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ANNEX 1 THE PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT FRAMEWORKS OF THE GCF 

Mitigation Performance Measurement Framework1 

REFERENCE 
GUIDE2 

EXPECTED RESULT INDICATOR  DECIDED OR 
NOTED BY BOARD 

 PARADIGM-SHIFT OBJECTIVE 

 Shift to low-emission, sustainable-
development pathways  

Degree to which the Fund is achieving 
low-emission, sustainable-development 
impacts 

Noted, but further 
refinement needed 

 FUND-LEVEL IMPACTS 

PMF-M Core 1 
 

Tonnes of CO2eq reduced as a result of 
Fund-funded projects/programmes 

Decided 

PMF-M Core 2  Cost per tCO2eq decreased for all Fund-
funded mitigation projects/programmes  

Decided 

PMF M Core 3  Volume of finance leveraged by Fund 
funding 

Decided 

PMF M 1.0 1.0 Reduced emissions through 
increased low-emission energy 
access and power generation 

1.1 Tonnes of CO2eq reduced or 
avoided as a result of Fund-funded 
projects/programmes 
- gender-sensitive energy access power 
generation (sub-indicator) 

Decided 

PMF-M 2.0 2.0 Reduced emissions through 
increased access to low-emission 
transport 

2.1 Tonnes of CO2eq reduced or 
avoided as a result of Fund-funded 
projects/programmes 
- low-emission gender-sensitive 
transport (sub-indicator) 

Decided 

PMF-M 3.0 3.0 Reduced emissions from 
buildings, cities, industries and 
appliances 

3.1 Tonnes of CO2eq reduced or 
avoided as a result of Fund-funded 
projects/programmes 
-buildings, cities, industries, and 
appliances (sub-indicator) 

Decided 

PMF-M 4.0 4.0 Reduced emissions from land 
use, deforestation, forest 
degradation, and through 
sustainable management of forests 
and conservation and enhancement 
of forest carbon stocks 

4.1 Tonnes of CO2eq reduced or 
avoided (including increased removals) 
as a result of Fund-funded 
projects/programmes 
-forest and land-use sub-indicator 

Decided 

  Social, environmental, economic co-
benefit index/indicator at impact-level 

Noted, but further 
refinement needed 

 PROJECT/PROGRAMME OUTCOMES 

  Number of technologies and innovative 
solutions transferred or licensed to 
support low-emission development as a 
result of Fund support 

Noted, but further 
refinement needed 

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

5.1 Institutional and regulatory systems 
that improve incentives for low-emission 
planning and development and their 
effective implementation 

Noted, but further 
refinement needed 

                                                 
1 GCF/B.08/45, Annex VIII. 
2 The abbreviations have been adapted from GCF/B.09/23, Annex III. 
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REFERENCE 
GUIDE2 

EXPECTED RESULT INDICATOR  DECIDED OR 
NOTED BY BOARD 

  5.2 Number and level of effective 
coordination mechanisms 

Noted, but further 
refinement needed 

PMF-M 6.0 6.0 Increased number of small, 
medium and large low-emission 
power suppliers 

6.1 Proportion of low-emission power 
supply in a jurisdiction or market 

Decided 

  6.2 Number of households, and 
individuals (males and females) with 
improved access to low-emission energy 
sources 

Decided 

  6.3 MWs of low-emission energy 
capacity installed, generated and/or 
rehabilitated as a result of GCF support 

Decided 

PMF-M 7.0 7.0 Lower energy intensity of 
buildings, cities, industries, and 
appliances 

7.1 Energy intensity/improved efficiency 
of buildings, cities, industries and 
appliances as a result of Fund support 

Noted, but further 
refinement needed 

PMF-M 9.0 8.0 Increased use of low-carbon 
transport 

8.1 Number of additional female and 
male passengers using low-carbon 
transport as a result of fund support 

Noted, but further 
refinement needed 

  8.2 Vehicle fuel economy and energy 
source as a result of Fund support 

Noted, but further 
refinement needed 

PMF-M 9.0 9.0 Improved management of land 
or forest areas contributing to 
emissions reductions 

9.1 Hectares of land or forests under 
improved and effective management that 
contributes to CO2 emission reductions 

Noted, but further 
refinement needed 

 

Adaptation Performance Measurement Framework3 

REFERENCE 
GUIDE4 

EXPECTED RESULT INDICATOR  DECIDED OR 
NOTED BY 
BOARD 

 PARADIGM-SHIFT OBJECTIVE 

 Increased climate-resilient sustainable 
development 

Degree to which the Fund is achieving 
climate-resilient sustainable development 
impacts 

Noted, but 
further 
refinement 
needed 

 FUND-LEVEL IMPACTS 

PMF-A 
Core 1 

 
Total number of direct and indirect 
beneficiaries; number of beneficiaries 
relative to total population 

Decided 

PMF-A 1.0 1.0 Increased resilience and enhanced 
livelihoods of the most vulnerable 
people, communities, and regions 

1.1 Change in expected losses of lives and 
economic assets (US$) due to the impacts of 
extreme climate related disasters in the 
geographic area of the GCF intervention 

Noted, but 
further 
refinement 
needed 

  1.2 Number of males and females benefiting 
from the adoption of diversified, climate-
resilient livelihood options (including 
fisheries, agriculture, tourism, etc.) 

Noted, but 
further 
refinement 
needed 

                                                 
3 GCF/B.08/45, Annex VIII. 
4 The abbreviations have been adapted from GCF/B.09/23, Annex III. 
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REFERENCE 
GUIDE4 

EXPECTED RESULT INDICATOR  DECIDED OR 
NOTED BY 
BOARD 

  1.3 Number of Fund-funded 
projects/programmes that support effective 
adaptation to fish stock migration and 
depletion due to climate change 

Noted, but 
further 
refinement 
needed 

PMF-A 2.0 2.0 Increased resilience of health and 
well-being, and food and water 
security 

2.1 Number of males and females benefiting 
from introduced health measures to respond 
to climate-sensitive diseases 

Decided 

  2.2 Number of food-secure households (in 
areas/periods at risk of climate change 
impacts) 

Decided 

  2.3 Number of males and females with year-
round access to reliable and safe water 
supply despite climate shocks and stresses 

Decided 

PMF-A 3.0 3.0 Increased resilience of 
infrastructure and the built 
environment to climate change threats 

3.1 Number and value of physical assets 
made more resilient to climate variability and 
change, considering human benefits 

Noted, but 
refinement 
needed 

PMF-A 4.0 4.0 Improved resilience of ecosystems 
and ecosystem services 

4.1 Coverage/scale of ecosystems protected 
and strengthened in response to climate 
variability and change 

Noted, but 
further 
refinement 
needed 

  4.2 Value (US$) of ecosystem services 
generated or protected in response to climate 
change 

Noted, but 
further 
refinement 
needed 

 PROJECT/PROGRAMME OUTCOMES 

  Number of technologies and innovative 
solutions transferred or licensed to promote 
climate resilience as a result of Fund support 

Noted, but 
further 
refinement 
needed 

PMF-A 5.0 5.0 Strengthened institutional and 
regulatory systems for climate-
responsive planning and development 

5.1 Institutional and regulatory systems that 
improve incentives for climate resilience and 
their effective implementation 

Noted, but 
further 
refinement 
needed 

  5.2 Number and level of effective 
coordination mechanisms 

Noted, but 
further 
refinement 
needed 

PMF-A 6.0 6.0 Increased generation and use of 
climate information in decision-
making 

6.1 Use of climate information 
products/services in decision-making in 
climate-sensitive sectors 

Noted, but 
further 
refinement 
needed 

PMF-A 7.0 7.0 Strengthened adaptive capacity and 
reduced exposure to climate risks 

7.1 Use by vulnerable households, 
communities, businesses, and public-sector 
services of Fund-supported tools, 
instruments, strategies and activities to 
respond to climate change and variability 

Noted, but 
refinement 
needed 

  7.2 Number of males and females reached by 
(or total geographic coverage of) climate-
related early warning systems and other risk 
reduction measures established/ strengthened 

Noted, but 
refinement 
needed 
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REFERENCE 
GUIDE4 

EXPECTED RESULT INDICATOR  DECIDED OR 
NOTED BY 
BOARD 

PMF-A 8.0 8.0 Strengthened awareness of climate 
threats and risk-reduction processes 

8.1 Number of males and females made 
aware of climate threats and related 
appropriate responses 

Decided 

 

Performance Measurement Framework for REDD+ Results-Based Payments5 

Expected Result Indicator  Decided or Noted 
by Board 

PARADIGM-SHIFT OBJECTIVE 

Shift to low-emission sustainable 
development pathways 

Degree to which the Fund is achieving climate-resilient 
sustainable development impacts 

Noted, but further 
refinement needed 

FUND-LEVEL IMPACTS 

4.0 Reduced emissions from 
land-use, deforestation, forest 
degradation, and sustainable 
management of forests and 
conservation and enhancement of 
forest carbon stocks 

Tonnes of CO2eq reduced (including increased removals) 
from REDD+ activities 

Decided 

PROGRAMME OUTCOMES (NATIONAL OR SUBNATIONAL) 

A. Reduced emissions (tCO2eq) 
from deforestation 

Reduced emissions (tCO2eq) Decided 

B. Reduced emissions (tCO2eq) 
from forest degradation 

Reduced emissions (tCO2eq) Decided 

C. Reduced emissions and 
increased removals (tCO2eq) 
through the conservation of 
forest carbon stocks 

Reduced emissions and increased removals (tCO2eq) Decided 

D. Reduced emissions and 
increased removals (tCO2eq) 
through the sustainable 
management of forests 

Reduced emissions and increased removals (tCO2eq) Decided 

E. Increased removals (tCO2eq) 
through the enhancement of 
forest carbon stocks 

Reduced emissions (tCO2eq) Decided 

 

 

  

                                                 
5 GCF/B.08/45, Annex XI. 
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ANNEX 2 NOTES ON OTHER CLIMATE-RELATED FUNDS’ RESULTS FRAMEWORKS 

Global Environment Facility: For the Seventh GEF replenishment (2018-2021), the Updated 
Results Architecture for GEF 7 includes a total of 10 indicators. There is one core climate change 
indicator that measures greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) mitigated in metric tons of carbon dioxide 
equivalent. Three values are reported for the core indicator: (i) lifetime direct project GHG 
emissions mitigated, (ii) lifetime direct post-project emissions mitigated, and (iii) lifetime indirect 
GHG emissions mitigated. The core indicator is composed of four sub-indicators (outcome 
indicators): (i) carbon sequestered, or emissions avoided, in the sectors of agriculture, forestry, and 
other land use (CO2 e); (ii) Emissions avoided (CO2 e); (iii) Energy saved (megajoules); (iv) 
Increase in installed renewable energy capacity per technology (megawatts), repeated for each 
technology.6 

Result indicators in the GEF are revised every replenishment. For the projects approved during the 
sixth GEF replenishment (2014-2017), the GEF uses a tracking tool with eleven indicators. During 
this period the GEF used a score card to report results on an annual basis. This score card included 
11 indicators, of which only one was for climate change, and reported CO2 equivalent emissions 
reduced. 

Global Environment Facility Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF) and Special Climate 
Change Fund (SCCF): For the seventh replenishment, results of these two funds will be reported 
together. The results framework for 2018 to 2022 consists of three core indicators, along with six 
outcome indicators and 16 output indicators. The LDCF and SCCF will report on 25 indicators in 
total. “Results will be monitored and reported to the LDCF/SCCF Council as projects reach 
inception, mid-term, and at completion, in line with the overall GEF policy on results-based 
management. Updates will also be included in the GEF annual report to the UNFCCC COP. The 
theory of change will be developed further early in the GEF-7 period.”7 

Climate Investment Funds Forest Investment Program (FIP): In 2018, the FIP went through a 
review of its result framework that introduced three categories of reporting: (1) common themes, (2) 
other relevant co-benefit themes and (3) additional national-level impacts. The FIP will report on 
eleven 11 indicators in total. The first category includes (i) GHG emission or 
avoidance/enhancement of carbon stocks reductions, which has three indicators and in addition 
requires narrative reporting on other topics; (ii) livelihoods co-benefits, which has seven indicators 
and also requires narrative reporting on additional topics. The second category includes four co-
benefits, all of which are reported in a narrative form: biodiversity and other environmental services; 
governance; tenure, rights and access; and capacity development. The third category includes five 
additional national-level impacts, which are: theory of change and assumptions; contribution to 
national REDD+ and other national development strategies and uptake of FIP approaches; support 
received from other partners, including the private sector; the link between a dedicated grant 
mechanism and FIP investments from government’s point of view; and highlights and showcases.8 
This is a change from the previous reporting, as in 2017 the FIP reported on only two core 
indicators, CO2 emissions reductions and livelihoods co-benefits.  

Scaling Up Renewable Energy Program in Low-Income Countries (SREP): SREP developed a 
monitoring and reporting toolkit in 2018. This includes four core indicators: (1) annual electricity 
output from renewable energy, as a result of SREP interventions; (2) number of women and men, 
businesses, and community services benefiting from improved access to electricity and/or other 

                                                 
6 GEF 2018a. 
7 GEF 2018b. 
8 CIF (2018b). 
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modern energy services, as a result of SREP interventions; (3) increased public and private 
investments in targeted subsectors, as a result of SREP interventions and capacity; (4) capacity 
(direct or indirect) from renewable energy (MW), as a result of SREP interventions. In addition to 
this, the toolkit includes four development co-benefits indicators, which are: increased/strengthened 
regulatory, institutional, and policy frameworks to support the use of renewable energy; gender; 
GHG emissions avoided; and other co-benefits identified in the project/program documents.9 Prior 
to this toolkit, from 2012 to 2017, the SERP reported on two core indicators to its governing body: 
(1) annual electricity output from renewable energy as a result of SREP interventions; and (2) 
number of women and men, businesses, and community services benefiting from improved access to 
electricity and fuels as a result of SREP interventions. 

Clean Technology Fund (CTF): As of 2014 the CTF reports on five core indicators: (1) Tons of 
GHG emissions reduced or avoided; (2) volume of direct finance leveraged through CTF funding; 
(3) installed capacity as a result of CIF intervention; (4) Number of additional passengers using low-
carbon public transport as a result of CTF intervention; and (5) Annual energy savings as a result of 
CTF interventions (GWh). 

Pilot Program for Climate Resilience (PPCR): As of 2018, the PPCR developed a new 
monitoring and reporting toolkit. It includes five core indicators: (1) degree of integration of climate 
change in national, including sector, planning; (2) evidence of strengthened government capacity 
and coordination mechanism to mainstream climate resilience; (3) quality of and extent to which 
climate responsive instruments/investment models are developed and tested (optional); (4) extent to 
which vulnerable households, communities, businesses, and public-sector services use improved 
PPCR-supported tools, instruments, strategies, and activities to respond to climate variability or 
climate change; (5) number of people supported by the PPCR to cope with the effects of climate 
change. Until 2017 the PPCR reported on 12 indicators, amongst others: number of people 
supported by PPCR; integration of climate change into development planning, number of people 
receiving climate-related training and capacity building; number of knowledge products developed; 
area (ha) improved through sustainable water and land management practice; number of hydromet 
and climate services stations; area (ha) protected from flood/sea level rise/storm surge; length (km) 
of embankments, drainage, sea walls, waterways, and defense flood protections constructed, length 
(km) of resilient roads built or restored, number of small-scale infrastructure constructed or 
rehabilitated. 

Adaptation Fund: The Adaptation Fund Board approved two impact-level results and five 
associated core indicators to track its results. The first result of increased adaptive capacity of 
communities to respond to the impact of climate change is measured through the following four core 
indicators: (1) number of beneficiaries (direct and indirect); (2) number of early warning systems; 
(3) assets produced, developed, improved, or strengthened; (4) increase in income or avoided 
decrease in income. The second result of increased ecosystem resilience in response to climate 
change-induced stresses is measured through the core indicator of natural assets protected or 
rehabilitated.10  

  

                                                 
9 CIF (2018a). 
10 Tango international (2018). 
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ANNEX 3 STAKEHOLDERS CONSULTED 

Box: Timeline for consultation with GCF Board, Advisors, GCF Secretariat and other 
stakeholders. 

DATE CONSULTATION FORMAT UNITS/BOARD/BODY 

14 Jun 2018 RMF review - summary of inception report shared with 
GCF Secretariat OPM, PSF, DMA, DCP prior to 
consultation week 

OPM, PSF, DMA, DCP 

27 Aug 2018 RMF review report Zero draft shared with OPM OPM/GCF Secretariat 

27 Aug 2018 RMF review report Zero draft shared with DCP DCP/ GCF Secretariat 

05 Sep 2018 Comments received  OPM/DMA/ GCF Secretariat 

05 Sep 2018 RMF joint seminar on the emerging findings of the RMF 
review 

OPM/ GCF Secretariat 

06 Sep 2018 RMF review seminar during the DCP's weekly 
specialists meeting 

DCP/ GCF Secretariat 

06 Sep 2018 RMF review seminar on the emerging findings of the 
RMF review 

PSF/ GCF Secretariat 

07 Sep 2018 RMF review seminar on the emerging findings of the 
RMF review 

DMA, ORMC GCF Secretariat 

11 Sep 2018 RMF review draft shared with OGA for Board 
consideration; request for feedback by 18 Sep  

OGA/Co-chairs 

12 Sep 2018 OGA sends out the RMF review report, Annexes and 
webinars dates for the Board's consideration 

Members and alternate members of the 
Board (advisers copied) 

13 Sep 2018 Peer Review of the RMF review report draft by IEU 
advisor 

IEU Advisor, Dr. Vinod Thomas 

17 Sep 2018 Comments by the Board members received and 
considered 

Members of the Board and advisors 

18 Sep 2018 RMF review webinar on the findings and 
recommendations of the RMF review  

Members of the Board and advisors 

18 Sep 2018 RMF review webinar on the findings and 
recommendations of the RMF review  

Members of the Board and advisors 

18 Sep 2018 Further comments by the Board members received and 
considered. 

Members of the Board and advisors 

19 Sep 2018 RMF review presentation to a visiting the UK BEIS team UK Department for Business, Energy 
and Industry Strategies; GCF Board 
UK advisor  

21 Sep 2018 RMF review webinar on the findings and 
recommendations of the RMF review (revised 
presentation based on comments) 

CSOs and PSOs and accredited 
observer organizations 

21 Sep 2018 RMF review webinar on the findings and 
recommendations of the RMF review (revised 
presentation based on comments) 

CSOs and PSOs and accredited 
observer organizations 

24 Sep 2018 Submission of main report and annexes  For B.21 

 

Stakeholders from Kenya 

NO. FULL NAME TITLE ORGANISATION 
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1.  Anthony Mukundi 
Kinuya 

Platform Operations Manager d.light 

2.  Denis Nzomo CEO/ former Facilitator of National 
Projects  

Greenbank Solutions Lmt. 

1.  Douglas Gavala Regional Research/Insight Manager d.light 

3.  Duncan Onyango East Africa Director Acumen East Africa HQ 

4.  Jonah D. O.  Osore Director, Policy & Research Office of the Deputy 
President 

5.  Kat Harrison Associate Director, Impact & Lean Data Acumen London Office 

6.  Loise Nduati Senior Business Associate Acumen East Africa HQ 

7.  Michael Ochieng' 
Okumu 

Senior Assistant Director, Climate 
Change Negotiation and Finance, 
Climate Change Directorate 

Ministry of Environment 
and Natural Resources, 
State Department of 
Environment 

8.  Moses Ochieng Consultant Financial Sector 
Deepening Africa   

9.  Nigel K. Kiambuthi Research Analyst, Directorate of 
Budget, Fiscal and Economic Affairs / 
former Green Champion 

The National Treasury 

10.  Nuru M. Mugambi Director of Communications and Public 
Affairs 

Kenya Bankers 
Association 

11.  Patrick Oketa Associate Director, Portfolio Acumen East Africa HQ 

12.  Peter Odhengo Senior Policy Advisor, Economic 
Affairs Department  

The National Treasury 

13.  Sarah Pellerin Chief Information Officer Lumbrick 

14.  William Nyaoke Country Director KawiSafi Kenya 

Stakeholders from Rwanda 

NO. FULL NAME TITLE ORGANISATION 

1.  Christopher Habarurema Offgrid Solutions Engineer EDCL 

2.  Coletha Ruhamya General REMA 

3.  Emanuel Rukundo Sales Agent Coordinator BBoxx 

4.  Herman Hakuzinama Director of Climate Change & 
International Obligations 

REMA 

5.  Iwona Bisaga Advisor BBoxx 

6.  Jean Ntazinda Partnership Development Advisor REMA 

7.  Maceline Uwase Coordinator BBoxx 

8.  Uwera Rutagarama Associate Director of Primary Social 
Energy 

EDCL 
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Stakeholders from Viet Nam 

NO. FULL NAME TITLE ORGANISATION 

1.  Bui Hong Phuong MPI, GCF Team MPI 

2.  Bùi Mỹ Bình Department of International Cooperation Ministry of Agriculture 
and Rural Development 
(MARD) 

3.  Caitlin Wiesen Country Director, United Nations 
Development Programme (UNDP) Viet 
Nam 

UNDP Viet Nam 

4.  Chu Bá Thi Energy Specialist World Bank 

5.  Chu Van Chuong Deputy Director General, International 
Cooperation Dept 

MARD 

6.  Dao Xuan Lai Assistant Country Director, Head of 
Climate Change and Environment 

UNDP Viet Nam 

7.  Đỗ Hải Điền Deputy Director, Director of Nam Dinh 
PMU  

Nam Dinh Department of 
Agriculture and Rural 
Development (DARD) 

1.  Đỗ Mạnh Hùng Project Manager Central Portfolio 
Management Unit 
(CPMU), Viet Nam 

8.  Doan Phuong Duy MPI, GCF Team MPI 

9.  Đoàn Thị Tuyến Nga Director of Technology and 
International Cooperation, Deputy 
Director of CPMU  

Vietnam Disaster 
Management Authority 
(VDMA)  

10.  Giang Quân MPI, GCF Team MPI 

11.  Hoàng Văn Huy Deputy Director of Project Quang Ngai PMU 

12.  Hoàng Văn Tâm EE and SD Department MOIT 

13.  Hoàng Văn Thắng Deputy Minister  MARD 

14.  Lê Công Cường Director of the Forest Protection 
Development Fund and Disaster 
Prevention and Control, Director of 
Thanh Hoa PMU 

Thanh Hoa DARD 

15.  Lê Quang Tuấn Deputy Director of Technology and 
International Cooperation, Project 
Coordinator of CPMU  

VDMA  

16.  Nguyễn Giang Quân MPI, GCF Team MPI 

17.  Nguyen Thi Dieu Trinh DSENRE  MPI 

18.  Nguyễn Thị Lan Hương Member of Component 1, Housing and 
Real Estate Market Management 
Agency  

Ministry of Construction 
(MOC)  

19.  Nguyễn Thị Thùy Dung  Project Coordinator Quang Ngai PMU 
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NO. FULL NAME TITLE ORGANISATION 

20.  Nguyen Thuy Ha Deputy Director, Foreign Capital 
Management Department 

VDB 

21.  Nguyễn Trường Sơn Deputy Director General, Deputy 
Director of CPMU 

VDMA 

22.  Nguyen Tuan Anh Deputy Director General, DSENRE  MPI 

23.  Nguyễn Văn Hân Project Director Quang Ngai PMU 

24.  Nguyễn Văn Sơn Vice Chairman of Commune  Đức Nhuận Commune 

25.  Nguyễn Văn Tuấn Officer of Thanh Hoa PMU  Thanh Hoa DARD 

26.  Phạm Ngọc Duyên Deputy Head of Economic Division  Quang Ngai PMU 

27.  Phạm Ngọc Lân Vice Chairman of District Mộ Đức District 

28.  Phạm Thị Côi  Village 7, Duc Nhuan commune, 90 yrs 
old, living with an unmarried daughter, 
suffered from neuropathy  

House Owner 1 

29.  Phan Trọng Luật  Technical Specialist Quang Ngai PMU 

30.  Phương Duy MPI, GCF Team MPI 

31.  Tạ Hoàng Thủy - Member of project Department of 
Construction (DOC) 

32.  Tăng Lam Hà Coordinator of Component 1, Housing 
and Real Estate Market Management 
Agency  

Ministry of Construction 
(MOC) 

33.  Trần Công Anh Officer of Commune Đức Nhuận Commune 

34.  Trần Ngọc Nghiêu 61 yrs old, suffered from dioxin, living 
with wife, no children. 

House Owner 2 

35.  Trần Quang Hoài Director General   VDMA 

36.  Trần Thị Nguyệt Officer of Nam Dinh PMU  Nam Dinh DARD 

37.  Triệu Văn Lực Deputy Director of Component 2, 
Director General of Forestry 
Development Department  

Vietnam Administration of 
Forestry  

38.  Trịnh Quốc Vũ EE and SD Department MOIT 

39.  Vu Minh Hong Foreign Capital Management 
Department 

VDB 

40.  Vu Thai Truong Project Management Specialist, GCF 
Project - CCE Unit 

UNDP VN 

Stakeholders from GCF Secretariat 

NO. FULL NAME TITLE 

1.  Adeyemi Sandra Freitas Country Dialogue Specialist, DCP 
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NO. FULL NAME TITLE 

2.  Andrey Chicherin Project Finance Senior Specialist, PSF 

3.  Clifford Polycarp Deputy Director and Head of Programming, DCP 

4.  Demetrio Innocenti SAP Manager, DMA 

5.  Diane McFadzien Country Dialogue Specialist, DCP 

6.  Drazen Kucan Urban Development & Energy Efficiency Senior Specialist, DMA 

7.  Eduardo Freitas Country Relations Manager, DCP 

8.  Faith Choga ESS and Gender Associate, DCP 

9.  Folasade Lillian Ayonrinde Portfolio Management Specialist, OPM 

10.  Gerrit Held Private Sector Facility Consultant, PSF 

11.  Gibum Choi Intern, OPM 

12.  Inchan Hwang Private Sector Facility Consultant, PSF 

13.  Janie Rioux Agriculture & Food Security Senior Specialist, DMA 

14.  Jessica Jacob Country Dialogue Specialist, DCP 

15.  Joseph Intsiful Senior Climate Information & Early Warning Systems Specialist, 
DMA 

16.  Kayla Keenan Monitoring and Evaluation Specialist, OPM 

17.  Keith Alger Entity Relationship Coordinator, DCP 

18.  Leo Hyoungkun Park Financial Institutions Senior Specialist, PSF 

19.  Leonardo Paat Senior Environment and Social Specialist, DCP 

20.  Linus Ikpyo Hong Portfolio Analyst, OPM 

21.  Minseo Kim Portfolio Management Specialist, OPM 

22.  Mitch Carpen Head of Risk and Compliance, ORMC 

23.  Mohamed Yousif Bakr 
Osman 

Partnerships Initiative Consultant, PSF 

24.  Moon Herrick REDD+ Assistant Consultant, DMA 

25.  Orville Grey Adaptation Planning Specialist, DCP 

26.  Patrick Van Laake Ecosystems Management Senior Specialist, DMA 

27.  Pierre Telep Renewable Energy Senior Specialist, DMA 

28.  Rajeev Mahajan Project Finance Senior Specialist, PSF 

29.  Rajib Ghosal Monitoring and Evaluation Senior Specialist, OPM 

30.  Sabin Basnyat Senior Energy Efficiency Specialist, DMA 

31.  Seblewongel Negussie Gender and Social Specialist, DCP 

32.  Sergio Pombo Head of Private Equity Funds, PSF 

33.  Sohail Malik  Head of Portfolio Management, OPM 

34.  Stephanie Kwan Senior Accredited Entities Specialist, DCP 
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NO. FULL NAME TITLE 

35.  Subin Cho Project Officer - Portfolio, Monitoring & Evaluation, DMA 

36.  Sujala Pant Country Dialogue Specialist, DCP 

37.  Thomas Bishop Associate Professional, PSF 

38.  Tony Clamp Deputy Director, PSF 

39.  Urvaksh D. Patel  Entity Relationship Coordinator, DCP 

Other stakeholders 

NO. FULL NAME TITLE ORGANISATION 

1.  Annett Moehner Team Lead, Adaptation Committee UN Climate Change Secretariat 

2.  Yolando 
Velasco 

Manager, Climate Finance Sub-Program UN Climate Change Secretariat 
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ANNEX IV PROJECTS WITH AVAILABLE ANNUAL PERFORMANCE REPORTS 

FUNDED 
PROJECT 

COUNTRY PROJECT NAME AE THEME REGION ACCESS 
MODALITY 

SECTOR 

FP001 Peru Building the Resilience of Wetlands in the Province 
of Datem del Marañón, Peru 

Profonanpe Cross-cutting Latin America and 
the Caribbean 

Direct (national) Public 

FP002 Malawi Saving Lives and Protecting Agriculture-Based 
Livelihoods in Malawi: Scaling Up the Use of 
Modernized Climate Information and Early 
Warning Systems 

UNDP Adaptation Africa International Public 

FP005 Kenya, Uganda and 
Rwanda 

KawiSafi Ventures Fund Acumen Cross-cutting Africa Direct (regional) Private 

FP007 Maldives Supporting Vulnerable Communities in Maldives 
to Manage Climate Change-Induced Water 
Shortages 

UNDP Adaptation Asia-Pacific International Public 

FP010 Armenia De-Risking and Scaling Up Investment in Energy-
Efficient Building Retrofits 

UNDP Mitigation Eastern Europe International Public 

FP011 The Gambia Large-Scale Ecosystem-Based Adaptation in the 
Gambia: Developing a Climate-Resilient, Natural 
Resource-Based Economy 

United Nations 
Environment 
Programme 
(UNEP) 

Adaptation Africa International Public 

FP013 Viet Nam Improving the Resilience of Vulnerable Coastal 
Communities to Climate Change-Related Impacts 
in Viet Nam 

UNDP Cross-cutting Asia-Pacific International Public 

FP015 Tuvalu Tuvalu Coastal Adaptation Project (TCAP) UNDP Adaptation Asia-Pacific International Public 

FP016 Sri Lanka Strengthening the Resilience of Smallholder 
Farmers in the Dry Zone to Climate Variability and 
Extreme Events through an Integrated Approach to 
Water Management 

UNDP Adaptation Asia-Pacific International Public 

FP018 Pakistan Scaling Up of Glacial Lake Outburst Flood Risk 
Reduction in Northern Pakistan 

UNDP Adaptation Asia-Pacific International Public 

FP019 Ecuador Priming Financial and Land Use Planning 
Instruments to Reduce Emissions from 
Deforestation 

UNDP Mitigation Latin America and 
the Caribbean 

International Public 
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FUNDED 
PROJECT 

COUNTRY PROJECT NAME AE THEME REGION ACCESS 
MODALITY 

SECTOR 

FP023 Namibia Climate-Resilient Agriculture in Three of the 
Vulnerable Extreme Northern Crop-Growing 
Regions  

EIF Adaptation Africa Direct (national) Public 

FP024 Namibia Empower to Adapt: Creating Climate-Change 
Resilient Livelihoods through Community-Based 
Natural Resource Management in Namibia 

EIF Adaptation Africa Direct (national) Public 

FP028 Mongolia MSME Business Loan Program for GHG Emission 
Reduction 

XacBank Mitigation Asia-Pacific Direct (national) Private 

FP033 Republic of 
Mauritius 

Accelerating the Transformational Shift to a Low-
Carbon Economy in the Republic of Mauritius 

UNDP Mitigation Africa International Public 

FP034 Uganda Building Resilient Communities, Wetland 
Ecosystems and Associated Catchments in Uganda 

UNDP Adaptation Africa International Public 

FP037 Samoa Integrated Flood Management to Enhance Climate 
Resilience of the Vaisigano River Catchment in 
Samoa 

UNDP Adaptation Asia-Pacific International Public 

FP039 Egypt GCF-European Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development (EBRD) Egypt Renewable Energy 
Financing Framework 

EBRD Mitigation Africa International Private 
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ANNEX V EVALUABILITY STUDY – METHODOLOGY NOTES 

Source: Fiala, N., Puri, J., Mwandri, P. (2018) Becoming faster, better, smarter: A 
summary of the evaluability of Green Climate Fund Proposals, IEU Working paper 
No. 1, Songdo, South Korea, 2018. 

Building a stoplight: The authors build a “stoplight” for each GCF proposal. Doing this helps them 
summarize their assessment of risks and other issues related to results measurement and reporting 
presented in each proposal. They use four categories in their ‘stoplight’. For each stoplight criterion, 
they assess the likelihood that the criterion will be credible and well informed (low risk), will be 
credible and informed with some additional information (medium risk) or will not be informed in a 
credible and well-informed way (high risk). In few proposals, they are unable to draw a conclusion 
about the likelihood of credible reporting associated with a given stoplight criterion because the 
information provided in the proposal was insufficient for an assessment. In these few cases, we mark 
a criterion as “unclear”. They assessed questions that inform the stoplight are discussed in detail 
below.  

A. Theory of change and discussion of causal pathways: They use the following questions to 
assess the quality of theories of change and causal pathways discussed in the proposals. 

a. What is the quality of the (implicit or explicit) theories of change and program logic? 

i. Low risk. Theory of change is well articulated. 

ii. Medium risk. Logic framework or theory of change is present but needs some 
clarifications. We specify what is missing. 

iii. High risk. Logic framework or theory of change either does not exist, exists but relies on 
unverified assumptions, or is missing key details about implementation and/or causal 
pathways. We specify what is missing. 

iv. Unclear. The information presented in the proposal is insufficient or too ambiguous to 
allow us to adequately evaluate the theory of change. 

b. Are unintended consequences referred to and identified robustly in the programme theory of 
change and/or in the surrounding literature reviews?  

i. Low risk. Unintended consequences are well articulated. 

ii. Medium risk. Unintended consequences are discussed but need some clarification. Missing 
information to be specified. 

iii. High risk. Unintended consequences are discussed, but they are potentially very large 
given the program design. We specify what is missing. 

iv. Unclear. The information presented in the proposal is insufficient or too ambiguous to 
allow us to adequately evaluate how it addresses unintended consequences. 

c. Are causal pathways clearly identified and discussed?  

i. Low risk. Causal pathways are well articulated and supported with credible evidence. 

ii. Medium risk. Causal pathways are described or implied, but the proposed links need some 
clarification about the assumptions that they rely on. Missing information to be specified. 

iii. High risk. The causal pathways that are implied in the proposal do not have a clear 
description and/or are based on unfounded assumptions. 
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iv. Unclear. The information presented in the proposal is insufficient or too ambiguous to 
allow us proposal to adequately evaluate the proposed causal pathways.  

d. How robust are the causal linkages (implicit or explicit) and are they well informed by high-
quality evidence?  

i. Low risk. Causal linkages are well articulated and are well informed by high-quality 
evidence. 

ii. Medium risk. Causal linkages are discussed but need some clarification and/or need to be 
supported by additional high-quality evidence. Missing information to be specified. 

iii. High risk. Causal linkages either are not discussed at all or are implied but lack any 
foundation in credible evidence. Specify what is missing. 

iv. Unclear. The information presented in the proposal is insufficient or too ambiguous to 
allow us to adequately evaluate the proposed causal pathways. 

e. Is good quality evidence cited to discuss the efficacy of causal linkages?  

i. Low risk. Evidence is of good quality and well-articulated. 

ii. Medium risk. Evidence is used but needs some clarification. Missing information to be 
specified. 

iii. High risk. Either evidence is not discussed or the quality of the evidence cited is very poor. 
Specify what is lacking. 

iv. Unclear. The quality of the evidence cited to discuss the efficacy of causal linkages is 
unclear. 

B. Potential for measurement of causal change and evaluability. This includes the following 
questions, which they ask to determine whether causal change can be attributed to the program 
through impact evaluation.  

a. Does the proposal design allow for credible reporting of causal change?  

i. Low risk. The proposal design allows for credible evaluation methods to be used to report 
casual change. 

ii. Medium risk. More details are needed to determine what could be a relevant comparison 
group or if there are feasible options to create comparison groups. 

iii. High risk. There does not appear to be a way to create a comparison group.  

iv. Unclear. There is not enough information to determine whether a credible measurement of 
causal change is possible.  

b. To what extent are included requirements for monitoring and evaluation adequate and able to 
cover the costs of undertaking high-quality impact evaluations?  

i. Low risk. Requirements for monitoring and evaluation are likely adequate to cover the 
costs of a high-quality evaluation. 

ii. Medium risk. Requirements for monitoring and evaluation are specified, but likely to be 
insufficient to support a high-quality impact evaluation.  

iii. High risk. Requirements for monitoring and evaluation are not specified or cannot be 
determined from the information provided. 
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iv. Unclear. Information about the requirements for monitoring and evaluation is ambiguous, 
making an assessment of this information impossible. 

c. What activities are included in the proposal that focus on ‘economic analysis’ and ‘overall 
monitoring and evaluation’ incorporated and are these sufficient for high quality, credible 
evaluations?  

i. Low risk. Both are specified and are of high quality.  

ii. Medium risk. Both are specified but are of low quality. We note what could be improved.  

iii. High risk. Only one is specified or neither is specified. Note what is missing.  

iv. Unclear. The information presented in the proposal is insufficient or too ambiguous to 
allow us to adequately evaluate the quality of proposed economic analyses and monitoring 
and evaluation activities. 

d. Are methods for measuring attributable causal changes (outcomes or impact or other) 
discussed?  

i. Low risk. Measurement of attribution is well articulated. 

ii. Medium risk. Measurement of attribution is discussed and/or the need for causal impact 
measurement is acknowledged, but strategies for doing so are not well articulated. Missing 
information to be specified. 

iii. High risk. Measurement of causal impact attribution is not discussed and/or the need for 
causal impact measurement is not acknowledged. 

iv. Unclear. The information presented in the proposal is insufficient or too ambiguous to 
allow us to adequately evaluate any proposed methods for measuring attributable causal 
changes.  

e. Are there potential areas of bias that are likely to creep in?  

i. Low risk. There is a low risk of bias considering the proposed method of evaluating causal 
impact. 

ii. Medium risk. There is a medium risk of bias considering the proposed method of 
evaluating causal impact. Specify what could lead to biases.  

iii. High risk. There is a high risk of bias. Either the proposal either does not discuss a strategy 
for causal impact evaluation or the strategy that is discussed has a high risk of producing 
unbiased impact estimates.  

iv. Unclear. Cannot judge likelihood of bias due to insufficient information. 

f. What are possible impact evaluation methods that may be used to undertake possible impact 
evaluations of approved programs? (This criterion is not assessed within the same risk 
framework as the other stoplight criteria.)  

C. Implementation fidelity and performance against investment criteria. They ask the following 
questions to determine if implementation and performance are likely to fit with the investment 
criteria.  

a. Are eligibility and targeting criteria well-articulated in submitted documents?  

i. Low risk. Eligibility and targeting criteria are well articulated. 
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ii. Medium risk. Eligibility and targeting criteria are discussed but need some clarification. 
Missing information to be specified. 

iii. High risk. Eligibility and targeting criteria either are not discussed, or they are discussed, 
but they do not appear to be feasible given the programme design. Specify what is 
missing. 

iv. Unclear. The information presented in the proposal is insufficient or too ambiguous to 
allow us to adequately evaluate eligibility and targeting criteria. 

b. Is there adequate and reliable information included in the proposal regarding implementation 
fidelity?  

i. Low risk. Implementation fidelity appears to be strong. 

ii. Medium risk. There is a medium level of risk related to implementation fidelity. Some 
risks to implementation fidelity need to be addressed. Missing information to be specified. 

iii. High risk. There is a high level of risk related to implementation fidelity. Substantial risks 
need to be addressed. Specify what is missing. 

iv. Unclear. The information presented in the proposal is insufficient or too ambiguous to 
allow us to adequately evaluate the information regarding implementation fidelity. 

c. To what extent is impact potential identifiable and measurable in the proposal?  

i. Low risk. Impact potential is well articulated in the proposal and appears to be measurable 
using high-quality methods.  

ii. Medium risk. Impact potential is specified but needs some clarification. Missing 
information to be specified. Impact potential is measurable, but high-quality methods may 
not be feasible given the program design.  

iii. High risk. Impact potential is specified, but it relies on assumptions that are not verified 
and/or impact indicators are vaguely described. Measurement and evaluation potential 
appear to be low. 

iv. Unclear. The information presented in the proposal is insufficient or too ambiguous to 
allow us to adequately evaluate the impact potential description and the feasibility of high-
quality impact measurement. 

d. To what extent is paradigm shift potential identifiable and measurable in the proposal?  

i. Low risk. Paradigm shift potential is well articulated in the proposal and appears to be 
measurable using high-quality methods.  

ii. Medium risk. Paradigm shift potential is specified but needs some clarification. Missing 
information to be specified. Paradigm shift potential is measurable but high-quality 
methods may not be feasible given the program design.  

iii. High risk. Paradigm shift potential is specified, but it relies on significant assumptions that 
are not verified and/or paradigm shift indicators are vaguely described. Measurement and 
evaluation potential appear to be low.  

iv. Unclear. The information presented in the proposal is insufficient or too ambiguous to 
allow us to adequately evaluate the paradigm shift potential description and the feasibility 
of high-quality paradigm shift measurement. 
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e. How well are other GCF investment criteria informed and are these measurable and verifiable 
with high credibility and quality?  

i. Low risk. Other investment criteria are likely to be credible.  

ii. Medium risk. Other investment criteria have some limitations. Missing information to be 
specified. 

iii. High risk. Other investment criteria are not likely sufficient. Specify what else could be 
included. 

iv. Unclear. The credibility of other investment criteria cannot be determined from the 
information provided. 

D. Data collection and reporting credibility: They ask the following questions to determine if data 
collection and reporting were likely to be of good quality.  

a. Are current reporting requirements sufficient for regular M&E?  

i. Low risk. Reporting for M&E is well articulated. 

ii. Medium risk. Reporting for M&E is discussed but needs some clarification. Missing 
information to be specified. 

iii. High risk. Reporting for M&E is discussed, but it is not sufficient for credible and useful 
M&E. Specify what is missing. 

iv. Unclear. The quality of reporting plans for M&E cannot be determined from the 
information provided. 

b. How likely is it that progress on investment criteria can be measured and reported on credibly, 
given M&E plans, budget and indicators for investment criteria?  

i. Low risk. M&E and reporting plans have high potential to measure progress on investment 
criteria. 

ii. Medium risk. M&E and reporting plans are discussed but are likely not of high enough 
quality or backed by sufficient resources to adequately measure progress against 
investment criteria.  

iii. High risk. M&E and reporting plans related to progress on investment criteria are not well 
articulated and/or clearly lack the resources needed to measure progress.  

iv. Unclear. The information presented in the proposal is insufficient or too ambiguous to 
allow us to adequately evaluate the potential for the project to credibly monitor and report 
on progress associated with investment criteria. 

c. To what extent did the proposal provide additional impact indicators beyond those proposed by 
the GCF? Can the proposal’s indicators be used to measure the magnitude of causal change? 

i. Low risk. Indicators and measurements are well defined and can be used to measure 
impact.  

ii. Medium risk.  Indicators and measurements lack specificity and measuring impact using 
the indicators specified may be a challenge.  

iii. High risk. Indicators and measurements are vague and/or unclear. More detailed indicators 
are needed to credibly measure impacts. 
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iv. Unclear: Insufficient information in the proposal to deduce the quality of indicators and 
measurements.  

d. Has baseline data been collected and/or is there a requirement for this?  

i. Low risk. Project will use baseline data and the methods for collecting are well articulated.  

ii. Medium risk. Baseline data is discussed but needs some clarification. Missing information 
to be specified. 

iii. High risk. Plans for collecting baseline data are not discussed despite a need to collect 
baseline data to inform an impact evaluation. 

iv. Unclear. The information presented in the proposal is insufficient or too ambiguous to 
allow us to adequately evaluate plans for baseline data collection. 

e. What is the potential quality of data and are these data suitable for impact evaluations?  

i. Low risk. Data to be collected will be of high quality. 

ii. Medium risk. Data is likely to be of good quality.  

iii. High risk. Data is likely to be of low quality or data collection plans are not 
specified/unclear. 

iv. Unclear. The information presented in the proposal is insufficient or too ambiguous to 
allow us to adequately evaluate the potential quality of data. 
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ANNEX VI  TEMPLATE OF GCF FUNDING PROPOSALS 
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ANNEX VII TEMPLATE OF GCF ANNUAL PROGRESS REPORTS 
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