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Independent Evaluation of the GCF's Result Area "Health and Wellbeing, and Food and Water Security” (HWFW)
Final report — Executive summary

CONTEXT

The Green Climate Fund (GCF) is a key institution in the global architecture for responding to the
challenges of climate change. It advances and promotes a paradigm shift towards low-emission and
climate-resilient development, supporting countries and their development partners in doing so, as
per the objectives and targets set by the global community. GCF funding and financing are delivered
to support the achievement of both mitigation and adaptation results, in line with the global and
national priorities articulated in the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC) and the 2015 Paris Agreement on climate change.

The GCF delivers programmes and projects targeting eight mitigation and adaptation result areas
(RAs), identified for their “potential to deliver a substantial impact on mitigation and adaptation”
(Green Climate Fund, 2021b). As outlined in relevant Board decisions, the RAs were to serve as a
basis for the GCF and its stakeholders to pursue a strategic approach to developing programmes and
projects. The GCF Secretariat divisions and programming teams provide guidance and support for
RA(s) selection for funding proposals (FPs) and facilitate result monitoring and management. These
eight mitigation and adaptation RAs provide some guidance to the GCF and its stakeholders for
producing impact from their collective investments.

In 2024, the GCF’s Independent Evaluation Unit (IEU) undertook the Independent Evaluation of
the GCF’s Result Area “Health and Well-being, and Food and Water Security” (HWFW) in
line with its Board-approved 2024 work plan. The HWFW result area is one of the four GCF
adaptation results areas.! The evaluation assessed the GCF’s approach to and portfolio of the
HWFW result as well as the GCF’s result management system, against the GCF’s evaluation
criteria, including relevance, effectiveness, country ownership, coherence and complementarity,
results and impact, and sustainability of results.

EVALUATION SCOPE

The scope of this evaluation was two-pronged: first, it assessed the actual and likely achievements
of HWFW RA-tagged? GCF investments and key factors that enable or hinder the achievement of
results; and second, it examined the value of the GCF’s overall RA approach and investments
through a close examination of the HWFW RA itself. It considered how effective and efficient the
GCF’s investments in this RA have been in reducing the vulnerability of local communities to the
effects of climate change, what benefits have been produced, and the extent to which these impacts
are likely to be sustainable. The evaluation therefore included two levels of analysis, one at the
HWFW RA-tagged project and portfolio level, and the other at the RA level more broadly.

Out of the 286 GCF projects approved as of the fortieth meeting of the Board (B.40) in October
2024, 153 projects were tagged with the HWFW RA. HWFW RA-tagged projects were selected
based on RA percentage data currently available for GCF-financing in the Secretariat’s portfolio

1 The four adaptation RAs are (i) Health and Wellbeing, and Food and Water Security (HWFW); (ii) Livelihoods of People
and Communities; (iii) Infrastructure and Built Environment; and (iv) Ecosystems and Ecosystem Services. The four
mitigation areas are (i) Energy Generation and Access; (ii) Transport; (iii) Buildings, Cities, Industries, and Appliances;
and (iv) Forests and Land Use.

2 HWFW RA-tagged projects refer to GCF-funded projects identified by the GCF Secretariat and tagged under the
Secretariat’s portfolio management system, the Integrated Portfolio Management System (iPMS). This evaluation found
that tagging selected by AEs on approved FPs sometimes differs from the tagging available in the iPMS.
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Independent Evaluation of the GCF's Result Area "Health and Wellbeing, and Food and Water Security” (HWFW)
Final report — Executive summary

management system, known as the Integrated Portfolio Management System (iPMS)3. The tagging
of projects to RAs is done first through a self-selection by AEs and that this self-selection can be
subject to change by the GCF Secretariat.* The portfolio of 153 HWFW RA-tagged projects
represents a nominal amount of USD 7 billion that is channelled towards adaptation and cross-
cutting projects. Approximately 28 per cent of this amount, USD 2 billion, has been tagged as
exclusively HWFW RA-related finance. It should be noted that RAs are not mutually exclusive;
therefore, multiple RAs could be identified in any single FP.

EVALUATION TIMELINE AND METHODS

This evaluation was launched in March 2024. Evaluation data collection and analysis was done in
the period of April — August 2024, including relevant case study visits and stakeholder interviews.
The evaluation team organized a weeklong report outline and sense-making workshop in September
2024. The factual draft report was developed in October 2024 and was subsequently shared with the
GCF Secretariat through the established feedback channel. The final evaluation report was prepared
and submitted in January 2025 in time for B.41, the first Board meeting to take place in 2025.

The evaluation employed a mixed-methods approach. This included an extensive document review
(of both internal and external documents), a portfolio analysis of several GCF databases, stakeholder
consultations, field visits resulting in six case studies, a benchmarking analysis, and a review and
synthesis of previous IEU evaluations. The evaluation also drew on past institutional and
organizational assessment approaches to ascertain the extent to which the GCF’s HWFW RA-
related approach, its governance and policy environment, and its wider organizational capacity, with
particular reference to performance management, have established the institutional and operational
conditions for success.

The evaluation was undertaken methodologically as a modified contribution analysis (Mayne, 2008;
Apgar and Levine, 2024), informed by a realist evaluation approach (Pawson and Tilley, 1997;
Westhorp, 2014; INTRAC, 2017), while drawing on institutional and organizational assessment
(Universalia, 2024). It was intent on making visible the strengths and limitations of the GCF’s
design and implementation of work and investments in the HWFW RA, for the purpose of
informing future activities in this RA and other RAs.

Portfolio analysis was conducted by drawing from a series of available GCF databases and IEU-
maintained data sets, including portfolio and finance iPMS data (B.40), GCF accreditation
applications (B.40), funded activity agreement (FAA) conditions and covenants (B.40), and
portfolio performance management system (PPMS) results data (2023). External databases were
also analysed, including the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development’s (OECD)
Climate-Related Development Finance data sets for 2016-2022 and 2000-2022.

A range of stakeholders were consulted for this evaluation, totalling 237 people across all phases of
the evaluation including pre-evaluation, inception, data collection and during field visits.
Stakeholders consulted included current and former GCF Secretariat staff members as well as
external stakeholders including NDAs/focal points, AEs, executing entities, civil society
organizations, Indigenous Peoples organizations, private sector organizations, various delivery
partners and beneficiaries.

3 The 153 HWFW RA-tagged projects include a now-cancelled project, FP115 (Espejo de Tarapaca), since this evaluation
uses the data cut-off point of B.40 (21-24 October 2024) and the project was cancelled on 28 October 2024.

4 This evaluation found that tagging selected by AEs on approved FPs sometimes differs from the tagging available in the
iPMS.
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The evaluation also included six country case studies in Fiji, Grenada, Namibia, Republic of the
Marshall Islands (RMI), Senegal and Tajikistan. These countries accounted for 15 per cent of the
total approved GCF HWFW financing and 26 per cent of HWFW financing to projects that were
fully disbursed or completed, as of B.39.° Country identification for case studies was primarily
based on the maturity of the HWFW RA-tagged investments in countries, and it ensured the
coverage of HWFW RA-tagged projects implemented by DAEs, of single-country and multi-
country projects, and of at least one cross-cutting project. All case studies were conducted with in-
person field visits, with the exception of the case study on Grenada (which was conducted virtually).
Please see Chapter 1.C of the evaluation report for more details on the evaluation methodology.

LIMITATIONS

There were several limitations to this evaluation. Of note is that this was the first ever IEU
evaluation of a result area (RA), which is distinct from an evaluation of a sector portfolio and
approach, such as the energy sector evaluation previously conducted by the IEU. Although the IEU
had undertaken a broader review of the RMF in 2018, the evaluation presented in the current
document assessed the nature and operationalization of the RA approach of the GCF. Due to the
ambiguous nature of the RA approach, the scope of the evaluation evolved as it progressed,
responding to the diverse ways in which RAs are understood across the GCF and its organizational
ecosystem. This led to an extended inception phase and required some flexibility and adjustments by
the evaluation team to narrow or expand areas within scope, in line with the evaluation’s
overarching utilization-focused approach.

Moreover, the timing of the evaluation coincided with an organizational restructure of the GCF
Secretariat. This had several impacts on the evaluation, such as limited stakeholder availability, as
some GCF staff members had limited availability to participate in interviews due to competing
priorities.

In regard to limitations encountered in addressing questions of the HWFW RA implementation and
impacts, the team was also faced with limited available data on results. Beyond the GCF Secretariat
restructuring, the GCF has been changing its results management system with the adoption of its
integrated results management framework (IRMF) and PPMS. The GCF reporting system has not
yet reached maturity and currently provides very limited reliable data on results. While efforts are
under way to strengthen the GCF’s monitoring and reporting system, results reporting using this
new system has been rather limited. Moreover, the GCF results reporting system (i.e. both the PMF
and IRMF and related systems) does not capture the full extent of the impact, with interventions
reported to have impacts beyond what is currently captured through the GCF reporting system.

Quality issues are also noted in the data collected under the GCF’s PMF, specifically the APRs;
there is notable limited quality assurance conducted by the GCF Secretariat on these reports. As a
result, the team relied heavily on qualitative data for results reporting, including document review
and interviews conducted at both the global and the case study levels. Also of note, there were some
gaps in the gender and social inclusion action plans (GAPs) of the projects reviewed in the case
studies (i.e. some were incomplete or not completed), and thus they were not available for review or
inclusion in this evaluation. Gender-sensitive frameworks are also not disaggregated by or specific
to RAs (where there are particularities), making it yet more challenging to disentangle and track

5 The data cut-off point for the evaluation country case studies was set at B.39, around the time when the case study visits
were undertaken. With the exception of the data analyses done for the case studies, the data cut-off point for all other
analyses was set at B.40.
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HWFW RA-specific progress. Please see Chapter 1.D of the evaluation report for more information
on the limitations of this evaluation.

CONCLUSIONS

What started out as an evaluation of a single RA quickly became more complex. Originally
anchored in the HWFW RA, the evaluation was drawn into an examination of all RAs as a
collection of defining claims within an evolving results management architecture. It was called to
pay attention both to the yields of GCF investments carried out under the HWFW RA and to
capturing insights about the development and use of RAs in pursuit of low-carbon, climate-resilient
development.

This evaluation comes at an opportune time for the GCF and for the climate finance community
more broadly given the salience of HWFW as an adaptation RA and the urgency of ensuring that
GCF climate-related investments are indeed making the changes sought. As it stood at the beginning
of the evaluation, and what prompted the work documented herein, the GCF was not in position to
know with much certainty what GCF impacts could be traced to activities carried out with HWFW
intent (or indeed, with intentions tied to any of the adaptation-related RAS). It was therefore
important to find out what claims could be made and what conclusions could reasonably be drawn at
two levels: (i) HWFW specifically, and (ii) RAs more broadly.

CONCLUSIONS IN RELATION TO HWFW, SPECIFICALLY

Conclusion 1. The investments made as HWFW RA-tagged projects are recognized by GCF
stakeholders for their high degree of relevance and value; their emerging results can be linked
to paradigm-shifting trends in multiple countries. In relation to the RA at the centre of this
evaluation, the content it addresses is relevant to the GCF’s mandate under the UNFCCC and to
country stakeholders, donor countries and climate finance actors. NDAs / focal points and country
stakeholders widely recognize the value of HWFW RA-tagged projects (notably on food and water
security, as well as health to the extent they exist in the portfolio) in responding to country needs
and priorities.

The broad climate rationale for addressing food and water security aspects, in particular, is well
established across GCF programming landscapes. Through its accreditation process, the GCF can
show a roster of AEs experienced with and intent on programming in this area. Over its initial
strategic cycle, the GCF and its AEs have shown a moderate degree of success (relative to other
RAs) in mobilizing co-finances for HWFW. Overall, there is a good alignment between country
climate-related needs, on the one hand, and the GCF’s strategic commitment and operational
reach/capability, on the other. Out of the GCF’s 286 approved projects, more than half contribute to
the HWFW RA through the GCF’s financing as defined in their funding proposal.

HWFW RA-tagged projects have notably supported climate-smart and climate-resilient agriculture,
including through the distribution of drought-resistant crops, the introduction of new practices and
technologies, and support for the diversification of production, among others. Based on portfolio
analysis and country case studies, these projects were particularly common in the LDCs and African
States.

Water security, in terms of access, quality and resilience of infrastructure, has largely been achieved
through hard project components, such as the construction of key, climate-resilient infrastructure.
Such projects were particularly common in SIDS.
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Health and wellbeing benefits, such as reduced risk of waterborne diseases, improved mental health
and quality of life, improved nutrition, and improved physical health, largely occur as a result of
increased food or water security, increased resilience to hazards, and newly introduced practices,
and as economic or social co-benefits from HWFW RA-tagged projects. HWFW RA-tagged
projects have also increased the resilience of communities, including farming communities, through
weather forecasting, early warning systems and disaster risk reduction.

Conclusion 2. Results obtained from HWFW RA-tagged projects and the larger contributions
made to low-carbon, climate-resilient development have only been associated with the GCF’s
use of the HWFW RA in a limited manner. The RA approach itself was found to be
inconsequential in their achievement. Historically, the GCF’s use of the RA has been somewhat
disassociated from questions related to programme/project origination and implementation. Its use
has been focused instead on the collection and aggregation of HWFW-related data with which to tell
a corporate-level results story.

The selection of the RA lacks systematic guidance for AEs, highlighting a key disconnect in the
utility and implementation of the RA in practice and allowing for competing interpretations. The
HWFW RA is also rarely the only RA tagged by projects and is most commonly tagged alongside
the other RAs. It has also been observed that some projects in the GCF portfolio that appear relevant
to the HWFW RA are not tagged as such in the GCF’s results management system. Therefore, the
results story can likely be told at the broader GCF portfolio level and at the adaptation portfolio
level, but not at the HWFW RA level.

The evaluation observed the practical challenge of isolating the HWFW RA results from the rest,
limited tools for RA-based reporting, and the resource constraints of the Secretariat to undertake the
quality assurance in aggregating results data based on the RA approach.

Conclusion 3. HWFW RA-tagged projects generate social, economic and environmental co-
benefits, while other projects not tagged under HWFW RA also generate co-benefits and
results relevant to the aspects of health and wellbeing, food, and water security. However,
there is no systematic approach to aggregate these co-benefits at the Fund level to date.
Furthermore, gaps are observed in reporting some areas of co-benefits from HWFW RA-
tagged projects.

Not only adaptation projects but also mitigation projects often report on adaptation co-benefits using
the adaptation beneficiary indicator, although it is unknown how many of these adaptation co-
benefits relate to health and wellbeing, food, and water security.

Although the IRMF has stronger requirements related to co-benefits under the PMF, co-benefit
reporting was instead done at the discretion of the AEs due to a lack of clear indicators and further
guidance from the Secretariat.

Gender and social equity co-benefits, including for other marginalized groups (e.g. Indigenous
Peoples, young people), are rarely reported by AEs, thereby limiting the systematic assessment of
co-benefits across the portfolio of HWFW RA-tagged projects. This limitation extends beyond the
HWFW RA and calls for further improvements on co-benefit reporting. A gap is also noted in
biodiversity-related co-benefits under the GCF’s environmental co-benefit category.

Conclusion 4. Encompassing three expansive sectors while also suggesting a “nexus”
orientation, the HWFW RA formulation itself introduces an uncertainty of expectation for an
organization that is primarily sector oriented. The cross-sectoral orientation suggested in the
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term “Health and Wellbeing, and Food (Security)® and Water Security” is at odds with the
GCF’s sector-oriented makeup as an organization. Projects tagged as HWFW seemingly operate
more as disconnected sector projects rather than as a truly integrated RA approach that links health
and wellbeing, food security and water security all together. In practice, HWFW projects have
tended to be sector led, most often on food or water security with scope to report additional results
as “co-benefits”. In keeping with this, the GCF’s two levels of indicators (core and
sub/supplementary) to measure the RA contribution to the GCF’s adaptation-related impact have
also been sector focused. As a result, the nexus orientation suggested in the HWFW RA has been
irrelevant for some (primarily at the GCF Secretariat) and confusing for others (across NDAs / focal
points and AES).

The shift is marked with the introduction of sectoral guides, starting in 2021, including three that
explore paradigm-shifting pathways and associated financing strategies for health and wellbeing,
for water security, and for agriculture and food security. To date, although interpreted differently
by diverse stakeholders concerning their purpose and use, the sectoral guides have been used for
communication between the AEs and the GCF and have facilitated sector-oriented programming.

Conclusion 5. The absence of a tracking indicator under the IRMF for health-related impacts
is inconsistent with the growing recognition of the “health—climate change” nexus, which
demands increased attention. Relative to water and food security, the slower development of the
health and wellbeing facet of the HWFW RA can in part be traced to this sector’s more recent
emergence as a climate change issue. Over the life of the RA, the wellbeing dimension in particular
has remained mostly unexplored. At a time when the global call for action on the health—climate
change nexus grows louder, the GCF has diminished its ability to track health-related impacts. The
absence of any health-related indicator in the IRMF, when one existed in the earlier RMF, signals
this trend and is inconsistent with the times.

CONCLUSIONS IN RELATION TO RAS, BROADLY

Conclusion 6. At a foundational level, the purpose and role of GCF RAs are insufficiently
articulated and understood across the GCF’s stakeholders, which raises a question about their
continued utility. The latitude provided in early documents to pinpoint how RAs should be used to
greatest effect has not been adequately developed through the GCF’s initial cycle under the RMF
and into its current cycle under the IRMF. There are references to the use of RAs along the
programme/project origination—implementation—-monitoring and reporting continuum, and in
supporting country programming and the GCF’s accreditation process. So far, however, the reason
for their continued existence appears most closely aligned with a corporate reporting function.

With regard to this reporting function, the rationale for aligning RAs to monitoring and reporting
was clearest under the RMF, but it has become less so with the introduction of the IRMF (2022). As
a consequence of being integrated with the GCF’s original RMF and featured as corporate outcomes
with tightly associated indicators, RAs were mostly identified with the GCF’s bid to demonstrate
impact. But now, redeployed under broader, strategic outcomes as a device to organize data sourced
through a more loosely connected set of core and supplementary indicators, their role is less
essential in telling the GCF’s results story. In fact, RAs complicate matters. Under the IRMF, the

6 The HWFW result area is presented as “Health and Wellbeing, and Food and Water Security” in official GCF documents
including the IRMF. However, the evaluation team added the word ‘security’ after food to more clearly indicate that the
HWFW result area construct includes at least three expansive areas and sectors, which are health and wellbeing;
food/agricultural security; and water security.
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GCF’s story of impact and paradigm shift is now one that can be told with reference to these
outcomes and indicators and to GCF strategy, without reference to RAs at all.

As it stands today across the GCF — its Secretariat and its ecosystem of NDAs / focal points and AEs
— there is little shared understanding of what the purpose of RAs is or should be and, indeed, little
external recognition of their presence except through their continuing use in tracking the GCF’s
intended investments. Despite post-2018 evaluation and IRMF-related improvements in the GCF’s
results management and reporting, there remains widespread acknowledgement of the practical
challenges experienced in isolating results in one RA from other RAs, and of the inconsistencies in
data quality, both across AEs and from year to year as RA guidance has developed over time. The
results harmonization discussion and approach at the MDB level has been largely disregarded by the
GCF so far.

With specific regard to HWFW, and largely due to the RA approach, there is acknowledgement that
the GCF has only captured a minimal amount of the health, water security and food security related
adaptation story of its investment. In this wide configuration, the HWFW RA is less amenable to
capturing results with the degree of contextual richness needed to substantiate the GCF’s impact
claims and to inform programming.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In their formulation, the RAs have remained unchanged since they were approved just ahead of the
GCF’s IRM period (2015-2019). Since then, of course, their deployment has been subject to
multiple influences as the climate finance space has evolved and as GCF corporate strategies,
programming and operations have adapted.

Over this dynamic period, the evaluation finds that the GCF’s assignment of purpose and role for
RAs has lost at least some of its natural alignment to the GCF’s results monitoring and reporting
functions and, at the same time, has not kept up with opportunities emergent in relation to
investment policy and planning, country programming and to programme/project and accreditation
pipeline development.

With their run time of nearly 10 years, the evaluation concludes that a reconsideration and
rearticulation of the purpose and formulation of RAs is warranted. In this vein, the evaluation sets
out recommendations to address the evolving purpose of RAs, their value-addition to GCF
investment decision-making and reporting under the IRMF and USP-2, and their compatibility with
the GCF’s sector-oriented mode of programming.

Recommendation 1. The Board should rearticulate the purpose and use of RAs across the
entire GCF system and, in collaboration with the Secretariat and on the basis of this
rearticulation, reformulate them as a set. As the GCF continues to evolve and adjust its strategic
pathway and organizational setting, the evaluation recommends that the Board review the purpose of
RAs. Such an exercise should be carried out in concert with its strategic planning cycle. Internally,
the GCF should be cognizant of its operational requirements for results management and
accountability. Externally, it should be cognizant of climate finance landscape trends, including any
prospects for building coherence and complementarity in results management across actors. The
recommendation includes the following:

e Recommendation 1.1. The Board should consider revisiting the RAs as part of the review of
the IRMF, scheduled for 2026. The review should examine the fundamental roles of RAs in the
entire GCF ecosystem.
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e Recommendation 1.2. Working closely with the Secretariat, the Board should identify and
reconcile competing or overlapping concepts and frameworks related to results management
practice at the GCF and streamline communications accordingly. Items requiring consideration
include (i) the comparative value of RAs to the operation of the IF and to the IRMF; (ii) the
case for continuing to use/develop the integrated RA formulations as epitomized with the
HWFW RA; (iii) the case for referencing core results (tied to core and supplementary
indicators) as distinct from co-benefits; and (iv) the case for tailoring the use of the RAs across
country-focused projects and multi-country projects, and with regard to programmatic
approaches.

e Recommendation 1.3. On the basis of a rearticulation of purpose focused on
programme/project origination rather than on reporting requirements, the Board should
mandate an expert-led, multi-stakeholder working group to review the existing set of eight RAs
on three levels: their consistency in formulation and their relationship to GCF indicators housed
in the IRMF to support monitoring and reporting, their operational coherence as a set in relation
to the GCF’s strategic ambitions, and their compatibility with larger global and regional
commitments.

e Recommendation 1.4. The Board should inform its review of GCF RAs (purpose, use,
reformulation) and the systems supporting their use on the basis of an understanding of the
practices of other climate finance actors related to results-focused monitoring and reporting.
Engaging with other actors in the climate finance space should be done with an intent to
facilitate complementarity and coherence across such institutions. For example, among others,
the GCF may wish to consider the MDB Common Approach to measuring climate results to
further define climate results strategically.

Recommendation 2. Based on the review of RAs by the Board and the rearticulation of the
roles of RAs, the Secretariat should provide comprehensive guidance on the use of the RAs
internally and revisit the results reporting system accordingly.

e Recommendation 2.1. Based on the rearticulation of the roles of RAs, if the GCF decides to
keep the RA approach, the Secretariat should draft guidance internally for the GCF Secretariat
on how the RAs should be considered throughout the project cycle, while taking into account
existing manuals and guidelines such as the Programming Manual, Appraisal Guidance,
sectoral guides, and draft Results Handbook.

e Recommendation 2-2. Apart from the review of RAs, the Secretariat should conduct a quality
check of the data registered in the results management system on a regular basis. This would
address inconsistencies and discrepancies between the information in funding proposals and the
data registered in the results management system/database.

Recommendation 3. The GCF should find ways to operationalize the uses of RAs at the
country level and for AEs, if the GCF wishes to keep the current RA approach. Integral to the
stocktaking described in Recommendation 1, the Secretariat should reconsider the ways to
operationalize RAs from the vantage points of NDAs / focal points and AEs. Such a review should
be forward-looking, attending to the questioned value, perceived lack of clarity, and high degree of
confusion about RAs observed in this evaluation. The ways in which RAs are to be used as part of
the GCF’s results management should be socialized clearly and effectively among NDAs / focal
points and AEs to ensure a common understanding of how RAs are to be used along the
origination—implementation—-monitoring and reporting continuum. This review should be done
in close alignment with the NDAs / focal points and in consultation with AEs. The recommendation
includes the following:
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Recommendation 3.1. Once the purposes and uses of RAs are stabilized and confirmed, the
Secretariat should communicate their “high-level” purpose and use to NDAs / focal points and
AEs. This communication should target NDAs / focal points and AEs on the role of RAs in
country programming and on programme/project and accreditation pipeline development.

Recommendation 3.2. As part of operationalizing the guidance from the Board, the Secretariat
should examine the value RAs could add to country programming across the mitigation—
adaptation spectrum and to programme/project and accreditation pipeline development. Given
the country-driven approach of the GCF, the RA approach should be conceptually integrated
into the country programme and into country-level programmatic approaches.

Recommendation 3.3. The Secretariat should establish the common practice of engaging with
NDAs / focal points and AEs using RAs in the origination of projects, based on such external
guidance.

Recommendation 4. The Secretariat should advance its monitoring and reporting practices in
relation to addressing the GCF’s cross-cutting priorities and to capturing co-benefits
generated through the GCF’s investments.

Recommendation 4.1. The GCF should review practices and organizational capacities relevant
to the monitoring and reporting of co-benefits associated with gender dimensions, Indigenous
Peoples and ESS. Given the centrality of gender, Indigenous Peoples, and environmental and
social considerations in the HWFW portfolio, the GCF should ensure that adequate gender
equality and social inclusion and environmental expertise is made available to the project
development teams focused on this RA (or future iteration of this RA) and RAs more broadly.
In particular, expertise is needed in developing gender-sensitive and in other ways suitable
monitoring frameworks with indicators that are able to support reporting on results and co-
benefits appropriately.

Recommendation 4.2. The GCF should provide capacity-building support to AEs for effective
monitoring and reporting of co-benefits. As things stand, some areas of co-benefits relevant to
health and wellbeing, food, and water security are significantly underreported. Additional
capacity strengthening support for monitoring and reporting for AEs and implementing partners
is required to ensure that outputs and outcomes are properly captured and are not perceived as
optional.

Recommendation 4.3. The GCF should develop a pool of experts, or provide support for
securing the services of experts, skilled in mainstreaming these cross-cutting priorities, drawing
on (among other things) the support of the GCF’s RPSP.

Recommendation 5. The Secretariat should take note of global calls for a greater integration
of health in climate finance programming and reflect such in its updated articulation of
purpose and use. The recommendation includes the following:

Recommendation 5.1. The Secretariat should consider having one or more health-related result
indicators in its RMF. Currently, there are no health-related indicators in place in the IRMF. An
additional indicator on health outcomes needs to be developed if the GCF is to include health in
the scope of its results management. In consultation with AEs (or those close to achieving
accreditation) with a mandate in health (e.g. WHO, FAO, UNICEF), the GCF should find key
entry points and articulate how this links with the climate change rationale.

Recommendation 5.2. The Secretariat should develop a uniform approach to capturing health-
related results in other adaptation and mitigation RAs. In doing so, it should align with
practices across all RAs for monitoring and reporting on co-benefits.
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Chapter 1.INTRODUCTION

. The Green Climate Fund (GCF) is a key institution in the global architecture for responding to the
challenges of climate change. It advances and promotes a paradigm shift towards low-emission and
climate-resilient development, supporting countries and their development partners in doing so, as
per the objectives and targets set by the global community. The GCF is governed by the GCF Board.
Its day-to-day operations are undertaken by its Secretariat, operating from the Fund’s headquarters
located in Songdo, Incheon City, Republic of Korea. During several phases of this evaluation, the
Secretariat comprised seven divisions, offices and units, all of which reported to the Executive
Director.” In addition, three independent units report directly to the GCF Board — namely, the
Independent Evaluation Unit (IEU), the Independent Integrity Unit and the Independent Redress
Mechanism Unit. These units are mandated to ensure the adequate application of safeguards and
internationally accepted standards through accountability, risk management and performance
evaluation.

. The GCF works with national designated authorities (NDAS) or focal points, as well as accredited
entities (AEs), to design and implement projects and programmes. GCF AEs include direct access
entities (DAEs) — composed of local, national and regional organizations nominated by developing
countries — and international accredited entities (IAEs) — composed of a range of organizations such
as United Nations agencies, multilateral development banks (MDBs), international financial
institutions and regional organizations.

. As stated in the Governing Instrument (GI) of the GCF, the GCF “will play a key role in channelling
new, additional, adequate and predictable financial resources to developing countries and will
catalyse climate finance, both public and private, and at the international and national levels” (Green
Climate Fund, 2011). Finally, intent on ensuring diverse and engaged participation, the GCF has a
series of observer organizations from civil society, the private sector and international entities.
These observers may seek accreditation to participate in Board sessions.

. GCF funding and financing are delivered to support the achievement of both mitigation and
adaptation results, in line with the global and national priorities articulated in the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the 2015 Paris Agreement on climate
change. The GCF delivers programmes and projects targeting eight mitigation and adaptation result
areas (RAs), identified for their “potential to deliver a substantial impact on mitigation and
adaptation” (Green Climate Fund, 2021b). As outlined in relevant Board decisions, the RAs were to
serve as a basis for the GCF and its stakeholders to pursue a strategic approach to developing
programmes and projects.

. The four adaptation RAs are (i) Health and Wellbeing, and Food and Water Security (HWFW); (ii)
Livelihoods of People and Communities; (iii) Infrastructure and Built Environment; and (iv)
Ecosystems and Ecosystem Services. The four mitigation areas are (i) Energy Generation and
Access; (ii) Transport; (iii) Buildings, Cities, Industries, and Appliances; and (iv) Forests and Land
Use (Green Climate Fund, n.d.-c). The GCF Secretariat divisions and programming teams provide
guidance and support for RA(S) selection for funding proposals (FPs) and facilitate result monitoring
and management. These eight mitigation and adaptation RAs provide some guidance to the GCF and
its stakeholders for producing impact from their collective investments.

" The GCF Secretariat underwent a restructuring while this evaluation was in progress. As a result, the Secretariat’s
institutional setup and structure had changed by the conclusion of the evaluation.
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. The current document is the final report of an evaluation undertaken by the GCF IEU of the HWFW
RA, which is the second-largest RA in terms of the number of projects approved. A review of the
portfolio, presented below, provides valuable background information to this evaluation.

A. HWFW RA PORTFOLIO OVERVIEW

. Out of the 286 projects approved as of the fortieth meeting of the Board (B.40) (21-24 October
2024), 153 projects tagged the HWFW RA. HWFW RA-tagged projects® were selected based on RA
percentage data currently available for GCF-financing in the Secretariat’s portfolio management
system, known as the Integrated Portfolio Management System (iPMS)® (see Chapter 1.C for more
details). It should also be noted that the tagging of projects to RAs is done first through a self-
selection by AEs and that this self-selection can be subject to change by the GCF Secretariat.*

. The portfolio of 153 HWFW RA-tagged projects represents a nominal amount of USD 7 billion that
is channelled towards adaptation and cross-cutting projects. Approximately 28 per cent of this
amount, USD 2 billion, has been tagged as exclusively HWFW RA-related finance (Figure 1-1). In
absolute terms, HWFW RA-tagged project finance is highest in Africa, followed by the Asia-
Pacific, the Latin America and the Caribbean and mixed regions, with the smallest amounts of
financing in Eastern Europe. It should be noted that RAs are not mutually exclusive; therefore,
multiple RAs could be identified in any single FP.

Figure 1-1. The GCF’s HWFW RA-tagged and non-HWFW RA-tagged financing (USD
million), by region

10,000
8,120 8,037
8,000
5,966
6,000
,000
# 2,358
2,000 1,100 782 478 99
Africa Asia-Pacific Latin America and Eastern Europe
the Caribbean
HWFW-tagged financing Non-HWFW-tagged financing

Source: Funded activities iPMS data, as of B.40. Finance displayed in nominal terms.

Note: Non-HWFW RA-tagged financing includes all corresponding GCF financing per region, excluding
HWFW RA-tagged projects. Finance per region includes finance from single-country and multi-country
projects (based on the indicative country allocation at the project approval stage). The regional breakdown
used for this evaluation is the breakdown commonly used in the GCF reporting as of B.40 (i.e. Africa, Asia-
Pacific, Eastern Europe, Latin America and the Caribbean). Currently, the Secretariat is reformulating its
regional classification in accordance with the ongoing organizational restructuring.

8 HWFW RA-tagged projects refer to GCF-funded projects identified by the GCF Secretariat and tagged under the
Secretariat’s portfolio management system, the Integrated Portfolio Management System (iPMS). This evaluation found
that tagging selected by AEs on approved FPs sometimes differs from the tagging available in the iPMS.

% The 153 HWFW RA-tagged projects include a now-cancelled project, FP115 “Espejo de Tarapaca”, since this evaluation
uses the data cut-off point of B.40 (21-24 October 2024) and the project was cancelled on 28 October 2024.

10 This evaluation found that tagging selected by AEs on approved FPs sometimes differs from the tagging available in the
iPMS.
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The geographic distribution of HWFW RA-tagged projects reflects an approach to address global
challenges across regions, with a significant presence in Africa and the Asia-Pacific region in
absolute terms: 74 (48 per cent) and 60 (39 per cent) projects, respectively, are located in these
regions. Although project investments in Latin America and the Caribbean and Eastern Europe are
less prevalent, they nonetheless contribute to a balanced portfolio when regional disparities in
climate vulnerabilities are taken into account. In relative terms to the total project finance by region,
Africa and Eastern Europe have more GCF financing directed towards the HWFW RA.

Moreover, there are 108 HWFW RA-tagged projects being implemented in at least one developing
country that is particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change (i.e. in least
developed countries (LDCs), small island developing States (SIDS) and/or African States),
representing 71 per cent of all HWFW RA-tagged projects. The majority of the HWFW RA
portfolio in vulnerable countries is in LDCs (50 per cent of HWFW projects) and African States (49
per cent), and 22 per cent is in SIDS (noting that these country classifications can overlap). This
targeted approach aligns with the overarching goal of ensuring equitable access to resources and
resilience-building efforts among the most vulnerable populations.

HWFW RA-tagged projects have a 1:2.78 co-finance ratio, which is somewhat less than the 1:2.98
ratio for all other RAs. The GCF’s investments in the HWFW RA are designed to achieve the
desired impacts through various paradigm-shifting investment pathways. This underscores a
commitment towards addressing critical issues related to HWFW. These endeavours are executed
through a diverse range of entities, with 24 IAEs and 24 DAEs leading the implementation of
HWFW RA-tagged project as AEs.

With regard to project progression, the HWFW RA-tagged projects are distributed across different
stages of implementation, with a notable proportion of the HWFW RA-tagged projects — 71 per cent
— being in the post-disbursement stage (Figure 1-2). This suggests active implementation and
utilization of allocated funds in the portfolio. However, the number of projects fully disbursed or
completed remains fairly low, at 12 per cent.

Figure 1-2. Distribution of HWFW RA-tagged projects across the GCF’s project/programme
activity cycle

Pending legal agreements 23
o Pending FAA effectiveness 15
g Pending 1st disbursement 6
_% Post 1st disbursement 91
= Fully disbursed 17

Completed | 1

o} 20 40 60 8o 100
Number of HWFW RA-tagged projects

Source: Funded activities iPMS data, as of B.40.

Note: The figure describes the distribution of GCF-funded projects by stage of the project appraisal process, in
line with the stages registered in the GCF iPMS. Stage 6 includes FPs pending accreditation master agreement
effectiveness, pending funded activity agreement execution, and pending legal opinion.
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B. PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE EVALUATION

1. PURPOSE

This independent evaluation focuses on the GCF’s HWFW RA and is in line with the 2024
workplan of the GCF IEU, as approved by the GCF Board in October 2023 (decision B.37/09). The
broad purpose of this evaluation is “to serve a learning and accountability function and inform the
decision making of the Board” (Green Climate Fund, 2024b). The evaluation reports on the GCF’s
HWFW results and progress towards targets (fulfilling the accountability function), while also
shedding light on how HWFW RA-tagged interventions can be improved (fulfilling the learning
function). The evaluation will inform the Fund’s results management and will present and
disseminate lessons learned to guide and inform the decision-making of the Board. Specifically, the
evaluation collected and reviewed evidence on the GCF’s approach to and investments in its
HWFW RA, while also providing key lessons for the HWFW RA, the approach to results
management through defined RAs, and the overall performance of the GCF. In line with the
mandate of the IEU, the evaluation also provides reflections on improvements to the performance
indicators and results management frameworks (RMFs) of the Fund (Green Climate Fund, 2014a).

2. SCOPE

The scope of the evaluation is two-pronged: first, the scope encompasses an assessment of the actual
and likely achievements of HWFW RA-tagged investments and key factors that enable or hinder the
achievement of results; and second, it sheds light on the value of the GCF’s RA approach and
investments through a close examination of the HWFW RA itself. It considers how effective and
efficient the GCF’s investments in this RA have been in reducing the vulnerability of local
communities to the effects of climate change, what benefits have been produced, and the extent to
which these impacts are likely to be sustainable. The evaluation therefore includes two levels of
analysis, one at the HWFW RA-tagged project and portfolio level, and the other at the RA level
more broadly.

The evaluation covers the entire portfolio of 153 HWFW RA-tagged projects, updated to B.40.!*
Table 1-1 below gives an overview of the high-level evaluation questions that guided this
evaluation’s design.

Table 1-1.  Key evaluation questions

EVALUATION CRITERIA FROM THE ~ KEY EVALUATION QUESTIONS
EVALUATION PoLIcY FOR THE GCF

Relevance To what extent has the GCF’s approach to and investment in the
HWFW RA been responsive to its mandate, guidance and approach
under the UNFCCC and the Paris Agreement, and to country needs
and global trends?

Coherence and complementarity To what extent has there been coherence and complementarity
between the GCF and other climate/development finance delivery
channels and institutions in the HWFW RA?

Effectiveness and impact To what extent have HWFW RA projects and the broader portfolio
effectively contributed to achieving the climate goals of countries?

1 These HWFW projects were selected based on RA percentages data available in the iPMS.
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EVALUATION CRITERIA FROM THE KEY EVALUATION QUESTIONS

EVALUATION PoLicy FOR THE GCF

Innovativeness in RAS To what extent has the GCF fostered innovation and deployed diverse
financial instruments for HWFW RA projects?

Sustainability/replication and To what extent are results of the GCF’s investments in the HWFW RA

scalability sustainable, spurring replication and/or scaling?

Gender equity To what extent have GCF HWFW RA projects addressed gender

equity and Indigenous Peoples considerations?

Paradigm shift What are the key paradigm shift-related lessons learned from the
HWFW RA approach and HWFW RA-tagged projects of the GCF?

C. METHODOLOGY

The evaluation was launched in October 2023 by the GCF IEU. It was undertaken using a
utilization-focused and participatory approach, combined to enable the delivery of a robust
evaluation with strong buy-in from stakeholders and a high level of usability. An evaluation expert
team, from the consulting firm Universalia, joined the Unit’s efforts in April 2024.

The IEU, the GCF Board, the GCF Secretariat, other independent units, NDAs/focal points, civil
society organizations, private sector organizations, IAEs, DAES and other delivery partners were
identified as key actual and potential users of this evaluation. Consistent with the utilization-focused
and participatory approach, the evaluation team ensured that key stakeholder representatives
informed this evaluation in various ways.

An additional group of external experts was set up to support this evaluation in an advisory capacity.
The advisory group’s main responsibility was to provide quality assurance during the evaluation
process, by reviewing the main deliverables and lending their world-class expertise through the
feedback and guidance provided.

The evaluation was undertaken methodologically as a modified contribution analysis (Mayne, 2008;
Apgar and Levine, 2024), informed by a realist evaluation approach (Pawson and Tilley, 1997;
Westhorp, 2014; INTRAC, 2017), while drawing on institutional and organizational assessment
(Universalia, 2024). It was intent on making visible the strengths and limitations of the GCF’s
design and implementation of work and investments in the HWFW RA, for the purpose of
informing future activities in this RA and other RAs.

The evaluation was undertaken using a mixed-methods approach. This included an extensive
document review (of both internal and external documents), a portfolio analysis of several GCF
databases, stakeholder consultations, field visits resulting in six case studies, a benchmarking
analysis, and a review and synthesis of previous IEU evaluations. The evaluation also drew on past
institutional and organizational assessment approaches to ascertain the extent to which the GCF’s
HWFW RA-related approach, its governance and policy environment, and its wider organizational
capacity, with particular reference to performance management, have established the institutional
and operational conditions for success.

Extensive document review was undertaken of documents such as interim and completion
evaluations of HWFW RA-tagged projects, GCF Board meeting reports, country programmes,
accreditation frameworks, RMFs, GCF sectoral guides, strategic plans of the GCF, GCF policy and
programming documents and UNFCCC key documents. In all, 196 documents were reviewed for
the main report. In addition, many other documents were reviewed to conduct the synthesis and
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review of previous IEU evaluations, the country case studies and the comparative benchmarking
analysis.

Portfolio analysis was conducted by drawing from a series of available GCF databases and IEU-
maintained data sets, including portfolio and finance iPMS data (B.40), GCF accreditation
applications (B.40), funded activity agreement (FAA) conditions and covenants (B.40), and
portfolio performance management system (PPMS) results data (2023). External databases were
also analysed, including the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development’s (OECD)
Climate-Related Development Finance data sets for 2016-2022 and 2000-2022. With regard to the
ex-post results data analyses of HWFW RA-tagged projects/programmes, the evaluation used the
data cut-off point of 31 December 2023, which was the cut-off point for AEs to submit annual
performance reports (APRs) to the GCF Secretariat for the 2023 reporting cycle, in line with the
requirement set under the GCF’s Monitoring and Accountability Framework for Accredited Entities
(MAF).

A range of stakeholders were consulted for this evaluation, totalling 237 people across all phases of
the evaluation including pre-evaluation, inception, data collection and during field visits.
Stakeholders consulted included current and former GCF Secretariat staff members as well as
external stakeholders including NDAs/focal points, AEs, executing entities, civil society
organizations, Indigenous Peoples organizations, private sector organizations, various delivery
partners and beneficiaries. Stakeholders were consulted through semi-structured interviews, which
in some cases were individual or group interviews, and in others community discussions.
Consultations were guided by an interview protocol, with questions covering all evaluation criteria.
Questions were selected and tailored based on stakeholder type, to ensure relevance to their role and
experience, and to ensure valuable insights were collected.

The evaluation also included six country case studies in Fiji, Grenada, Namibia, Republic of the
Marshall Islands (RMI), Senegal and Tajikistan. These countries accounted for 15 per cent of the
total approved GCF HWFW financing and 26 per cent of HWFW financing to projects that were
fully disbursed or completed, as of B.39.22 Country identification for case studies was primarily
based on the maturity of the HWFW RA-tagged investments in countries, and it ensured the
coverage of HWFW RA-tagged projects implemented by DAEs, of single-country and multi-
country projects, and of at least one cross-cutting project. All case studies were conducted with in-
person field visits, with the exception of the case study on Grenada (which was conducted virtually).
During week-long field visits, the evaluation team conducted stakeholder interviews and visited
selected HWFW RA-tagged and related project sites. The evaluation members also joined the
GCF’s Middle East and North Africa (MENA) Regional Dialogue (RD) from 24 to 28 June 2024,
held in Bouznika, Morocco. They conducted a series of interviews to draw on insights from in-
person attendance at the RD. In all cases, stakeholder engagement was complemented by an in-
depth document review of project, programme and country-level strategic/policy documents.

A comparative benchmarking analysis was also conducted for this evaluation. A total of six
comparator organizations were examined: the Asian Development Bank (ADB), the International
Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD), the Dutch Entrepreneurial Development Bank (FMO),
Save the Children Australia (SCA), the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the
Global Environment Facility (GEF). Drawing on publicly available documents, supplemented by
two key informant interviews (KlIs), the analysis focused on project origination and results

12 The data cut-off point for the evaluation country case studies was set at B.39, around the time when the case study visits
were undertaken. With the exception of the data analyses done for the case studies, the data cut-off point for all other
analyses was set at B.40.
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management approaches, including results frameworks, monitoring and reporting. The evaluation
team also took a closer look at HWFW programming in comparators, including their scope, size and
financial instruments used in this area, outside of GCF financing.

This evaluation also builds on a systematic review of previous evaluations and assessments,
compiled into a synthesis of available evidence. The synthesis contains key insights drawn from a
sample of IEU evaluations, country case studies, and assessments undertaken by the IEU’s
Learning-Oriented Real-Time Impact Assessment (LORTA) programme relevant to the performance
of the HWFW RA. Since previous evaluations and assessments did not always report their results
and findings at the RA level, the findings included in the synthesis were substantiated with examples
of HWFW RA-tagged projects. In other cases, findings regarding the larger adaptation portfolio that
were pertinent to the HWFW RA were also included in the synthesis. The findings of the synthesis
were structured according to the evaluation criteria of this current evaluation and have informed the
analysis of all relevant sections of this evaluation report. A complete list of the IEU evaluations and
LORTA assessments consulted can be found in Table 1-2.

Table 1-2.  Reports included in the synthesis of previous IEU evaluations and assessments

e Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Results Management Framework
(2018)

e LORTA Synthesis Report 2018 (2018)

e Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Country Ownership Approach (2019)
e LORTA Synthesis Report 2019 (2019)

e  Forward-Looking Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund (2019)

e Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Readiness and Preparatory Support
Programme (RPSP) (2019)

e Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Environmental and Social Safeguards
and the Environmental and Social Management System (2020)

e Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green Climate Fund
Investments in Small Island Developing States (2020)

e Independent Assessment of the Green Climate Fund’s Simplified Approval Process (SAP)
Pilot Scheme (2020)

e Independent Evaluation of the Adaptation Portfolio and Approach of the Green Climate
Fund (2021)

e Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Approach to the Private Sector (2021)

e Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green Climate Fund’s
investments in the Least Developed Countries (2022)

e LORTA Synthesis Report 2022 (2022)

e Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green Climate Fund’s
Investments in the African States (2023)

e LORTA Portfolio Brief (2023)
e LORTA Synthesis Report 2023 (2023)
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In preparation for report drafting, a five-day sense-making and report writing workshop was held in
Songdo, Republic of Korea, during the week of 2 September 2024. The workshop provided an
opportunity for the evaluation team to review all collected data and conduct triangulated analysis.
Reporting was conducted subsequently.

D. LIMITATIONS

There are several limitations to this evaluation. Of note is that this is the first ever IEU evaluation of
an RA, which is distinct from an evaluation of a sector portfolio and approach, such as the energy
sector evaluation previously conducted by the IEU. Although the IEU had undertaken a broader
review of the RMF in 2018, the evaluation presented in the current document has assessed the nature
and operationalization of the RA approach of the GCF. Due to the ambiguous nature of the RA
approach, as discussed in this evaluation report, the scope of the evaluation evolved as it progressed,
responding to the diverse ways in which RAs are understood across the GCF and its organizational
ecosystem. This led to an extended inception phase and required some flexibility and adjustments by
the evaluation team to narrow or expand areas within scope, in line with the evaluation’s
overarching utilization-focused approach.

Moreover, the timing of the evaluation coincided with an organizational restructure of the GCF
Secretariat. This had several impacts on the evaluation, such as limited stakeholder availability, as
some GCF staff members had limited availability to participate in interviews due to competing
priorities. Additionally, this restructuring created uncertainties as to how the RA approach, including
the HWFW RA, and the GCF Secretariat more broadly would function after the restructuring. These
uncertainties have posed a particular challenge for forward-looking elements of this evaluation,
specifically recommendations.

Other limitations regarding the timing of the evaluation also arose. The evaluation took a “case
study forward” approach, such that some global interviews were conducted during the months of
July, August and September. The case study forward approach was pursued due to the extended
inception phase as well as the availability of case study countries, which had indicated a preference
for June and July field visits. The review focusing on the MENA RD was also bound by specific
event dates. Further, the GCF’s B.39 was held in the period of 15-18 July 2024, in the middle of the
evaluation’s data-collection phase, which created additional competing priorities for both the team
and key stakeholders. While unavoidable, this case study forward approach created stakeholder
availability issues for global interviews and the benchmarking exercise. To mitigate this issue, the
team remained flexible in timing and conducting interviews, leveraging opportunities for interviews
and snowballing where possible. However, in the case of the benchmarking exercise, this issue led
to the reframing of the exercise, to rely principally on organizational documentation.

Significantly, this evaluation has two principal dimensions of inquiry. One has to do with the
HWFW RA as an exemplar of the GCF’s use of RAs. In this instance, the evaluation examines a
working methodology for GCF planning, management and reporting. The other has to do with what
can be learned about the GCF’s impact in relation to the HWFW specifically. Each dimension of
inquiry posed challenges to the evaluation. Limitations encountered in addressing HWFW (and RAs
in general) as a tool/approach for specifying GCF investments are as follows:

e  The purpose of RAs as discrete from the results frameworks that house them is only stated in
general terms. What constitutes successful use across stakeholder groups is not defined.
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e  This close association with the results frameworks, with their focus on the design and delivery
of programmes and projects, creates additional uncertainty regarding the specific use of RAs on
matters such as country programming.

e  Specific to the RA of focus in this evaluation, the formulation of the HWFW RA is uncertain
over whether its purpose and intention is to be a “collector” for any one or more facets of the
RA (health and wellbeing, and/or food security, and/or water security) or whether it should
point towards nexus scenarios in relation to HWFW.

In regard to limitations encountered in addressing questions of HWFW implementation and impacts,
the team was also faced with limited available data on results. Beyond the GCF Secretariat
restructuring, the GCF has been changing its results management system with the adoption of its
integrated results management framework (IRMF) and PPMS. The GCF reporting system has not
yet reached maturity and currently provides very limited reliable data on results. While efforts are
under way to strengthen the GCF’s monitoring and reporting system, results reporting using this
new system has been rather limited. Moreover, the GCF is in a position where some HWFW RA-
tagged projects are reporting results following one or the other of these two frameworks: some
follow the GCF’s performance measurement framework (PMF) and RMF, whereas others follow the
newer IRMF, leading to difficulties and limitations in the reporting and interpretation of reported
materials as well as in aggregation at the RA level. The GCF results reporting system (i.e. both the
PMF and IRMF and related systems) does not capture the full extent of the impact, with
interventions reported to have impacts beyond what is currently captured through the GCF reporting
system.

Quality issues are also noted in the data collected under the GCF’s PMF, specifically the APRs;
there is notable limited quality assurance conducted by the GCF Secretariat on these reports. As a
result, the team relied heavily on qualitative data for results reporting, including document review
and interviews conducted at both the global and the case study levels. Also of note, there were some
gaps in the gender and social inclusion action plans (GAPs) of the projects reviewed in the case
studies (i.e. some were incomplete or not completed), and thus they were not available for review or
inclusion in this evaluation. Gender-sensitive frameworks are also not disaggregated by or specific
to RAs (where there are particularities), making it yet more challenging to disentangle and track
HWFW RA-specific progress.

Also, the fact that this evaluation relied on iPMS data to identify HWFW RA-tagged projects is a
limitation in and of itself, with quality issues raised by consulted stakeholders and as experienced
firsthand by the evaluation team. The evaluation assumed that the iPMS data on RAs came from
section A4 of approved FPs, where AEs are requested to self-identify relevant RAs. However,
during the analysis phase of the evaluation, notable discrepancies in RA information were found
between approved FPs and the iPMS. In cases where the iPMS data did not contain HWFW RA
information for a particular project but the approved FP of the same project identified HWFW as its
RA, the project was not included in the portfolio analysis due to incorrect information/data in the
iPMS. Examples of such projects are FP043 “The Saiss Water Conservation Project” and FP209
“Climate Change Resilience through South Africa’s Water Reuse Programme (“WRP’)”.

Even in cases where tagging information was aligned between approved FPs and the iPMS, the self-
selection of RAs by AEs with limited guidance by the GCF during FP formulation have led to
projects not being tagged with the HWFW RA, despite having relevant links and likely impacts
related to HWFW. These instances limit the ability of the evaluation team to capture the full scope
of results in the GCF’s portfolio linked to the HWFW RA (as would be the case with any RA for
that matter). Furthermore, similar to the self-selection of RAs, the financial allocation to each RA as
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defined in FPs may not be reliable or an accurate representation, highlighting caution in interpreting
guantitative results. Many of these limitations on both the HWFW RA (and RAs in general) and the
availability of data are also notable as key findings in relation to the GCF’s overall results
management and measurement approach and are further discussed as such throughout the report.

Finally, the evaluation team had less than the anticipated time available for this evaluation. The
overall timeline of the evaluation was shortened due to adjustments in GCF Board meeting
schedules for 2024 and 2025.

Despite these limitations, the evaluation team adjusted its methodological and operational
approaches in ways that enable it to express, with a good degree of confidence, that the results
reported, insights shared, and recommendations crafted reflect an appropriately thorough assessment
of the HWFW RA-tagged portfolio and the RA approach of the GCF more broadly.

E. ROAD MAP OF THE REPORT

The report is structured to report on all evaluation criteria, discussing both the HWFW RA-tagged
portfolio and the RA approach more broadly. Individual chapters are presented accordingly, with an
overarching structure as follows:

e Chapter 1 is an introduction to the context and background of the evaluation. It details the
purpose, scope, methodology and limitations of the evaluation.

e  Chapter 2 focuses on institutional context, examining the GCF’s RA approach and the
HWFW RA more specifically, including reflections on the RA’s prominence within the GCF’s
governance, policy, strategy and relevant frameworks.

e  Chapter 3 focuses on project and programme origination and includes sections on relevance
and responsiveness and on coherence and complementarity.

e  Chapter 4 considers various aspects of project and programme implementation and is also
divided into two main sections: (i) effectiveness and impact, and (ii) gender and social equity.

e  Chapter 5 centres on various aspects of paradigm shift, including sustainability, innovation
and the GCF’s risk tolerance.

e  Chapter 6 focuses on project and programme completion and results management.

e  Chapter 7 provides conclusions and recommendations based on the findings and analysis
presented in the chapters preceding it.

This report also includes the annexes containing the list of stakeholders consulted and the report
reference list.
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Chapter 2.INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT

KEY FINDINGS

e  The GCF’s RAs emerged early on through an iterative process and as part of a wider formative
discussion.

e  More generally, guidance to support the RMF has been found lacking for NDAs / focal points, AEs
and the GCF Secretariat for proposal development and monitoring and evaluation.

e  Since the period just prior to the Fund’s initial resource mobilization (IRM), the RAs themselves have
not changed; however, their place in the results architecture of the GCF has.

e Under the initial RMF, the RAs were out front as statements of GCF impact, with indicators to
measure them. Under the successor IRMF, the indicators lead under a more broadly phrased Fund-
level outcome and the RAs are placed as ways to explain the GCF’s impact.

e  Overall, RA elaboration has been slow to develop, not occurring until the launch of the IRMF in 2022.

e Regarding the HWFW RA, specifically, the elaboration of health and wellbeing has lagged behind the
food security and water security facets of the RA, and the distinctness of “wellbeing” has not been
explored.

e  Regarding measurement of the HWFW RA, there are important discontinuities between the RMF and
the IRMF and a continuing reliance on the tracking of beneficiaries, despite an enduring critique that
beneficiary counts are insufficient for measuring progress along resiliency pathways.

e  Strategy documents have progressively shifted from defining the GCF’s path to focusing on strategic

impacts. With that, there are signs of convergence with the GCF’s high-level indicators and, by
extension, their associated RAS.

e  The RMF, IRMF and the RAs housed within are almost exclusively directed at the GCF
programme/project pipeline.
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A. GOVERNANCE

1. THE EMERGENCE OF RAS AS PART OF THE GCF’S FORMATION

The GCF’s RAs emerged early on through an iterative process and as part of a wider
formative discussion. The origins of “result areas” can be traced to the GCF Board’s deliberation
on structure and organization at least a year prior to its 2014 IRM and two years prior to approving
its first batch of projects. At B.03 in March 2013, the Board asked the Interim Secretariat to develop
an RMF as part of other work under way to develop the GCF’s business model framework. The task
was to deliver options for modalities for monitoring and evaluation, and to develop key criteria the
Fund could employ to attain its objectives in time for B.04 (June 2013) (Green Climate Fund,
2013a).

Several key considerations from the GI of the GCF were woven into the formulation of this initial
framework, including the following (Green Climate Fund, 2011):

e itsanchoring to the ultimate objective of the UNFCCC.

e its promotion of “paradigm shift” towards low-emission and climate-resilient development
pathways, signalling a commitment to pursuing climate change mitigation and adaptation in
equal measure.

e acommitment to have a “country-driven” approach through engagement with “relevant
institutions and stakeholders”.

e anintention that the GCF be a learning institution, guided by resources for monitoring and
evaluation.

e astrategic focus on mitigation and adaptation impacts while at the same time promoting
environmental, social, economic and development co-benefits and taking a gender-sensitive
approach.

In the formulation of the framework, RAs with accompanying targets and indicators were positioned
at an intermediary level of aggregation between the funding windows for mitigation and adaptation,
on the one hand, and programmes and projects, on the other. Draft formulations of the initial results
framework stipulated the necessity of the GCF being able to aggregate upward from programmes
and projects, and it identified RAs as the means of doing so for the purpose of reporting on Fund
accomplishments (Green Climate Fund, 2013b). At the same time, the originators of the framework
introduced the notion that RAs should be sufficiently specific to serve a guidance function, “to steer

country programmes and individual projects towards the objectives of the Fund” (Green Climate
Fund, 2013b).

Convergence around an initial set of four mitigation and four adaptation RAs required three Board
discussions with interim working sessions (B.05, October 2013; B.06, February 2014; and B.07,
May 2014). In their earliest form, adaptation RAs were considered too broad to be measurable at the
project level. As well, there were divergent views on the extent to which standardized indicators
could meaningfully be applied given the uniqueness of country circumstances. At the time, the
search for options was complicated by an absence in the adaptation field of well-accepted candidate
metrics of climate vulnerability and resilience.

For B.06 (February 2014), a proposed refinement was made to an initial set of 14 RAs (eight
adaptation and six mitigation) adopted at B.05 (October 2013; decision B.05/03). Earlier RA
formulations were rephrased with a stronger outcome emphasis and in some instances elaborated
upon. In the realm of adaptation, additional RAs were also proposed to cover areas of adaptation
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perceived as missing, and a distinction was drawn between those RAs focused on “exposure” and
those focused on “adaptation approaches”. It is at this point, that the RA of focus in this evaluation
emerged with the following phrasing: “People, health, and well-being”. The full list of adaptation
RAs tabled for consideration at B.06 (February 2014) is set out in Table 2—-1.

Table 2-1.  Proposed organizing framework for adaptation RAs, as tabled at B.06

RAS FOCUSING ON PARTICULAR EXPOSURE UNITS

e  Sustainable land-use management, agriculture and rural adaptation (extended)
e  Ecosystems and ecosystem-based adaptation (added)

e  Design and planning of cities (emphasizing adaptation and mitigation links)

e  Sustainable forest management (emphasizing adaptation and mitigation links)
e  Climate-resilient infrastructure (added)

e  People, health and well-being (added)

RAS FOCUSING ON PARTICULAR ADAPTATION APPROACHES

e  Readiness and capacity-building (emphasizing adaptation and mitigation links)
o  Effective community-based adaptation

e  Approaches to risk sharing and transfer (added)

e  Programmatic and transformative adaptation activities

e  Coordination, knowledge hubs and South—South exchange

e  Cross-cutting themes (“flagships”) across RAs

CROSS-CUTTING RA

e Adaptation activities to reduce climate-related vulnerabilities

Source: Green Climate Fund, 2014b.

A broad-ranging discussion of the proposed set of adaptation results and accompanying indicators
resulted in a decision to request further development of the RAs and indicators on the basis of the
comments made. Discussion points of significance to this evaluation included references to
overlaps, excessive granularity, and a need to rebalance in favour of resilience/capacity and away
from a sector focus and to address an insufficient outcome orientation. There was also a suggestion
from a civil society representative that the “people, health and well-being” RA be considered
overarching (Green Climate Fund, 2014c).

The next, much streamlined, rendering of RAS, set within separate mitigation and adaptation logic
models and accompanying PMFs, was presented at B.07 (May 2014), where it was approved.

The RMF was described as “a compromise between the complex nature of projects and programmes
and the limited capacity of most countries to monitor and report on such interventions” (Green
Climate Fund, 2014d). A slightly refined and elaborated document comprising mitigation and
adaptation logic models, each with PMFs, along with an initial approach to the formulation of the
GCF’s monitoring and evaluation policy was tabled at B.08 (October 2014). Reviewed against
comparator climate funds, the Secretariat confirmed that the adaptation RAs approved at B.07 (May
2014) are “comprehensive and create a meaningful framework for adaptation activities” (Green
Climate Fund, 2014e). Additional discussions took place at B.12 and B.13 in relation to the further
development of indicators in the PMF and refinements were made.

At completion, the initial RMF and PMFs contained the eight RAs evenly split between mitigation
and adaptation and with the RA of focus in this evaluation taking its place under adaptation. Figure
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2-1 presents the adaptation logic model approved as part of the RMF, and Figure 2-2 presents the
mitigation logic model.

Figure 2-1. The adaptation logic model under the RMF

Paradigm shift Increase climate-resilient sustainable development

objective
1.0 Increased 2.0 Increased 3.0 Increased 4.0 Improved
resilience and resilience of resilience of resilience of
enhanced health and infrastructure and | ecosystems and
Fund-level impacts | livelihoods of the | wellbeing, and the built ecosystem
most vulnerable food and water environment to services
people security climate change
threats
5.0 Strengthened institutional and regulatory systems for climate-responsive
planning and development
Project/ tprogramme 6.0 Increased generation and use of climate information in decision-making
outcomes

7.0 Strengthened adaptive capacity and reduced exposure to climate risks
8.0 Strengthened awareness of climate threats and risk-reduction processes

Source: Green Climate Fund, 2014d.

Figure 2-2. The mitigation logic model under the RMF

Paradigm shift

.2 Shift to low-emission sustainable development pathways
objective

1.0 Reduced 2.0 Reduced 3.0 Reduced 4.0 Reduced emissions from

emissions emissions emissions land use, deforestation,

through through from forest degradation, and

. increased low- increased buildings, through sustainable forest

Fund-level impacts . ..

emission energy | access to low- | cities, management and

access and emission industries and | conservation and

power transport appliances enhancement of forest

generation carbon stocks

5.0 Strengthened institutional and regulatory systems for low-emission planning
and development

6.0 Increased number of small, medium, and large low-emission power suppliers
Project/programme

outcomes 7.0 Lower energy intensity of buildings, cities, industries, and appliances

8.0 Increased use of low-carbon transport

9.0 Improved management of land or forest areas contributing to emissions
reduction

Source: Green Climate Fund, 2014d.

16 | ©IEU



49.

50.

51.

Independent Evaluation of the GCF's Result Area "Health and Wellbeing, and Food and Water Security” (HWFW)
Final report - Chapter 2

In the RMF, the RAs were elaborated through the use of hypothetical scenarios illustrating potential
alignments between projects and RAs, including HWFW.

The adaptation PMF identified adaptation-specific core indicators for tracking direct and indirect
beneficiaries and the total number of beneficiaries relative to the total population. Three sub-
indicators were specified to be used at the project level to capture HWFW-specific beneficiary data
(Green Climate Fund, 2014e):

e Number of introduced health measures to respond to climate-sensitive diseases
e  Number of food-secure households (in areas/periods at risk of climate change impacts)

o  Number of people with year-round access to reliable and safe water supply despite climate
shocks and stresses
At B.22 (February 2019), some four years after approving the RMF, the Board requested the GCF
Secretariat to undertake a revision in light of developments in the climate finance field, the GCF’s
own strategy development, and gaps in the use of the original framework observed by the Secretariat
and by the GCF IEU in the 2018 Independent Review of the Results Management Framework
(Independent Evaluation Unit, 2018). A revised RMF, subsequently named the IRMF, was approved
at B.29 (June 2021). Figure 2—-3 summarizes the evolution of the RAs over a period of six years.
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Figure 2-3. Emergence of RAs (2013-2019)

Result areas revised,
additional result
areas added in the

Initial set of 4
adaptation + 4

mitigation result Indicators in the

Secretariat asked to
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2. CRITICAL OBSERVATIONS FROM RMF IMPLEMENTATION

Some critical observations surrounding the formative period of RMF implementation (2015-2018)
help to inform a present-day understanding of RAs at the GCF and, in particular, of the HWFW RA.
They underline that the evolution of the RAs has occurred within a larger evolutionary process
associated with the GCF’s results management architecture. The GCF has recognized this fact in its
framework-related policy documents, stating that “as a continuously learning institution, [the GCF]
will maintain the flexibility to refine its results management framework, results areas and
performance indicators based on the Fund’s experience in implementation and monitoring, and as
evaluation becomes available” (Green Climate Fund, 2014e, p. 1). Drawing mainly from the IEU’s
2018 review of the RMF, observations include the following:

e  While providing some direction through the use of RAs and offering flexibility to account for
widely varied contexts, the adaptation and mitigation (including REDD+) logic models
underpinning the RMF are each incomplete for the purposes of mapping GCF investments to
paradigm shift towards low-emission and climate-resilient development.

e Inparticular, the adaptation logic model is considered strong in highlighting enabling
conditions but weak in its incorporation of technology, financial and business models and the
potential for private sector contributions. It is also considered unclear in the way it draws a
distinction between climate-resilient activities on the one hand and regular development on the
other. By contrast, the mitigation logic model shows change pathways to paradigm shift but
without reference to enabling conditions.

e  With their attention to beneficiary counts, adaptation RMF core and sub-indicators come up
short in describing status and direction in relation to the achievement of climate-resilient
sustainable development.

e Until the 2020 publication of the GCF Programming Manual and the 2021 publication of the
Simplified Approval Process (SAP) Technical Guidance Compendium, little guidance had been
available on the implementation of the RMF — in particular, its measurement and reporting
aspects. In the absence of such, divergent interpretations of RMF expectations have emerged
across the stakeholder landscape, and with those methodological inconsistencies surrounding
data collection and analysis. These have frustrated attempts to aggregate programme and
project data at a higher level.

e  Patterns of reporting show insufficient investment in monitoring and evaluation system design
at the project level. As well, a lack of guidance for NDAs in relation to monitoring and
reporting is observed to have compromised country ownership. At the Secretariat, specialist use
of the RMF has been minimal other than for classifying investments by impact and RAs.

More generally, guidance to support the RMF has been found lacking for NDAs / focal points,

AEs and the GCF Secretariat, for proposal development and monitoring and evaluation.

Progress has been made in this regard since the 2018 independent review of the RMF and with the

publication of the GCF Programming Manual (2020), Simplified Approval Process (SAP) Technical

Guidance Compendium (2021, updated 2022), sectoral guides (2021-2022), and draft Integrated

Results Management Framework: Results Handbook (2022).

3. RADEFINITION IN THE NEW IRMF

Since the period just prior to the Fund’s IRM, the RAs themselves have not changed.
However, their place in the results architecture of the GCF has. Under the initial RMF, the
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RAs were out front as statements of GCF impact, with indicators to measure them. Under the
successor IRMF, the indicators lead under a more broadly phrased Fund-level outcome, and
the RAs are placed as ways to explain the GCF’s impact. As seen in Figure 2—4, the new results
architecture includes a more general GCF-level outcome, with the label “Mitigation and Adaptation
(impact potential)”. Addressing the critique of the RMF, it sits above another (antecedent) GCF
outcome focused on the creation of enabling environments at the country level. The RAs are
anchored under the Mitigation and Adaptation (impact potential) outcome, as explained below.

Figure 2-4. GCF IRMF architecture
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Source: Green Climate Fund, 2021b, p. 3.

Under the GCF outcome of Mitigation and Adaptation (impact potential), the first core indicator
focused on emissions management and the second core indicator counting beneficiaries pertain
uniquely to the GCF’s mitigation and adaptation ambitions, respectively. Supplementary indicators
under these provide for specific tracking under the original set of mitigation and adaptation RAs
(four in each). By contrast, the third core indicator assessing value pertains to both mitigation and
adaptation. Here, the core indicator and associated supplementary indicator can be used to track
impact potential under both the mitigation and adaptation RAs. The fourth core indicator, assessing
coverage, again pertains uniquely to the GCF’s adaptation ambitions, with associated
supplementary indicators for tracking aspects of impact potential under one or more adaptation RAS.
Table 2-2 shows the new, more intricate relationship between the two levels of indicators and the
RAs.
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Relationship between IRMF core/supplementary indicators and RAs

IRMF INDICATORS GCF-SUGGESTED RAS

Corel Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduced, avoided or MRA 14
removed/sequestered

1.1 Annual energy savings (MWh) MRA 3

1.2 Installed energy storage capacity (MWh) MRA 1

1.3 Installed renewable energy capacity (MW) MRA 1

1.4 Renewable energy generated (MWh) MRA 1

1.5 Improved low-emission vehicle fuel economy (net change in MRA 2
fuel/energy consumption per kilometre travelled)

Core 2  Direct and indirect beneficiaries reached ARA 14

2.1 Beneficiaries (female/male) adopting improved and/or new climate- ARA1
resilient livelihood options (number of individuals)

2.2 Beneficiaries (female/male) with improved food security (number of ARA 2
individuals)

2.3 Beneficiaries with more climate-resilient water security (number of ARA 2
individuals)

2.4 Beneficiaries (female/male) covered by new or improved early warning ARA 1-4
systems (number of individuals)

2.5 Beneficiaries (female/male) adopting innovations that strengthen ARA 14
climate change resilience (number of individuals)

2.6 Beneficiaries (female/male) living in buildings that have increased ARA 3
resilience against climate hazards (humber of individuals)

2.7 Change in expected losses of lives due to the impact of extreme ARA 1-3
climate-related disasters in the geographic area of the GCF intervention
(value in USD)

Core 3  Value of physical assets made more resilient to the effects of MRA 1-4
climate change and/or more able to reduce GHG emissions ARA 1-3

3.1 Change in expected losses of economic assets due to the impact of ARA 1-3
extreme climate-related disasters in the geographic area of the GCF
intervention (value in USD)

Core4  Hectares of natural resource areas brought under improved low- ARA1, 2,4
emission and/or climate-resilient management practices

4.1 Hectares of terrestrial forest, terrestrial non-forest, freshwater and ARA 4
coastal-marine areas brought under restoration and/or improved
ecosystems

4.2 Number of livestock brought under sustainable management practices ARA 1,24

4.3 Number of fish stock brought under sustainable management practices  ARA1,2,4

Source: Green Climate Fund, 2022c.
Note: ARA = adaptation result area; MRA = mitigation result area.

Overall, RA elaboration has been slow to develop, not occurring until the release of the IRMF
in 2022. The RAs were elaborated upon for the first time in the guidance material for the IRMF.
Prior to the release of the IRMF, the RAs were described through illustrative examples only. The
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IRMF states that the HWFW RA “includes support for climate-smart agriculture, which can reduce
food security risks as well as pressures on water supply; and efforts to improve the resilience of
cities by improving water, sanitation, management systems and infrastructure within urban areas”
(Green Climate Fund, 2022c).

Regarding measurement of the HWFW RA, there are important discontinuities between the
RMF and the IRMF and a continuing reliance on the tracking of beneficiaries, despite an
enduring critique that beneficiary counts are insufficient for measuring progress along
resiliency pathways. Of particular note, the RMF sub-indicator tracking food-secure households is
retained, and the RMF sub-indicator tracking access to water is replaced by a similar indicator used
by the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) / Global Water Partnership. What is missing from
the IRMF, however, is an RMF sub-indicator tracking health and wellbeing measures (Green
Climate Fund, 2021b).

Varied degrees of sector-specific championship at the AE level and access to sectoral expertise are
mentioned as factors bearing on this pattern of HWFW coverage. Historically, the GCF’s portfolio
shows donor strength in food and water security programming. By contrast, the portfolio shows a
paucity of health and wellbeing focused programming, with wellbeing largely undifferentiated from
health beyond conveying the GCF’s intent to address its physical, mental and emotional aspects.
This unbalanced pattern of coverage reflects the slower emergence of the “climate—health nexus” as
a global programming focus following recognition of its importance in the Paris Agreement (2015).
The adoption of the Health and Climate Change Action Plan at the twenty-eighth Conference of the
Parties (COP) (2023) marks its increased presence in the climate change discourse and brings
additional attention to the absence of any health—climate-related tracking mechanism under the
IRMF (COP28, 2023).

At the same time, the IRMF provides new scope to assign GCF-funded activities under the HWFW
RA. As shown in Table 2-2 above, the IRMF introduces new ways to track HWFW dimensions of
GCF investments using supplementary indicators associated with the following:

e Introduction or improvement of early warning systems (2.4)

e Innovations that strengthen climate change resilience (2.5)

e  Changes in expected losses of lives (2.7)

e  Changes in expected losses of economic assets (3.1)

e Number of livestock brought under sustainable management practices (4.2)
e  Number of fish stock brought under sustainable management practices (4.3)

B. GCF STRATEGIC INPUTS

Strategy documents have progressively shifted from defining the GCF’s path to focusing on
strategic impacts. With that, there are signs of convergence with the GCF’s high-level
indicators and, by extension, their associated RAs.

1. INITIAL STRATEGIC PLAN

The Initial Strategic Plan for the GCF, published in 2016, outlined the Board’s strategic vision for
the GCF. The document does not mention RAs specifically or include the GCF’s use of RAs more
broadly. However, it does set out the GCF’s long-term vision of “promoting a paradigm shift
towards low-emission climate resilience in the context of sustainable development”, recognizing the
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challenge before it to “turn this abstract vision into practice” (Green Climate Fund, 2016, p. 1).
Here, the document points to Fund-level mitigation and adaptation impacts as critical antecedents
and, as a result, strategically positions the RAs, phrased as “impacts” in the RMF, as important
stepping stones.

2. INVESTMENT FRAMEWORK

With reference to the meaning of paradigm shift, the Initial Strategic Plan refers to the GCF’s initial
investment framework (IF) (2014, updated in 2023), which sets out criteria for assessing programme
and project proposals (Green Climate Fund, 2023b).

The (initial and updated) IF sets out allocation parameters of importance to an examination of the
GCF’s RAs generally, and HWFW specifically. Through the IF, the GCF commits to an overall
50/50 investment balance (in grant equivalent) in the portfolio between adaptation and mitigation; it
seeks a floor of 50 per cent adaptation allocation in vulnerable countries (LDCs, SIDS and African
States); and it calls on the use of the GCF RPSP as a support to assist in the pursuit of these and
other IF targets named. As well, the updated iteration of the IF seeks an increase (over the initial
investment period) in nominal terms of the share of funding allocated through the GCF’s Private
Sector Facility (PSF) (Green Climate Fund, 2023b, p. 2).

GCF programme/project proposals are assessed against a set of six criteria. These are (i) impact
potential (i.e. their potential to contribute to the achievement of the Fund’s objectives and RAs), (ii)
paradigm-shift potential (i.e. the degree to which proposed activities catalyse impact beyond a one-
off project or programme investment), (iii) sustainable development potential (i.e. wider benefits
and priorities), (iv) the needs of the recipient, (v) country ownership, and (vi) efficiency and
effectiveness (Green Climate Fund, 2023b, pp. 3-4). RAs are mentioned explicitly in the updated IF
under the Impact Potential criteria, and the 2022 iteration of the GCF’s Appraisal Guidance
document sets out RA-specific questions and criteria to support its due diligence process for concept
notes and FPs (Green Climate Fund, 2022a).

3. MONITORING AND ACCOUNTABILITY FRAMEWORK

The MAF (2015) has been foundational in providing guidance for AEs, the Secretariat and NDAs /
focal points on the distribution of responsibilities in relation to activity risk and results monitoring.
The MAF clarifies how programme- and project-level results are to be aggregated and reported to
the Board. As well, it assigns responsibilities to the NDA / focal point, the AE, and the GCF
Secretariat and its various accountability units (Green Climate Fund, 2015b).

As noted in the 2018 IEU RMF evaluation, an initial absence of strategically oriented guidance to
support use of the RMF in achieving paradigm shift led GCF staff, AEs and NDAs to rely on the
“high-level” operational MAF and the “high-level” strategic IF, which although providing essential
guidance were insufficient to address the finer details associated with operationalizing the RMF.
This has been remedied to considerable extent with the 2020 release of the GCF Programming
Manual and the 2022 release of the draft Integrated Results Management Framework: Results
Handbook that addresses changes associated with the introduction of the IRMF. The development of
SAP technical guidance and a series of sectoral guides first introduced in 2021 are also noted for
their clarifying role.
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4. UPDATED STRATEGIC PLAN (2020-2023)

The task of fostering a paradigm-shifting portfolio was taken up in the Updated Strategic Plan for
the GCF 2020-2023 (USP), published to coincide with the GCF’s first replenishment period (2020—
2023). In the USP, the GCF sought to improve articulation between programme/project investment
on the one hand, and Fund-level impact related to paradigm shift and sustainable development on
the other (Green Climate Fund, 2020b). As part of this effort, the GCF restated the adaptation and
mitigation logic models associated with the RMF in a consolidated theory of change (ToC),
published in 2019. As shown in Figure 2-5, the ToC gave the RAs prominence under four key
outcomes targeting “overarching economic transitions toward low-emissions, climate-resilient
development — in the built environment; energy and industry; human security, wellbeing and
livelihoods; and land use, forests and ecosystems” (Green Climate Fund, 2019a, p. 9).

Figure 2-5. GCF theory of change

The GCF promotes paradigm shift in developing countries toward low-emission
climate-resilient (LECR) development pathways, in line with the

goals of the UNFCCC and Paris Agreement

IF the GCF rapidly builds an investment environment and mobilizes resources to enable
developing countries to identify, design and implement transformational climate interventions

TOC
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THEN developing countries will demonstrably shift by 2030 towards LECR development
pathways consistent with the well below 2 or 1.5°C and global adaptation goals
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Source: Green Climate Fund, 2019a.
Consistent with this ambition, the 2020-2023 USP set out to produce sectoral guidance

spanning, but only imperfectly aligned to, the eight RAs, to attune pipeline development more
strongly to the GCF’s goals (Green Climate Fund, 2020b, p. 7).
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5. UPDATED STRATEGIC PLAN (2024-2027)

The current Strategic Plan for the Green Climate Fund 20242027 (USP-2), which positions the
GCF for its second replenishment (2024—2027), holds the same long-term vision of promoting
paradigm shift in the context of sustainable development. As well, it retains the GCF’s commitments
to the UNFCCC and the Paris Agreement. However, it also ventures into results articulation.

In setting out its programmatic and institutional objectives for the period, the USP-2 sets out 11
targeted results. In their formulation, these commitments show some alignment with the IRMF
(i.e. Projects and Programmes, Reduced Emissions and Increased Resilience, and Systems
Change); however, the line of sight between them and the RAs is less clear. With regard to the
HWFW RA, for example, there are no targets associated directly with health and wellbeing, nor any
directly associated with water security. By contrast, a direct relationship can be drawn between
Target #4 and HWFW in the realm of food security. Target #4 calls for “support for developing
countries that results in 190 to 280 million beneficiaries adopting low-emission climate-resilient
agricultural and fisheries practices, securing livelihoods while reconfiguring food systems” (Green
Climate Fund, 2023d).

As of B.40, the GCF Secretariat is yet to report against the targeted results of USP-2. As it stands,
the reporting drawn from individual programme/project APRs is limited to progress measures for
each theme. This means that at present the results story is not being told at the RA level. The
B.40 report does mention that the Secretariat is developing the means to report more fully in the
future.

C. OPERATIONALIZATION OF GCF RAS UNDER THE RMF AND THE
IRMF

There are obvious continuities between the period of the RMF and that of the IRMF, but also
important differences that reflect lessons learned in the first seven years. Key among these are more
flexible mapping between RAs and IRMF indicators and the inclusion of co-benefit outcomes as
part of ToC development.

The RMF, IRMF and the RAs housed within are almost exclusively directed at the GCF
programme/project pipeline. By contrast, the shaping influence of these frameworks and the RAs
themselves on country programming is not elaborated in framework documents and is inconsistently
referenced elsewhere. Similarly, in the accreditation process, RAs are only used as a means to
ascertain candidate suitability.

1. MITIGATION AND ADAPTATION PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT FRAMEWORKS
(2015-2022)

In their FPs, AEs were requested to declare the RA(s) most relevant to the project and to present a
programme/project logic model suited to making this anticipated Fund-level contribution. This was
further specified in an estimate of the percentage of the request for funding to be allocated to each
RA (Green Climate Fund, 2020a, p. 85). As well, AEs provided information on the expected
adaptation impact within named RA(S). This was expressed in a count of the number of
beneficiaries, both direct and indirect (Green Climate Fund, 20203, p. 86). In a separate section of
the proposal, AEs described the climate rationale underpinning the programme/project. The analysis
was to align with at least one RA and be consistent with that or those RA(s) selected (Green Climate
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Fund, 2020a). In the section of the proposal dedicated to “impact potential”, AEs were to provide a
narrative description of how the programme/project would contribute to the achievement of impact
within the identified RA(s) and the GCF objective related to paradigm shift. Here, the description
was to be consistent with the indicators selected under each RA. In the section addressing higher-
level “sustainable development potential”, AEs were also required to identify co-benefits across at
least two of the four coverage areas — economic, social, environmental and gender empowerment —
regardless of the project’s focus under the IF (mitigation, adaptation). This, in effect, encouraged
consideration of HWFW content areas across the full spectrum of the GCF portfolio (Green Climate
Fund, 2020a).

In relation to measurement, AEs were expected to provide baseline and target data and name the
means of verification (i.e. primary and secondary data sources) for all selected Fund-level impacts
and project/programme outcomes. Under the RMF, programme/project data collection and reporting
has occurred through the APR. This includes the collection of beneficiary data to address the three
adaptation core indicators, as well as that associated with selected sub-indicators tied to the RAs.
AEs were also required under their agreements with the GCF to undertake an independent interim
evaluation as well as an independent final evaluation to accompany the project completion report
(PCR) (or final APR) (Green Climate Fund, 2020a). The RMF refers to the MAF as a source of
guidance, along with an initial approach document for the evaluation policy, which did not yet exist
at that time. Under the RMF, reporting on co-benefits was encouraged but not required.

2. INTEGRATED RESULTS MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK (2022 ONWARDS)

Under the IRMF, as under the RMF, AEs are requested to develop a ToC for the programme/project,
outlining its rationale, the programme/project goal and outcomes (including co-benefits), the
pathways or strategies to be employed and the assumptions underpinning success. On the basis of
this, AEs are to select the RA(s) most relevant to the ToC. The IRMF requires alignment between
each programme/project outcome and one or more RAs. AEs are to prepare a contextualized
narrative describing the programme/project’s paradigm-shift potential (with attention to scale,
replicability and sustainability). Under the GCF outcome for Mitigation and Adaptation (impact
potential), AEs are required to use and/or select the core indicators relevant to the
programme/project design (mitigation-focused projects must use core indicator #1 dedicated to
mitigation, and adaptation-focused projects must use core indicator #2; core indicators #3 and #4
should also be monitored, if appropriate).

To get to the more granular, “supplementary” indicators, AEs are expected to reference those
indicators associated with the RAs selected for the programme/project, and for each provide
baseline and target data, as appropriate. A similar process is indicated for the companion antecedent
outcome area addressing systems change and the creation of enabling environments (see Figure 2—
4).

Monitoring and reporting expectations under the IRMF are similar to those under the RMF, and
particularly so following the launch of the Evaluation Policy for the GCF in 2021. APRs are
expected as yearly reporting responsibilities, and, as with the RMF, interim and final evaluations are
also expected, as indicated in the MAF. Evaluators are expected to apply the evaluation criteria that
are set out in appendix II of the GCF’s evaluation policy and in a manner specified in the MAF. As
well, under the IRMF, they are to undertake an assessment across the scale, replicability and
sustainability dimensions of paradigm shift using a scorecard-based methodology. The IEU-
authored Green Climate Fund Evaluation Standards, published in 2022, provide additional guidance
and aim to harmonize approaches and methods between the IEU and AEs. On reporting, one
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important difference relates to the tracking of co-benefits. Under the IRMF, APRs are required to
provide data related to the co-benefit indicators that were selected in the FP, whereas this was not
required under the RMF (Green Climate Fund, 2022c¢).

3. COUNTRY PROGRAMMING AND ENTITY WORK PROGRAMMES

Reference to the use of RAs in relation to country programming is scant and inconsistent across key
documents. The GCF Programming Manual (2020) suggests that GCF country programmes and
entity work programmes align with the GCF strategic plan and with the GCF’s mitigation and
adaptation RAs (Green Climate Fund, 2020a). The GCF’s Country Programme Guidance (2021)
makes no reference to RAs. The original RMF documents and the draft Integrated Results
Management Framework: Results Handbook, issued to support implementation of the IRMF, focus
exclusively on the programme/project as the unit of analysis for the GCF, with little or no reference
to country programming. The same is true in the formulation of the MAF. As well, country
programming and entity work programming (discontinued under USP-2) have taken place with
variable degrees of alignment with each other.

In the IRMF, a variety of roles in relation to the programme/project cycle are indicated for national
governments and agencies. As well, the content of country programmes is noted as a foundational
source of information and guidance for AEs in programme/project design (Green Climate Fund,
2021a). Furthermore, in relation to the GCF’s contribution to paradigm shift, references are made in
the RMF and IRMF to the use of indicators (at a country’s discretion) for measuring the impact of
the Fund at the country level (Green Climate Fund, 2014e; 2021b).

4. ACCREDITATION

Reference is made to RAs in the GCF’s accreditation process documentation to the extent that they
serve as a basis for defining candidate suitability/alignment with the GCF. The 2014 Initial Guiding
Framework for the Fund’s Accreditation Process outlines the GCF’s three-staged accreditation
process. In the first stage, “no-objection and readiness”, applicant entities must “demonstrate
potential for meaningful impact in one or more of the Fund’s initial result areas” as part of an
“institutional assessment and completeness check” (Green Climate Fund, 2014f). Additionally, the
accreditation application form requires applicant entities to be aligned with component sectors of
RAs and have adequate project and programming experience with regard to the RAs.*® Applicant
entities must select sectors of operations that are relevant to RAs and consider RAs while pitching
their scope of intended work to the GCF.

In so doing, applicant entities need only demonstrate interest and a track record of having worked in
the selected RAs. There is no process for assessing that level of experience and using the RAs as the
basis for establishing the type of accreditation or for assessing any need for further RA-related
capacity strengthening of applicant entities. Finally, in no way is an applicant entity constrained or
limited to programming/project development and implementation by the RA that was identified
during the accreditation process. As explained in a KllI, the identification of RAs during the
accreditation process is “indicative but in no way constraining”. Nevertheless, the identification of
RAs during the accreditation process has proven to be a good indication of programming intentions.

13 The form can be downloaded from the GCF website. Available at
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/accreditation-application-form.

©IEU | 27


https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/accreditation-application-form




Independent Evaluation of the GCF's Result Area "Health and Wellbeing, and Food and Water Security” (HWFW)
Final report - Chapter 3

Chapter 3.PROJECT AND PROGRAMME ORIGINATION

KEY FINDINGS

Relevance and responsiveness

e  The HWFW RA is relevant to and aligned with the GCF’s mandate under the UNFCCC and the Paris
Agreement on climate change. The HWFW RA serves as a tool to respond directly to the broad
adaptation-themed mandate of the GCF.

e  However, the portfolio of HWFW RA-tagged projects is, on balance, more aligned with priorities on
food security and water security, with relatively limited focus on health.

e  The selection of RA(S) lacks systematic guidance for AEs, who are primarily responsible for this
process in collaboration with the GCF Secretariat, highlighting a key disconnect in the utility and
implementation of RAs in practice and allowing for competing interpretations.

e  Projects tagged as HWFW seemingly operate more as disconnected sector projects rather than as a
truly integrated RA approach that links health and wellbeing, food security and water security all
together.

e  The HWFW RA and portfolio of projects are highly relevant to country priorities and beneficiary
needs. However, this has little to do with the construction of the HWFW as an RA but rather reflects
that the sectors encompassed by this RA are relevant to the needs and priorities of climate-vulnerable
countries.

Coherence and complementarity

e  There are important challenges to the pursuit of coherence in the GCF’s approach to the HWFW RA.
This is exhibited in GCF guidance around the HWFW RA, including the use of sectoral guides, which
do not themselves reflect an RA approach, leading to confusion around the RA approach itself.

e  The GCF pursues complementarity with other environment/climate/development finance institutions,
as reflected in corporate and joint planning documents. The RA approach is not evident in
documentation at this level. There is some interest among key stakeholders in greater coherence and
harmonization of reporting requirements across different institutions, with efforts already under way
producing early progress on some reporting frameworks.

e  The extent to which HWFW RA-tagged projects are coherent (i.e. with other GCF HWFW RA-tagged
and non-HWFW RA-tagged projects) and complementary (i.e. with projects led by other climate
finance institutions) within countries is variable. There is indication from some country case studies
that the NDA / focal point plays a key role in the realization of coherence and complementarity, where
in evidence. Additionally, enabling national and regional structures and, in some cases, AEs, was
acknowledged as contributing to coherence and complementarity in some case studies.
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A. RELEVANCE AND RESPONSIVENESS

1. ALIGNMENT OF THE HWFW RA wiITH THE GCF MANDATES UNDER THE
UNFCCC AND PARIS AGREEMENT ON CLIMATE CHANGE

Under the UNFCCC and the Paris Agreement on climate change, the international community’s
climate change goals are articulated through a global priority on adaptation, a desire to enhance
adaptive capacity, and strengthening resilience and reducing vulnerability to climate change. These
goals aim to contribute to sustainable development and ensure an adequate adaptation response, in
line with the parallel mitigation goal of limiting the rise of global temperatures due to human-
induced climate change. The primary purpose of the GCF, captured in its Gl, is to make a significant
and ambitious contribution to these global efforts, in support of the global community’s efforts to
make progress on and achieve climate change goals. The organization serves as one of the operating
entities of the financial mechanism of the UNFCCC and also serves the 2015 Paris Agreement
(Green Climate Fund, 2022d). The Conference of the Parties (COP) to the UNFCCC and the
Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement (CMA)
provide guidance to the GCF on policies, programming priorities, and country eligibility criteria.

Based on its mandate, at a high level, the GCF aims to promote a paradigm shift towards low-
emission and climate-resilient development pathways in developing countries. In particular, the
GCF serves the Paris Agreement in accordance with the Agreement’s Article 9, paragraph 8 (United
Nations Climate Change, 2024). The GCEF’s strategic plans and operational frameworks consistently
reflect the objectives of these global climate agreements made at COP and the CMA. This alignment
reinforces the GCF’s role in the global climate finance architecture, highlighting its dual focus on
adaptation and mitigation. The GCF’s long-term vision remains closely aligned with guidance from
the COP and CMA, maintaining consistency with the evolving climate finance landscape.

The HWFW RA is well aligned with the fundamental priority and Parties’ obligations to
certain rights outlined in the UNFCCC and the Paris Agreement on climate change. The
UNFCCC and Paris Agreement emphasize the need for targeted adaptation efforts to address the
impacts of climate change, including in relation to health, food security and water security; all of
which are reflected in the HWFW RA. Notably, the Paris Agreement on climate change does not
make reference to the concept of “result areas”, which, as noted in Chapter 2, stemmed from Board
discussions. Some interviewed GCF Secretariat stakeholders even stated that this concept of RASs is
unique to the GCF. Despite this, health, food security and water security are all directly or indirectly
reflected in the Paris Agreement. While health and food security are mentioned separately in the
Paris Agreement, there is an indirect link made between water security and food security,
demonstrating the relevance of bundling these two issues into the HWFW RA.

The Paris Agreement highlights the need to safeguard food security by adapting food production
systems to withstand climate impacts while promoting climate resilience. The preamble of the Paris
Agreement notably refers to “safeguarding food security and ending hunger, and the particular
vulnerabilities of food production systems to the adverse impacts of climate change” (United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, 2016). It further

acknowledg[es] that climate change is a common concern of humankind, [and that]
Parties should, when taking action to address climate change, respect, promote and
consider their respective obligations on human rights, the right to health, the rights of
indigenous peoples, local communities, migrants, children, persons with disabilities and
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people in vulnerable situations and the right to development, as well as gender equality,
empowerment of women and intergenerational equity.
(United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, 2016)

Although water security is not directly mentioned, the link is indirectly made with the preamble
statement mentioned above, specifically the reference to recognizing “particular vulnerabilities of
food production systems to the adverse impacts of climate change”. The link between the need for
water in agriculture and food production systems is clear, and, as widely recognized, one cannot
have agriculture without water. Additionally, it should be noted that while the right to health is
mentioned, the term “wellbeing” does not appear in the Paris Agreement.

The relevance of health, food and water to climate resilience has been reaffirmed as recently as
UNFCCC COP28, held in late November and early December 2023. At COP28 in Dubai, a
framework for the Global Goal for Adaptation was agreed on, which created adaptation-specific
targets around cultural heritage, ecosystems, poverty eradication, infrastructure, food security,
water, and health (United Nations Climate Change, 2023b). Specifically relevant to the HWFW
RA, these include the following (emphasis is added by the evaluation team):

(a) Significantly reducing climate-induced water scarcity and enhancing climate
resilience to water-related hazards towards a climate-resilient water supply, climate-
resilient sanitation and towards access to safe and affordable potable water for all.

(b) Attaining climate-resilient food and agricultural production and supply and
distribution of food, as well as increasing sustainable and regenerative production
and equitable access to adequate food and nutrition for all.

(c) Attaining resilience against climate change related health impacts, promoting
climate-resilient health services, and significantly reducing climate-related
morbidity and mortality, particularly in the most vulnerable communities”.

(United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, 2023)

The Marrakech Partnership, established under COP21, also includes a range of core impact areas
such as “Climate Smart Agriculture: Leverage the Potential of Agriculture and Ensure Food
Security” and water as a cross-cutting priority, while also considering the integration of health
throughout.

Of particular note, the link between the Paris Agreement on climate change and public health has
recently built momentum within key organizations such as the World Health Organization (WHO),
which recently highlighted this link (World Health Organization, 2023). In fact, UNFCCC COP28
was “the first COP to have a Health Day” featured during the event, with the COP28 Presidency
further emphasizing this linkage through the development and launch of the Guiding Principles for
Financing Climate and Health Solutions (United Nations Climate Change, 2023a). This recent
momentum further showcases the continued relevance and alignment of the health and wellbeing
dimensions of the HWFW RA to the GCF’s mandate under the UNFCCC and the Paris Agreement.
However, despite the overall HWFW RA being relevant to the GCF’s mandate and the
fundamental priority and Parties’ obligations to certain rights outlined in the Paris
Agreement, the GCF’s portfolio of HWFW RA-tagged projects contains many
agriculture/food security and water security projects, whereas the nexus between health and
climate change is still nascent within the GCF’s HWFW RA portfolio.

A review and synthesis of previous IEU evaluations found that the water and food security sectors
constituted among the largest shares of the GCF’s adaptation projects, with the health sector having
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limited presence. Such prominence of agriculture and food security as well as water security projects
and funded activities can also be seen across the majority of the case studies conducted for this
evaluation. Five of the six case studies (Grenada, Namibia, the RMI, Senegal and Tajikistan) and
interviews at the MENA RD indicated that HWFW RA-tagged projects in these countries had less
explicit linkages to the health sector, with health primarily being seen as a co-benefit rather than a
primary focus of the HWFW RA-tagged projects (see Chapter 4.A).

In fact, as of B.40, only 17 projects (approved or in the pipeline) show a specific focus on health.'
Of the 17, only two have been approved, with a large majority of these projects (10 out of the 17)
having submitted concept notes in 2021 or later. This limited presence of health-focused projects
may be partly attributed to reports that the GCF Secretariat had no health specialist for many years.

It has also been reported by interviewed stakeholders that there may be an opportunity cost and
important trade-offs to consider with such a focus on the agriculture and food security sectors of the
HWFW RA. As reported in a recent publication from the Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations (FAO), to transform agrifood systems “to withstand climate pressures will require
USD 1.15 trillion annually until 2030, but current funding averages only USD 28.5 billion annually”
(Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, 2024). Given such high costs to achieve
sustainable agriculture and food security adaptation, the HWFW RA’s stronger presence in
agriculture/food security raises a question of how to consider trade-offs for investing in this sector
versus mitigation efforts or other sectors of the HWFW RA. Although it was reported that the
budgets for agriculture/food security projects are typically only around USD 20-40 million, strategic
direction on how to consider these trade-offs within the HWFW RA is not outlined.

Interviews with GCF Secretariat staff also point to a disconnect regarding a truly integrated
approach within the HWFW RA itself that could link the separate elements of health and
wellbeing, food and water security in projects. In particular, Klls with GCF Secretariat staff
highlighted that the HWFW RA-tagged projects operate more as sectors and have been focused
primarily on food and water security, and these quite distinctly from each other, with limited focus
on health. The HWFW RA was perceived as simply a “declaration of intent to work on these areas”,
with these sectors not necessarily coming together in any single FP. This disconnect in a truly
integrated RA approach may be in part due to an RA selection process that, as reported by
some GCF Secretariat staff members, often maps projects to RAs after the projects are
designed and crafted rather than taking an RA approach to the development of projects
themselves.

Qualitative data indicate that AEs, in variable collaboration with the GCF Secretariat, lead the
process of RA tagging, in which projects can be tagged to more than one RA. The GCF Secretariat
provides guidance to AEs on the tagging of RAs, although there were mixed reports on how
structured this guidance is. For instance, it has been reported that the sectoral guides and the
paradigm-shifting pathways can be used to help guide the AEs in RA tagging; on the other hand, it
has also been reported that guidance for RA tagging can be “ad hoc”.

Although mapping projects to RAs is perceived as being “easy to establish” according to multiple
stakeholder interview responses, the decision to select multiple RAs can be informed by diverse
interpretations of the RAs and their purpose. Some AEs select specific RAs as a way to show higher
potential for impact and paradigm shift (thus, leading to a perceived higher likelihood of Board
approval); others are guided strictly by the project’s logframe or their own (AE) expertise; yet others
reflect the guidance of independent consultants. The interviewed AE stakeholders reported these
varying approaches taken to RA tagging (a matter explored further in Chapter 3.B). Of note,

14 This was assessed through a keyword search of “health” in project titles in the GCF iPMS database (as of B.40).
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DAEs appear to be slightly more interested in HWFW projects than IAEs. Indeed, 59 per cent of all
DAE projects invest a portion of the project’s total funding in the HWFW RA, whereas among IAE
projects, 52 per cent have investments in the HWFW RA.

It must also be noted that the GCF Secretariat has the discretion to change (or suggest changes) to
the RA(s) tagged by AEs for any given project, to balance the adaptation/mitigation ratio in the
portfolio in any given year. Such varying approaches to RA tagging can lead to quite significant
implications on reporting and results management (see Chapter 6.A).

2. HWFW RA RESPONSIVENESS TO THE GCF’S ADAPTATION-THEMED
MANDATE

Although the PMF does not set out specific RA targets, the GCF has a broader adaptation-themed
mandate to achieve a 50/50 balance in funding between mitigation and adaptation projects. Given
that the HWFW RA is one of the GCF’s four adaptation RAs, projects tagged as HWFW inherently
support achieving this adaptation-themed mandate. This is not unique to the HWFW RA, because
projects tagged to any of the other three adaptation RAs also help achieve this target. This points to
how adaptation RAs, including the HWFW RA, can be used as a tool to serve the GCF’s adaptation-
themed mandate and advancing the GCF’s pursuit of a 50/50 targeted investment balance between
mitigation and adaptation projects (see below for more).

In 2019 and 2020, a shift emerged in the GCF portfolio in favour of projects with estimated results
in the mitigation RAs. As per Figure 3-1, the results focus of projects shifted from equal distribution
across RAs to larger portions of financing in the mitigation RAs, in particular the two mitigation
RAs of “Buildings, Cities, Industries and Appliances and Forestry and Land use”. As a result, there
was a skew towards projects under mitigation RAs compared to those under adaptation RAs. To
respond to this, as explained in a GCF Secretariat KII, intentional efforts have been deployed to
focus on projects with a results focus on adaptation in more recent years.
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Figure 3-1. RA investment over time
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Source: iPMS RA finance data in approved projects, as of B.40.
Note: The graph depicts the GCF’s commitments at the time of approval. Prior to approval, project appraisal
processes may have started in a different investment period (e.g. projects approved at the beginning of GCF-1
in early 2020 were developed and appraised in the IRM period). Often projects mark multiple RAs to which
project finance would be allocated. The above analysis highlights how finance is allocated among RAs across
projects, based on iPMS RA allocation reporting. As discussed in Chapter 1.D, the use of this financial

allocation may not be fully accurate, could be potentially misleading and could include misclassifications of
investments.

Interestingly, an IEU analysis shows that commitments in projects with a focus on results in the
HWFW RA have enjoyed a steady increase in the rate of HWFW RA finance approval over the
years. In Figure 3-2 below, the HWFW RA maintains a very significant share of the adaptation
portfolio, for most years. This increase in adaptation projects also responds to a request from the
COP to specifically increase adaptation financing for LDCs, as reflected in COP decision 9/CP.20
(Independent Evaluation Unit, 2022).
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Figure 3-2. Percentage of project financing with a focus on HWFW RA in comparison to other
adaptation RAs
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Source: iPMS project finance data, as of B.40.

Note: This analysis maps GCF financing to project results, with a focus on the HWFW RA finance versus all
other adaptation RA finance. The population includes all adaptation and cross-cutting projects until B.40. The
analysis shows the RA at the time of Board approval.

Similarly, compared to projects across the GCF’s entire portfolio that are not HWFW RA-tagged,
there has been an increase in the share of HWFW RA-related project funding in recent GCF Board
approvals (see Figure 3—-3 below). Out of the GCF’s 286 projects, around 54 per cent contribute to
the HWFW RA either through the GCF’s financing as defined in the FP. In other words, 54 per cent
of the overall portfolio of GCF projects attribute some amount of GCF financing in their project
budgets to the HWFW RA.
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Figure 3-3. Percentage of approved projects with focus on HWFW RAs over time
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Note: Projects in green represent projects with a focus on the HWFW RA. This may include projects with
multiple RAs. The comparison group represents all other projects without a focus on the HWFW RA across
the entire GCF portfolio, including adaptation and mitigation RAs. The analysis shows the RA at the time of
Board approval.

The increased adaptation financing — including the recent steady rise in HWFW RA finance
approval — as a response to compensate for the earlier adaptation and mitigation imbalance
demonstrates how the overall HWFW RA serves as an instrument for addressing and
responding directly to the GCF’s adaptation-themed mandate and its corollary organizational
priorities.

The HWFW RA portfolio also shows alignment with the GCF’s adaptation-themed mandate that at
least 50 per cent of adaptation funding should go to the LDCs, SIDS and African States. In fact, the
majority of the GCF’s HWFW RA-tagged investments are directed towards these country
categories. To wit, 71 per cent of all HWFW RA-tagged projects are being implemented in at least
one vulnerable country (i.e. SIDS, LDCs or African States). The majority of HWFW programming
in vulnerable countries is located in LDCs (50 per cent), African States (49 per cent) and/or SIDS
(22 per cent).’® The total volume of GCF commitments under projects marked as HWFW in African
States, LDCs and SIDS is USD 3.3 billion, USD 2.7 billion, and USD 0.8 billion, respectively.!®
Case study examples of how HWFW RA-tagged projects have promoted adaptation in LDCs,
African States and/or SIDS can be found in Box 3-1 below, with more information on these project
examples found in the case study reports themselves.

15 As per GCF iPMS database, as of B.40. Note that these country categories are not mutually exclusive.
16 The total amounts of GCF commitments between African States and LDCs are not mutually exclusive.
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Box 3-1. HWFW RA-tagged projects: case study examples of adaptation approaches

Tajikistan: FP067 “Building climate resilience of vulnerable and food insecure communities through
capacity strengthening and livelihood diversification in mountainous regions of Tajikistan”. This FP
describes the project’s objective to increase resilience and “adaptive capacities” to combat the negative
impacts of climate change, such as variable rainfall and higher temperatures. The FP outlines the following
key components: (i) capacity strengthening and awareness-raising of national actors, and (ii) “resilience-
building at household and community level through diversification of livelihoods and improved market
access” (Green Climate Fund, 2018, p. 5). Most vulnerable communities were also supported through
conditional cash transfers. Local consultations of stakeholders and at the community level helped to
influence and inform project implementation and outputs.

Senegal: FP049 “Building the climate resilience of food insecure smallholder farmers through
integrated management of climate risk (R4)”. This project uses a four-pronged approach (risk reduction,
risk transfer, prudent risk taking and reserve) to reduce risk against the negative impacts of climate change
on agriculture products experienced by smallholder farmers. The project aims to increase smallholder
farmers’ resilience and that of their communities. Insurance offerings, including coverage and costs, were
designed to target and align the offerings to specific community needs. The project also created and
strengthened Savings for Change groups; this enabled individuals to access loans for economic or
wellbeing purposes.

RMI: FP112 “Addressing Climate Vulnerability in the Water Sector (ACWA) in the Marshall
Islands”. This project aims to support adaptation through building climate resilience across the RMI’s 24
outer islands and atolls. The project will construct community rainwater harvesting and storage structures
and will strengthen and build community capacity. These rainwater harvesting and storage structures will
be used to capture and store large amounts of rainfall to be used by the whole community for drinking and
cooking purposes. This project aims to increase water security during the periods of drought that the
country is experiencing more frequently due to climate change.

3. COUNTRY PRIORITIES, INTERNATIONAL COMMITMENTS AND BENEFICIARY
NEEDS

The HWFW RA is highly relevant to the priorities and international commitments of
developing countries. Based on an analysis of data from Climate Watch (Climate Watch, 2024)
regarding the relevant priorities outlined in countries’ nationally determined contributions (NDCs),
out of 154 GCF-eligible countries, 152 have available NDC data. Among these 152, 131 countries
have identified HWFW as one of their priorities within their NDCs, underscoring the high relevance
of the broader HWFW RA and needs to the international commitments of countries. Moreover, of
these 131 countries, as of B.40, the GCF had committed project financing to the HWFW RA in 96
(73 per cent) of them, showcasing a high degree of responsiveness of HWFW RA financing to
countries’ NDC commitments.’

In fact, across the majority of the six case studies undertaken as a part of this evaluation, and
drawing on a synthesis of previous IEU evaluations, it is clear that the GCF’s investments in the
HWFW RA are widely responding to countries’ climate needs, addressing their climate change
commitments and priorities. In Senegal, for example, there is notable strong alignment between

171t should be noted that portfolio-level data on country monitoring systems are not available to be able to provide further
insights. A review of the country case studies prepared for this evaluation does not provide further insight on national-level
monitoring systems. In fact, the Tajikistan case study reported a lack of country-level platforms, and the MENA RD
analysis reported a need for “comprehensive health monitoring databases integrated with climate monitoring data”.
However, the Tajikistan case study did find that the GCF reporting structure helped the country report on its own NDC
commitments.
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NDC objectives, the HWFW RA and the specific HWFW RA investments in the country. In Fiji,
there is a continued alignment of the HWFW RA sectors and one of the HWFW RA investments
with more recent government priorities in climate financing. Some KllIs with GCF staff members as
well as a review of the interim evaluation reports of 11 HWHW RA-tagged projects not included in
the case studies similarly point to the relevance of the HWFW RA and HWFW RA projects to
countries’ needs and priorities. These reviewed interim evaluation reports also, in some cases,
highlight relevance to AE country programming.

As shown through an analysis of data from Climate Watch, there were 10 countries that received
GCF committed HWFW financing that did not mark HWFW as a priority within their NDCs, with
the RMI being one of these 10.18° However, despite this, as outlined in the RMI case study
conducted for this evaluation, the majority of stakeholders (across different stakeholder categories)
reported that the sectors covered by the HWFW RA and the two HWFW RA investments of the
GCF in the RMI were highly relevant to the country’s needs. Furthermore, the two HWFW RA
investments in the RMI were found to be highly aligned with other national commitments and
policies. This list of 10 countries also includes three other SIDS (Micronesia, Samoa, and Trinidad
and Tobago) and one country in Africa (Gabon). This suggests that even if these countries did not
mark HWFW as an NDC priority, HWFW RA financing could still be responding to and be relevant
to local adaptation needs.

A high degree of alignment with country priorities and commitments can also be seen in HWFW
RA-tagged FPs. For example, 100 per cent of HWFW RA-tagged FPs show coherence with national
climate strategies, policies and plans, 89 per cent with (intended) NDCs, and 71 per cent with
national strategies/policies for climate change according to the analysis undertaken by the IEU.% In
terms of alignment with country programmes, in a review of 42 country programmes, only 26 (62
per cent) mention GCF RAs in general, with 21 (50 per cent) mentioning the HWFW RA
specifically. In country programmes, the HWFW RA is commonly discussed in the context of
tagging projects/project ideas in the pipeline to RAs, mapping country priority areas/sectors for
action to RAs, and in examples of project proposals/concept notes.

Additionally, across nearly all six case studies and the insights from the MENA RD, there were high
levels of alignment of GCF HWFW RA investments and the HWFW RA more broadly to the needs
of countries’ affected communities and beneficiaries. A review of relevant documentation also
corroborates this relevance of projects to vulnerable communities and needs of affected
communities and beneficiaries.

For most of the case studies and insights from the MENA RD, both the HWFW RA and projects
were found to be highly relevant to the needs on the ground. In the RMI, in particular, one of the
HWFW RA investments, the “Pacific Resilience Project Phase II for RMI” (FP066), was found to
respond directly to community needs by increasing the length of the original design of a seawall to
protect the whole coastline, as per the community’s requests, heightening its relevance to
beneficiary needs. This also occurred for another HWFW RA-tagged project FP035 “Climate
Information Services for Resilient Development Planning in Vanuatu (Van-CIS-RDP)”, which is not
part of the case studies but was reviewed as part of the larger document review conducted for this

18 Source: Tableau server iPMS data, as of B.40; Climate Watch data processed by the IEU.

19 In addition to the RMI, the other countries that have committed HWFW RA financing from the GCF but that did not
mark HWFW as a priority in their NDCs are Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Gabon, Kazakhstan,
Micronesia, Samoa, Serbia, and Trinidad and Tobago. Source: Tableau server iPMS data, as of B.40; Climate Watch data
processed by the IEU.

20 The IEU undertook data extraction and analysis related to key country ownership related indicators from approved
funding proposals up to B.39.
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evaluation. This project was also restructured to ensure greater relevance to the needs and priorities
of beneficiaries. Additionally, in the Tajikistan case study, beneficiaries interviewed noted
appreciation for the HWFW RA-tagged project activities; a similar appreciation for HWFW RA-
tagged project activities was also noted in interviews with beneficiaries in both the RMI and Fiji.

As an example of how such high levels of alignment with community needs were achieved, four out
of the six case studies (Grenada, the RMI, Senegal and Tajikistan) reported effective use of
stakeholder consultations at the community level in HWFW RA-tagged projects, to ensure
alignment to needs on the ground. In Senegal, there was reportedly a case where more than 100
rounds of community-level consultations were conducted. Other case studies pointed simply to the
high relevance of the sectors bundled in the HWFW RA to the needs of the country and
communities. These high levels of relevance to country and community needs are also reflected in
some key KIlIs, such as with GCF Secretariat staff, AEs and others. Nevertheless, stakeholders
report there being room for more consultations and engagement to happen consistently.

A document review of some HWFW projects that were not included as part of the evaluation’s case
studies did show higher alignments of relevance at a national level, with lower levels of relevance at
the community level. However, this is not fully consistent with the findings from the evaluation case
studies, which showed variable degrees of alignment and responsiveness to local community needs.
Of note, the MENA RD interviews showed a lower degree of alignment and responsiveness to local
community needs. For instance, although the HWFW RA was highly relevant to the MENA region,
with water security, agriculture, food security and health identified as top priority sectors for
stakeholders at the RD, the GCF had limited investments in the HWFW RA compared to other
finance providers in the MENA region. In fact, the HWFW RA represents only 6 per cent of GCF
resources in the region, which appears insufficient to respond to the region’s top priorities (Green
Climate Fund, 2024a; Elmahdi, 2024).%*

GCF projects with HWFW RA financing tend to be in countries with higher food vulnerability, and
less so in contexts with higher water vulnerability (see Figure 3—4 below). A comparison of data on
the median vulnerability of the countries with GCF HWFW RA investments shows that the median
vulnerability of the countries decreased for both food and water insecure contexts between projects
approved at the time of B.39 and those approved at the time of B.40.

21 The evaluation team recognizes that there can be several factors contributing to such misalignment or the lack of
HWFW RA-tagged investments in the region.
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Figure 3-4. GCF HWFW RA financing in food/water insecure contexts
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vulnerability index for the following 22 countries: Bahamas, Barbados, Comoros (the), Cook Islands,
Dominica, Kiribati, Maldives, Marshall Islands, Micronesia (Federated States of), Nauru, Niue, Palau, Saint
Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Seychelles, Solomon Islands, South Sudan,
State of Palestine, Tonga, Tuvalu, Vanuatu. Therefore, these countries are not represented in the analysis.
Country abbreviations (top to bottom of graph): NER — the Niger, SDN — Sudan, MRT — Mauritania, PAK —
Pakistan, MDA — Moldova, SEN — Senegal, SOM — Somalia, PHL — the Philippines, UZB — Uzbekistan, TCD
— Chad, BOL — Bolivia, IDN — Indonesia, ERI — Eritrea, TUN — Tunisia, UGA — Uganda, PNG — Papua New
Guinea, CRI — Costa Rica, GIN — Guinea, GHA — Ghana, CHL — Chile, BRA — Brazil, MAR — Morocco,
GRD - Grenada, TLS — Timor-Leste, ZMB — Zambia, BDI — Burundi. Only selected countries were labelled
for illustrative purposes.

Although the HWFW RA and portfolio of projects are highly relevant to country and
beneficiary needs, it should be noted that this has little to do with the construction of the
HWFW as an RA. Rather, these sectors themselves are seen as highly relevant to the needs
and priorities of climate-vulnerable countries. In fact, Namibia case study found that country
stakeholders signalled caution in bundling the elements of this RA — in particular, the “wellbeing”
aspect — with the others. Additionally, the projects that are HWFW RA-tagged are more often than
not tagged to another RA (see Chapter 3.B). Overall, relevance is less based on the HWFW RA
approach and more so on the projects themselves and individual sectors within the HWFW. This
point is also underscored in a review of country programmes that mention HWFW. Some refer to it
as an “impact area” or “strategic impacts”, instead of a “result area”. This variation in terminology
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further suggests that the concept of an RA may be less relevant or significant than the actual HWFW
RA-tagged projects and sectors that it includes.

There is therefore a slight disconnect between the relevance and alignment of the HWFW RA, as
part of the larger group of RAs, and the highly relevant portfolio of HWFW RA-tagged projects.
Both the lack of a comprehensive and structured approach to RAs more broadly and the lack
of guidance around the HWFW RA as the only multi-sector adaptation RA underscore this
disconnect. In fact, the HWFW RA is the only RA with three distinct sectoral guides (one guide for
health and wellbeing, one for water security, and one for agriculture and food security). Although
the relevant HWFW RA guides acknowledge cross-sectoral issues, including linkages to the other
HWFW sectors, projects that cover all sectors within HWFW could be challenging to coordinate in-
country and would require intentionality at the project’s design phase. Such projects could also
require very large programmes and/or budgets. Clarity around the strategic intention of this
multi-sector RA is lacking.

B. COHERENCE AND COMPLEMENTARITY

1. INTERNAL COHERENCE OF THE HWFW RA AND RA APPROACH

There are important challenges to the pursuit of coherence in the GCF’s approach to the
HWFW RA. This is exhibited in GCF guidance around the HWFW RA, including the use of
sectoral guides, which do not themselves reflect an RA approach. This has contributed to
widespread confusion on the relevance, necessity and implementation of the RA approach
overall, and the HWFW RA specifically, to the GCF and across its institutional ecosystem.
This has proved to inhibit the pursuit of a coherent RA approach in project design, with
implications for monitoring and reporting.

Both adaptation and resilience are reflected in the pathways of change outlined in the relevant GCF
sectoral guides released between 2021 and 2022. The sectoral guides provide guidance on GCF
investment criteria and paradigm-shifting pathways in 10 sectors, including the HWFW RA-relevant
sectors of “water security”, “agriculture and food security” and “health and wellbeing”. These three
specific sectoral guides highlight the need for comprehensive adaptation strategies across the water
security, agriculture and food security, and health and wellbeing sectors to address the impacts of
climate change.?? Cross-sectoral issues and links to other guides are also acknowledged and

identified in the guides.

Although there is alignment within the sectoral guides’ pathways of change and some AEs
have reported the guides to be “useful for project development”, the framing of the sectoral
guides is sector-specific without reflecting an RA approach. The sectoral guides “aim to guide
project development and appraisal” (Green Climate Fund, n.d.-b) and are acknowledged as
providing “sector-specific guidance to inform the development of funding proposals” under Stage 1
of the GCF project activity cycle (Green Climate Fund, n.d.-a). The guides were expected to be

22 For water security, the emphasis is on adapting infrastructure to manage both floods and droughts, integrating water
reuse as a sustainable resource management practice, and promoting climate-resilient water management. In agriculture
and food security, a transformation towards resilient and low-emission food systems is vital, with a focus on agroecology,
climate-informed advisory services, and reconfiguring food systems to meet the growing demands of (often rapidly)
urbanizing populations. In the health and wellbeing sector, there is a recognized gap in current global investments, leaving
populations vulnerable to climate-sensitive risks and underprepared for crises such as COVID-19. To bridge this gap, a
dual investment pathway is proposed: building climate-resilient health systems and facilitating climate-informed
community action.
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presented to the GCF Board in 2022 for consideration; however, they were not discussed nor
approved through a Board decision (Green Climate Fund, 2021c; 2022e; 2022f).

As noted in the Chapter 3.A, some GCF Secretariat staff members reported limitations related to the
selection of RAs. The HWFW RA has reportedly been approached operationally through the lens of
the individual sectors that make up the RA, which are themselves recognized as interrelated and
cross-cutting with other RAs, contributing to confusion around the RA approach and results
reporting using the RAS. It is noted that the December 2022 draft IRMF results handbook contains
multiple references to the different RAs, providing suggested RAs for the different IRMF indicators.
It further provides a case example of how the IRMF can be applied, with step 3 “confirm results
areas” providing insight into a thought process behind RA selection. Notably, reference to sectoral
guides was not identified in this document, although another document linked to the IRMF launch
mentions the sectoral guides rather briefly (Green Climate Fund, 2022b). Further, variable
awareness of the sectoral guides was found among stakeholders consulted on the topic;
illustratively, the Namibia case study found little to no awareness of the guides, whereas in Senegal,
project development teams at AEs reported being aware of and/or having used the guides.

Confusion around the RA approach is reflected in the case studies, which variably reported issues
such as insufficient or inconsistent guidance from the GCF relating to the RAs; different approaches
for selecting RAs depending on the AE; a lack of awareness of RA origination among AEs
operating at the country level; inconsistent understanding of the RAs and what their purposes and
selection entail; and inconsistent project tagging to the HWFW RA and reporting on HWFW core
benefits.

[lustratively, as noted in some interviews, despite the launch of the three sectoral guides, the GCF’s
approach to health and wellbeing as part of the HWFW RA is still not clearly understood by many
NDAs and AEs. In relation to this, it has also been reported that the GCF did not have a health
specialist until recently. The inconsistencies in guidance on an RA approach and its implications are
further explored in Chapter 6 of this evaluation report.

The HWFW RA is also rarely the only RA tagged by projects, and is most commonly tagged
alongside the “Livelihoods of People and Communities” RA. In fact, 143 HWFW RA-tagged
projects have also tagged the “Livelihoods of People and Communities” RA, representing 93 per
cent of all HWFW RA-tagged projects. This is followed by the “Ecosystems and Ecosystem
Services”, “Infrastructure and Built Environment” and “Forest and Land Use” RAs, with 47 per
cent, 37 per cent and 24 per cent of HWFW RA-tagged projects having respectively also tagged
these RAs. The least overlap is seen with “Energy Generation and Access”, “Buildings, Cities,
Industries, and Appliances” and “Transport”, with 23 per cent, 14 per cent and 8 per cent of HWFW
RA-tagged projects having respectively also tagged these RAs.?® It has also been observed that some
projects in the GCF portfolio that appear relevant to the HWFW RA are not tagged as such in the
GCF’s results management system (see case study and field mission examples in Box 3-2).

23 Source: iPMS, as of B.40.
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Box 3-2. HWFW RA-tagging: insights from case studies and field missions

Morocco. Projects in the MENA region that could fit under the HWFW RA but are not tagged as such
include FP043 “The Saiss Water Conservation Project” and FP053 “Enhancing climate change adaptation
in the North Coast and Nile Delta Regions in Egypt”.

Tajikistan. The FP040 “Tajikistan: Scaling Up Hydropower Sector Climate Resilience” was not tagged to
the HWFW RA in the iPMS or on the GCF project web page, but was considered relevant to the RA and
had been tagged to this RA at the proposal stage. Conversely, two projects that had not been tagged to the
HWFW RA at the proposal stage — FP014 “Climate Adaptation and Mitigation Programme for the Aral Sea
Basin (CAMP4ASB)” and FPO75 “Institutional Development of the State Agency for Hydrometeorology of
Tajikistan” — were tagged to it in the iPMS/GCF project web page.

Senegal. Three projects in addition to those tagged to the HWFW RA were identified as relevant for the
case study. This includes the FP021 “Senegal Integrated Urban Flood Management Project”, FP103
“Promotion of Climate-Friendly Cooking: Kenya and Senegal” and FP138 “ASER Solar Rural
Electrification Project”.

Fiji and the RMI. In these case studies, non-HWFW RA projects were identified as having relevant co-
benefits to the HWFW RA. In the case of Fiji, SAP016 “Fiji Agrophotovoltaic Project in Ovalau” is a GCF
mitigation project that has an agriculture adaptation component. In the RMI, FP147 “Enhancing Climate
Information and Knowledge Services for resilience in 5 island countries of the Pacific Ocean” was
identified as having health-related co-benefits.

HWFW RA-tagged projects clearly cover multiple RAs, particularly in addressing adaptation
priorities, yet the guidance being provided regarding the HWFW RA is sector-based and appears to
fall short of supporting a nexus-oriented, multi-sectoral approach. Overall, while found to be highly
relevant to the UNFCCC and GCF adaptation-themed mandates, the RAs approach in its
implementation has led to confusion.

2. EXTERNAL COMPLEMENTARITY OF THE HWFW RA AND RA APPROACH

The GCF is committed to and has been proactively pursuing coherence and complementarity with
other environment and climate finance institutions, as articulated in its Gl and evidenced in its USP-
2, operational framework and other formal accreditation processes. Limited evidence has been
uncovered to suggest that the HWFW RA or RA approach more generally are factored into such
external coherence and complementarity. Thus, the information presented in this section primarily
speaks to the GCF’s approach to external coherence and complementarity more generally, with
some RA insights gleaned as and where applicable.

To begin with, the GCF’s 2017 Operational Framework for Complementarity and Coherence aims
to strengthen complementarity and coherence between the GCF’s operations and processes and
those of other climate finance institutions. There are four pillars for operationalizing
complementarity and coherence within this framework: (i) Board-level discussions on fund-to-fund
arrangements; (ii) enhanced complementarity at the activity level; (iii) promotion of coherence at the
national programming level; and (iv) complementarity at the level of delivery of climate finance
through an established dialogue (Green Climate Fund, 2017b). RAs are included in this operational
framework in a table comparing the adaptation and mitigation RAs of the GCF and three other
climate funds, but without being discussed substantively.

In practice, coherence and complementarity are largely pursued externally with these three other
multilateral environment and climate funds — the GEF, Adaptation Fund (AF) and the Climate
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Investment Funds (CIF), with whom joint action plans, declarations and visions have and are being
variably developed. Importantly, the following reviewed documents do not refer to the GCF’s RA
approach: the 2021 Long-Term Vision on Complementarity, Coherence, and Collaboration between
the Green Climate Fund and the Global Environment Facility, and the GCF/GEF/CIF/AF draft joint
action plan, The Multilateral Climate Funds Action Plan on Complementarity and Coherence.

Overall, at the GCF, coherence and complementarity with the GEF, AF and CIF are pursued
through efforts to scale up initiatives by complementing activities funded by other climate
funds and strengthening partnerships with NDAs and GCF AEs; in planning and programming
by sharing lessons learned and making somewhat synchronized investments; and in actions that
leverage synergies with other climate finance institutions such as cross-learning that facilitates
replication of best practices and avoids repeating mistakes (Green Climate Fund, 2017b; 2023a).
Illustratively, it was reported that the GCF has scaled up nearly 20 AF projects (Green Climate
Fund, 2023a).

There is some interest among key stakeholders in greater coherence and harmonization of reporting
requirements across different institutions, with some efforts to harmonize tools as well as to
harmonize monitoring and reporting among climate funds under way. Notably, the Climate Funds
Collaboration Platform on Results, Indicators, and Methodologies for Measuring Impact, which was
established through a COP25 decision, will form the basis for a working group on results and
indicators to be established under the Multilateral Climate Funds Action Plan on Complementarity
and Coherence.?* The action plan is currently considered as a consultation draft. The latest round of
recommendations on the action plan was provided in September 2024.

The benchmarking analysis conducted as part of this evaluation notes that some harmonization in
this area has already been realized by the GCF and is reflected in its IRMF, which contains
indicators from the AF, the CIF, and the GEF and its Least Developed Countries Fund and Special
Climate Change Fund. Additional harmonization is indicated with UNICEF, the Global Water
Partnership and the Association of Southeast Asian Nations.

Efforts to align reporting have also been observed among United Nations agencies, per the
benchmarking study. For example, UNDP’s integrated results and resources framework was
developed in alignment with other United Nations agencies as well as with the GEF and GCF. Some
caution is raised regarding harmonization, given that not all indicators and requirements from the
one will be relevant for the other (e.g. for AES).

3. COHERENCE AND COMPLEMENTARITY OF HWFW RA-TAGGED PROJECTS

The next level of analysis examines the extent to which HWFW RA-tagged projects within
countries have pursued coherence and complementarity. Overall, variability is noted in relation to
the coherence and complementarity of HWFW RA-tagged projects. Insights from case study
countries are particularly poignant in this regard.

In case studies, strong coherence and complementarity was observed in countries such as Senegal
and Tajikistan. In both countries, the NDAs were identified as playing a strong coordination role.
Additionally, in Senegal, the establishment of key national and regional structures and strong
coordination across international and national institutions working in the climate space in the
country were identified as important drivers for complementarity.

24 A recent GEF Council report states that a working group on results and indicators is expected to be established (Global
Environment Facility, 2024).
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AEs have also played a role in some case study countries. In Namibia, the country’s only DAE,
the Environmental Investment Fund of Namibia, demonstrates a strong integrative/catalytic role in
the climate/environment space. In Grenada, the FP059 “Climate-Resilient Water Sector in Grenada
(G-CREWS)” was found to complement several other similar projects in the country, with the IAE,
Deutsche Gesellschaft fir Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ), playing a key role for this project.
GIZ provides co-financing in the form of a project component when implementing GCF projects
and has requirements for GCF projects to be anchored in GIZ project portfolios in pursuit of
bilateral development cooperation objectives.

Efforts for regional complementarity were also observed in case studies — for example, in Fiji and
Grenada. In the case of Grenada, the G-CREWS project (FP059) is embedded in the Regional
Strategic Action Plan for the Water Sector in the Caribbean to Develop Resilience to the Impacts of
Climate Change (Inter-American Development Bank and Caribbean Water and Wastewater
Association, 2021). The platform is hosted by the NDA, who invites likeminded small islands to
attend, intent on supporting peer-to-peer exchanges regarding strategies and actions that can be
developed to support implementation of the action plan. In Fiji, regional complementarity is largely
being driven by the country’s regional approach to GCF projects and funding. A regional workshop
was held in April 2024 to identify common priorities across Pacific countries, with the aim of
pursuing a regional proposal.

In both Fiji and the RMI, there was limited evidence to suggest a systematic approach to ensuring
the coherence of HWFW RA projects internally within the country (in the case of Fiji) and between
HWFW RA-tagged projects and the larger GCF portfolio of investments (in the RMI). Worth noting
is that both countries have just two HWFW RA-tagged projects, and in the case of the RMI these
projects were among the first GCF projects in the country. Comparatively, countries such as
Namibia,®® Senegal® and Tajikistan,?’ for example, had larger country portfolios.

Interim evaluations include discussion on how HWFW RA-tagged projects pursue coherence and
complementarity with other multilateral entities. A review of these interim evaluations points to the
following efforts:

o identifying similarities with other projects: (e.g. the FP023 “Climate Resilient Agriculture in
three of the Vulnerable Extreme northern crop growing regions (CRAVE)” was found to have
similar objectives to other projects that focus on food security and adaptation).

e  building on past initiatives: (e.g. the FP018 “Scaling-up of Glacial Lake Outburst Flood
(GLOF) risk reduction in Northern Pakistan” built on experiences from an AF-funded project,
and is building on or coordinating with programmes and initiatives from a variety of other
actors).

e developing partnerships and collaborating with ongoing projects and donor agencies: (e.g. the
FP018 GLOF project in Northern Pakistan partnered with similar projects for stakeholder
strengthening and tree planting).

e avoiding duplication and overlap between activities: (e.g. the FP035 “Climate Information
Services for Resilient Development Planning in Vanuatu (Van-CIS-RDP)” discusses
complementarity with other projects and plans for coordination).

o aligning with national priorities and complementing national-level efforts to combat climate
change: (e.g. the FP035 “Climate Information Services for Resilient Development Planning in

%5 Ten projects, of which seven are tagged to the HWFW RA, and seven readiness activities.
% Fourteen projects, of which six are tagged to the HWFW RA, and eight readiness activities.
27 Six projects, of which three are tagged to the HWFW RA, and five readiness activities.
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Vanuatu (Van-CIS-RDP)” was reportedly aligned with relevant government priorities and
policies).

e  securing co-financing from MDBs: (e.g. the FPO08 “Fiji Urban Water Supply and Wastewater
Management Project™).

e consciously implementing projects in ways that can be replicated and scaled up: (e.g. the FP037
“Integrated Flood Management to Enhance Climate Resilience of the Vaisigano River
Catchment in Samoa”).

Some discrete challenges in pursuing complementarity and coherence in projects reported in interim
evaluations include delays in implementing activities, low levels of community and civil society
engagement, and scaling-up that has yet to be undertaken because projects are in their early stages.

Speaking to potential limitations in coherence and complementarity, the synthesis of previous IEU
evaluations undertaken for this study notes that opportunities for building synergies with other
climate funds in the HWFW RA remain untapped, particularly in LDCs (Independent Evaluation
Unit, 2022). For instance, in HWFW RA-tagged projects such as the FP136 “Resilient Landscapes
and Livelihoods Project”, despite opportunities for further interaction with the AF, there is no
expected shared output or cooperation being pursued beyond drawing from practical experiences
and lessons learned in past projects, such as those implemented by the GEF (Independent Evaluation
Unit, 2023b). This reflects a general critique of the GCF that it needs to better clarify its position in
adaptation financing and to follow a systematic (as opposed to an ad hoc or case-by-case) approach
to proactively identifying, pursuing and tracking efforts towards enhancing complementarity and
coordination with other climate funds, NDAs, AEs and local stakeholder interests (Independent
Evaluation Unit, 2021; 2022).

The synthesis of previous IEU evaluations also reported that the GCF does not seem to provide
sufficient financial resources to pursue coherence and complementarity at the project level. One
evaluation states that while complementarity and coherence are described in GCF FP templates,
resources specific to pursuing coordination are not available (Independent Evaluation Unit, 2023a).
This affects HWFW RA-tagged projects, surely, but goes much beyond it.

4. COMPARATIVE ADVANTAGE OF THE GCF IN THE HWFW RA

Insights from country case studies echo some of the key comparative advantages of the GCF
identified in the document review — notably, the scale of GCF financing, its ability to fund projects
that scale and replicate past interventions, and its capacity for de-risking investments. However,
these are in no way HWFW-specific.

For example, in Senegal, GCF funds were used in several cases to scale or replicate piloted
interventions. In Tajikistan, a GCF value add was reported regarding the scale of impact and
funding, and as enabling a focus on climate resilience and the most vulnerable. In Fiji, the GCF’s
large funding size and perceived role as a catalyst to attract additional co-financing, especially for
large-size water supply infrastructure projects such as FP008, was a notable comparative advantage.
While recognized by some stakeholders as a catalyst for additional funding, the RMI case study also
highlighted some of the limitations of GCF financing — namely, that it is seen to be stricter and less
flexible than other climate and development financing institutions due to its lengthy and burdensome
processes and procedures. Again, these are all features that appear in and affect the HWFW RA-
tagged portfolio, but they are not all specific to such projects.
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Chapter 4.PROJECT AND PROGRAMME

IMPLEMENTATION

KEY FINDINGS

Effectiveness and impact

Significant challenges affect the ability of both AEs and the Secretariat to report on results at the RA
level, as well as their ability to capture progress towards HWFW-relevant indicators.

The self-selection of RAs and limited guidance on the selection process leads to a lack of consistency
in the selection of RAs across the AEs. In some cases, HWFW-relevant projects are not being tagged
under the HWFW RA (and are therefore not reporting on HWFW-relevant or specific indicators)
and/or selections are being influenced by the 50/50 portfolio balance objective of the GCF. Therefore,
the results story can likely be told at the broader GCF portfolio level and at the adaptation portfolio
level, but not at the RA level.

The GCF results reporting system captures only minimum impact — that is, it captures only a narrow
range of impacts, with interventions reported as having impacts well beyond what is captured by the
GCF reporting system.

The challenges stem from matters such as limited guidance under the PMF, the practical challenge of
isolating the HWFW RA results from the rest, limited tools for RA-based reporting, and the resource
constraints of the Secretariat to undertake the quality assurance of results data.

Despite the noted challenges of aggregating quantitative data at the RA level, qualitative data point to
achievements and progress towards results, particularly in increasing resilience and supporting
adaptation of the agriculture sector, strengthening water security, and increasing resilience to water-
related disasters, while also generating health co-benefits.

HWFW RA-tagged projects have notably supported climate-smart and climate-resilient agriculture,
including through the distribution of drought-resistant crops, the introduction of new practices and
technologies, and support for the diversification of production, among others. Such projects were
particularly common in LDCs and African States.

Water security, in terms of access, quality and resilience of infrastructure, has largely been achieved
through hard project components, such as the construction of key, climate-resilient infrastructure.
Such projects were particularly common in SIDS.

Health and wellbeing benefits, such as reduced risk of waterborne diseases, improved mental health
and quality of life, improved nutrition, and improved physical health, largely occur as a result of
increased food or water security, increased resilience to hazards, newly introduced practices, and as
economic or social co-benefits from HWFW RA-tagged projects.

HWFW RA-tagged projects have also increased the resilience of communities, including farming
communities, through weather forecasting, early warning systems and disaster risk reduction.

In general, the evaluation identified two types of co-benefits: first, HWFW RA-tagged projects
generating social, economic and environmental co-benefits, and second, non-HWFW RA-tagged
projects generating HWFW benefits. Mitigation projects were found to lead quite often to adaptation
co-benefits, with nearly one third of mitigation projects having submitted progress reports to the GCF
that report on adaptation co-benefits using the adaptation beneficiary indicator, although it is unknown
how many of these adaptation co-benefits relate to HWFW RA-specific co-benefits.
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e  HWFW RA-tagged projects commonly reported socioeconomic co-benefits. This is in part due to the
linkages between HWFW-specific activities and livelihoods and, in some cases, to being seen as a
result of construction undertaken as part of the projects.

e  Agapisnoted in terms of biodiversity-related co-benefits. A consulted stakeholder reported such co-
benefits were costly to monitor, and therefore, while often considered, they were not typically
adequately tracked.

e  While HWFW RA-tagged projects have begun generating important results, the RA approach itself
was found to be inconsequential in their achievement. No evidence of the RA structure playing a
significant role in the achievement of results was noted.

Gender and social equity

e  The HWFW RA’s approach to gender and social equity is rooted in the GCF’s comprehensive
institutional framework for gender equality, Indigenous Peoples, and environmental and social
safeguards (ESS) that set clear parameters for their integration into HWFW RA-tagged projects, with
more ambiguity surrounding requirements related to Indigenous Peoples.

e  GCF’s sector guides support and further elevate the significance of gender and social equity niches in
the HWFW RA.

e  There is evidence of progress in mainstreaming gender and social equity considerations in HWFW
RA-tagged projects, with a strong level of integration at design, in alignment with related
requirements such as the gender and social inclusion assessment that are considered mandatory at
origination.

e  Key implementation challenges are noted with gender-sensitive monitoring frameworks.

e  The gender and social equity related benefits are rarely reported as co-benefits, limiting systematic
assessment of HWFW RA-tagged projects across the portfolio.
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A. EFFECTIVENESS AND IMPACT

1. THE FUNDAMENTAL CHALLENGES OF RA-LEVEL RESULTS REPORTING

There are significant challenges that profoundly affect the ability to report on results at the
RA level. The GCF’s results monitoring framework, both the PMF and the IRMF, is composed of
both mandatory and voluntary indicators: the mandatory indicators include certain Fund-level
impact indicators (for the PMF) and the core indicators 1 and 2 (for the IRMF),?® whereas the RA-
relevant or specific indicators are voluntary.

Key issues first emerged as the PMF was operationalized, with limited guidance from the Secretariat
in terms of its indicator definitions and reporting methodologies. For example, definitions and units
of measurement for PMF indicators other than Fund-level impact indicators were often left for
interpretation by AEs, resulting in inconsistent reporting by AEs. This has in turn resulted in it later
being difficult for the Secretariat to aggregate results at the portfolio level for each RA. It should,
however, be noted that the reporting guidance has been improved under the IRMF, with the draft
Results Handbook. Second, the reporting of RA-level results is challenged by the fact that projects
typically cover and are tagged to multiple RAs. Among the 153 HWFW RA-tagged projects, only
two have 100 per cent of their finance directed entirely towards the HWFW RA. Moreover,
individual activities can at times be multi-RA — that is, simultaneously contributing to multiple RAs.
The overlap in RAs at these various levels makes it impossible to isolate the results of the HWFW
RA project component(s).

Relatedly, while the PMF clearly assigned RAs to specific indicators, the IRMF allows flexible
linkages among RAs, project outcomes, and core and supplementary indicators, which recognizes
that project outcomes are often matched with multiple RAs and which again makes it difficult to
isolate results for the HWFW RA. As a result, the challenge of capturing results by RA will continue
under the IRMF.

Finally, the principally self-selected nature of project RAs and limited guidance on the
selection process, as discussed in earlier chapters, leads to a lack of consistency in the selection
of RAs across the AEs. In some cases, HWFW-relevant projects are not being tagged under
the HWFW RA (and are therefore not reporting on HWFW-relevant or specific indicators)
and/or selections are being influenced by the 50/50 balance objective of the GCF. Therefore,
the results story can likely be told at the broader GCF portfolio level and at the adaptation
portfolio level, but not at the RA level unless methodological exercises are undertaken to
conceptually delineate results by RA.

The above challenges are further exacerbated by the limited capacity within the Secretariat to
undertake quality assurance of the results reported by AEs on APRs, which in turn seems to stem
from a lack of clear processes and systems for results-based management within the Secretariat. The
limited institutional processes mean inconsistent and temporary solutions are agreed between AEs
and the Secretariat personnel on any given results management issues and practices, thereby further
impacting the quality of results data for portfolio-level aggregation and analyses.

More robust assessments of results only take place during the interim and completion evaluations,
although these remain very limited to date. Finally, the GCF results reporting system captures
only minimum impact — that is, it captures only a narrow range of impacts, with interventions
reported as having impacts well beyond what is captured by the GCF reporting system.

2 These being the amount of GHG emissions reduced, avoided or removed/sequestered and the numbers of direct and
indirect beneficiaries reached.
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Together, these limitations make the assessments of progress against core indicators highly
challenging and nearly impossible. These limitations will be further explored in Chapter 6.A.

Another challenge in assessing the extent of impact and results is the level of implementation of the
HWFW portfolio of projects, with the majority of projects remaining under implementation and not
having been fully disbursed.

Beyond climate and adaptation results, the GCF also seeks to generate development and broader co-
benefits — that is, “additional or ancillary benefits that occur as a result of mitigation or adaptation
activities” (Green Climate Fund, 2022c). The GCF recognizes that such benefits can be social,
economic, environmental and/or gender-related. While the IRMF has stronger requirements related
to co-benefits (e.g. it requires their integration of the project’s ToC), under the PMF, co-benefit
reporting was instead done at the discretion of the AEs due to a lack of clear indicators and further
guidance from the Secretariat.

2. ESTIMATING RESULTS

Bearing in mind the challenges discussed above, the evaluation team reviewed the ex-post results
reported by AEs on APRs for 2023 and on PCRs. The team aggregated them, where feasible, to
understand the achieved results likely attributable to HWFW RA project components. Out of the 153
HWFW RA-tagged projects subject to this evaluation, 86 projects that have submitted an APR for
2023 or a PCR (comprising 79 PMF and seven IRMF projects) were considered for the
aggregation.?® The results data reported by AEs on the APR2023/PCR were aggregated without a
thorough review of the data themselves, given that it is beyond the scope of this evaluation to
undertake such data quality assessments.

In addition, due to the lack of a single common indicator to capture the results attributable to the
HWFW RA under both the PMF and the IRMF, the estimated results for the HWFW RA were
computed by multiplying the total adaptation beneficiary numbers reported across all adaptation
RAs for those 86 projects by the financial percentage breakdowns provided for the HWFW RA. The
evaluation team used the financial breakdown by RA available in the iPMS as a proxy for the
proportion of results that can be attributed to the HWFW RA.

The adaptation beneficiary results reported by AEs under the PMF and IRMF projects were then
combined to produce the portfolio-level estimates for the HWFW RA. However, since there was no
definition provided for the adaptation beneficiary indicator under the PMF, the evaluation team
assumed that the definition of the adaptation beneficiary indicator within the PMF is the same as the
corresponding indicator under the IRMF, as provided in the draft IRMF results handbook.

Although the aggregation provides an estimate of results attributable to the HWFW RA project
components, the above caveats need to be factored into the conclusion. In addition, key elements
such as the cost-effectiveness of projects and the cost-efficiency of project activities could not be
accounted for. Quantitative results reported hereafter should therefore be interpreted with
caution.

29 AEs’ reported ex-post results were extracted as of September 2024 from the PPMS, where AEs submitted their APRs.
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The analysis shows that adaptation projects from both the PMF and IRMF projects have benefited
directly® 9.6 million individuals and indirectly3! 33 million individuals. Among those, 5 million
direct beneficiaries and 18.5 million indirect beneficiaries can be attributed to the HWFW RA
(Table 4-1), using the formula previously mentioned. Overall, using this same formula, results
attributed to the HWFW RA vis-a-vis targets show that an estimated quarter of ex-ante targets have
been achieved to date. This is a slightly higher proportion than for the overall adaptation portfolio of
the GCF, which stands at 18 per cent.

Table 4-1.  Adaptation core indicator results

TOTAL NUMBEROF TOTAL NUMBEROF TOTAL NUMBER ACHIEVEMENT RATE
DIRECT INDIRECT (=DIRECT + VIS-A-VIS PLANNED
BENEFICIARIES BENEFICIARIES INDIRECT) TARGETS LESS
REPORTED AS REPORTED AS BENEFICIARIES BASELINE (EX-ANTE)
ACHIEVED BY AES  ACHIEVED BY AES  REPORTED AS
(LESS BASELINE) (LESS BASELINE) ACHIEVED BY AES
(LESS BASELINE)
Total number of 9,623,822 32,969,299 42,593,131 18% (42,593,131 vs.
beneficiaries 237,722,324)
reported (100%)
Estimated 4,913,245 18,526,089 23,439,334 24% (23,439,334 vs.
number of 96,189,906)
beneficiaries for
the HWFW RA

Source: PPMS and iPMS, as of September 2024.

Note: This analysis is based on adaptation beneficiary figures reported by AEs under an APR2023/PCR, for 86
projects/programmes. No review or validation of the adaptation data could be undertaken. The estimates for
the HWFW RA were computed by multiplying 100 per cent beneficiary numbers by breakdowns of HWFW
portions (%) (available on the iPMS).

Reporting on HWFW RA-specific indicators — that is, indicators that have been specifically
and solely linked to the HWFW RA — indicates that the majority of results achieved to date
are related to food security, followed by water security. Minimal achievements related to
health have been captured in the PMF reporting, and health is absent from IRMF reporting
(Figure 4-1, Figure 4-2).%2 Results reporting notably indicates that nearly four million people and
2.4 million households now benefit from increased food security, attributable to the GCF’s HWFW
RA-tagged investments. Moreover, reporting indicates that around 0.9 million people now benefit
from increased water security, although results in this area have yet to be reported under the IRMF
(adopted at B.29 and applicable from B.32 onwards). Finally, just over 200,000 people are reported
as benefiting from introduced health measures to respond to climate-sensitive diseases. However,
due to the lack of instructions on the APR template itself, it is unclear whether the ex-post results

%0 The IRMF defines direct beneficiaries of an adaptation intervention as “individuals who receive (i) targeted support from
a GCF-funded intervention, and (ii) a measurable adaptation benefit from a GCF-funded intervention. The targeted support
refers to the support provided or delivered by a GCF-funded intervention and can be tracked in the actual
project/programme records as part of the regular project/ programme monitoring processes” (Green Climate Fund, 2022c).
No definition is provided under the PMF.

31 The IRMF defines indirect beneficiaries as “individuals who do not receive targeted support from a GCF-funded
intervention but are likely to receive a measurable adaptation benefit from the GCF-funded intervention. The number of
indirect beneficiaries is usually an estimation calculated based on a formula with conservative assumptions” (Green
Climate Fund, 2022c).

32 Results are presented separately because the indicators under RMF/PMF and IRMF are not the same. All projects
approved up to B.31 apply RMF/PMF, while all projects approved at B.32 and beyond apply IRMF.
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aggregated above already take into consideration the baseline amounts, hence showing the actual
results attributable to the GCF funding, or that the baseline amounts need to be subtracted to impute
the results that can be claimed by the GCF.

Figure 4-1. Progress towards HWFW RA-specific PMF indicators

[IBaseline  [IFinal target (ex-ante) [l Actual (ex-post)

8,000,000 242,876
7,000,000
©1000,000 2,833,958 6 4,724,893
zlzgglggg 3,460,004 3,912,94

1 1
3,000,000

2,000,000 1,064,832 862,874
1,000,000 10,000 205,664 162,44

1,847,332 2,430,303

# of beneficiaries

A2.1# of people  A2.2 # of food-secure A2.2 # of food-secure A2.3 # of people with
benefiting households people water supply
from introduced
health measures to
respond to climate-
sensitive diseases

Source: PPMS APR2023, as of September 2024.

Note: Figures reported by AEs in their respective APR2023/PCR forms were aggregated. For indicator A2.2, #
of food-secure households, outliers in the baseline amounts reported for two projects (FP091 and FP179) were
removed. Baseline refers to the value at project start, the final target (ex-ante) refers to values expected at
project closure, and actual (ex-post) refers to the results reported to date. It should be noted that reporting on
actual results remains limited at this stage, given the limitations outlined earlier in this section.

Figure 4-2. Progress towards HWFW RA-specific IRMF indicators

DOFinal target (ex-ante)  [JActual (ex-post) [IFinal target (ex-ante)  E1Actual (ex-post)
2,000,000 12,000,000
1,800,000
1,600,000 10,000,000
& 1,400,000 (#
5 ’200’000 'S 8,000,000 11,249,78
NI ©
g e 1,867,124 &
¢ 1,000,000 ¢ 6,000,000
[
o 800,000 2
N N
© 600,000 © 4000,000
H* H*
400,000 2,000,000
! 1
200,000 47,521 o
IRMF Supp. indicator 2.2: # of IRMF Supp. 2.3: # of beneficiaries with
beneficiaries with improved food more climate-resilient
security water security

Source: PPMS, as of September 2024,

Note: Figures reported by AEs for seven IRMF projects that submitted their APR2023 were aggregated for
two HWFW-relevant supplementary indicators. No detailed review or validation of the adaptation data was
undertaken. For supplementary indicator 2.3, number of beneficiaries with water security, there are no results
reported yet. The final target (ex-ante) refers to values expected at project closure, and actual (ex-post) refers
to the results reported to date. It should be noted that reporting on actual results remains limited at this stage,
given the limitations outlined earlier in this section, including the level of maturity of the HWFW portfolio.
The baseline data have been excluded from the figure for simplicity.
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Qualitative data, including documents reviewed, Klls and case studies, provide further evidence of
GCF HWFW RA-tagged projects increasing resilience and supporting the adaptation of the
agricultural sector, strengthening water security, and increasing resilience to water-related
disasters, while also generating health benefits.

The mechanisms and approaches that have led to the achievement of these outcomes vary greatly.
There is evidence of benefits being achieved both in an integrated manner as well as through siloed
interventions that fall within a specific (sub-)sector of the HWFW RA. Achievements are also noted
as a result of either soft and hard project components, or a mix of both. Soft project components
include capacity strengthening at several levels (including institutional, community, etc.),
awareness-raising (including on risk management, climate change impacts, etc.), knowledge
creation and strengthening institutional frameworks. Hard project components include the
construction and rehabilitation of infrastructure, installation/introduction of technologies, and the
like.

At a high level, achievements or progress towards results are seen in the area of climate-smart and
climate-resilient agriculture, where HWFW RA-tagged projects have (or are) distributing drought-
resistant crops, introducing new practices and technologies, and supporting the diversification of
production, among others. This was the case in Namibia, under the CRAVE project (FP023), which
sought to address the vulnerabilities of farming communities in Zambezi, Kavango East and
Kavango West and increase food security. Through research and dissemination, the project has
effectively advanced new cropping practices and has introduced drip irrigation schemes (including
solar), organic fertilizers and post-harvest processing. The project has also provided institutional
strengthening for on-farm extension services and to improve farm-to-market access.

HWFW RA-tagged projects have also supported increased water security, in terms of access, quality
and resilience of infrastructure; with these results typically involving a hard project component. In
Fiji, the FPO08 “Fiji Urban Water Supply and Wastewater Management Project” entailed the
construction of a range of climate-resilient water infrastructure to strengthen water supply. The
project was successful in increasing water access. At the time of the Fiji case study visit in July
2024, the number of villages/settlements with access to a 24-hour water supply was estimated to
have increased by 62 per cent, those with no water supply were estimated to have decreased by 7 per
cent, and only one village/settlement remained without a 24-hour water supply.

Finally, HWFW RA-tagged projects have also generated results in terms of weather forecasting,
early warning systems and disaster risk reduction, related to both agricultural production (including
weather forecasting and insurance offerings) and general disaster risk reduction, particularly to
water-related disasters such as floods and droughts. In Grenada, the G-CREWS project (FP059)
helped hotels build resilience against droughts through the construction of water storage
infrastructure, which has successfully enabled participating hotels to better withstand the 2024
droughts. Moreover, the R4 project (FP049) in Senegal and the CRAVE project (FP023) in Namibia
included the introduction of agriculture-related insurance schemes. Another project in Namibia,
FP024 “Empower to Adapt: Creating Climate-Change Resilient Livelihoods through Community-
Based Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) in Namibia”, has supported the establishment of
early warning systems and other risk reduction measures benefiting 76,500 community members.
The project notably entailed establishing a resilient grant facility and delivered related capacity-
building to provide direct access to finance and empower rural communities to increase their
resilience to climate change. One of the projects financed under this facility, the Lusese
Conservancy project, entailed the construction of a flood alert and early warning system that is
benefiting 6,064 conservancy members and residents of the lower eastern Zambezi flood plains.
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To date, HWFW RA-tagged projects in SIDS have particularly generated results related to
water security, with related benefits in health and wellbeing. Impacts on food security remain
scarce. On the other hand, HWFW RA-tagged projects in LDCs and African States have
largely focused on agricultural production, at times including water-related components and
with health and wellbeing-related co-benefits. This is evident in all case studies undertaken in
SIDS (i.e. Fiji, Grenada and the RMI), LDCs and African States (i.e. Namibia and Senegal), and
further evident in the review of interim and completion evaluations in HWFW RA-tagged projects
in SIDS (e.g. Maldives, Samoa and Vanuatu), LDCs and African States (i.e. Bangladesh, Malawi
and Uganda).®®

Projects in SIDS were found to either focus on water access or building resilience against water-
related disasters. For example, in addition to the aforementioned results in Fiji and Grenada, the
FPO66 “Pacific Resilience Project Phase II for RMI” in the RMI entailed the construction of a
seawall that is expected to protect individuals from flooding and other risks related to sea level rise,
while also protecting water infrastructure from damage, particularly household water tanks.

Projects in LDCs and African States largely focused on increasing the resilience of vulnerable
farming communities. The FP002 “Scaling up the use of Modernized Climate information and Early
Warning Systems in Malawi”, which focused on information and communications technologies and
early warning systems for vulnerable farming communities, benefited a total of 183,702 smallholder
farmers in four districts. The project also delivered training on the participatory integrated climate
services for agriculture approach (commonly known as PICSA), and beneficiaries consulted as part
of the interim evaluation reported increased farm income, improved food security and generally
positive changes to their crop enterprises.

Health and wellbeing benefits are achieved indirectly through, or as co-benefits of, HWFW
RA-tagged projects. Indeed, only two approved HWFW RA-tagged GCF projects primarily focus
on the health sector: SAP030 “Strengthening Climate Resilience of the Lao People’s Democratic
Republic (PDR) Health System”, which was approved in 2023, and SAP034 “Akamatutu’anga to
Tatou Ora’anga Meitaki (ATOM): Building a healthy and resilient Cook Islands Community — one
block at a time”, which was approved in 2024. Case studies and interim and completion evaluations
indicate the presence of health and wellbeing benefits, but these are occurring as a result of
increased food or water security, increased resilience to climate hazards, newly introduced practices,
and, in some cases, even as a result of other economic or social co-benefits from HWFW RA-tagged
projects. Commonly reported health benefits included reduced risk of waterborne diseases, better
sanitation and hygiene, improved mental health and quality of life, improved nutrition, and
improved physical health, among others.

For example, in Fiji’s water supply and wastewater management project (FP00S8), increased access
to clean water was linked to improved sanitation with potential for decreased waterborne diseases,
as well as to improved mental health benefits through decreased mental stress associated with
uncertainties in water access. In Tajikistan, improved water access as a result of the pipeline
rehabilitation and storage systems undertaken as part of the FP067 “Building climate resilience of
vulnerable and food insecure communities through capacity strengthening and livelihood
diversification in mountainous regions of Tajikistan” was associated with improved health and
wellbeing, particularly a reduction of waterborne diseases. Moreover, women reported no longer
needing to walk very long distances to go fetch water in very hot weather, which was associated
with various physical ailments such as back and knee pain. In Namibia, the introduction of drip

33 One project in African States and LDCs, (in Ethiopia) with an interim evaluation and a completion evaluation had a
water focus.
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irrigation under the CRAVE project (FP023) was reported as reducing the risk of physical harm and
even death as a result of people’s encounters with crocodiles and hippos when fetching water.

HWFW RA-tagged projects were found to have comparable impact to non-HWFW RA-tagged
projects with an adaptation component, as per both Secretariat and independent Technical Advisory
Panel ratings at design. Although impact is realized over the medium to long-term, early signals of
impact were observed. These largely related to the enabling and policy environment, and to social
and behavioural change.

In terms of the enabling and policy environment, HWFW RA-tagged projects have contributed to
the establishment of key structures at the national and community levels. For example, in Bahrain,
the SAP003 “Enhancing climate resilience of the water sector in Bahrain” led to the formalization of
the Water Resources Council, which is expected to enable integrated water resource management
(WRM) and innovative water supply solutions in future project phases. In Grenada, the G-CREWS
project (FP059) has contributed to the approval by Cabinet of the Water Resources Management
bill, which sets provisions for the creation of the Water Resources Management Unit, to be housed
under the Public Utilities Regulatory Commission. This is expected to strengthen accountability for
WRM and support efficiency and equitable access to water resources. Beyond the establishment of
key structures and frameworks, projects were noted as having adopted a whole-of-society approach
and connected several actors who now work closely together.

Social and behavioural changes are also noted, particularly in the agricultural sector, including in
Senegal, where the R4 project (FP049) developed agriculture-related insurance offerings and
conducted communication, awareness-raising and training activities, having ultimately led to
important and noticeable changes in risk perception and related behaviours among smallholder
farmers in the country; with these now seeking out climate-related insurance coverage on their own.
More generally, the adoption of new farming practices is seen in several case study countries,
including in Grenada and Namibia.

3. PRODUCING CO-BENEFITS

The evaluation identified two types of co-benefits: first, HWFW RA-tagged projects
generating social, economic and environmental co-benefits, and second, other projects not
tagged under HWFW RA also generating co-benefits and results relevant to health and
wellbeing, food, and water security. In terms of the latter, mitigation projects were found to
lead quite often to adaptation co-benefits, with nearly one third of mitigation projects having
submitted progress reports to the GCF that report on adaptation co-benefits using the
adaptation beneficiary indicator, although it is unknown how many of these adaptation co-
benefits relate to health and wellbeing, food and water security without the systematic
approach to aggregate these co-benefits at the fund level to date. Case studies further suggest
that non-HWFW RA-tagged projects generate co-benefits and results relevant to health and
wellbeing, food, and water security.

In Senegal, two non-HWFW RA-tagged projects, a flood management project (FP021) and a
climate-friendly cooking (CFC) project (FP103) were both found to generate health benefits: the
first through improved resilience to water hazards (i.e. flooding), which in turn contributed to the
reduction of waterborne diseases, and the second through the introduction of CFC appliances, which
are associated with health benefits due to the reduction of smoke and soot generation. In Tajikistan,
the non-HWFW RA-tagged hydropower project (FP040) increased dam safety and effectively
reduced the risk of flooding, while generating a range of social and health benefits. In the RMI, the
project on climate information and knowledge services (FP147), which is also being implemented in
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four other SIDS, is providing climate data and tailored products to a range of actors, including those
in the health, water and agriculture sectors. The project is notably providing data to the water
company in Majuro to help them manage water levels in their reservoirs, effectively supporting
water management in the capital.

HWFW RA-tagged projects have also reported several social, economic and environmental co-
benefits, with those most commonly reported being socioeconomic co-benefits. This is in part
due to the linkages between HWFW-specific activities and livelihoods; and in some cases,
being seen as a result of construction undertaken as part of the projects, among others.
Generally, projects reported increases in income generation through increased production,
diversification of production, increased access to markets, job and enterprise creation, and increased
resilience allowing for economic activities to continue even during shocks. Projects have also been
associated with cost savings, including related to transport and energy, as well as more generally
lower operational costs. In some cases, project outputs (e.g. weather forecasting) allowed for
negative economic impacts to be avoided due to better planning. Economic impacts have then often
been linked to social and wellbeing outcomes, given that additional income at people’s disposal can
be used to meet other needs. In some cases, projects were reported as having contributed to social
cohesion, among other things such as health, sanitation, water security and food security. In other
cases, these led to broader development outcomes such as paved roads and public services being
delivered in villages.

Environmental co-benefits are less often covered in interim and completion evaluations, although
they are still noted. These speak of mitigation-related co-benefits such as reduced GHG emissions as
a result of the use of alternative technologies, reduced need for transport (including for disaster
response and emergency supply of water) and/or through agriculture interventions. Interventions
have also reportedly reduced plastic waste, contributed to land restoration, and enabled wildlife
protection and better management, planning and land use. However, a gap is noted in terms of
biodiversity-related co-benefits. A consulted stakeholder reported that such co-benefits were
costly to monitor and that therefore, while often considered, they were not typically
adequately tracked.

Monitoring and reporting of unintended results is very limited. Five interim and completion
evaluations explicitly stated they did not find unexpected results, and eight reported at least one.
However, in most of these latter cases, the unexpected results reported speak to factors that were
unexpected and that have affected implementation or the achievement of results — for example,
COVID-19, changes in government, and climate change impacts (e.g. abnormally heavy snowfall or
high heat) — rather than speaking of unexpected results, outcomes or impacts from the project in
question. One interim evaluation explicitly highlights this, noting that the project lacks mechanisms
to capture unintended outcomes, which are only observed during field visits and interactions with
affected communities. Where unintended results are noted, these are in some instances positive,
including increased social cohesion within communities and changes in attitude. In some instances,
these were negative, including a surplus in production for all households in small villages at the
same time leading to decreases in the prices of commodities, thus having negative economic impacts
on communities. The latter was, for example, noted in Tajikistan’s FP014 “Climate Adaptation and
Mitigation Program for the Aral Sea Basin (CAMP4ASB)”, which involved crop diversification and
climate-resilient farming and led to increases in production. However, the lack of food storage
systems available as well as limited opportunities for selling the surplus produce within these small
communities led to the surplus having to be given away or sold at a lower price.
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In one case, a non-HWFW RA-tagged project was found to have led to unintended negative health
impacts. In Senegal, the flood management project (FP021) entailed the construction of basins to
manage seasonal flooding, which effectively led to reduced flooding in Pikine Irrégulier Sud, one of
Greater Dakar’s main informal settlement zones. Although effective in achieving its objective, the
technology adopted has led to the unintended introduction of stagnant water in communities and to
basins often being used to dispose of wastewater.®* This has affected living conditions, with foul
smells being noted by the local populations as well as an increase in mosquitoes, which is of
particular concern in a region where they are disease vectors. Some efforts to mend these impacts
were noted, with efforts under way to provide mosquito nets for households and a subsequent
project on wastewater management being under development.

In Tajikistan, the non-HWFW RA-tagged project on resilience of the hydropower sector (FP040)
included a capacity-building component (i.e. a workshop) on transboundary hydropower cascade
management, and a technical university that benefited from this component subsequently developed
a course on the workshop. It should, however, be noted that the capacity-building component of the
project was delivered with project co-financing (rather than GCF resources).

4. FACTORS OF EFFECTIVENESS

Although HWFW RA-tagged projects have begun generating important results, the RA
approach itself was found to be inconsequential in their achievement. HWFW RA-tagged
projects have been, for the most part, affected by challenges seen across the GCF portfolio,
indicating no strong evidence of RA-specific factors affecting HWFW RA-tagged project
effectiveness in particular. These challenges include health-related outbreaks, capacity challenges,
procurement challenges, political shifts, issues in securing the land rights required for project
activities, natural disasters and extreme weather events, seasonality, and general contextual
challenges. Delays in implementation can at times have important impacts on the achievement of
results and the relevance of interventions, in some cases requiring a redesign of activities.

o Health-related outbreaks are very commonly reported. These challenges are typically related
to COVID-19, which affected accessibility to certain sites, required resources to be redirected,
and increased the cost of materials, among others. In other cases, various health outbreaks such
as measles affected implementation.

e Natural disasters and extreme weather events are also noted as having affected
implementation, in some cases due to hazards at project sites or given the need to reallocate
resources. Interestingly, in some instances, natural disasters and extreme weather events appear
to have had positive effects, creating an uptick in interest or buy-in. This was notably the case
in Grenada’s G-CREWS project (FP059), where the 2024 droughts led to a revival of interest
within the tourism industry in adopting disaster and climate-resilient infrastructure. Such
interest was initially rather limited given the economic impacts of COVID-19 on tourism.

¢ Human capacity challenges are also commonly reported. In some cases, these relate to
understaffed project management units, in others to staff turnover in key institutions, or to
challenges in recruiting the capacity needed. The latter was particularly prominent in SIDS,
where populations are smaller. This was notably a key challenge in the RMI under the FP112
“Addressing Climate Vulnerability in the Water Sector (ACWA) in the Marshall Islands”

34 The technology adopted requires water to reach a certain level for it to move through the network and drain. As a result,
the water remains stagnant within the system during drier periods and only drains during the rainy season.

©IEU | 57



177.

178.

179.

Independent Evaluation of the GCF's Result Area "Health and Wellbeing, and Food and Water Security” (HWFW)
Final report - Chapter 4

project, which faced significant recruitment challenges for the project staff team in part also
due to the AE’s recruitment policies as well as limited population.

e  Procurement and logistical challenges are also noted and vary in nature. In some cases, these
touch on the identification and hiring of contractors and/or poor contractor performance. In
other cases, logistical challenges were noted and were often exacerbated in SIDS given their
remoteness and challenges in getting materials on-site.

e Political shifts, including changes in government or in policies, have at times affected
implementation, in part linked to shifts in focal points and key personnel, and in others due to
shifting government priorities.

e Considerations for socioeconomic context, tradition, culture and needs are important
factors of success. This was a prominent factor in Senegal, where successful interventions, and
those with strongest signals of paradigm-shift potential, were designed to be mindful of these
elements. For example, under the R4 project (FP049) in Senegal, the design of the insurance
offering was done in consultation with target populations to ensure alignment with their needs,
and entailed a validation process with these populations. Under Senegal’s CFC project (FP103),
which is not HWFW RA-tagged, the selection of the CFC technology was mindful of tradition,
culture and social context to ensure strong social acceptability, while also remaining mindful of
the broader country context, particularly the capacity of the national grid. Early signals of
market shifts within the CFC sector in the country are notable. Turning to Fiji’s FP180 “Global
Fund for Coral Reefs Investment Window” project, a private equity fund established to
encourage investments in the blue economy is facing challenges in finding Fijian companies
that meet all investment criteria given the smaller economy of the country.

e Issues at design, while not widespread, have at times created considerable challenges,
including the need to redesign projects given that actual costs were much higher than those
estimated at design and/or due to flaws in the project ToC. For example, in the case of
Uganda’s FP034 “Building Resilient Communities, Wetland Ecosystems and Associated
Catchments in Uganda”, which included the diversification of livelihoods away from
production leading to wetland degradation, the impacts and paradigm-shift potential are limited,
in part because the newly introduced activities are less lucrative than traditional economic
activities.

While no challenges specific to HWFW RA-tagged projects were widespread, seasonality has, in
some cases, created challenges. HWFW-related activities, particularly those related to agriculture,
are likely to be more vulnerable to seasonality given that certain activities need to be implemented
during very specific windows (e.g. provision of seeds that need to be planted at a certain time during
the year).

Finally, no evidence of the RA structure playing a significant role in the achievement of results
was noted. Indeed, qualitative data do not point to the RA approach having significant
influence on the implementation of projects.

B. GENDER AND SOCIAL EQUITY

1. EXPECTATIONS AND REQUIREMENTS FOR GENDER AND SOCIAL EQUITY

At the institutional level, the GCF has an established policy framework in place that clarifies its
approach to (i) gender equality, (ii) Indigenous Peoples and (iii) ESS. Together, these mutually
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reinforcing policies establish a comprehensive system and solid institutional foundation for gender
equality and social inclusion in GCF-financed activities.

In principle, these policies apply equally to all RAs, although none make explicit links to the
GCF’s RA approach. A review of HWFW-related sectoral guides reveals that empowering
communities and the inclusion of women and young people and other marginalized groups, such as
Indigenous Peoples, are considered pertinent actions across pathways to provide a suite of co-
benefits and help create an enabling environment for addressing key challenges in the sector. Gender
equality and social equity dimensions are explicitly factored into the ToC for the water security
sector, including an output to “integrate social and gender-sensitive dimensions into water security
interventions” (Green Climate Fund, 2022f). Gender considerations are also emphasized as needing
to be taken into account to foster transformative changes across food systems (Green Climate Fund,
2021c). Technical guidelines provided on the approval process further map expectations for
indicators to be disaggregated by women and men (Green Climate Fund, 2023c).

Sectoral guides underscore the importance of reaching the most marginalized groups, as they
are most disproportionately impacted by climate change. The differential impacts of climate
change and climate action are noted in particular among the health and wellbeing and agricultural
and food security sectors. For example, disproportionate threats to health and wellbeing are faced by
women (e.g. gendered divisions of labour, differential access to health care and basic services,
prevalence of gender-based violence, impacts on maternal/prenatal/neonatal health) and young
people (disruptions to stability from displacement, disrupted education, mental health). Significant
disparities are also raised in the agricultural and food security sector for women, young people and
smallholders, where agricultural extension services have largely favoured male farmers and large
farms.

The GCF investment criteria consider the potential of producing social, gender and economic co-
benefits that align with national Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) priorities (e.g. SDG 5 on
gender equality and women’s empowerment, SDG 8 relating to economic growth and jobs for young
people). As part of the investment criteria for the RA, there are also expectations to consider
whether vulnerable groups such as women, young people and Indigenous Peoples are targeted (i.e.
as part of recipient needs investment criteria).

Detailed examinations of alignment with the institutional framework for gender equality, Indigenous
Peoples and ESS, as well as compliance with their related requirements and expectations, are each
outlined in the subsequent sections below. Although the institutional framework and relevant
policies and accompanying resources (e.g. tools/toolkits, guidelines) are not explicitly linked with
RAs, these apply to all GCF-financed projects, including HWFW RA-tagged projects. Additionally,
though typically no explicit linkage is made between such resources and RAs, these tools aim to
guide all AEs and project proponents, including those for RA-tagged projects, to better understand
and address gender and social equity issues in their work. Overall, KllIs confirm that these resources
have encouraged the promotion of human rights, including women’s rights and gender equality,
from the very beginning of project onset. In this way, the GCF institutional framework and
supporting tools have helped raise the profile of gender and social equity issues across GCF funding,
with valuable opportunities for how important niches for integrating these dimensions into the
HWFW RA can be identified.

a. Gender equality

Gender equality is a central element in the GCF’s programming architecture. The GCF was the first
climate finance mechanism to mainstream gender from the outset of its operations, with a strong
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commitment to gender equality that strives for gender-responsive climate action (Green Climate
Fund, n.d.-e). This commitment is rooted in its initial Gender Policy (Green Climate Fund, 2015a),
which applies to all GCF-funded activities for mitigation and adaptation initiatives. The policy is
further reinforced by the global Gender Action Plan of the GCF 2020-2023 to guide implementation
of the policy (Green Climate Fund, 2019b). However, the gender action plan does not make any
linkages with the RA approach and does not provide sector-specific gender action plans for RAs
such as HWFW.

The updated Gender Policy (2019) adds emphasis on mainstreaming gender considerations across
all GCF objectives, across all projects, including projects that are HWFW RA-tagged, and across all
phases of the project cycle (e.g. design, implementation, monitoring and reporting — “as per the GCF
results management framework and performance measurement frameworks”) (Green Climate Fund,
2019c). The policy introduced requirements for FPs to include a project-level gender and social
inclusion assessment® (or similar analysis) and a GAP®, which are carefully checked for
compliance as first and second layers of due diligence in the project programming cycle. Although
not specific to RAs, the GCF provides further resources at the project level that are available for
HWFW RA-tagged projects to draw on to guide the development of gender and social inclusion
assessments, GAPs and gender-responsive results frameworks (Green Climate Fund and UN
Women, 2017).

Overall, a majority of the projects reviewed were found to be gender-sensitive, although they
were mainstreaming gender to varying degrees across different stages of the project life cycle,
with robust evidence of gender mainstreaming at design. Among these projects, there appears to
be full compliance with the completion of gender and social inclusion assessments (or similar
analyses), as FPs are contingent on their completion. While these assessments are not RA-specific,
they have helped to elevate the priority of integrating gender and social equity considerations at
conception, as requirements for all GCF-financed projects (across RAs, including for HWFW RA.-
tagged projects). Gender and social inclusion assessments and related analyses have helped place
marginalized groups on the radar, with women increasingly explicitly targeted as project
beneficiaries through tailored activities.

This level of compliance is observed to a lesser extent with the completion of GAPs. Interviews
confirm that across the entire portfolio, gaps are most noted in GAPs and stakeholder engagement
plans, as funding approval does not appear to be as consistently contingent on their preparation. It is
noted that GAPs typically involve a more extended engagement process; on the one hand, this
allows for more space for back-and-forth with the GCF to work on addressing any shortcomings
identified, while on the other, the approach tends to delay and elongate the process, with GAPs
occasionally remaining incomplete. Case studies noted delays in the development of GAPs that
prolonged the process as a key challenge. Although a majority of case study projects have
formulated GAPs, there are cases where GAPs have not been completed (e.g. Tajikistan: FP01437)
or have been marked as under way or to be completed at a later stage with no indication of the

35 Gender and social inclusion assessments encourage projects to conduct an analysis of the context, to provide a more
nuanced “snapshot” of gender equality on the ground. A series of questions guide project proponents through a systematic
assessment of gender and social inclusion related issues, such as differential impacts, opportunities for co-benefits,
participation, access, and risks of harm, violence, discrimination or exclusion.

36 Guidance for GAPs outlines the following key components: (i) a summary of baseline gender and social inclusion
assessment, including key challenges and opportunities; (ii) clear and measurable goals and objectives for gender equality
or social inclusion; (iii) specific strategies and activities that will be implemented to achieve stated goals and objectives;
(iv) performance indicators to track progress towards achieving intended goals and objectives; (v) budget allocation for
implementing the action plan; and (vi) a plan for monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of the action plan.

37 Although this project was approved in 2016, project documents note that it began implementation in 2020.
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expected timeline for completion (Green Climate Fund, 2019c). Moreover, the depth and quality of
GAPs vary both across and within case study project contexts.

Ground-level insights across six different country contexts and one regional analysis shed light on
some of the challenges with implementing GAPs. They illustrate the importance of GAPs being
informed by the findings of project proposals’ initial gender and social inclusion assessments, in
order to maximize their relevance in meeting the needs and priorities of marginalized groups,
tailored to specific gender and social equity contexts. By way of the exception that proves the rule,
the GAP on a project in one African State was not premised on a prior gender analysis, which was
flagged as a significant contributing factor that hindered implementation, further underscoring the
need for GAPs to be sufficiently informed by gender and social inclusion assessments.

The case studies and regional analysis also highlighted the significance of gender expertise in
informing GAPs. However, limited human resources on the ground (e.g. dedicated gender expertise
such as a gender specialist) was often cited as a key limiting factor for effectively mainstreaming
gender. With some exceptions (e.g. Grenada), most case study projects struggled to effectively
engage dedicated gender expertise during project design and development as expected, with only a
few GAPs in case study projects informed by gender specialists.

GAPs were primarily utilized towards setting up gender-sensitive monitoring frameworks that
put forward gender-sensitive outputs, activities, targets and sex-disaggregated indicators.
When developed, such gender-sensitive monitoring frameworks ultimately enabled clearer
reporting on gender, such as reporting directly against gender-sensitive targets in the APRs.
However, case study evidence suggests some limitations with monitoring systems not being
appropriately designed to effectively capture gender dimensions during implementation (e.g.
Senegal’s FP003), with difficulties also noted in extracting and collecting sex-disaggregated
data.

There are also concerns with indicators primarily focusing on women’s participation (e.g. number of
women participants, number of women beneficiaries) that do not sufficiently capture gender equality
results. These indicators are limited in the extent to which they can measure or assess contributions
to an enabling environment for gender equality, such as how GCF-financed activities are
contributing to shifting mindsets. Moreover, gender-sensitive monitoring frameworks are not
disaggregated by or specified to RAs (where there are particularities), further challenging the
ability to disentangle and track HWFW-specific progress.

b. Indigenous Peoples

In alignment with the GCF’s rights-based approach and international human rights frameworks
(United Nations, 2007) on respecting and promoting the rights of Indigenous Peoples to self-
determination, land rights, cultural heritage and participation, the GCF adopted its Indigenous
Peoples Policy as an extension of the GCF’s Environmental and Social Management System
(ESMS). The policy applies to all GCF-financed activities, including those in HWFW RA-tagged
projects, in areas where Indigenous Peoples live or have rights to live. The updated policy
emphasizes the importance of free, prior and informed consent, cultural integrity and a rights-based
approach to development, requiring all GCF-supported projects that involve Indigenous Peoples —
including HWFW RA-tagged projects — to obtain free, prior and informed consent in areas with
traditional ownership or when cultural heritage may be impacted. This means that indigenous
communities must be fully informed about the potential impacts of the project and freely consent to
the project, with the opportunity to participate in project-related decision-making processes.
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As additional investments to further advise on implementation, the Indigenous Peoples Policy
mandates the appointment of a Senior Indigenous Peoples Specialist and the creation of a four-
member Indigenous Peoples Advisory Group as a governance body at the institutional level. In
accordance with the Policy’s operational guidelines (Green Climate Fund, 2019d), an Indigenous
Peoples Plan or Planning Framework may be required if potential impacts on Indigenous Peoples
have been identified, dependent on the project’s effects. However, the process for identifying
potential impacts and the criteria used to determine whether such plans or frameworks are required
remain unclear.

There are several inhibiting factors to systematically assessing compliance with Indigenous Peoples-
related requirements. To begin with, there are persisting (often political) challenges surrounding the
ambiguity in defining and recognizing Indigenous Peoples in different contexts. HWFW RA-tagged
projects may be implemented in contexts with Indigenous Peoples and/or local communities. This is
further limited by the lack of clear definition or a process for determining how and when projects
should be considering Indigenous Peoples, beyond high-level requirements and guidance. These
challenges have contributed to variable interpretations of Indigenous Peoples-related requirements.

As a result, broadly across the RAs and the HWFW RA specifically, there is limited evidence to
demonstrate how Indigenous Peoples and their concerns are being incorporated, save for at the
individual project level. Across the portfolio of HWFW RA-tagged projects with interim evaluations
available, only six FPs discuss indigenous communities, with four interim evaluations making
explicit references to how Indigenous Peoples’ interests have been considered. In some cases,
despite indigenous communities being identified in FPs and assessments, there was no evidence of
any follow-up on the considerations identified over the course of project implementation. Among
the four with explicit references, Indigenous Peoples’ rights were considered during beneficiary
selection, with an Indigenous Peoples Plan developed though pending review. These projects
demonstrated efforts to secure Indigenous Peoples’ consent and encourage their participation.
However, concerns have been raised around the uncertainty over how project benefits will be
distributed. Engagement with Indigenous Peoples appears to be limited to a narrow role, with a
notable absence of indigenous experts in the assessment of FPs.

Among the case studies, only one HWFW RA-tagged project contained a context in which the
concept of Indigenous Peoples was relevant and afforded explicit attention, where principles of
traditional leadership are still predominant for land rights (RMI%8). If the conceptualization of
Indigenous Peoples is extended to include consideration of local communities, then two cases
(Grenada and Senegal) included such consideration.® There is evidence that HWFW RA-tagged
projects in the RMI adopted a culturally sensitive approach to decision-making, incorporating
priorities of traditional leadership through adherence with consent (e.g. blessing ceremonies), local
traditions and customs, and stakeholder engagement.*’ The case of Senegal was particularly noted
for its innovation in drawing on local communities’ endogenous knowledge through participatory
approaches, which helped bolster the ownership of grass-roots communities for scale-up. In this
case, local communities were significantly engaged in project conception and participated in project

38 According to the FP066, land ownership is embedded in the constitution and held by traditional leaders, known as
chiefs.

39 In most other countries where case studies were prepared, Indigenous Peoples are either not formally recognized or the
Indigenous population constitutes a majority of the population (i.e. iTaukei, Indigenous Fijians).

40 For example, the FP066 project design refers to the World Bank’s Safeguard Policy OP4.12 Involuntary Resettlement
and OP4.09 Physical Cultural Resources that require community stakeholder consultations to obtain consent for the
implementation of component two (i.e. the construction of the seawall).
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implementation, with their needs and priorities strongly considered and integrated into project
objectives with targeted results.

c¢. Environmental and social safeguarding

In 2021, the GCF adopted the Revised Environmental and Social Policy, which applies to all GCF-
financed activities, including HWFW RA-tagged project activities. The policy requires AES to
screen and assign appropriate risk categories to activities at early stages of project development and
to implement their own ESMS to effectively manage environmental and social risks or impacts.

Depending on the risk category assigned, an additional environmental and social impact
assessment and/or the development of an environmental and social management plan (ESMP)
may be required. Additionally, communities affected or potentially affected by GCF-financed
activities are expected to be engaged through stakeholder engagement plans. Similarly, the GCF
expects grievance redressal mechanisms to be established to manage and resolve any complaints
raised by individuals affected by GCF-financed activities.

Formal HWFW RA-tagged projects’ compliance with ESS systems, including ESMPs and grievance
redress mechanisms, is mixed, with variation noted across projects and even within projects over
time. In addition to alignment with the GCF’s Revised Environmental and Social Policy stipulations,
environmental and social risks are screened and assessed according to AEs’ respective standards,
with key differences noted in the degree to which environmental and social impacts are considered
and how risks and mitigation measures were reported across projects. Regarding compliance with
FAA conditions and covenants, not all relevant conditions and covenants are consistently included
in APRs for analysis; conditions and covenants are not specifically named, and in some cases, hone
were reported on, with APR compliance reporting instead focusing on laws and regulations. In some
cases where new risks were identified, these were identified through environmental and social
screening undertaken during project implementation, as required in FAA conditions.

While some interim evaluations report that ESMS have been effective in monitoring ESS risks and
mitigating negative impacts, others cite key issues such as unclear measures to address negative
impacts, risks of the most vulnerable households being left behind, and non-operational grievance
mechanisms. APR grievance reports were reviewed to identify the grievances related to ESS, gender
and Indigenous Peoples raised in HWFW RA-tagged projects (see Table 4-2 below). A vast
majority of grievances of HWFW RA-tagged projects pertained to ESS, with 177 grievance cases
reported relating to ESS* and on average two ESS grievance cases per HWFW RA-tagged project.
Among the grievance cases reviewed, three projects contained grievance cases related to Indigenous
Peoples, specifically (i) non-payment of wages, (ii) a lack of consent from traditional leaders, and
(iii) exclusion from project activities due to poor representation in decision-making. The two
gender-related grievance cases reported for HWFW RA-tagged projects involved sexual harassment
and disrespectful behaviour towards women.

41 Common ESS grievances included delays in payment and compensation, inadequate compensation, and non-payment;
damage from construction to crops, roads and agricultural land; encroachment onto private land; flooding and damage to
drinking water and irrigation pipelines; lack of adequate community consultations and engagement and non-inclusion of
certain communities as beneficiaries; and poor-quality agricultural inputs such as seeds.
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Table 4-2.  Number of grievances, by type (as of September 2024)

TYPE OF GRIEVANCES TOTAL # OF GRIEVANCES AVERAGE # OF GRIEVANCES PER
PROJECT

ESS grievances 177 2.03

Indigenous Peoples-related grievances 7 0.09

Gender-related grievances 2 0.02

Source: APR grievance based on PPMS data, as of September 2024 (reporting cycle 2023).
Note: In September 2024, the PPMS had information submitted for 87 HWFW RA-tagged projects, which
were used as a base for the analysis.

Specific analysis of the HWFW RA revealed that HWFW RA-tagged projects are not considered as
presenting higher ESS risks compared to non-HWFW projects at appraisal, as per project ESS
classification.*? As per Table 4-3, HWFW RA-tagged projects have a slightly higher median
number of conditions per project (51) compared to non-HWFW adaptation/cross-cutting (43) and
mitigation projects (57). This suggests a generally consistent number of total conditions across all
project types. All types of projects (HWFW, non-HWFW) have the same median number of ESS
conditions per project (6), and each have a comparable proportion of conditions that are ESS-
related. This consistency indicates that ESS-related conditions are equally emphasized across
different project categories. HWFW and mitigation projects have the highest median number of ESS
conditions stemming from covenants (6), while non-HWFW projects have a slightly lower number
(4). This could indicate that covenants are more frequently used as a mechanism for enforcing ESS
conditions in HWFW and mitigation projects.

Assessment of HWFW project documentation across the case studies reveals full compliance in
considering ESS-related issues at project conception stage, having in place an Environmental and
Social Management Frameworks (ESMF) or an ESMP, or having otherwise developed equivalent
documents. Respectively, these draw on the GCF’s ESS policy framework and related standards but
are also tailored in accordance with the different procedures of AEs and in alignment with national
policies, frameworks and legislation. There is some evidence that HWFW RA-tagged projects in
case study contexts are monitoring ESS plans and reporting relative implementation progress in the
APRs available. In a few cases, these frameworks helped to mobilize dedicated support, such as
budget lines for the implementation and monitoring of ESMFs (e.g. Senegal) or bringing in
dedicated ESMP experts to further support ESS (e.g. Grenada).

42 ESS considerations can largely be classified into five categories, as follows (organized from most common to least
common): (i) conditions related to the ESS management, screening and monitoring (including general and construction
related); (ii) those related to restrictions on activities; (iii) those related to Indigenous Peoples; (iv) those related to
resettlement and land rights; and (v) those related to grievance mechanisms. ESS conditions are largely generic and are
very rarely linked to specific project activities.
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Table 4-3.  Comparative conditions and covenants

TYPES OF MEDIAN MEDIAN MEDIAN % OF MEDIAN MEDIAN
PROJECTS NUMBER OF NUMBER OF CONDITIONS NUMBER OF NUMBER OF
CONDITIONS ESS RELATED TO ESS ESS
PER PROJECT CONDITIONS ESS CONDITIONS CONDITIONS
PER PROJECT FROM FROM THE
COVENANTS OTHER
PER PROJECT
HWFW 51 6 11.10 3 0
Non-HWFW 43 6 12.38 3 0

adaptation and
Ccross-cutting

Mitigation 57 7 11.29 2 0

Source: FAA conditions extracted by the IEU data team as of B.40.

2. GENDER AND SOCIAL EQUITY CO-BENEFITS

Overall, gender and social equity related benefits are rarely reported as co-benefits, limiting
systematic assessment of HWFW RA-tagged projects across the portfolio. This limitation
extends beyond the HWFW RA and raises the need for further improvements to expand reporting to
generate evidence on gender-related co-benefits, as well as on co-benefits for other marginalized
groups (e.g. Indigenous Peoples, young people). It is critical that HWFW RA-tagged projects’ co-
benefits are reported in a way that better accounts for gender and social equity considerations, to
elucidate the important gender and social equity niches across the HWFW sectors.

Case study evidence allows for deeper analysis across six different country contexts and one
regional analysis to shed light on HWFW RA-tagged project benefits that are being produced for
marginalized groups, and how these may be contributing to a broader enabling environment through
transformations in power relations. This is particularly relevant in the context of the HWFW RA, as
these sectors tended to traditionally be male-dominated spheres in particular contexts; indeed, this
was raised as a key bottleneck in identifying entry points for gender mainstreaming; different
country contexts highlighted overcoming challenges to adequately include and recruit women for
gender-sensitive targeting, in order to produce a more equitable distribution of project benefits.
Across contexts, there were early yet significant social and economic benefits from HWFW RA-
tagged projects that are beginning to initiate more transformative shifts in mindsets, power
imbalances and underlying social norms (e.g. related to prevailing gender roles).

Although it will take time for the impacts to manifest enough to be a more measurable change,
such as evidencing economic empowerment, case studies suggest that HWFW RA-tagged
projects are sowing the seeds for more transformative change to flourish. HWFW RA-tagged
projects were seen to produce important economic benefits for marginalized groups (such as women
and young people) to generate income and savings that served to fulfil different economic or
wellbeing purposes, such as starting or growing a business, purchasing medication, upgrading living
conditions, covering health emergencies, schooling or household expenditures, and in some cases
investing further in income-generating activities.

Responding to the needs of primary water users, HWFW RA-tagged projects that focused on water
translated into freeing up time for women — time that was instead seen to be utilized towards other
activities, such as vegetable gardening, that translated into transformative effects at the individual
and household levels, such as improved family nutrition and generating a surplus for commercial
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sale. Economic benefits are also apparent in nurturing talent, capacities, and the skilling of women
and young people, which has supported their career growth, including through promotions to
leadership positions. Women’s increasing representation and engagement in traditionally male-
dominated spaces through HWFW RA-tagged projects has strengthened their leadership roles in
community decision-making.

Case study findings are consistent with data available from the synthesis report, which states that
economic, social and environmental co-benefits are being produced, or are expected to be produced,
by HWFW RA-tagged projects, including enhanced employment opportunities, new avenues for
leadership in local government, and honing entrepreneurial skills (Independent Evaluation Unit,
2020).

3. CONTRIBUTING FACTORS TO THE ACHIEVEMENT OF GENDER AND SOCIAL
EQUITY CO-BENEFITS

Across case studies and regional analysis, a common factor raised was around capacities, including
both human and financial capacities to effectively mainstream gender and social equity
considerations. Stakeholders consistently highlighted the lack of dedicated financial resources and
capacities to address gender as a key limiting factor in the achievement and monitoring of co-
benefits. Although there are many opportunities for capacity strengthening and knowledge
exchange, such as RDs to respond to questions on GCF policies, stakeholders raised the point that
these could have a sharper focus on gender and social equity to augment the capacities of AEs to
mainstream effectively, and better yet be contextualized within the HWFW RA, for example,
strengthening capacities for mainstreaming gender and social equity among HWFW sectoral
experts; training opportunities that deepen understanding of prevailing gender and social equity
issues in the health and wellbeing, agriculture and food security, and water security sectors; and
facilitating cross-sectoral linkages among gender specialists.

Human resources were flagged as critical in ensuring the right capacities are in place in the project
team structure to effectively mainstream gender. HWFW projects that contained supplementary
gender expertise, such as a gender focal point or gender advisory group, considered them helpful in
filling gaps for AEs in which gender is not traditionally a focus area. Stakeholders also emphasized
the significance of gender training and capacity-building initiatives, not just for AEs but also for
implementing organizations as well as for women and young people, to further strengthen gender
mainstreaming and gender sensitization at the local level. Stakeholders also emphasized the
importance of working closely with opinion leaders and community influencers across different
geographic zones to leverage the role they play in their communities in terms of communication,
raising awareness and generating demand.

Finally, a noted key ingredient to the achievement of gender and social equity co-benefits is the
representation and participation of women, young people and other marginalized populations in
project teams and decision-making platforms. However, this requires careful consideration to weigh
the costs of participation, in order to maximize the potential for transformative dynamics, sensitive
to the specificities of relational contexts (e.g. the distribution of household/domestic burdens).
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Chapter 5.PARADIGM SHIFT

KEY FINDINGS

Sustainability

Although it is still too early to conclude on the sustainability of results of the HWFW RA-tagged
projects, all case studies provide indications of the likelihood that results will be sustained after
project completion.

The likelihood of financial sustainability of HWFW RA-tagged projects is mixed. Financial
sustainability is demonstrated through in-kind and financial contributions from national partners, co-
financing, and the institutionalization of budget mechanisms. In the immediate term, some projects
lack resources for operations and maintenance.

Technology transfer and awareness-raising targeting community groups have proven to be a key
strategy in supporting the sustainability of many HWFW RA-tagged projects, but concerns remain
regarding the capacity of these groups to use the solutions.

Country ownership within the HWFW portfolio of projects is evident through the strong involvement
of NDAs and national ministries. Community-level ownership remains variable, with challenges in
sustaining engagement throughout project implementation. Although the presence of DAESs indicates
ownership in some contexts, overall participation remains limited, with accreditation difficulties
affecting broader DAE involvement.

The role of the HWFW RA in promoting the conversation at the country level among AEs and NDAs
to enhance country ownership of projects is not evident.

HWFW RA-tagged projects are being or are likely to be replicated, either within or across countries.

Key factors influencing the sustainability of the GCF’s HWFW RA portfolio/projects include strong
national and community ownership, proactive capacity-building, and alignment with national
priorities. Financial risks, institutional fragility, challenges with procuring goods and services, and
“brain drain” — especially in SIDS — pose significant challenges to long-term project viability and the
sustainability of results.

Innovation

The GCF’s role as an incubator of innovation is not evident. Innovation is defined differently in
different contexts. The GCF tends to support innovations that have already proven effective elsewhere
and that are accepted by local communities, and it brings these to scale rather than focusing on
incubating new, untested solutions.

The GCF has promoted a range of innovative approaches that have varied widely depending on
country context. These innovations have contributed to enhancing project effectiveness through the
introduction of improved solutions to address complex problems and to maximize sustainability by
working with communities to promote their adoption.

Innovation is not a stand-alone effort; rather, it is part of a multidimensional approach that reinforces
various components, with innovative solutions rooted in multi-stakeholder engagement and reinforced
through capacity strengthening and behaviour change to ensure the adoption and sustainability of
these innovations.

The HWFW portfolio of projects has mostly used grants as a financing instrument. Equity is an
underused instrument with potential to drive private sector engagement and innovation.

Risk tolerance
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e  Despite the GCF USP and USP-2 referring to an intended balance between risk and innovation,
operational documents — including the RMF and project appraisal related documents (such as
investment frameworks) — provide little indication of how the balance between innovation and risk
taking will be operationalized.

e  There is evidence that investments by the PSF in the HWFW RA have been catalytic in driving further
investments by the private sector through equity financing.

o  Despite the GCF HWFW portfolio operating in risky contexts, the GCF’s fairly low risk tolerance
appears to inhibit its financing of projects in some of the world’s riskiest countries.

e  Recognizing the origination process and the principle of country ownership, the identified project
risks, in particular innovation risks, of FPs submitted and appraised are considered low. Some
stakeholders also pointed to the contradiction that the GCF requires FPs to demonstrate innovation,
while simultaneously asking for evidence of the effectiveness of such innovations which can be
difficult when dealing with novel approaches.
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The GI of the GCF declares that “In the context of sustainable development, the Fund will promote
the paradigm shift towards low-emission and climate-resilient development pathways” (Green
Climate Fund, 2011). The paradigm-shift potential constitutes one of the Fund’s investment criteria
that requests FPs to identify a vision for paradigm shift: how the proposed project can catalyse
impact beyond a one-off investment. Investment guidelines under the GCF IF identify the coverage
areas of this criterion, including (i) potential for scaling-up and replication, and its overall
contribution to global low-carbon development pathways being consistent with a temperature
increase of less than 2°C; (ii) potential for knowledge and learning; (iii) contribution to the creation
of an enabling environment; (iv) contribution to regulatory frameworks and policies; and (v) overall
contribution to climate-resilient development pathways consistent with a country’s climate change
adaptation strategies and plans. The IRMF reconfirms that projects/programmes are expected to
assess their contributions to paradigm shift by using three dimensions — sustainability, replicability
and scalability — during their lifespan.

However, the evaluation interviews, country case studies and synthesized evidence of previous IEU
evaluations suggest that the concept of paradigm shift remains poorly understood by stakeholders.
There has been a general lack of clarity on how paradigm shift should be understood,
operationalized and captured within project design and reporting.

From an operational perspective, the sectoral guides relevant to the HWFW RA indicate several
paradigm-shift pathways built on four pillars: (i) transformational planning and programming; (ii)
catalysing climate innovation; (iii) mobilization of finance at scale; and (iv) coalition and knowledge
to scale up success. This chapter examines sustainability, including scale and replication,
innovativeness and risk tolerance, including catalytic finance at scale, to assess the paradigm-shift
potential of HWFW RA-tagged projects.

A. SUSTAINABILITY

GCF policies and frameworks admit sustainability is one of the key contributors to paradigm shift.
Sustainability is principally based on several components, including (i) financial sustainability, (ii)
technology transfer, (iii) ownership and engagement, (iv) scale and replication, and (v) other
contextual factors. Financial sustainability is the key enabler to ensure the sustainability of results
after the project ends, as well as capacity strengthening and technology transfer for creating the
enabling environment. Ensuring country ownership and stakeholder engagement during the project
design and implementation enhances sustainability, which leads to successful scale-up and
replication of the project in the country.

1. ELEMENTS OF SUSTAINABILITY

All country case studies demonstrate that projects integrate elements of sustainability into
their design. Although it is still too early to conclude on the sustainability of results of the
HWFW RA-tagged projects, all case studies provide considerations of paradigm shift and
indications of the likelihood that results will be sustained after project completion as they
approach maturity. Stakeholder interviews, in particular those done in country case studies,
demonstrated that different aspects of sustainability are being addressed, from the incorporation of
good practices into existing national systems to the institutionalization of new mechanisms, the
automation of systems and the durability of infrastructure material, among others, as seen in the
examples below:
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e In Senegal, the likelihood of sustainability is shown in the continued use of weather index
insurance by farmers after project activities have completed.

e In Fiji, the automated water plant from FPOO08 continues to operate, benefiting communities
with low-maintenance and easily replicable technology, indicating sustained project results.

e In Grenada, there are indications of the institutionalization of the Challenge Fund, which
supports the adoption of efficient water technologies by private sector users, including
smallholder farmers and hotels, by matching the funds that they are willing to invest in water-
efficient and climate-resilient infrastructures.

e In Namibia, best practices and new practices from HWFW RA-tagged projects related to the
provision of early warning information were incorporated into government extension services.

¢ Inthe RMI, the material for the construction of the community rainwater harvesting storage
units was specifically chosen to avoid rusting and ensure durability.

Besides the sustainability of projects beyond their project period, and thus sustained results, the
evaluations also discussed their financial sustainability. Financial sustainability is generally defined
as a project’s ability to generate and maintain sufficient resources, including external financing, to
cover expenses and autonomy over the long term. Several interviews with different actors have
shown that financial sustainability has been a consideration for projects of this RA.

The likelihood of financial sustainability of HWFW RA-tagged projects is mixed. Financial
sustainability is demonstrated through in-kind and financial contributions from national
partners, co-financing, and the institutionalization of budget mechanisms. In the immediate
term, some projects lack resources for operations and maintenance. One key aspect of financial
sustainability is co-financing. At the portfolio level, HWFW RA-tagged projects have a 2.7 co-
finance ratio, which is higher than the 2.1 co-financing ratio for non-HWFW RA-tagged adaptation
and cross-cutting projects. When looking at the source of co-financing,** HWFW RA-tagged
projects notably mobilize more finance (USD 5.9 billion) in the project country than projects with
other adaptation RA finance (USD 1.9 billion), which may be one indicator of country ownership.
The GCF’s significant investments in the HWFW RA are designed to achieve the desired impacts
through various paradigm-shifting investment pathways. This underscores a substantial
commitment, in particular by national governments, towards addressing critical issues related to
HWFW. A key element is the contribution of in-kind or financial resources from national partners,
which supports the continuation and replication of successful interventions. However, gaps in
ensuring the financial sustainability of HWFW RA-tagged projects remain, especially with regard to
the institutionalization of financial mechanisms needed to sustain project results beyond the project
period and the results described in the FP. This issue has been raised in half of the case studies. In
the FPO67 project in Tajikistan, water user associations have been established to collect fees for
maintaining rehabilitated water pipes, providing a promising model for local ownership of
infrastructure. However, the broader challenge of ensuring continuous, adequate funding for
operations and maintenance remains. Similarly, the FP075 “Institutional Development of the State
Agency for Hydrometeorology of Tajikistan” introduced fee-based services for the Hydromet
Agency, but the sustainability of these services may depend on ongoing legal and financial reforms.
Similarly, for FPOO8 in Fiji, issues of low revenue continue to adversely affect the sustainability of
the country’s water authority. Likewise, in Grenada, there is a strong desire to institutionalize the
Challenge Fund, but financing from the national budget has yet to be secured.

43 Categories for co-financing sources include bilateral, international, project country and undetermined.
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2. TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER AND ENABLING ENVIRONMENT

The HWFW portfolio has contributed to individual and institutional capacity strengthening, but
some concerns remain regarding the sustainability of such capacity. All country case studies report
on the strengthening of capacities, at either the individual or institutional level, or both. Individual
capacity strengthening is evidenced through capacity-building workshops and training targeted at
the NDA and other institutions, including through the GCF RPSP. In Namibia, for instance, the
provision of such training has resulted in the incorporation of best practices related to early warning
information into government extension services. In at least two countries (Fiji and Grenada),
institutional capacity strengthening is visible through the automation of water management systems,
which enables more efficient maintenance. However, concerns regarding the sustainability of
developed capacities were raised in half of the case studies, particularly in vulnerable and low-
resilience environments and in SIDS, where the lack of qualified human resources and the brain
drain phenomenon are highly problematic.

Technology transfer and awareness-raising targeting community groups have proven to be a
key strategy in supporting the sustainability of many HWFW RA-tagged projects, but
concerns remain regarding the capacity of these groups to use the solutions. Four of six country
case studies (Grenada, the RMI, Senegal and Tajikistan) report the use of communications and
behavioural change strategies as well as capacity strengthening provided through the GCF’s funded
activities to ensure that communities understand and adopt new technologies or practices. For
example, in Senegal, awareness-raising activities are supporting the uptake of solar cookers.
Through community engagement and collaboration with non-governmental organizations, the
project co-created solar cookers with local input, ensuring that communities were aware of the
benefits and had the necessary knowledge to use the technology effectively. Similarly, in Grenada,
the G-CREWS project (FP059) is using behavioural change strategies to support the uptake of drip
irrigation practices by local farmers. In the RMI, HWFW RA-tagged projects provide capacity-
building and maintenance training to increase the likelihood of sustainability. Even so, two of six
case studies noted that continued capacity gaps at the community level hinder the sustainable use of
technologies and/or maintenance of infrastructure and assets.

Half of the case studies report efforts to strengthen the legal and institutional enabling environment
in which HWFW RA-tagged projects operate, thereby contributing to the likelihood of their
sustainability. In Grenada, for instance, the development of a national WRM bill, though pending
final approval, marks a positive step towards institutionalizing sustainable water governance. In
Senegal, local agreements exemplify the project’s role in creating governance mechanisms for
natural resource management, further supporting governance and therefore sustainability at the
community level. In Tajikistan, the project is supporting legal and financial reforms to enable
revenue generation for the Hydromet Agency and the introduction of fee-based services to support
operational sustainability, but the outcome of these efforts is not yet known.

3. COUNTRY OWNERSHIP AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

Country ownership within the HWFW portfolio is evident through the active involvement of
the NDA and other national ministries. The HWFW portfolio has demonstrated a high degree of
country ownership, which is an indication of its sustainability. At the portfolio level, both the GCF
Secretariat and the independent Technical Advisory Panel rate HWFW projects as “high” for
“country ownership” at FP review stage, which is comparable to ratings provided for other
adaptation projects. This is consistent with evidence from the country case studies, all of which have
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indicated that the NDA has played a crucial role in spearheading the origination of HWFW RA-
tagged projects and in supporting interministerial coordination.

While some countries continue to show some gaps in ensuring interlinkages between all sectors of
the HWFW portfolio, especially with respect to integrating the health component, the NDA in the
RMI has played a pivotal role in advancing health as a priority within the HWFW portfolio,
coordinating with the Ministry of Health to secure projects in this sector. Case studies also indicate
that the government ownership of HWFW RA-tagged projects has also translated into the use of
solutions generated by the projects. In Tajikistan, for example, the FPO75 project demonstrates high-
level government ownership, with daily use of Hydromet Agency forecasts for national decision-
making, including informing emergency preparations.

Global interviews with GCF Secretariat staff members indicate that a new project origination
process was introduced in 2024 with an intent to further increase country ownership, whereby
discussions on project origination must take place between the AEs and the national government
under the umbrella of the country programme. This emphasizes the critical role played by NDAs in
driving national priorities and fostering coordination, ensuring that projects align with national
needs and are rooted in country-specific agendas. However, the role of the HWFW RA in
promoting the conversation at the country level among AEs and NDAs to enhance country
ownership of projects is not evident.

Engagement at the community level is a critical element for project sustainability, but some
challenges remain including capacity gaps to sustain outcomes and difficulties maintaining
community ownership. In Senegal, strong engagement at the design stage, coupled with capacity-
building initiatives, has fostered a sense of ownership among local communities, although
challenges remain in maintaining this ownership through project implementation. Similarly, in
Tajikistan, efforts to transfer climate-resilient technologies have improved livelihoods, yet continued
capacity-building is needed to ensure sustainable maintenance, especially for vulnerable groups.
Across the HWFW portfolio, community-focused interventions — such as the co-creation of
solutions and technology transfer — have been key to empowering communities to sustain project
outcomes.

Finally, the presence of DAES is a key indication of country ownership in the HWFW
portfolio. The level of ownership supported by local DAEs is mixed. At the portfolio level,
nearly half of the AEs in the accreditation portfolio with HWFW programming are international (49
per cent), 21 per cent are regional and 30 per cent are national.* In Senegal, for example, the fact
that two national DAES are actively engaging in the HWFW portfolio is a strong indication of
country ownership. Conversely, difficulties in securing the accreditation of DAESs in countries
such as Grenada or Namibia significantly hinder country ownership. Similar concerns were raised
during the MENA RD, as only one DAE currently implements GCF projects under the HWFW
portfolio in the MENA region.

4. SCALING AND REPLICATION

This subsection examines the extent to which HWFW RA-tagged projects have been replicated
across regions of a country or in other countries. It also examines the extent to which projects have
been brought to scale with funding from other development partners.

4 This includes all entities that have ever held AE status with the GCF (142). As of B.40, there were 139 entities in the
portfolio of entities with active accreditation status.
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In regard to the extent to which HWFW RA-tagged projects are being or are likely to be
replicated, either within or across countries, five of the six case studies (Fiji, Grenada,
Namibia, Senegal, Tajikistan) provide evidence of such replication. With respect to replication
within a single country, there is evidence in Tajikistan of interest in replicating the best practices of
FP067 “Building climate resilience of vulnerable and food insecure communities through capacity
strengthening and livelihood diversification in mountainous regions of Tajikistan” to another
project. In Senegal, there are indications that resources from other development partners will be
used to replicate in rural areas what has been done in urban and peri-urban areas in terms of urban
flood management in the FP021 “Senegal Integrated Flood Management Project”. In Fiji, there are
ongoing discussions to replicate the FP008 “Fiji Urban Water Supply and Wastewater Management
Project” to other areas of the country. However, some of these case studies also noted that the extent
of replication across projects may vary depending on the availability of funding.

Case studies also show an indication of potential replication in other countries. For example,
discussions are ongoing in Tajikistan to replicate the FP014 “Climate Adaptation and Mitigation
Program for the Aral Sea Basin (CAMP4ASB)” in the Central Asia region. In two case study
countries, collaborative platforms have been set up, either to share good practices among AEs and
support replication within a single country (Namibia) or among the AEs and NDAs of different
countries in a given region (Grenada in the Caribbean). In Grenada, G1Z, the AE implementing the
G-CREWS project (FP059), will finance a study tour for St. Kitts and Nevis to visit Grenada, with
the aim of learning from the project and supporting its replication in St. Kitts and Nevis.

When examining the extent to which HWFW RA-tagged projects have been brought to scale, it is
important to note that the GCF itself, given the large size of the projects that it finances in
comparison to other vertical funds, often scales up the projects of institutions and development
partners. Several examples have been found in which the GCF has brought to scale projects of the
GEF, the AF, GIZ, the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) and others in
countries such as Grenada and Senegal. This is further discussed in Chapter 3.B (above) and Chapter
5.B (below).

There is little evidence of IAEs providing such funding. This is particularly the case for MDBs,
which may have the potential to bring GCF projects to scale given the large sums of the loans that
they provide. While GCF resources are frequently used to bring to scale the work of others, few
other organizations have the resources to bring GCF projects to scale, aside from MDBs. At the
portfolio level, co-financing from MDBs for HWFW RA-tagged projects is USD 2 billion, which is
a little more than a quarter of that for non-HWFW adaptation projects, which receive USD 7.8
billion. This is consistent with the country case studies, which provide only one example of such
scaling-up. In Senegal, there are discussions for the World Bank to bring to scale the FP103
“Promotion of Climate-Friendly Cooking: Kenya and Senegal” —a small-sized project implemented
by GIZ.

5. OTHER SUCCESS/HINDERING FACTORS FOR SUSTAINABILITY

The sustainability of results in the HWFW RA is supported by several other enabling factors. As the
GCF has no dedicated portfolio approach, and operates on a project by project approval, the
sustainability of the results for an entire result area is also based on the set of individual projects
within such result area. For this, the evaluation team examined the sustainability of results from a
country context and perspective, drawing evidence largely from the country case studies. In addition
to strong engagement by NDAs, different types of community involvement have also played a
crucial role in the sustainability of HWFW RA-tagged projects. In Tajikistan, for instance,
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community-level ownership is strengthened through the formation of water user and farmer
associations, which ensure local stakeholders have the capacity to maintain project outcomes. In
Senegal, community engagement has enabled the co-creation of innovative solutions and supporting
technology transfer. In Grenada, there has been strong community engagement through a science
fair, with an intent to raise awareness among young people regarding water-use efficiency and
climate-smart agriculture, as a strategy to support long-term environmental sustainability.

Interministerial coordination is also a key factor of sustainability as this enables a whole-of-
government approach, which not only addresses the sectoral intersections inherent to the HWFW
RA but also promotes sustainability. Again, the strength of the NDA is central to achieving this. In
Namibia, interministerial coordination and alignment with national climate priorities have
contributed to sustainability by ensuring that HWFW projects are integrated into broader
development frameworks. In the RMI, the NDA has played a key role in coordinating with the
Ministry of Health and ensuring that health priorities are set within the HWFW portfolio. In
Grenada, coordination between the National Water and Sewerage Authority (the public water
supplier), the Ministry of Agriculture, the Ministry of Infrastructure and Physical Development, and
—to a lesser extent — the Ministry of Health, has been essential to project implementation. The
existence of a multi-stakeholder project committee has proved key to sustaining this coordination.

The evaluation has also identified several factors that hinder the sustainability of GCF projects in the
HWFW RA. The document review has identified a range of financial, socioeconomic, institutional
and governance risks that are recurrent across the portfolio. The financial sustainability of
investments is at risk due to potential challenges in cost recovery by utilities, reliance on
government commitment to fund operations and maintenance budgets post-project, and regulatory
constraints on metered connections. The document review also identified socioeconomic risks to
sustainability that stem from potential political volatility and shifts in policy priorities, despite
strong current stakeholder support and government commitments. Institutional and governance risks
to sustainability, on the other hand, include potential staff turnover, limited hydrological expertise,
challenges from shifting ministerial mandates, and the need for strong utility commitment and
government leadership to ensure capacity-building and the effective management of growing water
sector demands.

These hindering factors were observed through the case studies. For example, the Fiji and Grenada
case studies demonstrate that socioeconomic factors such as brain drain and limited institutional
capacity present significant broader societal barriers. This is particularly evident in SIDS,
such as Fiji and Grenada, which often see trained professionals emigrate to pursue better
opportunities abroad, further weakening local institutional capacity. In Grenada, for example,
stakeholders raised concerns about the shortage of skilled engineers, which echoes similar
challenges in Fiji and exacerbates reliance on external expertise. These capacity gaps, coupled with
political and governance issues — such as fragile institutions in Namibia and insufficient operational
funding in Fiji — pose substantial risks to the sustainability of GCF projects. In SIDS, these issues
are compounded by geographic isolation and limited resources, making it more difficult to retain
skilled workers and sustain long-term project outcomes.

The document review also demonstrated that the cultural acceptability of projects, particularly in
relation to community practices and perceptions, poses a significant threat to sustainability. For
example, in the FP034 “Building Resilient Communities, Wetland Ecosystems and Associated
Catchments in Uganda”, the introduction of economic alternatives aimed at reducing wetland
degradation struggled to gain traction because traditional livelihood activities were more appealing
to local communities, leading to low adoption rates. This is in line with the Fiji case study (FP008),
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which demonstrates that cultural expectations further complicate financial sustainability, as many
consumers resist paying water tariffs, expecting the government to subsidize or cover the costs. In
some countries, such as Senegal and Grenada, behaviour change strategies are being implemented to
shift mindsets, which enhances the likelihood that promoted technologies and practices will be
integrated and sustained at the community level.

B. INNOVATION

A Secretariat working paper in 2021 illustrated a growing articulation of the GCF’s approaches for
transformative innovation and climate action. It describes how the GCF is increasingly focused on
supporting wider transformative approaches, including enabling environment, de-risking
investments to mobilize finance at scale, accelerating climate innovation and aligning finance with
sustainable development. USP-2 confirms once more that the Fund “will deploy its entire range of
financial instruments to promote innovation in practice, business models, technologies, and support
local institutions, particular through enhancing direct access to GCF resources.*” Noting that
previous evaluation have underscored that lack of definition of innovation, this section will discuss
the concept from the following perspectives: (i) paradigm-shifting innovation, (ii) behavioural
change and local context, and (iii) innovation in financial instruments.

1. PARADIGM-SHIFTING INNOVATION

Corporately, the GCF strongly emphasizes the importance of promoting innovation to achieve
paradigm shift. Both the USP and USP-2 place innovation as an important component of the
GCF’s overall strategic approach. The USP-2 notably highlights the GCF’s role as an incubator and
accelerator of climate innovations and as a supporter of a high-quality innovative ecosystem.

The USP-2 closely links innovation with the GCF’s private sector approach, with one of the four
programming priorities being “Private Sector: Promoting innovation and catalysing green
financing”. This is notably sought through de-risking investments, including through unconditional
early-stage seed and risk capital and support for the ideation, tailoring and scaling of novel climate
solutions and business models.

The USP-2 also puts emphasis on inclusive innovations in line with traditional, local and indigenous
knowledge. In 2021, the GCF published a working paper titled Accelerating and Scaling Up Climate
Innovation, providing further guidance on what innovation means for the GCF (Glemarec, 2021).
This approach has been used by the evaluation team to assess the GCF’s contribution to innovation
under the HWFW RA. Similarly, the HWFW-related sectoral guides also put a strong emphasis on
innovative financing as a paradigm-shift pathway, emphasizing (i) transformational planning and
programming, (ii) catalysing climate innovation, (iii) mobilization of finance at scale, and (iv)
expansion and replication of knowledge.

In the abovementioned working paper, the GCF identifies that the lack of an enabling environment
was a key barrier to widespread adoption of climate innovation. The working paper highlights that
the GCF provides technical assistance through readiness resources to help countries develop the
capacities required to unlock climate innovations. Overall, the evaluation gathered limited data on
the extent to which the RPSP or other institutional strengthening support was used to support the
development of an enabling environment for climate innovation across the HWFW portfolio.

4 Green Climate Fund, 2023d, para. 7.
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The GCF’s role as an incubator of innovation is not evident. Innovation is defined differently
in different contexts; it can be a new solution to a new problem, or an existing solution applied
to a new context. With HWFW RA-tagged projects, the GCF has often supported the adoption of
existing innovative approaches that have been adapted to different contexts. The majority of case
studies conducted for this evaluation found that the GCF has contributed to the introduction of
existing and innovative technologies into new contexts and to the modernization and/or
digitalization of existing systems.

In Grenada, Namibia, Senegal and Tajikistan, HWFW RA-tagged projects saw the introduction of
innovative solutions such as drip irrigation, solar-powered irrigation pumps, solar food dryers, solar
cookers and forecasting systems for early warnings. While many of these technologies already exist
globally, they are considered innovations in the countries where they have been introduced, as local
communities had not yet been exposed to them.

This is consistent with findings from the document review,* which found that the GCF has made
strides in promoting innovative practices in agriculture and water management. These
include, for example, the introduction of drought-resistant seeds, hydroponic systems and
solar-powered drip irrigation, which have been vital advancements supporting the
transformation of traditional farming methods in local contexts.

Case studies also demonstrate that HWFW RA-tagged projects have contributed to the
modernization of systems. In Grenada, the GCF played a role through the G-CREWS project
(FP059) in modernizing the water utility sector by supporting the transition from paper-based
management to a digital system. This shift significantly improved the efficiency of water utility
operations. In Fiji, through the FPO08 “Fiji Urban Water Supply and Wastewater Management
Project”, the GCF facilitated the automation of a water treatment plant, thereby enhancing health
and safety conditions as well as the overall maintenance of the facility. In Senegal, the GCF
facilitated the introduction of energy-efficient cookstoves and solar power plants, which were
strategies already familiar to both the government and local populations.

As made evident, the GCF tends to support innovations that have already proven effective
elsewhere and are accepted by local communities, and it brings these to scale, as further noted
in Chapter 5.A, rather than focusing on incubating new, untested solutions. By focusing on
technologies with demonstrated success and community acceptance, the GCF ensures project
effectiveness through higher adoption rates, avoiding potential challenges that can arise from
introducing unfamiliar or untested innovations. This is linked to the GCF’s relatively low risk
appetite for incubating new untested solutions, as appropriate. At B.18, in October 2017, the Board
initiated a discussion regarding a request for proposal for the pilot programme “Climate Technology
Incubator” to support climate technology incubators and accelerators. However, no decision was
made regarding the pilot programme at the Board meeting and, as of October 2024, it has not yet
been launched (Green Climate Fund, 2017a).

2. COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND SOCIAL BEHAVIOUR CHANGE

The GCF has increasingly focused on community involvement and social behaviour change as
proven methods for the uptake and sustainability of innovations. By engaging local populations
directly, such approaches foster adoption, ownership and long-term commitment to climate-resilient
practices. In addition, the GCF emphasizes capacity-building and young people’s involvement as

6 To identify innovations, the evaluation team conducted a document review of interim and completion evaluation reports
for all HWFW RA-tagged projects, including FP002, FP003, FP007, FP008, FP018, FP023, FP034, FP035, FP037, FP058,
FP067, FP069, FP089, FP107, SAP001, SAP006 and SAPO11.
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components of its strategy to promote sustainable development. By integrating young people into
projects, particularly in the agricultural sector, and by leveraging digital tools, the GCF fosters
innovation to not only improve productivity but also address broader social issues. This is notably
corroborated through the Grenada case study, which puts a strong emphasis on behavioural change
by promoting community-supported agriculture and efficient water usage among young people.

Capacity strengthening plays a critical role in enabling communities to adopt innovative practices.
In fact, innovation is not stand-alone but part of multidimensional efforts that reinforce one
another, with innovative solutions anchored in diversified stakeholder engagement and
supported by practices such as capacity strengthening, with a view to ensuring the adoption
and sustainability of innovation.

In addition, the GCF has utilized behaviour change as a critical component of its strategy in at least
two case study countries. In Grenada, the GCF worked with farmers to introduce drip irrigation, a
technique initially unfamiliar to them. This required not just the implementation of the technology
but also a concerted behaviour change strategy to demonstrate its benefits and encourage adoption.
Similarly, in Senegal, awareness-raising efforts were conducted through national radio and
television campaigns to educate the public on the health benefits of energy-efficient cookstoves.
This demonstrates the importance of complementing the introduction of technological solutions with
communication strategies to shift behaviours and strengthen capacities, with a view to ensuring that
innovations are not only introduced but also effectively adopted and integrated into community
practices.

3. INNOVATIVE FINANCING INSTRUMENTS

The HWFW portfolio of projects has mostly used grants as a financing instrument, with
equity being an underused instrument with potential to drive private sector engagement and
innovation. National development banks have the potential to drive innovation through
blended finance, but they are under-represented in the HWFW RA-tagged projects because
they face challenges in the accreditation process, among other things.

Despite slight differences, the use of different financing instruments (grants, loans, equity,
guarantees) in the HWFW RA is comparable to that of other adaptation-related RAs. Grants are
most prevalent in HWFW RA-tagged projects, constituting 66 per cent of total finance in this RA,
which is comparable to the 61 per cent for other adaptation-related RAs. The use of loans is
comparable across HWFW RA-tagged projects and those of other adaptation-related RA, reaching
21 per cent and 23 per cent, respectively. GCF staff and AEs acknowledged that grants are often
better suited for these projects as they target vulnerable populations, such as smallholder farmers,
who lack the collateral and financial capacity to access traditional loans or equity.

HWFW RA-tagged projects use slightly less equity (9 per cent) than other (non-HWFW RA-tagged)
adaptation projects (12 per cent); greater reliance on public sector funding may indicate greater risk

aversion under this RA, perhaps explained in part by the fact that projects address key issues such as
the right to food and water, with the direct involvement of communities. Similarly, the HWFW RA-
tagged project portfolio does not use guarantees as a financial instrument, compared to 2 per cent in

case of adaptation projects tagged to other RAs.

Although GCF Secretariat staff members mentioned in interviews that there is room for HWFW
RA-tagged projects to further use instruments other than grants and loans, the use of equity in the
GCF’s HWFW portfolio is much greater than for that of other climate financing institutions, which
have not used equity at all in their thematically comparable portfolios (on health, wellbeing, food
and water security). Using the OECD database, the evaluation team mapped the use of different
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financing instruments of several other vertical funds in HWFW-related projects. This exercise
showed that all financing of HWFW-related projects provided by other vertical funds is channelled
through either loans (58 per cent) or grants (42 per cent). No financing is provided in the form of
equity.

Equity-based financing, although less common in the HWFW portfolio of the GCF, plays a
critical role in promoting innovation by catalysing resources from investors to the benefit of
micro-, small- and medium-sized enterprises. A notable example is the FPO78 “Acumen Resilient
Agriculture Fund (ARAF)”, a GCF-supported initiative aimed at improving climate resilience in
agriculture across four African countries. The ARAF example is particularly significant for the
HWFW RA, as its USD 23 million in equity represents a substantial portion of the total USD 164
million in equity allocated across all HWFW RA-tagged projects. This fund is innovative in that it
uses equity in its entirety to catalyse resources from development financial institutions by de-risking
investments in agriculture-focused enterprises. The ARAF, which received USD 23 million in
equity and USD 3 million in grants from the GCF, injects funds into micro-, small- and medium-
sized enterprises that are focused on agricultural innovation. The ARAF supports social
entrepreneurs in adopting climate-resilient practices, thereby enhancing agricultural productivity and
incomes for smallholder farmers. The success of the ARAF highlights the potential for equity
financing to drive innovation in HWFW, particularly when it is designed to de-risk investments and
foster private sector engagement in high-risk, low-income areas.

National development banks have demonstrated their potential to drive innovation in two country
case studies, particularly through the use of blended financing models, which can leverage both
public and private sector resources. The Grenada Development Bank (GDB) has spearheaded an
innovative financing mechanism known as the Challenge Fund. The GDB is not yet an AE but has
been implementing the Challenge Fund as an executing entity of the G-CREWS project, which may
offer lessons in the use of executing entities as a mitigation strategy to difficulties in accrediting
national development finance institutions. This Challenge Fund provides matching grants to private
sector entities, such as smallholder farmers and hotels, that invest in water-efficient and climate-
resilient technologies. By lowering the financial barriers for these entities, the Challenge Fund
incentivizes the adoption of sustainable practices that might otherwise be unaffordable. Similarly,
the Development Bank of Southern Africa has launched an innovative private sector climate finance
facility in Namibia, which uses a green bank model to de-risk climate projects. By increasing the
bankability of climate initiatives, this model aims to crowd in private sector investment.

However, despite the potential for innovation through national development banks, there are
significant challenges in accrediting these institutions to the GCF. The portfolio analysis indicates
that 73 per cent of HWFW RA-tagged projects are implemented by IAEs. In addition, out of 153
HWFW RA-tagged projects, only three are implemented by national development banks. In both
Namibia and Grenada, the Development Bank of Namibia and the GDB have struggled to meet
accreditation standards.

C. RISK TOLERANCE

The GCF envisions channelling its resources to developing countries in a more predictable manner
and catalysing wider sources of public and private finance, guided by countries’ priorities.
Following USP-2, the Fund will also exercise “a distinctive risk appetite to accept considerable
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uncertainties around funding and investment risks in return for impact potential.*”” A set of GCF’s
strategic documents and its risk appetite statement uniformly guide GCF to seek opportunities
for impact potential where other investors will not take or are unable to take risks. The revised
risk appetite statement defines the institution’s approach further. The implementation of such a
statement will define the underlying risk culture of the organization. This section will discuss how
the GCF has taken such a balanced risk appetite to promote a paradigm shift.

The GCF has a risk management framework, which covers risk management at both the institutional
and investment levels, touching on funding, non-financial, investment and compliance risks. This
framework is composed of nine policies, including a risk appetite statement adopted in 2017. The
2017 risk appetite statement states that “in order to achieve its mission to promote the paradigm shift
towards low-emission and climate-resilient development pathways, the GCF will be required to take
various forms of risks” (Green Climate Fund, 2017¢). It establishes the risk profile across different
types of risk as defined in the corporate risk register. Overall, the risk appetite statement states that
the GCF has no appetite for risks of integrity or policy breaches, moderate tolerance for activities
linked to operating a global investment fund, and considerable tolerance for risks necessary to the
realization of its mandate.

The statement also explains that the GCF has established considerable tolerance for equity
investment risks as well as credit risks to meet its mandate of promoting paradigm shift. On this
point, the risk appetite statement states that “the GCF is willing to take on risks that other investors
will not take”. However, despite the GCF’s USP and USP-2 referring to an intended balance
between risk and innovation, operational documents — including the RMF and project
appraisal related documents (such as investment frameworks) — provide little indication of
how the balance between innovation and risk taking will be operationalized.

It should be noted that the Board approved an updated risk appetite statement at B.40 in October
2024, which is contained in annex IX of decision B40/17. The new risk appetite reflects a shift from
a strict zero-risk tolerance approach in 2017 to a more nuanced framework that prioritizes zero-
tolerance for prohibited behaviours (such as sexual exploitation, sexual abuse or sexual harassment
in Fund-related activities) and introduces low tolerance for internal compliance breaches. The new
risk appetite statement also refines risk classifications, which bring more clarity. Considering that
the new risk appetite statement was adopted beyond the scope of this evaluation, the 2017 statement
was used as a reference framework for this analysis.

1. CATALYTIC FUNDING AND SCALING

This evaluation found several instances that suggest a catalytic and innovative project approach for
some projects in the HWFW RA. However, as mentioned by an earlier independent evaluation of
the GCF’s approach to the private sector, the PSF has successfully channelled new finance with a
focus on maximizing leveraging at the individual project scale, rather than on catalysing private
finance more broadly.

As seen in the GCF/B.32/06, the GCF provided a new vision for private sector investments at the
GCF. Pillar 3 of the GCF’s four-pronged approach to accelerating and scaling climate innovation is
on “mobilizing finance at scale by de-risking ‘market creating’ projects and crowding in private
finance to deploy new solutions at a scale”. There is evidence that investments by the PSF in the
HWFW RA have been catalytic in driving further investments by the private sector through
equity financing. Indeed, the GCF provided catalytic finance in the amount of USD 26 million,

47 Green Climate Fund, 2023d, para. 7.
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which proved instrumental for the set-up of the ARAF (as discussed earlier). Interviewees explained
that, at the time of the Fund’s approval in 2018, the concept of injecting capital into agricultural
start-ups in Africa was still very novel and that development financial institutions and private
companies were hesitant to invest. The initial objective was to mobilize USD 27 million from other
investors, but this target has been surpassed, with USD 35 million mobilized. Another similar fund
is now being launched by Acumen, with several investors interested in supporting its
replication/scaling-up in other African countries. This demonstrates how GCF financing has been
catalytic in mobilizing funding from development financial institutions in support of an innovative
concept in the HWFW RA.

Another example of catalytic funding through private sector engagement is the multi-country FP 190
“Climate Investor Two”, which has mobilized USD 735 million in co-financing across six RAs
(including HWFW), against an initial USD 145 million in GCF financing. The FP180 “Global Fund
for Coral Reefs Investment Window”, targeting 17 countries in Africa, the Asia-Pacific region
(including Fiji), and Latin America and the Caribbean, aims to attract other investors into the coral
reef investment space through equity financing. Approved in 2021, the Fund has to date mobilized
USD 375 million in equity financing. Hence, it appears that global and regional funds offer
significant opportunities for GCF financing to be catalytic compared to single-country projects.

HWFW RA-tagged investments have played a key role in scaling up innovations in countries such
as Senegal and Namibia by building on existing successful approaches. In Senegal, the GCF has
been instrumental in expanding the R4 approach through FP049, an innovative climate risk
management strategy originally developed by the World Food Programme. The R4 approach, which
integrates risk reduction, risk transfer, prudent risk taking, and savings, was first piloted in Senegal
with funding from USAID. Initially launched in one community in 2013, the programme was scaled
to three regions by 2016. The GCF further expanded the approach to five regions, incorporating
additional innovations such as weather index insurance, which transfers climate risk from farmers to
financial markets. This insurance model compensates farmers based on climate metrics rather than
traditional claims and investigations, making it a highly innovative solution to climate-related
losses. In Namibia, GCF financing has been crucial in scaling and filling gaps in existing
government programmes such as in the community-based natural resource management programme
(FP024) and in the resilience-building programme for communities living in landscapes threated by
climate change through an ecosystems-based adaptation approach (SAP006). Projects such as FP024
and SAP006 have leveraged GCF resources to amplify the impact of these programmes in the
agriculture and forestry sectors, enabling broader adoption of sustainable practices.

2. LIMITING RISKS

Despite the GCF operating in high-risk environments, its project-level risk tolerance beyond
the PSF can be characterized as fairly low. The risk appetite statement defines the institution’s
risk tolerance. At B.40, the Board adopted an updated risk appetite statement. In line with the
considerable risk tolerance for equity investment risk, as established by the risk appetite statement,
the GCF has made some progress in taking on project risks through equity financing, especially
through its PSF — as exemplified by the ARAF Fund, among others (as discussed earlier).

Recognizing the origination process and principles of country ownership, the evaluation found
that the identified project risks, in particular innovation risks, of FPs submitted and appraised
are considered low. Evidence suggests that AEs and country partners identified long and
unpredictable processes as a hindrance to being more innovative (and thus taking more risk) in their
projects. Indeed, the evaluation found that HWFW RA-tagged projects beyond the PSF exhibit a
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relatively low tolerance for innovation risks. Both the Senegal and Grenada case studies demonstrate
a low tolerance for both financial and non-financial risks, with GCF-supported interventions
designed with a cautious approach, focusing on technologies and practices that are well proven and
socially accepted, rather than taking on the risk of introducing new, untested innovations.

Some stakeholders also pointed to the contradiction that the GCF requires FPs to demonstrate
innovation, while simultaneously asking for evidence of the effectiveness of these innovations,
which can be difficult when dealing with novel approaches. Despite its relatively low risk appetite
for innovation, there are 108 HWFW RA-tagged projects being implemented in at least one
vulnerable country group (i.e. SIDS, LDCs, African States), representing 71 per cent of all HWFW
RA-tagged projects, which indicates some tolerance for risk. However, engagement during the RD
in MENA indicates that vulnerable countries with low resilience face challenges in accessing
climate financing. For instance, only one of the six highly vulnerable countries/territories in MENA
(i.e. Palestine) benefits from an HWFW RA-tagged project. This indicates that, despite the GCF
HWFW portfolio operating in risky contexts, the GCF’s fairly low risk tolerance appears to
inhibit its financing of projects in some of the world’s riskiest countries.

On the contrary, private sector projects managed by the PSF can be characterized as more risk
taking, in particular for innovation risks. The evaluation found that the origination process of
projects at the PSF seems more direct, leveraging the Fund’s partnership with the AEs. Task
managers engage proactively with the AEs to identify project ideas and concepts, despite similar
processing times for other GCF projects not managed by the PSF.
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Chapter 6.PROJECT AND PROGRAMME COMPLETION

AND MANAGEMENT OF RESULTS

KEY FINDINGS

e  While stable in their formulation, placement of the RAs in the Fund’s results architecture has shifted
as the framework itself has evolved; as well, the RAs’ profile has become less explicit and more
discrete.

e  The limited reporting on results by adaptation RA (including the HWFW) using indicators of the
RMF/PMF and the IRMF can be traced to the maturity of the portfolio and likely also to the
challenges associated with results management and reporting systems.

e  Challenges associated with the aggregation of RA data at the corporate level can be traced to a lack of
corporate intention and associated guidance on RA-based reporting and, in tandem, insufficiently
informed budgeting to support their use.

e Inconsistencies in data quality and reporting across AEs have further compromised the ability of the
GCF to share HWFW RA impacts at the corporate level.

e  Data gathered through AE monitoring and reporting has mostly been reliant on beneficiary counts
centred on specific aspects of HWFW; as a result, it is short on context and limited in scope.

e Inthe naming of the RA and, by extension, the Fund-level impact statement, there is a strong
suggestion that HWFW is calling on GCF stakeholders to address the nexus of three closely related
programming components. By contrast, the PMF and APR are strongly oriented towards
segmentation, thus obscuring the meaning of the RA itself.

e  The evolution from the RMF to the IRMF goes some way towards addressing the above noted
shortcomings in inconsistent reporting and results aggregation at the corporate level. Nevertheless,
questions related to the formulation of the HWFW RA and RAs themselves remain open under the
IRMF, and, as a lengthy process, the transition to the IRMF introduces new challenges in results
aggregation.
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A. RESULTS MANAGEMENT AND MEASUREMENT

1. ANEVOLVING RESULTS ARCHITECTURE

The monitoring and reporting of the GCF’s RAs has occurred under an RMF dedicated to linking
investments to a sought-after paradigm shift towards low-emissions and climate resilience. While
stable in their formulation, placement of the RAs in the Fund’s results architecture has shifted
as the framework itself has evolved; as well, their profile has become less explicit and more
discrete.

As presented in Chapter 2, under the RMF (2015-2021), the RAs were equivalent in their
construction to individual Fund-level impacts, each with dedicated sub-indicators nestled under
higher-level mitigation and adaptation core indicators. Under the more developed IRMF (2022—
onward), RAs are subsumed under a Fund-level outcome dedicated to mitigation and adaptation and
four associated core indicators that track to the RAs in multifarious ways. Regardless, the eight RAs,
HWFW among them, retain the function that was envisioned for them at the formative stages of the
RMF (see Chapter 2). As described on the GCF website, their function is to serve as “reference
points to guide GCF and its stakeholders” and to “ensure a strategic approach when developing
programmes and projects, while respecting the needs and priorities of individual countries” (Green
Climate Fund, n.d.-d).

Through this evolution to date, deference to country ownership as well as the use of context-specific
paradigm-shifting pathways has at least in part led the GCF to be more suggestive than directive in
how RAs should be used for programming in support of GCF strategic impact areas. Until the
publication of the sectoral guides (2021-2022), the GCF had mostly steered clear of developing
analytical tools to support the use of RAs in country programming or in programme/project pipeline
development. The sectoral guides were created to support countries (AEs and NDAs) formulate
needs-aligned programmes and projects informed by a body of knowledge on pathways that favour
low-emission, climate-resilient development. At the same time, the sectoral guides seemed to have
also facilitated a sector-based approach within the HWFW RA rather than a truly integrated RA
approach, as discussed in Chapter 3. The GCF document Appraisal Guidance: A Comprehensive
Guide to the Tools and Due Diligence Processes Used to Review and Assess Concept Notes and
Funding Proposals refers to RAs in relation to programme and project design (Green Climate Fund,
2022a). However, the suggestive approach in other frameworks and tools, including the IRMF and
APR templates, combined with more emphasis on individual sectors within the HWFW RA, seems
to have contributed to the marginalization of RASs in the downstream results management and
reporting systems, as explored more below.

2. A COMPARATIVE VIEW OF RESULTS MONITORING AND REPORTING

In the way it has structured its tools and processes for monitoring and reporting on results, the GCF
is not unlike the comparator organizations examined for this evaluation as part of its benchmarking
study (see Table 6-1). However, in its formulation of RAs, the GCF differs from its peers.
Specifically, the GCF and comparators have similarly structured systems for monitoring and
reporting. Each has frameworks that link project investment to large-scale change associated with
global commitments/targets, and with results claims and associated indicators and sub-indicators.
Like the GCF, comparators typically operate multilevel monitoring and reporting systems that
involve the aggregation of data for use at multiple levels, including programme/project,
country/region, corporate and convention.
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Some comparator organizations (e.g. UNDP, ADB, IFAD) are more directly involved in monitoring
roles via project teams. As well, across the comparators, policy-informed independent evaluation
typically serves to validate and to elaborate on monitoring and reporting with a supply of additional
strategic insight. By contrast, vertical funds such as the GCF and the GEF rely on partner AEs to
implement and report on programmes and projects. Although a reasonable organizational model for
a fund, this delegated authority configuration does put a measure of distance between the financing
institutions and field-level conditions.

In the way it has formulated its results architecture, the GCF is less consistent than its comparator
organizations in its formulation of results claims and less clear in its referencing to higher-order
global or sectoral targets. In the formulation of their results claims, comparator organizations have
tended to refer directly to global commitments under the SDGs or United Nations conventions
(GEF, IFAD, FMO), or anchor more squarely in a sectoral approach (SCA, ADB). Through its
integrated results and resources framework, UNDP has adopted a uniformly cross-sectoral approach
at the impact, outcome and output levels. Differing somewhat, the GCF’s RA statements convey a
less disciplined, less consistent pattern of referencing. In a bid to be tailored, this formulation has
introduced potential for confusion. For example, the RAs “Energy Generation and Access” and
“Transport” tilt towards being sector-specific; the “Livelihoods of People and Communities” and the
“Infrastructure and Built Environment” RAs cross-cut multiple sectors without being specific to
any; and the HWFW RA is decidedly multi-sector, suggesting but not actualizing something of a
“nexus” orientation (as noted earlier, the projects have tended to focus on one sector rather than
pursue a nexus-based approach). In part, this difference in the GCF’s RA formulation can be traced
to the RAs’ origination, evolving as they did at a time when methodologies for measuring climate
vulnerability and resilience were nascent and when the GCF itself was in its formative stages (see
Chapter 2).

Table 6-1.  Results monitoring and reporting practices — benchmarking study highlights

COMMON PRACTICES GCF-DISTINCT PRACTICES

Corporate-level results frameworks using a results
logic that encompasses outputs, outcomes and
impacts

Alignments to strategic framework priorities, RA role in strategic framework shifting; prominent

objectives and/or areas of focus (sectoral and/or
cross-cutting) with direct reference to (external)
global and/or sectoral commitments

in RMF, subsumed in IRMF under higher-level
core indicators. RAs “assembled”, factoring in a
range of strategic and operational considerations
and commitments relevant to the GCF at its
formation; less explicit reference to global and/or
sectoral commitments

Attention to various aspects of effectiveness and
operational efficiency

Efficiency variables somewhat limited in GCF
RMF/IRMF, although these efficiency measures
are available in a results tracking tool annexed to
annual reports of the USP and reported to the
Board on operational efficiency via its annual
portfolio performance report

Data monitoring and reporting at multiple levels
(micro to macro), in some instances extending
beyond own sphere of influence to track larger
landscapes

Variable degrees of engagement in implementation

Explicitly indirect engagement in regional-
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COMMON PRACTICES GCF-DISTINCT PRACTICES

and monitoring at regional/country level, /country-level implementation / monitoring and

independent evaluation reporting — reliant on delegated entities;
independent evaluation, and compliance checks on
AEs (GEF similar)

Selective aggregation of data from project level
upward

Collaborations to harmonize on climate-related
monitoring and reporting

Note: The comparator organizations are ADB, FMO, the GEF, IFAD, SCA and UNDP.

3. HWFW PORTFOLIO — REPORTING TO DATE

Project reporting against indicators of the RMF/PMF and the IRMF that are relevant to
HWFW is limited. A still limited amount of reporting on adaptation impacts from the HWFW
portfolio can be traced to a combination of factors, including the extent to which projects in the
portfolio are sufficiently advanced in implementation to submit reports. Out of the 153 HWFW RA-
tagged projects subject to this evaluation, 86 projects (valued at USD 3.2 billion, plus USD 6 billion
in co-financing) submitted an APR for 2023 or a PCR. Of these 86 projects, 79 were RMF/PMF
projects and seven were IRMF projects. Among these 86 projects reporting up to 2023, 55 per cent
(47 projects) reported ex-post results of direct and/or indirect beneficiaries under the adaptation core
indicator. Of these projects, 43 are approved under the RMF and four are approved under the IRMF.

To date, reporting on ex-post results in the HWFW RA-tagged portfolio of projects has occurred
largely for projects approved under the earlier RMF/PMF. This is due to the advanced maturity of
this collection compared to those approved under the recently approved IRMF. Of the 79 RMF/PMF
projects that submitted an APR for 2023 or a PCR, 43 per cent (34 projects) have not yet reported
results against the mandatory adaptation core indicator, despite some of these projects having high
or moderately high maturity and/or expenditure rates.*

Among the RMF/PMF projects that submitted an APR for 2023 or a PCR, most of the indicator-
based reporting has centred on food security, given the high number of HWFW RA-tagged projects
falling under the food security sector. A breakdown of ex-ante and ex-post reporting by HWFW RA
sub-indicators is set out in Figure 6-1. Of note, projects reporting under the IRMF show similar
patterns of indicator selection, albeit with smaller numbers.

48 The maturity rate is calculated as the sum of the number of days elapsed from the start of project implementation (FAA
effectiveness date) to the end of 2023 for those projects that submitted an APR2023/PCR, divided by the sum of the
project duration (in number of days) for the same projects. AE expenditure rate is calculated as GCF expenditure amounts
reported by AEs, divided by GCF disbursement amounts in USD.
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Figure 6-1. RMF reporting against HWFW/PMF-related sub-indicators
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introduced health measures to areas/periods at risk of climate to reliable and safe water supply
respond to climate-sensitive diseases change impacts) despite climate shocks and stresses
B Projects identified in ex-ante Projects reporting ex-post results

Source: PPMS APR2023, as of September 2024.

4. ASSESSMENT OF THE GCF’s HWFW RA MONITORING AND REPORTING

Critical analysis of monitoring and reporting on the HWFW RA-tagged portfolio is couched in a
wider assessment of the GCF’s evolving results management architecture in the form of the
RMF/PMF and, later, the IRMF. The findings of a 2018 evaluation of the RMF by the GCF IEU are
important in this regard (see Chapter 2). Of prime relevance to this evaluation, the IEU found
insufficient causal linkages in the adaptation logic model between programme/project outcomes,
Fund-level impacts (which under the RMF were synonymous with RAs) and the ultimate level of
paradigm shift. As well, they found the Fund-level impact areas themselves (i.e. the RAs) “difficult
to operationalize and use”, offering up the HWFW RA as an example to illustrate the wide scope for
interpreting and operationalizing the three HWFW sub-indicators, as provided (Independent
Evaluation Unit, 2018). An examination of six projects approved at B.25 (March 2020) similarly
showed that AEs had different methods and underlying assumptions to identify the number of direct
and indirect beneficiaries (Pauw and others, 2020). On this point, AEs indicate a measure of
frustration that the GCF, other environment/climate funds, and other development partners have not
as yet come to agreement on the specific meaning of these terms, making reporting across the
system more complex.

Challenges associated with the aggregation of RA data at the corporate level can be traced to a
lack of corporate intention and associated guidance on RAs and, in tandem, underinformed
budgeting to support their use. The guidance required to forge consistency of reporting by AEs on
GCF indicators has been insufficient, and on the receiving side the scope within the GCF Secretariat
to monitor for data quality and consistency on incoming APRs has been too limited. As a
consequence, the GCF has been reluctant to document progress on its RAs, opting instead to focus
its reporting to the Board and beyond at a higher level, on the two core indicators first established
under the RMF, or else to use RA projections as opposed to actual ex-post data.

To date, there has been limited reporting of adaptation beneficiaries by adaptation RA
(including the HWFW) in GCF reports to the Board. In the main, compiling a GCF results story
around HWFW and other adaptation RAs has been confounded by inconsistent patterns of RA
selection by AEs across the portfolio and by earlier-noted inconsistencies over the use of data-
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collection methodologies (see Chapter 2.A.2 and Chapter 4.A.1). Annual reporting on the
implementation of the USP has documented adaptation beneficiary results by adaptation RA via an
annexed results tracking tool that incorporates the HWFW RA. However, the tool shows target
results projections (ex-ante) rather than aggregated actual (ex-post) results by RA. This is likely due
to the difficulty of disaggregating reported (ex-post) results by RA, which in turn stems from the
lack of corporate intention on RA-based reporting.

The RA-based reporting issue will likely continue under the future annual portfolio performance
report and annual progress report on the implementation of USP-2. There is no established or agreed
method to compute results by RA outside of using RA percentage breakdowns as a proxy, as has
occurred in this evaluation. Furthermore, RA-based reporting will likely be further marginalized
under USP-2 reporting because its 11 targets are only partially aligned with the existing results
management structures such as the RAs and the IRMF.

The publication of the 200-page GCF Programming Manual in 2020 has helped address many
guidance gaps observed in this evaluation and elsewhere, but the manual still lacks information on
RMF/PMF indicator reporting. The successor draft IRMF results handbook (2022) has gone further
on indicator reporting with the introduction of indicator reference sheets. Its (continued) “pending
approval” status at the Board tempers the extent to which “best practices” around monitoring and
reporting can be leveraged (Green Climate Fund, 2022c).

Inconsistencies in data quality and reporting across AEs have further compromised the ability
of the GCF to share HWFW RA impacts. The APR template is closely associated with the RMF
and now the IRMF. AE commentary indicates that the template itself is clearly set up. Over time it
has incorporated links to guidance as this has become available. In 2023, the GCF managed the
transition to the IRMF by issuing separate reporting templates on the basis of the results framework
in play at the time of project approval. The degree of compatibility between the APR and the AE’s
own reporting instruments is noted as a burden in some instances. As well, the APR is observed to
be oriented more to the collection of quantitative results data than qualitative results data, leaving
open the question of whether the GCF is capturing sufficient contextual insight for the purpose of
understanding what the core- and sub-/supplementary indicator data are conveying. In this vein,
gender disaggregation of data is evident but lacking when it comes to understanding gender-specific
impacts (e.g. gender empowerment) (see Chapter 4.B).

In the context of the RMF, which has been dominant in GCF monitoring and reporting up until now,
discerning the HWFW RA results story from a completed APR is observed to be problematic on
several counts.

e  Merging of RA stories: In section 2.1 of the APR, the AE is asked to provide a summary of
project performance against GCF investment criteria. This includes a section on “impact
potential”. Mindful of the RAs identified for the project, the AE is asked to compare the current
situation with the assessment provided in the Board approved FP. In the context of an
adaptation or mitigation/adaptation project, the narrative in section 2.1 typically synthesizes
beneficiary data from project aspects associated with relevant RAs without actually naming
them. Until the APR template was revised under the IRMF, there was no instruction to do
otherwise. More importantly from the vantage point of AEs pursuing climate resilience, the
practical distinctions between the RAs may not be obvious, or of practical use. Among HWFW
RA-tagged projects, the merging of RA stories is most apparent with regard to the “Livelihoods
of People and Communities” RA. As already pointed out in Chapter 3.B, 93 per cent of all
HWFW RA-tagged projects overlap with the livelihoods-focused RA.
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Counting beneficiaries: In section 2.4 of the APR, AE is asked to provide data to address
identified core indicators (APR section 2.4.1) and then identified sub-indicators (APR section
2.4.2). In the context of an adaptation or mitigation/adaptation project, this requires a gender-
disaggregated count of adaptation beneficiaries, as per the adaptation core indicators (i.e. direct
and indirect beneficiaries and the total number of beneficiaries relative to the total population).
This is to be followed by a gender-disaggregated count of beneficiaries (individuals or
households) for the identified health, food security or water security sub-indicators. For the
AE, there are practical dilemmas associated with the counting task, including (i) how to
count a beneficiary directly engaged across the water—food-health nexus of HWFW, and
by extension how to represent that beneficiary in the more overarching count of
adaptation beneficiaries; and (ii) how to count a beneficiary directly engaged in activities
that cross different RAs under adaptation, and by extension how to represent that
beneficiary in the overall adaptation beneficiary count.

Without guidance and validation, the potential for overstating (or understating) beneficiary
impact has been considerable, as noted in the country case studies. Instances showing potential
for error in reporting beneficiary impact include use of expected rather actual beneficiary data,
use of the same number counts for two different sub-indicators, and stakeholder-acknowledged
difficulties discerning (in context) between direct and indirect beneficiaries. Such guidance is
presented in the 2020 programming manual. This guidance asserts a commitment to a “one
person — one beneficiary” approach, with instructions to avoid double-counting at the core
indicator level. Additional guidance is later provided under the IRMF (2022) to address
counting practices within and among RAs, which nevertheless appears difficult to apply in
practical terms, given the methodological complexity.

Understanding “HWFW?”: At a deeper level, there is an unresolved tension between the name
of the RA — “Health and Wellbeing, and Food and Water Security” — and the way it is
portrayed in the adaptation PMF and APR template. In the naming of the RA and by
extension the Fund-level impact statement, there is a strong suggestion that HWFW is
calling on GCF stakeholders to address the nexus of three closely related programming
components. By contrast, the PMF and APR are strongly oriented towards segmentation,
thus obscuring the meaning of the RA itself.

PROSPECTS FOR MONITORING AND REPORTING ON HWFW UNDER THE IRMF

284. Taking all aspects into consideration, the task of assembling a coherent results story for the
HWFW portfolio has been made difficult as a consequence of the following:

285.

an incomplete explanation and competing interpretations of the RA’s intent.
a lack of delineation of the HWFW RA from at least one other RA under adaptation.

a lack of commitment in the APR to capture an HWFW-specific narrative, leaving the
gquantitative data that are presented with minimal or no contextual backing.

a legacy of HWFW data compiled under differing methodological assumptions and with
insufficient capacity to control for quality and consistency.

an incomplete accounting of the results/co-benefits related to health, wellbeing, food, and
water security aspects that would have accrued as undocumented co-benefits under the
RMF.

Steps taken to address issues in the monitoring and reporting of HWFW have been addressed at the
levels of the RA collection and the measurement framework that houses them, but not at the level of
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the RA itself. For the GCF to be able to tell a compelling HWFW story, steps are also needed to
define more fully the HWFW claims being made. With only a small number of projects reporting
under the IRMF, it is only possible to make a provisional assessment of how the GCF’s evolved
results architecture will affect its ability to tell an HWFW results story. Design features under the
IRMF that respond to critiques of the earlier framework and favour an enriched understanding of the
RA include the following:

e  An up-front emphasis in programme/project design on developing a ToC that connects more
explicitly to the GCF’s strategic ambitions related to paradigm-shift potential, and a stipulation
that each outcome in the ToC link to one or more RAs. These provisions solidify a connection
that was made in the previous RMF through the use of a limited menu of Fund-level outcome
indicators.

e  Astrategic refocusing in the IRMF away from four mitigation and four adaptation RAs (also
known as “Fund impacts”) and towards two less granular Fund-level outcomes that, in one
instance, brings the RAs under the umbrella of “mitigation and adaptation” and, in the second
instance, brings fresh attention to the creation of enabling environments, and overall conveys
these as the two areas where the GCF can make a contribution to paradigm shift.

e Anexpanded list of core and supplementary indicators under the mitigation and adaptation
outcomes gives new latitude to assign these to multiple RAs, thus facilitating design across the
mitigation—adaptation spectrum.

e More guidance, especially in relation to data-collection methodologies in the draft Integrated
Results Management Framework: Results Handbook, to foster consistency in reporting.

With regard to the administration of HWFW reporting, there are two additional factors bearing on
the telling of the HWFW (and more generally the RA) results story.

e The extent of RA-level reporting appears to be limited both by the current maturity of the
portfolio and by the methodological/procedural challenges (past and present) associated
with the operation of the GCF’s results management and reporting systems. These include
design limitations with the APR templates, confusion around beneficiary counts, and an
ongoing reliance on the use of quantitative over qualitative data-gathering approaches.
Combined, these factors among others more unique to country settings affect the accuracy and
richness of the HWFW story and limit data capture to a narrow range of impacts, as noted in
Chapter 4.A. Evidence of limited results reporting, including among a sizeable number of
RMF/PMF projects reaching advanced states of maturity and/or expenditure, supports this
finding.

¢ Achange in frameworks means some discontinuity in reporting. A multi-year process of
transition involving the co-existence of the RMF and the IRMF will only resolve as the
programmes and projects implemented under the RMF come to a close. The change in
frameworks has been managed through the formulation of IRMF-anchored APR templates
tailored for use with each framework. Discontinuities in the data stream are inevitable,
however, on account of indicator and methodology adjustments.

In relation to the present-day challenges in assembling a coherent HWFW results story, the
introduction of the IRMF helps address questions of methodological rigour in programme and
project design and in data collection. It clarifies the source and scale of programme/project
contributions, and it sets out standards and prescribes resources for tracking them. The absence in
the IRMF of any means to track the “health” aspect of HWFW is a clear oversight, however. And it
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remains unclear how qualitative insight gleaned at the programme/project level can be integrated
more fully with beneficiary data and aggregated to support contextual understanding.

288. What the IRMF does not address are matters mainly to do with the RA itself: its definition and
potential application across the “mitigation—adaptation” spectrum (notably core indicator 3, focused
on the “value of physical assets made more resilient to the effects of climate change more able to
reduce GHG emissions”, and core indicator 4, focused on “hectares of natural resource areas
brought under improved low GHG emission and or climate-resilient management practices”), its
place among the other RAs and, indeed, the naming of this collection of claims as “result areas”.
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Chapter 7.CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. CONCLUSIONS

What started out as an evaluation of a single RA quickly became more complex. Originally
anchored in the HWFW RA, the evaluation was drawn into an examination of all RAs as a
collection of defining claims within an evolving results management architecture. It was called to
pay attention both to the yields of GCF investments carried out under the HWFW RA and to
capturing insights about the development and use of RAs in pursuit of low-carbon, climate-resilient
development.

This evaluation comes at an opportune time for the GCF and for the climate finance community
more broadly given the salience of HWFW as an adaptation RA and the urgency of ensuring that
GCF climate-related investments are indeed making the changes sought. As it stood at the beginning
of the evaluation, and what prompted the work documented herein, the GCF was not in position to
know with much certainty what GCF impacts could be traced to activities carried out with HWFW
intent (or indeed, with intentions tied to any of the adaptation-related RAS). It was therefore
important to find out what claims could be made and what conclusions could reasonably be drawn at
two levels: (i) HWFW specifically, and (ii) RAs more broadly.

1. CONCLUSIONS IN RELATION TO HWFW, SPECIFICALLY

Conclusion 1. The investments made as HWFW RA-tagged projects are recognized by GCF
stakeholders for their high degree of relevance and value; their emerging results can be linked
to paradigm-shifting trends in multiple countries. In relation to the RA at the centre of this
evaluation, the content it addresses is relevant to the GCF’s mandate under the UNFCCC and to
country stakeholders, donor countries and climate finance actors. NDAs / focal points and country
stakeholders widely recognize the value of HWFW RA-tagged projects (notably on food and water
security, as well as health to the extent they exist in the portfolio) in responding to country needs
and priorities.

The broad climate rationale for addressing food and water security aspects, in particular, is well
established across GCF programming landscapes. Through its accreditation process, the GCF can
show a roster of AEs experienced with and intent on programming in this area. Over its initial
strategic cycle, the GCF and its AEs have shown a moderate degree of success (relative to other
RAS) in mobilizing co-finances for HWFW. Overall, there is a good alignment between country
climate-related needs, on the one hand, and the GCF’s strategic commitment and operational
reach/capability, on the other. Out of the GCF’s 286 approved projects, more than half contribute to
the HWFW RA through the GCF’s financing as defined in their funding proposal.

HWFW RA-tagged projects have notably supported climate-smart and climate-resilient agriculture,
including through the distribution of drought-resistant crops, the introduction of new practices and
technologies, and support for the diversification of production, among others. Based on portfolio
analysis and country case studies, these projects were particularly common in the LDCs and African
States.
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Water security, in terms of access, quality and resilience of infrastructure, has largely been achieved
through hard project components, such as the construction of key, climate-resilient infrastructure.
Such projects were particularly common in SIDS.

Health and wellbeing benefits, such as reduced risk of waterborne diseases, improved mental health
and quality of life, improved nutrition, and improved physical health, largely occur as a result of
increased food or water security, increased resilience to hazards, and newly introduced practices,
and as economic or social co-benefits from HWFW RA-tagged projects. HWFW RA-tagged
projects have also increased the resilience of communities, including farming communities, through
weather forecasting, early warning systems and disaster risk reduction.

Conclusion 2. Results obtained from HWFW RA-tagged projects and the larger contributions
made to low-carbon, climate-resilient development have only been associated with the GCF’s
use of the HWFW RA in a limited manner. The RA approach itself was found to be
inconsequential in their achievement. Historically, the GCF’s use of the RA has been somewhat
disassociated from questions related to programme/project origination and implementation. Its use
has been focused instead on the collection and aggregation of HWFW-related data with which to tell
a corporate-level results story.

The selection of the RA lacks systematic guidance for AEs, highlighting a key disconnect in the
utility and implementation of the RA in practice and allowing for competing interpretations. The
HWFW RA is also rarely the only RA tagged by projects and is most commonly tagged alongside
the other RAs. It has also been observed that some projects in the GCF portfolio that appear relevant
to the HWFW RA are not tagged as such in the GCF’s results management system. Therefore, the
results story can likely be told at the broader GCF portfolio level and at the adaptation portfolio
level, but not at the HWFW RA level.

The evaluation observed the practical challenge of isolating the HWFW RA results from the rest,
limited tools for RA-based reporting, and the resource constraints of the Secretariat to undertake the
quality assurance in aggregating results data based on the RA approach.

Conclusion 3. HWFW RA-tagged projects generate social, economic and environmental co-
benefits, while other projects not tagged under HWFW RA also generate co-benefits and
results relevant to the aspects of health and wellbeing, food, and water security. However,
there is no systematic approach to aggregate these co-benefits at the Fund level to date.
Furthermore, gaps are observed in reporting some areas of co-benefits from HWFW RA-
tagged projects.

Not only adaptation projects but also mitigation projects often report on adaptation co-benefits using
the adaptation beneficiary indicator, although it is unknown how many of these adaptation co-
benefits relate to health and wellbeing, food, and water security.

Although the IRMF has stronger requirements related to co-benefits under the PMF, co-benefit
reporting was instead done at the discretion of the AEs due to a lack of clear indicators and further
guidance from the Secretariat.

Gender and social equity co-benefits, including for other marginalized groups (e.g. Indigenous
Peoples, young people), are rarely reported by AEs, thereby limiting the systematic assessment of
co-benefits across the portfolio of HWFW RA-tagged projects. This limitation extends beyond the
HWFW RA and calls for further improvements on co-benefit reporting. A gap is also noted in
biodiversity-related co-benefits under the GCF’s environmental co-benefit category.

Conclusion 4. Encompassing three expansive sectors while also suggesting a “nexus”
orientation, the HWFW RA formulation itself introduces an uncertainty of expectation for an
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organization that is primarily sector oriented. The cross-sectoral orientation suggested in the
term “Health and Wellbeing, and Food (Security)* and Water Security” is at odds with the
GCF’s sector-oriented makeup as an organization. Projects tagged as HWFW seemingly operate
more as disconnected sector projects rather than as a truly integrated RA approach that links health
and wellbeing, food security and water security all together. In practice, HWFW projects have
tended to be sector led, most often on food or water security with scope to report additional results
as “co-benefits”. In keeping with this, the GCF’s two levels of indicators (core and
sub/supplementary) to measure the RA contribution to the GCF’s adaptation-related impact have
also been sector focused. As a result, the nexus orientation suggested in the HWFW RA has been
irrelevant for some (primarily at the GCF Secretariat) and confusing for others (across NDAs / focal
points and AESs).

The shift is marked with the introduction of sectoral guides, starting in 2021, including three that
explore paradigm-shifting pathways and associated financing strategies for health and wellbeing,
for water security, and for agriculture and food security. To date, although interpreted differently
by diverse stakeholders concerning their purpose and use, the sectoral guides have been used for
communication between the AEs and the GCF and have facilitated sector-oriented programming.

Conclusion 5. The absence of a tracking indicator under the IRMF for health-related impacts
is inconsistent with the growing recognition of the “health—climate change” nexus, which
demands increased attention. Relative to water and food security, the slower development of the
health and wellbeing facet of the HWFW RA can in part be traced to this sector’s more recent
emergence as a climate change issue. Over the life of the RA, the wellbeing dimension in particular
has remained mostly unexplored. At a time when the global call for action on the health—climate
change nexus grows louder, the GCF has diminished its ability to track health-related impacts. The
absence of any health-related indicator in the IRMF, when one existed in the earlier RMF, signals
this trend and is inconsistent with the times.

2. CONCLUSIONS IN RELATION TO RAS, BROADLY

Conclusion 6. At a foundational level, the purpose and role of GCF RAs are insufficiently
articulated and understood across the GCF’s stakeholders, which raises a question about their
continued utility. The latitude provided in early documents to pinpoint how RAs should be used to
greatest effect has not been adequately developed through the GCF’s initial cycle under the RMF
and into its current cycle under the IRMF. There are references to the use of RAs along the
programme/project origination—implementation—-monitoring and reporting continuum, and in
supporting country programming and the GCF’s accreditation process. So far, however, the reason
for their continued existence appears most closely aligned with a corporate reporting function.

With regard to this reporting function, the rationale for aligning RAs to monitoring and reporting
was clearest under the RMF, but it has become less so with the introduction of the IRMF (2022). As
a consequence of being integrated with the GCF’s original RMF and featured as corporate outcomes
with tightly associated indicators, RAs were mostly identified with the GCF’s bid to demonstrate
impact. But now, redeployed under broader, strategic outcomes as a device to organize data sourced
through a more loosely connected set of core and supplementary indicators, their role is less
essential in telling the GCF’s results story. In fact, RAs complicate matters. Under the IRMF, the

49 The HWFW result area is presented as “Health and Wellbeing, and Food and Water Security” in official GCF
documents including the IRMF. However, the evaluation team added the word ‘security’ after food to more clearly
indicate that the HWFW result area construct includes at least three expansive areas and sectors, which are health and
wellbeing; food/agricultural security; and water security.
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GCF’s story of impact and paradigm shift is now one that can be told with reference to these
outcomes and indicators and to GCF strategy, without reference to RAs at all.

As it stands today across the GCF — its Secretariat and its ecosystem of NDAs / focal points and AEs
— there is little shared understanding of what the purpose of RAs is or should be and, indeed, little
external recognition of their presence except through their continuing use in tracking the GCF’s
intended investments. Despite post-2018 evaluation and IRMF-related improvements in the GCF’s
results management and reporting, there remains widespread acknowledgement of the practical
challenges experienced in isolating results in one RA from other RAs, and of the inconsistencies in
data quality, both across AEs and from year to year as RA guidance has developed over time. The
results harmonization discussion and approach at the MDB level has been largely disregarded by the
GCF so far.

With specific regard to HWFW, and largely due to the RA approach, there is acknowledgement that
the GCF has only captured a minimal amount of the health, water security and food security related
adaptation story of its investment. In this wide configuration, the HWFW RA is less amenable to
capturing results with the degree of contextual richness needed to substantiate the GCF’s impact
claims and to inform programming.

B. RECOMMENDATIONS

In their formulation, the RAs have remained unchanged since they were approved just ahead of the
GCF’s IRM period (2015-2019). Since then, of course, their deployment has been subject to
multiple influences as the climate finance space has evolved and as GCF corporate strategies,
programming and operations have adapted.

Over this dynamic period, the evaluation finds that the GCF’s assignment of purpose and role for
RAs has lost at least some of its natural alignment to the GCF’s results monitoring and reporting
functions and, at the same time, has not kept up with opportunities emergent in relation to
investment policy and planning, country programming and to programme/project and accreditation
pipeline development.

With their run time of nearly 10 years, the evaluation concludes that a reconsideration and
rearticulation of the purpose and formulation of RAs is warranted. In this vein, the evaluation sets
out recommendations to address the evolving purpose of RAs, their value-addition to GCF
investment decision-making and reporting under the IRMF and USP-2, and their compatibility with
the GCF’s sector-oriented mode of programming.

Recommendation 1. The Board should rearticulate the purpose and use of RAs across the
entire GCF system and, in collaboration with the Secretariat and on the basis of this
rearticulation, reformulate them as a set. As the GCF continues to evolve and adjust its strategic
pathway and organizational setting, the evaluation recommends that the Board review the purpose of
RAs. Such an exercise should be carried out in concert with its strategic planning cycle. Internally,
the GCF should be cognizant of its operational requirements for results management and
accountability. Externally, it should be cognizant of climate finance landscape trends, including any
prospects for building coherence and complementarity in results management across actors. The
recommendation includes the following:

e Recommendation 1.1. The Board should consider revisiting the RAs as part of the review of
the IRMF, scheduled for 2026. The review should examine the fundamental roles of RAs in the
entire GCF ecosystem.
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e Recommendation 1.2. Working closely with the Secretariat, the Board should identify and
reconcile competing or overlapping concepts and frameworks related to results management
practice at the GCF and streamline communications accordingly. Items requiring consideration
include (i) the comparative value of RAs to the operation of the IF and to the IRMF; (ii) the
case for continuing to use/develop the integrated RA formulations as epitomized with the
HWFW RA; (iii) the case for referencing core results (tied to core and supplementary
indicators) as distinct from co-benefits; and (iv) the case for tailoring the use of the RAs across
country-focused projects and multi-country projects, and with regard to programmatic
approaches.

e Recommendation 1.3. On the basis of a rearticulation of purpose focused on
programme/project origination rather than on reporting requirements, the Board should
mandate an expert-led, multi-stakeholder working group to review the existing set of eight RAs
on three levels: their consistency in formulation and their relationship to GCF indicators housed
in the IRMF to support monitoring and reporting, their operational coherence as a set in relation
to the GCF’s strategic ambitions, and their compatibility with larger global and regional
commitments.

e Recommendation 1.4. The Board should inform its review of GCF RAs (purpose, use,
reformulation) and the systems supporting their use on the basis of an understanding of the
practices of other climate finance actors related to results-focused monitoring and reporting.
Engaging with other actors in the climate finance space should be done with an intent to
facilitate complementarity and coherence across such institutions. For example, among others,
the GCF may wish to consider the MDB Common Approach to measuring climate results to
further define climate results strategically.

Recommendation 2. Based on the review of RAs by the Board and the rearticulation of the
roles of RAs, the Secretariat should provide comprehensive guidance on the use of the RAs
internally and revisit the results reporting system accordingly.

e Recommendation 2.1. Based on the rearticulation of the roles of RAs, if the GCF decides to
keep the RA approach, the Secretariat should draft guidance internally for the GCF Secretariat
on how the RAs should be considered throughout the project cycle, while taking into account
existing manuals and guidelines such as the Programming Manual, Appraisal Guidance,
sectoral guides, and draft Results Handbook.

e Recommendation 2-2. Apart from the review of RAs, the Secretariat should conduct a quality
check of the data registered in the results management system on a regular basis. This would
address inconsistencies and discrepancies between the information in funding proposals and the
data registered in the results management system/database.

Recommendation 3. The GCF should find ways to operationalize the uses of RAs at the
country level and for AEs, if the GCF wishes to keep the current RA approach. Integral to the
stocktaking described in Recommendation 1, the Secretariat should reconsider the ways to
operationalize RAs from the vantage points of NDAs / focal points and AEs. Such a review should
be forward-looking, attending to the questioned value, perceived lack of clarity, and high degree of
confusion about RAs observed in this evaluation. The ways in which RAs are to be used as part of
the GCF’s results management should be socialized clearly and effectively among NDAs / focal
points and AEs to ensure a common understanding of how RAs are to be used along the
origination—implementation—-monitoring and reporting continuum. This review should be done
in close alignment with the NDAs / focal points and in consultation with AEs. The recommendation
includes the following:
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Recommendation 3.1. Once the purposes and uses of RAs are stabilized and confirmed, the
Secretariat should communicate their “high-level” purpose and use to NDAs / focal points and
AEs. This communication should target NDAs / focal points and AEs on the role of RAs in
country programming and on programme/project and accreditation pipeline development.

Recommendation 3.2. As part of operationalizing the guidance from the Board, the Secretariat
should examine the value RAs could add to country programming across the mitigation—
adaptation spectrum and to programme/project and accreditation pipeline development. Given
the country-driven approach of the GCF, the RA approach should be conceptually integrated
into the country programme and into country-level programmatic approaches.

Recommendation 3.3. The Secretariat should establish the common practice of engaging with
NDAs / focal points and AEs using RAs in the origination of projects, based on such external
guidance.

Recommendation 4. The Secretariat should advance its monitoring and reporting practices in
relation to addressing the GCF’s cross-cutting priorities and to capturing co-benefits
generated through the GCF’s investments.

Recommendation 4.1. The GCF should review practices and organizational capacities relevant
to the monitoring and reporting of co-benefits associated with gender dimensions, Indigenous
Peoples and ESS. Given the centrality of gender, Indigenous Peoples, and environmental and
social considerations in the HWFW portfolio, the GCF should ensure that adequate gender
equality and social inclusion and environmental expertise is made available to the project
development teams focused on this RA (or future iteration of this RA) and RAs more broadly.
In particular, expertise is needed in developing gender-sensitive and in other ways suitable
monitoring frameworks with indicators that are able to support reporting on results and co-
benefits appropriately.

Recommendation 4.2. The GCF should provide capacity-building support to AEs for effective
monitoring and reporting of co-benefits. As things stand, some areas of co-benefits relevant to
health and wellbeing, food, and water security are significantly underreported. Additional
capacity strengthening support for monitoring and reporting for AEs and implementing partners
is required to ensure that outputs and outcomes are properly captured and are not perceived as
optional.

Recommendation 4.3. The GCF should develop a pool of experts, or provide support for
securing the services of experts, skilled in mainstreaming these cross-cutting priorities, drawing
on (among other things) the support of the GCF’s RPSP.

Recommendation 5. The Secretariat should take note of global calls for a greater integration
of health in climate finance programming and reflect such in its updated articulation of
purpose and use. The recommendation includes the following:

Recommendation 5.1. The Secretariat should consider having one or more health-related result
indicators in its RMF. Currently, there are no health-related indicators in place in the IRMF. An
additional indicator on health outcomes needs to be developed if the GCF is to include health in
the scope of its results management. In consultation with AEs (or those close to achieving
accreditation) with a mandate in health (e.g. WHO, FAO, UNICEF), the GCF should find key
entry points and articulate how this links with the climate change rationale.

Recommendation 5.2. The Secretariat should develop a uniform approach to capturing health-
related results in other adaptation and mitigation RAs. In doing so, it should align with
practices across all RAs for monitoring and reporting on co-benefits.
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Annex 1. LIST OF STAKEHOLDERS CONSULTED

LAST NAME FIRST NAME POSITION/TITLE AFFILIATION
Abate Asferachew Senior Environmental Specialist ~ World Bank
Abdullo Qurbonzoda Head of Hydromet (Director) State Agency for Hydrometeorology
(Tajikistan)
Abrahams Ulrica Contract and Compliance Namibia Nature Foundation
Manager
Adde Rolandon Readiness Project Support Ministry of Environment (RMI)
Officer
Ahmadkhonova Sabohat Programme Associate World Food Programme (WFP)
AlBalushi Maha Climate Change Specialist Environment Authority (Oman)
Alfred Cantos Jose Accredited Entities Manager GCF Secretariat
Alimova Muboran Gender Specialist Center for Implementation of
Investment Project (Tajikistan)
Anjolok Jeman N/A Enubuj Community (RMI)
Anjolok Bien N/A Enubuj Community (RMI)
Antoine Titus Head of Division of Economic & Ministry of Climate Resilience, the
Technical Cooperation Environment and Renewable Energy
(Grenada)
Arelong Abon Disaster Response Manager Kwajalein Atoll Local Government
(RMI)
Arguelles Margarita Results Based Management UNDP
Specialist
Arnaoudov Vladislav Former Division of Portfolio GCF Secretariat
Management Staff
Awa-Eiseb Stanley Chief, Environmental Health Ministry of Health, Primary Health
Practitioner Care Directorate (Namibia)
Ayonrinde Folasade Portfolio Management Specialist GCF Secretariat
Balo Akakpo Olade Regional Officer GCF Secretariat
Bam Atna Manager, Environmental and Development Bank of Namibia
Social Sustainability
Bamba Ibrahima Regional Manager GCF Secretariat
Bavishi Raj Associate General Counsel GCF Secretariat
Bejan Nono N/A Enubuj Community (RMI)
Bissoon Devindranauth ~ Senior Infrastructure Specialist GCF Secretariat
Blaik Stephen Principal Urban Development ADB
Specialist
Blet Cyril Senior Results-based GEF

Management Specialist
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Boc Gabirel Senior Agriculture and Food GCF Secretariat
Security Specialist (Africa and
Eastern Europe)

Boche Martin Responsable Pble Ressources Agence francaise de développement /
naturelles (agriculture, eau & French Development Agency
assainissement, environnement) /

Head of Natural Resources
Division (agriculture, water &
sanitation, environment)

Bonapart Brian Project manager, Climate Ministry of Finance, Planning,
Resilient Water Sector in Economic Development and Physical
Grenada (G-CREWS) Development (Grenada)

Borysova Olena Senior Accreditation Specialist GCF Secretariat

Boyer Christopher Consultant WHO

Jacob

Breitbarth Tim Operations Coordinator GCF Secretariat

Buys Philadelphia Environmental Economist Environment Investment Foundation

Capelle Kinda N/A Enubuj Community (RMI)

Cepelle AlKi N/A Enubuj Community (RMI)

Cerelala Albert Associate Project Officer ADB

Chanan Amit Chief Executive Officer Water Authority (Republic of Fiji)

Chand Deepak Assistant Director Ministry of Infrastructure and
Transport (Republic of Fiji)

Ciss Viviane Sagna  Unknown Energising Development (EnDev)
(Senegal)

Cissé Aldoulaye Unknown Espace de Co production des Offres
Populaires pour I’environnement et le
développemente en Afrique (ENDA
ECOPOP) (Senegal)

Dagurkuden Burcu Technical Specialist on Climate ~ UNDP

Change Adaptation

Davis Kieren Chief Technical Advisor UNDP

Dewan Ravneeth Principal Climate Finance Ministry of Waterways and
Officer Environment (Republic of Fiji)

Diallo Aissatou Unknown ONG d’appui au développement
(ONG Concept) (Senegal)

Diedhiou Abdou Aziz Head of Department and La Banque Agricole (Senegal)

Environment and Climate Focal
Point

Dione Amadou Unknown ONG Concept (Senegal)

Diop Mbarack Sector Senior Specialist, Human  GCF Secretariat
Security, Livelihoods and
Wellbeing

Diouf Madeleine Head of the Climate Division Ministry of Environment and
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Sustainable Development (Senegal)
Diouf Maimouna Unknown ENDA Energie (Senegal)
Djop Hdiago Unknown EnDev (Senegal)
Dumas- Marc Kristof Agriculture and Food Security GCF Secretariat
Johansen Specialist
Edwards Florence Deputy Director Marshall Islands Marine Resources
Authority (MIMRA)
Ehemba Mireille Unknown EnDev
El-Raghy Tamer Managing Director ARAF
Enriquez Marileth Portfolio and Project GCF Secretariat
Management Specialist
Euhye Lee Grace Economic and Financial GCF Secretariat
Specialist
Fakhruddin Bapon Water and Climate Leader GCF Secretariat
Faye Oumar Waly Unknown EnDev (Senegal)
Faye Blaise Unknown OXAS (Senegal)
Fujiwara Ayaka Climate Investment Specialist GCF Secretariat
Gabriel Diouf Dominique Unknown Ministry of Environment and
Sustainable Development (Senegal)
Gartmann Natalie ESG and Impact Manager Pegasus Capital Advisors
Gauvrit Diane Chargée de Projets Eau et AFD
Assainissement
Geioses Lena N/A Omkhaibasen Cooperative (Namibia)
Geioses Hanna N/A Omkhaibasen Cooperative (Namibia)
Geiss Marion Head of Project Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir
Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ)
Gilles Martin Senior Technical Expert IFAD
Gitonga Patrick Senior Health and Climate GCF Secretariat
Senior Specialist
Goamab Bryan Project Manager Environment Investment Foundation
Goingos Rina Secretary Haub Conservancy (Namibia)
Goreses Elfriede Chair Lady Omkhaibasen Cooperative (Namibia)
Hainana Johanna Grants Officer Environment Investment Foundation
Hambudi Ismael Eino Acting Director Ministry of Agriculture, Water, and
Land Reform (Namibia)
Hanadaob Jeffrey Chair Haub Conservancy (Namibia)
Handura Elvis Chief, Public Hygiene Ministry of Health, Primary Health
Care Directorate (Namibia)
Hango Viktoria Project Coordinator Environment Investment Foundation
Hausiku Yvette Business Development Manager ~ Environment Investment Foundation
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Huseb Markeys N/A Omkhaibasen Cooperative (Namibia)
Huseb Theresa N/A Omkhaibasen Cooperative (Namibia)
Illises Theresis Vice-Secretary Haub Conservancy (Namibia)
Intsiful Joseph Senior Climate Informationand ~ GCF Secretariat
Early Warning Systems
Specialist
Issa Yansana Manager General Cadres Experts Afrique (CADEXA)
(Senegal)
lyadomi Keiske Senior Climate Change World Bank
Specialist
lyambula Tessa Project Coordinator, Community Namibia Nature Foundation
Based Organizational
Strengthening
Jacob Billy N/A Enubuj Community (RMI)
Janse van Bianca Head, SME, Financial and Data ~ Bank Windhoek (Namibia)
Vuuren Analytics
John Nano N/A Enubuj Community (RMI)
Johnson Yolanie Gender & Youth Specialist UNDP
Kabua Bernadette L. Climate Change Coordinator Ministry of Environment (RMI)
Kabua Anjo Executive Director Kwajalein Atoll Development
Authority (RMI)
Kadhepa Mahevo Investments: Infrastructure & Development Bank of Namibia
Utilities (Energy, Water, Land &
Property Development) and ICT
Kadian Rashmi Climate Impact Area Lead GCF Secretariat
(Wellbeing of People)
Kafula Justina Environmental and Social Development Bank of Namibia
Sustainability Specialist
Kalbouneh Samer Director of Projects Environment Quality Authority
(Palestine)
Kapia Pendeni Enterprise Risk Manager Environment Investment Foundation
Karben Nathan Climate and Health Coordinator ~ Ministry of Health (RMI)
Kassai Rusty Unknown Enubuj Community (RMI)
Kazee Gabriel Unknown Omkhaibasen Cooperative (Namibia)
Kemem Gerda Unknown Enubuj Community (RMI)
Kijiner Catalino Deputy Chief Secretary Office of Chief Secretary (RMI)
Komate Hamidou Unknown Unknown
Komecheke Joachim Sustainable Finance & ESG Bank Windhoek (Namibia)
Specialist
Kumamaru Koji Project Manager UNDP
Kumar Kelvin Project Manager Water Authority (Republic of Fiji)
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Kwenane May Research Officer Agribank Namibia
Kyllidinen Niina Senior Programme Specialist UNICEF MENA
(Climate Change)
Laguillo- Emilio Portfolio Management Specialist GCF Secretariat
Gutierrez
Lamb Jeffrey Strategic Advisor Pegasus Capital Advisors
Langdrik Amera N/A Enubuj Community (RMI)
Langdrik Nedi N/A Enubuj Community (RMI)
Langdrik Etlina N/A Enubuj Community (RMI)
Langdrik Nevi N/A Enubuj Community (RMI)
Langdrik Emily N/A Enubuj Community (RMI)
Langdrik Ballon N/A Enubuj Community (RMI)
Lanwi Gery Project Site Coordinator UNDP- ACWA project (FP112)
Lata Mohini N/A Unknown
Lautiej Shalmer N/A RMI
Lechtape Charlotte Client Liaison and Business Glz
Luise Development (AGE) Portfolio
Manager
Lee Grace Eunhye  Economic and Financial GCF Secretariat
Specialist
Liao Xiawei Co-Task Team Leader World Bank
Loppé Elodie Associate Manager, Donor Co- European Bank for Reconstruction
Financing and Development (EBRD)
Louati Jamel Director of Environment and Ministry of Economy and Planning
Climate Change (Tunisia)
Maddison Marie Advisor Women United Together Marshall
Islands (WUTMI)
Madieke Cissé Director DPGI (Senegal)
Maharaj Uknown N/A Republic of Fiji
Mahmadulloev  Habibullo Climate Change Specialist State Agency for Hydrometeorology
(Tajikistan)
Majumder Sourav Chief Infrastructure Delivery Water Authority (Republic of Fiji)
Officer
Malika Kasymova Analyst EBRD
Malobela Anitha Project Accountant Environment Investment Foundation
Mannix Patrick Project Manager for GCF World Bank
FP066-PREP II project
Marquez Veronica Former Division of Mitigation GCF Secretariat
Galmez and Adaptation (DMA) Staff
Masylkanova Kunduz Senior Agriculture and Food GCF Secretariat

Security Specialist
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McFadzien Diane Regional Manager GCF Secretariat
Messruga Christopher Unknown EnDev
Mezghani Chokri Director General Ministry of Environment (Tunisia)
Middleton Angus Executive Director Namibia Nature Foundation
Millet Andrew Chief Executive Officer Public Utilities Regulatory
Commission (Grenada)
Milne Lani GCF Readiness Coordinator Ministry of Environment (RMI)
Mokgatle Kgmotso The Towards an Inclusive Environment Investment Fund of
Design of the Renewable Energy  Namibia (EIF)
Transition (TIDRET) Project
Support Officer
Moses Anjetob N/A RMI
Muetilefu Irene N/A Omkhaibasen Cooperative (Namibia)
Muhammad Ismatov Director of Project State Agency for Hydrometeorology
Implementation Unit (PIU), (Tajikistan)
Water Resource Management in
Pyang River Basin (WRMPRB)
Mukhtar Elwathig Assistant FAO Representative FAO
for Programme
Mukuture Kao Project Accountant EIF
Munsu Vasco Chief Environmental Health Ministry of Health and Social
Practitioner Services (Namibia)
Murodov Turakul Head of Project Implementation ~ Committee for Environmental
Group and NDA Secretariat Protection under the Government
(Tajikistan)
Muteyauli Petrus Deputy Director: Designated Ministry of Environment, Forestry
National Authorities Namibia and Tourism (Namibia)
Muzaffar Shodmonov Deputy Director PIU WRM PRB  State Agency for Hydrometeorology
(Tajikistan)
Muzafforov Mahriddin M&E Specialist, PIU WRM State Agency for Hydrometeorology
PRB (Tajikistan)
Myazoe James Project Management Unit Ministry of Public Works,
Manager Infrastructure & Utilities (RMI)
Nabiev Dalejon Agronomist WFP
Nabil Aloussi Chief Engineer, Director of the Ministry of Agriculture, Maritime
Mohamed Hydro-Agricultural Fisheries, Rural Development, and
Development Project for the Water and Forests (Morocco)
Preservation of the Saiss Plain
Naivela Salome Readiness Coordinator EIF
Nakashona Nathalia Senior Scientist Ministry of Environment, Forestry
and Tourism (Nambia)
Nanhonga Indileni Manager, Research and Product ~ Agribank Namibia
Development
Narib Jefta Area Representative, Area 2 Haub Conservancy (Namibia)
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MEFT
Nashandi Margaret M&E Manager EIF
Ndiaye Papa Ncook N/A National Agency of Civil Aviation
and Meteorology (ANACIM)
(Senegal)
Ndiaye Ousmane Human Resources Manager APIX (Senegal)
Ndione Basile Monitoring and Evaluation Centre de Suivi Ecologique (CSE)
Specialist (Senegal)
Ned Jina N/A Enubuj Community (RMI)
Neguisse Seblewongel Gender and Social Specialist, GCF Secretariat
Office of Sustainability and
Inclusion (OSI)
Nenam Robert City Clerk Kwajalein Atoll Local Government
(RMI)
Neshuku Leslie GCF Accountant Young EIF
Professional (intern)
Ngalane Mamour Sustainable Development Réseau Africain pour le
Specialist and Project Développement Intégré: (ONG
Coordinator RADI) (Senegal)
Ngaujake Patrick Environmentalist EIF
Note Danyia Executive Director WUTMI
Olofinskaya Natalia Regional Technical Specialist UNDP
for Adaptation
Petrus Erich-Dennis Deputy Director, Project Ministry of Agriculture, Water, and
Director Land Reform (Namibia)
Phillip William N/A Enubuj Community (RMI)
Prasad Unesh N/A N/A
Prasad Vishal Scientific Officer Ministry of Infrastructure and
Transport (Republic of Fiji)
Puamau Belvina Project Officer ADB
Rabine Samantha Regional Officer GCF Secretariat
Rahimov Rustam Environment Specialist Center for Implementation of
Investment Project (Tajikistan)
Rahmatilloev Foteh Engineer WFP
Ramkhelawan Deryck Senior Environmental Health Ministry of Health (Grenada)

Officer / Climate Change Focal

Point

Rao Sachida Anand  Chair Unknown

Rejeb Haithem Project Management Officer, Sahara and Sahel Observatory
Hydraulics & Environmental
Engineer

Robert Isidore Director National Disaster Management

Office (NDMO) (RMI)
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Rokhaya Sall Ndeye Assistante technique Finance Ministry of Environment and
climatique Sustainable Development (Senegal)
Rooinasie Maria N/A Omkhaibasen Cooperative (Namibia)
Safarov Ilhom Programme Policy Officer WFP
Safouane Nacif Programme Lead Global Green Growth Institute
(GGGI)
Saidov Firuz National Consultant, PIU WRM  State Agency for Hydrometeorology
PRB (Tajikistan)
Salah Aya Programme Policy Officer WFP
Samuel Clarence Director Ministry of Environment (RMI)
Santiago Avriston Civil Engineer Kwajalein Atoll Development
Authority (RMI)
SARR Makhfousse Assistant au Représentantde la ~ FAO

FAO au Sénégal, Chargé de
projet / Programme Officer,/
Assistant to the Representative

Saunders Angela Head of Sub-Office at International Organization for
International Organization for Migration
Migration in RMI
Senikuta Alisi Community Engagement Officer ~ Water Authority (Republic of Fiji)
Seres Stephen Climate Impact Specialist GCF Secretariat
Seye El Hadji Ballé  Project Coordinator CSE (Senegal)
Shah Sharipov Pastoral/Livestock Specialist Center for Implementation of
Investment Project (Tajikistan)
Shalumbu Bernadette Manager, Programming and EIF
Programmes
Shilomboleni Sakeus ESS Officer EIF
Shimini Eddie Environmental & Social Namibia Nature Foundation
Safeguards (trainee)
Shivute Tega Technical Advisor and Climate Namibia Nature Foundation
Focal Point
Shgarin Belal Director of Climate Change Ministry of Environment (Jordan)
Directorate
Sigavou lliesa Scientific Officer Ministry of Infrastructure and
Transport (Republic of Fiji)
Sikongo Olavi GCF Project Accountant EIF
Silbert Rachel Climate Finance Officer FAO
Simwanza Eugene Agricultural Technician, North Ministry of Agriculture, Water and
and Central Regions Land Reform (Namibia)
Smith Louis Partner, Operator Green Aloe Agriculture Technologies
Schemes — Warmquelle &
Khowarib
Smith Terrence General Manager (Ag) National Water and Sewerage
Authority (Grenada)
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Swartz Jenevieve Manager, SME Bank Windhoek (Namibia)
Taishi Yusuke Senior Technical Advisor, UNDP
Climate Change Adaptation
Talbaoui Med Unknown ATHO
Tamanikaiyaroi  Setaita Manager Climate & Eco Finance Fiji Development Bank
Tarbwillin Malie Assistant Secretary Ministry of Finance (RMI)
Thibon Thomas Senior Technical Expert IFAD
Thomas Uuyuni Manager, Credit Agribank Namibia
Touzi Sarra Senior Water & Climate Global Water Partnership
Resilience Specialist
Tsaeb Jacob Caretaker of the Garden Haub Conservancy (Namibia)
Tsvetkova Maria Head of Programme WFP
Uchams Imelda Treasurer Haub Conservancy (Namibia)
Uiseb Ben Senior Headman of Erongo Omkhaibasen Cooperative (Namibia)
Communal Area
Uises Monica Treasurer Omkhaibasen Cooperative (Namibia)
Unknown Gabriel Unknown Ministry of Environment and
Sustainable Development (Senegal)
Unknown Unknown Monitoring and Evaluation La Banque Agricole (Senegal)
Specialist
Unknown Lakang N/A RMI
Unknown Unknown Director Center for Implementation of
Investment Project (Tajikistan)
Unknown Unknown N/A EBRD
Unknown Selma Unknown Ministry of Environment, Forestry
and Tourism (Namibia)
Unknown Josephina Unknown Ministry of Environment, Forestry
and Tourism (Namibia)
Usmanova Gulchehra Programme Assistant WFP
Valemei Joeli Principle Scientific Officer Ministry of Infrastructure and
Transport (Republic of Fiji)
Valiyev Isbandiyar Resource Mobilization Officer International Center for Agriculture
Research in the Dry Areas:
Consortium of International
Agriculture Research Centers
(ICARDA, CGIAR)
Velasquez German DMA Director GCF Secretariat
(Jerry)
Von Solms Dian Treasury Sales and Bank Windhoek (Namibia)
Sustainability
Wadi Unknown Unknown Unknown
Wang Qing Co-Task Team Leader World Bank

©IEU | 107



Independent Evaluation of the GCF's Result Area "Health and Wellbeing, and Food and Water Security” (HWFW)
Final report - Chapter 7

LAST NAME FIRST NAME POSITION/TITLE AFFILIATION

Ward Aiko Data Management Specialist GCF Secretariat

Ward Fiona WASH Specialist United Nations Children’s Fund
(UNICEF)

Wegerdt Johanna Climate Change and Health WHO

White Ivan Project Portfolio Management GCF Secretariat

Specialist

Wiefel Holger N/A EBRD

Zackious Thomas Project Manager United Nations Environment
Programme (UNEP)

Zara Fatima Project Manager ICARDA, CGIAR

Note: Due to legal and ethical considerations, we are not permitted to identify or list any agencies who have
applied for but not yet received accreditation. These agencies are therefore not listed.
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