reported o
in the count
Update Report to UNFCCC

The scale of the REDD+
RBP proposal is national o
on an interim basis,

subnational
Written consent is providec
by the count

Focal Point, in addion to



Independent Rapid Assement of the Green Climate Fund's Request for Proposals Modality
Final report Chapter I

Status

RFP Outputs
(number)

CN received
CN selected
FP submitted
FP approved

Funded activity
Agreement (FAA)
executed

FAA effective

At least one
disbursement

Closed

350
30
13

services (from production and servic environmental categories E the neobjection letter from

to distribution or retail) in both and C the NDA

mitigation and adaptation related Estblish a financial vehicle Proposals must be submitt:
activities (e.g. trust funds, funding  through existing AEs

CNs are assessed based on their  facilities) that can provide  cgvers emissions reductiol
combined score out of 100, with tgp ~ finance to subprojects between 31 December 201

65 points allocated for programme  NDA/FP will have a strong  and 31 December 2018
standards and 35 points forimpact  rge in the pilot

criteria

Closed Open Closed (envelope fully
committed)

30 22 12

7 N/A 10

4 8 8

420 2 8

2 2 8

2 2 5

2 2 4

30 Three out of four approved projects are currently active as of March BBR29 was gpoved at B.15however, that project lapsed in October 2017

©IEU | 21






43.

44,

45,

Independent Rapid Assement of the Green Climate Fund's Request for Proposals Modality

Final report Chapter IV

Chapter IV. RELEVANCE

KEY FINDINGS

1

Regardingproject idea origination and targeting, the four RFRblaindividual level haveoroven
relevant to the GGF strategic planning and mandate. They individually respond to priorities and
mandates from the GI, ISP and USP and the UNFCCC.

The overall purpose of RFPs remains uncl&ae RFP is generally understood as a means to fulfil
the GCF mandate pcusingopeationsandattracting partners a particular topic.

The GCFdés mandate as a | ear ni nRgF PdedigrtAs arasult, o
the Fund has nanechanismo measurer learnfrom pilot programmes.

The limited opportunity to imgiment projects under RFPs (owing to the small portfolio) creates ¢
lack of learning opportunities from project implementatidgs.a result, te RFP implementation has
little relevance for learning, which the GCF would otherwise aceme the experiencefo
implementation.

The GCF did not haviinds set asidior RFPs inits budget. The four RFPs had indicative amount:
the GCF should spend on each of them.

The individual RFPs and their objectives a
recipient needs are recognized and reviewed througho@Nrend project appraisal process at the
project level.

This chapter will address the relevaméehe RFPs. For thithe assessment team looked at
relevance through two lens@die first lens considers the relevance of these four topics to the

specific mandate of the GCparticularlythe @, the ISP and the USP. The second lens addresses
therelw ance to the count r i edscgesnteteedsEF. Ghe llowingtwo pr i o

key evaluation questions will be addresdest, how relevant are theFFs to the strategic plans
and the overall theory of change of the G@E2ond, how relevarare the fouRFFs to the needs
and priorities of the countri@s

RELEVANCE TO THEGCF

Finding 6. Regarding project idea origination and targeting, the four RFPs atthe individual
level haveproven relevant to the GCFO strategic planning and mandate. They individually
respond to priorities and mandates from the GlI, ISP and USP and the UNFCCQ@\s
previouslyindicated, the Gl does not mention the RFP as a specific modédityever it does
indicate that the GCF will delap ways that will simplify access to GCF resources. abjgecof

the Gl is strongly related to the EDA, MFS and MSME RFPs that try to improve access and attract
DAEs and private sector entitieShe REDD+ RFP responds not only to the UNFCCC guidance
butal so to the GI, where paragraph 35 states

incremental costs of activities to enable support enhanced action on adaptation, mitigation
(i ncl udi nkurtheriadddparagraph 5 the Gls t a t e se Ftind may enfiployh

resultsbased financing approaches, including, in particular for incentivizing mitigation actions,
payment for verified results, where appropria

The ISP and USP both consider RFPs as a way to develop the pipeline. The ISP speefécally
to the COP guidance on REDD+ and states that the GCF should operationalize it. The USP does
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not specifically refer to REDD+ but indicates that the GCF will explore new applications for
RBP%insurance and investment in local currency instrumetis.IRM had portfolio targets, and
the RFPs were supposed to help fulfil some ofrithespecially those related to DAEs and private
sectorAEs. EDA, MFS and MSME were directly linked to these targets. The USP, in decision
B.23/06, clearly describebat2020i 2023 GCF strategic programming will seek to promote
projects and programmes with potential for innovation, replication and scale. The USP also
mentions the&s C F antbitionto collaborate on innovation and technology esdew the

deployment of RFPs to fagtinnovation. Thus, the RFPs are particularly relevant for the targeting
of strategic goals.

All the topics currently targeted by RFPs are relevant to the purpose of thé=E&EfEDA
strengthens country ownerstapdshould help channel funds to thedb level more effectively

and enhance direct access to GCF fundind®Es. SecondREDD+ tests innovative financial
mechanismThird,theM S M E gr@gramme targets the private sector at local levels for mitigation
and adaptation purposd=ourth,the MFSRFP is consistent with the priority of scaling up the role
of the private sector (FPR, p.39).

Finding 7. The overall purpose of RFPs remains uncleaThe RFP is generally understood as
a means to fulfil the GCF mandate by focusing operations and attractgpartners to a
particular topic . While the choice of themes/topics of RFPs are generally relevacigar

overall purpose for using RFRsstated within the GCFThis is illustratedn theinterviews
conducted during this Assessmemhere rspondentgprovided differing views related to the
objective(s) of RFPs within the context of the GEBr example, ame GCFintervieweesbelieved
the RFP should have a strategic value by providing an alternative to having a purelylmwttom
approach of pipeline del@pment of projects. According to these respondents, RFPs are one way
for the GCF to collect CNs from entities that otherwise are not eligible to work with theliGCF.
contrast otherGCFrespondents asserted that RFPs should be part of a holistic stidtisgyas
not been the cag@eviously asthe RFPsarrivedpiecemeal upon request from different parts of
the GCHor various purpose#cludingthe need toespond tdhe guidance from the UNFCCC.
According to these respondents, RFPs can be useddactarperations in areas specifically
mandated to the GCF, such as REDD+. Therefore, tharkek ofcomplete clarity within the
GCFregardingthe overall purpose of RFPdowever,some dimensions such as addressing
portfolio gaps ad meeting the GCF nmalate are widely understood.

Finding 8. The GCF has no particular way to measure learning from pilot programmes or a
framework for learning beyond progress reports While adequate flexibility in the design of

RFPs can be observed, flexible frameworks and indicators for monitoring antkarning were

not always observedAs recognized by the GlI, the GCF aims to be a learning organization

Consistent with that understang, its policies and processes can be expected to evolve

continually in response to emerging lessons. As per paragraph 3ofthefGle Fund wi | |
scalable and flexible and will be a continuously learning institution guided by processes for
monitoringand evaluation. & As per decision B.27/ 06,
portfolio that responds to needs and delivers greater paradigftimg mitigation and adaptation

impact. Interview respondents generally expected the RFPs to serve aslateoaat in this

ambition as they allow the GCF to innovate, test and learn. Decision B.10/04 reaffirms that
monitoring, reporting and assessthg overall pilot phase of a pilot programiiveill be aligned

with the standards of tte u n ce$u managermet f r amewor k and ¢ €] regu
drawing from lessontearnedirom their implementatiorOverall an expectation implied from the
perspective of a developing institution such as the GCF is that the RFPs will allow for learning
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opportunities of edy stage climate innovations and climate finance intervention gaps and other
gaps within the portfolio. There ateowever no particular learning and measurement systems in
place at the GCF to respond to the learning needs from RFP C&ndFproject irplementation.
Interviews have highlighted that REDD+ RBP has observed letsamedand fed back these
lessons to improve the process and template of the RFP REDD+ RBP. Many observed this to be
one of the reasons why this RFP was relatively more suctessf

Finding 9. The limited opportunity to implement projects under RFPs (owing to the small
portfolio) creates a lack of learning opportunities from project implementation.As a result,

the RFP implementation has little relevance for the learning, which the GCF would

otherwise accruefrom the experience of implementationln general, pilot programmes are
expected to allow for learning from implementatiaesuming theywould make it possile to test,
monitor and learn from the implementation of innovative and risky project idsasgued in the

FPR (decision B.23/06), tHf&CF could benefit by permitting the presencéfaied projectéthat
transparently and openly report on what waksd what does notdhe experts interviewed for

this Assessmergtated that varied experience with successful and unsuccessful projects provides
valuable learning anid aprerequisite for innovatiom future climate adaptation and mitigation
solutions. e establishment of internal innovation hubs, by considering a dedicated financing
envelopespecialized irsmall, untestechndpotentially highrisk investments couldieally be
operationalized through an RIMbdality. The FPR argued further that sucsetiup would also
figuard against the unintenddxlit predictable consequence of plain vanilla projects gaining access
[and] programmes would set a high standard for innovatiiime FPR concluded that by

anticipating a percentage of failed projects, sufiehicle should primarily use (reimbursable)
grants and equity as instruments [and] combine this with setting up partnershipsiavestiag
alongside climate incubatoésCurrently, the overall portfolio of RFP projects is limited and
provideslimited opportunities to learn from project successes and failures.

Finding 10. The GCF did not havefunds set asiddfor RFPs in its programming budget. The

four RFPs had indicative amounts theGCF should spend on each of them, providing limited
measures of succes$hese figures were approved by the GCF B#dndt were not set aside

from the regular programming buddet financing projects. Thisituationhas its pros and cons.

An advantages thatsince the Board did not set asidads the GCF Secretariat did not have to
restrict itsregularprogramming of proposals sent to the Board for approval. Therefore, the RFPs
did not limit GCF programmingA disadvantages thatthe RFPglid not havea clear target or
measure of success. The allocation was an aspirational amoyrfigure belowwould be
considered a success even if theezeonly a few projectsasis the case fothe EDA RFRwhere

only two projects have beapproved. A key measure of success would have been the knowledge
generatedand lessons identifielecauséhey were considered pilots. Although all the RFPs
conducted reviews in addition to annual reports, these were more quantapregress reports
rather than focusing aihelearning opportunities of the pilots.

31 ndicative funding envelopes for each:

AEDA: up to USD 200M (decision B.10/0
AMSME: up to USD 200M (decision B. 10/
AMFS: up to USD 500M (decision B.10/ 1
AREDD+: up to USBDSGS50M (decision

Also, as the commitment authority for the initial resource mobilization period began dwindling, the Board decided, in
decision B.21/14, to allocate up to USD 600 million for funding proposals through RFPs over the course of its meetings in
2019.

[N N
- —
-

©IEU | 25



Independent Rapid Assessment of the Green Climate Fund's Request for Proposals Modality
Final report- Chapter IV

Il. RELEVANCE TO COUNTRIES

Finding 11. The selection oRFP topics and their objectives are generally and broadly
relevant t o t h@ourtrpawnetship apdsdtipieneneedisare reognized and

reviewed throughout theCN and project appraisal process at the project levelAs outlined in

Chapter II| currently the RFPs present the only supplijven approach fo6CFto seek

proposals related to a specific theme or topic, identified through portfolio gap analysis or other
meansFollowingt he adoption of t he GCFa@esision B.07/06)bmth i nve
t he r eci pandecountly ewnershipltbsaqpear t of t he si x shaude st me
guide a GCF stakeholdgparticularly by providing information tfthe GCFSecretariat, iTAP and

the Boardjwhen reviewing and approving projegts ( d e ¢ i s i RedipieBtneedsharé 5) .

defined as theulnerability and financing needs of the beneficiary country and population

Country ownership is definescountry ownership adind capacity to implement a funded project

The GI provides that tdinvena@g&ch dndvarombte gndistrengithen a ¢
engagement at the country level through effective involvement of relevant institutions and

st akehol de r.®/0%reaffirmg thascountry ovihership ancoaintry-driven approach

are theFund's core principles and establibk functions of the NDA&cal points Decision

B.17/21 outlines the need ficountry ownership to continue throughout the promatie, from

readiness activities, and the pcencept stage, through implementation to monitoring and

evaluation of a projeabd It recognizes thamportanceof effective engagement of and ownership

by all relevant stakeholdeisfor example)ocal governmets atthevillage level,the private sector
andCSOs The guidelines (decision B.17/21) also reaffirm thatprinciple of country ownership

will be considered in the context of all GCF operational modalities and relevant policies. By

design all four piot programmes provide this opportunity for AEs and NDAs to engage with one
another in the early stageshetherthe project idea originates with an NDA or AE), in line with

the enhanced guidelines of country ownership acwLatry-driven approach.

The tgicscovered bythe RFPsare generally areas in which the countries participatiitiy the

GCF haveapproached it fomore assistance or support. For example, direct access is an area that
remains of interest to countries, is directly within the GCF manaliad remains a challentfe

Similarly, not all countries have identified REDD+asapriofitu t it i s part of m
commitments and ambitions under the UNFCCC and Paris Agreement, as stated in their respective
nationally determined contributis (NDCs). The private sectérs p a r tiniclomate @hangeo n

actions is also an area that moational adaptation plarislAPs) and NDCs call for.

The evaluation team reviewed each of the projects approved through the fodrdrirBwe point

of view of their relevance to the countries?o
thec o u n tNARs,eN®®s and other national and regional climate change policiessifliaiton

is not unique to the RFPs. All evaluatsoconducted by the IEU have concluded that, for the most
part, GCF projects are relevant to teepectivenational prioritiesHowever, hisreview did not

seek to assess whether these are the top priorities fpatti@patingcountrieswhich a future

review could assesblost NAPs and NDCs, for example, are very braadthe topics of the four

RFPs should be priorities: national implementation (e.g. direct access), involvement of the private
sector and resuHisasedhayments for forestry services.

Some of the projects that use financial intermedidries example, those approved under EDA
and somén MFST may have lessclaritye gar di ng t heir relevance to

32 Also refers to: Independent Evaluation Unit (202hdependent Synthesis of theeBnClimateFundd s Accr edi t at i
Function
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the subprojects are not providedthe GCF at the time of ggoval. This is by design since these
projects6é business models are devolved to t
the sectorshose projects will aaiponare expected to be aligned with national priorities. For
example, the@bjectives of the two EDA projects are highly relevant to the two Caribbean countries
(e.g. access to finance to the agricultural sector to combat drought). Furthermore, it has been
explained by the project implementers that the NAPs and others infosaléwation of transparent
criteria to evaluate EDA. EDA activities provide case studies and lessons learned to inform
policies under development, such as the NAP.

Country ownership in respect to the RBdality will also be discussed further @hapter VIl
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Chapter V.  IMPLEMENTATION OF THERFPS

KEY FINDINGS

1  The GCF Secretariat human resources allocated to designing, developing agohgdreaRFPs are
scattered, uneven and limitddkewise, heresources deployed to promote and communicate the
RFPs are also uneven.

1 The TOR and selection criteria for three out of four RFPs were incomplete or unclear, which hii
the predictability and transparency in the process

1T The project cycle is similar to the PAP bu
project cycle longer and more complex. The REDD+ process is the only one that is fundament:
different from thePAP and thus from other REPs

1  There is no trend in the duration for the individual RFRS on average across all RFPs, the durati
of the project appraisal process is simila

iTAP and the GCF Secretariat are/were not equippedsess the spific features of the RFPs

Lack of efficiency, incentives and accreditation challenges largely explain the small size of the
portfolio. Ultimately, the lack of incentives is the main factor that has hindered the growth of the
portfolio.

1  The portfolio of RFP projects does not fully respond to the objectives set by the Biralelthe four
RFPs enhanced the targeting relevant to the GCF mandate, key gaps and weakness in achiev
objectives were observed

This chapter willaddress the implementation of RFPs. For this assesdimelivaluation team
considers both the process and the results #sulf the implementation is reviewéar its

efficiency and effectiveness. This chapter asks key questions on the effectiveness and efficiency of

the process, including potential bottlenecks and implementation challéngies asks ithe
projects approved through the RFPs have met the ovemdtlséthe Board approved
requirementsAdditionally, it looks athow the review process compares to the regular project
appraisal procesginally, it examinefiow the proposals and projects approved thrdrighs
compareon different dimensions (e.g. obj@ves, cost, sectors, geographic distribution, expected
results, investment criteria, expected sustainabii@igtiveto the rest of the GCF pipeline and
portfolio. Lastly, it will also reflect on the efficient and effective implementation

|. EFFICIENCY OF THERFPPROCESS

Efficiency typically considers the resources usedenerate specifi@sults. This chapter
considers how the modalities for implementing RFPs affetieidefficiency and how the project
cycle for RFPs compares to the regular PAP. Gihe stage of advancement of the projects, this
analysidocuses on the stages leadindunded activity agreemenEQA) effectiveness.

Finding 12. The GCF Secretariat human resources allocated to designing, developing and
managing the RFPs are scattered, uneven and limiteDifferent teams within the Secretariat
led the RFP development and implementatMRS and MSME were carrielt by the PSF,
while EDA and REDD+ RBP were implementedthg Division of Country Programmingand the
Division of Mitigation andAdaptation respectively. These teams liaised as needed with other
Secretariat departments but were mostly managed by a small group ofestdférsgdedicating
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part of their time to the RFP$The REDD+ RFP was developed by a single staff memimbaa
intern, while the EDA is implemented by three staffo have beeworking parttime onit since
January 2021 (there was no team focusing orRRR before then). On a few occasions, RFPs
have required mobilization of additional stdfbr examplea team ofiround10 peopleassembled
from across the Secretarjaiocessea large number of CNs received under the MFS RFP. The
REDD+ RBP RFP uses egfis from the UNFCCC REDD+ Roster of experts to support iTAP in
reviewing the proposals. There is no central unit coordinating and ensuring that ther&BPs
goodquality and follow good practices.

Finding 13. The resources deployed to promote and communicate about the RFPs are
uneven.MSME and MFS were open only for a specific time period, and during thatttime
Secretariat PSF promoted the RFPs through their networks. The TOR for REDD+ RBP was
developed cosultatively at B.06A specific REDD+ page was created on the GCF website
providing information about the RFP ahdw the GCF supports the different stages of the

REDD+ process. In the case of the EDA RFP, the team developed the new guidelines following an
extensive consultation process and has promoted the concept and the new guidelines in two
webinars and disseminated them with all the NDAs, DAEs and other stakeholders. The MFS RFP
was promoted through several channeisichresulted ira high level of esponses

approximately350 CNs Communications with proponents (AEs and countries) were also uneven
across RFPs. The interviewees involved in REDD+ RBP indicktsgdommunications and

support from the Secretariaeregood. On the other hand, there Viasted follow-up with those

not shortlisted by the MFS RFP process.

Finding 14. The TOR and selection criteria for three out of four RFPs were incomplete or
unclear, which hindered the predictability and transparency in the processPredictability and
transparency are keyCFvalues prescritabin the Gl and the ISP, along with facilitating access to
climate finance. Howevegsattested beloywthe TORs for RFPs did not always provide sufficient
clarity and guidance to ensure that proponents had enowgmaiion to prepare proposals that
would respond to the RFP expectations.

1  For EDA, there was no clear guidance in the original RFP about how the devolved decision
making within projects was expected to be implemented. As a risulGCF found it
challengng to strike the right balance between being directive and restrictive. In its March
2021 report to the Board, the Secretariat ac
the EDA Pilot phase might not have provided an optimal levglimfance to potential project
pr op o A&he Secrétaridtas taken steps to address this by developing new guidadce
enhancinghedissemination of guidance, amoather measures

1 For MSME, the criteria of requiring accreditation before applywege mentioned butverenot
clear to proponents. As a result, more thapeOcenbf CNs received (13 out of 30) did not
have associated AEs and were disqualified. This criterion was not listed in the eligibility
criteria of the scorecard.

1 The MSME RFP sefgion process involved applying several criteria that were not made
explicit in the TOR. Projects obtaining less than 75 points appear to have been discarded.
Furthermore, proponents were informed after submission that there was a limit on the number
of cauntriescovered by one projeanda funding cap per project of USD 20 million.

33 This information could not be corroborated for the MSME RFP, as the Secrstatffiatvolved are no longer with the
GCF.

34 GCF/B.28/Inf.08/Add.03Status of th&5CF pipelinegi Addendum lllUpdate on the Enhancing Direct Access P&&
February 2021.
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For both MSME and MFS, the scorecards did not include specific definitions of the ratings.
Therefore, vaenan overwhelming number of CNs was received for MFS, these definitaahs

to be developed retroactively to calibrate ratings among reviewers. Ultimately, a list of the top
30 CNs was publishednd therespective entitiegere invited tadevelopproposalon their

basis Unfortunately, he details of these ratings were not available taAbksessmerteam

since they seem to have been.|éstrthermoreto date many organizationthatsubmitted CNs
have not received feedback on their submission.

For the REDD+ RBP RFP, some proponent AEsNBés were confused by tHEORs
requirementgoncerning théevel of detailrequiredand annexeseededo support the
proposal, asccompanyinglocumentsuch aghefinancial analysigre not specified beyond
the neobjection letter and the environmenaaid social assessmeAs a result, som
proposalsontainednore than 10 annexes. There appears to have been an evioltitien
requirements sought by the Secretagintethe RFP was initially launched.

Finding 15. The project cycle is similar to the AP but involves additional requirements,
makingtheRFPs & project cycle |l onger and more comp
one that is fundamentally different from the PAPand thus from other RFPs.According to the
assessment e a amélysisproponents have no incents/to go through an RFP process. The

main differences in the review process for RFPs and PAP projects are in the first stages of the
process, which starts with the preparation, launching and dissemination of the RFP. Key

differerces are noted in the preparation and revision of thea@@hbugh in most casesheseneed

to demonstrag compliance with the specific RFP requirements in additiondindinga regular

CN. Following the shortlisting process, then-selectedCNs were ot necessarily rejected@hisis

consistent with th6&CFpracticewherebyall CNsar e facceptedodo and the Se
commentsleaving itup to the proponent to continue the process.Adsessmenteamfound the
Secretariat would oftentrytocore ct CNs wi th AEs, when that was
reviewproces®or would redirect them to the PAP. However, this was not done consistently, as

many of theMFS proponents reporteithey did not gefeedbackabouttheir CNs.

Previous IEUevaluations had already identified this findifk@r example, the FPR concluded that
the business model had not been solutimigen, particularlyregardinghow different actors work
in the system. When the GCF has tried to use other modalities, stinedS#sP orthe RFPs, the
requirementfiavenot decreask and the processing timbaavenot improveal (FPR, p.101)

The followingpointsincludeexamples of steps considered additional to the PARaratided
burdento the RFP process.

There is an additionatep at the beginning for the Secretariat that consists of preparing,
launchinganddisseminating the RFP. For two RFPs (MSME and MFS), a specific timeline
was established for submitting CNs. For proponents (AEs, executing entities, Nib&sjep
involves assessing their interest in participating in the RFP based on their review of the TOR.
As discussed above, for the REDD+ proponents, this genardibatedwhat was expected

But this was not necessarily the case for the other RFPs.

For EDA, an extra stepppearst this stagerequiring theNDA to invite and select
subnational, national and regional entitieptid forwardpilot proposals fothe GCRo
considerand tonominae the selected entities for accreditation

Unlike with the PAP, CNs submitted must comply with eligibility criteria specific to each RFP,
such asusingspecific templates (REDD+ RBP). The REDD+ RBR submissioris much
simpler than the PARt mostly involves providing links to documents alreadyplshed
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additional background as nemthnda noobjection letter from the National REDDecal

point For MFS, a template was not specifieddifference that proved challengimghen

reviewing the submissions. On the other hand, using the same Chralinbf proposal

templates for the RFP responses is not good prawticausehe RFR targetdifferent project

models. In the view of the evaluation team, the new EDA guidelines provide a good example of
how to fAtransl at ed t hhe REPitoftHe diffeeemt sections of theé FPe me n t
template.

1  The review of CNs is structured around the need to select the best or the eligible proposals. The
review of REDD+ RBP CNs is based on a specific scorecard using pass/falil criteria. As for
PAP, projects @ not formally rejected and may be redirected towardSAtkeor simply left in
the pipeline. For MFS and MSME, the Secretariat supported some projects in finding an AE
willing to take the lead on their projeatitfinding an AE was not always successful

1  From that step on, the process for shortlisted or eligible ®¥#is similar to projects going
through PAP, except for REDD+ RBP projects. For EDA, there is a requirement that the DAE
should be accredited before submitting the FP to the BGavdn theintention of EDA to
reach new stakeholders, accreditaidregardeds a bottleneck in this RFP.

1 Inthe MFS and MSME cases, the time between launching the RFP and submitting the CN was
considered tight for some entitigs/¢ months for MSME anthreemonths for MFS).

Again, the REDD+ process is the only one faadamentally differ§rom the PAP and other

RFPs. As presented @hapterll .IV (and inAnnex §, REDD+ RBP CNs and FPs are submitted
on a special template and assessed based on a specific scorecard that focuses on aspects related
specifically to theR F Péxgectations. ThAssessmebt sategories include agvaluationof

carbon elements, nezarbon elements arghvironmental and social safeguards (ES8 results
achieved and the use of proceeds. A review by iTAP is supportddiBZCCrostered experts in
landuse landuse change arfdrestrybecausehe technical requirementsbeassessdare very
specific. Nonetheless, both the Secretariat and i@Requested to assess the project against the
GCFinvestmencriteria. Apart from the distinct CN and FP templaadthe two-stage scorecard
assessment, theieaseparatéermsheet, FAAand simplifiedannual performance report
templates for REDDRBP projects. Moreover, the REDD+ RBP programme has different
underlyingframeworks for logic angerformance managememoth are distinct from the rest of

the RFP and notRFP projects.

Finding 16. There is no trend in the duration for the individual RFPs but on average across
all RFPs, the duration of the project appraisal process is similar to the PAB duration.
Notably, the RFPMFS takes longer in the approval process, whettesREDD+ RBPapproval
processs shorteli even shorter than the regulakf® FigureV-1 andFigureV-2 illustrate the
result of this processoncerninghetime eachapproved projeateededo go through all the steps
of the project cycle.
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Figure V-1.  Approval cycle timestamps for projects under theifdRFPs
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While the number of projects for some RFPs is too limited to identify clear trends, the times are
relatively similar to those of the PAPexcept for MSMEwhich has very long delays between CN
and FP submissiorrgureV-2). Based orrigureV-1, all MFS projectsequiredat least two years

to obtain Board approval, and someguiredthree years toeachexecution The most delays
occurredbetween CN approval and FP submissibimis mayfurther point toproblens of clarity in

the RFP8announcements and TORs. MSME projects s¢semto have aelativelylong timeline

for example, of the four projects presentefigureV-1, only FP048 and FP114 completed the
project approval cycl&. Data forthe REDD+ RBP RFP indicatehe process from CN submission

to Board approvaik relatively swift(310 days), with delays occurring mostly between FAA
execution and effectivenegdotably, the FAA was signed on the same day or within a vaéek

Board approval for four of these projed&er thefour projects managed by UNDP, the average
number of days from Board approval to FAA execution consistently decreased over time. It should
also be noted that these comparisons are made only with the PAP, which can be considered quite
lengthy.

The RFP pilo programmes have failed to meet the expectations of project propeizeadgs the
targeted project generation efforts made by the @@Fto the little difference in the average

duration of project approval. The findings suggest that publication d&tFRs signalled to

35FP029 lapsed and FP028 was originally in the PAP and was brought into the RFP process when its FP was already
ready.
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potential proponentthat theGCFhadan urgent andtronginterestn fill ing in the portfolio gaps
in suchthematic areaasdirect accesandthe private sector. This created an expectatinrong
stakeholdershatthe GCF wouldorioritize and give special consideratiorptmjectsmeetingthe
RFP$requirementsHowever, no mechanism was in place to mesethxpectation, which
translated ito alow number of approved projects desjitiéial high public interets Several
interviewees highlighted thahis couldcreate reputational risk for the G@Rddiscourage
various entities from engaging within future.

Figure V-2. Median number of days between key stages of the project cycleF®s and PAP

(PAP-119)
1200
1000 970
800 693
600 511 514
400 223 253282 277 230 - K 310
a00  140'%° 01538 o 104 I I
o, — III III
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mRfPs @ PAP mEDA mMSME mMFS = REDD+

Source: IEU DatalLab
Note: CN: Concept note submission | FP: Funding proposal submission | BA: Board approval

Finding 17. Given that RFP projects go through the reglar project cycle (PAP and SAP),
accreditation continues to pose a challenge to the implementation of RFPs, even with an
explicit commitment in one case to reduce timelinesJnaccredited mtities that responded to the
RFP had to go through the same acitagidn process as those applying to the GCF through the
PAP. This was significantissue for MFSwhich attracted the most naccredited entities. The
case of MFS is particulgrimportantbecaus¢he RFP came with a commitment to facilitate
accreditatbn to proponents and seemed to explicitly target new entities. The TORs stafi that
cases where winning proposals are submitted byacoredited entities, the full funding proposal
and accreditation application will be progressed concuri@#ftitowever, thisregulatory
requirementvas not applied, and ultimately the RFP did not contribute to accrediting new entities
(seeChaptetV1.1). In cases wherthere were delays and accreditation was the reason for not
progressingthere were instancesuch as by the PSF, to try atwhnect existing and eligible AEs
to the shortlistd CNs. This was the case for FP128herethe original sponsor, the Spanish
financing development agency (COFIDE®jthdrew theCN for internal reasondButthe

proposal continuedvith the PSHiaising with the MUFG Bank who soughtthe B o a ragpéosal
for theproposal.

Finding 18. Except for the REDD+ RFP,iTAP and the GCF Secretariat are/were not
equipped to assess the specific features of the REBRcing arextra burderon DAEs and

IAEs. In the other three RFPs, iTAIRd the GCF Secretariase the same frameworks used for
regular PAP projects, even when these proposals respapecific requests. While RFPs are
testing innovative mechanisnms/olving devolved decisioimaking and funding mechanisms for

developing cantrie®MSMEs, i TAP6s expectations are the s

36 GCF/B.16/10/Rev.02
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inconsistengiven that these specific project features are a requirement and a main focus of the
RFPs. Thisnconsistencyas not only created axcessiveburden for AEs btjin some case$ias
alsocaused additional implementation delays. Another example is thé GCF utbeesan f
accreditation procesmdthe same investment criteria framework. The exception is thedFP
REDD+RBRi n whi ch t he Se ofthe FPaspecificallfillowsa scerecard thag n t
generates ratings on which the Secretariat and iTAP have to agree. In this case, there is also a
requirement to demonstrate compliance with the @@Estment criteriaA nonexhaustive

review suggests thabth the Secretariat and iTAP were less demarithiaig usuategarding
compliance with these criteria, as demonstraig@AP reviews andhe review othe

S e c r e tsubmiited EP8Fswer details are provided on the use of proceeds than for regular
projects,yeSe cr et ar i a toinment reahainiafflaAiBh&rdevel and tend to focus on the
same aspects across projects. The Setgwhich ar i
is not usually the case for projects submitted thrahgtPAP.

Il. EFFECTIVENESS

This section discusses the capacity of an RFP to fulfil the expectations for which it is used in the
context of the GCF and established by the Board. There wergetmarakxpectationsFirst,

provide an alternative way of reaching/accessing the GCFwypagnersAnd secondbring

attention (and finding) to gaps in the climate change lands¢apaeam also assessbéd

likelihood of thistool contribuing to theG C F ébgectives

1. EFFECTIVENESS IN ACCESSING THEGCF

Finding 19. Board approval ratesare very low for three out of four RFPs.For three RFPs, the
success rate is I#r cenbr less, meaning thatostproponents were not successful in accessing
the GCF through the RFP. Tipsrcentag@ppears low considering that the RFPs are expected to
targettheirrespondents and provide guidance to clarify expectations. As presented in the next
section andableV-2, commitments through approved projeats disbur&ments are low.

TableV-1. Proportion of projects approved compared to initially submitted CNs
SUBMITTED APPROVED SUBMITTED/ FPAPPROVED
EDA 22 2 9%
MFS 350 5 less than 2%

MSME 30 437 13%

REDD+ 12 8 66%
Source: |IEU DatalLab

Finding 20. Results are uneven in terms of the approved projects, total amounts committed
and disbursed by the different RFPsThe RFPs have yielded a total of 18 projects to date, while
a few others are progressing towards approval. These repregmt déhof the total number of
GCF approved projects date and 1er cenof GCF funding committed (as of March 2021).

The REDD+ RBP RFP representpé cenbf total GCF commitments and p&r cenof funds
committed through RFPs.

371t should be noted that one of the projects approved under MSME (FP028) was initially submitted through the PAP and
is therefore not part of the projects initially submitted in response to the RfP.
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Results are uneven in terms béttotal amounts committed and disbursed by the different RFPs.
Commitment is low under the EDA RFP (only two projects apprqoued)these projects have
moved faster to disbursk contrastMFS has committed more of its funds, but disbursement has
been extremely low, even though two of the three projects were approved byladler/(2).
Overall, this mans that of the USB0O0 million the three RFPs approved in 2@t®iexpected to
allocate to their respective topit¢sSD 447 millionhasnot been committetf and onlyUSD 56.4
million hasbeen disbursedn the other handhé¢ REDD+ RBP has committed ifands, and
disbursements rates are higbnsideringpayments are made in a single disbursement at the
beginning of the project.

TableV-2. RFPs commitments and disbursements (as of March 2021)
SRS APPROVED LT % OF COMMITTED
RFP SIZE(USD COMMITTED (USD | % COMMITTED o

FPs FUNDS DISBURSED

MILLION ) MILLION )
EDA 200 2 30 15% 42%
MFS 500 5 263.4 53% 6%
MSME 200 3 60 3096 43%
REDD+ RBP 500 8 496.8 99% 57%
Total 1400 18 850.2 61% 40%

Source: IEU Datalab
Note: *RFP MSME funding amount wasibsequently capped at USD 100 million at B.13/22. Considering
the cap at B.13/250% were committed for the MSME.

Finding 21. Lack of efficiency, incentives and accreditation challenges largely exgih the

small size of the RFP portfolio Ultimately, the lack of incentives is the main factor that has

hindered the growth of the RFP portfolio. Survey respondents (including both those who did

and did not apply to an RFP) indicated that the challengés the unclear eligibility criteria, the
complexity of the process, and their organiza
effect of unclear eligibility and guidelines is especially visible in the pipeline BaareV-1)

when comparing the high number of CNs submitted to some RFPs wihdabessful FP&ee

ChaptenV.l). The delays between CN selection and FP submission also speak to the general efforts
required for the CNs to become approvable FPs.

Accreditation has been a major factor hindering the geaoarat projects under the RFPs. This
appears to havearticularly affectedEDA, asthe accreditation profile required for implementing

this type of financial intermediary is very specific (for example, intermediation 1 ahig)25

AEs had this profildy the end of 2017. Nonetheless, this number has since increased to 51, while
demand for the EDA RFP has ratanged® implying that other factors also had an influence. As
other evaluations in the GCF have pointed thé high burden and long accreditatprocess

have disincentivized participatiom the GCF°

The lack of incentives is the main factor that has hindered the growth of the RFP pdftfodipt

for the REDD+ RBP RFP, the process to approve projects is siffilarprojects going through

the RFP could also be approved through the regular PAP without fultiiengdditional

requirements (e.g. specific criteria, specific submission timeline). Furthermore, unlike for the PAP,

38 Since the amounts allocated by the Board to the RFPs are not set aside, the balance is available for the GCF to do
regular programming. The amounts allocated areassrved or earmarked for the RFPs in the GCF accounting.

39 GCF/B.28/Inf.08/Add.03

40 See for exampldEU (2019) AnsgarEussneand others (2020)
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the submission of a CN is mandatory, which automatically adépaHte financial incentive for
AEsin knowing there is a specific envelope dedicated to a topic may be undermined by the
(formal or informal) financial caps applied to proposals. This also applies to REdbDut which

several stakeholders concur that phiee set by the Board for emissions reductions (USD

5(COe q) is | ow andlowhbad gli o | fyr witttga.ct 0

2. EFFECTIVENESS IN SUPPORTING GAPS IN CLIMATE CHANGE FINANCING

Finding 22. The portfolio of RFP projects does not fully respond to th@bjectives set by the
Board. While the four RFPs enhanced the targeting relevant to the GEmandate, key gaps
and weakness in achievingRFP objectives were observedThis finding further complements

the discussion i€hapter IVontherelevance othe RFRsto the GCF mandates. Each RFP had its
own criteria to assess CNs and/or EdPsuild a portfolio of projects thaespondo the RFP's
purpose TheEDA RFP was the only one that did not rate the CNs against specific ¢riteria
insteadthe projects are expected to have certain specific featureé\sBeesmerfound that the
selected FP fare relatively well against these critéfide resulting pofolio of projects is

therefore one that incorporates specific key features requested in the TORs, such as an enhanced
involvement from NDAs in project origination and oversight (EDA) or minimal concessionality
(MSME). Most projects perform well againsost criteria but have weaknesses on one or two
criteria, a threshold that is considered appropriate.

The four RFPs have enhanced the focus of GCF financing on topics that are relevant to the GCF
mandate and to the countriesolved However, key gaps and weakness in achietliegR F P 6 s
objectives were observed. The TORs and explicit eligibility criteria do not necessarily completely
reflect the purpose of each RFP as established by the Boardvdloation team's revieagainst
theexpectations set out in the TOR also indicates that the projects selected, in their final form,
conform to a large extent to these expectations and make for a more targeted, specific portfolio.
These requirements have caused the portfolio for each Rt&¥eédts own set of specific features
(seeChaptedll. lll), such as a thematic focus, increased private sector involvemtetuse of
specific financial instrum@s. Some of the key features of these portfolios are presentedls

V-3.

TableV-3. Key achievements and gaps of the project portfolio forRiPs

Key 1 DAE-led projects i Mobilization of i Effectively 1 Full

achievements 1 Enhanced private sector targets MSMEs commitment of
involvement from ~ actors 1 Mix of envelope
NDAs in project { Equity financial 1 Implementation
origination and investments instruments of RBPs for
oversight f High cofinance  { Minimal REDD+

1 Experience with ratio compared to concessionality § Predictability of

devolved regular PSF the process in
mechanisms for projects line with
funding UNFCCC
adaptation request

i1 The two projects
approved are in

41 For RFP review processes that involved quantitative ratings either @\l FPstage (i.e. MFS, MSMEml REDD+
RBP), grades are mostly between 70 and 80 per cent, with a few projects having higher grades.
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SIDS and Africa,
as targeted

i1 Both projects
include examples
of community
based/local
organizations anc
local government
actively involved
in the project

Key gaps 1 Onlytwo (outof 9§ 2/3 projects do 1 Unclearif it 91 Uniformity of

Iweaknesses the 10 expected) not specifically contributes to AEs (All UN
projects approvec target ii nnov a organizations)
1 No new entities Aunderre and new and benefi@ry
reaching the GCF areaso f technol countries (7/8 in
_private sectar 1 Only one GCF Latin America)
:‘g(s:hesag:]hey priority country § Insufficient
some adaptath demand and thi
co-benefits projects 'S sector
approved

i Less focus on
adaptation which
was the key inten
of the MFS

Finding 23. To date, the RFPs have not achieved significant outcomes due to the limited size

of the current portfolio. The RFPs have helped the GCF create specific projects respdieding

the most parto theB o a regpéctationsindbringing highly relevant topgto the discussion

table, as RFPs were expected to do in the ISP. In that sense, the GCF has used the RFP to clearly
communicate its interest engaging with the private sector at large and small scale and for
enhancing country ownership through devoldedisionmaking mechanisms. However, since the
number of the approved projects through REMgited, the outcomes in these specific areas will
alsobe limited. On the other hand, the success of the REDD+ RBP RieBisgto demonstrate

the feasibilityof countries reaipg the benefits of their REDD+ effortmd the challenges

involved which mayhelpfurther incentivize countries to advance their REDD+ processes. The
reports to the Board with updates on the RFPs are iatie to whats normallyexpected for

pilot programmes. The reports are quantitatpresenting progress on processes fall short on
presenting lessons that could be relevant to other parts of the GCF or to the RFP itself. The
reporting will be dscussedurtherin subsequent chapters. As discussed below, the new guidelines
of the EDA haveconsideredeedback from consultations with AEs and Secretariat, staith
makesthe guidelinesmore appropriate than the original TORs
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Chapter VI. VALUE ADDED

KEY FINDINGS

1  The RFPs did not achieve their potential objective of providing improved access to funding. It fi
to bring new partners to the GCF

1  Country ownership as a principle is directly recognized by onlyafitbe four RFPSEDA and
REDD+ RBP. Country ownership as an investment criterion is applied across all RFPs, as they
the regular funding proposal review process by the iTAP and Secretariat.

1  RFPscomplemenbperationgsame project cycle and subj¢atthe same policiesHowever
coherencavith these operationamits effectiveness and thus reduces value added.

1  Across the RFRshere is no value added for gender approaa=eall proposals must comply with
GCF policiesincluding the gender policfHowever,by designEDA and MSMEs reach local
stakeholdes directly.

In principle and expectation, RFPs are supposed to provide an additiotalforaccessg GCF
funding forspecific types of project§ heycan be used to focus @CFidentified gaps in climate
financing reaclhing targeted potential recipients of the finance or respgto a specific request
from the UNFCCC. The evaluation team explored four aspects &FRRehat aralsolinked to
the mandate of the GCF, its policies d@tsdnvestment criteria:

Accessibility
Country ownership
Coherence and complementarity (internally and externally)

= = =4 =

Application of the gender lens

This chapter addresses these aspectpanwidlest h e a s s keg fding. Mhisdsection also
provides linkages to other aspects of the @t@fare important and were already considered in
earlier sections of this report. In particular, this chapter considers potential or actual impaets of t
RFPs, in addition to those discusse€hmapter Von the implementation of RFPs and their
efficiency and effectiveness. Other considerations were investifjatetldingthe sustainability

of the RFPs anthe application ofaclimate rationale. However, due to the limited number of
projects and early iplementation statishe evidence on sustainability was considered scarce and
inconclusive. Furthermore, stakeholder interviews conducted foA#issssmemdemonstrated

that the evidence on the application of the climate rationale is weak. It shoutedehrre that

other recent IEU evaluations found a lack of definition and guideegagdingthe concept of

climate rationalé? Thus, it was decided that thdssessmentvould not further consider the

concept of climate rationale.

I. ACCESSIBILITY

Access is a cruci al part of the mandate of th
will provide simplified and improved access to funding, including direct access, basing its

42 Refer to the IEU evaluationtidependent evaluation of the adaptation portfolio and approach of the Green Climate
Fundand ndependent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiyv
Island Developing States
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activities on a countrgriven approach and will enaage the involvement of relevant

stakehol der s, including vulnerable groups and
45 | ays out that Athe Access to Fund resource
implementing entities acedited by the Board. Recipient countries will determine the mode of
accessand both modalities ¢ an GORalsopmddds resouroeslfotr a n e o
readiness and preparatory activities to enable countries to directly access the Fund.

Progamming with the GCF would regularly be done following a coudtiyen approachased
oncountry programmes, entity work programmes @htsubmission. One alternative to this
approach is the targeted project/programme generation, including the laur€Rf R
Accessibility to the GCF was considered by the evaluation team in the following ways.

Firstly, the team analysed whether and to what extent the four RFPs improved access to the GCF
for a wider and new range of relevant stakeholders and proponerst&spleict is important as the
GCF business model relies on the development and implementation of proposals and projects
through AES that is, GCF funding proposal generation and developareentirely entity/NDA

driven, but with the RFPs, th6CFhas an opportunity for targeted project generation.

Secondly, another aspect of accessibility intrinsic to the GCF business model is the accreditation
of entities. Entities need to be accredited to implement projects, inclimiag generatefdom the
targetedproject/programme generatiapproachAccreditationrmaster agreemendMAS) need

to be effective before the FP is submitted to the Board for consideration. Based on an FPR finding,
the GCF als@acknowledgeshat the typeof AEs availablearenot sufficient to implement the

GCF mandate, particularly with a limited (although increasing) number of entities that are national
or based in GCF recipient countries or from the private s&ttor.

43 GCF IEU 2019 Forwardlooking Performance Review of ti@&CF (FPR2019).
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Figure VI-1.  Accreditation timeline for AEs that applied fdRFPs
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Finding 24. The RFPsdid not achievetheir potential objective of providing improved access
to funding. It failed to bring new partners to the GCF.None of the AEs that haapproved
projects generated from the RFPs are new to the GCF. Most entities that sub@iteccee
already in the accreditation pipeline before the RFPs were launched/advertised. This was the case
even for the MFS RERvhich was very broadly advertised and received 350 proposals from a
diverse set of entitiesddost ofthe initial proponents of the shortlisted projects, who were not
accredited or had not started the accreditation process, were replaced by AEs (e.g. MUFG) when
the proposal moved forward in the preparation process. One proponent was in the process of
gaining accreditation and has since received it yet was also rapidly replaced during the process.
This is the case even when the pipelines of the four RFPs are cedsider

The recently completed IEU evaluation of the GCF portfolio in the SIDS also found that the RFPs
have not been successful in developing a project portfolio or pipeline for SIDS and have not
responded to the urgent needs of these countries. OnlyRealtave been approved in SIDS, one
each under MFS and EDA.

Accreditation is the key issue thatimately determines iin entity caraccess the GCHhe
accreditation model, as currently implemented, is not suitable for the RFPs, particularly when the
objectve of the RFP is to bring new organizations to partner with the GCF. The RFPs did not
provide any incentives for institutions (although decision B.14/08 prioritized entities that
responded to requests for proposals issued by the GCF). This prioritizasamot well defined

with guidelineghathindered its operationalization by the accreditation team. Although any entity
nominated by the NDAfocal pointcansend a CN in response to an RFP, they will need to be
accredited by the time the projecbi®ught to the Board.

The need to create incentivefor new organizations to access the GCF has not been
considered in the RFPsThe project-specific accreditation approachcould serve this function

for the most part but requires clarity on certain assumpions. At the last Board meeting
(B.28/March 2021),ie GCF Secretariat presented a document on the Updated Accreditation
Framework (GCF/B.28/12). In this document, the Secretariat proposes thatjdetspecific
accreditation approadfPSAA) should appl to any funding proposal submitted by entities not yet
accredited to the GCEspeciallyDAEs and entities responding to RFPs issued by the GCF (para.
23). The Board has not approved the new framework, although it has previously agreed to the
principles & PSAA (decision B.23/11)Evidence in this\ssessmerinderscorethe need to
consider creating incentigéor new organizations to access the GTlfis approachurgently

needs consideratipm particular for entities that the GCF would like to targethsas direct

access and private sector entities. Theretbe?SAA should address some of the key
assumptions whenis launched Currently, it is assumethe PSAA reduces the processing times
for the entire process and reduces the associated burpgesjeaft proponents while considering
effective and efficient due diligence, although this expectation is not stated within the Updated
Accreditation Framework.

Taking the EDA project in Antigua and Barbuda, Domiraca Grenada (FP061) as an example,
one of the expected outputs of the EDA project is to support at least two entities to become
accredited. It is expected that one in Dominica and another one in Grenada become accredited
since the entity of Antigua and Baida has already been accredited. However, both countries face
several constrainis satisfyngall of theGCF 60 s a ¢ aeguwrenientsadud twlimited capacity

in their local institutions. Interviesrevealed that the project estimates, based oexperience of
Antigua and Barbuda, would cost about U&ID,000 fora Catibbeanentity to become accredited.
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Few entities in the regionould afford such an amoufithe project is developing a manual that
will explainaccreditation to the GC&s it appliedo the local context, in particular clarifying all
the requirements.

[I. COUNTRY OWNERSHIP

The GI states that ][ -drivenapproachdahd proindtel andstiengshene a
engagement at the country level through effective involvement of relmgitutions and
stakehol der s. 0 Fol Faowihifaginvestment feachenprk (dezisiono f t he
B.07/06), country ownership as an investment criterion is defined as beneficiary country
ownership of and capacity to implement funded projd@untry ownership continues through

the project cycle, from readiness support andgarecept stage to implementation and monitoring

of results® This section assesses to what extent the RFPs have added value to the country
ownership in each of the stagésline with the project/programme activity cycle.

Finding 25. Country ownership as a principle is directly recognized by only two of the four

RFPs EDA and REDD+ RBP#¢ Country ownership as an investment criterion is applied

across all RFPs, as they follow the regular funding proposal review process by the iTAP and
Secretariat. County ownership is a key principle for the GCF. Most recently, tBe lddicated

that atits core,programming depends on fully implementing and strengthening country
ownership. It aims to do this by articulating a clear approach for countries to accé&Rhe
empowering developing countries to identify, design andempht projects and programmes that
support the GCF mandate. From the point of view of the RFPs, the key question is whether this
way of accessing the GCF enables a coudtiyen approachAmongthe fourRFPs only the

EDA RFPincludesthe improvement ofauntry ownershipvithin its explicit objectivesit

interprets improving country ownershag responding to country priorities antproving capacity

to financeclimate changéy devolving decisiormaking to the national and sudtionallevels.
Throughout the interviews, both projects approved so far were considered to have high levels of
country ownership. Implementers consider that the EDA improves country ownémgtipiew

data suggest thatdolvingdecisionmakingis a key factolin this improvement. Project
implementation can be considered much closer to the ground, with direct lines of communication,
improved agency of local actors and a monitoring and evaluation funictitie integrated to a
higherthan normal levelThe sulprojects are aligned with NAPs, NAPs for specific sectors, and
other national and subnational climate change policies and strategisof thenincluded

extensive consultations witkepresentatives from thmublic and private secteand key NGOs.

EDA and REDD+ RBP are the only two R&®#at recognize what is important foountryowned
processes. Forinstanées hi ghl i ghted in the | EU6s eval uat.i
important elements of countgwned processeascludebuilding local cgpacity inclimate
managemenstrengtheningapacity and cooperation between state andstate players and
encouraging@ccountability.

For the other RFPs, country ownership is considered during the preparation of the proposals and
during the Secretariaind iTAP reviewsas is the case for PAP. In all cases, the reviews
considered country ownership as highrticularly for EDA and REDD+Since NDAs do not

explicitly participate in the proposals generated by the other threg RE#8iews with them

44 Decision B.04/05 reaffirms that country ownership and a couttivgn approach are the core principles and establishes
the functions of the NDAs/FPs

45 Decision B.17/21

46 Concept ofcountry ownership is directly expressed in the RFP EBd\ia the specific template of the RFP REDD+
RBP. The RFP EDA, MFS and MSME also follow the standard CN template for the PAP and SAP process.
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indicated they have limited understanding or even knowledge of the propasedported in
interviews and also in the PSF review of the MFS RRBwasparticularlythe case for the multi
country proposalsvhich are similar to ther GCF proposalsnd wherghe AEs have problems
obtaininga no-objection lettef’ This phenomenon is nobnfinedto the RFPs. Many of the NDAs
did not clearly distinguish the RFP as a distinct means of accessing the GCF. The case of REDD+
is alsoperinentsince the projects approved are in countries witing history of this topicand

the RFP targets the final stagetloé REDD+ programmeA support letter was also required from
the national REDD+focal point In this context, the countries with@pved projectshat maket

to this stagdnavedemonstrated strong commitment to REDD+. The use of the proceeds from the
REDD+ payments is defined by the countries. In conclusion, while RFPs comply with country
ownership as a principle and investmetitecion, the RFPs only provide limited additional value

to country ownership at the GCF.

IIl. COHERENCEAND COMPLEMENTARITY

Coherence and complementastyeanother key principle within the GCF. The Gl providest

(para.33fit he Board will develop methods to enhanc
the Fund and the activities of other relevant bilateral, regional and global funding mechanisms and
institutions to better mobilize the full range

considered not only the complementarities and coherence between each RFP and its projects with
external entities but also within the GCF and the countryhiclwthe projects are under
implementation.

Finding 26. RFPscomplement GCF operations (same projects cycle and subject to same
policies). However, coherence with the operations limits effectiveness and thus reduces value
added. Utilizing existing instituions, financial mechanismandprocesses and procedures are
generally key elements of the RFPs. This can bo#blebut also hamper coherence and
complementarity. This requirement provides the space for internal coherence and may have even
improved effiéencies. The complementarity happens at the natem@GCF level. At the GCF

level, all RFPs follow th& C F éxisting project cyclgproponents can utilize existing modalities

and levels of support, which to a certain extent ensures the processfiexisiing procedures.

For example, the REDDRBP RFPindicates the GCF will support the three REDD+ phases
throughthe GCF6 RPSR PPF, SAP and the regular project cycle funding.

On the other hand, utilizing existing internal GCF processepaneéduregan also be considered
ashortcoming of the RFPsince some of them may need special processes. One key GCF
procedure that has caused confusion and some level of frustration is the proposal reviews by the
Secretariat and iTAP utilizing the GQfivestment criteria framework. In the casdlte EDA

model, the GCF investment criteria are insufficient to appraise projects of thdilED#ature,

where project activitigsubprojects are decided at a later stage (often after Board approval).
Rather they are better applied at a programmatic level. The REDD+ RFP developed its own
review criteriafor responding to the requirements of the special topic of REDD+, but projects were
also assessed against GCF investment crifaittkough the approach usedsAtexible).

Regarding coherence at the national level, the EDA RFP explicitly indicated that the projects
should utilize, as much as possible, existing mechanisms for devolving deueiamg and
disbursing fundsBoth approved projects fulfdd this requirement. In the case of Dominica, the
project is implemented usirgmechanism established by the GEF Small Grants Program. As

4" GCF/B.23/12/Add.03
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mentionedpreviously the strong country ownership of the projects generated by the RFPs is due
to the projectScoherence witmational/subnational climate change progmaeg strategies and
policies. Thischaracteristiés not necessarily unigutoRFRgenerated projectss it is also

reflected in otheGCF projects.

The results of linking GCF RFPs with other ongoing, relevantiitiatives have been mixed.

None of the RFPs requsspecific coherence or complementarities with other operations or
initiatives. In the case of the EDA RFPs, the Adaptation Fund recently called for proposals on its
EDA initiative. Although the Adaptation Fund explained that they reviewed and used thiyrece
approved GCF EDA guidelines for their own REkRereareno explicit plansfor the GCF and the
Adaptation Fundo work together. There is an expectation that there will be some links between
the two institutions, as in other areaserethe GCFcould play a rolein scaling up Alaptation
Fundinitiatives. In theREDD+ RBP RFP caseoherence with external organizations is crucial
since there is a risk of double payment for the same emissions reductions. H&RBR&are

tracked on the UNFCCC websitind the RFP included additional measures to avoid duplication
These measurésclude validationof which other emissions reductions have been purchaseal and
commitmentrom governments when countries do not have a fully established mechanism to
avoid duglication. Furthermore, the GCF RBPs are also reported on the UNFCCC website.
Interviews withrepresentatives froAEs and NDAs confirmed duplication hadtoccurred and

that coherence at the country level was gaamrdingother ongoing REDD+ and foregtr
interventions.

IV. GENDER

The GCF is the first climate finance mechanism to mainstream gender perspectives from the outset
of its operations as an essential decisitaking element for the deployment of its resources. The

GCF GI (par a. 3 wilsstrive toenaximizdthetimpachoéits furkding for

adaptation and mitigation, and seek a balance between the two while promoting environmental,
social, economic and developmenthmnefits and takingagendere nsi t i ve approach
equality coniglerations are expected to be mainstreamed into the entire project cycle to enhance

the efficacy of climate change interventions and ensure that gentienetits are obtaine€d This
sectionconsiders how the RFP TORs take into accthmiGCF gender policy and principle of

gender equity and how this was reflected in the approved projects.

Finding 27. Across the RFPsthere is no value added for gender approaches, as all proposals
must comply with GCF policies including the gender polcy. However,by design,EDA and

MSMEs reach local stakeholdes directly. It was expected that the proposals from RFPs, as
regular GCF proposals, will have to follow the requirements and considerations specified in the
GCF Gender Policies. The TORs did podvide background on how gender would play a role in

the RFP topic The requirements and consideration around gender were expected to be complied
with at the project leveln line withthe GCF Gender Policy. The TORs of the MFS and EDA
provided some spéic reference to gender. The MFS TORs indicated that the concessional
resources of the proposals should be extended in such a way as to increase gender equality and that
the grants provided (up tofger cenbof the GCF contribution) could be used to dgpaimong

other things, gender equity opportunities. During the review of the MFS proposals, the Secretariat
and the Board developed a scoredhat includedjuestiongegardinggender. In the case of the

EDA RFP, the new guidelines indicate that projetisuld consider gender in termstiogir

48 GCF website as of May 202fttps.//www.greenclimate.fund/projects/gender
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beneficiariesProjects shoultarget local actors addressing gendamsiderationsand gender
shouldbe included in the criterieor selecting subprojects ensure the EDA facility delivers the
expectedgender outcomedhe MSME TORSs alscequiresthese proposat® support gender
sensitive technology and technical assistance to women farmers.

As expected, ahe project level, all proposals complied with the requirements ohgavgender
assessment and action plan. The proposals have identified the role of women in climate and in
specific topics for examplefemaleentreprenewwhipor womerd soles in forestry and ecosystem
services. The Gender Action Plans are considergdad quality, withwell-definedprogranmes

with concrete activities, indicators and outcome that ensure gender inclusion as a priority. Some
project implementers considered that disaggregatedtieneficiariedy gender as a key

measure of gender didbhcapture thg r o j actoa d@nbitions to implemegendefresponsive
adaptationSome project implementers also described this indicator as superficial, suggesting it
could potentially detract from a project's genuine commitmeansoling genderempaverment.
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Chapter VII. LESSONS FROM THE GCRFP

EXPERIENCE

KEY FINDINGS

1  Knowledge management and mechanisms for institutional learning from RFP reviews complete
lessons learned across all RFPs, are not estahlished

IEU lessons from previous evaluatidmnighlighted the perception and need for RFPs

1 Learning opportunities regarding design, capacity, predictability, exit strategy, communication ¢
engagement are not shared across the GCF. This assessment identifies some of these potenti
opporturities.

102. The implementation of the RFPs provides valuable lessons both for future RFPs and for the GCF
as a whole. Three of the RFPs were approved in 2015, and one in 2017. Their implementation,
including accepting the CNs/FPs and reviewing the proposaisgh RFPs, was spread over time,
as illustrated belowHigureVIl-1). They were approved as pilot programmes, with the expectation
that they would generate lessonsfisture RFPs. Pilot programmes themselves should also
identify, test and verify certain aspects of the underlying themes and programmes and help the
GCFto identify approaches and windows to address certain themes beyond the pilot programme.
As discussedarlier inChapter I\, knowledge management and learrémgcrucial for successful
progamming. This chapter addresshe question of how the GCF is generating learning for the
future implementation of RFERs atool for targeted project/programme generation.

Figure VIl -1. Timeline of RFP implementation

=A@ | O | regene:
Board
approval: .

ws @ — ”
RFP Active: D

MSME o ]
REDD+ RBP q (N
Jan 2015 Jan 2016 Jan 2017 Jan 2018 Jan 2019 Jan 2020 Jan 2021

Source: TOR and annual reports for respective RFPs

103. Finding 28: Internal reviews on each RFP weraindertaken by the Secretariat. However,
knowledge management and mechanisms for institutional learning from RFP reviews
completed and lessons leaed across all RFPsare not establishedSince the first RFPs were
approved in 2015, the Secretariat has dttbchannual reports on the RFPs to the Board, providing
mostly quantitative updates about the progress of their implementation. The Secretariat also
submitted at B.23 reviews of the MSME and MFS RFEReghich briefly identified some of the
challenges faatbutofferedlimited lessons and recommendations for improvements. They do not
appear to have involved consultations beyond the use of Secretariat inforfhAsaeguested by

49 GCF/B.23/12/Add.0&ndGCF/B.23/12/Add.04
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its TOR, the REDD+ RBP RFP conducted a midterm review of its experienceagrdgs in

2020, which included valuable lessons from implementing this RFP. It interviewed both NDAs

and AEs in this process agralthough it has not yet implemented the possible improvements
identified, the report states that they will be considerethfsR F Priexst phasé® In December

2020, the EDA team conducted a sedessmenitt included consultations with internal and

external stakeholdeebout its procesandled to the publication of new guidelinédhe guidelines

are an improvemermn the original TOR and are expected to help address several of the challenges
faced by that RFPseeChapter V. Beyond these examples, there was no clear mechanism fo
institutional knowledge managemaeamtfor drawing lessons from individual REA=urther Jesson
learning across RFPs could not be demonstrated.

104. Finding 29.1EU lessons from previous evaluations highlighted the perception and need for
RFPs Asynthesisof he | EU6s past eval uaedxistsofthe ndechfar s h own
RFPs to address specific topics within the GC

1. EFFICIENT, PREDICTABLEAND TAILORED PROCESSES

105. Finding 30. Learning opportunities regarding design, capacity, predictability, exit strategy,
communication and engagement are not shared across the GCHis assessmenitlentifies
some of these potential learning opportunitiesAlthough it was enabled By EDD+ 6s uni gqgue
context andistory ofthe REDD+ effortsundertaken by countries and entities in the last decade,
the predictability and clarity of the REDD+ RBP were instrumental in enabling the approval of
eight projects in three years. Key features of the process from which other RFPs and thayGCF
draw lessons includie following

1  The scorecards were developed with definitions for what each rating meant, which was not the
case with earlier scorecards (MSME, MFS). According to interviewees, these could potentially
be further clarified, buanychangeshouldavoid making the scorecardso restrictive.

1  The templates are tailored to the RFP and incorporate all the requirements expected from CNs
and FPs.

i The capacity of both the Secretariat and iTAP to assess the prsgom®st solely based on
the scorecard criteria and with the added support of technical expdhis.dase obther RFPs
andthe SAP, the review of projects that aimed to be diffemmte using the same project
approval cycleggenerated bottlenecks and proven challenging for proponents. While there is
room for improvement, the REDD+ RBP RFP has tested a process that is tailored to the needs
of the proposals submitted.

106. Lack of clarity and predictability can lead to unexpectedlis, like the submission of too many
(or too few) or inadequate FPs, or extended delays, which is inefficient both for proponents and for
the GCF Examplesnclude:

Unfulfilled expectations about an accelerated accreditation process, especially for MFS

Unclear requirements and scorecards: as discussed previously, not all Board requirements were
reflected in the tools used to assess projects, and some key guidelines were ngtsexgbliais
limits to the budget or number of coungie

1  Lack of clear timehes for responses

50 GCF/B.25/Inf.06/Add.01: Analysisfdéhe experience with and the progress made towards achieving the objectives of the
pilot programme for REDEplusresultsbased payments: a midterm review, 19 February 2020.
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2. PURPOSEFULRFPs

107. Previous paragraphs demonstrate the need for the GCF to ensure its procedures are adapted to
meet its ambitions. As each of the RFPs has its own purpose or objectives, as established by the
Board, considering the means u@gd to achieve these results may indicate the need to adapt
processes or to strengthen the incenti#es.the casef, MSME, itslow uptakeis duein partto
the lack of incentives, as tlappraisaprocess is the same and projects are capped at USD 20
million. On both EDA and MSME, there were occurrences where the framework used by iTAP
was not adapted to the requirements of the RFP.

108. RFPs have demonstrated their potential to reach out to a broduierljgyond the usual
international actors. The MFS process has demonstrated this, not aigrgg number of CNs
received bualsoby the variety and quality of projects submitted that would not otherwise have
beenachieved The project FP151/FP152 wasdorsed by the Global Innovation Lab for Climate
Financeasa mong ft he most promising trahsformative

109. Onboarding new entities or targeting underserved sectors requires new capacities tolbe built.
appears RFPs have not futionsidered apacitybuilding, which reduces the likelihood eapid
delivery. One of the reasons the REDD+ RBP RFP could achieve faster results is that all AEs are
large United Nations organizationgth previousGCFexperience and lorgtandingexperieice in
the countries they supported to access RBPs. For new entities, PSOEqtiAchallenge may
not be solely accreditatioit mayalso involve learning to interact with an entity such as the GCF.

110. A key challenge for RFPs is to find the rigi#tlance betweermn the one handbeing prescriptive
to ensure proposals respond to fhe P gpecificaimsandensuing the process is clear and
simple and on the other hanaljowing flexibility that fosters the innovation that the GCF is
always looking for.

111. Also, another key challenge for the current RFPs ia lack of business continuity or exit plan
or strategy after the pilot programme ends.The approval of REDD+ RBP prasis currently
suspended after the initial budget envelope for the pilot prageamasfully committed by the
eight approved projects through RFP.

3. COMMUNICATIONS AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

112. Communication campaigns and tools are useful and necessaryconteat of RFPs. They not
only helpattract potential proposals and proponents but also convey the general interest of the
GCF for specific topics. In addition to general communications, communication tools can also
support potential proponents in the@aikion to apply and ipreparingtheir proposals. Specific
information about the RFPs can be (and has been) shared via webhparson events, the GCF
website and so forthTranslating the TORs into operational guideljresswas recently done for
the EDA, rather than working from Board decision textan help clarify the process for potential
applicants.

113. This highlightedthe importance oflear and transpareabmmunication$o prevent peopléom
having unrealistic expéations about th&FP,which could underming h e  Gapldiian of the
GCF, especially among the new target populations that it is trying to teacigh the RFPs (e.g.
private sector, DAES). It is important that the messaging is consistent willClRes capaci t y .

114. Consultations during the development process of an RFP can help improve its alignment and
support from relevant stakeholders. The development of the REDD+ RBP RFP involved a multi

51 https://www.climatefinancelab.org/project/? sfm_status=Endoef$@d-Fire%20Winner%2CIn%20Development
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stakeholder consultation process, as did the new EDA guidefiitasugh the context for doing

so for REDD+ idifferent(REDD+ efforts have a specific framework they must comply with),

getting stakeholders around the table appears to have enabled a more cohesive vision to emerge for
each RFP.

Box VII -1. Lessons anabservationsdhy RFPs

Recurring themes in interview data on EDA

115.

116.

117.

118.

The EDA RFP has underperformed by delivering only two approved projects from the 10
expected Both entities were already accredited to the GCHjmiting its effectiveness in terms of
delivering increased opportunities to developing countries to devolve the deniskimgin
allocating funds, especially adaptation funds, in a flexible and locally relevant manner. Several
elements explain this:

The TORs were unclear, and there was no clarity at the GCF of what devolving denaiorg
meant.

When the RFP was launched, only a limited number of ®d\Elified for it.

The requirements for organizations to participate were fAigbrewas a tension beeen the
targeting of national DAEs and accreditation requirementsh as having financial intermediary.

The review process by the Secretariat and iTAP applied the same framework as for regulay prc
thusfailing to recognizehat details of subprojects would not be available with this delivery mode

The funding cap was low (up to USD 20 million per project) compared to the high transaction ¢
accreditation.

There were no new entities attracted to this RFP.

There was neoordination with other climate funds regarding the complementarity with similar
effortsi for examplewith the Adaptation Fund.

The new EDA guidance, dated December 2028,a great improvement to the TORs prepared
in 2016.These new guidelines, basedthe TORs, will provide more clarity to the implementatiol
of the existing RFP.

The EDA is seen as havinthe potential to support the kind of local adaptation that for
example,is relevant and effective in SIDSIt offers an opportunity to work at theagsroots level
with local communities, indigenous populations and the local private sector and to leverage
traditional knowledge and practices on how to adapt to climate change. This RFP is closer to |
DAEs normally work (e.gprovidinggrarts to localcommunities an€SO9. The majority of SIDS
thatDAESs consulted during the evaluation were either considering or pursuing the EDA modal
EDA has considerable potential to deliver climate results at scaleountry-driven approach and tc
accelerate ivestments in SIDS (based on the IEU evaluation of the GCF experience in SIDS).

The RFP underestimated the transaction cost of the entities implementing this mod@&lhere are
high transactions costs bothbecomingaccredited and implemeng the EDA model The burden
is higher asthe RFP targeted entitiéisathave, for the most part, less capacity than international
entities. The entities would have to go through the accreditation predesh implies ahigh cost
andan obstruction tgarticipation. Given that theationalentities are expected to function as
financial intermediarieghey beaihigh transaction cost¥heseoriginatein the fact thathe entity
hasto ensurgheavailability of theinternal capacity to use¢tEDAmodd as well aensurethe
capacity of potential recipient Thelatter may be challenging ésese recipientare likelyto have
minimal experience irmpplying/preparing proposals for financial suppesipecially inclimate
change topics.
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Recurring themes in interview data related to MFS

119. The MFS allowed the GCF to attract private sector proposals that might not otherwise have
come through existingAEs. However, the involvement of those private sector actors was genel
limited to the shortlisting of the CN, after which the accreditation process became too cumber:
allow timely implementation of the selected projects. As a result, many of theabpgoject
sponsors were replaced by entities that were already accredited. The Secretariat commsected t
original CN sponsors who were not ready or willing to be accreditedAEs that were able to step
in and process the CN to FP and Board approval

120. The number of CNs received far exceeded expectatiorEhis can be attributed to (1) explicitly
stating in the TORs that eligibility extended to PSOs without prior accredité®iptihe effective
communication campaign to advertise the RFP beyond tte tasget audienc€3) proactive
reaching out by the GCF Secretariat to potential developers and spédsexpectations the
funding per projectvould be largeand (5) initial communication to proponents that the processi
of proposals would be diffent than PAP (a featutbatthe Boardaterchanged itgosition or).

121. None of the approved projects were pure adaptation projectf2SAG provided a recommendatic
that subsequently informed the MFS RBRocus more othe private sector in adaptatiohhis was
not fulfilled.

122. Ultimately, there was no real value added or incentive for going through the RFP for
applicants, given that the process was the same and that entities needed to be accredited to ¢
the GCF funds.

123. The quality of projects receivedvaried greatly, partly becauseproponents did not always have
prior experience with GCFtype proposals.However, some were excellent, and their high quali
was attributed to a combination of innovative ideasgowtd communications due RSO
proponentdacking GCF experiencairing external consultant® assist in messaging and presentil
proposals in the GCF format.

124. The GCF was not properly prepared to launch and implement this RFPThe TOR did not
require proponents to use any specific formats, theesards were insufficiently detailed, no proce
was established to facilitate accreditation as originally stated, amdithieer ofSecretariat staff
allocated the tasWwas insufficient to managelarge number of CNs received in various formats.

Recurring themes in interview data related to MSME

125. This RFP responded to a real need in developing countries for funds targeting specifically
MSMEs. The currently approved projects cover four countries, of which none are LDCs or SIC
despite this having been ookthe RFP critee andpoints offocus.

126. The number of CNs received did not reach expectation80), and the number of approved
projects remains loywith only four FPs representing ®@r cenpf the envelope. To increase the
number, at least one project was sourced from the regular GCF pipeline and inserted in this R
process.

127. The TOR were unclear and presented several gapBroponents were informed after submitting
their CNs about the fundincap and the limit to the number of countries that could be covered. -
mandatory requirement for an AE at the time of CN submission was not understood by many
proponents, and the methodology for selecting projects was unclear.

128. Ultimately, there was no alue addedor incentive to go through the RFP for proponents given
that the process is the saasfor the PAP. Moreover, as the envelope for the MSME was on the
smaller side, it did not constitute a strong incentive for AEs. The review process wamadso s
which is not compatible with the fact that these projects cannot identify at the FP stage all the
MSMEs they will partner with.

129. The quality of the projects received was deemed similar to regular proposals
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Recurring themes in interview data relatedto REDD+ RBP

130.

131.

132.

133.

134.

135.

This RFP has enabled the GCF to respond, at least partially, to the UNFCCC request

provide adequate and predictable access to developing countries to REDD+ RBPs. The proce
relatively predictable, and several countries have obtaind®sRi8 their REDD+ efforts. Limits are
related to the size of the envelope (which is nonetheless adequate for a pilot) and to the price
carbon. Furthermore, the 2020 IEWaluation orESSstates a few ways in which this RFP deviate
from the requirements of the UNFCCC in the Warsaw Framework.

The REDD+ RBP RFP has not beneféd a wide variety of countries nor involved diverse AEs.
No GCF priority countries have benefitfrom this RFP (seven out of eight projects are in Latin
America), and all AEs are largenited Nationsorganizations. This is a direct refteon of the
complexity of REDD+, the fact that it requires strong institutional capacities to be implementec
information and analysis that few countries have.

This RFP led to financing a portfolio of projects that could not have been funded by the GCF
otherwise.While REDD+ projects can be funded through the PAP and REDD+ readiness can
supported by theeadines programme, RBPs required modifications to the project approval cyc
enable it to work for results that had already been achieved.

This RFP has tested and demonstrated the feasibility of a project approval process that is trul
different from the PAP, guided by detailed scorecards that enhance transparency, predictabilit
efficiency. The short Clé a significantaichievement as it focuses on specific eligibility criteria,
leaving detailed design for the FP stage. Bringing in specialized expersigpgort iTAP has also
helped make the process smoothenofableachievement of this RFRasenablingiTAP to assess
the proposals based on the specific features of the RFP, inclulitfingesttouch review of the use o
the proceeds.

The effectivenessnd efficiency of the REDD+ RBP RFP was facilitated by several external
factors that could make replication to other topics challengingTheseinclude:

The extensive prexisting normative framework on REDD+, and its relative alignment with that ¢
the GCHe.g. in terms of the focus on ESS)

The work conducted by countries and by other stakeholders for over a decade
The specific technical expertise of AEs involved

This RFP is likely to generate outcomes that go beyonefir@ojectsi namely (1) the
denonstration to developing countries that REDD+ can effectively yield RBP2ateksons for
countries and organizations about implementing RBPs.
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Chapter VIIl. CONCLUSIONS

136. The following chapteoutlinesthe ninekey conclusions from the assessment. To reitetfzitas
not a comprehensive assessment of each of the themes addressed by the fdRatRERE is an
examiration ofhow each of the RFPs was developed, implemented and closed. The key
conclusions rgzond to the following key review aredee GCF mandate and strategy, the GCF
business model, the GCF operations and procemseéshe results and learning frahe RFPs.
Apart froma range of interviews and an extensive review of GCF docunteesssesment
includesa survey oRFPgood practices. This chapter discusses the conchisased on two
aspects: RFFas a modality and mechanismdRFPs as a tool for targeted project/programme
generation

1. RFPs AS A MODALITY

137. Conclusionl. The RFPs areunable to addresshe GCF businessmodél s s h or .tTleeo mi n g s
implementation of the RFPs did notresolvethe GCF business modél s ¢ h anlmlakéng g e
the Fundmore accessible to nationahnd private sectorentities. The four RFPs havalowed
the GCF to provide additionfihancing on these themes. The proposals generated through the PSF
RFPs could have been financed through regular GCF funidinghese RFPs increased public
awarenesslhey alsancreased the focus @hetype of partnerso work with in addresmg
climate changefor whom the GCF has been less attractive in the past. Unfortunately, the GCF
struggled taattract new partners through RFPs, exedtit the RFP REDD+ RBRwvhich
illustrateshow the GCFsuccessfullyadapedto the needs of the theme and the partners.

138. As an alternative mechanism to generate projects/programmes, RFPs had the potential to
overcome shortcomings the GCF business model and internal processes, including the delays
and hurdles of the accreditatiprocess and the lengthy and unpredictable project approval
process. Unfortunately, in the end, the RFPs did not result in additional national entities or private
sector entities partnering with the GCF. The business model has not been sdlixiens
particularlyregardinghow different actors work in the system. TREPproject cycle is similar to
the PAP but involves additional requirememtsking the RFP project cycle longer and more
complex. The differences between the RFP project cycle and thafeafdominantlyin the
first stages of the process, which starts with the preparation, launching and dissemination of the
RFP. Key differences are noted in the preparation and revision of the CN, although in most cases
this step involves the need tomenstrate compliance with the specific RFP requirements in
addition to submitting a regular CN. The REDD+ process is the only one that is fundamentally
different from the PAP and from other RFPs since these proposals are submitted on a special
template an@dssessedccording ta specific scorecard hishasresulted ina shorterprocessing
time compared to thetherRFPs It demonstrates the benefits and the possibilities related to
finding different processes to approve projects.

139. Conclusion Il. The RFPs dd not provide an incentive to proponents regarding the project
cycle or accreditation.New entities interested in accessing @@Fthrough an RFP had to
respond to the RFP by preparing the CN and the FP while seeking accreditation at the institutional
level. RFPs did noaccelerate access accreditatiorior more projects to access funds through the
RFPs(even though this was part of the MFS TORspvided an incentive for new entities to
become involved with the GCF andtimately, helpedrespond to climate finance needs faster.
Indeed the RFPs addn extrastep to the PAP project cycle, given that CNs are not currently
mandatory for the PAP. Furthermore, RieEBponsesequiremorejustifications than a regular CN.
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Funding caps also lingtl interest from potential proponents, especially given the complexity of

the procesOtherkey issues for proponents are the unclear eligibility criteria, the complexity of

the process, and their organi z atThelowdstakd of mi t e d
RFPs is a missed opportunity for SIDS since the RFPs have been ineffective in geR@siting

SIDS. The RFP EDA hasrongpotential to support the kind of local adaptation that is relevant

and effective in SIDS.

140. Conclusion lll. There is no RFPmodality or mechanismper seestablishedat the GCF, just
four individual RFPs. RFPs, as &pe of projectand programmerigination did not have clear
objectives, and neither the Board nor the Secretariat provided guidance on how to undertake them
or providedany lessons from other experiences. The Secretariat leveraged the opportunity of
designing each of the RFPs in a different wHyis is a good practice since multiple elements must
be considered when designing each RFP, including the theme, the targeted prapudtaets
specific complexity related to targeting financial instruments or approaches. The problem was that
the initid three RFPsvere not entirely clear regarditigese crucial elements, particularly the
Awhyo (e.g. objective and purpose) of the RFP
specific and technical topic, was able to provide more concrete informatiere iBhevidence that
the TORs improved over timand some of the missing elements were incorporated. Three
concrete examples afa) the improvements in clarity on requirements and expectations put
forward in the REDD+ RBP TOR§)) new guidelines of thEDA, and(c) the delay of the fifth
RFP on climate technologiased on theiew thatthe GCF business modiels i nher ent
shortcomingseeadto be addressed befdeunchinga new RFPGCFhas ncclear way to
measure oaframework in place to inform thedening from innovations within pilot programmes.
While adequate flexibility in the design tife RFPs can be observed, flexible frameworks and
indicators for monitoring and reporting were not alwagparent

2. RFPs AS A TOOL FOR RRGETEDPROJECTPROGRAMMEGENERATION

141. Conclusion IV. As explained below, ahough these are not selected systematically, the
RFPO s tarmpe crsel evant to the GCF mandRFPprojeatnd t he
is responsive to country ownership, recipient needend GCF policies and follows GCF
operations and processes. The RFPs generally provided the GCF with a tool for targeted
project generation, but the RFPs were not used effectivelfach project under the RFPs is
responsive to national priorities and plamsito identifiedvulnerabilities and barriers to climate
finance Each projectollows the same GCF operations and processes and are coherent with the
GCF policies. However, given this coherence, the Rfffes limited added value to the GCF.

142. The GlI, ISPand USP identify\G C F $trategic priorities, referring to partners, groups of countries
and themes. The EDA, MFS and MSME RFPs show direct linkeet@ C F §trategic priorities,
while the REDD+ RBP links to a direct mandate from the UNFCCC. The RiePsrategically
targeted and, to different degrees, have allowed GCF funds to be strategically dedicated to priority
issues for the GCF

143. FPsdeveloped through the RFPs follow the regular PAP and SAP. The Secretariat and iTAP use
no specified investmentiteria for the project appraisal process. For instance, country ownership
as an investment criterion was assessed high for projects under the four RFPs, as they follow the
regular funding proposal review process by the iTAP and Secretariat. Country luy@era
principle is directly recognized by only two of the four RAP®A and REDD+ RBP? For both,

52The concept ofountry ownership is directly expressed in the RFP EDA and in the specific template of the RFP REDD+
RBP. The RFP EDA, MFS and MSME also follow the standard CN template for the PAP and SAP process.
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the approved FPs utilize existing national institutions, financial mecharasiigrocesses and
procedures, providing additional coherence at countsl lhat may improve efficiency during
implementation. The ToRs of the MFS and EDA RFPs explicitly referred to gender.
Complementarity with other ongoing relevant initiatives by other climate funds has been mixed

Conclusion V. The RFP operations do not flly incorporate generalstandards ofgood

practices. This hindered the efficiency of the processedmong the elements that were missing

are clear guidelines and definitions (EDA), definitions of ratings for scorecards (MSME, MFS),
and predictable and traparent information about response times, funding caps, eligibility
thresholds, or required information in proposals and plans and strategy for business continuity.
These missing elementsquiredadditional efforts for proponenseekng additional clariy and

the Secretaridh retroactively resporidg to questions from proponents. One common element
among all of them was that the proposals had to follow the regular PAP or SAP processes and had
to comply with all GCF policies. Given these additional laya&rthe RFP on the regular PAP
process, the predictability of the funding opportunities was often limited. On the other hand, clear
TOR, guidelines, online information and consultations while preparing,RERsmake the

process more effective and eféiait. This is demonstrated by the REDD+ RBP RFP and the more
recent experience of EDA RFP. With a limited team but effective communication and TORs that
enabled high predictability, the REDD+ RBP RFP has the highest number of projects approved in
the shortst time. Whereas all RFPs have different levels of precision in their TOR, all have been
considered as yielding projeatdevant to the GCF and country neeegardless of their level of
flexibility. Experience from other organizations indicates thatelage nayenerally agreedpon
standards on how to launch or conduct an RFP, but that cleaislEOd®mmon feature to most

RFPs.

There are no further specifications on the business continuity or exit strategies of RFPs. RFP
implementation has little relevance for learning, scaling and replictienfour RPs were
approved as pilot programmes by the Bo&mlimportant element gfilot projects is their aim to
assist in learningThey providdessons learneflom implementation challengefspm testingand
monitoring androm implementingnnovative and risky project ideas. For instance, the presence
of unsuccessful projects coyddovide further valuable learninglevantto applyinginnovationto
future climate adaptation and mitigation solutiddewever successful pilotinglsorequires

further planning and strategy fbusiness continuity and scaling opportunitesone typial exit
strategy after a pilot phase. The reports to the Board with updates on the RFPs are limited in scope
and content; thegenerallydo not provide information on the expectations for pilot programmes,
insufficiently focus on lessons leathandoftenlack clarity on exit plagor strategies

Conclusion V1. The R F P abictive to help fill gaps in climate change financing is not fully
achieved.No clear linkageexistsbetween thelaunchedRFPs and the portfolio gap analysis.
The Assessmentould not find any evidence that the RFPs are clearly linked to the portfolio gap
analysisundertakeratthe GCF duringthe IRM period. Althoughseveral discussiorecurred

during the Board meetingsegardinghow the GCF identifies potential investmentignity areas

and use RFPs for addressing them, there is direct linkage. objective of RFPs to help fill gaps
in climate change financing is not fully achieved. As indicated above, there was no fobcess
identifying these gaps and strategically déegiwhich to select. The topics were ideigd by
Secretariat stafff PSAG and then discussed and approved by the Bt@edthan going through a
transparent and strategic process of identifying these financingAapsone of the RFPs,

REDD+ RBP, responds to a request from the UNF@&€n though other actorsuch aghe

World Bank, the GEF, the Government of Norway, national governments) were or are already
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providing funding for REDD+ RBPs, iapush for large sda, adequate and predictable RBPs.
The other three RFPs were selected to respond to shortcomings in the GCF business model
particular access to the GCF BYAEs and by the private sector. Furthermore, the approved
financial allocations to each of thd-Rs were based dhe availability of GCFfunding rather than
on the actual financial gap. The RFPs were supposed to be pilots where ideas would be tested and
learned andthus it was unrealistic texpect they would fully address existing climate finance
gaps
147. On the other hand, trepprovedorojectsgenerated by the RFPs a®en asesponehg to country
priorities which arguablyrepresent gaps in national financig the Assessmeifdcuses on the
RFP rather than project leyélisnot withintheAs sessment 6s remit to addr
address finance gaps in countries.

148. Conclusion VII. The human andfinancial resourcesdedicated todeveloping and
implementing the RFPs areneither sufficient nor even.The teams working on these RFPs were
smal, with only a fewassignegarttime staff. The Secretariat was not sufficiently prepared to
develop and implement these RFPs. In the case of MFS, the efforts came from across the entire
Secretariat, which was a good practice,rlequiredmore resourcethan anticipated (particularly
due to the high number of responses). The new team assigned to work on the EDA has
demonstrated how additional resources can be higgrigficid to the effectiveness of RFPs.
Indeed, the team has conducted consultationgwaldping TORs/guidelines and is providing
enhanced support to proponents, particularly to entities that are national, with capacity limitations.
The REDD+ team demonstrated the need for specialized technical capacity to respond to the
technical issuesisedby proponents. The resources deployed to promote and communicate the
RFPs were uneven. The Secretariat used its own networks and existing events to promote the
RFPs.

149. Given that the topics were very specific in each of the RFPs, mostly following diffecalels
(e.g. EDA, REDD+) or working with different entities to the most common ones (e.g. private
sector) the Secretariat, Accreditation Panel and iTAP apgiede sizefits-all approach to three
of the RFPs, reviewing thePsas if they werdor the PAP. The lack of a streamlined assessment
approach renderdtie Secretariat and iTAM -equipped to assess the specific features of the
RFPs leading to insufficient and uneven implementatibneir reviews did notonsiderthe
specific topics of the RFPs except for REDQvhereexpertsn the fieldwereengagedo support
the iTAP reviews.

150. Conclusion VIII. The low humber of approved projects limits the potential impacts of the
GCF in the areastargeted by RFPs Learning opportunities from the design, appraisal and
implementation phasesare limited due to the lack of specific knowledge management and
results managementThe number of projects approved for three out of four RFBbd®n lower
than expectedvhich further limits thepotential impact of the GCF for those themes. The four
RFPs generated 18 projeatshich represents lier cenf the total number of projects approved
to date by the GCF and @®r cenbf the allocation for the four RFPs (this proportion decreases to
44 per cenif the REDD+ RBP is excluded, as it has basically used up the allocation). The low
number of projects approved reduces the potential impact

151. Learning opportunities from the design, appraisal and implementation are very IWit#e two
out of four RFP have provided inpuis the expected learning dimension from these pitbts
learning is insufficient. The RFPs have not broughttiea learning through specific results
measurement naparticular design for knowledge management. foiue RFPs were approved as
pilot programmes by the Board. There was an expectation mentioned in the TORs that each of the
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RFPs would be assessed to extract lessons about both their topic and the process. The midterm
review conducted for the REDD+ RBP RfHilled this expectation by providing detailed lessons
and options for the way forward, and the sedfessment conducted for the EDA RFP resulted in
the devel opment of new and i mproved guidance.
for the twoPSF RFPs but contained limited lessons and recommendations for improvements and
did not involve consultations. The reports to the Board with updates on the RFPs arelstioe

to what would have been expected for pilot programmes, with insufficieas fon lessons that

could be relevant to other parts of the GCF or the RERhermore, the update reports on pilot
programmesack guidance othe business continuitexit planor strategy for sustainabilitythe
approval of REDD+ RBP projecis currerily suspendedasthe eight approved projects fully
committed the initial budget envelope for the pilot prograntimeughthe RFP. ThisAssessment

could be considered part of this learning process but not a substitution, especially as it does not
focus onthe technical aspects of the RFP topics

152. ConclusionlX. To date, the RFPs have not achieved significant outcomes due to the current
portfoliod s | i mind ethk prejécizde i n c i p i Thenachiegement ofitke RFPs will
be limited largely to those of each individual project.There has been no leadership or
experience sharing with other organizations regarding the topics selected for thecB&€liag
their potential impacts. Given theniited complementarity and coherence engagement with other
organizations, thékelihood ofimpactsis also reduced. In the case of REDD+, its experience has
contributed to demonstrating the feasibibityd challengefor countries to reap the benefits of
their REDD+ efforts, which may contribute to further incentivizing countries to advance their
REDD+ process.
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Chapter IX. RECOMMENDATIONS

T

This Assessmemecommendshatthe GCF consider the followintptegories of actiongrocess
level shortterm, modality level mediumtermandstrategidong-term

PROCESS LEVELSHORT-TERM

Recommendation 1The GCF should continue to consider RFPs as a tool for targeted
project/programme generation and focus investments on specific themes. This would require
clear articulation of the R F P pugpose andobjectivesand ashared understandingof the
limitations in the RFP processPotentialobjectives couldim to:

Promote projects in specific areas of strategic priority, for instance, the private sector, DAES, or
adaptation

Foster innovation or promote scaling up of proven approaches or ideas
Complement othefunding (also outside the GCF)

Recommendation2. Regarding the selection of topics for RFPs, the GCF shoufdrategically

and transparently identify future topics and themesthat respond to global needsgarding

climate change financing and address GCF portfolio gagisiding itsstrategic parameters,

portfolio allocations and targetstom an overalGCFprogramming objective of the GCé&n
opportunityexists totarget areas where thdea lackof proposals s.a way to proactively manage
pipelines and portfolios against expected outcomes specified in strategic plans or other relevant
strategiesSelection of topics for RFPs should be evidence based aridarly linked to

previous analyses. Such analyses could include, among others, a portfolio gap analysis,
stakeholder analysis, market analysis and portfii performance prediction.

Recommendation3. The GCF Secretariat should considedesigninga standardized RFP
processbased onuniversally recognizedgood practices and on a theorgf change withwell-

defined assumptions.The RFPs at the GCF should improve their predictability,

transparency, and consistency andncentivize the participation of the right actors.There is a

need tdind a balance between being prescriptive in approaches and processes for topics that are
well researched with proven evidence of sucegstbeingflexible in the eligibilitiesto foster

innovation The Assessmentcommends that tHeCF,

Define budgetary considerationsfunding caps per projeshould be cleaso that proponents
can prepar@roposalghatbetter reflecthep r o j fenantiabcentext

Ensure predictability of the RFP project cycleby clarifying

- The type of support the @ponents will get in the process of applying and once they are
shortlisted

- Whether the CNs/FPs will follow the regular project cycle or a special path
- The monitoring and evaluation process

Define review processList and defiie the criteria or scorecarih the announcemeniThe
announcemerghould alsoncludeeach ¢ i t emeightn@irs calculatingap r o p ossoeel 0 s
andmovement to the nestep. These elibility criteria should reflecallt he GCF 6 s
expectations.

Define target audienceldentify targeted proponengnd develop cleand preciseligibility
criteria.
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1 Provide thematic specificity:En s ur e tthiensaticRIEUR or $opiis specifig
unambiguousind clear.

II. MODALITY LEVEL MEDIUM-TERM

Recommendation 4The GCF should consideilinstitutionally establishing the RFP asa

institutional modality. To do this, the GCF should define systematic processes and frameworks
for the RFPs, from desigimplementationto management for resulté/hen establishing the

RFP Modality , the GCF Secretariat shoulddevelopinternal guidance on how to prepare
RFPs.Such guidance may be useddevelopinguture RFPsandto provide clarity and

transparency to proponents. Some of the elements or good pramiedeady under

implementation by some of the RFPs issued by the GCF but not consistently across all RFPs. The
new guidelines for th&FP REDD+ RBP and RFP ED#ontaingood practices that should be

used for developing the guidance document.

Recommendation5. The GCF Secretariat should identify an internalstructure to centrally
coordinate, review and appraise the design and implementation of RFFStom an operational
perspectivethis structurewould be best managed lblye strategy team to ensuhe modality and
selected topics fully fit with the implementation of the @Cétrategic plan. Té strategy team

should provide guidance to the rest of the Secretariat on good practices, ensure they are followed
oversedhe quality of RFPsandensue the tgics are relevant. Technical groups within the
Secretariat should still identify and manage the Rbésthestrategy teanshouldbe the

custodian of the modality and play a technical backstopping role on RFPs.

lll. STRATEGICLEVEL LONG-TERM

Recommendation6. The GCF should assess and clarify th® F P pugpose and usaegarding

the business modelThis would clarify assumptionsand expectatiors asthe modality. For

examplet he GCF coul d rokeinamprovingiaccess ta spBRcHi®target population

of institutions considered important for the GCF to fulfil its mandate. Furthermore, the GCF needs
to consider how the RFP relates to other modalitieprimgramming witithe GCF, such as SAP

and PAP The GCF should also consid®ow the RFP relates business model frameworksuch

as accreditation and investmdérameworksIf the RFPs are identified as a means to resolve
challenges in the business model, the desidhelRFP process would require corresponding
changes.

Reconmmendation 7. The GCF should use RFPs to emphasize its convening power in climate
change finance by focusingn particular topics and themesand emphasking its
complementarity and coherence principlesThe GCF should partner with other relevant
institutions and activities, internal and external to the GCF. This proaé/efRFPs to expand
or create partnerships should increase the potential impact of the GCF funding.

Recommendation8. The RAPs shoud improve the GCF business model to provide incentives
for the proponents to come forward to participatein and increase the effectiveness of RFP as
a modality. Such incentives may include:

1 Technical support, particularly to those proponents that doavet &xperience with the GCF.
The GCF should consider simplifying acces®RSPand PPF for those applying through
RFPs or providing tailemade technical capacity from the Secretariat similar to the SARteam
work on supporting certain entities
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Simplify the accreditation process. This could invabgerationalimg the PSAA, currently

approved imprinciple bythe Boardor other means of facilitating the access of new entibies
the GCFE

Aligning the Secretariat and iTAP reviews to the relevant topih@RFP for exampleas
happensvith REDD+).

Fasttracking the processing of the proposatsiclarifying the differencebetweerusingthe
RFPand usinghe PAR
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Annex 1. TERMS OF REFERENCE

These are the terms of reference of fetlP modalities available at the GCF:

GCF/B.09/05: Additional Modalities that Further Enhance Direct Access: Terms of Reference for a
Pilot Phase

GCF/B.10/04: Applying Scale in the Assessment of Funding Proposals

GCF/B.13/15: Establishing a programmatic framework for engaqvith micre, smalt and
mediumsized enterprises

GCF/B.18/06: Request for proposals for the pilot programme for RBDB resultsbhased
payments
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Annex 2. ASSESSMENT MATRIX

AREAS OF ASSESSMENT DATA-COLLECTION METHODS DATA SOURCES DATA ANALYSIS METHODS

1.1. What is the strategic objective of the GC q  Document review RFPdocuments 1  Comparison between official
RFPModality? What are the objectives o 1 Interviews with stakeholders ﬂ Board decisions documents and other sources

the four pilot programmes? (Secretariat staff and Board ¢ |nterview notes
members)

1.2. How d_id the GCF operationalize tR&P |  Document review I GCF documents 1  Mapping the processes
M_oc_ja_l!ty: TQR_for each_of the four R_FPs: Interviews with stakeholders {1  Board decisions
eligibility criteria for projects; campaigns i :
and communicatiostrategies; level of 1~ Online perception survey ~ {  RFPdocuments

responses, expected outputs outcomes, 1  Survey responses
1.3. What is the currerRFPportfolio for each §  Datalab internal datsets i DatalLab 1 Quantitative analysis d®FP
of the fourRFRs? pipeline and portfolio
__—
2.1. How relevant is thRFPModality to the I  Document review Governing Instrument Qualitativeassessmeruf
LiznthsT%g?O??ﬁ;%tgifvemeoryOf 1 Interviews with stakeholders ﬂ Boarddecisions dogum?nts review, mtervnte_:ws
g 7 (Secretariat staff, Board 1 Interview notes and online surve_y perceptions
members, CSO and PSO : 1  ToC of themodality
representatives) I  Online survey data

1  Online perception survey

2.2. How relevant are the four pil®FPs to the §  Document review 1 Proposal and projects 1  Deep dive study
needs and priorities of the countries? 1 Interviews with stakeholders documentation

(NDAs, country CSO/PSO, ﬂ Country policy documents

AEs) Interview notes
3.1. How smooth was the implementation of §  Document review 9  Secretariat documents 1 Qualitative and quantitative
the RFPModality? Were there any 1 Interviews with the 1 Interview notes assessmemf documents review,

Secretariat, iTAP,
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AREAS OF ASSESSMENT DATA-COLLECTION METHODS DATA SOURCES DATA ANALYSIS METHODS

bottlenecks/challenges during
implementation?

3.2. Have the projects approved through the
RFPModality so far met the overall remit
of the Boardapproved requirements?

3.3. How does the project cycle (e.g.
preparation, review, approval and
disbursement) for the propals and
projects approved through the RFP
compare with those of regular FPs?

=

==

=A =

independent units, AES,
accreditation candidates
(project proponents), NDAs,
CSO/PSO representatives,
with focus on those with
direct expeience with both
the process through ttFP
Modality and the regular
process

Datalab internal datsets
Online perception survey

Reviews of project
documents

Datalab internal datsets

Interviews with Secretariat
(OGC, OPM, ORC, DCP,
DMA, PSF), iTAP,
independent units, AES,
NDAs, with focus on those
with direct experience with
RFP, Board members or
alternates

Document review
Datal abinternaldatasets

Interviews with Secretariat
(OGC, OPM, ORC, DCP,
DMA, PSF), iTAR,
independent units, AES,
accreditation candidates
(project proponents), NDAs,
with focus on those with
direct experience with both
the process through the RFF

T
T

= 4 4

Datalab
Online survey data

Board decisions, project 1
documents, Secretariat and
iTAP reviews

DatalLab, IPMSPPMS T
Interview notes

Online survey data

Board decisions, Secretarial
reports to Board, Bard
documents, other Secretarie
documents on

implementation modalities,
project documents, time
stamps

Datalab
Interviews notes
Online survey data

data set, interviews and online
survey perceptions

Deep dive study: Review of
project documents, including
reviews by Secretariat and iTAF

Portfolio and pipeline analysis

Deep dive study: Qualitative anc
quantitative comparisoof

project cyclesRFPand non

RFP and level of reviews
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AREAS OF ASSESSMENT DATA-COLLECTION METHODS DATA SOURCES DATA ANALYSIS METHODS

3.4. How do the proposals and projects
approved througRFPs differ (e.g.
objectives, cost, sectors, geographic
distribution, expected results viestment
criteria, expected sustainability, etc.)
compared with the rest of the GCF pipeli

SEOH

and portfolio?

To what extent has tiRFPModality been
effective? What were the outcomes of th 1

RFPModality beyond individual projects®

Modality and the regular
process

Online survey

Document review T
Datal abinternaldatasets

1

1
Document review 1
Interviews with Secretariat,
iTAP, AEs, NDAs 1
Online survey ﬂ

Board decisions, Secretarial
documents (especially
guidance documents)

Interview notes
Datalab Il

Board decisions, Secretarial
reports to the Board

Interview notes
Online survey data
Previous findings

Deep divestudy: Qualitative
assessment of documents revie
interviews and online survey
perceptions

Portfolio and pipeline analysis

Qualitative assessment based a
(i) findings from previous
questions, and (ii) review agains
the ToC

4._Value added of RFP ——_

4.1. Accessibility: Does th&FPModality
improve access to the GCF for a wide
range of proponents? Has the RFP
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f
f

Modality attracted new potentially eligible 1

proponents?

Document review
Datal abinternaldatasets

Interviews with Secretariat
(OGC, OPM, ORC, DCP,
DMA, PSF), iTAP,
independent units, Bs,
accreditation candidates Il
(project proponents), NDAs, 1
CSO/PSO representatives, q
with focus on those with

direct experience with both

the process through tf-P
Modality and the regular
process

Online perception survey

Project documents, portfolio
and pipeline data, Board
reports, annual performance
reports (for projects

approved both througRFP

and the regular process)

Interview notes
Online survey responses
Datalab

Qualitative and quantitative
assessmemf documentseview,
data set, interviews and online
survey perceptions

Portfolio and pipeline analysis
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AREAS OF ASSESSMENT DATA-COLLECTION METHODS DATA SOURCES DATA ANALYSIS METHODS

4.2.

4.3.

4.4,

Country ownership: Is theFPModality
responding to the needs of countries? D
it enable a countrdriven approach?

Coherence: How well does tiRF-P
complement other types of GCF project
processing modalities (internal coherenc
and other multilateral entities and countr
priorities (external)?

Gender equity: How well does tid-P
Modality promote the GCF gender policy

f
f

l

il

f
f

l

Document review

Datalab internal and extern:
datasets

Interviews with Secretariat
staff (DCP, DMA, PSF),
iTAP, NDAs, Board
members or alternates,
CSO/PSO representatives

Document review

Interviews with Secretariat,
external stakeholders
(multilateral entities), and
NDAs

Online survey

Document review

Interviews with Secretariat,
Board members or alternate
CSO/P® representatives
AEs

Online survey

== =

Documents on national 1  Qualitative analysis on alignmer
priorities (country with the country programme,
programmes, NDCs, other), NDCs and other climate change
project documents strategies at the country level

Interview notes
Online survey

Datalab
Board decisions and 1 Qualitative analysis on potential
Secretariat reports overlaps and complementarities
Interview notes betweg_rRFPand other

) modalities
Online survey responses
Gender policy, Board 1  Qualitative analysis on the exter
decisions, Secretariat repori of application of the GCFemnder
Secretariat documents policy

(especially guidelines),
project documents

Interview notes
Online survey responses

5.1.

5.2.

What are the good practices from other
organizations that could be relevant to tr
GCF?

What did the GCF learn from its own
experience witlRFPs, and how were thesi
lessons incorporated into the next series
RFRs?

f
f

1

Document review
Interviews with other
organizations
Document review

Interview with GCF
Secretariat

Interview with stakeholders
of the GCF ecosystem

Documents from other 1 Review of goodractices
organizations

Interview notes

Documents fronother 1 Review of GCF documents
organizations

Interview notes
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AREAS OF ASSESSMENT DATA-COLLECTION METHODS DATA SOURCES DATA ANALYSIS METHODS

6.1. What lessons from the pilot could be
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transferred to the rest of the GCF?

f
f

Document review

Interviews with Secretariat,
iTAP, independent units,
AEs, accreditation candidate
(project proponents), NDASs,
CSO/PSO representatives,
with focus on those with
direct experience with both
the process through tiRFP
Modality and the regular
process

Online survey

1
1l
f

Secretariat documents
Interview notes
Online survey data

il

Qualitative and quantitative
assessment of documents revie
data set, interviews and online
survey perceptions
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Annex 3. DETAILS ABOUT EACH OF THERFPs

EDA
Active approved projects:

Two projects have been approved under the EHPRpilot programme. Both projects are public
sector managed by DAEs. The projects are under implementation financed with grants.

ACCREDITED PROJEC GCF THEME RESULT COUNTRIES GCFFINANCING REGIONS

ENTITY T SIZE VULNERABLE AREAS LIST (USD) LIST
GROUP

FP024: Empower to Adapt: Creating Clim&kange Resilient Livelihoods through Commusiigised
Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) in Namibia

EIF Micro | Africa Adaptation | VC, HW, |Namibia 10,000,00( Africa
IB, EE

FPO61: Integrated physical adaptation and community resilience through an enhanced direct access
the public, private, and civil society sectors of three Eastern Caribbean small island developing Stats

DOE_ATG |Small |SIDS Adaptation |VC, IB, |Antigua and 20,000,000 Latin
EE Barbuda, America
Dominica, and the
Grenada Caribbean

Note: VC: Livelihoods of people and communitiedW: Health, food, and water securitiB:
Infrastructure and built environmefEE: Ecosystems and ecosystem services

Active pipeline projects:
Two projects are muktounty, and the rest are single country. The cumulative requested GCF
commitment is USD 152,519,167.

5 Small
Number of projects 8 Project size 2 Micro
1NA
1 Mitigation
Sector All Public Theme 3 Crosscutting
4 Adaptation
2 Africa ) ) 8 Grants
Region 3LAC Financial
) . Instruments 1 Resultshased payment
3 AsiaPacific
2 African States 5 Project
;Brcollljpvulnerable 3 sIDS Scheme ; PrOJ S
3 LDCs g
AE type All DAE Result areas LEP; 6 HW; 2 BA; 7VC;

3FL;61B; 6 EE

Note: EP. Energy generation and accé$8V: Health, food, and water securitBA: Buildings, cities,
industriesandapplianceg VC: Livelihoods of people and communitigBL: Forest and landse| IB:
Infrastructure and built environmelHEE: Ecosystems and ecosystem services
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MSME

Active approved projects:

Three projects have been approved under the MB8MEpilot programme. All projects are private

sector and classified as programmes managed by a DAE and two IAEs. Two projects are under

implementation financed with grants, senior loans, equity and guasa@ee project is pending
legal opinion.

ACCREDITED PROJECT GCF

ENTITY

SIZE

VULNERABLE
GROUP

THEME

RESuULT
AREAS

COUNTRIES
LIST

GCF
FINANCING
(USD)

FP028: MSME Business Loan Progrmafor Greenhouse Gasmission Reduction

REGIONS
LIST

XacBank |Medium |None Mitigation EP, BA |Mongolia |20,000,000|Asia-Pacific
FP048: Low Emissions and Climate Resilient Agriculture Risk Sharing Facility

Inter- Medium |[None Crosscutting |FL, VC, |Guatemala, 20,000,000 Latin
American HW, EE |Mexico America and
Developmen the

t Bank Caribbean
(IDB)

FP114: Programeon Affirmative Finance Action for Women in Africa (AFAWA): Financing Climate
Resilient Agricultural Practices in Ghana

African Small Africa Crosscutting |EP, FL, |[Ghana 20,000,000| Africa
Developmen VC, HW,

t Bank EE

Note: VC: Livelihoods of people and communitieldW: Health, food, and water securitP. Energy

generation and accefpBEL: Forest and landse| EE: Ecosystems and ecosystem servideA:
Buildings, cities, industrieandappliances

Active pipeline projects:
Two projects areén onecountry. The cumulative requested GCF commitment is USD 38,000,000.

Number of projects 2 Project size 2 Small
. 1 Crosscutting
Sector All Private Theme )
1 Adaptation
1 Grant
i i 1 Reimbursable grant
Region 2 Asia-Pacific _Fmanmal g
Instruments 1 Guarantee
1 Senior loan
GCF vulnerable group 1 LDCs Scheme All Project
AE type Result areas 1 E_P’ 2HWI1BA 2VC; 1
1 NA FL;
Note: EP. Energy generation and accé$f/V: Health, food, and water securitBA: Buildings, cities,

industriesandapplianceg VC: Livelihoods of people and communitigSL: Forest and landse
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MFS
Active approved projects:

Five projects have been approved under the RFBpilot programme. All projects are private
sector managed by IAEBisbursement oéquity and granbased finance fomto projectsis
pending One project is under implementation, financed with eqligd opinion is pending for
two projects financed with grants, equity and subordinated loans.

ACCREDITED PROJECT GCF THEME REsuLT CouNTRIES GCF REGIONSLIST

ENTITY SIZE VULNERABLE AREAS | LiST FINANCING
GROUP (USD)

FP115: Espejo de Tarapacé

MUFG_Bank|Large None Cross EP, VC,|Chile 60,000,000 |Latin America
cutting HW and the
Caribbean

FP128: Arbaro Fund Sustainable Forestry Fund

MUFG_Bank|Medium |SIDS, Africa | Mitigation | FL Ecuador, |25,000,000 |Africa, Latin
Ethiopia, America and the
Ghana, Caribbean
Paraguay,
Peru, Sierrg
Leone,
Uganda

FP151: Global Subnational Climate Fund (SnCF Globakchnical Assistance (TA) Facility

IUCN Large SIDS, LDC, |Mitigation |EP, BA, | See below |18,500,000 |Africa, Asia-

Africa FL Pacific, Eastern

Europe, Latin
America and the
Caribbean

Country list: Albania, Bahamas, Brazil, Burkina Faso, Cambodia, Cameroon, Chile, Costa Rica, Cote
theDemocratic Republic of the Congo (the), Dominica, Dominican Republi}; @eeador, El Salvador, Fij
Gabon, Guatemala, Guinea, Haiti, Honduras, Indonesia, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Lebanon, Mali, Ma
Mexico, Montenegro, Morocco, Mozambique, Myanmar, Nigeria, North Macedonia, Panama, Rwandg
Senegal, South Africa, Togdunisia, Uganda, Uruguay

FP152: Global Subnational Climate Fund (SnCF Glob&gjuity

PCA Large SIDS, LDC, |Mitigation |EP, BA, | See above | 150,000,000 Africa, Asia
Africa FL Pacific, Eastern
Europe, Latin
America and the
Caribbean

Country list: Albania, Bahamas, Brazil, Burkina Faso, Cambodia, Cameroon, Chile, Costa Rica, Cote
the Democratic Republic of the Congo (the), Dominica, Dominican Republic (the), Ecuador, El Salvad
Gabon, Guatemala, Guinea, Haiti, Hondydadonesia, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Lebanon, Mali, Mauritg
Mexico, Montenegro, Morocco, Mozambique, Myanmar, Nigeria, North Macedonia, Panama, Rwandg
Senegal, South Africa, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, Uruguay

SAPO013: Scaling Smart, Solar, Energy Acdelssrogrids in Haiti

NEFCO Small SIDS, LDC |Cross EP, VC |Haiti 9,900,000 |Latin America
cutting and the
Caribbean

Note: VC: Livelihoods of people and communitiedW: Health, food, and water securitgP. Energy
generation and accepBL: Forest and landse
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Active pipeline projects:

Of 17 active pipeline projest 11are multicounty, and the rest are single country. The cumulative
requested GCF commitment is USD 1,862,850,000.

6 Large
Number of projects 17 Project size 7 Medium
4 Small
8 Mitigation
Sector All Private Theme 9 .
9 Crosscutting
. 13 Grants 5 Subordinated
9 Africa ) ) ] loans
Region 4LAC _FlnanC|aI 2 Subordinated _
) - instruments  grants 2 Senior loans
8 AsiaPacific 7 Equity 4 Guarantees
9 African States 5 Proiect
gfgspvumerable 3SIDS Scheme 12 Prjo ramme
10 LDCs 9
4 DAE 11 EP; 8HW; 3BA; 9 VC; 4 FL; 2
AE type 3 1AE Result areas IB: 2 EE: 4 LT
10 NA

Note: EP. Energy generation and accé$8/V: Health, food, and water securitBA: Buildings, cities,
industriesandapplianceg VC: Livelihoods of people and communitigsL: Forest and land ugéB:
Infrastructure and built environmelHEE: Ecosystems and ecosystem serv|dek. Transport

REDD+ RBP
Active approved projects:

Eight projects have been approved under the REDD+ RB™pilot programme. All projects are
public sector managed WAEs. Five projects are under implementatiand hree projects are
pending FAA effectiveness. Only one project is classified as a programme.

ACCREDITED PROJECT GCF THEME REsuLT COUNTRIES GCF REGIONS LIST
ENTITY SIZE VULNERABLE AREAS | LIST FINANCING
GROUP (USD)
FP100:REDD+ RBPfor results achieved by Brazil in the Amazon biome in 2014 and 2015
UNDP Medium |None Mitigation |FL Brazil 96,452,228 | Latin America
and the
Caribbean

FP110: EcuaddrREDD+ RBP for results period 2014

UNDP Small None Mitigation |FL Ecuador [18,571,766 |Latin America
and the
Caribbean

FP120: ChileREDD+ RBPfor results period 2012016

FAO Medium |None Mitigation |FL Chile 63,607,552 |Latin America
and the
Caribbean

FP121: REDD+RBPin Paraguay for the period 202917
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ACCREDITED PROJECT GCF THEME REsuULT CouNTRIES GCF REGIONS LIST
ENTITY SIZE VULNERABLE AREAS | LIST FINANCING
GROUP (USD)
UNEP Small None Mitigation |FL Paraguay |50,000,000 |Latin America
and the
Caribbean

FP130: IndonesiREDD+ RBP for results period 2012016

UNDP Medium |[None Mitigation |FL Indonesia |103,781,250| Asia-Pacific

FP134: Colombia REDD+ BP for results period 2013016

FAO Small None Mitigation |FL Colombia |28,208,123 |Latin America
and the
Caribbean

FP142: Argentin&k EDD+ RBP for results period 2012016

FAO Medium |[None Mitigation |FL Argentina |82,000,000 |Latin America
and the
Caribbean

FP144: Costa RicREDD+ RBP for 2014 and 2015

UNDP Medium |[None Mitigation |FL Costa Rica|54,119,143 |Latin America
and the
Caribbean

Note: FL: Forest and land use
Active pipeline projects:
The summary of three actiyapeline projects. All projects are single country.

Number of projects 3 Project size All NA
Sector All public Theme All mitigation
Region All Asia-Pacific Financial instruments ~ All RBP
GCF vulnerable group 1LDCs Scheme All project

1 SIDS
AE type All IAE Result areas All FL

Note: FL: Forest and land use
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Annex 4. LIST OF PROJECTS APPROVED FROM THE FOBH-Ps

PrROJECTID PROJECT NAME

FP024

FP028
FP048
FPO61

FP100

FP110
FP114

FP115
FP120
FP121
FP128
FP130
FP134
FP142
FP144
FP151
FP152
SAP013

80 | GIEU

Empower to Adapt: Creating Climat€hange Resilient Livelihoods through Community
Based Natural Resourdéanagement (CBNRM) in Namibia

MSME Business Loan Progranefor GHG Emission Reduction
Low Emissions and Climate Resilient Agriculture Risk Sharing Facility

Integrated physical adaptation and community resilience through an enharectddiess
pilot in the public, privateandcivil society sectors of three Eastern Caribbean small isla
developingStates

REDD+ resultshased payments for results achieved by Brazil in the Amazon biome in
and 2015

EcuadorREDD+ RBP for results period 2014

Progranmeon Affirmative Finance Action for Women in Africa (AFAWA): Financing
Climate Resilient Agricultural Practices in Ghana

Espejo de Tarapaca

Chile REDD+ resultsbased payments for results period 2Q0D46

REDD+ Resultshased payments in Paraguay for the period ZmY

Arbaro Fund' Sustainable Forestry Fund

IndonesiaREDD+ RBP for results period 2012016

Colombia REDD+ Resultbased payments for results pereil 52016
ArgentinaREDD+ RBP for results period 2012016

Costa RicdREDD+ resultsbased payments for 2014 and 2015

Global Subnational Climate Fund (SnCF Glohal)echnical Assistanc@ A) Facility
Global Subnational Climateurd (SnCF Global) Equity

Scaling Smart, Solar, Energy Access Microgrids in Haiti
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Annex 5. EVALUATION SCORECARDS FORMFS,MSME AND REDD+

MFS
M obilizing Funds at Scalerequest for proposak evaluation scorecard

PROJECTPROGRAMME STANDARDS CRITERIABOPER CENY) EVALUATION SCORE

Appropriate activity (Pass/Fail) Pass/Fail Pass/Fail

i The activity proposed in the programme must first and foremost fit the needs and states the priorities of the coumsyitountri
which it will be undertaken

il The activity must fall within the eight strategic impact areas of the GCFA(m®ex 3

il The activity must mobilize private sector investmhas an element of the programme itself, and the GCF contribution should n
restricted to preparation for future private sector investment

Programme design (2(oer ceny Score (1= min; /20
i A detailed strategy, backed by industry and marésearch, which outlines the rationale for the targeted activity aqthe j e ¢ 20=max)

viability
i The project/ programmeds ability to i mplement the propo

i Consultation with local stakeholdeiscludingCSOs NGOs, and local government and private sector actors
iv Atheory of change, articulating how the impact of the programme will move the participating countries tbeiaadimate change
goals
Implementing entity readiness (1(er cenf) Score (1= min; /10

i Implementing entities can be accredited with the GCF, work in partnership with entities accredited with the GCF, orapfeynd 10=max)
for accreditation. For those that intend to apply for accreditation, their current portfolio of work s#taddalignment with GCF
policies and standards

il The implementing entity must demonstrate an existing relationship with local private sector institutions with whicle it will b
working and provide a track record for its activities in the targeted area

i Theimplementing entity must show evidence of successful ability to use a range of financial instruments and a track recorc
demonstrating their work in the proposed area of activity
Leverage (20per ceni) Score (1=min; /20
i For every USD 1 of GCF canitbution, maximize the private sector investment 20=max)
il For every USD 1 of public and/or nqumofit contribution, maximize the private sector investment
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PROJECTPROGRAMME STANDARDS CRITERIAG60PER CEN7) EVALUATION SCORE

Minimum concessionality (10per cen) Score (1=min; /10

i Demonstrate that the request for GCF support entails the effective use of concessionality and has considered theiektent tc 10=max)
concessionality will flow to the end beneficiaries

Total programme standards score /60

IMPACT CRITERIA (40PER CEN)
Regulatory reform or development (5per cenf Score (1=min; /5

i Will the programmeprompt a positive change in the market or regulatory environment that will enable future investment into 5=max)

activity?

Institutional capacity -building (5 per centf) Score (1=min; /5

i Will the programmedevelop institutional capacity in local markets for further investments in climate activity? 5=max)

Innovation (5 per ceni Score (1=min; /5

i Will the programme encourage innovative climate solutions? 5=max)

i Will the programme include new financial products aadrices?

Replicability and sustainability (5 per ceni Score (1=min; /5
i Can this or a similar programnbe replicated in the future or continue beyond the investment period without GCF participatic 5=max)
Crowding in new investors (5per cen Score (¥min; /5
i Does the programme attract fitshe investors to climate activity or to the country? 5=max)
Overcoming barriers to entry (5per cenf) Score (1=min; /5
i Is the programme located in vulnerable countries, including LDCs and SIDS? 5=max)
Social impact (5per cenf) Score (1=min; /5
i Does the programmesult in significant benefits to the bottom of the pyramid? 5=max)

i Does the programme have a positive social impact, including gender considerations?
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IMPACT CRITERIA (40PER CENT) EVALUATION SCORE

Efficiency of investment (5per cenf Score (1=min; /5
i For mitigation, state the expected tonzafbon dioxide equivalent (t G@q) to be reduced or avoided for every USD 1 of GCF 5=max)
contribution
il For adaptation, state the expected total number of direct and indirect beneficiaries, disaggregated by gender, for £i@CIS
contribution

i Feesassogit ed with the programme are in |ine with GCF&s con

Total impact criteria score 140
Appropriate activity Pass/Fall
Programme standards score /60
Impactcriteria score 140

Total score /100
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MSME
Micro-, small and medium-sized enterprise request for proposalscorecard

PROJECTPROGRAMME EVALUATION CRITERIA(65PER CEN) EVALUATION SCORE

Appropriate activity (Pass/Fail) Pass/Fail Pass/Fail

i The activity proposed in tharoject/programme must foremost fit the needs and stated priorities cbuntry in which it will be
issued

il The activity must fall within the eight GCF strategic impact areasABaex 3.
i The activity must fall within the relevant definition of MSMEs within a specific country or region.

Programme design (3(per cenf Score (1=min; /30

i A detailed strategy, backed by industry and market research that outénasidimale for the target sector lifgcle stage of the 30=max)
targeted pool of MSMEs and life.

i Defined financial support that will be provided for in the project/programme (e.g. venture capital for the growth stage)

il Robust eligibility criteriatailored to the project/programme strategy (e.g. proven technology for venture capital) and in con
with GCF investment criteria.

iv  Evidence of robust integrity standards (e.g. an@atheylaundering check for entrepreneurs, senior manageiBeatd

members and existing investors) of the portfolio company.
Implementing entity readiness (2(er cent) Score (1=min; /20
i Implementing entities must be accredited with the GCF or work in partnership with entities acevétited GCF 20=max)

il The implemating entity must demonstrate an existing relationship with local institutions or markets with which it will be
working, as well as an existing avenue for supporting targeted MSMESs, and must provide track records for its actiggesdir
MSMEs.

il The mplementing entity must show evidence of successful investment or debt management.

Minimum concessionality (15per cent) Score (1=min; /15

i The implementing entity must demonstrate that its request for GCF support entails the mioimeession required to render tk 15=max)
project be viable

il The implementing entity must indicate the GCHco nanci ng ratio, vis ° vis other
the only investor.

Total programme standards €ore /65
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MICRO-, SMALL - AND MEDIUM-SIZED ENTERPRISE REQUEST FOR PROPOSMPECIAL CONSIDERATIONY35PER CENT) EVALUATION SCORE

Market reform or development (5 per cent) Score (1=min; /5
i Will the project/programmerompt a positive change in the market or regulatory environment that will enable future investme 5=max)

MSME activity?
Institutional capacity -building (5 per cenf) Score (1=min; /5
i Will the project/programmeevelop institutional capacity in local markets for further investment in MBME 5=max)
Innovation and new technology (5er cenf) Score (1=min; /5

i Will the project/programme encourage innovative climate solutions and the deployment of new technalieyiel®ping countries? 5=max)

Replicability and regional reach (5per cenf Score (1=min; /5
i Can this or a similar project/programme be replicated in the future without GCF patrticipation? 5=max)
il Does the project/programnmave regional impact?

Crowding in new investors (5per cen Score (1=min; /5
i Does the project/programme attract fifste investors to climate, MSMEs or the country? 5=max)
Benefits to MSME clients (5per cen) Score (1=min; /5
i How manyclients will benefit from the services of the MSMEs supported by the project/programme? 5=max)
Benefits to the bottom of the pyramid (5oer ceni) Score (1=min; /5
i Is the project/programme located in vulnerable countries, including the LDCs and SIDS? 5=max)

i Doesthe project/programme target mies@zed enterprises?

Total impact criteria score 135
Appropriate activity Pass/Fall
Project/programme evaluation criteria score /65
Specialconsiderations score /35

Total score /100

Note: LDCs: least developed countries | MSME: micgmalt and mediurrsized enterprise | SIDS: small island develofStaies
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REDD+
Summary of REDD+ RBP Scorecaréf

DOCUMENT SCORECARD SECTIONS TYPE OF ASSESSMENT| COMPLIANCE WITH

Concepinote Sectionl: Eligibility criteria Pass/fail UNFCCC and GCF
(Stage 1) It is required that all mandatory criter:i

programme.
Fundingproposal Section 2: Carbon elements Quantitative UNFCCC and GCF
(Stage 2) i Forest Reference Emission Levelrarest Reference Level (FREL/FRL)

i REDD+results reportingRiennialupdate report§UR) Annex)

Section 3: Norcarbon elements Quialitative UNFCCC and GCF
i Cancun Safeguards
i Use of proceeds and naarbon benefits

Section 4: GCF Investment Framework Qualitative GCF
The criteria of the Investment Framework will be applied to inform on past actions towards

achieving results.

Section 5: GCF Policies Qualitative GCF

Policies relatedo ESS, Risks, Gender and Monitoring and Evaluationld be considered for
past and future actions where applicable.

53 Based on ta TORas publishedwhich were slightly edited from thizaft TOR approved by the Boar@ifferences are detailed on p.1 of the final TOR.
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Independent Rapid Assessment of the Grekmate Fund's Request for Proposals Modality

First stage scorecard (based on theoncept notg

SECTION 1: ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA EVALUATION INDICATIVE GUIDANCE

In relation to UNFCCC decisions

Has a link to the Nation&EDD+ strategy or Action Plan been provided to the UNFCC Pass/Falil
REDD+ platform, or is otherwise publicly available?

Has information on the &tionalForestM onitoring Systen?* been provided to the Pass/Fail
UNFCCCweb platform in case BUR annex is not yet submitted or within the Technic:

Annex to the BUR?

Has the FREL/FRL applicable to the results periods under consideration been submi Pass/Fall
and itstechnical assessmeiintalized?

iv Is a system in place for providing information how all of the safeguards referred to in Pass/Fall
Appendix | of 1/CP.16 are addressed and respected?

v Has a summary of information been provided to the UNFCCC Information Hub or int Pass/Fall
National Communication onow all of the safeguards were addressed and respected ¢
the results period under consideration?

vi HaveREDD+results, within the eligible period for thFP, been reported in a Technical Pass/Fail
Annex to the BUR?

vii  Has the Technical Analysis been completed or an expected date of completion been Pass/Fail
provided?

Eligible scale

viii Is the scale of results at a national or, on an interim basis, an eligible subnational lev Pass/Fail

Other

ix  Does theconceptoteinclude a written consent from the NatioREDD+ Focal Point or  Pass/Falil
Entity?

Total Concept NoteAssessment Pass/Fail

54 Noting Decision 1/CP.16, paragraph 71(c), footnote 7
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If yes, provide link

If yes, provide link

If yes, provide links to the FREL/FRL and the
TechnicalAssessmeneport

If yes, provide evidence of the system

If yes, provide link

If yes, provide link to the BUR (should appear on
UNFCCC website)

If yes, provide link of the report or provide eviden
of when the Technical Aalysis will be concluded

If yes, see section 3.7 for definition of eligible
subnational level

If yes, provide supporting evidence (e.g. letter fro|
REDD+ focal point or entity)

Pass requires fipasso o
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Second stage scorecard (based on tRending Proposal)

SECTION 2: CARBON ELEMENTS* EVALUATION INDICATIVE
GUIDANCE

Section 2a. Forest Reference Emission Level / Forest Reference Level (FREL/FRL)

(The following items are scored on the basis of the UNFCCC Technical Assessmenf Report

i Is the FREL/FRL consistent with the GHG inventory, including the definition of forest used? Oto 2 Not reproduced
in this summary.
i Isthe FREL/FRL based on historical daad is it equal to or below the average aiistorical emissions during the Pass/Fail SeeToRsfor
reference period, unless a country tsgh forest cover, low deforestatiodFLD) country? details

For countries that have consistently maintained high forest cover and low deforestation rates an adjustment that:
a does not excek0.1per cenbf the carbon stock over the eligibility period in the relevant national or subnationa
b does not exceed Ier cenpf the FREL/FRL
maybe applied to the average annual historical emissions to reflect quantified, documented changessbantes during th
reference period that likely underestimate future rates of deforestation or forest degradation during the eligibility perioi

i Isthe FREL/FRL in accordance with the guidelines in Decision 12/CP.17? Fail or score

iv Is the data and information provided for the FREL/FRL transparent? (has information been provided to allow an Fail or score
understanding of how UNFCCC guidance on submission of information on FREI/FRL level has been addressed?

v Have al REDD+ activities that are a significant source of emissions been included? Fail or score
vi  Have all of the most significant pools been included? Oto 2
vii  Have all gases that are a significant source of emissions been included? 0to 2

viii Is the information provided in the construction of the FREL/FRL (data, methodologies and estimates) guided by t Fail or score
recent applicable IPCC guidance and guidelines as adopted by t&2COP

ix  Have any significant issues related to the apfibm of IPCC GLs/GPGs been raised in tleefAnicalAssessmeneport? Fail or score
(The following criteria are additional to the UNFCCC Technical Assessment and Analysis process

X What is the ref period for the FREL/FRL? Fail or score

55 Noting that for the estimation of forestlated emissions and removals there are very festaniial differences between the 2003 GPGs /2006 GL (i.e. guidance on HWPS).
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SECTION 2: CARBON ELEMENTS* EVALUATION INDICATIVE
GUIDANCE

xi  How does the reference level for the results included in the proposal compare to the previous ref level that applie
same area?

xii  Has the country provided information on aggregate uncertainties, taking into account national capabilities and
circumstances?

Section 2bREDD+ Results reporting

Final report Annex 5

Fail or score

Fail or score

(The following items are scored on the basis of the UNFCCC Technical Aedysirt of the reporting &]8EDD+ results (in the technical annex t

the BUR, results considered as assessed ingbkricalAssessmeneport)

i Are the reported results in the technical annex to the BUR consistent with the FRELifkdRLdir{g the inclusion of
same pools, activities and gases)

il Isthe data and information provided in the technical annex transparent? (has information been provided to allow
understanding of how UNFCCC guidance on results reporting hasaldezssed?)

i Is the data and information provided in the technical annex completeffgrasation been provided that allows for the
reconstruction of the results?)

iv Is the data and information provided in the technical annex consistent? (were data and methodologies applied cc
over the results time series?)

v Is the data and information provided in the technical annex accurate? (does it neitheoouederestimate emissions
and/or removals?)

vi  What is the number of years between the last year of the FREL period and the year conrgspdhdiresults being
proposed for payments?

(The following items are based on additional information required by thg GCF

vii  Has the country provided information on aggregate uncertainties, taking into account national capabilities and
circumstances?

viii Has information been provided on payments that have been (or are expected to be) received fsmro#isgior results
recognized by the counf§from the same national or subnational area during the period for which a country is pro;

56 Through the REDD+ national entity or focal point, where appointed

Pass/Fail

Fail or score

Fail or score

Fail orscore

Fail or score

Fail or score

Fail or score

Pass/Fail
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SECTION 2: CARBON ELEMENTS* EVALUATION INDICATIVE
GUIDANCE

to receive payments from the GCF? And has the country provided sufficient assurance that results that hasddree
by other sources have been excluded from the total volume offered to the GCF?

ix  Are the results proposed to the GCF for payment included in a registry or similar system that tracks emission red Pass/Fail
and corresponding paymetftto ensurehere is no past or future double payment [or use] of such ERs?

TOTAL (max. total: 48)

Note: *Fail on onecriterionimplies failing the programme.

SECTION 3: NON-CARBON ELEMENTS EVALUATION INDICATIVE
GUIDANCE

Section3aSaf eguards in 1/ CP. 16, Appendix | (i.e. the ACancun Safeguar dso)

(The following is based on the ASummary of i nfor mat i o uoghautthe mplementation ofs a f €

activiti elg/OP.1f)Deci si on

Does the fisummary of information on safeguardso pr ovi gpectedimafwaythatehsuresn o

transparency, consistency, comprehensiveness and effectiveness:

i That actions complement are consistent with the objectives of national forest programmes and relevant international Pass/Fail Not reproduced in
conventions and agreements. this summary.

Kindly refer to

il Transparent and effective national forest governance structures, taking into account national legislation and sovereic Pass/Fail ToRsfor details.

i Respect for the knowledge and rights of indigenous peoples and members of local communities, by taking into accol Pass/Fail
relevant international obligations, national circumstances and laws, and noting that the United Nations General Asse
adopted the Utéd Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples.

iv. The full and effective participation of relevant stakeholders, in particular indigenous peoples and local communities, i Pass/Fail
actions referred to in paragraphs 70 and 72 of this idecis

v That actions are consistent with the conservation of natural forests and biological diversity, ensuring that the atédns Pass/Falil
to in paragraph 70 of this decision are not used for the conversion of natural forests, but are instedadogs¢idize the 12

57 Tracking information should at a minimum identify for each of these results the corresponding nationziiorsitarea, the entity eligible to receive paymentyéaggenerated, and the
source of resultbased payments received and, where possible, the identifying number
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SECTION 3: NON-CARBON ELEMENTS EVALUATION INDICATIVE
GUIDANCE

protection and conservation of natural forests and their ecosystem services, and to enhance other social and enviror

benefits.
vi  Actions to address the risks of reversals. Pass/Fail
vii  Actions to reducelisplacement of emissions. Pass/Fail

Section 3b: Use of proceeds and +wamnbon benefits

Has information been provided on how proceeds will be used consistent with GCF policies? Has information been provid¢ Fail or score
the proceeds will be usedinamannec onsi st ent with the countrydéds NDC, na

plans and policies? Has information been provided on how the proceeds used in a manner that contributesterthe long

sustainability oREDD+ activities, includig norrcarbon benefits?

TOTAL score section 3b
Note: *Fail on onecriterionimplies failing the programme.

SECTION4: INVESTMENT FRAMEWORK | EVALUATION DEFINITION
(IF APPLICABLE)®®

Impact Potential High/medium/low Potential ofthgp r ogr amme t o contri bute to the achi e\
Paradigm Shift Potential High/medium/low Degree to which the REDD+ activity can catalympact beyond a oref programme investment
Sustainable developmepotential High/medium/low Wider benefits and priorities, including environmental, social and economic

Needs of the recipient High/medium/low Vulnerability and financing needs of the beneficiary country and population

Country Ownership High/medium/low Bereficiary country ownership of and capacity to implement a funded project or programme (polic

climate strategies and institutions)

Efficiency and effectiveness High/medium/low Economic and, if appropriate, financial soundness of the programme

58 Following Decision B.09/05, the evaluation is applicable for meedamd largesizeproposals.
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SECTIONS: GCFPOLICIES EVALUATION | INDICATIVE GUIDANCE FOR THE PERIOD OF THE INDICATIVE GUIDANCE FOR THE USE OF
RESULTS CONSIDERED IN THIRFP PROCEEDS

Environmental and Social Safeguards (ES Pass/fail Not reproduced in this summary. Kindly referfioRs Not reproduced in this summary. Kindly refer
i i for details. ToRsfor details.

Risk Assessment Pass/fail

Gender Pass/fail

Monitoring and Evaluation Pass/fail

Interim policy on prohibited practices Pass/fail

Il ndi genous Peopl es 6 Pass/fail
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FuLL NAME PosITION DEPARTMENT

Ani Waiba
Demetrio Innocenti
Baptiste Gaydon
Mitch Carpen
Olena Borysova
Tony Clamp

Jingyi Xiang

Juan Chang
Selina Wrighter

Vincent Guinaudeau

Veronica Galmez Marquez

Jiwoo Choi

Accredited entities

DCP Team Assistant

SAP/PPF/EDA Manager

PPF/SAPAssociate Professional

Head of Risk Management and Compliance
Head of Accreditation and Entity Relation Unit a
Director of the Private Sector Facility a. i.

PSF Consultant

Principal Forest and Lardse Specialist

Head of Policy and Strategy

Climate Investment Specialist

Deputy Director PSF a.i.

Ecosystems Management Senior Specialist

DCP
DCP
DCP
ORMC
OED
PSF
PSF
DMA
OED
PSF
DMA
PSF

FuLL NAME PosiTioN ORGANIZATION

Benedict Libanda
Karl Aribeb
Muhammed Sayed
Olympus Manthata
Diann BlackLayne
Ezra Christopher
Carlos MartinMon
Virginie Fayolle
Gabriel Labatte
Juan Ferrando
Bruno Guay

Tim Clairs

Chika Fukuyama
Atsuko Niube

Utae Nagayoshi
Tuul Galzagd

Chief Executive Officer
Director of Operations
Climate Change Specialist, Climate Finance

Head, Climate Finance

Director

Coordinator for Nationally Determined Contributions
Financial Analyst, in charge of the relationship with the G

GCF Coordination Unit within UNEP

Head of UNREDD

Manager of RBP projects
Global Advisor, REDD+ Finance
Principal Technical Advisor, Climate Forest Team

Vice President, Sustainable Business Office

Vice President

Vice President

Director, Eco Banking Department

EIF/Namibia
EIF/Namibia
DBSA
DBSA
DOE_ANT
DOE_ANT
COFIDES
UNEP
UNEP
UNEP
UNDP
UNDP
MUFG Bank
MUFG Bank
MUFG Bank
XacBank
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FuLL NAME PosiTION ORGANIZATION

Enkh-Erdene ProjectDevelopment Officer XacBank
Erdenekhuyag

Batsanaa Batchuluur Senior Project Development Officer XacBank
Sheila Aggarwal Director IUCN
Khan

Dieter Wittkowski Lead Investment Officer IDB Lab
Gloria Visconti Lead Climate Change Specialist IDB

National designated authorities

FuLL NAME PosITION ORGANIZATION COUNTRY

Juan Carlos Diaz Director of International Ministry of Environment and Natura Guatemala

Cooperation Resources
llianan Pocasangre International Cooperatiol Ministry of Environment and Natura Guatemala
Advisor Resources
Trinidad Lecaros Green Finance Advisor Finance Ministry Chile
FedericoAspiroz Advisor UnderSecretariat of International  Argentina
Costa Financial Relations for Developmer

Secretariat of Strategic Affairs of thi
Presdency of the Nation

Hector Arce Coordinator Ministry of Environment and Energy Costa Rica
REDD+Strategy

Javier Fernandez Advisor, Climate Change Ministry of Environment and Energy Costa Rica
Direction

Patricia Campos Director, ClimateChange Ministry of Environment and Energy Costa Rica
Direction

Aurora Pineda Strategic Planning Ministry of Environment and Paraguay
Department Sustainable Development (MADES

Raquel Breda dos  General Coordinator of ~ Ministry of Economy of Brazil Brazil

Santos Global Development

Institutionsat the
Secretary of Internationa
Economic Affairs

Luiz Mauricio Development Financing Ministry of Economy of Brazil Brazil
Navarro Policy and Funds
Coordinator
Suia Rocha Development Finance  Ministry of Economy of Brazil Brazil
Policy and Funds
Assistant
Juliana Santini IABD Consultant Ministry of Economy of Brazil Brazil
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FuLL NAME PosITION ORGANIZATION

MargaretAnn Splawn

Liane Schalatek

SergioPombo
Mikko Ollikainen
InchanHwang
JennyWong
Martin lllescas

Ariel Medina

PSO Active Observer to the Board

CSO Active Observer to the Board

FormerGCF staff member

Fund Manager

Former GCF consultant
ProgramOfficer

International Forests Coordinator

Coordinator for National Forest Law

Climate Markets and Investment
Association

Heinrich Boll Foundation North
America

Adaptation Fund

UNFCCC

Ministry of Environment, Argentina

Ministry of Environment, Argentina
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