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INTRODUCTION 

1. This synthesis report establishes an important evidence base on the Green Climate Fund’s 

(GCF) performance, to inform its Third Performance Review (TPR). In response to the 

evaluation questions introduced in the TPR approach paper, this report identifies what the evidence 

already shows, where the evidence is strong, and where gaps remain that the TPR may address 

through further data collection and analysis. This synthesis report also follows the five key areas of 

inquiry of the TPR, guided by their associated five key questions (see Table 1). 

Table 1. Key areas and questions 

KEY AREA KEY QUESTION 

 The GCF as an institution in the 

multilateral system 

EQ1: What are the roles, comparative advantages and areas of 

leadership of the GCF in an evolving climate finance landscape, and 

how is the GCF leveraging those advantages? 

 The GCF as an organization 
EQ2: To what extent have GCF policies, strategies and operational 

processes been effectively and efficiently implemented to achieve 

the Fund’s mandate and address countries’ climate finance needs? 

 The GCF as a funding agency 
EQ3: How well has the GCF performed as a funding agency, from 

the perspective of developing country stakeholders and accredited 

entities? 

 Implementation and delivery 
EQ4: How well has the GCF performed in overseeing project 

implementation and adaptive management? 

 Results and paradigm shift 
EQ5: What are the results of GCF-funded activities to date, and how 

transformative and sustainable are they over the long term? 

 

2. The TPR was approved by the GCF Board. At its fortieth meeting (B.40), in October 2024, the 

Board approved the GCF Independent Evaluation Unit’s (IEU) 2025 work plan and budget, which 

included undertaking the TPR. The approved work plan of the IEU states, 

In 2025, the IEU will initiate the Third Performance Review (TPR) to independently 

assess GCF’s performance during GCF-2 and to inform the third replenishment. The 

performance review will assess GCF’s progress in delivering its mandate as set out in 

the Governing Instrument. The performance review will be informed by a synthesis of 

previous IEU evaluations and global evidence reviews.1 

3. The purpose of the synthesis was to capture existing knowledge across all evaluation questions and 

subquestions (as established in the TPR approach paper2), establishing the state-of-the-evidence on 

the GCF’s performance. In doing so, the synthesis assessed what is already known on the GCF’s 

performance, where there is already substantial evidence, and where there are knowledge gaps that 

the TPR will need to address through further primary and secondary data collection and analysis. 

This synthesis study was an early substantive product of the TPR, intended to inform the final report 

 
1 Document GCF/B.40/14 titled “Independent Evaluation Unit 2025 work plan and budget and update of its three-year 

rolling objectives”, https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b40-14. 
2 Independent Evaluation Unit, Third Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund: Approach Paper. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b40-14
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of the TPR and its findings and recommendations. As such, this report does not constitute the final 

findings of the review. 

4. The synthesis study was a desk-based exercise, bounded primarily by GCF documents produced 

during the GCF’s second replenishment period (GCF-2; 2024–2027). These include IEU-led 

evaluation reports and other related studies and outputs (such as evidence reviews, learning papers, 

working papers and special studies), as well as key documents of the GCF Secretariat, Board and 

other independent units published in the period from B.38 (the first Board meeting of GCF-2) 

through to B.42. A few documents from GCF-1 were also used, primarily to inform the framing and 

narrative. A separate external literature review complemented the synthesis of GCF-produced 

documents. The literature was used to inform a separate study covering IEU’s foresight on climate 

finance. The foresight study was carried out within the framework of the TPR, as a complement to 

the synthesis, and is available on the IEU website. 

5. The synthesis used a methodological framework of thematic, narrative analysis, coding evidence to 

the evaluation questions using both deductive and inductive approaches. Doing so allowed new 

interpretations and narratives to emerge, beyond simply aggregating findings and evidence. In total, 

the evaluation team reviewed nearly 130 documents based on their relevance, usefulness and 

reliability/bias. The evaluation team also used this critical review to assess the strength of evidence 

based on the sources, prevalence and timing of the evidence. 

6. Throughout the report, the strength of evidence for each bolded key insight is indicated by symbols: 

+++ indicates an insight (i) supported by IEU-led evaluation(s), (ii) that may also be supported by 

other GCF sources, and (iii) that is based on evidence that is current or is not substantially outdated 

(e.g. superseded by another policy or development); ++ indicates an insight supported by multiple 

GCF sources and based on evidence that is current or not substantially outdated; and + indicates an 

insight supported by a single GCF source or based on evidence that may be substantially outdated. 

7. The report is presented in five sections, reflective of the study’s evaluation questions, along with this 

introduction and a conclusion. The introduction explains the TPR mandate, describes the evidence 

base for the synthesis, and outlines the methodological framework used to code and assess the 

evidence. Section 1 examines the GCF’s role in the multilateral climate finance system. Section 2 

reviews the GCF as an organization, including its strategies, policies, governance and institutional 

reforms. Section 3 analyses how countries and accredited entities (AEs) use the GCF’s support. 

Section 4 evaluates implementation and delivery. Section 5 discusses results to date and the Fund’s 

contribution to paradigm shift. The conclusion provides final remarks, focusing on the implications 

of insights from the synthesis for the GCF TPR. 

Overall, this synthesis report finds that the GCF has expanded its policy frameworks, support instruments 

and institutional reforms, and is beginning to strengthen access, delivery and oversight across its portfolio. 

These improvements include clearer strategic plans, updated results and risk systems, more structured 

readiness and project preparation tools, streamlined processes, and early progress under the Strategic Plan 

for the Green Climate Fund 2024–2027. At the same time, the GCF’s persistent operational and monitoring 

gaps limit its ability to fully leverage these reforms. Countries and AEs continue to have uneven capacity, 

complex and resource-intensive procedures, and challenges in coordinating across national actors and 

climate finance partners. Implementation delays remain common, and systems for results measurement, 

learning and adaptive management are still maturing. Evidence of the GCF’s impact is emerging but 

remains incomplete due to early project life cycles and gaps in monitoring and evaluation. For these 

reasons, the GCF’s contribution to large-scale, durable, systemic change – its intended paradigm shift – 

remains at an early stage. Several knowledge gaps identified here will require further investigation in the 

full TPR. 
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1. THE GCF AS AN INSTITUTION IN THE 

MULTILATERAL SYSTEM 

8. The purpose of this section is to assess the GCF’s role in climate finance and how it responds to 

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) guidance while promoting 

complementarity and coherence. The section first examines the GCF’s position and role in global 

climate finance (EQ1.1), reviewing its mandate, institutional approach, financial instruments and 

partnership model. It then looks at the GCF’s responsiveness to UNFCCC guidance (EQ1.2), 

assessing how directions from the Conference of the Parties (COP) have shaped its strategic plans, 

programming priorities, and updates to the investment framework (IF). The section concludes with 

complementarity and coherence (EQ1.3), evaluating how effectively the GCF coordinates with 

multilateral funds, multilateral development banks (MDBs), development finance institutions, 

national institutions and country platforms. 

This section finds that the GCF plays a central role in climate finance as a UNFCCC operating entity with a 

broad toolkit and a mandate for country-driven engagement. It has incorporated COP guidance by 

strengthening support for vulnerable countries and supporting direct access entities (DAEs), and it has 

revised readiness and investment processes. The GCF’s persistent operational gaps include uneven 

engagement with and support for country-level partnerships, limited systematic engagement with MDBs 

and development finance institutions, and difficulties in institutionalizing country platforms for 

harmonizing approaches among country institutions and climate finance partners. 

 

A. LOCATING THE GCF’S POSITION AND ROLE IN GLOBAL CLIMATE 

FINANCE (EQ1.1) 

9. The GCF holds a unique mandate as the world’s largest dedicated climate fund (++). The GCF 

continues to play a central role in the global climate finance architecture as the largest dedicated 

fund under the UNFCCC and Paris Agreement. It has operationalized its mandate to support 

developing countries in achieving low-emission and climate-resilient development through a 

country-driven approach, direct access modalities and a diverse set of financial instruments.3 The 

GCF’s positioning has been reinforced by its governance structure, which ensures balanced 

representation of developed and developing countries. Its positioning, structure and approach enable 

the GCF to act as a trusted intermediary in global climate finance, enhancing its legitimacy and 

appeal to both donor and recipient countries.4 

10. The GCF seeks a country-driven approach and country-led coordination. The GCF has supported 

countries in aligning climate finance with national development plans, nationally determined 

contributions (NDCs), national adaptation plans (NAPs) and long-term strategies (LTS), while also 

facilitating engagement with bilateral and multilateral partners.5 The Board’s work plan and 

decisions, including those from B.39, emphasize the importance of enhancing country ownership 

 
3 Green Climate Fund, “GCF: Catalysing Finance for Climate Solutions”; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent 

Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and Well-Being, and Food and Water Security” (HWFW). 
4 Green Climate Fund, Governing Instrument for the Green Climate Fund. 
5 Green Climate Fund, “Country Platforms for Climate Finance: Overview of GCF’s Approach, Available Support and 

Impact.” 
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and coherence in programming, improving complementarity and reducing fragmentation in the 

climate finance landscape.6 The GCF has recently expanded its approach to country ownership to 

embed strengthening of country platforms into its broader programming strategy.7 

11. To support a country-driven approach, the GCF has offered a more strategic and flexible Readiness 

and Preparatory Support Programme (RPSP) than the programme’s previous iteration. The GCF’s 

new Readiness Strategy and RPSP offer financial and technical support for establishing or 

strengthening country platforms. These mechanisms fund the development of coordination 

frameworks as well as supporting activities such as stakeholder mapping, institutional diagnostics 

and knowledge-sharing. However, country platforms are a recent innovation that have yet to 

demonstrate their effectiveness. They are more mechanisms of coordination than programming 

tools, and have been inconsistently applied thus far.8 Also, the socialization and roll-out of the 

revised RPSP have been slow, and countries remain unclear about what has changed and how to 

apply these changes in practice.9 While the GCF has acknowledged these constraints, evidence of 

systematic and consistent follow-up to clarify and operationalize the revisions remains to be covered 

by the final report of this review. 

12. Accreditation of diverse entities has expanded reach, responsiveness and country ownership.10 

Increases in accreditation of international and subnational institutions have been particularly 

noteworthy. However, as articulated by the Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund 

(2023; subsequently referred to as the 2023 SPR), by 2023 the Fund had not yet fully articulated or 

operationalized a strategic and inclusive partnership approach, at either the global or national 

levels.11 The 2023 SPR also found that as countries shift from policy formulation to complex 

investment planning, the GCF has been exploring how to evolve its partnership role. Yet, without 

corresponding structural and resource alignment, this evolution had not consistently translated into 

deeper impact or stronger synergies across the portfolio and beyond. The GCF has since undergone 

significant change, some of which is documented in the next chapter. This change will also be more 

thoroughly addressed in the final report of the TPR. 

13. Diverse financial instruments and higher-risk investments have been an advantage, but deployment 

has been uneven (+++). The GCF deploys a flexible suite of financial instruments – including 

grants, concessional loans, equity, guarantees and results-based payments – tailored to the specific 

needs and risk profiles of developing countries. It is designed to unlock climate finance by de-

risking investments and supporting innovative solutions that would otherwise struggle to attract 

capital due to perceived risks or limited commercial viability.12 Innovative instruments, such as first-

loss tranches and the use of concessional loans, have played a critical role in attracting private sector 

participation, especially in high-risk contexts.13 This flexibility has enabled the GCF to support a 

range of climate actions, from early-stage innovation to large-scale infrastructure projects, while 

 
6 Document GCF/B.39/19 titled “Decisions of the Board – thirty-ninth meeting of the Board, 15–18 July 2024”, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b39-19. 
7 Green Climate Fund, “Country Platforms for Climate Finance: Overview of GCF’s Approach, Available Support and 

Impact.” 
8 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership. 
9 Evidence was collected for the Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Approach to and Portfolio of 

Climate Information and Early Warning System (CIEWS) Interventions (subsequently referred to as the 2025 CIEWS 

Evaluation). The final evaluation report is scheduled to be presented to the GCF Board at B.44, in March 2026. Once 

published, the report will be available at https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/ciews2025. 
10 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector Portfolio and 

Approach; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory Support 

Programme. 
11 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund. 
12 Green Climate Fund, “GCF: Catalysing Finance for Climate Solutions.” 
13 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of Green Climate Fund’s Investment Framework. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b39-19
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/ciews2025
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also enabling it to take on higher-risk positions. The IEU-led Independent Evaluation of the Green 

Climate Fund’s Investment Framework (2023; subsequently referred to as the 2023 IF Evaluation) 

noted that deployment of these innovative financial instruments has been limited and uneven, 

highlighting the need for clearer articulation of the GCF’s risk appetite in its IF, improved internal 

coordination, and more consistent use of financial instruments to fully realize the Fund’s catalytic 

potential.14 

B. RESPONSIVENESS TO UNFCCC GUIDANCE (EQ1.2) 

14. The GCF has been generally responsive to COP guidance (+++). As an operating entity of the 

UNFCCC’s financial mechanism, the GCF is mandated to do so. The GCF has actively responded to 

COP guidance on programming priorities through updates to its strategic plan and investment 

criteria. Decisions B.39/14, B.41/09 and B.42/12 incorporated guidance from COP29 and COP30, 

leading to refinements in the GCF’s programming priorities. The GCF’s thirteenth report to the COP 

emphasized the GCF’s increased support for adaptation and mitigation in least developed countries 

(LDCs), small island developing States (SIDS) and African States, while also highlighting efforts to 

promote country-driven programming and improve access for DAEs.15 Following COP29, decision 

B.42/12 approved the GCF’s fourteenth report to the COP, which outlined how the Fund had 

incorporated COP guidance into its operations, including establishing a regional presence, 

increasing support for vulnerable countries, and aligning investments more closely with the goals of 

the Paris Agreement.16 

15. Strengthening regional engagement and access has become an area of growing focus for both the 

UNFCCC and the GCF. Under the UNFCCC, country‑driven approaches remain central to ensuring 

that climate finance reflects developing country priorities, as articulated in the GCF’s Governing 

Instrument. Following COP29, the GCF Board advanced several institutional measures to enhance 

regionalization and country engagement, including updating the no‑objection procedure and 

initiating a refresh of the country‑ownership guidelines (decision B.41/02), establishing a regional 

presence (decision B.41/10), and adopting the terms of reference to operationalize regional offices 

through a host‑country selection process (decision B.42/14). Examples of follow-up GCF action 

include the following: 

• The IEU-led Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory Support 

Programme (2023; subsequently referred to as the 2023 RPSP Evaluation) found the 

Programme to have been beneficial in enabling countries to prepare for strategic programming, 

identify priority sectors, convene stakeholders, build institutional capacities and enable access 

to GCF resources.17 The recently revised Readiness Strategy and RPSP introduced a structured, 

multistage approach, expanded support to financial institutions, and aligned RPSP activities 

more closely with national climate strategies. 

• In line with COP28 guidance (FCCC/CP/2023/8 and Add.1) and responding to the 2023 IF 

Evaluation, the GCF Board adopted decision B.39/17, noting recommendations and requested 

 
14 Ibid. 
15 Document GCF/B.39/14 titled “Thirteenth Report of the Green Climate Fund to the Conference of the Parties to the 

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change”, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/12b-thirteenth-report-gcf-cop-unfccc-gcf-b39-14.pdf. 
16 Document GCF/B.42/09 titled “Fourteenth Report of the Green Climate Fund to the Conference of the Parties to the 

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change”, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/13-fourteenth-report-gcf-cop-unfccc-gcf-b42-09.pdf. 
17 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/12b-thirteenth-report-gcf-cop-unfccc-gcf-b39-14.pdf
https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/13-fourteenth-report-gcf-cop-unfccc-gcf-b42-09.pdf
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follow-up by the Investment Committee to enhance the transparency, effectiveness and impact 

of the IF.18 These updates aim to ensure that project selection and funding decisions more 

effectively reflect UNFCCC priorities, including support for country-driven programming, 

improved access for DAEs and enhanced impact measurement. 

16. There is scope for the GCF to go further in operationalizing COP guidance in several aspects (+++). 

The IEU-led Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector Portfolio and 

Approach (2023; subsequently referred to as the 2023 ES Evaluation) found that the Fund has made 

efforts to reflect COP priorities, particularly in scaling up adaptation finance and supporting DAEs, 

while noting gaps regarding transition principles and integrating those principles into strategies and 

outcome measures.19 The 2023 IF Evaluation similarly observed that COP guidance informs the 

Fund’s strategic objectives, but systematic integration into project-level decision-making is weak. 

The GCF’s continued challenges with slow disbursement of committed funds are misaligned with 

the UNFCCC’s call for predictable and accessible climate finance, as noted in the fourteenth report 

to the COP.20 

17. The IEU-led Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Indigenous Peoples (2024; 

subsequently referred to as the 2024 IP Evaluation) found that COP27 urged the GCF Board to 

“continue incorporating indigenous peoples’ and local communities’ interests, 

perspectives, knowledge and climate priorities into its decision -making, including 

through its indigenous peoples policy and the recommendations of the Indigenous 

Peoples Advisory Group … as well as through continued engagement with, inter alia, the 

[Local Communities and Indigenous Peoples Platform Facilitative Working Group ] and 

the International Indigenous Peoples’ Forum on Climate Change.” 21 

18. This is still to be fully operationalized, and respective guidance on this to AEs and stakeholders is 

very limited. 

C. COMPLEMENTARITY AND COHERENCE (EQ1.3) 

19. Reporting on complementarity and coherence shows moderate progress in operationalizing 

coordination (++). The GCF’s mandate includes ensuring its operations complement other climate 

finance institutions and align with national priorities. The Fund pursues this with guidance from its 

Operational Framework for Complementarity and Coherence, adopted under decision B.17/04, 

focusing on collaboration with international, national and subnational actors, including public and 

private institutions.22 This framework provides a blueprint for GCF engagement with other 

multilateral climate funds, such as the Adaptation Fund, Climate Investment Funds and Global 

Environment Facility, to avoid duplication and maximize impact. 

20. The GCF has made substantial efforts to improve multilateral complementarity and coherence, but 

impact had been limited, as of 2023.23 The GCF has engaged with institutions such as the Global 

 
18 United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, “FCCC/CP/2023/2/Add.1−FCCC/PA/CMA/2023/8/Add.1: 

Report of the Standing Committee on Finance: Addendum - Executive Summary of the Report on the Doubling of 

Adaptation Finance.” 
19 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector Portfolio and 

Approach. 
20 GCF/B.42/09. 
21 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Approach to Indigenous Peoples. 
22 Green Climate Fund, Operational Framework on Complementarity and Coherence. 
23 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund. 
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Environment Facility and Adaptation Fund, pursuing joint programming and harmonizing 

accreditation processes. Jointly with the Adaptation Fund, Climate Investment Funds and Global 

Environment Facility, the GCF developed the Multilateral Climate Funds Action Plan on 

Complementarity and Coherence, a strategic document that outlines joint efforts by the funds. These 

include a harmonization of procedures and streamlined access to funding, intended to reduce 

fragmentation in climate finance delivery and maximize impact.24 

21. While a single joint multilateral climate fund tracker does not exist, monitoring and coordination are 

conducted through the following means, with progress made in 2024 and 2025: annual progress 

reports of each of the vertical funds and of the Secretariats; a recent Multilateral Climate Funds 

Joint Results Report; and a new Climate Project Explorer launched at COP29. Broader engagement 

with MDBs, development finance institutions and other climate finance actors remained modest and 

evolving. At the country level, GCF-funded activities generally aligned with national priorities, but 

structured collaboration among stakeholders such as national designated authorities (NDAs), AEs 

and delivery partners was suboptimal. 

22. At the country and project levels, challenges to complementarity and coherence persist (++). One of 

the Fund’s key strategies is the use of country programming and country platforms to enable 

alignment with national climate priorities such as NDCs and NAPs. Such approaches had only 

partially accomplished this by 2023. For instance, the 2023 ES Evaluation found that overlaps in 

project scopes and limited engagement among implementing entities hindered full 

complementarity.25 Similarly, the 2023 IF Evaluation noted that the lack of systematic coordination 

among national stakeholders and international partners often resulted in inefficiencies. As well, the 

GCF is the largest funder of the climate information and early warning systems (CIEWS) initiative 

Early Warning for All. The initiative is built on “four pillars” led by the United Nations Office for 

Disaster Risk Reduction, the World Meteorological Organization, the International 

Telecommunication Union, and the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent 

Societies. Here, the collaboration has been found to be in need of a comprehensive vision and 

structure, with limited technical advances visible to date.26 

 

 
24 Decision B.39/15. 
25 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector Portfolio and 

Approach. 
26 Evidence was collected for the 2025 CIEWS Evaluation. The final evaluation report is scheduled to be presented to the 

GCF Board at B.44 in March 2026. Once published, the report will be available at 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/ciews2025. 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/ciews2025
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2. THE GCF AS AN ORGANIZATION 

23. This section assesses the GCF as an organization – its strategies and policies, results management 

systems, structure and staffing, and early progress under the Strategic Plan for the Green Climate 

Fund 2024–2027 (USP-2). It first reviews the GCF’s strategies and policies (EQ2.1), examining the 

initial strategic plan and successive updated strategic plans (USPs), the main strategy and policy 

frameworks – including the investment, results management, monitoring and accountability, 

accreditation, risk, gender, environmental and social safeguards (ESS) and Indigenous Peoples 

frameworks – and recent updates and new strategies under GCF-2. It then looks at the GCF’s results 

management systems and processes, assessing the evolution from a previous results architecture to 

the integrated results management framework (IRMF) for funded projects and the development of 

the revised readiness results management framework (RRMF). Next, it examines the GCF’s 

organizational structure and staffing (EQ2.1 and EQ2.2), summarizing key governance and 

management challenges identified by the 2023 SPR and IEU-led evaluations, the reforms launched 

under the “50by30” agenda, and the decision to establish a regional presence. Finally, it reviews the 

GCF’s performance progress on USP-2 (EQ2.3 and EQ2.4), drawing on annual portfolio 

performance reports (APPR) and Board reporting to establish a baseline at the end of the Updated 

Strategic Plan for the Green Climate Fund 2020–2023 (USP-1) and track initial movement against 

USP-2 implementation pillars. 

24. At the close of GCF-1, the Fund was “at a crossroads in its strategic development”,27 facing both 

threats and opportunities. Near the end of the first replenishment phase, the 2023 SPR characterized 

the GCF as an evolving and maturing organization (+++). The Fund demonstrated a functional 

operating model largely aligned to its Governing Instrument. It was found to be institutionalizing 

policies and processes, growing from its initial resource mobilization (IRM), building up its 

portfolio of programmes and projects, and signalling some improvements in process efficiency. At 

the same time, the 2023 SPR drew attention to tensions and gaps spanning strategic and operational 

dimensions. Without attention, the 2023 SPR contended, these vulnerabilities could threaten the 

reputation and impact of the GCF.28 

Overall, the section finds that the GCF has strengthened its strategic and policy framework. It now has 

USPs; revised frameworks for investment, results management, monitoring and accountability, 

accreditation, and risk; and new guidance for cross-cutting policies. The Fund has launched major 

institutional reforms under USP-2, including process streamlining, organizational restructuring and steps 

towards establishing a regional presence. At the same time, the GCF continues to face weaknesses. Policy 

coherence remains uneven because many frameworks evolved separately and without cross-referencing. 

Results management challenges persist due to inconsistent reporting, transitional issues between the results 

management architecture and IRMF, and gaps in the readiness results system. Governance and staffing 

constraints continue to affect the GCF’s decision-making, delegation and workload. Implementation of 

gender, ESS and Indigenous Peoples policies is still largely procedural, with varied quality and limited 

capacity to apply them consistently across the portfolio. 

 
27 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund, xviii. 
28 Ibid. 
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A. STRATEGIES AND POLICIES 

1. STRATEGIC PLANS AND GUIDANCE (EQ2.1) 

25. Three strategic plans have guided the GCF through its three replenishment periods, elaborating the 

long-term vision in the Governing Instrument (+++). The GCF’s IRM began in 2016 under the 

Fund’s initial strategic plan.29 The first USP, USP-1, published in 2020, set out strategies and 

operational priorities for GCF-1.30 The second USP, USP-2, set out strategies and operational 

priorities for GCF-2.31 

26. Updating the strategic plan for the 2024–2027 period (i.e. USP-2) has been broadly consultative, 

with a diverse range of stakeholder visions (++). Starting in 2022, USP-2 preparation used annual 

reports to the Board; the 2023 SPR and related documents; an open call for submissions; 

consultations with observers, NDAs and AEs; Board discussions; and replenishment dialogues.32 

Contested stakeholder visions for the GCF and the need for negotiation and compromise have 

contributed to making the GCF’s strategies uneven, unfocused and/or incomplete.33 

27. USP-2 responds to feedback calling for greater specificity and higher ambition, improving on its 

predecessor strategy in several ways (++): 

• The USP-2 marks the first time that the GCF advanced explicit climate and programming 

targets, with a heightened focus on “just transitions”, stronger support to micro-, small- and 

medium-sized enterprises (MSMEs), and a deeper focus on social inclusion and locally led 

adaptation. 

• USP-2 reframed the GCF RPSP as a programmatic, multi-year capacity-strengthening initiative 

to support NDC, NAP and LTS implementation, investment planning, faster access and 

stronger DAE engagement.34 

• On GCF operations, USP-2 signals a commitment to reduce bureaucracy, increase 

predictability, clarify communications, and make GCF programmes, processes and policies 

more coherent with those of AEs and other climate actors. In addition, USP-2 sets out a 

commitment to strengthen accreditation and alternative access pathways (notably the project-

specific approvals agreement for the project-specific assessment approach [PSAA]), and other 

means to increase DAE participation in the GCF’s AE partner network.35 

• USP-2 signals a commitment to address known shortcomings in relation to the following: 

− Governance and risk management – including greater attention towards gender balance, 

diversity and inclusion; role delineations, process efficiencies and internal controls; and 

nurturing a supportive culture. 

− Policies and safeguards – establishing policy standards and shifting focus towards 

reviewing, improving and retiring superseded policy mandates, as well as further 

mainstreaming gender and advancing practices on ESS. 

 
29 Green Climate Fund, Initial Strategic Plan for the GCF. 
30 Green Climate Fund, Updated Strategic Plan for the Green Climate Fund: 2020–2023. 
31 Green Climate Fund, Strategic Plan for the Green Climate Fund 2024–2027. 
32 Green Climate Fund, “Review & Update of the GCF Strategic Plan 2024–2027: Deep Dive Onboarding Session for 

GRULAC Board Members.” 
33 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund, 20. 
34 Green Climate Fund, Strategic Plan for the Green Climate Fund 2024–2027, 4, 7. 
35 Ibid., 8–10. 
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− Results, knowledge and learning – improved alignment with the IRMF, reporting of actual 

results, subproject-level reporting, capturing co-benefits, stakeholder engagement, 

structured learning loops, and continuing recognition/utilization of data systems and of 

independent evaluation. 

− Organizational capacity and profile – multi-annual budgeting; improved outreach; 

benchmarked administrative costs; and an updated, principles-based human resources 

(HR) framework.36 

2. STRATEGY AND POLICY FRAMEWORKS (EQ2.1) 

28. As GCF strategy has evolved, so too have the accompanying frameworks (+++). The IF, 

RMF/IRMF, monitoring and accountability framework (MAF), and the accreditation framework 

form part of a larger suite of GCF frameworks that reflect GCF strategy and policy, including the 

USP-2.37 Recommendations stemming from reviews and evaluations of these frameworks are 

incorporated in the organizational reforms of USP-2. 

• An updated IF (approved by decision B.37/20) removes co-financing requirements as a 

criterion, sets a clear target to increase Private Sector Facility (PSF) funding, sharpens results 

expectations for readiness programming, and formalizes the Board’s commitment to geographic 

equity in the allocation of resources.38 The new IF still focuses more on investing across 

countries, sectors, result areas (RAs) and through AEs than on guiding the GCF’s higher 

ambitions of paradigm shift and acceleration of national responses to climate change.39 

• The basis for reporting on how the GCF’s investments contribute to its overall objectives was 

originally the mitigation and adaptation performance measurement frameworks (PMF) and the 

initial results management framework (RMF). At B.29, the Board adopted the IRMF to 

integrate and supersede those earlier frameworks and to align results reporting more closely 

with the initial IF. During GCF-1, the incomplete alignment between strategic planning and 

evolving results architecture, together with the transition from RMF/PMF to IRMF, contributed 

to monitoring and reporting challenges.40 However, the IRMF introduced a unified set of core 

and supplementary indicators, which made possible more systematic, though limited, 

aggregation of project data across the portfolio for mitigation and adaptation reporting. 

Adherence to the IRMF under USP-2 is expected to be more intensive. 

• The updated MAF addresses compliance with accreditation standards and project 

implementation monitoring. The framework had not been adjusted since its formulation in 

2015. A major update adopted in decision B.42/13 (July 2025) replaced fixed re-accreditation 

cycles with self-assessments every five years and strengthened monitoring and reporting of 

multi-country activities. It moved beyond compliance reporting to include participatory 

monitoring approaches focused on learning and introduced risk-based random checks. The 

 
36 Ibid., 13–14. 
37 As of 2023, the suite of GCF policy frameworks also included the project approvals process, results and monitoring and 

evaluation framework, the business model and allocation framework (housing the USP). 
38 Document GCF/B.37/22 titled “Update of the initial investment framework: allocation parameters and portfolio targets 

for 2024–2027” 1–4, https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b37-22; document GCF/B.27/22 titled “Decisions of 

the Board – twenty‑seventh meeting of the Board, 9–13 November 2020”, 10, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b27-22; document GCF/B.07/11 titled “Decisions of the Board – Seventh 

Meeting of the Board, 18–21 May 2014”, 61–63, https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b07-11. 
39 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of Green Climate Fund’s Investment Framework, 55–59; 

Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership, 18. 
40 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund, 20; Independent Evaluation Unit, 

Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and Well-Being, and Food and Water Security” (HWFW), 25. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b37-22
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b27-22
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b07-11
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updated MAF aligns with the newly adjusted and revised accreditation framework and 

Readiness Strategy and supports country access to resources under USP-2.41 

• The risk management framework sets out the GCF’s approach to managing risk at the 

institutional and investment levels. GCF-1 was notable for an inactive risk management 

committee and unclear roles in both in the Secretariat (including among independent units) and 

among AEs, undermining the effectiveness of the previous risk management framework.42 

Additional risk policy adjustments address classification, evaluation, risk appetite, mitigation 

and control, and monitoring and governance.43 The most recent addition to the framework is the 

updated risk appetite statement, adopted at B.40.44 Advancing from its 2017 predecessor, the 

statement sets out financial and non-financial levels of risk that the GCF is willing to 

incorporate into its institutional and programme decision-making.45 As a policy package, the 

risk management framework is set up to provide tools for tracking and adjusting USP-2 

implementation, including at operational and institutional levels.46 At B.42, the Secretariat 

reported that methodologies and tools to support risk-based decision-making and a risk-tolerant 

culture were under development.47 

a. Spotlight on the accreditation framework 

29. The revised accreditation framework has sought to better address expanding operations and 

increased ambition (+++). The accreditation framework sets out requirements and standards to 

enable organizations to implement GCF-funded programmes and projects.48 It responds to the 2023 

SPR and other evaluations that noted competing objectives and a lack of long-term strategic vision 

driving accreditation.49 Further critiques related to the GCF’s heavy reliance on accreditation to 

support its direct access ambitions.50 Shortcomings had also been noted in accreditation design (e.g. 

lack of differentiation to account for varying size and specialty among nominated entities) and pace 

(e.g. slow response times of the Fund during the application process).51 

30. IEU analysis showed that the accreditation process, with its intensive and costly supply-driven 

orientation, was unfit to meet the needs of the GCF.52 This came into sharp relief ahead of B.37, 

when operational challenges and bottlenecks – including both already accredited and nominated 

entities competing for the same resources – led the Board to conclude that the accreditation strategy 

was insufficient.53 At B.37, the Board paused accreditation and re-accreditation, with a three-year 

extension on re-accreditations to avoid lapses and free up resources to address the backlog of 

accreditation applicants. Through decision B.37/18, the Board requested that the Secretariat present 

 
41 Document https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b42-04GCF/B.42/04/Add.03 titled “Updated monitoring and 

accountability framework for accredited entities”, 1, https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b42-04-add03. 
42 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund, 20,88–92. 
43 Decisions B.17/11; B.19/04; B.23/06. 
44 Decision B.40/17. 
45 Green Climate Fund, Risk Appetite Statement, 1–3. 
46 See the policies and decisions relevant to the Risk Management Framework at 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/about/policies/risk-management-framework. 
47 Document GCF/B.42/Inf.08 titled “Report on the activities of the Secretariat”, 11, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/05-report-activities-secretariat-gcf-b42-inf08.pdf. 
48 Green Climate Fund, Accreditation Framework, 1. 
49 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund, 50. 
50 Ibid., 51–52; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership, 24–

25. 
51 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund, 53. 
52 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership. 
53 Decision B.34/19. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b42-04
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b42-04-add03
https://www.greenclimate.fund/about/policies/risk-management-framework
https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/05-report-activities-secretariat-gcf-b42-inf08.pdf
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a revised accreditation framework, with structural reforms to simplify and accelerate the process of 

scaling the AE network.54 

31. The revised accreditation framework introduced project-specific due diligence and adjusted 

requirements based on organization type and scale. At B.40 the Secretariat presented a new 

approach, which the Board approved at B.42.55 The approach changes simplified accreditation into 

something akin to a screening (for legal, fiduciary, ESS and gender requirements), with emphasis on 

expanding direct access. The revised accreditation framework is expected to speed up the 

accreditation process by transferring some due diligence functions to project-specific applications. 

Fast-tracking is available for entities already accredited or accredited by similar funds. There is also 

scope to attune accreditation requirements and fee schedules by organization type and scale. While 

implementation of the revised accreditation framework is at a very early stage, the TPR may be 

expected to provide emerging evidence of its effectiveness. 

b. Spotlight on policies related to gender, environmental and social 

safeguards, and Indigenous Peoples 

i. Gender 

32. The GCF requires gender assessments and action plans for all proposals. Although they are a 

requirement, implementation of them has been mostly procedural (+++). Gender mainstreaming at 

the GCF is guided by its updated Gender Policy (2019) and the accompanying Gender Action Plan 

of the GCF 2020–2023, approved at B.24. Together, these instruments establish the Fund’s 

overarching commitment to a gender-responsive approach across all RAs. The Gender Policy sets 

out requirements for AEs to prepare gender assessments and project-level gender action plans 

(GAPs) for every funding proposal (FP); defines roles and responsibilities for the Secretariat, AEs 

and NDAs; and aligns GCF operations with key international frameworks, including the Paris 

Agreement, the UNFCCC GAP, and the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of 

Discrimination against Women. The corporate GAP is a time-bound, organization-wide framework 

that operationalizes these commitments through five priority areas – governance, capacity 

development, resource allocation, operational procedures and knowledge management – and 

includes dedicated indicators and budgets. 

33. Board documents indicate that gender assessments and project-level GAPs are consistently reviewed 

as part of FP appraisals, accreditation and annual performance reporting.56 However, evidence from 

recent IEU-led evaluations shows that implementation remains largely procedural and compliance-

oriented, with the quality and influence of project-level GAPs varying widely and with limited 

integration of gender analysis into project design, monitoring and data systems.57 Institutional 

capacity also remains constrained by insufficient staffing and the absence of systematic mechanisms 

for capturing and disseminating learning. In recognition of these gaps, guidance from COP29 to the 

Board urged the Fund to adopt a new GAP for GCF-2 (2024–2027) (to be developed in 2026), 

 
54 Document GCF/B.40/15 titled “Accreditation Framework”, 1, https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b40-15. 
55 Decision B.42/13. 
56 Document GCF/B.38/Inf.01 titled “Report on the activities of the Secretariat”, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b38-inf01; document GCF/B.40/Inf.10/Rev.01 titled “Annual portfolio 

performance report (2023)”, https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/09-annual-portfolio-performance-

report-gcf-b40-inf10-rev01.pdf; document GCF/B.42/Inf.09 titled “Status of the GCF Resources, Portfolio and Pipeline”, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b42-inf09. 
57 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme; 

Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in the Latin 

American and Caribbean States; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country 

Ownership; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Approach to Indigenous 

Peoples. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b40-15
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b38-inf01
https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/09-annual-portfolio-performance-report-gcf-b40-inf10-rev01.pdf
https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/09-annual-portfolio-performance-report-gcf-b40-inf10-rev01.pdf
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b42-inf09
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informed by lessons from the plan for the 2020–2023 period.58 Separately, more evidence is 

forthcoming in an IEU-led evaluation related to gender, expected at B.45. 

ii. Environmental and social safeguards 

34. Environmental and social policies set sustainability standards. However, implementation and 

reporting remain uneven and coordination with related policies is largely ad hoc. The Environmental 

and Social Policy (ESP), adopted by the Board at B.19 (decision B.19/10) and revised in 2021 

(decision B.BM-2021/18), established the Fund’s overarching framework to ensure that all GCF-

financed activities promote environmental and social sustainability while avoiding, minimizing or 

mitigating adverse impacts.59 The ESP is operationalized through ESS standards – currently based 

on the International Finance Corporation’s performance standards – and requires AEs to maintain 

environmental and social management systems proportional to project risk.60 The ESP also promotes 

inclusive, transparent and participatory approaches through mandatory risk screening, stakeholder 

engagement, disclosure and grievance redress mechanisms. 

35. Implementation has progressed, through full integration of ESP and ESS requirements into 

accreditation, appraisal and performance reporting systems.61 The 2021 revised ESP strengthened 

alignment with the Gender Policy and Indigenous Peoples Policy (IPP) and introduced enhanced 

accountability for environmental and social due diligence.62 However, both Board reporting and 

evaluations identified remaining implementation gaps. The development of GCF-specific ESS 

standards, intended to replace the interim International Finance Corporation based standards, 

remains ongoing.63 The IEU-led Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and 

Well-being, and Food and Water Security” (2024; subsequently referred to as the 2024 HWFW 

Evaluation) indicates that compliance with environmental and social management plans and 

grievance mechanisms remains uneven across projects.64 Furthermore, the 2024 IP Evaluation found 

that coordination among the ESP, ESS and Indigenous Peoples frameworks is largely ad hoc, with 

no formal mechanism to ensure alignment, leading to overlaps and gaps in implementation.65 

iii. Indigenous Peoples 

36. Although the GCF’s IPP aims to protect Indigenous rights and participation in climate action, 

implementation gaps remain. The IPP, adopted by the Board at B.19 (decision B.19/11), establishes 

the Fund’s commitment to ensure that all GCF-financed activities respect the rights, dignity and 

cultural identity of Indigenous Peoples, and promote their full and effective participation in climate 

action.66 The IPP seeks to prevent adverse impacts while enhancing Indigenous Peoples’ 

contributions to climate change mitigation and adaptation, recognizing their traditional knowledge, 

customary livelihoods and collective land rights. It applies across the entire project cycle and is 

operationalized through the ESS, particularly Performance Standard 7 (Indigenous Peoples), which 

requires consultation and free, prior and informed consent where Indigenous Peoples are affected.67 

 
58 Document GCF/B.41/08 titled “Guidance from the twenty-ninth session of the Conference of the Parties to the United 

Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change: Co-Chairs’ proposal”, https://www.greenclimate.fund/decision/b41-

09. 
59 Annex X to decision B.19/10, paragraph (b): “Environmental and Social Policy.” 
60 Document GCF/B.42/03 titled “Consideration of accreditation proposals”, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b42-03. 
61 GCF/B.42/03; GCF/B.40/Inf.10/Rev.01. 
62 GCF/B.42/09. 
63 Ibid. 
64 GCF/B.40/Inf.10/Rev.01; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and 

Well-Being, and Food and Water Security” (HWFW). 
65 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Approach to Indigenous Peoples. 
66 Green Climate Fund, Indigenous Peoples Policy. 
67 Ibid. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/decision/b41-09
https://www.greenclimate.fund/decision/b41-09
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b42-03
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37. Implementation of the IPP has progressed through its integration into accreditation and 

programming processes, with AEs assessed for their capacity to apply safeguard standards relating 

to Indigenous Peoples.68 However, the 2024 IP Evaluation identified several implementation gaps. 

The evaluation found that the provisions on access to funding have not yet been operationalized, 

with no dedicated mechanism allowing Indigenous Peoples’ organizations to access GCF resources 

directly. It also noted the absence of standardized free, prior and informed consent procedures, 

leading to varied interpretation and inconsistent documentation across the portfolio, limited 

Secretariat capacity to monitor and support implementation, and insufficient tracking of Indigenous 

Peoples’ participation and benefits in project monitoring systems.69 The Indigenous Peoples 

Advisory Group echoed these findings, urging the Secretariat to develop concrete modalities 

enabling Indigenous Peoples’ organizations to access GCF funding.70 

3. RECENT STRATEGIC UPDATES (EQ2.1 AND EQ2.2) 

38. Board work plans pursue the development of a coherent policy framework, to close policy gaps, 

develop policy standards and build skills (++). The GCF’s overall review of GCF policy frameworks 

and the 2023 SPR identified three institutional factors contributing to an expansive and work-

intensive policy agenda: (i) the newness of the institution, (ii) the absence of standard policy 

classifications and approval roles, and (iii) the many policies with requirements for periodic 

review.71,72 The 2023 SPR also observed that policy development had been slow up until the second 

half of GCF-1 but that policy work identified for GCF-1 had mostly concluded by B.34, leaving few 

“true” policy gaps to address. The 2023 SPR recommended policy clarification and guidance, work 

on unactioned policies, improved access to policy resources, policy literacy through training, 

knowledge management, and other forms of capacity-strengthening to support policy 

implementation. Action on this recommendation is evident in GCF Board work plans73 and related 

reports. 

39. The USP-2 implementation action plan aligns activities to strategic priorities and guides work 

programmes for the Board, Secretariat and independent units. In its decision to approve USP-2, the 

Board requested the Secretariat to develop a detailed work and action plan. The resulting USP-2 

implementation action plan organizes initiatives under three work plan pillars – enhancing country 

 
68 Document GCF/B.41/Inf.12 titled “Report on the activities of the Secretariat”, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b41-inf12. 
69 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Approach to Indigenous Peoples. 
70 Document GCF/B.38/Inf.01/Add.02 titled “Summary of advice of the third meeting of the Indigenous Peoples Advisory 

Group”, https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b38-inf01-add02. Document GCF/B.40/Inf.13/Add.03 titled 

“Summary of advice of the fourth meeting of the Indigenous Peoples Advisory Group, 5–8 February 2024, Songdo, 

Incheon, Republic of Korea”, https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b38-inf01-add02. Document 

GCF/B.41/Inf.12/Add.01 titled “Summary of advice of the fifth meeting of the Indigenous Peoples Advisory Group, 26–29 

August 2024, Songdo, Incheon, Republic of Korea”, https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b41-inf12-add01. 
71 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund, 17. 
72 The GCF’s internal policy review exercise in 2022 counted over 100 policy implementation mandates actioned and 

completed as follows: rules and procedures of the Board (7), administrative policies (9, of which 1 has been superseded), 

financial inputs (1, which has been superseded), operational modalities (37, of which 2 have been superseded), financial 

instruments (15), monitoring and results management (18), evaluation (3), ESS (14), independent Technical Advisory 

Panel (2), and accountability mechanisms (6). Document GCF/B.33/Inf.08/Add.01 titled “Overall review of Green Climate 

Fund policy frameworks – Appendices”, 26, https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b33-inf08-add01. 
73 Document GCF/B.38/10 titled “Board work plan for 2024–2027”, https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b38-10; 

document GCF/B.41/Inf.02 titled “Co-Chairs proposal on the Board workplan update for 2025–2027”, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b41-inf02. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b41-inf12
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b38-inf01-add02
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b38-inf01-add02
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b41-inf12-add01
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b33-inf08-add01
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b38-10
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b41-inf02
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ownership and access; delivering impact and results; and focus on people and performance – each of 

which is aligned to specific USP-2 priorities.74 

40. Consistent with the stated intention of USP-2 to adopt a multi-annual approach to resourcing and 

budgeting, the line up of activities under each action area is designed to be progressive and aligned 

to programming, as well as to operational and institutional priorities of the USP-2. The document is 

intended to guide the work programmes of the Board, the Secretariat and the GCF’s independent 

units. Secretariat work programmes reference the action areas directly. Board and independent unit 

work plans draw from and report on the USP-2 implementation action plan less directly and in ways 

specific to their respective mandates.75 Secretariat reporting to the Board in December 2024 showed 

a 24 per cent completion rate for the 2024–2027 work plan (excluding new mandates established 

during 2024).76 

41. The Fund has been allocating resources to strengthen policies on numerous programmatic and 

operational areas. A 2022 review of GCF policy frameworks identified policy mandates requiring 

attention, including those related to ethics and conflict of interest; evaluation; gender; Indigenous 

Peoples; sexual exploitation, abuse and harassment; whistle-blower and witness protection; and co-

financing. At the same time, updates, guideline development and resource (re-)allocations were in 

process or contemplated to address accreditation, the IF, independent Technical Advisory Panel 

(iTAP) procedures, anti-money-laundering, administrative remedies and exclusion, restructuring and 

cancellation, and prohibited practices.77 A policy mapping exercise has taken account of any 

changes of policy owners on account of the reorganization at the Secretariat.78 

42. Strategies and policies of significant consequence to GCF strategy have been approved or updated 

from GCF-1 into GCF-2. The Board has made decisions to approve or update more than 10 

strategies and policies. Key among them is a GCF-1 list that includes the IRMF (decision B.29/01), 

private sector strategy (decision B.32/06), accreditation strategy (decision B.34/19), revisions to the 

simplified approval process (SAP) modality (decision B.32/05), and approaches to adaptation and 

climate impact potential (decision B.33/19) and to hedging and currency fluctuations (decision 

B.34/22).79 Updates approved or considered so far in GCF-2 and subsidiary to the USP-2 are 

presented below, in chronological order and with their associated Board decisions. 

• The Updated Policy for Contributions to the GCF for the Second Replenishment (decision 

B.36/14): The updated policy was approved to implement provisions of the Governing 

Instrument related to “sources and receipt of financial inputs by establishing the rules 

applicable to the replenishment process, and by providing the modalities for the receipt of 

contributions and triggering their use”.80 It formalizes initiation of future replenishment cycles, 

reinforces an inclusivity stance on contributors, and refines modalities for confirming pledges 

and tracking unconfirmed contributions. In keeping with the policy, the GCF has provided a 

progress update to the UNFCCC on the GCF-2 replenishment, reporting on continuing 

 
74 Document GCF/B.38/Inf.15 titled “Strategic Plan for the GCF 2024–2027: Implementation Action Plan”, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b38-inf15. 
75 Document GCF/B.40/23 titled “Decisions of the Board – fortieth meeting of the Board, 21–24 October 2024”, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b40-23; document GCF/B.40/18 titled “Work programme and budget of the 

Independent Integrity Unit for 2025–2027”, https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b40-18; document GCF/B.40/21 

titled “Independent Redress Mechanism Work Plan and Budget for 2025–2027”, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b40-21. 
76 GCF/B.41/Inf.12, 6. 
77 GCF/B.33/Inf.08/Add.01, 27–28. 
78 GCF/B.42/09, 13–14. 
79 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund, 16. 
80 Green Climate Fund, Updated Policy for Contributions to the Green Climate Fund for the Second Replenishment. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b38-inf15
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b40-23
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b40-18
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b40-21


A Synthesis Study on the Green Climate Fund 

An Interim Deliverable under the Third Performance Review 

©IEU  |  19 

(potential) contributor engagement, updating on countries confirming pledges, and introducing 

plans to initiate GCF-3 in 2026.81 

• Readiness Strategy 2024–2027 (decision B.37/21): The strategy streamlines and aligns 

readiness objectives to (i) support climate finance coordination, climate investment planning 

and execution; (ii) support the development of a “paradigm-shifting” pipeline of projects; and 

(iii) generate and disseminate knowledge, and deepening intra- and international partnerships.82 

The Board expressed caution around the need for the Programme to have measurable outcomes 

and improved results management.83 At B.42, reporting on the operationalization of the strategy 

mentioned publication of new/revised templates and systems, finalization of the revised RRMF, 

launch of an expert-placement scheme to support readiness interventions, creation of a pool of 

pre-qualified technical assistance providers, regional dialogues for NDAs and DAEs, and the 

launch of the new DAE window under the RPSP.84 

• The Administrative Budget and Accounting Framework (decision B.38/07): This 

framework supersedes budget and administrative guidelines from 2015. The update includes 

the terms of reference for the Budget Committee and a new GCF compensation philosophy to 

serve as the foundation for the framework.85 It introduces a multi-year budgeting model aligned 

to long-term strategic goals in support of predictability and transparency. At the Board meeting, 

the framework was – for the most part – welcomed as an overdue modernization that brought 

the GCF in line with its strategic planning needs and with the International Financial Reporting 

Standards.86 

• The Partnerships and Access Strategy (decision B.39/14): This strategy distinguishes four 

types of partnership – country, readiness, programming and strategic – and suggests pathways 

for each. The Board requested further consideration in relation to the operationalization of 

“principle-based policies”, notably those related to ESS and vulnerable communities, 

accreditation reform, the roll-out of country platforms, and the impact potential of the new 

Readiness Strategy and RPSP.87 Board members expressed indirect concern regarding the 

Partnerships and Access Strategy, choosing to “take note” of it without formal endorsement, 

clouding expectations related to operationalization.88 Nevertheless, there is evidence of the 

strategy’s presence in the B.42 report of the Secretariat to the Board.89 In relation to GCF 

readiness programming, the B.42 report notes the formulation of guidance to support the 

 
81 GCF/B.42/09, 115–18. 
82 Green Climate Fund, Readiness Strategy 2024–2027, 3–8. 
83 Document GCF/B.37/26 titled “Decisions of the Board – thirty-seventh meeting of the Board, 23–26 October 2023”, 

111–120, https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/gcf-b37-26-report-thirty-seventh-meeting-board-23-

26-october-2023.pdf. 
84 GCF/B.42/09, 18–20; GCF/B.42/Inf.08, 2, 7. 
85 The Compensation Philosophy (adopted through decision B.38/06) sets out the GCF’s commitment “to providing a 

competitive compensation offering that positively contributes to attracting, nurturing, motivating and retaining committed 

world-class talent”. The commitment is underpinned with five guiding principles: competitiveness, transparency and 

predictability, equity, rewards, and responsibility and accountability. Document GCF/B.38/15 titled “Decisions of the 

Board – thirty-eighth meeting of the Board, 4–7 March 2024”, 20, https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b38-15. 
86 Document GCF/B.38/16 titled “Report of the thirty-eighth meeting of the Board, 4–7 March 2024”, 81–85, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b38-16. 
87 Country platforms are designed to mobilize climate finance through coordinated, country-led investment strategies. 

Although not mentioned specifically in the USP-2 document, the GCF is turning towards these platforms as a means to 

enhance country ownership – to obtain improved stakeholder coordination at a country-level, to forge alignment of 

national climate goals with finance and to mobilize public-private investments. See 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/country-platforms-climate-finance. 
88 Document GCF/B.39/20 titled “Report of the thirty-ninth meeting of the Board, 15–18 July 2024”, 117–131, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b39-20. 
89 Document GCF/B.42/18 titled “Decisions of the Board – forty-second meeting of the Board, 30 June – 3 July 2025”, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b42-18. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/gcf-b37-26-report-thirty-seventh-meeting-board-23-26-october-2023.pdf
https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/gcf-b37-26-report-thirty-seventh-meeting-board-23-26-october-2023.pdf
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b38-15
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b38-16
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/country-platforms-climate-finance
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b39-20
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b42-18
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development and/or strengthening of country platforms, consultations on accreditation reforms 

aimed at refining access/partnership modalities, and guidelines for the DAE window within the 

readiness programme.90 

• The Policy for Results-Based Payments for REDD+ [reducing emissions from 

deforestation and forest degradation and fostering conservation, sustainable management 

of forests, and enhancement of forest carbon stocks] (decision B.40/16): This policy draws 

on consultations dating back to 2021 and on evaluations, including most recently the findings 

of the IEU-led special study on REDD+ results-based payment projects in the Latin America 

and the Caribbean region.91 Consistent with USP-2, incorporation of REDD+ results-based 

payments expands the GCF’s use of financial mechanisms for climate impact.92 Board approval 

of the policy reflected strong consensus around its strategic alignment with GCF goals, 

predictable financing, and equitable access for LDCs and SIDS.93 B.42 reporting mentioned 

that the Secretariat was finalizing concept note and FP templates, along with a user guide that 

draws from the REDD+ pilot phase.94 

B. RESULTS MANAGEMENT SYSTEM AND PROCESSES 

1. RESULTS MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK 

43. GCF-1’s RMF improves on its predecessor, though challenges continue in some areas (+++). At 

B.22 (February 2019), the Board requested a revision of the initial RMF to take account of 

contextual developments, the GCF’s strategic development, and gaps observed by the Secretariat 

and by the IEU in the Independent Review of the Green Climate Fund’s Results Management 

Framework (2018; subsequently referred to as the 2018 RMF Review). At the time, the GCF’s 

results architecture consisted of the initial RMF and associated logic models and PMFs for 

adaptation and mitigation. The revision, named the IRMF, was approved by the Board at B.29 (June 

2021). The IRMF replaced the previous results architecture and introduced a more integrated 

structure linking project-level results with Fund-level impacts. However, observed shortcomings in 

the original results management architecture have only partially been addressed through the 

successor IRMF. 

44. The initial RMF lacked specificity, had limited coverage of co-benefits and data disaggregation, and 

relied too heavily on beneficiary counts. This was incomplete for the purpose of mapping GCF 

investments in relation to the Fund’s IF and the USP 2020–2023. Linkages between Fund-level 

impacts and paradigm-shift objectives lacked specificity. In particular, the RMF was critiqued for 

undisciplined capture of co-benefits (i.e. limited or partial coverage and attention to data 

disaggregation, notably in relation to gender dimensions and vulnerable groups),95 uneven 

consideration across the mitigation and adaptation RAs to the tracking of “enabling conditions”,96 

 
90 GCF/B.42/18. 
91 Independent Evaluation Unit, Special Study on REDD+ Results Based-Payment Projects in the Latin America and 

Caribbean Region. 
92 Document GCF/B.40/11 titled “Policy for results-based payments for REDD+”, 1–3, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b40-11. 
93 Document GCF/B.40/24 titled “Report of the fortieth meeting of the Board, 21–24 October 2024”, 170–177, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b40-24. 
94 GCF/B.42/09, 36; GCF/B.42/Inf.08, 8. 
95 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Approach to Indigenous Peoples, 

28–29. 
96 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and Well-Being, and Food and 

Water Security” (HWFW), 19. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b40-11
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b40-24
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and for an almost exclusive reliance on “beneficiary counts” across the GCF’s RAs to serve as 

proxies for movement towards the achievement of the Fund’s adaptation objective.97 

45. The IRMF articulates more clearly than its predecessor the causal links between GCF projects and 

programmes and the GCF’s mission of supporting a paradigm shift towards low-carbon and climate-

resilient development. A more fully developed set of indicators enable AEs to (i) track shifts in the 

enabling environment that are supportive of paradigm shift, and (ii) show mitigation and adaptation 

changes across the GCF’s RAs.98 Similar to the earlier frameworks, the IRMF requires AEs to 

prepare a theory of change (ToC). However, under the new framework, the programme/project logic 

of the ToC must show an impact equivalent to a context-specific paradigm shift. As with the 

previous results management architecture, the IRMF encourages AEs to identify and monitor co-

benefits but now requires them to provide data related to co-benefit indicators selected in the FP. 

The GCF’s reliance on beneficiary counts to measure progress remains high. 

46. AE reporting practices have been inconsistent but are improving.99 Initial challenges were due to 

differential scales of operation and capacity evident among AEs, and an inconsistent application of 

indicators and survey tools. Guidance to support the use of the results management architecture 

around the project cycle was lacking for NDAs/focal points, AEs and the Secretariat. This changed 

in the wake of the 2018 RMF Review and especially following the launch of the IRMF.100 

47. On the coherence of the GCF’s strategic planning and results management functions, there is some 

discontinuity. USP-1 was developed with reference to the original RMF. By contrast, the 2023 SPR 

observed IRMF development and the formulation of USP-2 occurring without cross-fertilization.101 

Nevertheless, consistency is evident between select USP-2 targeted results and specific IRMF core 

and supportive indicators.102 Additional source references for USP-2 targets are the RRMF and other 

operational and institutional results frameworks. Under the current strategic period, the Secretariat 

has been developing a dashboard for tracking USP-2 targeted results. 

48. Persistent structural and methodological constraints impede the GCF’s ability to generate a unified 

and credible results narrative. These constraints stem from both the conceptual limitations of the 

original results architecture and the transitional complexities introduced by the IRMF. While the 

IRMF represents an improvement in terms of structure and clarity, its implementation has not fully 

resolved earlier challenges and has introduced new discontinuities. Two interrelated issues merit 

attention: 

 
97 Ibid., 19, 22; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF 

Investments in the Latin American and Caribbean States, 67. 
98 In the IRMF, the GCF specifies outcomes relating to enabling environments. Four core indicators are used to measure 

contributions to strengthening institutional and regulatory frameworks for low-emission climate-resilient development 

pathways in a country-driven manner; technology deployment, dissemination, development or transfer, and innovation; 

market development/transformation at the sectoral, local or national level; and effective knowledge-generation and 

learning processes, and use of good practices, methodologies and standards. With regard to the measurement of mitigation 

and adaptation outcomes, four core and 16 supplementary indicators are used to measure greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 

reduced, direct and indirect beneficiaries reached, value of physical assets made more resilient to the effects of climate 

change and/or more able to reduce GHG emissions, and hectares of natural resource areas brought under improved low-

emission and/or climate-resilient management practices. AEs are invited apply these indicators across the RAs relevant to 

their programme/project. Details of the RAs are available at https://www.greenclimate.fund/themes-result-areas. 
99 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Approach to Indigenous Peoples, 

28; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and Well-Being, and Food 

and Water Security” (HWFW), 50. 
100 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Approach to Indigenous Peoples, 

19. 
101 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund, 20. 
102 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and Well-Being, and Food 

and Water Security” (HWFW), 88; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s 

Energy Sector Portfolio and Approach, 112. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/themes-result-areas
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• Historical data submitted by AEs – often compiled in the absence of standardized guidance and 

shaped by diverse methodological assumptions – have resulted in a fragmented evidence base. 

This legacy continues to pose challenges for the GCF and its AE network in terms of capacity 

development, data harmonization and strategic learning. 

• The coexistence of two results frameworks within the FP portfolio – each governed by differing 

assumptions, indicators and reporting protocols – has created alignment constraints that inhibit 

seamless integration. 

49. Together, these factors limit the GCF’s ability to aggregate project-level data into a coherent 

portfolio-level synthesis and to demonstrate impact at scale.103 

50. Although the Secretariat expects to use the internal mapping between the RMF/PMF and the IRMF 

to report for the results up to 2025, additional opportunities to improve results management under 

the IRMF warrant attention (+++). The Fund’s various monitoring, evaluation and learning (MEL) 

functions have been consolidated through the establishment in 2024 of the Department of 

Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (DMEL). The structure clarifies responsibilities in relation to 

evaluations led by AEs, the Secretariat and the IEU; relevant policy; improvement of project and 

programme implementation; project reporting; monitoring data and information; results 

management under the RMF/PMF and the IRMF; capacity-building; communities of practice; 

advisory roles; learning; and the Learning-Oriented Real-Time Assessment (LORTA) 

programme.104 Since its formation, DMEL has advanced MEL practices on several fronts. These 

include developing and harmonizing climate change-related results indicators in collaboration with 

peer entities (multilateral funds and development banks) and the formulation of indicators for a 

global goal on adaptation. At the same time, DMEL has been focused on enhancing data collection 

and reporting under the IRMF (through tool development and training) and starting work on the 

development of a new results framework geared to showing more clearly the GCF’s role in the 

larger climate finance architecture.105 

2. REVISED READINESS RESULTS MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK 

51. RPSP grant volumes are increasing (++). The latest reporting to the Board indicates that in the first 

four months of 2025 the RPSP portfolio increased by 10 per cent, to USD 713 million for 862 grants 

as of 30 April 2025. Of the USD 508 million allocated to active readiness grants or grants under 

implementation, USD 438 million (61 per cent) has been disbursed. Meanwhile, 329 closed grants 

account for USD 150 million (21 per cent) of the total USD 713 million approved funding. USD 291 

million (41 per cent) of the RPSP’s total approved funding (USD 713 million) was allocated to 131 

NAP-related grants across 111 countries as of 30 April 2025 – marking a 2 per cent increase from 

the prior reporting period. The remaining 59 per cent (USD 422 million) supports 731 non-NAP 

grants, including technical assistance, spanning 142 countries.106 

52. Prior evaluations and the Secretariat have agreed that the results management approach to readiness 

had long been insufficient (+++). The 2023 SPR noted that the quality of results measurement and 

reporting was poor. Secretariat reporting on the performance of the RPSP focused primarily on 

 
103 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and Well-Being, and Food 

and Water Security” (HWFW), 22,86-89; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate 

Fund’s Energy Sector Portfolio and Approach, 100–101. 
104 Document GCF/B.42/16 titled “Optimized approach to monitoring, evaluation, and learning: Co-Chairs’ proposal”, 1–

4, https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b42-16. 
105 GCF/B.42/Inf.08, 4. 
106 Document GCF/B.41/Inf.13 titled “Status of the GCF resources, pipeline and portfolio”, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b41-inf13. 
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https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b41-inf13


A Synthesis Study on the Green Climate Fund 

An Interim Deliverable under the Third Performance Review 

©IEU  |  23 

inputs (e.g. grants approved, types of support requested), grant cycle milestones (e.g. disbursement, 

no-cost extensions) and outputs (e.g. number of country programmes or knowledge products 

prepared), with little reporting at the outcome level. Launched in July 2022, the RRMF represented 

several improvements, such as emphasizing results related to pipeline development.107 The RRMF 

also had important weaknesses. For example, the 2023 RPSP Evaluation noted that the data 

available are insufficient for assessing outcomes, impacts and risks pertaining to the RPSP at the 

portfolio level. The GCF also lacked mechanisms for measuring the quality of implementation. The 

Evaluation of the Outcomes and Impact-level Results of the RPSP (2025; subsequently referred to 

as the 2025 SEC-RPSP Evaluation), commissioned by the Secretariat, noted that the indicators from 

the RRMF were not fully reflective of all aspects of its ToC and that not all indicators or outputs 

were necessary for accomplishing the objectives of the RPSP.108 

53. The revised RRMF streamlines objectives, introduces customizable parameters and simplifies 

proposal development109 (++). More specifically, it aligns to the Readiness Strategy 2024–2027, 

including its three streamlined objectives, eight outcomes and 14 outputs. It is also designed to be in 

line with the targeted results of USP-2 for the 2024–2027 period and the core indicators of the GCF 

IRMF. Per the Secretariat, key changes include (i) streamlined objectives, outcomes, outputs and 

indicators, decreasing the number of outcome indicators from 24 to nine and the output indicators 

from 71 to 14; (ii) flexibility to customize outputs in addition to providing pre-defined outputs; (iii) 

introduction of the country-level outcome scaler to help countries envision their pathway and assess 

baseline conditions to facilitate medium-term integrated planning; and (iv) a simplified template and 

handbook to reduce complexity and streamline the RPSP proposal development process. 

54. The revised RRMF appears to provide a stronger foundation for results management (+). Although it 

is too early to fully assess the usefulness of the revised RRMF, an initial review of it confirms that it 

is well aligned with the current Readiness Strategy. In addition to using updated categories and 

increasing alignment with other frameworks, the overall framing clearly seeks to address prior 

criticisms and feedback from RPSP evaluations. For example, it seeks to provide greater strategic 

intent, a stronger country-centric approach, and enhanced mechanisms to enable periodic 

measurement of outcome- and impact-level results. 

C. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND STAFFING (EQ2.1 AND 

EQ2.2) 

1. ORGANIZATIONAL CHALLENGES 

55. The 2023 SPR and IEU-led evaluations reveal strengths and vulnerabilities on matters of structure, 

staffing, governance and management. Some of the most salient points are as follows: 

• Bifurcated Board: The Board structure brings legitimacy through balanced developed and 

developing country representation, but it also challenges the GCF’s ability to make decisions 

with shared strategic vision.110 

 
107 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund. 
108 Green Climate Fund, Evaluation of the Outcomes and Impact-Level Results of the Readiness and Preparatory Support 

Programme. 
109 Green Climate Fund, Revised Readiness Results Management Framework: Handbook; Green Climate Fund, Readiness 

Results Management Framework: Results Handbook. 
110 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund, 19. 
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• Board and Secretariat roles and workload: Board members are asked to consider and 

approve FPs and provide overall strategic guidance to the organization. The 2023 SPR 

identifies the Board as having a relatively high workload, as a function of low levels of 

delegation to committees or the Secretariat.111 Board–Secretariat functions are not clearly 

enumerated, adding unnecessarily to the workloads of each and creating negative consequences 

for decision-making.112 

• Variable Board member capacity: Some country governments either do not have or do not 

allocate sufficient resources to support delegates.113 

• Process norms: The 2023 SPR noted a divergent understanding among Board members of the 

non-formal rules of Board process, potentially complicating decision-making.114 

• Observer effectiveness: Public and private sector observer roles are institutionalized in GCF 

governance, but process constraints diminish the value of their contribution.115 

• Weaknesses in portfolio oversight: The 2023 SPR noted widely distributed risk management 

roles and functions across the Secretariat and independent panels/units, with poor shared 

understanding of risk ownership. In addition, siloing between departments hurts linkages and 

feedback loops at different stages of project approval and implementation.116 

• Staffing limitations: The 2023 SPR pointed to a lack of comprehensive staffing strategy,117 

noting concerns related to the inadequacy of staffing size and skills, along with an enduring 

pattern of centralized deployment from GCF headquarters.118 

2. ADDRESSING ORGANIZATIONAL CHALLENGES 

56. The 2023 SPR recommendations call for strengthened Fund governance (Recommendation 7) and to 

re-align staffing, organizational structures and monitoring with Fund goals (Recommendation 

4.1).119 The 2023 SPR also drew attention to issues with the GCF’s partnership model, noting that 

the AE network is still largely skewed towards international accredited entities (IAEs).120 At the 

time of the 2023 SPR, NDAs, DAEs and government stakeholders welcomed a more collaborative 

development model and greater GCF in-country and regional presence.121 

57. Within the frame of USP-2, new GCF leadership introduced three complementary initiatives to the 

Board to create “a fit-for-purpose GCF” under the “50by30” vision that by 2030 the GCF will 

efficiently manage USD 50 billion. 

• Efficient GCF: Aimed at overhauling investment processes to cut review, approval and 

disbursement times; streamline documentation; improve coordination; and focus the pipeline on 

country-led priorities. The “1 project = 1 voice” coordination principle designates a single 

project lead as the sole point of contact between the GCF and the AE.122 It also includes a fit-

 
111 Ibid., 20. 
112 Ibid., 28–29. 
113 Ibid., 20. 
114 Ibid., 24. 
115 Ibid., 26–27. 
116 Ibid., 80; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory Support 

Programme, 101. 
117 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund, 72. 
118 Ibid., 77. 
119 Ibid., 128–129,131. 
120 Ibid., 46–47. 
121 Ibid., 40. 
122 Document GCF/B.39/Inf.08 titled “Report on the activities of the Secretariat”, 1, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b39-inf08. 
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for-purpose tailoring and streamlining of concept notes and FPs and introduces an annual 

investment pipeline prioritization exercise.123 

• Strengthening people systems: Aimed at attracting/retaining top climate experts by aligning 

roles with skills, expanding career development opportunities, updating salary structures and 

HR policies, and advancing performance management and talent frameworks to better support 

professional growth.124 

• Organizational design: Aimed at optimizing the structure of the Secretariat in line with the 

GCF’s strategic priorities and impact focus; merging three programming departments into four 

regional-focused teams with scope to cover the full project cycle; and integrating the PSF and 

creating a strategic partnerships unit. New leadership roles are to span strategy, finance/risk and 

operations, with HR led by a Director of People and Culture. This reflects a commitment to 

restructure the GCF towards a fully integrated regional operational model with dedicated units 

for results/learning/data and strategic investment partnerships.125 

58. Board member support for these measures is significant but constrained by a need for more 

information (++). Board meeting reports (for B.39–B.41) reveal that Board members support these 

initiatives, albeit with issues still requiring clarification. At a strategy level, for example, the Board 

posed questions of contingency should GCF resource mobilization fall short of expectations. Also 

evident in the reports are Board member queries about metrics and measurement, project cycle 

management, staffing/structure reforms, and provisions for change management. Board members 

expressed support for streamlining activities between meetings to enhance strategic focus but 

stressed the continuing importance of the GCF’s rules of procedure.126 

3. FOCUSING ON REGIONALIZATION 

59. The decision to establish a regional presence, in the form of a regional structure, is a fundamental 

organizational change in GCF-2 (+++). The decision to establish offices beyond the headquarters in 

the Republic of Korea reflects a long-standing Fund interest in strengthening country ownership and 

enabling greater access to GCF resources. Interest in regional presence for the GCF is expressed in 

USP-1,127 re-affirmed in USP-2,128 and discussed in COP guidance provided in 2024.129 After a 

comprehensive feasibility study130 and consultations with Board members, NDAs and observers, the 

Board made the decision at B.41 in February 2025 to establish a GCF regional presence and 

requested the Secretariat develop a plan to select host countries for its regional structure.131 The 

resulting document, GCF/B.42/12 titled “Operationalizing GCF Regional Presence: Selection 

 
123 GCF/B.38/Inf.15, 2–8; GCF/B.39/Inf.08, 1. 
124 GCF/B.39/Inf.08, 2. 
125 GCF/B.39/Inf.08, 2–3. 
126 GCF/B.39/20, 4–6, 9. Document GCF/B.40/24 titled “Report of the fortieth meeting of the Board, 21 – 24 October 

2024”, https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b40-24. Document GCF/B.41/16 titled “Report of the forty-first 

meeting of the Board, 17–20 February 2025”, 5–11, https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b41-16. 
127 Green Climate Fund, Updated Strategic Plan for the Green Climate Fund: 2020–2023, 14. 
128 Green Climate Fund, Strategic Plan for the Green Climate Fund 2024–2027, 3, 12. 
129 The COP guidance came in the form of UNFCCC decision 6/CP.28, November 2023 and the advance, unedited version 

of what became UNFCCC decision 3/CP.29, November 2024. See document GCF/B.41/14 titled “Proposal for 

establishing GCF regional presence”, 3, https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b41-14. 
130 Document GCF/B.36/06 titled “Terms of Reference for a Feasibility Study to further examine options for establishing a 

GCF regional presence”, https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b36-06. 
131 Decision B.41/10; GCF/B.38/16, 77; GCF/B.41/16, 125–126; decision B.36/15. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b40-24
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b41-16
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b41-14
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b36-06
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Process and Criteria”, was approved through decision B.42/14.132 The IEU underlines the potential 

for a regional structure to enhance engagement between the GCF and country stakeholders.133 

60. The regional structure model features a broad range of services and phased roll-out (+++). As 

reported in the regional presence proposal document, “regional presence would only have added 

value if the presence has a full programme and implementation support mandate.”134 Only two of the 

three organizational model options – (i) regional offices with a multifunctional team reporting to a 

Regional Head, and (ii) regional outposts with a smaller-sized hub of regional staff (i.e. a 

subregional extension, reporting to headquarters or to a regional office) – were considered viable. A 

third model with GCF staff embedded in partner organizations was deemed impractical.135 The GCF 

proposes a phased approach to regional presence based on current business needs and resource 

considerations. In an initial phase, the Secretariat recommends establishing one regional office each 

in Africa; Eastern Europe, Central Asia and the Middle East; and Latin America and the Caribbean, 

with the possibility of one outpost in the Pacific subregion.136 

61. By establishing regional presence, the GCF seeks to enhance country ownership as part of a larger 

reform package. The IEU-led Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country 

Ownership (2025; subsequently referred to as the 2025 COA Evaluation) suggests measures that 

include sharpening the definition of the GCF’s role in the climate finance landscape, providing the 

Secretariat (and regional offices) with more decision-making authority, simplifying templates and 

approvals, and increasing staff capacities to provide hands-on support, including after approval.137 

D. PERFORMANCE PROGRESS ON USP-2 (EQ2.3 AND EQ2.4) 

62. Baseline insight for USP-2 is available through reporting to the end of USP-1 and data 

emerging from the first year of the GCF-2 replenishment period (+++). Reporting against the 

priorities and objectives of USP-2 occurs annually, usually at the first Board meeting of the year 

through a report on the status of the GCF resources, pipeline and portfolio (for an example, please 

see document GCF/B.41/Inf.13). Reporting against USP-2 priorities is also provided through the 

APPR. As of completion of this synthesis study, the most recent APPR, presented to B.40, reports to 

the end of USP-1, 31 December 2023. Results data provided in this report are relevant to USP-2 to 

the extent that they provide baseline insight for the 2024–2027 period. Of note: 

• The portfolio achieved a 51 per cent adaptation / 49 per cent mitigation balance in grant-

equivalent terms – an improvement from the earlier mitigation-heavy ratio, and consistent with 

USP-2’s emphasis on parity.138 

• Adaptation funding to LDCs, SIDS and African States stood considerably above the floor of 50 

per cent in grant-equivalent terms, consistent with USP-2’s priority to ensure equitable 

outcomes for the most climate vulnerable.139 

 
132 Document GCF/B.42/12 titled “Operationalizing GCF regional presence: selection process and criteria”, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b42-12. 
133 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership. 
134 GCF/B.41/14, 8. 
135 Ibid.; document GCF/B.42/12/Add.01 titled “Operationalizing GCF regional presence: selection process and criteria – 

Addendum I: Response matrix for comments received on the draft document”, 1, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b42-12-add01. 
136 GCF/B.41/14, 14. 
137 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership. 
138 GCF/B.40/Inf.10/Rev.01, 9; GCF/B.36/17, 5. 
139 GCF/B.40/Inf.10/Rev.01, 9; GCF/B.36/17, 5. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b42-12
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b42-12-add01
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• The total number of programmes and projects grew by 34 to 243 as of 31 December 2023, with 

84 per cent of these under implementation. Projects approved in 2023 were channelled through 

58 AEs (out of 123 in the portfolio). Of relevance to USP-2 ambitions, 30 of these were DAEs. 

IAEs received 80 per cent of the USD 10.8 billion approved that year, while DAEs channelled 

the remaining 20 per cent.140 

• The shares of total disbursements were 62.5 per cent for the public sector and 37.5 per cent for 

the private sector (18 per cent through the PSF), relevant to USP-2 private sector programming 

priorities.141 

• The portfolio leveraged USD 27.5 billion in co-finance (3:1 ratio), with co-financing for private 

sector projects at 3.3 times the GCF funding level and co-financing for public sector projects at 

2.7 times the GCF’s contribution, relevant to USP-2 resource mobilization and financial 

leverage targets.142 

• The GCF improved compliance with the updated Gender Policy and IPP, relevant to ESS, 

gender and Indigenous Peoples policy requirements under USP-2.143 

63. The first APPR to report on the first year of USP-2 was to be presented at B.43, beyond the cut-off 

period for this study. In the interim, a document from B.41 provides some 2024 data on performance 

and progress against the 11 targeted results set out in USP-2, including, for example, 34 countries 

supported under T1, 18 countries supported under T3, and 19 proposals approved under T9.144 The 

same report also provides that by the end of 2024, the portfolio was 56 per cent adaptation / 44 per 

cent mitigation on a grant-equivalent basis, shifting slightly from the near parity reported for the 

USP-1 period. As well, in 2024, the total number of approved activities rose to 286 projects (up 

from the 243 reported at the end of 2023), with 85 per cent now under implementation, indicating 

continued growth in the portfolio’s size.145 

64. Table 2 summarizes the first year of reporting against the USP-2 targets, drawing on the 

Secretariat’s reporting to the Board at B.41. In parallel, the IEU has undertaken its own assessment 

of progress using data from the GCF integrated Portfolio Management System (iPMS). These IEU 

calculations, along with methodological caveats, are detailed in Annex 2 to this report. Table 2 

therefore presents the Secretariat’s reported figures, alongside the IEU’s parallel assessment, where 

relevant. 

65. Based on data up to B.42 under the IEU’s assessment, progress against USP-2 remains mixed. 

Several quantitative targets appear on track or already exceeded, while others are lagging or cannot 

yet be assessed with confidence due to measurement gaps. On the positive side, the GCF’s 

commitment to balance funding for adaptation and mitigation appears to be holding. Data also show 

more than 50 per cent of adaptation allocations directed to SIDS, LDCs and African States (57.7 per 

cent). As well, the GCF is broadly on track on countries supported (T1146), CIEWS (T3), 

infrastructure (T6), clean energy (T7) and adaptation proposals (T9). By contrast, GCF intent to 

increase the private sector content share in the portfolio shows only modest improvement. Similarly, 

on doubling DAEs with approved projects (T2), the GCF risks falling short of targets. Data on 

remaining targets – number of food security beneficiaries (T4), ecosystems (T5), MSMEs (T10) and 

 
140 GCF/B.40/Inf.10/Rev.01, 10; GCF/B.36/17, 7, 12. 
141 GCF/B.40/Inf.10/Rev.01, 12; GCF/B.36/17, 10. 
142 GCF/B.40/Inf.10/Rev.01, 10; GCF/B.36/17, 10. 
143 GCF/B.40/Inf.10/Rev.01, 25–28; GCF/B.36/17, 13. 
144 GCF/B.41/Inf.13. 
145 Ibid., 9. 
146 T1–T11 refer to the quantitative targets as defined in the USP‑2 results framework. 
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financial institutions (T11) – are inconclusive at this time, on account of definitional issues and data 

gaps. 

Table 2. Summary of progress reported on USP-2 targeted results 

USP-2 TARGETED RESULT BASELINE – END OF 

GCF-1 (DECEMBER 

2023) 

STATUS OF PROGRESS MADE AGAINST 

BASELINE (SECRETARIAT REPORT AND IEU 

ASSESSMENT) 

Target 1: 

More than 100 developing countries 

directly supported by the GCF to 

advance the implementation of their 

NDCs, NAPs or LTS through 

integrated climate-investment 

planning and/or developing 

high-quality climate project 

pipelines 

128 developing 

countries had at least 

one GCF-funded 

project approved (and 

44 had a GCF country 

programme) 

Secretariat (as of B.41): 34 countries 

IEU assessment (as of B.42): 96 countries 

supported since B.38, based on approvals 

(41 if limited to single-country projects) 

Status: on track 

Target 2: 

Doubling the number of DAEs with 

approved GCF FPs through 

strengthened climate-programming 

capacity and increasing the 

allocation of GCF resources through 

DAEs 

29 DAEs had at least 

one approved FP 

Secretariat (as of B.41): 5 DAEs 

IEU assessment (as of B.42): 8 DAEs 

received their first GCF project approval 

Status: at risk of shortfall under 

business as usual 

Target 3: 

50–60 developing countries 

particularly vulnerable to the 

adverse effects of climate change 

protected by new or improved early 

warning systems (CIEWS) 

72 countries had 

projects related to 

CIEWS 

Secretariat (as of B.41): 18 countries 

IEU assessment (as of B.42): 57 countries 

supported since B.38, based on approved 

projects in the CIEWS sector 

Status: on track 

Target 4: 

190–280 million beneficiaries 

adopting low-emission, 

climate-resilient agricultural and 

fisheries practices 

31 million 

small-holder 

households 

≈ 141 million 

beneficiaries 

Secretariat (as of B.41): 102 million 

beneficiaries 

IEU assessment (as of B.42): Using a 

conservative approach focused on direct 

beneficiaries under supplementary 

indicators 2.1 and 2.2 to avoid double 

counting, 60 million cumulative direct 

beneficiaries 

Status: at risk of shortfall 

Target 5: 

120–190 million ha of terrestrial and 

marine areas conserved, restored or 

brought under sustainable 

management 

39 million ha 

(13 million ha 

restored + 26 million h

a were under improved 

management) 

Secretariat (as of B.41): 8 million ha 

IEU assessment (as of B.42): To avoid 

double counting, IEU reports separately – 

3.68 million ha cumulatively under 

sustainable management and 6.69 million 

ha cumulatively restored/protected 

Status: at risk of shortfall 

Target 6: 

45–60 developing countries 

supported to develop or secure 

low-emission climate-resilient 

infrastructure 

78 developing 

countries had received 

infrastructure support 

Secretariat (as of B.41): 40 countries 

IEU assessment (as of B.42): 51 countries 

with at least one project in the 

“infrastructure and built environment” RA 

Status: on track 

Target 7: 65 developing Secretariat (as of B.41): 51 countries. 
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USP-2 TARGETED RESULT BASELINE – END OF 

GCF-1 (DECEMBER 

2023) 

STATUS OF PROGRESS MADE AGAINST 

BASELINE (SECRETARIAT REPORT AND IEU 

ASSESSMENT) 

20–30 developing countries 

supported to expand access to 

sustainable, affordable, resilient, 

reliable renewable energy 

(especially hardest-to-reach) or 

increase renewable energy share 

countries had received 

renewable energy 

support 

IEU assessment (as of B.42): 52 countries 

with at least one project in the “energy 

generation and access” RA) 

Status: on track (though unable to assess 

“hardest-to-reach” aspect) 

Target 8: 

18–25 developing countries 

supported to shift towards clean and 

efficient end-use for transport, 

buildings and industry 

40 developing 

countries had received 

support 

Secretariat (as of B.41): 38 countries 

IEU assessment (as of B.42): 35 countries 

supported since B.38 using “buildings” 

and/or “low-emission transport” RA tags 

Status: on track 

Target 9: 

40–70 approved proposals for 

adaptation projects (including 

locally led adaptation action) 

88 adaptation FPs 

approved (average 

size USD 32 million) 

Secretariat (as of B.41): 19 approved FPs 

IEU assessment (as of B.42): 

36 adaptation-only projects plus 29 cross-

cutting projects with an adaptation 

component 

Status: on track 

Target 10: 

950–1,500 local private-sector 

early-stage ventures and MSMEs 

provided with seed/early-stage 

capital 

220 ventures/MSMEs 

reported at baseline 

Secretariat (as of B.41): 215 early-stage 

ventures and MSMEs 

IEU assessment (as of B.42): No direct 

IRMF indicator; using Target-10 iPMS 

tagging (17 projects), ex-ante counts 

suggest ~2,728 ventures/MSMEs 

supported 

Status: inconclusive 

Target 11: 

90–180 national and regional 

financial institutions supported to 

access GCF resources (and other 

green finance) 

125 listed financial 

institutions at baseline 

Secretariat (as of B.41): 117 institutions 

IEU assessment (as of B.42): No direct 

IRMF indicator; using Target-11 iPMS 

tagging (11 projects), ex-ante counts 

suggest ~131 institutions supported 

Status: inconclusive 

Source: GCF iPMS. 2024. Annual performance reports. 

66. Reports to the Board indicate that GCF performance is consistent with USP-2 strategic 

programming directions (+++).147 Highlights from the reports are set out below under the work plan 

pillars that are core to the USP-2 implementation plan. 

• Enhancing country ownership and access 

− Institutional restructuring in September 2024 strengthened regional delivery mechanisms 

and alignment of project concepts with national priorities. 

 
147 The highlighted points are drawn from content analysis of GCF Secretariat reporting to the Board over the period from 

B.39 (15–18 July 2024) through to B.42 (30 June–3 July 2025). An additional Board report was included (GCF/B.42/14 

titled “Co-Chairs’ proposal on a new structure for Board committees: proposal for discussion”) as well as a comments 

matrix. The purpose was to trace the evolution of Secretariat work against the intended outcomes featured in its rolling 

work plan for USP-2. The result was checked for consistency against a higher-level summary of progress on USP-2 

implementation that is included in the 2025 document GCF/B.42/09, “Fourteenth Report of the Green Climate Fund to the 

Conference of the Parties to the United Nations Framework on Climate Change”. 
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− The new accreditation package approved through decision B.42/13 introduced a 

comprehensive framework, alongside policy and procedural updates. 

− Readiness is more tightly integrated with other forms of climate investment and 

strengthened with enhanced funding and technical assistance. 

− The country platform model is expanded, with guidance materials drawing on early 

platform examples.148 

− Optimization under the Efficient GCF initiative targets a nine-month concept-to-approval 

cycle through screening, documentation and template reforms. 

• Delivering impact and results 

− Programming for 2025 has advanced as planned, with 19 proposals presented for 

consideration at B.42, including four inaugural submissions for underserved countries. 

− The MAF is aligned to accreditation reforms, with tools under development to enhance 

portfolio performance management. 

− The Locally Led Climate Action framework is being embedded into readiness and project 

funding modalities in accordance with global adaptation principles. 

− Capital mobilization efforts extend beyond AE networks (and the use of co-financing 

approaches), piloting co-investment models with diverse public and private actors using a 

blend of financial instruments. 

− Measurement systems now include validation assisted by artificial intelligence (AI), 

enhanced annual performance report (APR) disbursement granularity, and refined 

emissions and beneficiary tracking. 

− Targeted AE capacity-building on the results architecture (i.e., the IRMF) and updated 

requirements for APRs are under way. 

• Focusing on people and institutional strengthening 

− Organizational changes endorsed at B.40 are under way, supported by senior functional 

appointments and HR policy revisions. 

− New operational guidelines for Board Committees (decision B.40/03) are in effect; a 

streamlined committee structure is prepared.149 

− Enterprise resource planning (ERP) and enterprise risk management (ERM) enhancements 

are under way. The ERP HR module deployment was set for Q2 2025. ERM operational 

risk control is in place, with additional modules under development. 

− The Efficient GCF initiative is delivering early automation gains in finance and treasury, 

alongside wider process improvements. 

 

 
148 Brazil’s Climate and Ecological Transformation Investment Platform, launched in October 2024, was the first GCF-

supported country platform. Initially conceptual, GCF readiness funding operationalized the platform by establishing its 

secretariat, enhancing coordination and attracting investment. Housed in the National Bank for Economic and Social 

Development, the platform targets nature-based solutions, energy and industry/mobility aligned with net-zero goals. See: 

https://www.gov.br/fazenda/pt-br/acesso-a-informacao/acoes-e-programas/transformacao-ecologica/bip/brazil-climate-

and-ecological-transformation-platform. 
149 Document GCF/B.42/14 titled “Co Chairs’ proposal on a new structure for Board committees: Proposal for discussion”, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b42-14. 

https://www.gov.br/fazenda/pt-br/acesso-a-informacao/acoes-e-programas/transformacao-ecologica/bip/brazil-climate-and-ecological-transformation-platform
https://www.gov.br/fazenda/pt-br/acesso-a-informacao/acoes-e-programas/transformacao-ecologica/bip/brazil-climate-and-ecological-transformation-platform
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b42-14
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3. GCF AS A FUNDING AGENCY 

67. This section assesses how the GCF operates as a funding agency, focusing on how countries and 

partners understand and use its funding and support. The section begins with country readiness 

(EQ3.1 and EQ3.2). It describes how countries use country programmes, the Readiness Strategy, the 

RPSP and emerging country platforms to plan and sequence climate investment. It then turns to 

implementer readiness. This section examines how AEs – especially DAEs – use the RPSP, the 

Project Preparation Facility (PPF), the PSAA and other support tools to build capacity and develop 

project pipelines. Next, the section covers project resource pathways (EQ3.3). This includes how 

countries and AEs experience the project cycle, how well programming aligns with national 

priorities, and how the balance between IAE-led and DAE-led projects variably affect access. 

Lastly, it addresses the GCF’s approach to the private sector. This subsection summarizes PSF 

operations, the limited role of the RPSP in preparing private sector actors, and recent efforts to 

mobilize private investment and expand private sector programming. 

68. The GCF has been a highly centralized institution, dependent on its network of partners to deliver 

results at the country level.150 At the country level, the model is dependent on a wide range of public 

and private stakeholders. This includes the government institutions that serve as NDAs and are the 

interface between each country and the Fund. It also includes the public or private actors that serve 

as AEs, as well as delivery and implementation partners. The range and specificity of stakeholders 

for each country is unique, comprising subnational and local governments, civil society, vulnerable 

peoples and/or private sector entities. 

69. The GCF grapples with tension between quick scale-up and deliberate national capacity-building. 

The GCF’s approach makes several assumptions: that funding priorities and allocation strategies are 

effectively known by the NDAs and other key stakeholders in country; that the NDAs have 

sufficient knowledge and capacity to effectively coordinate activities; and that funding decisions are 

of a scale and nature suitable to country-level challenges and priorities. Because country-level 

public and private actors require information, clarity and support to effectively engage with the 

GCF, the Fund provides a range of no-cost educational and support materials as well as readiness 

support through the RPSP. The GCF also provides a range of modalities and support options for 

submitting FPs once countries have reached that stage, including the PPF and PSF. 

70. Yet, the GCF’s model, predicated on country ownership, also contains competing interests, as 

captured in the recent 2025 COA Evaluation.151 

The GCF’s structural design also reflects inherent tensions: between the ambition for 

scaled-up finance and the slow pace of national capacity-building; between the Fund’s 

roles as a catalyst and as a financier; and between country leadership and pipelines  

driven by accredited entities (AEs). The absence of predictable pipelines has further 

exacerbated uncertainty, reducing countries’ ability to plan strategically.  

71. Indeed, the drive for scale and transformation under USP-2 brings into focus the as-yet-unresolved 

tension between two GCF imperatives: (i) rapid, higher-volume programming to help countries 

address their climate commitments, and (ii) a desire for responsive programming at the country level 

 
150 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund. 
151 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership. 
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to strengthen capacity and reinforce ownership. The 2025 COA Evaluation contends that the GCF 

“has yet to articulate how it will reconcile its bold ambition with the principle of keeping countries 

in the ‘driver’s seat’”.152 

The section finds that the GCF has expanded its readiness support, added a new access window modality 

and taken early steps to streamline its processes. These changes have begun to strengthen planning, 

capacity-building and access for both countries and AEs. Despite this progress, countries continue to face 

uneven capacity, especially in NDAs and national institutions that struggle with coordination, consultation 

and pipeline development. AEs still encounter complex, slow and resource-intensive procedures across 

accreditation, project preparation and approval. DAE engagement remains limited, reflecting capacity 

constraints, high transaction costs and difficulty navigating GCF requirements. Private sector participation 

also lags because readiness support and project processes are not well suited to private sector needs. 

Moreover, a persistent tension remains between the GCF’s push for rapid scale-up and the slower work of 

building deeper country ownership and national systems. 

A. UNDERSTANDING AND USE OF THE GCF FOR COUNTRY 

READINESS (EQ3.1 AND EQ3.2) 

1. COUNTRY PLANNING 

72. Robust upstream programming is critical, but pathways for doing so are still under development 

(+++). Historically, country programmes, entity work programmes and RPSP grants have been 

insufficiently focused to efficiently utilize limited resources to achieve the full potential of country 

programming.153 For example, the 2023 SPR noted that completed country programmes have not 

always been useful for identifying the areas of highest impact, developing a country-owned pipeline 

linked to GCF goals, and/or identifying areas for strategic use of RPSP support. Other evaluations 

(e.g. the 2025 COA Evaluation) noted that while countries have increasingly taken control of their 

own development cooperation policies and strategies, they still encounter major challenges, such as 

inadequate and unpredictable funding, difficulties in aligning external support with national 

priorities, and burdensome administrative procedures.154 Similarly, the Secretariat has noted that 

readiness investments were not, for a time, effectively reflected in the GCF pipeline at the desired 

pace. Results tended to be activity-based rather than adding up to progress in readiness at the 

country level.155 The new Readiness Strategy 2024–2027, the revised RRMF and updates to 

guidance materials all seek to increase the effectiveness and reporting for readiness activities, such 

as by clarifying the elements of and pathways to achieve the capacity-building and integrated 

resource planning expected within countries. The Secretariat has also sought to repurpose and 

refocus country programmes to serve as the main point of origination for the GCF pipeline, and it 

has now broadened the concept to also incorporate country platforms that are not necessarily 

specific to GCF resourcing.156 

73. Countries’ readiness to embark on climate action varies widely (+++). Countries, and their climate 

coordination structures, are different. Available resources for country coordination vary widely – in 

terms of funding, interministerial coordination, access to national and international experts, and 

 
152 Ibid., 53. 
153 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund. 
154 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership. 
155 Document GCF/B.38/Inf.01/Add.04 titled “Final report on the implementation of the Updated Strategic Plan 2020–

2023”, https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b38-inf01-add04. 
156 GCF/B.38/Inf.01/Add.04. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b38-inf01-add04


A Synthesis Study on the Green Climate Fund 

An Interim Deliverable under the Third Performance Review 

©IEU  |  33 

national implementation structures. Furthermore, they build on different levels of expertise with the 

climate finance system.157 These differences also affect their approach to and level of engagement 

with the GCF. At the same time, the needs of countries evolve over time, such as from core policy 

and target formulation towards the more complex process of sector-level investment planning and 

project delivery.158 

74. NDAs continue to report a gap in knowledge of what the GCF offers (+++). Despite the generally, if 

variably, good technical and operational capacity of the NDAs, there is a clear gap in understanding 

of the opportunities that the GCF offers countries and how to deploy the necessary instruments to 

channel GCF resources effectively. Reasons for this include perceptions of the difficulty and 

uncertainty of the application process, lack of clarity or misunderstandings on the type of support 

available or the process to initiate it within a country, lack of NDA or DAE capacity, staff turnover 

in the NDAs, language barriers and time zone differences.159 The Secretariat continues to seek to 

address these concerns such as through updated guidance materials, the reorganization of the 

Secretariat with increased focus on regional presence, holding events (including regional dialogues, 

training workshops and more), streamlining the application processes and updating the Readiness 

Strategy. 

75. The complex concept of country ownership is variably, and in some cases poorly, understood and 

operationalized by many stakeholders (+++). The concept of country ownership has never had a 

clearly agreed framework at the GCF. To deliver conceptually sound evaluations, the IEU has drawn 

on multiple sources from across the GCF and constructed country ownership frameworks. Technical 

capacity, leadership, strategic stakeholder engagement and a strong climate movement are also 

elements of an evolving understanding of country ownership. Examples of indicators that have been 

used to measure country ownership160 are NDA acting as an executing entity for approved FPs; the 

GCF acting as a co-financer of the GCF-approved project; number of national DAEs accredited; 

engagement of the NDA at the project design or preparation phase; availability of NDCs and/or 

NAP; forms of readiness and/or PPF support received; and DAEs’ capacities to develop projects 

(e.g. approved project from national DAE). In the 2025 COA Evaluation, a more recent framework 

to describe country ownership is proposed, as per Figure 1 below.161 

 
157 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership; Independent 

Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in the Latin American 

and Caribbean States; Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund; Independent 

Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green Climate Fund’s Investments in 

the African States; Green Climate Fund, Evaluation of the Outcomes and Impact-Level Results of the Readiness and 

Preparatory Support Programme. 
158 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund. 
159 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership; Independent 

Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in the Latin American 

and Caribbean States; Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund; Independent 

Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green Climate Fund’s Investments in 

the African States. 
160 For example, as per the 2022 Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the GCF’s Investments in 

the African States. 
161 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership: Appendices to 

the Final Report, 11. 
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Figure 1. Proposed country ownership framework 

 

Source: 2025 COA Evaluation. 

76. Country ownership is often undermined by limited NDA understanding of policies, inadequate 

stakeholder consultation, and insufficient inclusion of civil society, vulnerable groups and the 

private sector. Clearly, there are multiple factors that inform country ownership. Yet country 

ownership has at times been reduced to meaning government acceptance of FP design by external 

stakeholders as documented in no-objection letters (NOLs). Country ownership is complex and goes 

well beyond NOLs. As per recent IEU-led evaluations, too many NDAs lack an in-depth 

understanding of GCF policies and guidelines to draw on the GCF to support their efforts to advance 

country-owned climate finance agendas. Many still have inadequate capacity to facilitate inclusive 

consultation and coordination with all relevant stakeholders. Most countries are not undertaking 

systematic and inclusive consultations, undermining the goal of full country ownership beyond 

government stakeholders, such as by including civil society, vulnerable groups and the private 

sector.162 The Readiness Strategy 2024–2027 and other recent guidance materials have taken steps to 

clarify the stakeholders relevant for country consultations. Additionally, and out of sync with the 

GCF’s evolving engagement with the private sector, the uneven engagement of private sector 

projects with the NDAs has led to instances where NOLs have been denied by governments at 

advanced stages. 

77. Under USP-2, the GCF is advancing the country platform as a multi-stakeholder mechanism to 

support country capacities to mobilize and absorb climate finance (++). These mechanisms are not 

unique to the GCF or to the climate finance field, and there is no one-size-fits-all platform approach. 

 
162 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership; Independent 

Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent 

Evaluation of the GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme. 
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They are to be country-driven and open to broad stakeholder participation – including the private 

sector, subnational governments, investment agencies and line ministries. Their purposes include 

country coordination, priority setting, resource mobilization, and policy and project implementation. 

There is scope under the revised Readiness Strategy to provide support across a platform life cycle. 

In some instances, readiness programming supports platforms from scratch. In others, platforms 

already exist but require start-up or maintenance support of some kind. Their relationship to the 

more traditionally understood notion of country programming is not explicit in documents reviewed 

for this synthesis study.163 Although not formally announced, there are indications that the 

Secretariat is moving away from more traditional understandings of country-led programming in 

favour of country platforms.164 As of July 2025, about 20 countries were advancing platform-

building projects with RPSP support. 

78. Operationalization of country platforms advances country support programming for impact (++). 

The RPSP offers grant-based support for country platform set-up and strengthening. The PPF offers 

financing and technical support to AEs to develop projects once identified. The PSF provides 

support through facilitation of catalytic concessional financing. These actions are consistent with 

commitments jointly made with the Adaptation Fund, Climate Investment Funds and Global 

Environment Facility in the lead-up to COP29 (2024).165 Examples of platforms now approved and 

in operation are providing grist for the development of guidance materials, including in the 

following two projects: 

• “FP209: Climate Change Resilience through South Africa’s Water Reuse Programme”, 

implemented by the AE Development Bank of South Africa (approved August 2023) 

• “BRA-RS-009: The Brazil Climate and Ecological Transformation Investment Platform – 

Strengthening Brazil’s Climate Finance and Transition Capacities Project”, initiated by the 

Brazilian Development Bank and implemented by the United Nations Development 

Programme (approved October 2024) 

79. Reorganization of the Secretariat, including a stronger regional structure, shows promise (+). The 

Secretariat has noted that it seeks to build closer and stronger strategic programming partnerships 

between developing countries, the GCF and AEs to drive a more truly country-led GCF pipeline. In 

September 2024, the new organizational structure established regionally organized departments. 

These departments seek to better address country needs through an integrated operational model 

rather than the previous mode of having different divisions for different stages of the process, as also 

discussed above in relation to staffing and structure (section 2.C). The Secretariat has also 

commenced work on the country ownership guidelines and will present them for consideration at 

B.44. The Secretariat reports it has made significant progress in operationalizing its support for 

country platforms, including the development of guidance166 that outlines pathways for countries to 

establish or strengthen platforms, conveying the specific support available from the GCF and the 

intended impact.167 Recent stakeholder feedback indicates that the establishment of a regional 

presence is perceived as likely strengthening NDAs by facilitating closer communication between 

 
163 The principal GCF information resource on country platforms is available at 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/country-platforms-climate-finance. The document does not specifically mention 

country programming and so doesn’t provide insight on the relationship between country platforms and country 

programmes. The latter is described in the Readiness Strategy 2024–2027, but this document does not mention country 

platforms. A second helpful resource is a June 2025 deck entitled “Country Platforms: Green Climate Fund Approach, 

Available Support and Impact”, https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/country-platforms-climate-finance. 
164 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership, 30. 
165 GCF/B.39/19, 109. 
166 Green Climate Fund, “Country Platforms for Climate Finance: Overview of GCF’s Approach, Available Support and 

Impact.” 
167 GCF/B.42/Inf.08. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/country-platforms-climate-finance
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/country-platforms-climate-finance
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the GCF and countries. Stakeholders also report that bringing staff physically closer to countries is 

likely to result in better understanding of national and local contexts. NDAs anticipate benefits such 

as improved pipeline management, quicker response times and more tailored support due to 

dedicated regional staff. However, for regional presence to be truly effective, a range of stakeholders 

noted that regional offices will need delegated decision-making power and consistent staffing.168 

2. READINESS REFORM 

80. The RPSP under USP-2 is better positioned for impact than its earlier iterations (+++). It has been 

critiqued for being insufficiently anchored to Fund strategy and only weakly linked to other aspects 

of GCF programming (e.g. private sector engagement, PPF, post-accreditation support). At the 

country level, the RPSP was critiqued for being poorly attuned to country contexts and instead 

overly oriented towards delivery of multiple grants servicing multiple objectives within compressed 

time frames, yielding benefits that were thinly spread. Administratively, the RPSP was found to 

have complex and overly demanding grant processes and an insufficient basis for reporting on 

results.169 

81. The revised RPSP is anchored as one of four programming priorities under USP-2. It has 

streamlined objectives and a revised RRMF, which are directly aligned to the IRMF and to USP-2 

strategic priorities. The readiness and preparatory support page on the GCF website is a repository 

of information sessions, templates, guides and data.170 

82. The revised RPSP offers flexible financing, prioritizes local expertise and implements a four-year 

project cycle. The revised programme contains multiple flexibility features to address unique 

country contexts. It offers two financing modalities to support the planning and implementation of 

climate investments, one dedicated for countries (NDAs), the other for DAEs. Flexibilities include 

additional NAP support, on request, and options for multi-country programmes and additional 

financing for LDCs and SIDS. As well, RPSP support is reinforced through a GCF expert-placement 

structure. A pre-qualified pool of specialists is available to NDAs, focal points or other relevant 

entities across a range of expertise. As well, local talent is prioritized and there is scope for countries 

to nominate local candidates. Placements are financed from within the four-year funding envelope, 

the exception being for LDCs and SIDS, which can each access up to an additional USD 320,000 to 

cover placement costs. Readiness programming is planned and implemented on a four-year time-

horizon. In relation to both modalities, a request for support made to the GCF triggers a strategic, 

country-level analysis of readiness need. NDAs and DAEs apply for readiness resources through a 

direct-request mechanism by the country, through a delivery partner secured via a tendering process, 

or through a combination of the two. An annual cycle of planning and reporting occurs within the 

four-year programme, culminating in a completion report. A Secretariat-led midterm review is 

expected to guide implementation at the country level, and an IEU-driven portfolio review is 

anticipated towards the end of USP-2 that complements available reporting and review 

documentation with additional fieldwork. 

83. The RPSP provides countries with relevant, valued support despite significant challenges (+++). The 

2025 SEC-RPSP Evaluation highlights that the RPSP has been instrumental in strengthening 

institutional capacity, developing strategic frameworks, supporting adaptation planning and 

 
168 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership. 
169 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme, 

101–4; Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund, 64–69; Independent 

Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership, 22–24. 
170 See https://www.greenclimate.fund/readiness. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/readiness
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promoting the country ownership of climate finance portfolios.171 The RPSP has made good 

progress in strengthening country capacity for climate finance coordination, with variation across 

stakeholder types and countries. Progress related to strategies for climate finance implementation is 

seen, with strategies, studies and other outputs172 developed with GCF support. Particularly valuable 

and successful support was delivered for the development of NAP and related adaptation planning 

processes. However, beyond the development of NAPs, there is limited evidence of these strategies, 

studies and other outputs truly informing or guiding climate finance. As of early 2025, only 41 

concept notes and two FPs in the pipeline were linked to RPSP support.173 The limited focus on 

financial sector reforms and mobilization of private investments has also limited the RPSP’s 

potential to scale climate finance.174 

84. Most (87 out of 101) country stakeholders responding to the survey as part of the 2025 SEC-RPSP 

Evaluation either strongly agreed (50) or agreed (37) that the RPSP has addressed their climate 

funding preparation needs.175 Only a small minority (4) disagreed or strongly disagreed.176 These 

findings are generally consistent with those of prior evaluations, where stakeholders have expressed 

appreciation for the support provided yet also frustrations with its processes (e.g. 2023 IF 

Evaluation, the IEU-led Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF’s 

Investments in the Latin American and Caribbean States [2024; subsequently referred to as the 2024 

LAC Evaluation], 2023 RPSP Evaluation, 2023 SPR). The 2025 COA Evaluation conveyed 

stakeholder perceptions of the RPSP as still too slow to access and insufficiently sequenced with 

other GCF processes, such as direct access, accreditation and the different stages of the project 

cycle.177 As readiness support belongs to a separate pipeline, it is not easy to mobilize when it is 

most needed, which has reduced its usefulness in the eyes of interview respondents. 

85. Capacity issues and insufficient institutionalization threaten the sustainability of RPSP outcomes 

(++). High staff turnover of NDAs, particularly in SIDS, LDCs and fragile states threatens the 

preservation of institutional knowledge and ongoing stability and thus the sustainability of 

outcomes. Incomplete institutionalization of climate finance processes at the national level and the 

limited focus on supporting countries in securing financing replicating and scaling successful 

initiatives pose significant challenges to the long-term sustainability of RPSP outcomes.178 

Regardless of any actions taken by the GCF, inherent challenges in building sustainable capacity 

within NDAs are likely to remain due to government staffing rotations and turnover.179 

 
171 Green Climate Fund, Evaluation of the Outcomes and Impact-Level Results of the Readiness and Preparatory Support 

Programme. 
172 This particularly refers to outputs under the RPSP’s Objective 2, including country programmes, strategies to foster 

private sector financing, studies, modelling effort systems, and other research or technical efforts, among others. 
173 It should be noted that challenges persist in tracking concept notes and FPs developed and approved as a result of RPSP 

support. 
174 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme; 

Green Climate Fund, Evaluation of the Outcomes and Impact-Level Results of the Readiness and Preparatory Support 

Programme. 
175 The survey included NDAs and focal points as well as DAEs and delivery partners. 
176 Green Climate Fund, Evaluation of the Outcomes and Impact-Level Results of the Readiness and Preparatory Support 

Programme. 
177 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership. 
178 Ibid.; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in 

the Latin American and Caribbean States; Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green 

Climate Fund; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green 

Climate Fund’s Investments in the African States; Green Climate Fund, Evaluation of the Outcomes and Impact-Level 

Results of the Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme. 
179 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund; Green Climate Fund, 

Evaluation of the Outcomes and Impact-Level Results of the Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme. 
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86. Evaluations highlight other persistent obstacles to effective RPSP support, which have been notable 

for SIDS and LDCs, in particular.180 NDAs have highlighted barriers such as a lack of local experts 

and slow and bureaucratic processes within GCF approval procedures as well as high staff 

fluctuation at the GCF. Stakeholders note that GCF regional desks have sometimes lacked deep 

knowledge of their respective regions, limiting their effectiveness.181 NDAs have also reported a 

disconnect in priorities with those of delivery partners.182 Stakeholders report insufficient private 

sector engagement and the need for expanded support for building local expertise.183 

87. The RPSP has not fully tapped the private sector in scaling climate finance. This is seen as due to its 

limited focus on financial sector reforms or mobilization of private investment, concurring with 

evidence from other evaluations (e.g. 2025 COA Evaluation, 2025 SEC-RPSP Evaluation, 2023 ES 

Evaluation, 2023 RPSP Evaluation, 2023 SPR) and interviews with Secretariat staff and civil society 

organization and private sector organization representatives. The GCF’s PSF is unique, but the 

RPSP activities to date do not target or prepare private sector stakeholders for utilizing or benefiting 

from the RPSP directly. As discussed above, the private sector has not been engaged consistently in 

country readiness efforts to date. The RPSP strategy for the 2019–2021 period and the associated 

RRMF recognize the important role of private funding, as well as the transformation of financial 

regulations in countries, but interviewees point out that this importance has not been fully reflected 

in the implementation of readiness grants to date. For example, the strategy does not provide a 

specific objective for scaling up private sector activities or working on financial regulations.184 As 

discussed elsewhere, the updated Readiness Strategy 2024–2027 and related documents take steps 

towards clarifying engagement with private sector actors. However, it is too early to tell the impact 

of these changes. 

B. UNDERSTANDING AND USE OF THE GCF FOR IMPLEMENTER 

READINESS 

88. The key support options for AEs are the newly designated DAE window in the RPSP, which focuses 

on DAE readiness, capacity-building and concept note development; the PSAA, which does not 

require prior accreditation; and individual proposal support through the PPF. 

 
180 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership; Independent 

Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in the Latin American 

and Caribbean States; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory 

Support Programme; Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund; Independent 

Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green Climate Fund’s Investments in 

the African States; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of Green Climate Fund’s Investment Framework; 

Green Climate Fund, Evaluation of the Outcomes and Impact-Level Results of the Readiness and Preparatory Support 

Programme. 
181 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in the 

Latin American and Caribbean States; Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate 

Fund; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green Climate 

Fund’s Investments in the African States. 
182 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in the 

Latin American and Caribbean States; Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate 

Fund. 
183 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership; Green Climate 

Fund, Evaluation of the Outcomes and Impact-Level Results of the Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme. 
184 Green Climate Fund, Evaluation of the Outcomes and Impact-Level Results of the Readiness and Preparatory Support 

Programme. 
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89. Through accreditation, the GCF has established a network of diverse AE partners – including many 

national and regional DAEs.185 This network needs continued strengthening (+++). The approved 

project portfolio remains skewed towards IAEs in terms of funding committed. A relatively small 

percentage of DAEs have been successful in obtaining project funding via the GCF,186 with DAE 

capacity remaining a major constraint. While improvements are ongoing, there are continued 

programming gaps at the GCF and country levels due, in part, to relatively few private sector DAEs 

and weak policies, low staffing levels, and lack of experience with climate finance among DAE 

candidates.187 

90. A majority of DAEs report that the RPSP supported accreditation but that challenges remain (++). 

Survey results recently published as part of the 2025 SEC-RPSP Evaluation reveal that the majority 

of DAEs (28 out of 38) find the RPSP effective in supporting accreditation efforts. In addition to a 

high staff turnover in NDAs, the main challenge for the effectiveness of DAE capacity-building 

identified in the survey, interviews and case studies is a lack of international and national experts 

that are familiar with GCF procedures. Stakeholders further identified GCF rules (i.e. the flexibility 

of implementation, duration period, funding levels, eligibility of activities) as challenges for 

effective capacity-building under the previous RPSP. Lack of clarity about best practice, unclear 

stakeholder roles and responsibilities, and lack of interest also hampered effectiveness.188 This 

echoes findings from other IEU-led evaluations (e.g. the IEU-led Independent Evaluation of the 

Relevance and Effectiveness of the GCF’s Investments in the African States (2022; subsequently 

referred to as the 2022 AFR Evaluation), 2023 SPR, 2024 LAC Evaluation, 2025 COA Evaluation). 

91. Capacity support through the RPSP and PPF increased significantly but is slow to show major 

results at scale for DAE programming (+++). There has been a steady share of proposals submitted 

by DAEs, equalling or exceeding those of IAEs since 2019. However, their approval rates still 

lag.189 Many DAEs struggle with accreditation requirements and require capacity support.190 

Undertaking programming with the GCF entails high transaction costs for most AEs, which can 

 
185 As of 30 April 2025, the GCF AE network comprises 145 entities approved by the Board for accreditation. Of these, 

64 per cent are DAEs. At B.42, eight entities were recommended for accreditation, seven being direct access applicants, 

out of which three would become the first national DAEs of their respective countries (Costa Rica, Lao People’s 

Democratic Republic, and Saint Lucia). One direct access applicant is from the private sector (GCF/B.42/Inf.09). 
186 Although DAEs represent 64 per cent of the AEs, only 20 per cent of the funding committed through FPs has been 

awarded to DAEs. In addition to institutional capacity issues discussed elsewhere, this dynamic is also due in part to the 

types of accreditations DAEs have received. For example, out of the 38 AEs accredited to undertake large-size 

programmes/projects (> USD 250 million), 71 per cent are IAEs, followed by national DAEs at 16 per cent, and regional 

DAEs at 13 per cent. Of the 76 national DAEs, the majority (71 per cent) are accredited to undertake small (up to USD 50 

million) or medium-sized (up to USD 250 million) programmes/projects, 21 per cent are accredited for micro-size 

programmes/projects (up to USD 10 million) and only 8 per cent are accredited for large programmes/projects 

(GCF/B.42/Inf.09). Approval rates for FPs submitted by DAEs still lag behind those of IAEs as well (GCF/B.42/Inf.09). 
187 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in the 

Latin American and Caribbean States; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s 

Energy Sector Portfolio and Approach; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Synthesis of Direct Access in the Green 

Climate Fund; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green 

Climate Fund’s Investments in the African States. 
188 Green Climate Fund, Evaluation of the Outcomes and Impact-Level Results of the Readiness and Preparatory Support 

Programme. 
189 GCF/B.42/Inf.09. 
190 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership; Independent 

Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in the Latin American 

and Caribbean States; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector 

Portfolio and Approach; Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund; 

Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green Climate Fund’s 

Investments in the African States; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Synthesis of Direct Access in the Green 

Climate Fund. 



A Synthesis Study on the Green Climate Fund 

An Interim Deliverable under the Third Performance Review 

40  |  ©IEU 

disproportionally impact DAEs relative to IAEs.191 The 2023 SPR and earlier evaluations indicated 

that existing support channels did not meet DAEs’ needs.192 The GCF has made significant changes 

to the accreditation and application processes and now offers more focused support for DAE 

capacity-building and pipeline development. FPs from DAEs are increasing and opinions are 

shifting, but the full scale of results through approved FPs are only slowly appearing in evaluation 

findings.193 

92. Private sector DAEs are still underrepresented, and engagement with MSMEs remains low (+++). 

This appears to stem from a widespread lack of consistent recognition of and engagement with 

suitable institutions at the national level that can engage with MSMEs, although there are a few 

individual successes with specific FPs, such as with national development banks and farmer 

associations (e.g. 2023 ES Evaluation, 2023 RPSP Evaluation, 2025 COA Evaluation). Stakeholders 

consistently continue to report that accreditation remains a significant barrier for such engagement 

through DAEs. The GCF’s long and cumbersome proposal review process also discourages 

proposals from existing AEs with the ability to engage MSMEs.194 For example, the 2023 ES 

Evaluation noted that while several private DAEs have been accredited, almost no funding flows 

through them, and most private sector funds go to commercial banks. Recent strategic documents, 

such as the USP-2 and Readiness Strategy 2024–2027 touch on this, such as by clarifying 

definitions of stakeholders in readiness outcome 1 as well as using the PSAA and other efforts to 

address accreditation access barriers. Also, the Secretariat notes specifically that the PSF has 

enhanced support for first-time DAEs, in addition to the other support modalities available.195 

C. UNDERSTANDING AND USE OF GCF PROJECT RESOURCE 

PATHWAYS (EQ3.3) 

93. Despite process improvements within the GCF, partners continue to perceive the project 

development and approval cycle as bureaucratic, lengthy, inconsistent and non-transparent (+++). 

Countries and AEs are only slowly recognizing the efforts to improve processes in GCF-2. The 2023 

SPR documented process improvements and efficiency gains while noting that NDAs, AEs, delivery 

partners and other partners continued to perceive the project appraisal and approval cycle as 

bureaucratic, lengthy, inconsistent and non-transparent, though stakeholders acknowledged 

incremental process improvements.196 Evaluations conducted since the 2023 SPR note a perception 

of difficulty in accessing GCF resources even in areas of improvement documented by the 

Secretariat, such as reductions in application processing times or publication of updated guidance 

 
191 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in the 

Latin American and Caribbean States; Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate 

Fund; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green Climate 

Fund’s Investments in the African States; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Synthesis of Direct Access in the 

Green Climate Fund. 
192 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund. 
193 For B.42, the Secretariat reported that the PPF remained in high demand from AEs and PSAA applicants. Appetite for 

support was particularly strong from newly accredited DAEs that are yet to prepare and submit FPs to the Board for approval 

(GCF/B.42/Inf.09). 
194 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership; Independent 

Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in the Latin American 

and Caribbean States; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector 

Portfolio and Approach; Green Climate Fund, Evaluation of the Outcomes and Impact-Level Results of the Readiness and 

Preparatory Support Programme. 
195 GCF/B.41/Inf.13. 
196 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund. 
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documents.197 Interviewees participating in the 2024 LAC Evaluation reported feeling overwhelmed 

by the demands of the process.198 They highlighted the lengthy accreditation processes for entities 

and project approvals by the GCF as major issues limiting access to climate financing from the 

GCF. Reported causes included limited information about the GCF’s expectations for its 

investments, language barriers, insufficient country contextual understanding, and the significant 

time zone difference between the GCF headquarters and countries in the region. Stakeholders have 

consistently requested more regional presence and engagement by the GCF. These findings were 

further echoed in earlier evaluations (e.g. 2022 AFR Evaluation; 2023 ES Evaluation; 2023 IF 

Evaluation). 

94. Some challenges from the past show signs of improvement (++). Survey results recently published 

as part of the 2025 SEC-RPSP Evaluation indicated that “barriers of insufficient consideration of the 

local context, a lack of staff capacity at the NDAs and focal points, high transaction costs, and a lack 

of IAEs are not as prevalent as they might have been earlier”. Write-in comments in the survey 

confirmed that the complex application process still acts as a barrier, hindering many DAEs from 

fully accessing the GCF. Several countries also expressed challenges due to restricted national 

budgets and borrowing constraints, hindering the co-financing for projects.199 

95. GCF programming generally aligns with national priorities and policies but does not always reflect 

the highest priorities (+++). The 2023 SPR as well as subsequent evaluations continue to find that 

GCF programming generally aligns with national priorities and policies, but that FPs (and RPSP 

grants) do not necessarily address the most strategic or optimal projects or needs.200 The 2025 COA 

Evaluation noted that national climate finance strategies and frameworks frequently only include 

perfunctory references to the private sector.201 Consistent with prior evaluations, the 2025 COA 

Evaluation further noted that project design is largely driven by AEs. In countries with overstretched 

institutional capacity and dependence on international consultants, the challenge is particularly 

compounded. Private sector and multi-country projects are frequently perceived as externally driven, 

misaligned with national strategies and prone to late-stage validation, which gives NDAs little 

influence on their design and implementation.202 

96. Many NDAs prefer single-country projects with DAEs but do not see pathways to achieve them 

(+++). Many NDAs across evaluations reported they do not have sufficient access to the types of 

AEs and DAEs best suited for their programming priorities. For example, stakeholders report NDAs 

pushing partners to submit a proposal for which they are not well suited. They also report partners 

pushing the NDA to support proposals that are not sufficiently targeted at immediate country 

 
197 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership; Independent 

Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in the Latin American 

and Caribbean States; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector 

Portfolio and Approach; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the 

Green Climate Fund’s Investments in the African States; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Synthesis of Direct 

Access in the Green Climate Fund; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of Green Climate Fund’s 

Investment Framework; Green Climate Fund, Evaluation of the Outcomes and Impact-Level Results of the Readiness and 

Preparatory Support Programme. 
198 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in the 

Latin American and Caribbean States. 
199 Green Climate Fund, Evaluation of the Outcomes and Impact-Level Results of the Readiness and Preparatory Support 

Programme. 
200 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership; Independent 

Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in the Latin American 
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needs.203 NDAs have also expressed concerns about the prevalence and relevance of multi-country 

projects, typically led by IAEs, as discussed in both the 2024 LAC Evaluation and 2022 AFR 

Evaluation.204 For example, NDAs expressed concerns about the depth of alignment and relevance 

for each country’s priorities as well as their level of coordination and oversight. Reliance on IAEs is 

perceived to lead to a disconnect from specific local needs and to limit the ability of projects to 

adapt to national conditions and priorities. 

97. The 2023 IF Evaluation noted national DAEs’ view that the GCF IF favours IAEs: accessing GCF 

funding is time and resource intensive, and because IAEs have more resources they have a 

comparative advantage.205 Respondents referred to climate rationale, paradigm shift and impact 

potential as some of the most complex criteria points to justify, given the lack of appropriate data 

and due to the complexity of measures. 

98. Variable capacity of NDAs and AEs has led to an uneven use of GCF resources (+++). Country 

capacities and circumstances play a major role in determining how strategically GCF programming 

aligns with country priorities and opportunities. Institutional weakness in the NDA can result in a 

strategic disconnect between a country’s GCF portfolio and wider sector planning and finance 

processes, as well as create capacity challenges in accessing funding.206 

99. The GCF’s processes deter existing AEs capable of engaging with the private sector (+++). Existing 

AEs that can undertake new private sector programming are found to be hesitant to do so given their 

past experience with the GCF’s slow processes or the prevailing reputation of the GCF as a slow 

institution. Stakeholders have expressed that they find the GCF to be slow in responding and in 

providing overall approval. They also expressed that feedback time frames are not suited to the 

dynamic nature of private markets, especially MSMEs in their countries.207 

D. PRIVATE SECTOR 

100. Through its Governing Instrument, the GCF has a clear and unique mandate to promote the 

participation of private sector partners and to “catalyse additional public and private finance”.208 

Given the limited availability of public finance, global stakeholders recognize the importance of 

rapid private sector mobilization in closing the investment gap and the need for a catalytic use of 

funds. 

 
203 Ibid.; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in 

the Latin American and Caribbean States; Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green 

Climate Fund; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green 

Climate Fund’s Investments in the African States. 
204 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in the 

Latin American and Caribbean States; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and 

Effectiveness of the Green Climate Fund’s Investments in the African States. 
205 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of Green Climate Fund’s Investment Framework. 
206 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership; Independent 

Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in the Latin American 

and Caribbean States; Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund; Independent 

Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green Climate Fund’s Investments in 

the African States. 
207 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership; Independent 

Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in the Latin American 

and Caribbean States; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector 

Portfolio and Approach; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the 

Green Climate Fund’s Investments in the African States. 
208 Green Climate Fund, Governing Instrument for the Green Climate Fund. 



A Synthesis Study on the Green Climate Fund 

An Interim Deliverable under the Third Performance Review 

©IEU  |  43 

101. The GCF has historically underperformed in effectively engaging the private sector (+++). The GCF 

has had only moderate success in accrediting private sector entities and approving its private sector 

portfolio. Project origination and approval processes are not tailored or flexible enough to meet 

private sector needs. The high transaction costs and levels of uncertainty, bureaucracy, time lags, 

and project structuring and country engagement expectations when doing a project with the GCF do 

not match private sector needs.209 For example, private sector projects often require greater scale and 

diversification, with more nuanced risk assessments and greater flexibility in financial terms and 

conditions.210 

102. A tension also persists in the GCF operating model, between the principle of a country-driven 

approach and associated country ownership and private sector investment processes, which often 

operate on quicker timetables, have different risk profiles and whose project designs may not 

necessarily require heavy engagement with government. For example, private sector programmes – 

and particularly multi-country programmes – have struggled with the GCF’s restructuring and 

cancellation policy requirements, including the need for NOLs from all country NDAs, while 

countries themselves may never see projects materialize nationally despite participating in providing 

NOLs.211 

103. RPSP activities have not historically focused on private sector-related outcomes, and their need for 

readiness support is not sufficiently reflected in the Readiness Strategy 2019–2021.212 The GCF and, 

particularly, RPSP processes are widely perceived to be ill-suited to the private sector.213 

104. The GCF has sought to strengthen and clarify its approach to the private sector in recent strategic 

documents (+++). The GCF’s initial private sector strategy was approved by the Board through 

decision B.32/06. Both the USP-2 and the revised Readiness Strategy seek to further recalibrate the 

GCF’s approach to helping strengthen countries’ ability to engage the private sector. For example, 

the USP-2 seeks to better address engaging the local private sector and build supportive investment 

environments for climate finance; to support the development of high-quality innovation ecosystems 

that foster locally grown businesses and new technology applications; and to help build the climate 

investment capabilities of national and regional financial institutions. 

105. Per the Secretariat, two critical areas needing attention by the GCF are (i) more intentional 

identification and engagement with strategic investment partners to mobilize additional resources for 

climate action, and (ii) the staged development of PSF modalities to better support private sector 

programming outcomes – both are expected to be addressed in the future.214 The Readiness Strategy 

2024–2027, for example, makes more explicit potential activities addressing the private sector in the 

 
209 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership; Independent 

Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of Green Climate Fund’s Investment Framework; Independent Evaluation Unit, 
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Approach; Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund. 
210 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership. 
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new streamlined Objective 1 that addresses gaps in the country-recipients’ capacity to effectively 

coordinate climate investment planning and execution, such as by explicitly naming the private 

sector as relevant stakeholders and for investment planning.215 

106. The Secretariat has increased its activities to engage the private sector (++). The Secretariat is 

seeking more proactive engagement with NDAs to ensure stronger alignment of private sector 

activities with country priorities. The PSF is also reaching out to private sector stakeholders directly, 

including regarding stronger linkages with country needs. For example, in 2024, the PSF convened 

structured discussions with private sector experts, institutional investors, international commercial 

banks, asset owners and managers, and other key private finance stakeholders in global financial 

hubs via its first-time investor forums. The Secretariat reports it is currently developing a strategic 

investment partnerships road map for public and private sector engagement beyond the GCF’s AE 

ecosystem, including identification of partners, testing of scalable co-investment models and laying 

the foundations for more systematic mobilization of third-party capital. The GCF Private Investment 

for Climate Conference in October 2025 sought to convene global public and private sector leaders 

to explore innovative financing solutions, address market barriers and foster partnerships that 

accelerate climate investments.216 The newly established Department of Strategic Investment 

Partnerships and Co-Investment is expected to support the GCF in its private as well as public sector 

programming, taking better advantage of the GCF’s unique ability to broker larger and other 

investment flows from partners including investors, philanthropies and others.217 

107. Approvals for private sector projects have recently increased (++). In 2024, the first operational year 

of USP-2 implementation, 12 private sector projects amounting to USD 1.2 billion were approved, 

representing 48 per cent of the total volume approved in the first year of USP-2 implementation. 

This includes USD 509 million in private sector adaptation.218 These approvals indicate a higher 

ratio of private sector to public sector project approvals than previous years, with the increase due in 

part to the use of the PSAA.219 Under GCF-2, the PSF portfolio has accounted for 36 per cent of the 

total approved portfolio of projects in nominal terms. The pipeline consists of a mix of financial 

instruments with grants, senior loans and equity having the highest demands. Following the Board’s 

adoption of the Private Sector Strategy at B.32, there has been a notable increase in GCF financing 

for equity investments.220 The increase in approved private sector projects has also increased the 

amount of co-financing. 

108. FPs recently approved demonstrate broader risk appetite, including for the private sector (+). The 

Secretariat reports that a key achievement in 2024 was the approval of a series of investments 

demonstrating the GCF’s risk appetite for projects, including private sector ventures. Examples 

include investing in early and growth-stage climate technology companies, the first dedicated 

climate financing facility in Cambodia, private sector adaptation-focused investment funds for 

agribusiness and smallholder farmers, mitigation and adaptation investment loans for MSMEs, and 

support for climate-resilient water and sanitation infrastructure.221 

 
215 Green Climate Fund, Readiness Strategy 2024–2027. 
216 GCF/B.42/Inf.08. 
217 GCF/B.41/Inf.12. 
218 GCF/B.41/Inf.13. 
219 The most recent Secretariat reporting to the Board indicated that 29 entities were cleared to advance with project 

development under the PSAA, of which 24 concept note submissions were received, representing a GCF funding request 

of USD 1.8 billion. Of these, 36 per cent originate from national and regional entities based in developing countries, and 

68 per cent represent private sector applicants – underscoring the mechanism’s potential to catalyse private investment in 

climate action (GCF/B.42/Inf.09). 
220 GCF/B.42/Inf.09. 
221 GCF/B.41/Inf.13. 
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109. There is broader private sector involvement than that reflected in the PSF alone (+++). In addition to 

the PSF activities to directly or indirectly finance private sector actors (institutional investors, 

private sponsors, climate funds), there is broader private sector participation in the delivery of the 

GCF mandate, including in its public sector portfolio, such as with the subcontractor base for project 

delivery (e.g. design, engineering, environmental services, monitoring). Projects also often enable or 

facilitate downstream private sector development benefits (e.g. around agricultural supply chains or 

productive uses of energy).222 

 

 
222 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in the 
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4. IMPLEMENTATION AND DELIVERY 

110. This section examines how GCF systems, processes and oversight support implementation and 

delivery of approved funding. It first reviews project application, appraisal and approval processes, 

including new service standards under the Efficient GCF agenda, experience with the SAP and 

recent changes to the PPF. It then examines portfolio performance and timeliness, looking at 

disbursement trends for funded projects and the RPSP, and how delays differ by region, country 

group and project type. Next, it analyses implementation challenges such as operational and 

logistical obstacles, COVID-19 impacts, political and economic instability, low in-country capacity, 

natural disasters and project design weaknesses, along with the responses used to address them. The 

section then considers oversight and adaptive management, focusing on the use of APRs, risk 

management roles and systems, new digital portfolio and ERP/ERM tools, and related policy 

reforms. Lastly, it looks at feedback and learning mechanisms, including DMEL, MEL and 

knowledge frameworks, data platforms, regional dialogues, and the roles of the IEU, Independent 

Redress Mechanism and Independent Integrity Unit (IIU) in sharing lessons. 

The section finds that the GCF’s streamlining of support systems for implementation and delivery has 

helped accelerate approvals and improve the disbursement process. The streamlining includes introducing 

service standards, simplifying reviews and templates, and expanding digital tools. It has also strengthened 

oversight and learning through updated APRs, new ERP and ERM platforms, and the creation of DMEL. 

Yet core implementation challenges persist. Project start-up remains slow, and disbursement performance is 

uneven across regions, country groups and project types. This slows project delivery and disbursement, 

thereby undermining project relevance, stakeholder buy-in and overall effectiveness, particularly for private 

sector projects. Operational and capacity constraints continue to impede delivery, and project risk 

management remains underdeveloped, with unclear roles and inconsistent application of safeguards. MEL 
system improvements notwithstanding, feedback and learning loops remain weak, limiting the Fund’s 

ability to use evidence to adjust course. 

A. OBJECTIVES OF SYSTEMS AND PROCESSES (EQ2.1 AND EQ2.2) 

111. The GCF has established service standards and process changes for project application, appraisal 

and approval processes, with signals of improvement (+++). The 2023 SPR observed an increase in 

the volume of concept notes and FPs as well as improvements in quality of entry that could 

plausibly be linked to efforts to clarify and systematize process requirements.223 It also noted 

“modest improvements” in mean processing times in GCF-1, albeit more pronounced for IAEs than 

for DAEs.224 Bottlenecks were still present in relation to conversion of concept notes to FPs and 

RPSP proposals, turnarounds associated with Secretariat and iTAP reviews, and scheduling of 

submissions for Board approval.225 As recorded in the 2023 SPR, long project development cycles 

have, at times, rendered project designs irrelevant or out of date.226 

 
223 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund, 74. 
224 Ibid., 75. 
225 Ibid., 48, 76; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory Support 

Programme, 101.; document GCF/B.42/Inf.05 titled “Reports from committees, panels and groups of the Board of the 

Green Climate Fund”, 8. 
226 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund, 71; Independent Evaluation 

Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership, 34. 
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112. At the United Nations General Assembly in 2024, the GCF announced a nine-month service 

standard for project approvals. Through the Efficient GCF reform agenda launched in late 2023, the 

Secretariat committed to reducing the time from concept note submission to Board consideration – 

including iTAP review – to an average of nine months. This represents a substantial shift from 

historical averages that have exceeded two years. Target screening times are to be six weeks for new 

concept notes and six months for FPs.227 

113. The GCF has taken initial steps to streamline and simplify its processes. Process redesign, role 

consolidation and documentation streamlining underpin this acceleration of project approvals; early 

signals are promising. Internal review flows have been reengineered to reduce duplication between 

Secretariat technical teams and the iTAP, focusing assessments on material risks and opportunities 

rather than restating prior analyses. The “1 project = 1 voice” model designates a single project lead 

as point of contact for AEs, improving communication and accountability. Climate Investment 

Committee structures have been streamlined to optimize staff time, and FP templates have been 

simplified to shorten clearance cycles. Secretariat departments have also increased coordination on 

pipeline prioritization to ensure alignment with country ownership and strategic investment 

priorities.228 Signals of improvement are evident; B.40 reports indicate the GCF is meeting these 

elevated process targets.229 

114. The SAP has not yet met efficiency and country ownership expectations (+++). In 2017, the GCF 

introduced an alternative to the project approval process, in the form of the SAP, designed for 

smaller, low-risk projects.230 It did so with the intention of reducing time and effort through the steps 

of the development cycle (i.e. preparation, review, approval and first disbursement). The 2023 SPR 

and other IEU-led evaluations have found gains to be minimal and uptake lower than anticipated.231 

Submission requirements were not substantially reduced due to GCF policy requirements (notably 

those related to ESS, gender and Indigenous Peoples), and poor uptake was attributed to both limited 

visibility and AE perceptions of a “slow and unpredictable” process. AE feedback cited frustration 

with the iterative nature of reviews, the number of actors involved, and iTAP expectations regarding 

demonstration of climate impact potential, particularly for adaptation projects (especially those in 

SIDS and LDCs). As noted in the 2025 COA Evaluation, the unpredictability and complexity of the 

process also undermine the concept of countries being in the driver’s seat.232 

115. Any change resulting from SAP modality changes in 2022 will be evident in programming under 

GCF-2. Changes include raising the contribution limit from USD 10 million to USD 25 million, 

broadening eligibility to higher-risk categories, introducing the “presumed existence of climate 

rationale” for adaptation, committing to service standards, integrating the SAP with the RPSP, and 

streamlining AE–Secretariat–iTAP interfaces.233 Since B.32, expediting project review and approval 

(for both the SAP and the project approval process) has gained additional heft given the priority 

placed on efficiency reforms under USP-2. 

116. Revisions to the PPF since 2020 have been aimed at performance shortcomings on speed and 

accessibility observed in GCF-1 (+++). While regarded as an essential tool for project development, 
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stakeholders see the modality as not having a significant effect on DAEs obtaining approved FPs, 

nor engaging sufficiently with private sector AEs. PPF funding parameters were seen to be limiting 

on regional programmes and projects. A continuing pattern of AE submissions misaligned to GCF 

investment criteria suggested missed opportunities to foster knowledge-sharing. Revised operating 

modalities were approved at B.37. 

117. Design features of the PPF for USP-2 (some of which were introduced as far back as 2020) 

emphasize complementarity with the RPSP and the active targeting of DAEs (especially those 

engaged in locally led action) and the private sector. Support to AEs and entities applying under the 

PSAA pilot through direct funding leaves implementation either to the applicant, or to be managed 

through the application of technical assistance provided using a roster of PPF services firms. With a 

funding ceiling of USD 1.5 million per application, support focuses on structuring projects for 

impact and innovation, including helping countries realize economies of scale through collective 

investments. 

B. PERFORMANCE AND TIMELINESS (EQ4.1) 

Disbursement remains slow but is improving (++). This aligns with findings from the 2023 SPR, 

which found that funded activity agreement processes were showing some improvement, although 

they remain lengthy. As of B.42, USD 16.7 billion in financing was approved, of which USD 5.6 

billion was disbursed (34 per cent), representing an increase in the percentage of approved funding 

disbursed compared to previous years (e.g. with 21 per cent of approved funding disbursed in 2020; 

see Figure 2). The share of FPs under implementation has been fairly steady since B.38, and there is 

slight increase in the share of FPs receiving disbursements, growing from 78 per cent at B.38 to 

83 per cent at B.42. As of July 2024, first disbursement took place on average around 1.5 years 

following project approval. There is some regional variation, with faster disbursements in Eastern 

Europe and slower disbursements in Africa (see Table 3). Disbursements also vary across project 

scope, with a slower speed of disbursement for multi-country projects compared to single-country 

projects. 

Figure 2. FP portfolio implementation and disbursement, 2015–2025 (cumulative) 

 

Source: Adapted from GCF/B.42/Inf.09. 

Note: B = billion, GCF-1 = first replenishment period of the GCF, GCF-2 = second replenishment period of 

the GCF, IRM = initial resource mobilization. 
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Table 3. Average number of days from FP approval to first disbursement, as of July 2024 

REGION AVERAGE DAYS FROM APPROVAL TO FIRST DISBURSEMENT 

SINGLE-COUNTRY PROJECTS MULTI-COUNTRY PROJECTS OVERALL 

Africa 539 817 581 

Asia-Pacific 524 925 544 

Eastern Europe 411 - 411 

Latin America and the Caribbean 457 693 495 

Total 511 796 542 

Source: 2024 LAC Evaluation. 

118. RPSP implementation and disbursements also remain slow, especially in particularly vulnerable 

countries (++). As of B.42, the GCF approved USD 713 million in RPSP financing, of which 

USD 438 million was disbursed (61 per cent) and USD 150 million was closed (21 per cent) (Figure 

3).234 This is notably higher compared to previous years, with 46 per cent of approved financing 

disbursed in 2020 and only 3 per cent of approved financing being closed. Disbursement rates are 

slightly lower in particularly vulnerable countries compared to other eligible countries. This is 

particularly the case for SIDS, despite a higher proportion of projects at disbursement stage. 

Completion rates are also slightly lower in vulnerable countries, with LDCs particularly lagging.235 

At the regional level, Eastern Europe and Latin America and the Caribbean see higher disbursement 

rates, with lower rates in Africa, Asia, and Western Europe and other areas (Table 4).236 Although 

little data are available on the timeliness of first disbursements, long timelines between approval and 

the signing of legal agreements precede disbursements. The average time between approval and the 

signing of legal agreements for grants managed through a general grant agreement is around five 

months. This time frame has stayed fairly steady across the initial and the revised RPSPs, with an 

average of 161 days during the initial RPSP and 156 days during the revised RPSP.237 

  

 
234 GCF/B.42/Inf.09. 
235 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme. 
236 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in the 

Latin American and Caribbean States. 
237 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme. 
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Figure 3. RPSP portfolio implementation and disbursement, 2020–2025 (cumulative) 

 

Source: Adapted from GCF/B.42/Inf.09. 

Note: M = million; UI = under implementation. Approved = all grants that have been issued as formal 

notification of approval from the GCF. Under implementation = grants that are still legally effective, including 

expired grants that are advancing through the closure process. Disbursed = all grants that have received a 

disbursement, including those that are closed and/or cancelled. Closed = grants that have completed grant 

activities and finalized all reporting obligations (completion reports, final audits), including 

disbursements/refunds as applicable. 

Table 4. Approval and disbursement in RPSP 

REGIONAL LIST AVERAGE DAYS 

FOR APPROVAL 

DISBURSED 

(USD MIL.) 

APPROVED 

(USD MIL.) 

DISBURSED/ 

APPROVED RATIO 

Africa 355 127.3 186.8 68% 

Asia-Pacific 245 114.4 165.6 69% 

Eastern Europe 307 26.5 30.7 86% 

Latin America and the Caribbean 187 134.6 171.6 78% 

Western Europe and others 18 1.2 2.7 44% 

Total 253 404 557.4 72% 

Source: 2024 LAC Evaluation. 

119. The start of implementation and disbursement are frequently delayed due to bureaucratic processes, 

limited Secretariat capacity and procedural inefficiencies (++). Lengthy design, approval and funded 

activity agreement processes slow first disbursements, while rigid systems and delayed APR 

finalizations further stall the process. Staffing constraints within the GCF Secretariat and centralized 

request systems compound these challenges.238 

120. Slow project delivery and disbursement undermine project relevance, stakeholder buy-in and overall 

effectiveness (+++). Long timelines between project design and implementation increase the risk of 

projects losing relevance amid shifting government priorities and evolving sectoral landscapes, 

particularly in fast-moving areas such as energy. These long timelines also reduce attractiveness to 

 
238 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector Portfolio and 
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Programme; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments 

in the Latin American and Caribbean States. 
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private sector actors, who operate in fast-paced environments, and create challenges in maintaining 

continuity.239 

121. The GCF launched initiatives to improve project delivery and accelerate disbursements, although 

their impact remains to be fully assessed (++). In late 2022, the responsibility for first disbursements 

for the RPSP shifted from the Division of Country Programming to the Division of Portfolio 

Management, a move expected to reduce delays.240 Moreover, in 2024, the GCF began rolling out a 

new financial management suite designed to automate and expedite disbursement processing.241 

Early signs of progress appeared in late 2024, with two projects in Burundi and Somalia moving 

swiftly from Board approval to disbursement. Additionally, regional dashboards to enhance 

portfolio visibility and provide early warnings on performance are expected in Q3 2025.242 To date, 

there is no evaluative evidence on the impact of these changes. 

C. IMPLEMENTATION CHALLENGES (EQ4.2) 

122. The 2023 SPR found that operational challenges, COVID-related delays, increasing costs, weak 

project design and restructuring needs in early projects slowed implementation and the delivery of 

results. Similar challenges were identified in documents published following the 2023 SPR (+++). 

GCF projects have faced several operational challenges that affected implementation. Operational 

and logistical challenges have included legal and administrative changes, land acquisition issues, 

budget constraints and shortfalls, procurement issues, and challenges in market uptake. These 

challenges were most prominent in Latin America and the Caribbean and in SIDS.243 

123. COVID-19 caused delays, cost overruns, challenges in co-financing and budget reallocations (+++). 

The majority of projects implemented during COVID-19 were impacted by the pandemic, with 

numerous projects granted implementation timeline extensions and multiple others requesting 

approvals of adaptative management measures. The pandemic led to increased costs as a result of 

value chain disruptions, higher commodity prices, increased inflation and increased interest rates. It 

also affected co-financing, including delays in securing co-financing (e.g. FP044) as well as 

commitment withdrawals (e.g. FP001). The pandemic created further challenges in attracting private 

sector investors, particularly in riskier and unproven environments, and has made borrowing less 

attractive.244 

 
239 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector Portfolio and 

Approach; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory Support 
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124. Political and economic instability also had significant impacts on implementation (+++). 

Sociopolitical factors, including security challenges, affected implementation. Sociopolitical context 

has occasionally led to significant changes in project design and implementation, and even project 

cancellation. Such impacts were notable in Afghanistan, Myanmar, Palestine and Sudan.245 

125. Low in-country capacity delays implementation (+++). For example, the limited availability of 

government actors and changes in government have caused delays in the signing of agreements and 

approvals and affected stakeholder buy-in. These delays are further exacerbated during periods of 

elections or political instability. The recruitment of national consultants and partners has also caused 

delays in countries with limited in-country capacity. For the RPSP specifically, an overreliance on 

consultants has contributed to delays, with delivery partners often spending months sourcing 

suitable experts. Challenges in recruitment are particularly noted in SIDS, where populations and 

thus pools of available and qualified experts are smaller.246 

126. Other factors affecting implementation include natural disasters, seasonality and project design 

flaws (+++). Natural disasters and extreme weather affected implementation, in some cases due to 

damage at project sites. Interestingly, in some instances, natural disasters and extreme weather 

events appear to have had positive effects, creating an uptick in interest or buy-in. Seasonality can 

also affect the implementation of certain projects – for example, in agriculture projects the 

implementation of some activities needs to be done within specific windows that align with growing 

seasons. Finally, project design flaws – including limited linkages between intervention design and 

desired impact, changes in project scope or location, and insufficient site assessment and logistical 

planning – have created delays.247 

127. Little data are available on measures adopted to address implementation challenges. Projects have 

used formal avenues provided by the GCF to address these challenges, including adaptative 

management requests, change requests, project restructuring, extensions and cancellations. Requests 

have included restructuring logical frameworks, revising implementation timelines, revising 

budgets, changes in financial terms and conditions, revisions of geographic and beneficiary 

targeting, and reducing project scope.248 

128. The Secretariat responded to implementation challenges by increasing monitoring, facilitating 

dialogue, and investing in capacity-building and knowledge-sharing with country stakeholders. The 

GCF Secretariat has at times adopted special measures to address non-performing grants and 

implementation challenges in conflict-prone countries and during the COVID-19 pandemic. In the 
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case of the former, the Secretariat has at times requested frequent updates on the evolving situation 

and detailed plans for the implementation of activities, while leaving the door open for appropriate 

measures and actions to be taken by the Secretariat, including cancellation. In the case of the latter, 

the Secretariat established regular dialogue and information- and solution-sharing avenues with AEs 

to help bring projects back on track.249 Beyond formal avenues provided by the GCF, projects have 

addressed capacity challenges and challenges related to high turnover rates and political changes 

with capacity-building and recurrent engagement with country stakeholders. Previous evaluations 

highlight the importance of having sustained mechanisms for knowledge-sharing and capacity-

strengthening in countries.250 

D. OVERSIGHT AND ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PROCESSES (EQ4.3 

AND EQ4.4) 

129. GCF oversight has been stretched thin, with an overreliance on the Fund’s own reporting (+++). In 

November 2022, 85 per cent of the Fund’s portfolio was under implementation, a new high that 

signalled maturation of the portfolio.251 In relation to this expanding portfolio, the 2023 SPR 

observed the Secretariat’s oversight role to be inconsistent, partial in its application and heavily 

reliant on APRs for risk and results management.252 Drawing on stakeholder feedback, the 2023 

SPR cited policy gaps and ambiguities, the complexity and rigid standardization of the APR 

template, the variable quality of the information captured, and the lag-time inherent in reporting 

cycles. It also cited concerns with the consistency, timeliness and appropriateness of feedback, 

which was largely seen as a function of the GCF’s remoteness from the field.253 Related to making 

changes to projects once approved, the 2023 SPR and other IEU-led evaluations cited perceived 

inflexibilities, including in association with the private sector and as applied to multi-country 

projects and programming approaches.254 The 2023 SPR drew attention to the perceived inadequacy 

of the GCF’s Policy on Restructuring and Cancellation.255,256 At the same time, introduction of the 

online Project Performance Management System (PPMS) in 2022, the assignment of additional staff 

to review roles, revisions to the APR template (with associated training), and the introduction of 

risk-based spot checks were noted, along with signals of improvement in the oversight function (e.g. 

APR review processing times).257 

130. Project risk management flaws hampered implementation, with unclear roles and inconsistent due 

diligence. An underdeveloped approach to project risk management has hampered project 

implementation. First-level responsibility for project risk rests with the NDAs and AEs, and the 

second level is assigned to Secretariat units and departments. Here, a distinction exists between 

those units directly engaged with AEs and those with oversight roles. The GCF’s independent units 
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take up the third level. With GCF-1, the 2023 SPR found a risk management framework still under 

development, and observed varied understanding and operationalization of project risk management 

roles among AEs, the Secretariat units (including the independent units) and the GCF Board.258 Key 

informant interviews pointed to the absence of a formal assessment of skills needed for effective 

project risk management and to a risk culture that was underdeveloped.259,260 At the same time, the 

IEU has observed inconsistencies at the GCF (Secretariat) in exercising its second-level due 

diligence, particularly as it relates to the implementation of the Fund’s ESS and IPP.261 

131. Digital portfolio management and integrated ERP and ERM offer potential to improve monitoring, 

diagnostics, disbursements and risk management. Under the efficiency reform initiatives of USP-2, 

considerable attention was given to improving GCF oversight of programme and project 

implementation. The GCF has instituted a structured, solutions-focused dialogue with AEs, starting 

with and then moving beyond an initial group of 14 entities.262 It has continued to enhance digital 

portfolio performance management (featuring online submission and processing of APRs and 

change requests) with training. It has also advanced on development of an integrated ERP system. 

The system’s procurement and accounting modules went live in August 2024. Additional modules 

covering the treasury, financial planning and HR (under the Department of People and Culture) were 

slated to be launched through 2025. Expected efficiency dividends related to programming include 

real-time portfolio monitoring and diagnostics of bottlenecks, faster disbursements, and accumulated 

data/knowledge to support investment and programme learning.263 In parallel to the ERP, the GCF 

has developed the ERM system, to integrate the many facets of risk under the risk management 

framework, including, most recently, the GCF’s updated risk appetite statement.264 

132. Outlined below are two other developments with relevance to programming oversight and risk 

management: 

• Privileges and immunities: Understanding the risk dimensions involved in operating in 

countries without such provision, the GCF has been nudging countries towards signing 

privileges and immunities agreements, as per decision B.10/12. At the end of 2023, the GCF 

portfolio spanned 97 countries where the GCF does not have signed agreements.265 In 2024, the 

Secretariat added two bilateral agreements, raising the total to 32.266 

• Use of AI: Cognizant of the rapid advances in AI, senior leadership has endorsed a vision and 

road map setting out how multiple GCF decision-making processes (related to people and 
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Component VI: Non-financial Risk Policy. In addition, The Nature Conservancy has developed an environmental and 
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culture, process, technology, and data governance) could be enhanced by the application of AI 

solutions.267 

E. FEEDBACK MECHANISMS (EQ4.5) 

133. Knowledge-sharing has taken place since the 2023 SPR, but challenges remain in fully leveraging 

feedback mechanisms to inform decisions and learning (+++). At the time of the 2023 SPR, the GCF 

Secretariat was still developing robust implementation management processes and feedback loops 

and thus had not yet been able to fully process project insights to support feedback loops or facilitate 

learning.268 Overall, monitoring processes at the GCF have minimal feedback loops to inform future 

decision-making in programming and learning.269 IEU-led evaluations found modest efforts by the 

GCF to embed knowledge management and knowledge-sharing/learning into its work.270 The GCF, 

notably, lacks a systematic mechanism for knowledge-sharing and management.271 

134. The GCF Secretariat has acknowledged this shortcoming in its management response to the 2024 

LAC Evaluation, agreeing with the evaluation’s recommendation that the GCF should further 

operationalize knowledge management throughout the project and programme cycle. One example 

of efforts towards improvement is the new Readiness Strategy 2024–2027, which streamlined its 

objectives from five to three – one of which is dedicated entirely to knowledge-sharing and 

learning.272 

135. In 2023, UNFCCC decision 6/CP.28 requested the GCF to strengthen monitoring and reporting of 

disbursements and impacts, particularly for multi-country activities, and to ensure alignment, where 

practical, with the IRMF. Concurrently, IEU-led evaluations such as the 2023 IF Evaluation and the 

2024 HWFW Evaluation found that data are not consistently used to inform programming decisions, 

highlighting a disconnect between evaluative evidence and strategic learning.273 These evaluations 

also highlighted fragmentation between different evaluation streams – IEU-led, Secretariat-led and 

entity-led – which limits the Fund’s ability to generate coherent insights and apply lessons learned 

across its portfolio. Recently, with decision B.42/03, the GCF introduced an optimized approach to 

MEL, intent on addressing these gaps and clarifying roles between the Secretariat and the IEU to 

reduce duplication and enhance coordination, which may support ongoing efforts to resolve the 

issues noted above.274 

136. Despite these challenges, lessons from projects and programmes are informing the Secretariat’s 

strategic thinking. For instance, the GCF Secretariat documented lessons from interim evaluation 

reports and APRs in the 2023 APPR. One such lesson – the importance of in-person missions – has 

shaped future priorities, with the Secretariat proposing their continued use as a priority for projects 

and programmes.275 
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137. Improvements to monitoring and reporting are promising, but the full impact remains to be seen 

(++). The Secretariat enhanced the Open Data Library, which integrated new dashboards for 

learning and analytic purposes, updated the PPMS to include a project story tab, and launched the 

Open Data Library v.2.0, the Readiness Knowledge Bank and the Project Knowledge Bank.276 All 

these changes aim to enhance the GCF’s project feedback mechanisms and increase the transparency 

of lessons learned and success stories to its stakeholders, but many of these initiatives remain in the 

early stages. It is, therefore, too early to assess their effectiveness. For instance, in line with the 

GCF’s new regional approach, regional dashboards are in development and set to launch in Q3 2025 

to provide visibility and early warnings on portfolio performance.277 Other recent changes to 

monitoring and learning are structural and policy driven. These include the establishment of DMEL 

in October 2024 – whose priority has been to address gaps in data and monitoring – as well as the 

creation of project leads, the introduction of a MEL strategy and knowledge management 

framework for 2025–2027 and improvements to the APR template in 2024.278 

138. Despite challenges, the GCF has improved knowledge-sharing with stakeholders such as Secretariat 

staff and AEs (++). The GCF Secretariat has conducted webinars, developed case studies and 

initiated field missions to extract lessons from implementation.279 The Secretariat uses channels such 

as regional dialogues and programming meetings with AEs to disseminate lessons learned with 

stakeholders.280 Stakeholders have expressed appreciation, including through evaluations.281 In 

particular, the GCF’s regional dialogues evolved into important platforms for peer-to-peer learning 

and knowledge-sharing.282 Stakeholders perceive the face-to-face engagement of regional dialogues 

as valuable, particularly due to the GCF’s long-standing lack of regional presence.283 According to 

the GCF’s online calendar of events,284 since 2023, the GCF has held seven regional dialogues – two 

in the Latin America and the Caribbean region, two in Asia and the Pacific, two in Africa, and one 

in Eastern Europe and Central Asia. The GCF also facilitates virtual events specifically for AE focal 

points and DAEs, which serve as information and training sessions. These events have covered a 

range of topics, including ToC and logical framework training, overall monitoring and evaluation 

capacity-building, and updated features of the PPMS.285 The GCF Secretariat has also collaborated 

with other stakeholders to jointly facilitate training sessions to share best practices. For example, the 

GCF co-facilitated a joint training event with the Adaptation Fund, the International Institute for 

Sustainable Development, the NAP Global Network, and several United Nations agencies on 

gender-responsive climate finance.286 

139. Knowledge-sharing is advancing, but DMEL’s dependence on other departments and constrained 

resources hamper progress. Efforts to capture and share knowledge are further emphasized in the 

new wider MEL strategy. Since its creation, DMEL has developed case studies, held learning events 

and commissioned its own review of the RPSP.287 However, several factors limit DMEL’s 

knowledge-sharing efforts. For one, DMEL must rely on other operational departments’ active 
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commitment to learning initiatives. For another, DMEL emphasized the need to secure resources to 

continue the implementation of current and future learning activities.288 Subsequent efforts by 

DMEL have continued and will be taken into account in the final report of the TPR. 

140. The GCF has pursued efforts to grow its global profile and share learning with other climate funds 

and MDB platforms (++). The GCF continues to prepare and share impact stories of the GCF 

because stakeholders had previously identified having a limited knowledge of the GCF’s impact.289 

The GCF has done this through participation in high-profile events, producing digital content and 

creating a digital newsletter.290 The GCF engages with MDBs, multilateral climate funds and heads 

of international finance institutions through participation in major events such as the World Bank 

Spring Meetings and the African Union Summit.291 Although all these efforts to disseminate 

knowledge to stakeholders within the GCF ecosystem are positive, tracking the extent to which 

participants take up lessons learned and information on best practices into their work remains 

difficult. 

141. The Independent Redress Mechanism and the IIU support the GCF’s efforts to share knowledge 

internally and externally (++). In line with their mandates, the Independent Redress Mechanism and 

the IIU have engaged in outreach internally, holding events and meetings with GCF Secretariat 

staff.292 These events and meetings have focused on institutional learning about the units, providing 

attendees with information on the units’ mandates and how the Independent Redress Mechanism and 

IIU work, as well as an opportunity to meet the new heads of the Independent Redress Mechanism 

and IIU.293 Externally, the Independent Redress Mechanism has engaged in activities to raise 

awareness on accountability in climate finance. Such events have included participating in panel 

discussions and side events at COP29, hosting capacity-building workshops (some jointly hosted 

with the IIU), and actively participating in the Independent Accountability Mechanisms Network.294 

Similarly, the IIU has participated in global conferences and events such as COP28 and the 

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development’s Global Anti-Corruption and Integrity 

Forum, sharing its approaches to corruption risk assessment and the importance of integrity in 

climate finance.295 The IIU has also collaborated with partners such as Deutsche Gesellschaft für 

Internationale Zusammenarbeit (commonly known as GIZ) as well as other integrity offices from 

the United Nations, MDBs and other organizations to co-host peer learning events and webinars and 

engage in discussion.296 The IEU has also made efforts for knowledge-sharing, which are not 

evaluated by this report or other TPR deliverables. 
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5. RESULTS AND PARADIGM SHIFT 

142. This section looks at how well the GCF has mobilized finance, achieved results and undergone a 

paradigm shift. It first reviews the GCF’s mobilization and leverage of finance, assessing co-

financing patterns in public and private portfolios, trends in mitigation and adaptation finance, and 

the widening gap between projected and realized co-finance, including foreign exchange, 

fundraising and co-financing-strategy weaknesses. It then examines the GCF’s impacts, looking at 

progress against IRMF core indicators; emerging results in water, energy, agriculture, food security 

and nature-based solutions; the contribution of the RPSP; and the mix of intended and unintended 

impacts. Next, it analyses specific benefits for targeted groups, including women, Indigenous 

Peoples, local communities and youth, and assesses how gender and Indigenous Peoples capacity, 

stakeholder engagement, and the use of the RPSP and PPF shape who benefits. Finally, it considers 

the GCF’s progress towards a paradigm shift, defined as the GCF’s expected contribution to large-

scale, durable, systemic change in how countries pursue climate-resilient and low-emission 

development. It also outlines how the Governing Instrument, IF and IRMF define paradigm-shift 

potential, how new results tools track it, and why the portfolio’s maturity still limits any robust, 

portfolio-wide assessment. 

Overall, this section finds that the GCF has mobilized large sums of co-finance and delivered clear climate 

and development results. At the same time, progress towards expected impacts remains slow, reflecting 

both the early stage of many projects and gaps in monitoring and reporting. The GCF’s benefits for 

marginalized groups are also uneven, in part because capacity related to gender and Indigenous Peoples is 

suboptimal, stakeholder engagement is inconsistent, and support instruments are applied unevenly. These 

patterns are reinforced by systems for tracking results and learning that are still incomplete and not yet fully 

embedded in decision-making. As a consequence, evidence of a Fund-wide contribution to a paradigm shift 

remains limited. 

A. MOBILIZING AND LEVERAGING FINANCE (EQ5.4) 

143. Co-financing is an important tool to catalyse finance, as well as a means to achieve the highest 

possible impact for climate action and to strengthen country ownership. There is no minimum co-

financing required for a GCF-funded activity nor a specific source that must be used, although 

maximizing co-financing is stated as desirable as part of the appraisal process. The GCF expects to 

mobilize private finance as a result of GCF financing and to leverage private finance directly or 

indirectly. Recent strategic documents, such as the USP-2, Readiness Strategy 2024–2027 and 

“50by30” documents, all identify improving finance mobilization as underlying principles. 

144. Co-financing ratios projected on the basis of GCF investment are relatively constant (++). Per the 

Secretariat’s 2023 APPR for the Board, the portfolio under implementation included GCF 

investments totalling USD 9.3–10.9 billion, which were projected to mobilize up to USD 28.5–30.8 

billion in co-financing, resulting in a co-financing ratio of 3.28:1. Through 2023, the co-financing 

ratio for private sector projects and programmes under implementation has remained constant at 3.3 

times that of GCF funding. The ratio of co-financing for public sector projects and programmes is 

lower (2.7 times), but in terms of overall co-financing expenditures, the public sector has delivered a 

larger share through a higher volume of projects. The bulk of public sector co-financing has been in 

the form of grants. Conversely, private sector co-financing is primarily through loans and equity. 



A Synthesis Study on the Green Climate Fund 

An Interim Deliverable under the Third Performance Review 

60  |  ©IEU 

The ratio of co-financing expenditure to GCF expenditure during implementation is approximately 

1.4:1 for IAEs, compared with 0.97:1 for DAEs.297 

145. From 2020 to 2024, mitigation projects accounted for the majority of co-financing mobilized (as 

projected in FPs), reaching USD 7.1 billion in 2024, while adaptation co-financing grew to USD 2.2 

billion. Private finance mobilized rose from USD 5.6 billion in 2020 to USD 19.3 billion in 2024, an 

increase of 245 per cent.298 At B.42, 19 FPs were approved by the Board, representing USD 1.3 

billion of GCF funding, with a total value of USD 3.9 billion.299 

146. The GCF is underperforming relative to both projected and realized co-financing expectations 

(+++). For example, the 2023 SPR found that co-financing projected at the FP stage was 

materializing at a relatively slow pace, though with higher leverage from the private sector 

compared to the public sector at the project level.300 Half of the projects that reported on co-

financing in their interim evaluations indicated that co-financing had not been consistent with 

expectations. At the time, the 2023 SPR noted that co-financing was considerably delayed or even 

withdrawn due to slow project start-up, contractual and administrative problems, or reallocation by 

the co-financier due to shifting priorities. Co-finance ratios realized during implementation were 

higher for the private sector than the public sector, reflecting differences in planned co-finance. In 

absolute terms, the greatest amount of planned co-financing in the GCF has historically come from 

the MDBs, followed by the private sector. Country governments and bilateral donors make 

considerable co-finance contributions as well, with country governments targeted mostly at 

adaptation projects, in both cash and in-kind resources.301 Several more recent evaluations and 

Secretariat reporting also noted the underperformance of co-financing relative to projections as well 

(e.g. 2023 ES Evaluation, 2022 AFR Evaluation, Independent Synthesis of Direct Access in the 

Green Climate Fund [2022]).302 

147. Private sector financing often fails to reach capital targets, due in part to currency issues (++). Per 

recent Secretariat reporting, private equity funds are experiencing difficulties in fundraising due to 

the high risk profile of GCF-backed investment vehicles, unfavourable market conditions and the 

lack of a proven track record for some executing entities, especially early-stage fund managers.303 

The Secretariat also noted that foreign exchange risk embedded within certain projects has slowed 

implementation, as the low foreign exchange risk tolerance of some executing entities, coupled with 

limited capacity and the high costs associated with hedging, make managing this risk particularly 

challenging. The depreciation of local currencies further exacerbated the situation by reducing the 

USD-equivalent value of co-financing.304 It is currently difficult to track broader finance 

mobilization, such as market transformation through demonstration effects, beyond project co-

finance directly. Updates to the RMF and strategic documents such as the USP-2 have recognized 

the need for improved reporting in this area. 

148. Assessment of viability of proposed co-financing strategies could be improved (+). The Secretariat 

noted in its key lessons learned through 2023 that its assessment of a fund manager’s ability to raise 

 
297 GCF/B.40/Inf.10/Rev.01. 
298 GCF/B.41/Inf.13. 
299 GCF/B.42/Inf.09. 
300 Public and private sector projects have quite different needs and operate within different modalities and risk profiles, 

which limits the ability of public sector projects to achieve high leverage. 
301 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund. 
302 GCF/B.40/Inf.10/Rev.01; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy 

Sector Portfolio and Approach; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness 

of the Green Climate Fund’s Investments in the African States; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Synthesis of 

Direct Access in the Green Climate Fund. 
303 GCF/B.40/Inf.10/Rev.01. 
304 Ibid. 
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capital for GCF-supported investment vehicles needed to be improved. Ideally, AEs would provide 

evidence of a track record in raising, investing and liquidating investment funds with a similar 

risk/reward profile to the one the GCF is supporting. Disbursements would then be made against 

fundraising milestones and disbursed proportionally against other investor commitments. Other non-

governmental co-financing would then be committed and allocated to the implementation of projects 

and programmes at the same time as or before the GCF disburses funding.305 

B. IMPACTS TO DATE (EQ5.1, EQ5.2 AND EQ5.6) 

149. Demonstrated progress towards results and climate impact has been limited to date, with many 

projects under implementation, few providing results reporting, and relatively few having completed 

and published an interim evaluation, although with recent progress noted (+++). Quantitative 

reporting to date shows that approved projects have progressed slowly towards expected results. 

Reporting on core IRMF indicators as of B.41 indicates significant differences between expected 

and actual results (see Table 5).306 The challenge of assessing progress towards results and climate 

impact is evident from previous evaluations, which have largely struggled to assess the effectiveness 

and impact of the GCF portfolio, given the stage of implementation and the limitations of the 

monitoring system, including the reported limited availability of interim and final evaluations. 

150. In 2024, the 2024 HWFW Evaluation reported that of 153 HWFW-tagged projects, only 86 had 

submitted an APR in 2023, representing 56 per cent of the HWFW portfolio.307 The 2024 HWFW 

Evaluation also reported limited availability of interim and final evaluations; however, some 

progress on this front has been noted in 2025.308 The availability of evaluative evidence remains 

closely linked to the implementation stage of the GCF portfolio. As of December 2025, out of 336 

approved projects, only eight projects (2.4 per cent) had reached completion and 52 projects (15.5 

per cent) were fully disbursed, while 206 projects (over 60 per cent of the portfolio) remained in the 

early post–first-disbursement stage. A further 21 per cent of projects were still pending key legal, 

effectiveness or first-disbursement milestones. As a result, this report does not assess individual 

project-level impacts through a review of all project-level documentation, but instead synthesizes 

existing evaluative evidence, including IEU evaluation reports. 

  

 
305 Ibid. 
306 GCF/B.41/Inf.13. 
307 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and Well-Being, and Food 

and Water Security” (HWFW). 
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Table 5. Progress against IRMF core indicators by GCF replenishment period, as at B.41 

IRMF CORE INDICATORS IRM GCF-1 GCF-2 

EXPECTED ACTUAL EXPECTED ACTUAL EXPECTED ACTUAL 

Tons of GHG [greenhouse gas] 

emissions reduced, avoided or 

removed/sequestered (CO2eq) 

728M 56M 2.1B 14.7M 156M N/A 

Number of direct and indirect 

beneficiaries reached 

320M 135.9M 746M 4.6M 202M N/A 

Value of physical assets made 

more resilient to the effects of 

climate change and/or more able 

to reduce GHG emissions 

(USDeq) 

3B 189M 12.8B 30M 1.9B N/A 

Hectares of natural resources 

areas brought under improved 

low-emission and/or climate-

resilient management practices 

(ha) 

13M 11.5M 93M 0.3M 8M N/A 

Source: Adapted from GCF/B.41/Inf.13. 

151. As part of its mandate, the IEU conducts impact evaluations under the LORTA programme to 

generate rigorous evidence on the results and mechanisms of selected GCF-funded projects. 

Findings from LORTA studies are therefore referenced in this section to illustrate project-level 

outcomes and pathways of change. However, LORTA impact evaluations are designed for learning 

purposes and focus on a limited number of projects and selected intervention components within 

those projects; as a result, their findings are not representative of the GCF portfolio and should not 

be interpreted as evidence of portfolio-wide performance or impact. 

152. Evidence of results and impact is available on agriculture and food security (+++). In particular, 

evidence from selected GCF projects and impact evaluations, particularly in LDCs and African 

States, indicates that GCF-supported interventions have contributed to the adoption of climate-smart 

and climate-resilient agriculture, including the adoption of new practices and technologies, the use 

of drought-resistant crops, and the diversification of production, among others.309 Improvements in 

water security, in terms of access, quality and resilience of infrastructure, have also been achieved 

through project components such as the construction of key, climate-resilient infrastructure. Such 

projects were particularly common in SIDS.310 Projects have also increased the resilience of 

communities, including farming communities, through weather forecasting, early warning systems, 

disaster risk reduction and management, and the construction of resilient infrastructure.311 

153. The GCF is in the early stages of contributing to the deployment of renewable energy generation. It 

has supported some efforts in transmission and distribution but has limited exposure in the 

institutional capacity-building needed for countries to adapt their existing power systems or 

“emerging” energy sources. Although the GCF has supported storage for off-grid systems for energy 

access, given that these are required for the system to operate continuously, it lacks investment in 

large-scale, on-grid storage solutions, which would notably require changes to regulatory 

 
309 Ibid.; Independent Evaluation Unit, Impact Evaluation Midline Report for FP073: The Green Gicumbi Project; 

Independent Evaluation Unit, Impact Evaluation Report for FP069; Green Climate Fund, Annual Report 2023. 
310 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and Well-Being, and Food 

and Water Security” (HWFW). 
311 Ibid.; Green Climate Fund, Annual Report 2023; GCF/B.41/Inf.13. 
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frameworks. Although there are some examples of successful interventions, the 2023 ES Evaluation 

notes that “climate impacts are modest across the entire energy portfolio” and reporting remains 

focused on impact potential rather than actual impact.312 Beyond energy generation, GCF 

interventions led to the reduction of energy consumption, improved energy efficiency and decreased 

GHG emissions.313 

154. There is evidence of the GCF’s support of nature-based solutions increasing ecosystem resilience 

and biodiversity conservation. This is particularly true of ecosystem restoration and sustainable land 

use and agroforestry.314 Project-level evidence from LORTA impact evaluations further illustrates 

how such interventions have supported the development of sustainable livelihoods among rural 

communities in Madagascar, contributing to reduced deforestation, shifts away from 

environmentally unsustainable activities, and increased adoption of year-round, climate-resilient 

farming.315 

155. Interventions have generated co-benefits related to health, water and food security, and disaster risk 

reduction (+++). HWFW-tagged projects commonly reported socioeconomic co-benefits, in part due 

to the linkages between HWFW-specific activities and livelihoods and, in some cases, to being seen 

as a result of jobs created by the construction undertaken as part of projects.316 The co-benefits 

currently observed in the GCF’s energy sector portfolio include water access and sanitation, 

infrastructure resilience, and crop and food security.317 Health and “well-being” benefits – such as 

reduced risk of waterborne diseases, improved mental health and quality of life, improved nutrition, 

and improved physical health – have also been achieved as a result of increased food or water 

security, increased resilience to hazards, newly introduced practices, and as economic or social co-

benefits from GCF projects.318 REDD+ projects also include support to export deforestation-free 

products to major markets (e.g. Europe), generating co-benefits in terms of sustainable economic 

development while promoting forest conservation.319 However, some gaps remain in co-benefits 

reported, notably on biodiversity-related co-benefits, as well as green jobs creation and education 

conditions.320 

156. Strong institutional capacity, community engagement and integrated approaches have emerged as 

key enablers of effectiveness and impact (+++). The presence of stronger national actors (e.g. DAEs 

and executing entities) and strategically positioned NDAs has facilitated improved coordination, 

continuity and project delivery. The institutional location, expertise and networks of NDAs and 

delivery partners significantly influence the effectiveness of support mechanisms such as the RPSP. 

Notably, NDAs located in a ministry that is less influential within a given government hierarchy 

have limited power to direct national-level processes. Those located in more powerful ministries or 

 
312 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector Portfolio and 

Approach; Green Climate Fund, Annual Report 2023. 
313 Green Climate Fund, Annual Report 2023. 
314 Independent Evaluation Unit, Evaluating the Performance of the GCF. Country Perspectives and Experiences; Green 

Climate Fund, Annual Report 2023. 
315 Independent Evaluation Unit, Learning-Oriented Real-Time Impact Assessment Programme (LORTA): Impact 

Evaluation Midline Report for FP026 – Sustainable Landscapes for Eastern Madagascar. 
316 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and Well-Being, and Food 

and Water Security” (HWFW). 
317 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector Portfolio and 

Approach. 
318 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and Well-Being, and Food 

and Water Security” (HWFW). 
319 Independent Evaluation Unit, Special Study on REDD+ Results Based-Payment Projects in the Latin America and 

Caribbean Region. 
320 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and Well-Being, and Food 

and Water Security” (HWFW); Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy 

Sector Portfolio and Approach. 
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offices often see their capacity squeezed by competing priorities. Community engagement, including 

early involvement of local stakeholders and sensitivity to cultural and socioeconomic contexts, 

enhances ownership, sustainability and relevance. Finally, integrated approaches that combine 

infrastructure, policy reform and capacity-building can drive systemic change and strengthen 

resilience, optimizing resources and amplifying long-term impact.321 

157. Thus far, the GCF has demonstrated limited ability to systematically identify and assess unintended 

consequences at the portfolio level. By their nature, such outcomes are not fully predictable ex ante 

and are therefore not embedded in project design. Previous evaluations and the LORTA synthesis 

report indicate that although unintended impacts do emerge during implementation, they are 

primarily identified at the project level and are not systematically captured or analysed across the 

portfolio. This creates challenges in aggregating insights and supporting adaptive management at the 

institutional level.322 

158. AE-led evaluation reports have shown positive and negative unintended impacts at the project level. 

These have largely been positive, including positive impacts on women (e.g. empowering 

Indigenous women to take leadership and participate in local decision-making), enabling subsequent 

activities to be undertaken by beneficiaries (e.g. a university in Tajikistan developing a course based 

on GCF-financed capacity-building received), strengthening institutions and legitimacy (e.g. 

strengthened governance practices in the Ministry of Energy in Tonga, and increased legitimacy and 

access to finance by DAEs), highlight new and more effective ways of working (e.g. working online 

in contexts with sociopolitical instability and restrictions on travelling, and development of regional 

RPSPs to reduce transition costs and reduce the burden on the GCF Secretariat), and generating 

cultural impacts (e.g. revitalized cultural practices at risk of being lost by integrating traditional 

knowledge into project activities). In the Lao People’s Democratic Republic (Lao PDR), RPSP 

funding has triggered donor interest and support in the region, ultimately leading to the revitalization 

of the country’s East–West Economic Corridor and the economy in the surrounding region. 

159. On the other hand, some projects have led to unforeseen negative impacts on health and well-being, 

notably in Senegal where the construction of basins to manage seasonal flooding has led to stagnant 

waters in the community leaving a foul odour and increased the presence of mosquitoes, an 

important disease vector. In Tajikistan, GCF financing activities led to increase in small-scale food 

production; however, a lack of storage and limited opportunities for selling surplus produce meant 

community members were forced to give away surpluses or sell them below market value.323 

160. Unintended impacts of GCF and AE procedures led to frustration as well as increased tensions 

among communities and government, but also sometimes increased collaboration. In the Republic of 

the Marshall Islands, procurement processes have led to frustrations among national stakeholders 

who wanted to use traditional methods to build a seawall financed by the GCF – that is, by using 

locally sourced rocks – but this method did not align with the AE’s procurement rules and 

regulations, which led to the international purchase and shipment of rocks, an approach noted as less 

 
321 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme; 

Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in the Latin 

American and Caribbean States; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health 

and Well-Being, and Food and Water Security” (HWFW); GCF/B.41/Inf.13. 
322 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector Portfolio and 

Approach; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and Well-Being, and 

Food and Water Security” (HWFW); Independent Evaluation Unit, LORTA Synthesis Report 2023. 
323 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector Portfolio and 

Approach; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory Support 

Programme; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and Well-Being, 

and Food and Water Security” (HWFW); Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate 

Fund’s Approach to Indigenous Peoples. 
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cost-efficient. In Vanuatu, requirements related to Indigenous Peoples’ engagement led to non-

Indigenous people feeling as though their interests were sidelined, increasing tensions between 

stakeholders. In Colombia, GCF requirements around engaging with the Government led to 

divisions and conflict among Indigenous Peoples communities, given differing views on the 

involvement of government agencies. On the other hand, in Vanuatu, the close collaboration 

between Indigenous Peoples and government led to enhanced collaboration beyond the project, with 

the establishment of joint working groups and advisory committees that continue to influence policy 

and project design.324 

C. BENEFITS FOR TARGETED GROUPS (EQ5.3) 

161. This subsection presents a synthesis of results achieved for diverse beneficiary groups – including 

women, Indigenous Peoples, local communities and youth – across the GCF adaptation, mitigation 

and cross-cutting project portfolio. It also examines key factors that have enabled or hindered results 

achievement. However, insights are limited by the fact that monitoring and reporting mechanisms do 

not adequately capture gender equality and inclusion outcomes and related co-benefits. 

Nevertheless, anecdotal evidence reporting points to a range of benefits, as well as the factors that 

have enabled or hindered their realization. 

1. BENEFITS FOR MARGINALIZED GROUPS 

162. GCF projects across themes have contributed to important socioeconomic and health co-benefits for 

marginalized groups. 

163. Adaptation projects have contributed to improving the livelihoods of vulnerable groups. This is 

particularly true in the “livelihoods of people and communities” and “HWFW” RAs, as well as in 

cross-cutting projects, with projects helping women, smallholder farmers and local communities by 

increasing their income, often through agricultural activities. Increased income has been used to 

purchase medications and cover health emergencies, improve food security, school and household 

materials, and to reinvest in agricultural or other productive inputs.325 Agricultural interventions 

have supported diet diversification, leading to improved family nutrition and contributing to better 

overall health outcomes. At the same time, enhanced access to clean water under these projects has 

reduced the incidence of waterborne diseases, further strengthening the health and resilience of 

participating households.326 

164. Mitigation projects have provided economic opportunities for both women and Indigenous groups. 

In the energy sector, projects such as solar park developments in Chile and energy initiatives in 

Zambia have created jobs for women and enhanced their access to energy technologies, with 

 
324 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and Well-Being, and Food 

and Water Security” (HWFW); Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s 

Approach to Indigenous Peoples. 
325 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and Well-Being, and Food 
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Communities, Especially Women, to Cope with Climate Change Induced Salinity in Bangladesh. 
326 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and Well-Being, and Food 
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important improvements in their daily lives. For Indigenous Peoples, forest and land-use 

interventions have generated benefits from sustainable agriculture and forestry in Colombia 

(FP134), supported biobusiness initiatives that improved livelihoods for Indigenous communities in 

Peru (FP001), and established equitable benefit-sharing mechanisms in hydropower projects in 

Solomon Islands.327 

165. Adaptation and mitigation projects have also facilitated the creation and growth of women- and 

Indigenous-led businesses. Under adaptation, HWFW-tagged projects enabled women, youth and 

local communities to establish or expand enterprises by reinvesting earned income into agricultural 

inputs, accessing loans through Savings for Change groups, and receiving tailored business training 

and mentoring. Examples include women-led businesses supported by renewable energy initiatives, 

and the establishment of argan orchards integrated into value chains in Morocco (FP022), which 

strengthened market access and income-generation.328 On the mitigation side, targeted energy 

efficiency and renewable energy projects have directly supported women-led enterprises. In Chile, 

funding modalities were designed to prioritize such businesses, and in Mongolia, over 98 per cent of 

GCF financing was channelled to women-led enterprises and more than 60 per cent of clients were 

women. These outcomes were enabled by targeted credit schemes, financial inclusion measures and 

capacity-building activities.329 

166. Mitigation projects in the “forest and land use” as well as the “energy” RAs have contributed to 

enhancing land tenure and territorial governance for women and Indigenous groups. For instance, in 

Costa Rica, a GCF REDD+ results-based payments project (FP144) supported the drafting of a bill 

to ensure women’s access to land ownership. Another REDD+ project in Brazil contributed to 

conflict mediation and resolution over resources use among Indigenous communities. Similar results 

were seen in a cross-cutting project combining the “forest and land use” and “livelihood of people 

and communities” RAs in Morocco (FP022), leading to conflict resolution over land among local 

communities growing argan. In the Solomon Islands, an energy project contributed to the adoption 

of a formal agreement between the Government, landowner tribes, Tina Hydro Limited and the 

Solomon Islands Electricity Authority, outlining the benefits for landowner tribes, including rental 

payments and oversight responsibilities in the project. This has also contributed to conflict 

resolution between Indigenous communities and the electricity company.330 

167. Adaptation projects have strengthened preparedness and reduced risk for marginalized groups. For 

instance, a GCF project in Namibia led to community-facing warning and disaster risk reduction 

measures – including a resilient grant facility and a flood-alert system serving 6,064 people. 

Similarly, early warning services for smallholder farmers and coastal protection in SIDS have 

contributed to preparedness during the hurricane season. For Indigenous Peoples and women, 

integrating traditional knowledge into preparedness – through water committees that blend 

customary and technical water management, as well as tools such as a traditional climate/weather 

indicator booklet in Vanuatu – has improved the relevance and uptake of disaster risk reduction 
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actions. Another example of contribution to preparedness is seen in Grenada, where access-to-

finance mechanisms have enabled local hotel operators – many of them small businesses – to invest 

in climate-resilient infrastructure, ensuring business continuity during droughts.331 

168. GCF projects have made initial contributions to change by challenging traditional gender roles and 

fostering new forms of leadership, although progress remains uneven. Water projects have reduced 

the time women spend fetching water, enabling them to engage in other productive activities. At the 

same time, HWFW-tagged projects have increased the participation of women and youth in 

leadership and decision-making, including the participation of Indigenous women in community 

water governance.332 Awareness-raising activities have also encouraged behaviour change among 

youth and farmers, from efficient water use to the adoption of climate-resilient practices and 

technologies. However, transformative change is still a work in progress: projects often fall short of 

addressing women’s unpaid domestic responsibilities and childcare burdens, and gaps remain in 

advancing policy and institutional reforms that could sustain these shifts over time. Structural 

barriers often impede women’s participation.333 

169. Evaluations identified gaps in achieving results for Indigenous Peoples. The 2024 IP Evaluation 

found that assessing results achievements for Indigenous Peoples is constrained by the lack of 

adequate monitoring and reporting mechanisms for this group. Available data indicate that benefits 

are limited, with only 9 of 128 projects relevant to Indigenous Peoples specifying the number of 

Indigenous Peoples designated as project beneficiaries.334 

2. FACTORS ENABLING AND HINDERING BENEFITS FOR TARGETED GROUPS 

170. Although anecdotal examples of positive benefits for vulnerable and marginalized groups are 

presented above, a number of important factors are limiting the wider production of benefits for 

such groups. 

171. Gender analysis remains weak, and many project-level GAPs are not grounded in evidence. Across 

evaluations, GAPs are reported as compliance checklists rather than as operational tools derived 

from a robust gender assessment, which limits their usefulness for planning and accountability 

purposes.335 The RPSP has provided support for the conduct of gender analysis, but integration into 

project design remains uneven.336 

172. Limited human and financial resources for gender at the Secretariat and the project level have been 

key challenges. Even though the Office of Sustainability and Inclusion has grown substantially since 

2021, evaluations note that gender expertise is limited to three staff members and Indigenous 

Peoples’ capacity to one staff member, which limits their ability to conduct thorough reviews of the 

integration of gender and Indigenous Peoples considerations in FP designs. Similarly, evaluations 

 
331 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and Well-Being, and Food 
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report limited gender expertise in the Division of Country Programming and regional desks, 

resulting in partial and inconsistent advice to AEs on gender equality and inclusion.337 

173. Evaluations cite concerns regarding gender expertise among DAEs, but the RPSP has contributed to 

strengthening their institutional capacities. This has occurred in part through support for the 

development and adoption of institutional gender policies that align with the GCF Gender Policy.338 

Still, capacity for gender at the project level is reported as a concern, with projects often lacking a 

dedicated gender or Indigenous Peoples specialist and dedicated budgetary lines for related project 

activities.339 The 2024 IP Evaluation found that the Indigenous Peoples Advisory Group has mainly 

served a strategic advisory function but has not yet fully consolidated its role within the institution, 

with limited linkages to AEs and NDAs. There are no accountability mechanisms to ensure uptake 

of the advice that it provides, and its influence on FP design therefore remains limited.340 

174. The GCF acknowledges stakeholder engagement as a key factor enabling results for marginalized 

groups, but application has been uneven, particularly for Indigenous Peoples. Evaluations report 

effective community-level consultations at project origination in most but not all cases.341 Regarding 

Indigenous Peoples more specifically, evaluations report that only 9.3 per cent of projects relevant 

to Indigenous Peoples include Indigenous Peoples in the co-creation of FPs. Also, such processes 

are typically limited to the national level rather than extending to communities.342 In addition, the 

2025 COA Evaluation reports that NOLs are treated as an administrative step, and that Indigenous 

Peoples, civil society organizations and other marginalized groups are sometimes excluded from this 

process.343 

175. During project implementation, concerns were raised that Indigenous Peoples have seldom been 

integrated in project governance and decision-making mechanisms. Isolated cases where Indigenous 

Peoples have been involved in these mechanisms demonstrate that these are key to maximizing 

benefits for these groups and therefore for projects more broadly.344 Evaluations noted inequities 

within the communities themselves and concerns regarding how project benefits are distributed once 

they reach communities.345 Finally, with respect to support instruments, the RPSP has facilitated 

stakeholder consultations, but evidence indicates that it has not been used systematically to ensure 
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the Green Climate Fund’s Approach to Indigenous Peoples. 
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meaningful and inclusive engagement of vulnerable and marginalized groups, with participation 

often remaining consultative rather than collaborative.346 

D. PARADIGM SHIFT (EQ5.5 AND EQ5.6) 

176. The pursuit of “paradigm shift” has been integral to the GCF’s mission from the beginning. Under 

the objectives and guiding principles section of its Governing Instrument, the GCF commits to 

“promote the paradigm shift towards low-emission and climate-resilient development pathways”.347 

Dimensions of this shift are elaborated upon in subsequent documents, including the IF for GCF-2 

and the IRMF. The IF defines paradigm shift potential as the “degree to which the proposed [GCF-

funded] activity can catalyse impact beyond a one-off project or programme investment”.348 The 

IRMF assigns “paradigm shift potential” as the highest level of change in the GCF results 

architecture. At this level, the GCF’s role at the country level is contributory rather than direct – that 

is, assessed through the aggregation of project/programme results and in concert with the efforts of 

other actors with reference to climate commitments.349 

177. Understanding of “paradigm shift” is low, due to GCF delays in defining and tracking results at this 

level (+++). With the introduction of the IRMF (2021), the GCF has for the first time systematized 

the tracking of paradigm-shift potential.350 The IRMF provides for the capture of qualitative and 

quantitative data on the extent to which and the means (pathways) by which paradigm-shift potential 

has been created as a result of GCF-funded activities.351,352 Details of this are set out in the 

Integrated Results Measurement Framework Results Handbook, launched as a draft in 2022. Data 

are to be collected at the project level against three assessment dimensions – scale, replicability and 

sustainability – and then aggregated at the portfolio level. To support standardization, a scorecard 

approach is used with scalers for each dimension. Independent assessments of progress towards 

paradigm shift are to occur as part of the interim and final evaluation. Additional ex-post evaluations 

are anticipated on an occasional basis.353 In addition, APRs are to be used by AEs to self-assess 

progress in relation to the paradigm-shift contribution anticipated.354 

178. The tracking of paradigm-shift measures is highly contingent on the quality of FPs (+++). This is 

especially true of ToCs, wherein AEs align to specific results framework indicators.355 Project ToCs 

connect planned activities and outputs to project outcomes, all of which are antecedent to expected 

paradigm shift at the impact level. At the outcome level, AEs are encouraged to name not only 

outcomes related to mitigation and/or adaptation, but also ancillary or additional benefits – that is, 

 
346 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme. 
347 Green Climate Fund, Governing Instrument for the Green Climate Fund. 
348 Green Climate Fund, Investment Framework, 3. 
349 Document GCF/B.29/12 titled “Integrated Results Management Framework”, 5, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/gcf-b29-12.pdf. 
350 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund, 111; Independent Evaluation 

Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and Well-Being, and Food and Water Security” 

(HWFW), 69; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector Portfolio 

and Approach, 112. 
351 GCF/B.29/12, 5–7. 
352 In relation to paradigm-shift potential, GCF investments (programmes and projects) are assessed on the degree to which 

they can catalyse impact beyond a one-off project or programme investment. Under the initial (decision B.09/05) and 

current IF (decision B.37/20), specific consideration is given to potential for scaling-up and replication, potential for 

knowledge and learning, contribution to regulatory frameworks and policies, and overall contribution to climate-resilient 

development pathways consistent with a country’s climate change adaptation strategies and plans. 
353 Green Climate Fund, Integrated Results Management Framework: Results Handbook, 18–19. 
354 Ibid., 26. 
355 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector Portfolio and 

Approach, 111.; GCF/B.40/Inf.10/Rev.01, 5. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/gcf-b29-12.pdf
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co-benefits – and changes sought to the enabling environment.356 This process has become more 

rigorous under the IRMF, where AEs choose from a menu of core and supplementary indicators 

from the IRMF and supplement them if needed for their own project management purposes. 

Plausible causal links are conditioned through an assessment of risks and assumptions. Paradigm-

shift potential is formulated as a logical extension of those causal pathways once set in motion by 

the programme or project. In this regard, GCF guidance underlines the principle of contribution over 

attribution.357 Proposals are to describe baseline contexts and set out a qualitative target (the 

potential paradigm shift). Using the paradigm-shift scorecard, AEs are to convert that qualitative 

information into a baseline score for each of the three assessment dimensions.358 

179. Paradigm-shift tracking is under way but cannot yet inform portfolio-level impact estimates in most 

cases (+++). Earlier PMF-aligned projects are getting closer in maturity for consideration of their 

contributions to paradigm shift, but this will occur without the use of a standardized instrument. The 

GCF’s July 2024 report to the UNFCCC noted that it was still too early to advance evaluative 

evidence of the GCF’s contribution to paradigm shift.359 At this stage, IRMF-aligned projects (i.e. 

those approved after 1 April 2022) are not yet sufficiently advanced in their life cycles. For RMF-

aligned programmes and projects, consideration of contributions to paradigm shift occurs through 

independent programme/project evaluations managed by the AE. For these, AEs are expected to 

follow indicative terms of reference that provide lines of inquiry related to paradigm-shift potential, 

replication and scalability. But here too, the number of programmes/projects able to offer insight is 

modest.360 IEU-led evaluations do describe varying degrees of scalability and replicability, mostly at 

programme/project level.361 An exception in this regard is the 2024 IP Evaluation. Looking at a 

specific, vulnerable population group across programme and project settings, the study found “no 

indication that the GCF has contributed to a paradigm shift for [Indigenous Peoples]” and that 

benefits have accrued more through the provision of financial resources and safeguarding than they 

have through any form of transformational change.362 

 

 
356 The IF is explicit in naming enabling environments as a means by which the GCF can contribute to paradigm shift. 
357 Green Climate Fund, Integrated Results Management Framework: Results Handbook, 18. 
358 Ibid., 19. 
359 GCF/B.39/14, 15. 
360 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in the 

Latin American and Caribbean States, 54; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate 

Fund’s Energy Sector Portfolio and Approach, 112. 
361 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and Well-Being, and Food 

and Water Security” (HWFW), 67; Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and 

Effectiveness of GCF Investments in the Latin American and Caribbean States, 53; Independent Evaluation Unit, 

Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector Portfolio and Approach, 49, 111. 
362 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Approach to Indigenous Peoples, 

44. 
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CONCLUSIONS – KEY INSIGHTS FOR THE TPR 

180. This synthesis has generated early conclusions with corollary insights for the TPR. 

181. Initial evidence from the GCF-2 period points to a maturing organization that has increasingly 

clarified and improved its strategic and policy foundation, at the same time that it has unevenly 

operationalized its strategic intentions. Many of the GCF’s policies and frameworks have been 

revised appropriately, such as those for results management, monitoring and accountability, 

accreditation and risk. New strategies have been approved, including for the GCF-2 period, the 

RPSP, and partnership and accreditation, and a new 50by30 vision has been shared by the Executive 

Director. 

182. What is less evident from the current body of evidence is the relationship between strategic 

articulation and realization – in other words, whether and to what extent ambitious strategic 

language is accompanied by corresponding changes in authority, incentives, institutional 

arrangements or portfolio-level modalities. These insights suggest that the TPR must clearly 

document and assess the extent to which strategic intent has been converted into observable changes 

in practice or has remained primarily at the level of articulation. For instance, the private sector is a 

key area where the TPR will need to assess the impact of recent strategic and operational changes. 

The Secretariat has increased activities and approvals for private sector programming, yet the TPR 

will need to more deeply assess whether these ongoing adjustments are sufficiently course-

correcting to address past weakness and leverage the GCF’s unique role in the global climate 

finance landscape. 

183. As a funding partner, the GCF has begun to expand its readiness support, improve access, and 

reform and streamline its programming processes, yet the synthesis also shows that countries and 

DAEs continue to perceive their engagement with the GCF as complex, slow and resource intensive. 

The TPR will ask whether the GCF has become faster and more efficient, as required and expected. 

Although many partners perceive the GCF as continuing to be slow, the TPR will provide an 

assessment of processing times, disbursement rates and more, intent on how to improve long 

timelines between project design and implementation, particularly in relation to particularly 

vulnerable countries. 

184. The TPR would also do well to examine how countries’ and entities’ experience with the GCF has 

been evolving in this programming period, especially as GCF reforms potentially take hold. For 

example, the TPR could offer an independent and credible account of RPSP performance in 

delivering on updated goals articulated in the USP-2 and the new Readiness Strategy. Similarly, the 

TPR will need to examine the implications of reforms to the accreditation framework, including 

drawing insights from the PSAA pilot (2023–2026). More broadly, it will examine trends and 

mechanisms (including RPSP, PPF, PSF and accreditation) for accessing GCF resources, to identify 

persistent challenges as well as possible areas for adjustment going forward. It may well ask 

whether access is becoming easier for DAEs who have secured a first FP and whether access is 

improving for underserved countries and entities. 

185. The synthesis has also identified a shift in how the GCF is approaching country programming, for 

both readiness and investment resources, which warrants attention in the TPR. As the GCF has been 

championing the country platform mechanism, the TPR may ask how countries are being asked and 

supported, notably through the RPSP, to establish and build on existing platforms. The notion of 

country-led programming may also be examined by interrogating the ongoing tension between 
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direct access and scale of financing need, stakeholder engagement and speed of programming, as 

well as public sector and private sector approaches. It remains unclear whether and how the GCF is 

managing the tension between the push for higher-volume programming to help countries manage 

their climate commitments and the deepening imperative to heighten country drivenness. The TPR 

will face and potentially address some of these inherent strategic tensions. 

186. These shifts in the relationship between the GCF Secretariat, countries and entities are situated 

within the ongoing efforts by the GCF to develop a regional presence for its Secretariat, likely to be 

established by early 2027. As a result, the TPR will likely find itself examining whether and, if so, 

how the GCF is orchestrating its regionalization in alignment with other reforms under way, with a 

view to optimizing the investment in regional offices. 

187. The synthesis has shown that while the GCF has reported some climate outcomes, progress towards 

expected results remains sluggish, and a comprehensive assessment of the GCF’s performance in 

delivering climate impact is still not available. This is partly due to generational changes in 

reporting frameworks, as well as gaps in monitoring and reporting practices. The TPR should make 

a substantial contribution to assessing the overall results and impacts of the GCF, bringing new data 

analysis and fresh insights. The TPR will seek to generate robust, portfolio-wide information on 

GCF results performance. For example, the extent to which insights on paradigm shift derived from 

midterm and final evaluations of RMF-aligned projects could be meaningfully analysed along with 

scorecard analysis from the IRMF portfolio, addressing a fundamental challenge from the operation 

of overlapping and evolving results frameworks. In assessing the GCF’s performance in delivering 

climate impact, the TPR will also need to examine organizational dimensions around project 

oversight, raising questions as to guidance, staffing expectations and adequacy, the quality of 

oversight tools, and expectations of AEs in terms of reporting and capacity, among others. 

188. In the end, an ongoing and foundational question may be asked about the value provided by the 

GCF in the international constellation of climate finance institutions, especially in a rapidly evolving 

climate and development finance landscape. What part of this value proposition is innate to the 

GCF, and what parts can be further improved or better conveyed? The TPR will examine the value 

of the GCF for countries and for the climate finance architecture, as an institution with developing 

country participation and accountability, focus on concessional finance, and emphasis on adaptation 

and direct access. 

 



 

©IEU  |  73 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ANNEXES 
 





A Synthesis Study on the Green Climate Fund 

An Interim Deliverable under the Third Performance Review 

©IEU  |  75 

Annex 1. EVALUABILITY ASSESSMENT OF IEU COUNTRY-LEVEL CASE STUDIES SINCE 

THE 2023 SPR 

EVALUATION COUNTRIES ACCESS COMPLEMENTARITY 

AND COHERENCE 

COUNTRY 

OWNERSHIP 

EFFECTIVENESS 

AND EFFICIENCY 

INDIGENOUS 

PEOPLES AND 

GENDER 

PARADIGM 

SHIFT/ 

INNOVATION 

RELEVANCE READINESS RESULTS/ 

IMPACT 

SUSTAIN-

ABILITY 

2023 RPSP 

Evaluation 

Armenia 

Belize 

Bhutan 

Cote 

d’Ivoire 

Lao PDR 

Mexico 

Panama 

Tanzania 

No Yes Yes Yes Partial (gender 

equality and 

social inclusion 

(GESI)) 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

2024 LAC 

Evaluation 

Argentina 

Costa Rica 

Dominican 

Republic 

Ecuador 

Jamaica 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Within 

efficiency 

section 

Partial Yes 

2023 ES 

Evaluation 

Chile 

Indonesia 

Mongolia 

North 

Macedonia 

Tonga 

Zambia 

No Yes Yes Partial 

(effectiveness) 

Yes Partial Yes No Yes Yes 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/evaluation/240612-rpsp-country-case-studies-top.pdf
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/evaluation/240612-rpsp-country-case-studies-top.pdf
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/250417-lac-country-case-studies-report-top.pdf
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/250417-lac-country-case-studies-report-top.pdf
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/country-case-studies-independent-evaluation-green-climate-funds-energy-sector-portfolio-and
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/country-case-studies-independent-evaluation-green-climate-funds-energy-sector-portfolio-and
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EVALUATION COUNTRIES ACCESS COMPLEMENTARITY 

AND COHERENCE 

COUNTRY 

OWNERSHIP 

EFFECTIVENESS 

AND EFFICIENCY 

INDIGENOUS 

PEOPLES AND 

GENDER 

PARADIGM 

SHIFT/ 

INNOVATION 

RELEVANCE READINESS RESULTS/ 

IMPACT 

SUSTAIN-

ABILITY 

2024 HWFW 

Evaluation 

Grenada 

Fiji 

Senegal 

Republic of 

Marshall 

Islands 

Namibia 

Tajikistan 

No Yes No Yes Partial (GESI) Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

2024 IP 

Evaluation 

Colombia 

Vanuatu 

Paraguay 

Philippines 

Botswana 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial Yes 

2025 CIEWS 

Evaluation 

Bangladesh 

Timor-Leste 

Uzbekistan 

Guatemala 

Nigeria 

No Yes Yes Yes Partial (GESI) Yes Yes No Yes Yes 

2025 COA 

Evaluation 

Belize 

Ethiopia 

Yes No Yes Yes No Yes No No Partial Yes 

 

 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/HWFW2024
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/HWFW2024
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/IP2024
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/IP2024
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/ciews2025
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/ciews2025
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/250915-coa-final-report-top-web_0.pdf
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/250915-coa-final-report-top-web_0.pdf
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Annex 2. IEU ANALYTICAL SUMMARY ON USP-2 

PROGRESS 

A. BACKGROUND 

The GCF adopted USP-2 at B.36 in July 2023. USP-2 sets out 11 targeted results and a set of 

programming priorities to guide GCF operations through 2027. As a part of its work on the TPR, the 

IEU will track progress on these targeted results, from the first Board meeting of 2024 (B.38) 

through to the last Board meeting of 2026 (B.46). 

For this tracking exercise, the IEU focuses on USP-2 targeted results and programming priorities 

that can be measured systematically using available data sources, primarily the 11 targeted results 

and three of the four portfolio allocation programming priorities. As the programming priority on 

readiness and preparatory support is primarily qualitative in nature, it is not included in this tracking 

exercise and is examined through other TPR deliverables.363 

This document first presents progress against the 11 targeted results. It outlines the tracking 

approach, including their baseline values, methodologies for measurement, data sources, and 

reporting frequency and reports status as of the latest Board meeting (B.42), based on data from the 

GCF’s iPMS. It then reviews progress on three programming priorities under USP-2: (i) maintaining 

a 50:50 balance over time between adaptation and mitigation funding; (ii) addressing urgent and 

immediate adaptation and resilience needs, for particularly vulnerable countries; and (iii) regarding 

the private sector, promoting innovation and catalysing green financing while increasing the share of 

funding allocated through the PSF compared to GCF-1. 

B. APPROACH AND DATA SOURCES 

Tracking progress in this annex relies primarily on data from the GCF iPMS and the 2024 APRs. 

Unless otherwise noted, the following points apply: 

1) Funding amounts are reported in grant-equivalent terms using Secretariat-defined measures 

(e.g. grant-equivalent calculator (GEC) uniform (USD)). The IEU uses these values as 

provided, without further adjustment. 

2) Countries are counted as supported when they have at least one approved project or activity 

meeting the target-specific criteria (e.g. a non-zero share in a given RA or sector). For multi-

country projects, each participating country is counted once and, where relevant, the country 

allocation shares recorded in the iPMS are used to calculate funding amounts. 

3) RAs and sectors are identified using the Secretariat’s tagging in the iPMS (e.g. “energy 

generation and access”, “infrastructure and built environment”, “low-emission transport”, 

“buildings”), recognizing that these do not always map one-to-one onto several of the 11 

targeted results. 

4) Where no direct IRMF indicator exists for a target (notably Target 10 on MSMEs and Target 

11 on financial institutions), the IEU relies on the Secretariat’s iPMS target-specific tagging of 

approved projects and aggregates the corresponding reported counts across tagged projects. 

 
363 Green Climate Fund, Strategic Plan for the Green Climate Fund 2024–2027. 
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Tracking progress towards the 11 targeted results, however, involves several methodological 

challenges related to indicator alignment and RA mapping: 

• First, the IRMF, adopted to integrate and supersede the initial RMF and the mitigation and 

adaptation PMFs, introduced new core and supplementary indicators intended to strengthen 

methodological rigour in project design and data collection. As noted in the 2024 HWFW 

Evaluation, this transition enhances measurement precision but also complicates results 

aggregation and, consequently, the tracking of the 11 targeted results. 

• A second challenge lies in mapping several of the 11 targeted results to RAs. The 2024 HWFW 

Evaluation highlights that inconsistencies in RA tagging across projects make it difficult to 

compile a coherent corporate-level results narrative. Projects often span multiple RAs, and 

these cannot always be mapped one-to-one to a given targeted result creating ambiguity in 

classification. 

To maintain consistency and avoid double counting, the IEU applies conservative, non-overlapping 

measures when aggregating data across projects. All figures presented in this report should thus be 

interpreted with appropriate caution. 

As of October 2025, when this document was last updated, the IEU has not received the 

Secretariat’s methodological approach for calculating progress towards each of the 11 USP-2 

targeted results. The analysis presented here therefore relies on transparently documented 

assumptions. The IEU remains prepared to revise its methodology once the Secretariat’s approach 

becomes available. 

C. TARGETED RESULTS 

Each subsection below provides an update for one of the 11 targeted results. For each target, (i) the 

original target statement is given, followed by (ii) Secretariat data (baseline status and progress as 

reported during B.41), and (iii) the IEU calculation and assessment, which includes methodological 

notes, a summary on progress and projections under business-as-usual conditions. 

TARGET 1: MORE THAN 100 DEVELOPING COUNTRIES SUPPORTED 

Target statement: More than 100 developing countries directly supported by the GCF to advance 

the implementation of their NDCs, NAPs or LTS through integrated climate investment planning 

and/or developing high-quality climate project pipelines for GCF funding. 

Secretariat data: By the end of the GCF-1 period (2020–2023), the Fund had provided direct 

support to a broad set of countries, 128 developing countries had at least one GCF-funded project 

approved and 44 countries had developed GCF country programmes. During the first year of 

GCF-2, the Secretariat reported that an additional 34 countries received support. 

IEU calculation: As of early 2025, a total of 133 developing countries (non-Annex 1 Parties) has at 

least one active GCF project, confirming the Fund’s broad engagement across regions. Based on 

Board approvals since B.38, a total of 96 countries have received new or continued support during 

GCF-2. When limiting the analysis to single-country projects only, the number of countries 

supported between B.38 and B.42 is 41. Of the total supported countries during GCF-2, 63 per cent 

(or 61 countries) are classified as LDCs, SIDS or African States, reflecting the Fund’s continued 

focus on vulnerable groups. Regionally, 33 per cent of supported countries are in Africa, 34 per cent 

in Asia-Pacific, 25 per cent in Latin America and the Caribbean, and 7 per cent in Eastern Europe. 
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In parallel, readiness support has continued. Since January 2024, 11 countries have received 

approvals under readiness outcome 2.1.1.1, supporting the development or update of GCF country 

programmes and project pipelines aligned with national strategies, including NDCs, NAPs and LTS. 

IEU assessment: The overall progress suggests that the GCF is on track to meet, or potentially 

exceed, the USP-2 target of supporting more than 100 developing countries during GCF-2. 

TARGET 2: DOUBLING THE NUMBER OF DAES WITH APPROVED PROJECTS 

Target statement: Doubling the number of DAEs with approved GCF FPs through strengthened 

climate programming capacity and increasing the allocation of GCF resources through DAEs. 

Secretariat data: By the end of the GCF-1 period, 29 DAEs had at least one approved FP. The 

USP-2 target implies roughly 58 DAEs with approved projects by 2027. By the end of 2024 (B.41), 

an additional 5 DAEs had secured their first GCF project approvals, bringing the total to 34 DAEs 

with approved FPs. 

IEU calculation: Between B.38 and B.42, 17 DAEs had projects being approved, including 8 

DAEs receiving their first GCF project approval. These include Ecobank (B.38, FP231), Small 

Industries Development Bank of India (B.38, SAP037), Cook Islands, Ministry of Finance and 

Economic Planning (B.38, SAP034), Bhutan Trust Fund for Environmental Conservation (B.39), 

National Rural Support Programme (Pakistan) (B.40), La Banque Agricole (B.41, FP262), South 

African National Biodiversity Institute (B.42, FP267) and Caribbean Development Bank (B.42, 

FP275).364 As of B.42, a total of 38 DAEs have at least one approved GCF project. 

IEU assessment: The IEU’s analysis projects that, under current trends, the Fund will fall short of 

the doubling target by 2027. Between B.38 and B.42, approximately 1.2 new DAEs received 

approvals per Board meeting. Extrapolating this rate over the remaining seven Board meetings in the 

GCF-2 period suggests an additional 8 or 9 newly approved DAEs by 2028. This trajectory would 

place the projected total at approximately 49 DAEs by end of 2027, falling short of the USP-2 

benchmark of 58 DAEs. Under a business-as-usual scenario, this results in an estimated gap of 9–11 

DAEs unless additional measures are taken. 

TARGET 3: CLIMATE INFORMATION AND EARLY WARNING SYSTEMS 

Target statement: 50 to 60 developing countries particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of 

climate change protected by new or improved early warning systems. 

Secretariat data: By the end of GCF-1, 72 countries received projects related to CIEWS. During 

the first year of GCF-2, 18 countries received support in this area. 

IEU calculation: For the purpose of tracking this target, the IEU defines support as the number of 

developing countries with approved projects in the CIEWS sector, based on the sector guide 

classification where the sector share is greater than zero. Using iPMS data and this criterion, 23 

projects approved between B.38 and B.42 fall within this sector, including several multi-country 

projects. When counting distinct countries supported through these approvals, 57 developing 

countries have received support in the area of CIEWS during the GCF-2 period to date. Of the 57 

countries supported, 44 are classified as vulnerable countries; where categories overlap, countries 

are counted once using the following order: African States (17), LDCs (7) and SIDS (20). 

IEU assessment: Progress towards the USP-2 target of supporting 50–60 countries with new or 

improved early warning systems is on track. Since B.38, 57 countries have already received support 

 
364 In addition, AGRA, although not accredited as an AE, had a project approved at B.41 (FP257) through the PSAA. 
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in this area. Assuming continued project approvals in CIEWS, the Fund is expected to exceed the 

target by 2027 under business-as-usual conditions. 

TARGET 4: FOOD SECURITY 

Target statement: 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. 

Secretariat data: At baseline, 31 million smallholder households (equivalent to approximately 141 

million beneficiaries) were reported. By B.41, the Secretariat reported 102 million beneficiaries 

supported under this RA. 

IEU calculation: Tracking progress towards this target presents several methodological challenges. 

The target combines multiple outcome dimensions – adoption of climate-resilient livelihood 

practices, food security outcomes and overall scale of support – that are captured across different 

IRMF indicators with partially overlapping beneficiary definitions. As a result, aggregating 

beneficiary figures across indicators risks double counting. Specifically, (i) Core Indicator 2 

captures both direct and indirect adaptation beneficiaries across all adaptation RAs, (ii) 

Supplementary Indicator 2.1 measures direct beneficiaries adopting improved or new climate-

resilient livelihood options; and (iii) Supplementary Indicator 2.2 captures direct beneficiaries with 

improved food security. 

To ensure methodological consistency and avoid double counting, the IEU adopts a conservative 

approach and focuses on direct beneficiaries reported under supplementary indicators 2.1 and 2.2 

when assessing progress towards the USP-2 food security target. These indicators most closely align 

with the target’s emphasis on adoption of climate-resilient practices and food security outcomes. At 

the same time, to reflect the multidimensional nature of the target, the IEU presents results 

separately across three analytical dimensions: 

• Scale of adaptation support (Core Indicator 2) 

• Adoption of climate-resilient livelihood practices (Supplementary Indicator 2.1) 

• Food security outcomes (Supplementary Indicator 2.2) 

IEU assessment: Based on supplementary indicators 2.1 and 2.2, current reporting indicates that 

progress remains below the USP-2 target range of 190–280 million beneficiaries. Specifically, the 

IEU estimates that 16 million direct beneficiaries were reported in 2024, 60 million cumulatively to 

date, and 106 million are targeted by project completion, based on 2024 APRs from 90 GCF-funded 

projects. This estimate provides a consistent and conservative measure of direct outcomes relevant 

to food security, although it likely understates the broader reach of GCF adaptation support reflected 

in Core Indicator 2. Table A – 1 presents beneficiary figures separately for scale, livelihood 

adoption, to illustrate the different dimensions of progress under this target. Cumulatively, projects 

report approximately 252 million beneficiaries reached under Core Indicator 2 (scale of adaptation 

support), around 50 million direct beneficiaries adopting climate-resilient livelihood practices under 

Supplementary Indicator 2.1, and about 11 million direct beneficiaries reporting improved food 

security outcomes under Supplementary Indicator 2.2. 
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Table A – 1. Beneficiaries supported under the USP-2 food security target 

INDICATOR 

TYPE 

PRE-IRMF 

INDICATORS 

IRMF 

INDICATORS 

NO. OF 

PROJECTS 

ACTUAL CUMULATIVE TARGET 

Core A1 and A2 Core 2 118 114,197,136 251,658,865 653,838,284 

Livelihood A1.2 Supp 2.1 80 10,628,491 49,506,411 97,119,648 

Food security A2.1 Supp 2.1 22 5,396,398 10,532,348 9,771,956 

Source: IEU calculation based on Impact Dashboard, which compiles data from the 2024 APRs. 

TARGET 5: ECOSYSTEM 

Target statement: Support for developing countries that results in 120 to 190 million hectares of 

terrestrial and marine areas conserved, restored or brought under sustainable management. 

Secretariat data: At baseline, 39 million hectares were reported (13 million hectares restored and 

26 million hectares under improved management). By B.41, an additional 8 million hectares were 

reported as brought under restoration or improved management. 

IEU calculation: Under the pre-IRMF framework, ecosystem protection and restoration outcomes 

were reported under A4.1 (coverage/scale of ecosystems protected and strengthened in response to 

climate variability and change) and improved land and forest management was reported under M9.1 

(hectares of land or forests under improved and effective management that contributes to CO2 

emission reductions). Under the IRMF, these indicators map to Supplementary Indicator 4.1 

(hectares of terrestrial (forest and non-forest), fresh water, and coastal-marine areas brought under 

restoration or improved ecosystem management) and Core Indicator 4 (hectares of natural resource 

areas brought under improved, low-emission, and/or climate-resilient management practices) 

respectively. 

When a project introduces improved management practices and brings the same area under 

conservation or restoration, it is permitted to report these hectares under both indicators.365 As a 

result, aggregating A4.1 with M9.1, or Core Indicator 4 with Supplementary 4.1, would lead to 

double counting the same land areas, and the APR reporting formats do not allow these overlaps to 

be identified.366 

To ensure transparency and avoid double counting, the IEU reports two separate figures for this 

USP-2 target aligned with the RMF and IRMF indicator structure: (1) sustainable management of 

productive land areas; and (2) ecosystem restoration and conservation. 

1) Sustainable management (M9.1 and Core Indicator 4): 

Across 55 projects that reported through the APR in 2024, 1.6 million hectares were brought 

under sustainable land management (Table A – 2). Cumulatively, 3.68 million hectares have 

been placed under sustainable management, against a combined project-level final target of 

40.94 million hectares. This corresponds to M9.1 (RMF) and Core Indicator 4 (IRMF) and 

represents productive land areas brought under improved sustainable management practices. 

These results reflect improvements in productive land uses such as agriculture, rangelands, 

aquaculture in water areas, agroforestry, and shrublands and woodlands.367 

2) Ecosystems restoration and conservation (A4.1 and Supplementary Indicator 4.1): 

 
365 Green Climate Fund, Integrated Results Management Framework: Results Handbook. 
366 Additionally, there is an inconsistency in reporting between the baseline, which is disaggregated by conservation, 

restoration and sustainable management, and the figures reported at B.41, which are presented as aggregated totals. 
367 Green Climate Fund, Integrated Results Management Framework: Results Handbook. 
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A total of 67 projects reported outcomes related to ecosystem protection, restoration or 

improved ecological condition in 2024. That year, 1.5 million hectares were restored or 

protected, contributing to a cumulative 6.6 million hectares of ecosystems strengthened to 

date. These results represent terrestrial, fresh water, coastal and marine ecosystems restored or 

protected. 

Table A – 2. Reported hectares under the USP-2 ecosystem target 

INDICATOR 

TYPE 

PRE-IRMF 

INDICATORS 

IRMF 

INDICATORS 

NO. OF 

PROJECTS 

ACTUAL CUMULATIVE TARGET 

Sustainable 

management 

M9.1 Core 4 55 1,612,227 3,676,641 40,941,204 

Ecosystem 

restoration 

A4.1 Supp. 4.1 67 1,529,619 6,692,422 37,983,365 

Source: IEU calculation based on Impact Dashboard, which compiles data from the 2024 APRs. 

IEU assessment: Because overlaps between sustainable management and restoration/conservation 

indicators cannot be systematically identified, the IEU reports these figures separately and does not 

aggregate them into a single hectare estimate. Taken together, the reported hectares under 

sustainable management and ecosystem restoration remain well below the USP-2 target range of 

120–190 million hectares, indicating that substantial scaling of interventions, and improved 

reporting coverage, would be required over the remainder of GCF-2 to approach the target. 

TARGET 6: INFRASTRUCTURE 

Target statement: 45 to 60 developing countries supported by the GCF to develop or secure low-

emission climate-resilient infrastructure, through systemic and/or country-driven resilience 

planning, funding and/or de-risking of investments, including those that draw on nature-based 

solutions or ecosystem-based approaches. 

Secretariat data: At baseline, 78 developing countries received GCF support under this target. By 

B.41, 40 countries had been supported since B.38. 

IEU calculation: Using the iPMS, we identified 51 countries supported in the area of infrastructure 

since B.38. The calculation applies the iPMS tagging of the “infrastructure and built environment” 

RA and counts all countries with at least one project where the percentage of RA financing ratio is 

greater than zero. 

IEU assessment: Current data indicate that the GCF has met the quantitative target for the number 

of countries supported to develop or secure low-emission climate-resilient infrastructure. 

TARGET 7: CLEAN ENERGY 

Target statement: 20 to 30 developing countries supported to expand access to sustainable, 

affordable, resilient, reliable renewable energy, particularly for hardest to reach, and/or to increase 

renewable energy sources in the energy mix. 

Secretariat data: At baseline, 65 developing countries had received GCF support in renewable 

energy. By B.41, an additional 51 countries were supported. When examining, the share of funding 
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across the eight RAs, the funding allocation to energy access and power generation has slightly 

decreased, from 23 per cent in 2023 to 21 per cent in 2024.368 

IEU calculation: The IEU defines this target as the number of countries linked to at least one GCF-

funded project tagged within the “energy generation and access” RA in the iPMS. Using this 

classification, the IEU identifies 52 distinct countries with at least one approved project in this area 

that has been approved since B.38. 

IEU assessment: Current data indicate that the GCF has exceeded the quantitative target for the 

number of countries supported in renewable energy generation and access. However, the qualitative 

aspect of the target, ensuring that support reaches the “hardest to reach”, cannot yet be fully assessed 

due to the absence of standardized definitions and tracking metrics. 

TARGET 8: TRANSPORT, BUILDINGS, INDUSTRY 

Target statement: 18 to 25 developing countries supported to shift towards clean and efficient 

energy end-use for transport, building and industry sectors, including through electrification, 

decreasing energy consumption and novel solutions and emerging technologies for hard-to-abate 

sectors. 

Secretariat data: At baseline, 40 developing countries were reported as having received GCF 

support under this target. By B.41, an additional 38 additional countries had been supported. 

IEU calculation: The IEU defines this target as the number of countries supported under the 

“buildings” and/or “low-emission transport” RAs. Using the iPMS and these RA tags, the IEU 

identified 35 distinct countries with at least one approved project in these areas since B.38. 

IEU assessment: Based on the IEU’s operational definition, the GCF has already exceeded the 

quantitative target of supporting 18–25 countries. However, the RA tags used do not reliably 

indicate whether a project contributes specifically to clean and efficient end-use energy. As a result, 

the IEU’s country count may overestimate progress under this target. 

TARGET 9: ADAPTATION 

Target statement: 40–70 approved proposals for adaptation projects, including for locally led 

adaptation action. 

Secretariat data: At baseline, 88 FPs were approved under adaptation, with an average funding size 

of USD 32 million per FP. When limited to proposals approved since B.38, the Secretariat reports 

19 approved adaptation FPs. 

IEU calculation: Based on the iPMS, the IEU identified a total of 36 adaptation-only projects 

approved since B.38. This represents substantial progress towards the lower bound of the USP-2 

target range. In addition, 29 cross-cutting projects approved over the same period include an 

adaptation component, indicating that adaptation considerations are embedded in the vast majority 

of approved proposals during GCF-2. 

Assessing whether these projects include locally led adaptation elements remains challenging. The 

GCF does not currently have a standardized tagging or results indicator for locally led adaptation, 

and project documents vary widely in the extent to which they describe local decision-making, 

community participation or devolved financing mechanisms. As a result, the presence of locally led 

adaptation elements cannot be systematically assessed across FPs. 

 
368 Document GCF/B.43/Inf.10/Add.01 titled “Annual portfolio performance report (2024)”, 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b43-inf10-add01. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b43-inf10-add01
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IEU assessment: The GCF is on track to meet the quantitative target of approving 40–70 adaptation 

projects by 2027, with 36 already approved since B.38. The absence of standardized reporting on 

locally led adaptation currently limits assessment of progress on this qualitative dimension. 

TARGET 10: MSMES 

Target statement: Support for developing countries that results in 950 to 1,500 local private sector 

early-stage ventures and MSMEs provided with broad-based seed and early-stage capital for 

innovative climate solutions, business models and technologies, with a focus on adaptation, energy 

access and transport sectors, and removing barriers for home-grown innovation. 

Secretariat data: At baseline, 220 early-stage ventures and MSMEs were reported. Since B.38, the 

Secretariat reports 215 additional ventures and MSMEs supported. 

IEU calculation: There is no IRMF indicator that directly tracks MSMEs or early-stage ventures, 

which presents a major methodological challenge. To assess progress towards this target, the IEU 

relies on the Secretariat’s target-specific tagging within the iPMS (Target 10) to identify approved 

projects related to this target and aggregates the corresponding reported counts across tagged 

projects. A total of 17 GCF-funded projects approved between B.38 and B.42 carry this tag. Across 

these projects, an estimated 2,728 local private sector early-stage ventures and MSMEs are reported 

as receiving support under this target. 

IEU assessment: Current data suggest that the GCF may already have exceeded the quantitative 

target range for the number of local private sector early-stage ventures and MSMEs supported. 

However, as these figures reflect ex-ante project commitments rather than standardized ex post 

results reporting, they should be regarded as indicative. 

TARGET 11: FINANCE 

Target statement: Support for developing countries that results in 90 to 180 national and regional 

financial institutions supported to access GCF resources, and other green finance, particularly for 

MSMEs. 

Secretariat data: Since B.38, the Secretariat reports that 117 institutions were supported. 

IEU calculation: There is no IRMF indicator that directly tracks the number of national or regional 

financial institutions supported, making it difficult to assess progress using standardized reporting. 

To assess progress towards this target, the IEU relies on the Secretariat’s target-specific tagging 

within the iPMS (Target 11) to identify approved projects related to this target and aggregates the 

corresponding reported counts across tagged projects. A total of 11 GCF-funded projects approved 

between B.38 and B.42 carry this tag. Across these projects, 131 national and regional financial 

institutions are reported as receiving support under this target. 

IEU assessment: Current data suggest that the GCF is within the quantitative target range for the 

number of national and regional financial institutions supported. However, as these figures reflect 

ex-ante project commitments rather than standardized ex-post results reporting, they should be 

regarded as indicative. 



A Synthesis Study on the Green Climate Fund 

An Interim Deliverable under the Third Performance Review 

©IEU  |  85 

D. PORTFOLIO ALLOCATION PROGRAMMING PRIORITIES 

Up to B.42, 313 projects have been approved across 133 countries, with total GCF financing at 

USD 18 billion, and USD 66 billion including co-financing. This section aims to track the GCF’s 

portfolio allocation based on the programming priorities set out in USP-2. 

1. 50:50 BALANCE OVER TIME BETWEEN ADAPTATION AND MITIGATION 

FUNDING 

The GCF aims to maintain a balanced allocation between adaptation and mitigation over time. By 

the end of the GCF-1 period (2020–2023) this balance was achieved, with 54 per cent of 

commitments in adaptation and 46 per cent in mitigation in grant-equivalent terms.369 To explore 

how this balance evolves over time, we use the funded activities data from the iPMS and calculate 

the cumulative share of adaptation and mitigation projects across Board meetings. Figure A – 1 

illustrates these trends, showing how the portfolio composition has shifted over time. By B.42, 52.4 

per cent of total funding was allocated to adaptation projects and 47.6 per cent to mitigation. 

Figure A – 1. 50:50 balance over time between adaptation and mitigation funding 

 

Source: GCF iPMS, data as of B.42. 

Note: Cumulative funding by year and theme. Reported in GEC uniform (USD). For cross-cutting projects, the 

funding amounts for each of the adaptation and mitigation activities were used to calculate the amount. 

2. 50 PER CENT OF ADAPTATION ALLOCATION TO SIDS, LDCS AND AFRICAN 

STATES 

Under the USP-2, the GCF committed to maintaining a floor of at least 50 per cent of its adaptation 

allocation for developing countries that are particularly vulnerable to climate change, including 

SIDS, LDCs and African States. This target reflects both the urgent and immediate needs of these 

groups and the Board’s aim for an appropriate geographical balance. By the end of the GCF-1 

period (2020–2023), 67 per cent of the adaptation allocation was directed to these groups of 

countries, slightly lower than the 69 per cent achieved under the IRM period but still well above the 

threshold. 

Methodologically, the analysis draws on GCF iPMS data, using grant-equivalent budget allocations 

at the country level at approval. The country-level allocation is derived by applying each country’s 

 
369 GCF/B.38/Inf.01/Add.04. 
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allocation share recorded in the system to the project-level grant-equivalent value. The IEU uses 

these values as provided, without further adjustment or re-estimation. 

All approved project activities with a non-zero share of adaptation finance are included in the 

analysis. To classify countries, we apply the Secretariat’s Africa, LDCs, SIDS order for tagging, 

which assigns each country to a single vulnerability category. This means that countries identified as 

African States are tagged as Africa, even if they also meet LDC or SIDS criteria; the remaining 

countries are then tagged as LDC, followed by SIDS, with all others classified as Other. We then 

sum grant-equivalent country allocations by group. Based on this approach, African States account 

for about 38.2 per cent of cumulative adaptation allocations, LDCs for 10.8 per cent and SIDS for 

8.7 per cent, meaning the three groups collectively receive approximately 57.7 per cent of adaptation 

resources (Figure A – 2). 

To examine the distribution of adaptation disbursements across vulnerability groups, we also 

aggregate nominal USD disbursements at the country level and assign each country to a single 

category (Africa, LDCs, SIDS or Other), applying the same order (Africa first, followed by LDCs 

and then SIDS). Under this approach, Africa, LDCs and SIDS together receive roughly two thirds of 

adaptation disbursements, accounting for around 66 per cent of the total. African States represent 

about 56.3 per cent of disbursements, while LDCs account for around 3.6 per cent and SIDS for 

approximately 6.6 per cent. The difference in shares compared to the allocation-based analysis 

reflects the use of nominal disbursement values, whereas allocation figures are calculated on a grant-

equivalent basis. 

Figure A – 2. Distribution of adaptation allocations by country vulnerability group 

 

Source: GCF iPMS, data as of B.42. 

Note: For multi-country projects, budget allocations are distributed proportionally to the country level before 

aggregation. Each country is assigned to one group only (Africa, LDCs, SIDS or Other), with Africa taking 

precedence, followed by LDCs and then SIDS. Allocations are grant-equivalent values in USD at approval. 

3. PRIVATE SECTOR FUNDING SHARE 

USP-2 states that the share of GCF funding flowing through private sector projects should increase 

relative to GCF-1. During GCF-1, the share of funding allocated through the PSF amounted to 37 

per cent in nominal terms and 19 per cent in grant-equivalent terms.370 

It should be noted that the IEU’s calculation of the private sector portfolio in grant-equivalent terms 

differs from the 19 per cent figure reported for GCF-1 in USP-2, reflecting potential differences in 

methodology. With this caveat in mind, the IEU analysis indicates that the grant-equivalent share of 

 
370 GCF/B.38/Inf.01/Add.04. 
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private sector funding has shown a generally upward trajectory since 2015, with some fluctuations. 

The share fell sharply in 2021 (10.6 per cent), coinciding with the global economic slowdown 

during the COVID-19 pandemic. By 2024, the cumulative private sector share reached 14.2 per 

cent, followed by a further increase to 14.6 per cent in 2025. 

Although this pattern indicates an upward trajectory during GCF-2, the grant-equivalent 

private sector share remains below the GCF-1 benchmark of 19 per cent. The values shown for 

2026 and 2027 in Figure A – 3 are projections rather than observed data. These projections are 

based on a simple linear extension of the most recent trend: the year-over-year change observed 

between 2024 and 2025 is applied uniformly to the subsequent years, providing a mechanical 

extension of the most recent trend rather than a full statistical forecast. On this basis, the cumulative 

private sector share is projected at about 15.0 per cent in 2026 and 15.3 per cent in 2027. 

Figure A – 3. Share of private sector funding in grant-equivalent terms versus the GCF-1 

benchmark 

 

Source: GCF iPMS data as of B.42. 

Note: Cumulative funding by year and type of sector. Reported in GEC uniform (USD). Values for 2026 and 

2027 (shaded in grey) are projections based on the recent trend and are not observed data. 

E. CONCLUSION 

Based on data up to B.42 and the IEU’s conservative tracking approach, progress against USP-2 is 

mixed: several targets and programming priorities are clearly on track or already met in quantitative 

terms, whereas others are lagging or cannot yet be assessed with confidence due to significant 

measurement and definition gaps. 

Targets broadly on track (quantitatively): 

• Target 1 – Countries supported: The GCF’s country reach remains broad. With 133 

developing countries having at least one active project and 96 countries receiving new or 

continued support since B.38, the Fund is on track to meet, and likely exceed, the target of 

supporting more than 100 developing countries. 
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• Target 3 – CIEWS: Since B.38, 57 developing countries have received support in this sector, 

already reaching the 50–60 country range. This target is on track and likely to be exceeded 

under business-as-usual conditions. 

• Target 6 – Infrastructure: Under the IEU’s operational definition (“infrastructure and built 

environment” RA), 51 countries have at least one project approved in this area since B.38. The 

country-count target of 45–60 is exceeded. 

• Target 7 – Clean energy (renewable energy access and generation): Under the IEU’s 

operational definition (“energy generation and access” RA), 52 countries have had at least one 

approved project in this area since B.38. The country-count target of 20–30 is exceeded, 

although the “hardest-to-reach” aspect cannot be assessed. 

• Target 8 – Clean and efficient end-use energy (transport, buildings, industry): Using 

“buildings” and “low-emission transport” RA tags, the IEU identifies 35 supported countries 

since B.38, which would imply the target of 18–25 countries is exceeded. However, these RA 

tags primarily indicate the sector in which a project operates but do not distinguish whether 

projects support a shift towards clean and efficient end-use energy, particularly in hard-to-abate 

sectors, as emphasized in the target statement. As a result, the country-count may overstate 

alignment with the target’s intended focus, and further clarification on the scope and 

measurement of this target is needed. 

• Target 9 – Adaptation proposals: Since B.38, 36 adaptation (including cross-cutting) projects 

have been approved, putting the GCF on track to meet the 40–70 proposal range by 2027, even 

under conservative counting. 

• Portfolio allocation – 50:50 balance: The Fund continues to maintain a near-balanced 

allocation between adaptation and mitigation (52.4 per cent adaptation, 47.6 per cent mitigation 

in grant-equivalent terms at B.42), in line with the 50:50 balance over time commitment. 

• Portfolio allocation – ≥50 per cent of adaptation funding to SIDS, LDCs and African 

States: Around 57.7 per cent of adaptation allocations (and roughly 66 per cent of 

disbursements) are directed to these groups, meaning this commitment is being met. 

Targets where current trends suggest a risk of shortfall: 

• Target 2 – Doubling DAEs with approved projects: As of B.42, 38 DAEs have at least one 

approved project, up from 29 at the end of GCF-1. At the observed pace (about 1.2 new DAEs 

per Board meeting), projections suggest a total of around 49 DAEs by 2027, falling short of the 

targeted 58. This target appears at risk under business-as-usual conditions without additional 

effort. 

• Portfolio allocation – private sector share: The cumulative private sector share in grant-

equivalent terms (14.6 per cent in 2025) remains below the 19 per cent achieved in GCF-1, 

even though the trend is upward. Simple mechanical projections suggest only modest further 

increases to 15.3 per cent by end of 2027, indicating that this target may not be met without 

additional effort. 

Targets where assessment is partial or inconclusive due to definition and data gaps: 

• Target 4 – Food security beneficiaries: Using a conservative focus on direct adaptation 

beneficiaries under supplementary indicators 2.1 and 2.2, cumulative beneficiaries reach about 

60 million, well below the USP-2 target of 190–280 million. Although this underestimates total 

reach (by excluding indirect beneficiaries under Core Indicator 2), this suggests that progress is 

currently insufficient to reach the target range by 2027. 
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• Target 5 – Ecosystems: Reported outcomes remain well below the USP-2 target range of 120–

190 million hectares, with approximately 3.7 million hectares under sustainable management 

and 6.7 million hectares restored or protected to date. Achieving the target would require 

substantial scaling of interventions over the remainder of GCF-2. 

• Target 10 – MSMEs and early-stage ventures: No IRMF indicator directly tracks MSMEs or 

ventures. Ex-ante commitments from 17 projects tagged under Target 10 suggest that an 

estimated 2,728 local private sector early-stage ventures and MSMEs are reported as receiving 

support under this target. 

• Target 11 – Financial institutions: No IRMF indicator directly tracks number of financial 

institutions. Ex-ante commitments from 11 projects tagged under Target 11 suggest that an 

estimated 131 national and regional financial institutions are reported as receiving support 

under this target. 

Cross-cutting caveats and implications: 

Across several targets, the IEU’s tracking is constrained by the following issues: 

• The transition from RMF/PMFs to IRMF, which complicates results aggregation. 

• The IEU not having access, at the time of this analysis, to the Secretariat’s methodological 

approach for calculating the USP-2 targets. 

• RA classifications in the iPMS not mapping one-to-one onto USP-2 targets, limiting the 

precision with which projects can be assigned to specific targets. 

• The risk of double counting where overlapping indicators (e.g. beneficiaries, hectares) may 

capture the same activities. 

To address these issues, the IEU has adopted conservative, non-overlapping measures and clearly 

documented assumptions. The results presented here should therefore be interpreted as lower-bound, 

preliminary assessments of progress under USP-2. As the Secretariat’s methodological guidance is 

clarified, future tracking could be refined to provide a more complete picture of GCF performance 

against the USP-2 targets. 

 





A Synthesis Study on the Green Climate Fund 

An Interim Deliverable under the Third Performance Review - References 

©IEU  |  91 

REFERENCES 
Green Climate Fund. Accreditation Framework. Green Climate Fund, 2025. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/accreditation-framework-green-climate-fund. 

Green Climate Fund. Annual Report 2023. Green Climate Fund, 2024. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/annual-report-2023. 

Green Climate Fund. “Country Platforms for Climate Finance: Overview of GCF’s Approach, Available 

Support and Impact.” Green Climate Fund, 2025. https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/country-

platforms-climate-finance. 

Green Climate Fund. Evaluation of the Outcomes and Impact-Level Results of the Readiness and Preparatory 

Support Programme. Evaluation report. Green Climate Fund, 2024. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/evaluation-outcomes-and-impact-level-results-readiness-and-

preparatory-support-programme. 

Green Climate Fund. “GCF: Catalysing Finance for Climate Solutions.” Green Climate Fund, 2023. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/catalysing-finance-for-climate-solutions. 

Green Climate Fund. Governing Instrument for the Green Climate Fund. Green Climate Fund, 2011. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/governing-instrument. 

Green Climate Fund. Indigenous Peoples Policy. Green Climate Fund, 2018. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/indigenous-peoples-policy. 

Green Climate Fund. Initial Strategic Plan for the GCF. Green Climate Fund, 2016. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/initial-strategic-plan-gcf. 

Green Climate Fund. Integrated Results Management Framework: Results Handbook. Green Climate Fund, 

2022. https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/results-handbook. 

Green Climate Fund. Investment Framework. Green Climate Fund, 2023. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/investment-framework-gcf-2. 

Green Climate Fund. Operational Framework on Complementarity and Coherence. Green Climate Fund, 

2017. https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/operational-framework-complementarity-and-coherence. 

Green Climate Fund. Readiness Results Management Framework: Results Handbook. GCF Guidebook Series. 

Green Climate Fund, 2023. https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/rrmf-results-

handbook.pdf. 

Green Climate Fund. Readiness Strategy 2024–2027. Green Climate Fund, 2023. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/readiness-strategy-2024-2027. 

Green Climate Fund. “Review & Update of the GCF Strategic Plan 2024–2027: Deep Dive Onboarding 

Session for GRULAC Board Members.” Songdo, Republic of Korea, April 11, 2023. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/page/usp-2-grulac-deep-dive-onboarding.pdf. 

Green Climate Fund. Revised Readiness Results Management Framework: Handbook. Green Climate Fund, 

2025. https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/6-revised-rrmf-handbook.pdf. 

Green Climate Fund. Risk Appetite Statement. Green Climate Fund, 2024. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/risk-appetite-statement. 

Green Climate Fund. Strategic Plan for the Green Climate Fund 2024–2027. Green Climate Fund, 2023. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/strategic-plan-green-climate-fund-2024-2027. 

Green Climate Fund. Updated Monitoring and Accountability Framework for Accredited Entities. Green 

Climate Fund, 2025. https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/updated-monitoring-and-accountability-

framework-accredited-entities. 

Green Climate Fund. Updated Policy for Contributions to the Green Climate Fund for the Second 

Replenishment. Green Climate Fund, 2023. https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/updated-policy-

contributions-green-climate-fund-second-replenishment. 

Green Climate Fund. Updated Strategic Plan for the Green Climate Fund: 2020–2023. Green Climate Fund, 

2020. https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/updated-strategic-plan-green-climate-fund-2020-2023. 

Independent Evaluation Unit. Evaluating the Performance of the GCF. Country Perspectives and Experiences. 

Independent Evaluation Unit, Green Climate Fund, 2023. 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/spr2023-case-studies-synthesis. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/accreditation-framework-green-climate-fund
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/annual-report-2023
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/country-platforms-climate-finance
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/country-platforms-climate-finance
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/evaluation-outcomes-and-impact-level-results-readiness-and-preparatory-support-programme
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/evaluation-outcomes-and-impact-level-results-readiness-and-preparatory-support-programme
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/catalysing-finance-for-climate-solutions
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/governing-instrument
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/indigenous-peoples-policy
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/initial-strategic-plan-gcf
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/results-handbook
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/investment-framework-gcf-2
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/operational-framework-complementarity-and-coherence
https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/rrmf-results-handbook.pdf
https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/rrmf-results-handbook.pdf
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/readiness-strategy-2024-2027
https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/page/usp-2-grulac-deep-dive-onboarding.pdf
https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/6-revised-rrmf-handbook.pdf
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/risk-appetite-statement
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/strategic-plan-green-climate-fund-2024-2027
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/updated-monitoring-and-accountability-framework-accredited-entities
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/updated-monitoring-and-accountability-framework-accredited-entities
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/updated-policy-contributions-green-climate-fund-second-replenishment
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/updated-policy-contributions-green-climate-fund-second-replenishment
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/updated-strategic-plan-green-climate-fund-2020-2023
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/spr2023-case-studies-synthesis


A Synthesis Study on the Green Climate Fund 

An Interim Deliverable under the Third Performance Review - References 

92  |  ©IEU 

Independent Evaluation Unit. “Evidence Review: Women’s Empowerment in Developing Countries.” IEU 

Brief No. 3. Independent Evaluation Unit, Green Climate Fund, 2023. 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/ieubrief3-2023. 

Independent Evaluation Unit. Independent Evaluation of Green Climate Fund’s Investment Framework. 

Evaluation Report No. 18. Independent Evaluation Unit, Green Climate Fund, 2024. 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-independent-evaluation-green-climate-fund-s-

investment-framework. 

Independent Evaluation Unit. Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership: 

Appendices to the Final Report. Independent Evaluation Unit, Green Climate Fund, 2025. 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/finalreport-coa2025-appendices. 

Independent Evaluation Unit. Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership. 

Evaluation Report No. 24. Independent Evaluation Unit, Green Climate Fund, 2025. 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/250915-coa-final-report-top-web_0.pdf. 

Independent Evaluation Unit. Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory Support 

Programme. Evaluation Report No.16. Independent Evaluation Unit, Green Climate Fund, 2023. 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-independent-evaluation-gcfs-readiness-and-

preparatory-support-programme-0. 

Independent Evaluation Unit. Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and Well-Being, and 

Food and Water Security” (HWFW). Evaluation Report No. 21. Independent Evaluation Unit, Green 

Climate Fund, 2025. https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-hwfw2024. 

Independent Evaluation Unit. Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Approach to Indigenous 

Peoples. Evaluation Report No. 22. Independent Evaluation Unit, Green Climate Fund, 2025. 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-ips2024. 

Independent Evaluation Unit. Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector Portfolio 

and Approach. Evaluation report No. 17. Independent Evaluation Unit, Green Climate Fund, 2024. 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-independent-evaluation-green-climate-funds-energy-

sector. 

Independent Evaluation Unit. Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments 

in the Latin American and Caribbean States. Evaluation Report No. 20. Independent Evaluation Unit, 

Green Climate Fund, 2024. https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-lac2024. 

Independent Evaluation Unit. Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green 

Climate Fund’s Investments in Small Island Developing States. Evaluation Report No. 8. Independent 

Evaluation Unit, Green Climate Fund, 2020. https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/independent-

evaluation-relevance-and-effectiveness-green-climate-funds. 

Independent Evaluation Unit. Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green Climate 

Fund’s Investments in the African States. Evaluation Report No. 14 (3rd ed.). Independent Evaluation 

Unit, Green Climate Fund, 2023. https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-independent-

evaluation-relevance-and-effectiveness-green-climate-funds-0. 

Independent Evaluation Unit. Independent Synthesis of Direct Access in the Green Climate Fund. Evaluation 

Report No. 15. Independent Evaluation Unit, Green Climate Fund, 2023. 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-independent-synthesis-direct-access-green-climate-

fund. 

Independent Evaluation Unit. Learning-Oriented Real-Time Impact Assessment Programme (LORTA): 

Impact Evaluation Midline Report for FP026 – Sustainable Landscapes for Eastern Madagascar. 

Independent Evaluation Unit, Green Climate Fund, 2024. 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/impact-evaluation-midline-report-fp026-sustainable-landscapes-

eastern-madagascar. 

Independent Evaluation Unit. Learning-Oriented Real-Time Impact Assessment Programme (LORTA): 

Impact Evaluation Report for FP069 — Enhancing Adaptive Capacities of Coastal Communities, 

Especially Women, to Cope with Climate Change Induced Salinity in Bangladesh. Independent 

Evaluation Unit, Green Climate Fund, 2024. https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/impact-evaluation-

report-fp069. 

Independent Evaluation Unit. LORTA Synthesis Report 2023. Independent Evaluation Unit, Green Climate 

Fund, 2024. https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/lorta-synthesis-report-2023. 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/ieubrief3-2023
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-independent-evaluation-green-climate-fund-s-investment-framework
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-independent-evaluation-green-climate-fund-s-investment-framework
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/finalreport-coa2025-appendices
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/250915-coa-final-report-top-web_0.pdf
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-independent-evaluation-gcfs-readiness-and-preparatory-support-programme-0
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-independent-evaluation-gcfs-readiness-and-preparatory-support-programme-0
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-hwfw2024
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-ips2024
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-independent-evaluation-green-climate-funds-energy-sector
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-independent-evaluation-green-climate-funds-energy-sector
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-lac2024
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/independent-evaluation-relevance-and-effectiveness-green-climate-funds
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/independent-evaluation-relevance-and-effectiveness-green-climate-funds
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-independent-evaluation-relevance-and-effectiveness-green-climate-funds-0
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-independent-evaluation-relevance-and-effectiveness-green-climate-funds-0
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-independent-synthesis-direct-access-green-climate-fund
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-independent-synthesis-direct-access-green-climate-fund
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/impact-evaluation-midline-report-fp026-sustainable-landscapes-eastern-madagascar
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/impact-evaluation-midline-report-fp026-sustainable-landscapes-eastern-madagascar
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/impact-evaluation-report-fp069
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/impact-evaluation-report-fp069
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/lorta-synthesis-report-2023


A Synthesis Study on the Green Climate Fund 

An Interim Deliverable under the Third Performance Review - References 

©IEU  |  93 

Independent Evaluation Unit. Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund. Evaluation Report No. 

13. Independent Evaluation Unit, Green Climate Fund, 2023. 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-second-performance-review-green-climate-fund. 

Independent Evaluation Unit. Special Study on REDD+ Results Based-Payment Projects in the Latin America 

and Caribbean Region. Independent Evaluation Unit, Green Climate Fund, 2024. 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/special-study-redd-2024. 

Independent Evaluation Unit. Third Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund: Approach Paper. 

Independent Evaluation Unit, Green Climate Fund, 2025. 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/approach-paper-TPR. 

Independent Integrity Unit. Annual Report of the GCF Independent Integrity Unit 2023. Green Climate Fund, 

2024. https://iiu.greenclimate.fund/document/2023-annual-report-gcf-independent-integrity-unit. 

Independent Integrity Unit. Annual Report of the GCF Independent Integrity Unit 2024. Green Climate Fund, 

2025. https://iiu.greenclimate.fund/document/2024-annual-report-gcf-independent-integrity-unit. 

Independent Redress Mechanism. Delivering Results: Independent Redress Mechanism – 2023 Annual Report. 

Green Climate Fund, 2024. https://irm.greenclimate.fund/document/irm-2023-annual-report. 

Singh, Sabina, Martin Prowse, Howard White, et al. Effectiveness of Life Skills Training Interventions for the 

Empowerment of Women in Developing Countries: A Systematic Review. Learning Paper (July). 

Independent Evaluation Unit, Green Climate Fund, 2022. 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/systematic-review-effectiveness-life-skills-training-

interventions-empowerment-women. 

Singh, Sabina, Martin Prowse, Howard White, et al. Interventions for Women’s Empowerment in Developing 

Countries: An Evidence Gap Map. Learning Paper (April). Independent Evaluation Unit, Green Climate 

Fund, 2022. https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/evidence-gap-map-interventions-womens-

empowerment-developing-countries. 

United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. 

“FCCC/CP/2023/2/Add.1−FCCC/PA/CMA/2023/8/Add.1: Report of the Standing Committee on 

Finance: Addendum - Executive Summary of the Report on the Doubling of Adaptation Finance.” 

November 2023. 

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cp2023_02a01_cma2023_08a01.pdf?download. 

 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/final-report-second-performance-review-green-climate-fund
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/special-study-redd-2024
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/approach-paper-TPR
https://iiu.greenclimate.fund/document/2023-annual-report-gcf-independent-integrity-unit
https://iiu.greenclimate.fund/document/2024-annual-report-gcf-independent-integrity-unit
https://irm.greenclimate.fund/document/irm-2023-annual-report
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/systematic-review-effectiveness-life-skills-training-interventions-empowerment-women
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/systematic-review-effectiveness-life-skills-training-interventions-empowerment-women
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/evidence-gap-map-interventions-womens-empowerment-developing-countries
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/evidence-gap-map-interventions-womens-empowerment-developing-countries
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/cp2023_02a01_cma2023_08a01.pdf?download


Independent Evaluation Unit
Green Climate Fund

175, Art center-daero. Yeonsu-gu
Incheon 22004

Republic of Korea
Tel. (+82) 032-458-6450

ieu@gcfund.org
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund


	Abbreviations
	Main report
	Introduction
	1. The GCF as an institution in the multilateral system
	A. Locating the GCF’s position and role in global climate finance (EQ1.1)
	B. Responsiveness to UNFCCC guidance (EQ1.2)
	C. Complementarity and coherence (EQ1.3)

	2. The GCF as an organization
	A. Strategies and policies
	1. Strategic plans and guidance (EQ2.1)
	2. Strategy and policy frameworks (EQ2.1)
	a. Spotlight on the accreditation framework
	b. Spotlight on policies related to gender, environmental and social safeguards, and Indigenous Peoples
	i. Gender
	ii. Environmental and social safeguards
	iii. Indigenous Peoples


	3. Recent strategic updates (EQ2.1 and EQ2.2)

	B. Results management system and processes
	1. Results management framework
	2. Revised Readiness Results Management Framework

	C. Organizational structure and staffing (EQ2.1 and EQ2.2)
	1. Organizational challenges
	2. Addressing organizational challenges
	3. Focusing on regionalization

	D. Performance progress on USP-2 (EQ2.3 and EQ2.4)

	3. GCF as a funding agency
	A. Understanding and use of the GCF for country readiness (EQ3.1 and EQ3.2)
	1. Country planning
	2. Readiness reform

	B. Understanding and use of the GCF for implementer readiness
	C. Understanding and use of GCF project resource pathways (EQ3.3)
	D. Private sector

	4. Implementation and delivery
	A. Objectives of systems and processes (EQ2.1 and EQ2.2)
	B. Performance and timeliness (EQ4.1)
	C. Implementation challenges (EQ4.2)
	D. Oversight and adaptive management processes (EQ4.3 and EQ4.4)
	E. Feedback mechanisms (EQ4.5)

	5. Results and paradigm shift
	A. Mobilizing and leveraging finance (EQ5.4)
	B. Impacts to date (EQ5.1, EQ5.2 and EQ5.6)
	C. Benefits for targeted groups (EQ5.3)
	1. Benefits for marginalized groups
	2. Factors enabling and hindering benefits for targeted groups

	D. Paradigm shift (EQ5.5 and EQ5.6)

	Conclusions – Key insights for the TPR
	Annexes
	Annex 1. Evaluability assessment of IEU country-level case studies since the 2023 SPR
	Annex 2. IEU analytical summary on USP-2 progress
	A. Background
	B. Approach and data sources
	C. Targeted results
	Target 1: More than 100 developing countries supported
	Target 2: Doubling the number of DAEs with approved projects
	Target 3: Climate information and early warning systems
	Target 4: Food security
	Target 5: Ecosystem
	Target 6: Infrastructure
	Target 7: Clean energy
	Target 8: Transport, buildings, industry
	Target 9: Adaptation
	Target 10: MSMEs
	Target 11: Finance

	D. Portfolio allocation programming priorities
	1. 50:50 balance over time between adaptation and mitigation funding
	2. 50 per cent of adaptation allocation to SIDS, LDCs and African States
	3. Private sector funding share

	E. Conclusion


	References
	Blank Page



