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Summary

This report presents the findings and recommendations of an independent review of the
Results Management Framework (RMF) of the Green Climate Fund (GCF). This follows
decision B.19/21, in which the Board approved the 2018 Work Plan of the Independent
Evaluation Unit (IEU). This document includes a review of the use and implementation of the
GCF’s Results Management Framework and Performance Measurement Frameworks and
provides recommendations.
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This document is organized as follows:
Annex | presents a draft decision for the Board’s consideration;

Annex II presents the final report of the report titled “Results Management Framework:
Independent Evaluation Unit recommendations to improve the Results Management
Framework”; and

Annex III contains the Appendices to the aforementioned report.
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Annex I: Draft decision of the Board

The Board, having reviewed document GCF/B.22 /07 titled “Results Management
Framework: Independent Evaluation Unit recommendations to improve the Results
Management Framework”:
(a) Takes note of the findings and recommendations presented in the [EU report;
(b) Takes note of the Secretariat’'s management response to the IEU’s report in document

GCF/B.22/07/Add.01;
(©) Directs that the GCF Secretariat present to the board at B.24, a report on the

implementation of the IEU’s recommendations.
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Annex II: Independent Review of the Green Climate Fund's Results
Management Framework by the Independent Evaluation
Unit

The Independent Review of the Green Climate Fund's Results Management Framework by the
Independent Evaluation Unit is contained below.
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The independent review of the Green Climate Fund’s Results Management Framework was
submitted to the Board of the Green Climate Fund at its twenty-first meeting in Bahrain,
September, 2018.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Objectives

The long-term goal of the Green Climate
Fund “is to make a significant and ambitious
contribution to the global efforts towards
attaining the goals set by the international
community to combat climate change.” The
GCF’s Results Management Framework
(RMF) is meant to provide the GCF Board
guidance on ensuring that the Fund’s
investments contribute to its long-term
objectives.

This review has two main objectives. The first
is to assess the design, implementation, and
utility of the GCF’s Results Management
Framework (RMF). The second is to derive
lessons and recommendations based on the
review’s findings to help inform subsequent
changes in the RMF so it may be employed
effectively as a tool for achieving the long-
term objectives and impacts of the Fund. To
meet these objectives the evaluation team
addressed three questions.

1. What are we learning from the design of
the GCF’s results management
framework?

2. What are we learning from the
application and use of the RMF to
funding proposals in the GCF’s portfolio?

3. What are we learning about the RMF
from projects and programmes under
implementation?

Timeline and methods

The review was carried out from March to
September of 2018, and it included a review
of Board Decisions and other relevant
documents, over 100 interviews with staff
from the Secretariat, National Designated
Authorities (NDAs), and Accredited Entities
(AEs). It included a portfolio analysis of
GCF’s approved projects, an analysis of

1 FCCC/CP/2011/9/Add.1, Decision 3/CP.17, 1.
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Annual Progress Reports (APRs) submitted to
the Secretariat, and a quality at entry review
of GCF’s proposals. The review team also
undertook three country evaluation missions.
It visited Kenya on 9-11 July 2018, Rwanda
on 11-14 July 2018, and Vietnam on 16-20
July 2018. A timeline showing dates of
consultation and engagement with findings
with members of the GCF Board and
advisers, Secretariat staff, Civil Society
Organisations (CSOs), Private Sector
Organisations (PSOs) and representatives of
accredited organizations is shown in Annex I.

Key findings

The review team found important strengths
and opportunities in the RMF.

First, the review found that the RMF
assists countries in focusing their project
proposals on result areas that GCF prizes.
The Governing Instrument of the Fund
mandates that Fund resources be equally split
between adaptation and mitigation. The RMF
has helped to communicate the importance of
focusing on these two thematic areas
successfully to GCF’s stakeholders.
Furthermore, although the GCF has produced
many frameworks to help inform the overall
quality and ultimately the results of GCF
investments, that are reflected in its many
policies and articulated in over 300
documents, in its design, the RMF speaks to
these different frameworks.

Second, the RMF presents a flexible menu
of core, impact and outcome indicators
corresponding to the Fund’s result areas.
There is a total of 43 indicators that the GCF
Board has either approved or noted, that are
treated equivalently by GCF’s stakeholders.
Eighteen of these are in the mitigation result
area, seventeen in the adaptation result area
and the remaining are meant to inform

© 2018 GCF IEU



REDD+ programs and projects. For GCF
projects that target any one result area, the
total number of required indicators that
projects including in their reporting is likely
to be between 4 to 6 indicators. The RMF
does not identify or prescribe any output
indicators. Instead, appropriate output
indicators are chosen and designed by the
Fund’s stakeholders, which allows GCF
projects’ flexibility and room for specificity.
To the extent that GCF projects expect to
report typically on less than ten indicators
overall, reporting requirements emanating
from RMF is not burdensome.

Despite these strengths, there are several
areas in which the RMF requires more work
and represent lost opportunities for now.

First, although there are approved and noted
indicators that inform the RMF, and that are
laid out in the Performance Management
Framework, there is no definition, guidance
and a critical absence of protocols for how
these indicators are defined, need to be
measured, by whom, with what frequency
and how. This becomes particularly salient
when we recognize that of the 43 indicators
that inform the RMF, two are articulated that
are expected to inform the GCF’s ‘paradigm-
shift objectives’ are not indicators at all but
rather a description of the objective, and yet
are expected to inform critical top-level
results of the Fund. The overall lack of
definitions and protocols for informing RMF
indicators has led to further confusion and
indeed is likely to have caused inconsistent
guidance being given to GCF stakeholders.

Second, the RMF provides insufficient
guidance on how, in the long run, project
outcomes are expected to contribute to a
paradigm shift towards low-emission and
climate-resilient sustainable development.
One set of reasons for this are the flaws in the
logic models that underpin the RMF. The
RMEF’s mitigation logic model omits
reference to critical enabling conditions for a
paradigm shift. In the case of the adaptation

model, while emphasizing enabling
conditions, this model neglects to mention
technology and financial and business models
and in general, ignores the overall strength
and potential contributions of the private
sector.

Third, the RMF lacks clarity in some of its
key concepts. For example, in the thematic
adaptation area, the guidance provided by the
RMF does not clearly distinguish or show
linkages between climate-resilient activities
and regular development work. The lack of
internal coherence of the models and lack of
clarity in guidance has affected the quality of
project proposals. A study carried out by the
IEU found that more than two-thirds of the
GCF approved funding proposals did not
clearly define causal pathways that show how
activities lead to climate change impact.

Fourth, the RMF has been marginalized in
its use by the GCF secretariat and GCF
project related stakeholders. The review
team found that instead, other Board-
approved frameworks, most notably the
Investment Framework (IF), the Monitoring
and Accountability Framework (MAF) and
the Risk Management Framework are given
far more attention and proposals tend to be far
more compliant in articulating indicators for
these frameworks. Indeed, Specialists in the
Secretariat do not see much utility in the RMF
beyond the selection of the impact and result
areas that projects should target. Other than in
these three Board-approved frameworks,
elements for guiding project design and
management are found amongst more than
360 Board decisions, information documents
and strategies adopted by the Fund. Although
this reflects a rich acknowledgement of the
importance of results and this prolificity is a
veritable achievement, there is no single
document that ties these together. This
further means that there is no single,
coherent and consistent framework or
method for Fund staff to manage its
investments for results.

vii



Fifth, as a consequence of the absence of
guidance, different divisions in the
Secretariat have drawn on various policy
documents related to results management
and project preparation and interpreted
and operationalized criteria for selection
and approval in different and often
inconsistent ways. While this has helped to
tailor guidance to operations, understandably
divisions have developed these guidelines
mostly in isolation and have customized it to
their training, specializations and
understanding. This has resulted in AEs
having to meet different standards and
requirements, depending on the division or
unit in the Secretariat they are dealing with.

Sixth, the structure and process within the
GCF secretariat for approving and
implementing GCF investments, does not
currently incentivize incorporating
frameworks for managing for results, at the
pre-approval and design stages of the GCF
project. Divisions of the GCF that are
responsible for the approval of GCF
investments ultimately ‘hand over’ the funded
project to other divisions, once the first
disbursement occurs. This, in turn, means that
there is little continuity or incentive for
approving task managers to ensure that results
management is built into the investment at the
design stage. There is a need to ensure that
the divisions that are responsible for results
management have an effective input during
project preparation.

Seventh, although the RMF reaffirms that
country ownership is an essential principle for
Fund operations the GCF has not produced
guidance for the NDASs’ role beyond
granting non-objection letters. This is
critical since the NDAs are mandated to be
central in ensuring that countries own the
results of GCF investments and consequently
are important users of results from GCF
projects. This has become a source of
confusion and tension between the NDAs and
AEs and represents a loss of opportunity to
improve coordination, use, management and

viii

reporting for results. Also, presently, results
reporting systems for GCF projects
completely bypass national M&E systems
and capacities which is a significant loss of
opportunity for GCF not just because it is
likely to help and strengthen results reporting
but also because it can potentially be an
important conduit through which GCF’s
achievements may be included and reported
in national reports on climate change
commitments and also because it could help
sustain many systems that are set up by GCF
projects, over terms that are longer than the
lifetimes of GCF projects.

Eighth, a large proportion of GCF projects
reviewed have not made sufficient
provisions to ensure credible reporting of
results with important implications for
GCF’s reputation and credibility. The
review team found that currently there is no
sufficient guidance to distinguish between the
adaptation and mitigation investments in
cross-cutting projects. Unless this criterion is
defined, the Fund will not be able to reliably
track and report the extent to which it meets
its commitment to divide its funds equally
between adaptation and mitigation. The Fund
also faces a significant substantive and
ultimately a reputational risk: Forty per cent
of its investments (equivalent to US$ 1,363
million) so far do not have indicators that
report on impacts that GCF projects are
otherwise planning. The review also found
that half of GCF’s approved projects do not
plan to collect baseline data and 70 per cent
of the projects have insufficiently planned and
budgeted for M&E to inform their targets
credibly. This problem is even greater for
measurement and reporting of indicators
related to GCF’s investment criteria where
there is a high risk for biased and significantly
overstating the results of GCF investments. In
its defence, the GCF has used what is current
practice in many organizations i.e. it plans on
reporting ‘planned’ results. However, this is
clearly incorrect since it is likely to be highly
biased and based on many assumptions many
of which do not reflect realities. Reporting

© 2018 GCF IEU



both ‘planned’ and ‘actual’ results is
important and needs to be adopted by GCF as
practice. This will also ensure that GCF is
leading the way to establish best practice in
the climate change world.

Ninth, the GCF Secretariat has started to
develop the key elements necessary for
building a system for the reporting and
monitoring gender-related aspects of the
Fund’s portfolio. However, key elements
developed so far, such as the GCF’s gender
policy, gender toolkit and the gender action
plans are not integrated into the GCF’s
RMF beyond the design of gender-sensitive
reporting. It is necessary to further integrate
these tools into the performance measurement
frameworks and the monitoring and
accountability framework, which guides
project design and reporting. The Fund also
needs to set up a system for storage and
retrieval of monitoring data in ways that are
practical, credible, and robust. If not
addressed in the short term, these deficiencies
are likely to be magnified as the portfolio
grows, which will render the Fund unable to
report on results for a large proportion of its
operations.

Recommendations

Findings indicate that results reporting results
and evaluation related capacities in accredited
entities need attention. The review has the
following recommendations. These are
fleshed out in the main report and particularly
in the recommendations and conclusions
chapter. Summary recommendations are brief
versions of overall recommendations.

Summary recommendation 1: The GCF
Secretariat should develop and
operationalize theories of change for key
thematic areas and integrate these into project
proposals early.

Summary recommendation 2: The
Secretariat should update the RMF and
PMF, address deficiencies and develop

protocols that provide guidance on what,
who, when, how indicators can and should
be measured and how they should be
aggregated. Furthermore, the Secretariat
should collaborate with other key agencies
and stakeholders to harmonize critical
concepts and indicators and to develop
standards and methods for new indicators for
mitigation and adaptation projects when
pertinent. Attention should be given to
identifying a reliable core indicator of
adaptation.

Summary recommendation 3: There should
be a transparent web-based portfolio
management system that allows different
stakeholders to view project related
information and progress in real-time. This
should be developed by the GCF Secretariat.

Summary recommendation 4: The
Secretariat should develop a technical guide
that integrates in a clear and coherent manner
all relevant Board decisions and policies
related to results management. While
continuing to develop the risk management
system, the Secretariat should give special
attention to the roles and responsibilities of
accredited and implementing entities. The
distinction between the roles of accredited
entities and implementing entities also needs
to be clarified.

Summary recommendation 5: The
Secretariat should initiate a dialogue with the
NDAs, AEs and other key stakeholders to
define the appropriate role of the NDAs
throughout the project cycle and where
possible GCF indicators should link with
country monitoring indicators and SDG
reporting.

Summary recommendation 6: The
Secretariat should clarify roles and
responsibilities internally and ensure that
during project preparation, sufficient attention
is paid the design and budgeting of project
M&E system prior to project proposal
approval.



Summary recommendation 7: As was
undertaken for this review, the IEU should
carry out regular ‘evaluability reviews’ to
assess the extent to which projects are likely
to report and measure their impacts and
outcomes credibly.

Summary recommendation 8: The IEU
should prepare guidelines for project
evaluations.

Summary recommendation 9: On approval
of the GCF Board, the IEU should also carry
out an independent review of the
accreditation process considering the
extensive deficiencies in the evaluability and
likelihood of credible reporting that this
review summarizes across the portfolio of
approved projects.

Summary recommendation 10: The
Secretariat should revise its indicators on
gender to more fully address other aspects of
social inclusion and integrate these into the
RMF. The Secretariat should also clarify the
Fund’s gender- and social-inclusion impact
and outcome priorities, especially regarding
mitigation. The further development of the
PMFs and the RMF will need to ensure that
existing systems for including gender in
project planning and M&E are given due
consideration

Conclusions

The Fund has taken important steps in
building its results framework and is
addressing challenges related to the current
business model of the Fund. This business

model is, in turn, predicated on the capacity
and willingness of accredited entities to
manage projects for results that are ultimately
reliable and credible. This review indicates
that this dependence may need to be fine-
tuned and also underscores the importance of
the GCF taking on new areas of practice that
may help it to report and manage for results in
a more robust, transparent and accountable
manner. Many of this review’s
recommendations have implications for the
GCEF strengthening its own systems,
processes and structures and this is where
the GCF secretariat should start first. In this
review, the review team highlights critical
shortcomings that underscore concerns
around quality at entry of proposals. The GCF
Secretariat has some important work to do,
especially as the quality of implementation
becomes more salient for the GCF and as the
attention shifts from disbursing resources to
managing for results. At this point, indicators
for some of the impact and outcome results in
the RMF have not yet been developed and
many important gaps remain. To its credit, the
GCF Secretariat has taken important steps to
improve the measurement and reporting for
some indicators and has demonstrated its
desire to revise (some) indicators in its effort
to ensure complementarity and coherence
with other climate-finance institutions. This
review suggests that the Secretariat take on
this task and complete this task at the
earliest possible time to ensure that the GCF
in its next phase is able to report robustly
for results and impacts and in doing so,
establishes the standard in the discipline and
globally.
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AN INDEPENDENT REVIEW OF THE GCF's RESULTS MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK

.  INTRODUCTION

The long-term goal of the Green Climate
Fund “is to make a significant and ambitious
contribution to the global efforts towards
attaining the goals set by the international
community to combat climate change.” 2 The
GCF’s Results Management Framework
(RMF) aims to provide guidance to the Fund
on ensuring that the Fund’s investments
contribute to this long-term objective.

This review of the GCF’s RMF has two main
objectives. The first is to assess the design,
implementation, and utility of the Results
Management Framework (RMF) of the Green
Climate Fund (GCF, or “the Fund”). The
second is to support institutional learning by
deriving lessons and recommendations based
on the review’s findings to help inform the
Results Management Framework as a tool for
achieving the long-term objectives and
impacts of the Fund.

The mandate for this review is provided by
the Terms of Reference of the Independent
Evaluation Unit of the GCF, which state that
“taking into account international
experience, and in light of the results of its
evaluations, the IEU will make
recommendations to improve the Fund’s
performance indicators and its Results
Management Framework.”® Additionally, as
indicated by the approved 2018 Work Plan of
the IEU, “the review will summarize lessons
learnt from an assessment of the capacity of
entities on the ground.”* Furthermore, “it will
summarize the extent to which there is
potential to measure the effects of the
programs on the ground, given the current
capacity of the implementing entities.” It is
expected that this review will also inform the
continued work and efforts of the GCF
Secretariat to update and further develop the

2 FCCC/CP/2011/9/Add.1, Decision 3/CP.17, 1.
3GCF/B.06/18/ Annex IlI, 7.
4GCF/B.19/43/, Decision B.19/21.

indicators of the performance measurement
frameworks (PMFs).

The purpose of the RMF is to “(i) enable
effective monitoring and evaluation of the
outputs, outcomes and impacts of the Fund’s
investments and portfolio, and the Fund’s
organizational effectiveness and operational
efficiency; (ii) include measurable,
transparent, effective and efficient indicators
and systems to support the Fund’s operations,
including, inter alia, how the Fund addresses
economic, social and environmental
development co-benefits and gender
sensitivity.” ’

To assess the RMF, the review team
addressed the following three questions:

1. What are we learning from the design of
the GCF’s results management
framework?

2. What are we learning from the
application and use of the RMF to
funding proposals in the GCF’s portfolio?

3. What are we learning about the RMF
from projects or programmes that are
being implemented?

The Review of the RMF (“the review”)
examined two other things. First, given the
central role of the Investment Framework
(IF), the Monitoring and Accountability
Framework (MAF), and the Risk
Management Framework in results
management, the review examined links of
the RMF to these three frameworks. The IF
contains six investment criteria (IC) that all
GCF investments are expected to meet. The
MAF defines roles, responsibilities and
instruments for monitoring and reporting
GCF investments. The Risk Management
Framework establishes the roles,

5 GCF/B.19/43/ Annex XXI, (5.), (c).
6 GCF/B.20/Inf.01.
7 GCF/B.05/23, Decision B.05/03, (g).



responsibilities and procedures to manage
risks in the organization.

Second, the GCF Board has also underscored
that “ownership and access to Fund resources
could be enhanced by the inclusion of
indicators capturing country-driven policies
that have the potential to promote a paradigm
shift towards low-emission and climate-
resilient development pathways in the context
of sustainable development as set out in the
Governing Instrument.”® Therefore, the
review examines closely how country
ownership is operationalized in the context of
the definition and monitoring of results. In
this context, the review explores opportunities
for capturing and reporting country-
drivenness that may, in turn, promote a
paradigm shift towards low-emission and
climate-resilient development.

Methods and timeline: The review was
carried out from March to Septemberof 2018
and it included the review of Board decisions
and other relevant documents, as well as 104
interviews with staff from the Secretariat,
national designated authorities (NDAS), and
accredited entities (AES). It included a
portfolio analysis of GCF’s approved
projects, an analysis of Annual Progress
Reports (APRs) that had been submitted to
the GCF Secretariat, and a quality at entry
review of GCF’s proposals. The review team
also undertook three country evaluation
missions. It visited Kenya (9-11 July 2018),
Rwanda (11-14 July 2018), and Vietnam (16-
20 July 2018). To answer the three main
guestions above, the review team used six of
the eleven evaluation criteria approved by the
GCF Board for evaluations undertaken by the
Independent Evaluation Unit (IEU).° These
include relevance, coherence, country
ownership and relevance, effectiveness,
efficiency and gender equity. Other criteria

8 GCF/B.05/23, Decision B.05/03, (c).

9 GCF/B.06/18, Annex IIl.

10 The IEU’s evaluation criteria are: relevance;
effectiveness; efficiency; impact; sustainability;

were woven into the narrative where
relevant.©

This report is organized as follows. Chapter
Il provides the rationale and the background
for this review. Chapter 111 discusses the
methods used. Section A of Chapter IV
examines the first question asked by this
review: What are we learning about the
design of the RMF? To address this question,
we assess the RMF’s relevance and
coherence. We ask the extent to which the
RMF is internally coherent and provides
sufficient guidance for identifying projects
that are likely to promote the main purposes
of the Fund as stated in the Governing
Instrument. The second question aims to
understand what we are learning about the
application and use of the RMF to Funding
proposals that the GCF has supported. To
assess this, we examine the extent to which
the RMF fosters country ownership as well as
the effectiveness and efficiency of
investments and conversely, the extent to
which the RMF guidance is applied to
investments. Section B of Chapter IV
examines country ownership. In this section,
we also assess the extent to which projects
that have been approved by the GCF are
aligned with country priorities and the extent
to which this is reported by the RMF. In
Section C of Chapter 1V, we assess the
effectiveness of the RMF. In this section, we
also examine the extent to which 74 projects
that have been approved by the GCF Board
have used the guidance provided by the RMF.
In this context, we also examine the
likelihood that approved projects will
generate reliable information on the expected
results of the Fund’s investments. We also
examine the extent to which the RMF has
helped to report the extent of the GCF’s
investment allocations between its two
thematic areas (adaptation and mitigation)
and specifically the extent to which indicators

coherence; gender equity; country ownership;
innovativeness; replication and scalability; and
unintended results, both positive and negative.
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are likely to reliably report the impacts of
Fund investments. In Section D of Chapter
IV, we examine the extent to which the RMF
guidance contributes to or hinders the
efficient use of resources of processes related
to results management and reporting on GCF
operations. In Section E of Chapter IV, we
assess the extent to which the RMF’s gender
sensitivity has been developed and captures
gender-disaggregated information, including
priorities, processes, and impacts. The third
guestion aims to understand what we are
learning about the RMF from projects under
implementation. This question is addressed in
Section C of Chapter 1V when dealing with
effectiveness. The GCF has approved funding
proposals only during the past three years and
few projects (18) have submitted annual

progress reports (APRS). The review team
found that APRs do not contain significant
information on impact yet, or indeed on the
likelihood of impact. We thus examine the
extent to which guidance and methods exist
(and are sufficient) to support accredited
entities in producing consistent, comparable
and useful information across the portfolio.
We also examine whether there is sufficient
planning and budgeting for monitoring and
evaluation (M&E) during project preparation
and implementation. In this analysis, we
consider the extent to which there is sufficient
guidance on what needs to be reported, to
whom, at what times and with what
frequency. The last chapter of this report,
Chapter V, consolidates findings and present
recommendations.



II. BACKGROUND

The GCF’s Results Management Framework
was developed and subsequently updated
through several Board decisions since the
inception of the Fund, notably at the fifth,
seventh, and eighth Board meetings. The
latest Board updates were approved at the
eighth Board meeting (B.08) in 2014.

At B.05, the Board decided that “the Fund’s
RMF will: (i) enable effective monitoring and
evaluation of the outputs, outcomes and
impacts of the Fund’s investments and
portfolio, and the Fund’s organizational
effectiveness and operational efficiency; (ii)
include measurable, transparent, effective and
efficient indicators and systems to support the
Fund’s operations, including, inter alia, how
the Fund addresses economic, social and
environmental development co-benefits and
gender sensitivity.”** The Board also decided
that “lessons learned will feed back into the
design, funding criteria and implementation
of Fund activities, based on results.”*?

Logical Models of the Results
Management Framework

The primary organizing constructs of the
Results Management Framework are the
mitigation and adaptation logic models. The
logic models, adopted at B.07, reflect how
inputs and activities are translated into results
at the strategic level, as seen in Figure 1 and
Figure 2. Board document GCF/B.07/11
provides an overview of the initial mitigation
and adaptation logic models.™

The logic models: Figure 1 and Figure 2
below indicate the cause-effect linkages that
are expected to lead to the paradigm shift
objective in the two areas of mitigation and
adaptation. The logic is as follows:
project/programme-level outcomes lead to
Fund-level impact lead to the overall area-

11 GCF/B.05/23/, Decision B.05/03/ (g).
12 GCF/B.05/23/, Decision B.05/03/ (h).
13 GCF/B.07/11/ Annex 1X and Annex X.

specific paradigm-shift objective. In the
mitigation logic model (see Figure 2), there
are overall nine result areas. Of these, four
result areas reflect the intended aggregate
impact at Fund-level. The remaining five
result areas are outcome level result areas at
the programme or project level. Similarly, the
adaptation logic model (see Figure 1) consists
of four Fund-level result areas at the impact
level and another four result areas at the level
of a project or a programme that are outcome
level areas. Associated with all these result
areas, are indicators. Indicators are further
developed in the Performance Management
Frameworks (PMFs), which are an extension
of the RMF. Annex | shows that the GCF has
identified indicators to track a total of
seventeen result areas that include eight
impact level and nine outcome level result
areas.

Indicators: At B.07, four Fund-level impact
indicators, called core indicators, were
approved.'* Core indicators do not correspond
to any one result area, but apply to all GCF
projects and programmes, depending on their
type. For mitigation projects and
programmes, three Board-approved Fund-
level core indicators are:

e Tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent
(tCO2eq) reduced as a result of Fund-
funded activities;

e Cost per tCO2eq decreased for all Fund-
funded mitigation projects and
programmes;

¢ Volume of finance leveraged by Fund
lending, disaggregated by public and
private sources.

14 GCF/B.07/11, Decision B.07/04, (c)-(d).
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For adaptation projects and programmes, one
Board-approved Fund-level core impact
indicator is required:*®

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

Cross-cutting projects are required to inform
both the mitigation and the adaptation core
indicators.

At B.08, an additional four impact indicators
and three outcome indicators were approved
for mitigation; three impact indicators and
one outcome indicator were approved for

adaptation. One impact and five outcome
indicators were also approved for REDD+
results-based payments. In addition to these
approved indicators, two overarching
objective-level indicators for paradigm shift,
and 22 other outcome or impact indicators
were presented by the Secretariat, were noted
by the Board but not approved (see Annex
).16 Many result areas don’t have Board-
approved indicators. The review team found
that despite this, indicators that ‘noted but not
approved’ and others that have been
‘approved’ are treated equivalently. That is,
operationally, GCF Secretariat staff do not
distinguish between Board-approved and
Board-noted indicators.

Figure 1 The adaptation logic model underpinning the RMF of the GCFY
Paradigm
shift Increased climate-resilient sustainable development
objective
1.0 Increased 2.0 Increased 3.0 Increased 4.0 Improved
resilience and resilience of resilience of resilience of
enhanced health and well- | infrastructure and |ecosystems and
Fund- velihoods of bei d food , . ,
level livelihoods of the | being, and foo the built ecosystem services
. most vulnerable and water environment to
impacts . .
people, security climate change
threats

1)

*

. planning and development
Project/

outcomes

5.0 Strengthened institutional and regulatory systems for climate-responsive

programme | 6.0 Increased generation and use of climate information in decision-making
7.0 Strengthened adaptive capacity and reduced exposure to climate risks

8.0 Strengthened awareness of climate threats and risk-reduction processes

Source: GCF/B.07/04/ Annexes lI-111 and GCF/B.07/11/ Decision B.07/04

15 The Board considered several adaptation indicators in
GCF/B.13/34 and GCF/B.12/13, but this is the only
Fund-level indicator that was agreed to. This reflects on
the difficulty of measuring adaptation as compared to
mitigation.

16 GCF/B.08/45, Decision B.08/07 (a) and
GCF/B.08/45, Annex VIII.

17 Adapted from GCF/B.07/04/ Annexes I1-111 and
GCF/B.07/11/ Decision B.07/04.



Figure 2 The mitigation logic model underpinning the RMF of the GCF*®
Paradigm
shift Shift to low-emission sustainable development pathways
objeciive

* * *

* *

1.0 Reduced 2.0 Reduced
emissions emissions through
through increased |increased access
Fund- . ..
I.D“"—EH]ISSJGII to lD“’—EmlSSlﬂH
level " -
. energy access rans
impacts gy po
and power
generation

3.0 Reduced 4.0 Reduced emissions from
emissions from land use, deforestation,
buildings, cities, forest degradation, and
through sustainable forest
management and
conservation and
enhancement of forest
carbon stocks

industries and
appliances

*

*

development
Project/

outcomes

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

programme |60 Increased number of small, medium, and large low-emission power suppliers
7.0 Lower energy intensity of buildings, cities, industries, and appliances
8.0 Increased use of low-carbon transport

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

Source: GCF/B.07/04/ Annexes I1-111 and GCF/B.07/11/ Decision B.07/04.

REDD+ indicators: In addition to these logic
models and performance measurement
frameworks for mitigation and adaptation, the
GCF Board approved at its seventh meeting
an extension to the mitigation logic model
and corresponding indicators for the Fund’s
REDD+ results-based payments modality, in
line with the Warsaw Framework on REDD+
(see Annex 1).%° Although the REDD+ PMF
is an integral part of the mitigation
performance management framework (PMF),
results-based payments differ from the Fund’s
other ex-ante financed mitigation and
adaptation activities in that payments are
made after the results have been measured,
reported and verified. The expected results of
activities are a key criterion for allocating

18 Adapted from GCF/B.07/04/ Annexes 11-111 and
GCF/B.07/11/ Decision B.07/04

19 GCF/B.08/45, Decision B.08/08 and GCF/B.08/45,
Annexes X — XI.

resources.?’ All indicators related to REDD+
result areas consist of the removal or
reduction of CO2 emissions. As of August
2018, no REDD+ results-based payment
projects had been approved by the Fund.

Current state of indicators: Overall, there
are forty-three indicators that inform the
RMF. These include paradigm shift
objectives, core, impact, and outcome
indicators, both approved and noted
(summarized in Annex I) aim to create the
basis for monitoring, reporting and evaluating
the work of the Fund. The Board also decided
that “the Fund will assess project and
programme proposals in each result area
using the same impact indicators.”%

20 GCF/B.07/04, 27.
21 GCF/B.05/23/, Decision B.05/03/(i).
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Table 1 Investment criteria of the GCF#

CRITERION DEFINITION

Impact potential

Potential of the programme/project to contribute to the achievement

of the Fund’s objectives and result areas

Paradigm shift potential

Degree to which the proposed activity can catalyse impact beyond a

one-off project or programme investment

Sustainable development potential

Needs of the recipient

Country ownership

Wider benefits and priorities

Vulnerability and financing needs of the beneficiary country and
population

Beneficiary country ownership of, and capacity to implement, a

funded project or programme (policies, climate strategies, and

institutions)

Efficiency and effectiveness

Economic and, if appropriate, financial soundness of the

programme/project

Source: GCF/B.09/23/ Decision B.09/05.

It is important to note that the RMF does not
specify indicators for outputs or activities. It
is assumed that they will differ for each
project, and they will be determined by the
accredited entities. The Board also decided
that “national and sector-wide indicators will
be used only at the discretion of the recipient
country.”? Furthermore, “in designing local
frameworks for results management, the Fund
will develop indicators to measure the impact
of the Fund on strategic improvements at a
country level.”2

At B.12, the GCF Secretariat submitted a
document aimed at the further development of
indicators in the performance management
frameworks,? proposing the refinement of
already approved indicators to enhance the
clarity of guidance, as well as changes to the
indicators that had been previously noted by
the Board. However, the Board decided to
defer consideration of the document to
B.13.2° At B.13, a revised document?’ on the

22 Adapted from GCF/B.09/23/ Decision B.09/05.

23 GCF/B.05/23/, Decision B.05/03/(j).

24 GCF/B.05/23/, Decision B.05/03/(k).

2 GCF/B.12/13.

26 GCF/B.12/32/, Decision B.12/33.

27 GCF/B.13/26.

28 GCF/B.13/32/Rev.01/ Decision B.13/34.

2 The Risk Management Framework is also an
important Board-approved instrument that relates to the
achievement of results. It is still under construction. The

same topic was presented to the Board, and
consideration was once again deferred, this
time to B.14.% Since then, no document
regarding the RMF or the PMFs has been
considered by the GCF Board.

Other Board-approved criteria and
frameworks relevant to the RMF

The Investment Criteria, the Monitoring and
Accountability Framework and the Risk
Management Framework provide further
guidance on project preparation, managing for
results and reporting results.?

The Investment Criteria: The Investment
Criteria (IC)¥ translate the Fund’s overall
objectives into guidelines for projects (see
Table 1). These six criteria provide guidance
on how projects should be designed to
achieve the expected results. Each criterion is
broken down by different coverage areas and
activity-specific sub-criteria and for each sub-

Risk Management Framework identifies the risks
involved in the everyday activities of the Fund,
identifies the principles to manage the different types of
risks and defines the roles for risk management in the
organization. This has been subject to nine Board
decisions. A recent Board document compiles all the
elements of the Risk Management Framework that have
been approved by the Board to date, GCF/B.20/09.

30 GCF/B.07/06, GCF/B.20/Inf.14.



criterion, there is a set of indicative
assessment factors that the Secretariat uses to

factors for each thematic area and points out
which PMF indicators have been included as
indicative assessment factors for the review of

review proposals.

project proposals.® The other five criteria

The first criterion, ‘impact potential® speaks
directly to the results expected in the RMF’s
adaptation and mitigation thematic areas.
Among its ‘indicative assessment factors’
(see Table 2), it includes core and impact
level indicators from the PMFs to inform it.
Table 2 presents the indicative assessment

Table 2
MITIGATION

Expected tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent (tCO2eq) to
be reduced or avoided (PMF-M Core 1);

Degree to which activity avoids lock-in of long-lived, high-
emission infrastructure;

Expected increase in the number of households with access
to low-emission energy;

Degree to which the programme/project supports the
scaling up of low-emission energy in the affected region by
addressing key barriers;

Expected number of MW of low-emission energy capacity
installed, generated and/or rehabilitated;

Expected increase in the number of small, medium and
large low-emission power suppliers (PMF-M 6.0 and
related indicator(s)), and installed effective capacity;

Expected decrease in energy intensity of buildings, cities,
industries and appliances (PMF-M 7.0 and related
indicator(s));

Expected increase in the use of low-carbon transport (PMF-
M 8.0 and related indicator(s));

Expected improvement in the management of land or forest
areas contributing to emission reductions (PMF-M 9.0 and
related indicators(s));

Expected improvement in waste management contributing
to emission reductions (e.g. the change in the share of waste
managed using low-carbon strategies and/or the change in
the share of waste that is recovered through recycling and
composting); and/or

Other relevant indicative assessment factors, taking into
account the Fund’s objectives, priorities and result areas, as
appropriate on a case-by-case basis.

Source: GCF/B.09/23, Annex I11.

Under the investment criterion ‘efficiency and
effectiveness’, two mitigation core indicators

31 GCF/B.09/23, Decision B.09/05.
32 GCF/B.09/23, Annex III.

(‘paradigm shift potential’, ‘sustainable
development potential’, ‘needs of the
recipient’, ‘country ownership’ and
‘efficiency and effectiveness’) are also
expected to be addressed by GCF project
proposals.

Indicative assessment factors for impact potential®*33

ADAPTATION

Expected total number of direct and indirect
beneficiaries (reduced vulnerability or increased
resilience); number of beneficiaries relative to total
population (PMF-A Core 1), particularly the most
vulnerable groups;

Degree to which the activity avoids lock-in of
long-lived, climate-vulnerable infrastructure;

Expected reduction in vulnerability by enhancing
adaptive capacity and resilience for populations
affected by the proposed activity, focusing
particularly on the most vulnerable population
groups and applying a gender-sensitive approach;

Expected strengthening of institutional and
regulatory systems for climate-responsive planning
and development (PMF-A 5.0 and related
indicator(s));

Expected increase in generation and use of climate
information in decision-making (PMF-A 6.0 and
related indicator(s));

Expected strengthening of adaptive capacity and
reduced exposure to climate risks (PMF-A 7.0 and
related indicator(s));

Expected strengthening of awareness of climate
threats and risk reduction processes (PMF-A 8.0
and related indicator(s)); and/or

Other relevant indicative assessment factors,
taking into account the Fund’s objectives,
priorities and result areas, as appropriate on a case-
by-case basis.

of the PMF (see Annex I) are mentioned as
‘indicative assessment factors’: estimated cost

33 See guide for PMF abbreviations in Annex I.
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per tCO2eq; the amount of finance leveraged.
The other investment criteria (ICs) are not
explicitly addressed in the RMF or informed
by the PMF but are complementary to the
framework. For example, various IC refer to
conditions that may contribute to a paradigm
shift and broad adoption of the innovations
introduced by Fund investments. Also, the
expectation from proposals regarding country
ownership, a topic merely referred to in the
RMF, is spelt out in much more detail under
the investment criterion.

The Monitoring and Accountability
Framework (MAF): Another framework that
is highly relevant to results management is
the MAF.2* The MAF provides guidance on
responsibilities, tools and processes related to
monitoring and reporting results from GCF
investments. At its eleventh meeting, the
Board stated that the MAF is “designed to
ensure the compliance of accredited entities
(AEs) with their accreditation standards over
time and effective implementation of each of
the GCF-funded projects and programmes of
the AE.”% “Monitoring and accountability
involve a series of actors with specific roles
and responsibilities. These include AEs; the
Secretariat and the GCF accountability units;
national designated authorities (NDAS) or
focal points; the direct beneficiaries of
projects and programmes; project-affected
people and communities; and other local
actors such as local governments, civil
society organizations, non-governmental
organizations and the private sector.”3®

“In terms of institutional responsibilities:

(a) The NDA or focal point will play an
important role in accordance with the “Initial
best practice guidelines for the selection and
establishment of national designated
authorities and focal points.”*” NDAs are also
“to ensure consistency of funding proposals
from national, subnational, regional, and

34 GCF/B.11/24/, Decision B.11/10.
35 GCF/B.11/24/, Decision B.11/10, Annex I., 1.
36 GCF/B.11/24/, Decision B.11/10, Annex I., 2.

international intermediaries and implementing
entities with national plans and strategies.”3®

“(b) The AE is responsible for implementing
the project in compliance with the funded
activity agreement;

(c) The Secretariat will be responsible for
implementing the monitoring and
accountability framework; and

(d) The accountability units of the GCF will
play a role according to the mandate in their
terms of reference.”*

The MAF has guidance for:

e Accredited entity (AE) compliance,
which addresses the process by which the
Fund will monitor the compliance of the
AEs with their roles and responsibilities
in project implementation, including
monitoring and reporting on results.

¢ Funded activity monitoring, which
outlines the AE’s monitoring, evaluation
and reporting responsibilities, identifies
the APR as the regular instrument for
annual reporting and provides guidance
on information that APRs must contain.

e Risk monitoring based approach, which
directs the Secretariat to develop an early
warning system based on risk flags that
will reflect the Secretariat’s assessment Of
risks related to the project itself (‘project
risk flags’) and risks related to the overall
performance of the AE (‘AE risk flags’).
This component also directs the
Secretariat to use this risk flags system to
identify projects for more in-depth
reviews and closer monitoring.

¢ Incentives and remedial actions that AEs
may employ to address risks identified,

37 GCF/B.11/24/, Decision B.11/10, Annex I., 3.
38 GCF/B.04/17, Decision B.04/05 (e) (iii).
39 GCF/B.11/24/, Decision B.11/10, Annex 1., 3



and an assessment of the related capacity
needs of the AE.

e Reaccreditation, which outlines the
process of reaccreditation of the AEs and
the consideration of risk flags during this
process.

e Tools, which indicates that, considering
the large volumes of information that will
be coming in to the Fund, there will be a
need to establish the appropriate
information management systems as well
as portals to permit communication
among key stakeholders in the system and
a knowledge management platform.

Reporting requirements of the AEs: The
MAF requires that AEs submit two main
documents to the GCF. First, the AEs are
required to submit APRs. As per Board-
approved guidance, APRs need to include a
narrative report (with supporting data) on
implementation progress based on the logical
framework submitted in the funding proposal
and on considerations of the ongoing
performance of the project/programme
against the GCF investment framework
criteria. APRs also need to include updates on
indicators and a report on environmental and
social safeguards (ESS), as well as gender.
Each report is required to be aligned with the
set of results areas and the menu of indicators
set out in the GCF RMF and its performance
measurement frameworks for adaptation and
mitigation. The Board decision also indicates
that “during the post-implementation period,
the submission of APRs might be required”
which would be after the project was
finalized.*

Second, the AEs are required to submit an
interim evaluation report and a final
evaluation report for each funded activity. It
is expected that these project/programme-
level evaluations will assess the performance

40 GCF/B.11/24, Decision B.11/10, Annex I, 12.
41 GCF/B.11/24, Decision B.11/10, Annex I, 17.
42 GCF/B.11/24, Decision B.11/10, Annex I, 18.

10

of the funded activity against the GCF
investment framework criteria, including
financial/economic performance as part of the
project/programme efficiency and
effectiveness criterion. It is important to note
that project monitoring is expected to be
financed from project funds while costs for
agency supervision and reporting are meant to
be covered by the fees of the accredited
entities.

The Risk Management Framework:
Managing risks effectively is a key function
to ensure results. However, the RMF is silent
on this. Risk management of the Fund has
been addressed by other Board decisions and
is still under development. The Board in its
decision 11/10 indicates that “as a part of the
GCF overall risk management framework, the
Secretariat will develop an early warning
system based on risk flags that reflect the
Secretariat assessment of the following:

(a) Risks related to the project itself (project
risk flags); and

(b) Risks related to the overall performance of
the AE (AE risk flags)”*

“Risk flags will be reported as part of the
GCEF risk dashboard presented periodically to
the Board.”*

Board Decision 11/10 also requests that risk-
based flags be used to decide instances in
which the Secretariat would carry out ad hoc
checks and that “In addition, the Secretariat
will conduct a small number of ad hoc checks
each year on a random basis.”* and “An
annual review will be conducted by the
Secretariat on a given proportion by number
of projects and programmes. The annual
review will consist of an analysis of the
information available from the overall risk
management system of the GCF.”#

43 GCF/B.11/24, Decision B.11/10, Annex I, 22.
44 GCF/B.11/24, Decision B.11/10, Annex I, 23.
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Subsequent Board decisions have further
defined the process, and the roles and
responsibilities for risk management in the
Fund by adopting the Committee of
Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway
(COSO) Internal Control — Integrated
Framework.* The COSO model outlines the
components, principles and factors necessary
for an organization to effectively manage its
risks through the implementation of internal
controls. The model identifies key roles and
responsibilities in risk management, but it
does not specify who or what units within an
organization should be responsible for the
different roles, since this presumably depends
on the context of the organization. The
architecture of the COSO model lays out
‘three lines of defence’ within an organization
that are managed with the oversight and
direction of senior management and the board
of directors. The premise is that this structure
is necessary for the effective management of
risk. The first ‘line of defence’ identifies
those who own and directly manage the risk.
The second line of defence identifies those
who monitor, oversee and provide support to
the front line. The third line of defence
identifies those who provide independent
assurance to the Board and senior
management concerning the effectiveness of
the risk management structure and associated
controls within the organization. This three-
lines-of-defence model is meant to be flexible
and each organization is expected to decide
how duties are allocated across the
organization. However, the governance and
control environment are said to be stronger
when the lines of defence are spread across
the organization rather than in a few units or
divisions.

4 Institute of Internal Auditors (2015).

46 Board decision B.19/04 however contradicts this
framework with various inclusions and assumptions that
are contradictory. For instance, although it uses the
COSO framework and alludes to it, it considers the OIA
as the third line of defense, even though within the GCF

Board Decision B.BM-2015/06 adopted the
COSO framework as the internal control
framework for the Green Climate Fund. It
defined ‘Internal Control’ as a process
designed to provide reasonable assurance
regarding the achievement of objectives
relating to operations, reporting and
compliance. Particularly it laid down the first
line of defence for the Fund as the staff of the
Fund, who are “responsible for ensuring the
effectiveness of the Fund’s system of internal
controls by applying control policies,
guidelines and procedures in the conduct of
their day to day activities.” It also specified
the “second line of defence in ensuring
effective internal control is the Fund’s Risk
Management Framework” and continued to
say that “The third line of defence in ensuring
effective internal control are the External and
Internal Audit functions, internal Monitoring
and Evaluation (M&E), and the independent
Evaluation Unit (EU)....”"* The specific roles
and responsibilities of the units in the
Secretariat were not defined but are supposed
to be outlined in a procedural document to be
developed by the Secretariat.

structure the OIA is not an independent office.
Furthermore, it explicitly excludes the Independent
Evaluation Unit from this structure.

11



Table 3 Brief characteristics of other climate-related funds’ results frameworks

NAME YEAR CURRENT RESULT

FRAMEWORK WAS
ADOPTED

Global Environmental 2018
Facility (GEF)47

GEF Special Climate 2018
Change Fund & GEF

Least Developed

Countries Fund48

Climate Investment Funds 2012
(CIF) Scaling Up
Renewable Energy

Program49

CIF Forest Investment 2018
Program50

CIF Clean Technology 2014
Fund51

CIF Pilot Program for 2018

Climate Resilience52

Adaptation Fund53 2010

INDICATORS ANNUALLY | THEMATIC AREA
REPORTED TO

GOVERNING BODY

Mitigation
25 Adaptation
2 Mitigation
11 Mitigation
5 Mitigation
5 Adaptation
5 Adaptation

Source: Global Environment Facility (2018a), Global Environment Facility (2018b), Climate Investment
Funds (2017a), Climate Investment Funds Administrative Unit (2018a), Climate Investment Funds (2017b),
Climate Investment Funds Administrative Unit (2018b), Climate Investment Funds (2017c), Climate
Investment Funds Administrative Unit (2014), Climate Investment Funds (2017d), Climate Investment Funds
Administrative Unit (2018c), Climate Investment Funds (2012), TANGO International in association with the
Overseas Development Institute (2015), TANGO International (2018). See Annex Il for further information.

Results Management and Reporting by
Climate Funds

A review of the results frameworks of eight
funds indicates that all funds have developed
a results management framework or a
comparable instrument (see Table 3). Most of
these frameworks have been used in all cases
for at least six years, and subsequently
updated either during replenishment or during
other wider organizational restructuring. All
eight funds distinguish between funding for

47 Global Environment Facility (2018a).

“8 Global Environment Facility (2018b).

49 Climate Investment Funds (2017a); Climate
Investment Funds Administrative Unit (2018a).
%0 Climate Investment Funds (2017b); Climate
Investment Funds Administrative Unit (2018b).
51 Climate Investment Funds (2017c); Climate
Investment Funds Administrative Unit (2014).

12

adaptation and funding for mitigation
activities and projects.

Prior to 2018, most funds reported two
indicators on an annual basis, few others
reported more. In 2018, however, several
funds revised their results frameworks and
significantly increased the number of
indicators. For example, the GEF increased
the number of indicators it reports to the GEF
Council from one climate change indicator
reported in its scorecard to 10 climate change
related indicators. During GEF 6, the tracking
tool for climate change included nine

52 Climate Investment Funds (2017d); Climate
Investment Funds Administrative Unit (2018c); Climate
Investment Funds Administrative Unit (2012).

53 TANGO International in association with the
Overseas Development Institute (2015); TANGO
International (2018).
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indicators, of which only one was regularly
reported in the GEF score card. Also, up to
GEF6, GEF reported only on CO2 estimated
reductions at project entry, not actual
reductions at project completion. For GEF 7
the replenishment document indicates that the
GEF will have to report on realized
reductions. The GEF Special Climate Change
Fund and Least Developed Countries Fund
prior to 2018 reported separately to their
governing bodies. For the new replenishment
period from 2018 onwards, they will start to
report jointly. Separately, they used to report
two indicators each, but for the new
replenishment period, they will be reporting
25 indicators jointly. The CIF Forest
Investment Program also increased the
number of indicators in 2018 from two to
eleven (see Annex Il for further information).
Examining the design, use and relevance of
these indicators is outside the scope of this
review, but can definitely throw some
important light on experiences.

Results Management Challenges: Lessons
from International Organizations

International organizations have sought to
implement results management for over two
decades. While approaches have varied from
one organization to another,> the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD),% the World Bank’s
Independent Evaluation Group (IEG)®® and
other organizations reprise some key issues
with indicators and results frameworks across
development organizations overall. These are
summarized here and illustrated by key
insights gleaned by the evaluation team.

First, results frameworks are effective only
if key stakeholders have conceptual clarity
of the objectives and results of the
organization and there is clear guidance on
the causal chain i.e. how activities translate

54 DAC (2000); OECD (2014a).
55 OECD (20144).

5 |EG (2012).

57 OECD (2016).

into long-term goals of the organization.®’
Overall results framework should provide a
clear guide on the chain of causality that
indicates how activities are expected to result
in the long-term goals of the organization.
This is particularly important in the case of
organizations that pursue long-term
transformational objectives.®® In the case of
the GEF, for example, recent replenishments
have been an opportunity for a significant
shift from monitoring outputs and activities to
monitoring immediate project outcomes, the
absence of a theory of change has precluded
the identification, monitoring and reporting of
mid- and long-term results from projects and
programmes. ®

Second, effective and efficient monitoring
systems are necessary but not sufficient for
ensuring that there is information feedback
for management and reporting. Indeed, one
way to ensure sound management and
reporting is to select a few indicators well
defined, with strong measurement protocols
and therefore aggregable. When these
indicators are accompanied by narratives they
can be used to inform the broader processes
that the organization is seeking to inform and
catalyse.®°

Third, the organization must set in place a
clearly articulated and well-understood
structure and guidance for informing
indicators that will in turn help ensure in real-
time that activities and outputs address long-
term objectives. Structures should consist of
protocols, tools and processes, and should
define roles and responsibilities for
monitoring, evaluation, reporting clearly and
should engage closely and regularly with the
ultimate users of this information i.e. the parts
of the organization that are responsible for
strategy and implementation.®

58 |EG (2012).

5 GEF IEO (2017).

6 OECD (2014b); GEF IEO (2017).
61 Mayne (2007); OECD (2014c).
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Fourth and related to the point above,
organizations must learn to adapt in real-
time their results management systems to the
changing environment in which they operate.
Development practitioners report being
constrained by rigid results frameworks that
are not flexible enough to include new
information or methodologies that can help
adapt to changing contexts and emerging
challenges. Particularly important is to
promote the use of information and in the
case of international organizations to link
information systems with country M&E
systems.

62 7all, J. and Rist, R. (2004).
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Last but not least, it is important that
organizations support an institutional
culture conducive to managing for results
through strong leadership and incentives
for stakeholders across the organization.
Indeed, effective resource management
systems integrate flexibility to adapt to the
changing environment by fostering discussion
on good and poor performance and
empowering stakeholders to explore
solutions.® It is particularly important to
promote the use of information and evidence,
and in the case of international organizations,
to link information systems with country
M&E systems and the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs).%

63 OECD (2017); United Nations Development Group
(2011).
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[1l. METHODOLOGY AND EVIDENCE

Principles guiding this review

The IEU’s independent review of the GCF’s
RMF is guided by several key principles that
have been laid down by the GCF Board and
the Governing Instrument. First, the review
recognizes that the GCF RMF is still under
construction. This review thus examines the
existing results management framework and
corresponding performance management
frameworks, its use and credibility, and
identifies lessons that the GCF Secretariat
may employ while further developing the
results framework. Second, the review
acknowledges the importance of maintaining
a flexible framework to allow for effectively
and efficiently including lessons learnt.®* This
is also in line with the provisions of the
Governing Instrument, which states that the
Fund will be “flexible and will be a
continuously learning institution.”% Third,
the review underscores that both the RMF and
corresponding PMFs must acknowledge the
importance of country-drivenness. The
review is designed considering this principle:
The review uses both a bottom-up and a top-
down inquiry with the objective of integrating
perspectives across the spectrum of GCF
stakeholders. This aims to ensure that Fund
concerns and country priorities are taken into
consideration.® Fourth, the Governing
Instrument of the Fund underlines the
importance of taking a gender-sensitive
approach,® also reaffirmed by the GCF
Board.® In line with this, the review also
places focus on examining the RMF’s gender-

64 GCF/B.05/23/ Decision B.05/03/ (h) ‘[The Board]
Further decides that the Fund, as a continuously
learning institution, will maintain the flexibility to refine
its results management framework, result areas and
performance indicators [..].”

65 FCCC/CP/2011/9/Add.1, Decision 3/CP.17 Annex,
(3).

6 GCF/B.04/17/ Decision B.04/04/ (b) ‘[The Board]
Reaffirmed that country ownership will be a core
principle of the business model framework of the Fund
and that countries will identify their priority result areas
in line with their national strategies and plans.’

67 FCCC/CP/2011/9/Add.1, Decision 3/CP.17 Annex,

3.).

related approach. Fifth, the Board also
decided that “in designing its results
management framework, the Fund will use
the experience of other relevant entities.”®
To that end, the review also carried out a
brief review of the challenges of results
management faced by international
organizations (see Chapter I1).

Learning questions of the review

In light of the guiding principles and the
objectives of this review, and to contribute to
the continuous learning of the institution, the
review team identified three key learning
questions that serve as the core structure of
the review. As a recap, the three key learning
questions are the following:

1. What are we learning from the design of
the GCF’s RMF?

2. What are we learning from the
application and use of the RMF to
funding proposals in the GCF’s portfolio?

3. What are we learning about the RMF
from projects or programmes under
implementation?

These questions were chosen to reflect the
different stages at which the RMF interacts
with the GCF’s project cycle. They helped the
review team to assess the design,
implementation and the utility of the RMF
and to derive lessons for its improvement.

% GCF/B.07/11/ Decision B.07/04/ (d) ‘[The Board]
Decides that the results management framework should
take a gender-sensitive approach and that the results
should be disaggregated by gender where relevant.’

9 GCF/B.05/23/ Decision B.05/03/ (1) ‘[The Board]
Further decides that in designing its results management
framework, the Fund will use the experience of other
relevant entities, and, where appropriate, align the
framework and indicators with existing best practice
models.’
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Table 4

Operationalizing the IEU’s evaluation criteria™

CRITERION DEFINITION

Relevance

Coherence

Country ownership

Effectiveness

Relevance assesses the extent to which the RMF addresses the key
priorities of the GCF and objectives of the Board mandate.

Coherence addresses the extent to which reporting is consistent
among project and programme components and is aligned with
other non-GCF reporting burdens.

Country ownership assesses the extent to which the RMF considers
country capacities and priorities and delivers high utility to
countries.

Effectiveness assesses the extent to which the approved projects are

incorporating into their monitoring systems indicators that will
enable reporting of funding allocations, project results and
organizational effectiveness.

Efficiency

Efficiency assesses the extent to which the RMF has fostered or

hindered the wise use of resources.

Gender equity

Gender equity addresses the extent to which the framework

captures gender-disaggregated information, including in priorities,
processes, and impacts.

Source: GCF/B.06/18, Annex IlI, VI.
Review Criteria

In answering these three key learning
guestions, the review team was guided by the
principles set out by the Board and the
Governing Instrument and by the evaluation
criteria of the Independent Evaluation Unit,
stated in its Terms of Reference. " These
criteria were applied to each key learning
guestion, creating a matrix for the review to
guide its data gathering and analyses (see
Table 4). Given the state of implementation of
GCF projects in the portfolio and the subject
matter addressed, the review focused on six
IEU evaluation criteria (relevance, country
ownership, coherence, effectiveness,
efficiency, and gender equity). Other IEU
evaluation criteria were addressed within the
context of these criteria. The review also
assessed several aspects related to monitoring
and reporting.

0 GCF/B.06/18 Annex II1, V1.
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Methods and tools

To carry out the review and answer the three
key learning questions, the review team used
an array of different research tools and
methods.

First, a desk review and analysis of key
documents were undertaken to provide
information on the elements of the GCF’s
RMF, and on corresponding performance
measurement frameworks. The review also
analysed information on projects and
programmes and the application of the RMF
to project design in the GCF portfolio and
studied documents related to projects and
programmes under implementation. Key
documents reviewed include (see Chapter VI
for other references):

e Board decisions until B.20 (June 2018)

e Board information documents until B.20
(in June 2018)

L GCF/B.06/18 Annex II1, V1.

© 2018 GCF IEU



AN INDEPENDENT REVIEW OF THE GCF's RESULTS MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK

o GCF Operations Manual
e Project Funding Proposals

e Annual progress reports for 18 projects
(see Annex V)

e  GCF country portals

Second, we also reviewed international
experience. This allowed us to identify the
main challenges in the design of results
management experienced by other
international organizations, build upon
international best practice and take into
consideration themes and challenges that are
emerging from other organizations’ results
management frameworks.

Third, interviews were carried out with more
key informants’ interviews and with more
than a hundred stakeholders, including staff
from the GCF Secretariat, staff of the NDAs,
of AEs, and of implementing teams/delivery
partners. The review team organized
interviews with the GCF divisions in Songdo,
South Korea, on 17-22 June 2018. The Lead
Consultant visited Songdo to lead these
interviews. Additionally, the review team
convened a second meeting with the divisions
in Songdo, South Korea, on 3-7 September
2018. The review team held several meetings
to exchange relevant information and
examine the use and application of the RMF
with AEs in New York, London, Hanoi, and
Nairobi through in-person conversations or
through video-conference. It also consulted
with the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change to discuss the
institutional importance and update of the
GCF RMF. The comprehensive list of
consulted stakeholders can be found in Annex
1.

Fourth, country-level field work provided
important insights into aspects of country
priorities and capacities related to the
implementation of the RMF and its

2 Fiala, N., Puri, J., Mwandri, P. (2018).

usefulness. The review team visited three
countries (Kenya, Rwanda, and Viet Nam) to
capture first-hand relevant experience and
insights into processes and capacities related
to the implementation of the RMF at a
regional, national and local level. The
selection of these countries was based on the
shortlist of 31 GCF projects that were under
implementation as of June 2018, out of a total
of 74. Of these, 18 projects had submitted an
APR in or shortly after March 2018. Given
the limited resources and time for the review,
only two projects were selected. To obtain
sufficiently broad insights from the visits, the
selection aimed to provide insights on
multiple aspects of the Fund’s operations.
Thus, the first project selected was a private
sector project, implemented by a direct access
entity in multiple countries, and the second
project was a public sector project
implemented by an international access entity.
Annex IV contains the list of all funding
proposals with available annual progress
reports. Country visits provided useful
insights into aspects of country priorities and
capacities related to implementation,
management and monitoring of progress in
order to inform the GCF’s RMF.

Fifth, the review team analysed planned
results reporting in 74 proposals of Funded
projects that have been approved by the GCF
Board. The analysis provided insights on the
type of information that will be made
available to the GCF through future reporting
once implementation begins. This analysis
focused mainly on impact and outcome-level
results areas targeted by AEs in their funding
proposals. Data from specific sections from
these proposals was manually input into an
IEU database.

Last but not least, the analysis was
complemented by insights from a quality of
entry study carried out by the GCF IEU."
The evaluability study examined proposals of
74 approved GCF Funded Projects and asked
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the question: To what extent will the GCF’s
projects and programmes be able to credibly
report their impacts, efficiency and
effectiveness, in an evidence-based way? (see
Annex V for further notes on the study’s
methodology).

The IEU Database

For this review, the IEU team developed a
database, which involved manually collecting,
recording and coding data from proposals of
GCF Funded Projects that have been
approved by the GCF Board. This IEU dataset
contained data from all fields in GCF
proposals of Funded Projects. Additionally, it
also included information from the 18 GCF
APRs of 31 GCF projects currently under
implementation and from other Secretariat
portals and interfaces. All information was
manually input and compiled by the IEU into
a spreadsheet. Ultimately the dataset consists
of qualitative and quantitative information
manually extracted from proposals of Funded
projects, annual progress reports, FAAs, and
from GCF data storage platforms, including
the GCF website, SharePoint, Integrated
Portfolio Management System (iPMS), Fluxx,
Country Portals, and from data maintained by
different GCF divisions (Division of
Mitigation and Adaptation (DMA), Division
for Country Programming (DCP), Office of
Portfolio Management (OPM), and the
Finance Office). Inconsistent data was
checked and corrected after discussions with
relevant staff at the GCF Secretariat. All this
took the IEU approximately four months to
put together (not including time spent for
analysis). All information was double-
checked, and a percentage of the data was
blindly double-entered to ensure the accuracy
of data inputs. The information was tested and
cross-validated. The data is valid till
September 11, 2018.

The IEU database is fundamental for a range
of analyses performed throughout the review.
For this review, the team analysed qualitative
information related to the purpose, theme,

18

result areas indicators, methodologies,
financial instruments as indicated in the
proposals. Qualitative data was then coded
using a preliminary set of fifteen studies to
create a data dictionary. Subsequently, all
proposals were analysed using this data
dictionary. Analysis was undertaken for
different attributes and aggregation levels,
e.g. by financial instrument, country, region,
time of submission, access modality and
country classification. The review team also
analysed quantitative data on approved and
disbursed amounts.

Limitations of the review

We note a few limitations of this review.
First, the GCF portfolio is still in its infancy.
Few projects have commenced
implementation, and a smaller number have
submitted their first annual progress report.
To ensure that the review is drawing useful
lessons, the review deliberately focused itself
on examining underlying processes within
and outside the GCF. The hypothesis is that if
processes are sound, the GCF will be able to
inform the likely robustness of its results.
Furthermore, the review does not examine the
effectiveness or relevance of results-based
payments since it is too early to do so.

Second, due to the limited time available for
carrying out the review, only three countries
were visited for assessing processes. These
countries were not representative and were
chosen purposefully to elicit the most useful
lessons for implementation and use. Country
missions provided valuable insights into the
opportunities that the Fund has for
harmonising results management with
countries and country priorities, which we
hope will help inform subsequent
development of frameworks and guidelines.

Finally, this report’s chapters are structured
around six of IEU’s eleven evaluation criteria.
However, in designing the review, the team
ensured that all IEU’s evaluation criteria were
analysed.

© 2018 GCF IEU



AN INDEPENDENT REVIEW OF THE GCF's RESULTS MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK

V. ANALYSISBY EVALUATION CRITERIA

This review provides an assessment of the
GCF’s Results Management Framework and
its use throughout the project cycle, and
distils lessons from its application, drawing
insights on the capacity and needs of country
partners and the Fund itself. Given the
learning objectives of the RMF review, the
assessment uses criteria laid out in the
preceding section. Based on Table 4, the
review employs the following main criteria:

A. Relevance and Coherence

The Governing Instrument of the GCF defines
the purpose of the Fund as follows: “In the
context of sustainable development, the Fund
will promote the paradigm shift towards low-
emission and climate-resilient development
pathways by providing support to developing
countries to limit or reduce their greenhouse
gas emissions and to adapt to the impacts of
climate change, taking into account the needs
of those developing countries particularly
vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate
change.””® This section of the review
addresses the extent to which the RMF is
internally coherent and provides consistent
guidance for identifying projects that are likely
to promote long-term paradigm shifts towards
low-emission climate resilient development. It
assesses the logical coherence and the
sufficiency of guidance from the RMF. Since
the RMF is not the only framework to guide
and inform the GCF’s overall objective of
promoting a paradigm shift towards low-
emission and resilient development, we also
examine other frameworks that have been
approved by the Board and that complement
the guidance found in the RMF, such are the
Fund’s investment framework, the monitoring
and accountability framework and the risk
management framework. "

78 FCCC/CP/2011/9/Add/, Decision 3/CP.17/ Annex
().
7 GCF/B.09/23, Decision B.09/05.

relevance and coherence of the RMF; country
ownership (to ensure relevance of the RMF to
country priorities); effectiveness (in the use of
the RMF during project design); efficiency
(of the application of the RMF in resource
allocation, project design and reporting); and
the effectiveness of the RMF in supporting
gender sensitivity in GCF operations and
investments.

Assessment of the logical models in the
GCF RMF

Logically coherent models or “logic models”
are important in projects and programs seeking
change because logical models provide
guidance that ensures that cause-and-effect
linkages are maintained. Logic models also
describe conditions and pathways necessary to
achieve long-term goals.”® While the RMF
identifies eight specific impact result areas for
its investments as indicated in Figure 1 and
Figure 2, overall, we find that the RMF does
not have a clear or consistent causal logic
that can guide projects in the design of
operations that may contribute to long-term
change. We find also that there is a critical
absence of guidance on measuring these
result indicators and how they may be used
or informed.

An analysis carried out by the Independent
Evaluation Unit of the GCF shows the
difficulty that approved projects encounter in
credibly measuring their causal change.”” The
study looked at the proposals of 74 funded
projects of the GCF, up to B.19. It found that
in more than two-thirds of the projects’
funding proposals the causal pathways
leading to the desired impacts of the

> GCF/B.11/24, Decision B.11/10.
76 GCF/B.11/24, Decision B.11/10.
" Fiala, N., Puri, J., Mwandri, P. (2018).
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projects either were not very well discussed
or were unclear.

Assessment of the adaptation logic model

Misclassification: As indicated in the
adaptation logic model in Figure 1, the project-
level outcome results 5, 6, 7 and 8 articulate
conditions that are likely to enable or
contribute to Fund-level impact results 1, 2, 3
and 4. Project-level outcomes 5, 6 and 8 are:
“strengthened institutional and regulatory
systems,” “increased generation and use of
climate information,” and “strengthened
awareness of climate threats and risk
reduction,” respectively. These seem well
understood. However, project-level outcome 7
“strengthened adaptive capacity and reduced
exposure to climate risk,” is not an outcome
that can be fostered by individual projects
alone. Instead, this project-level outcome area
resembles a Fund-level impact area. This is
clearly a misclassification and needs to be
corrected.

There are also critical omissions in the
framework. This framework ignores key
enabling conditions important for increasing
resilience that have been widely recognized as
necessary. These include variables such as
access to financial resources or technology, or
organizational capacities.” Indeed the fifth
assessment report of the IPCC emphasizes
conditions required to strengthen climate-
resilient pathways. ° These include access to
scientific and technological expertise and
options; access to financing for appropriate
climate change strategies; business models;
and innovative financial instruments. These
are ignored in the RMF (see Figure 3).

Critically, the RMF ignores the overall
strength and potential contributions of the
private sector. To illustrate, the logic behind
micro-loan programmes is that access to
finance enables disadvantaged and

8 Berkes, F., Ross, H. (2013); Denton, F. et al (2014).
7 Denton, F. et al (2014).
80 Servon, L. (1998).
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marginalized societies to improve and
diversify their income-generating activities
and livelihoods, therefore reducing external
risks and reducing vulnerability to climate
change.® Thus micro-loan programmes aim to
build resilient communities. However, the
RMF does not acknowledge this important
source of diversification in the adaptation logic
model and ignores an instrument that is
familiar and used frequently by the private
sector. Similarly, equity funds often focus on
technological change and most climate
financing in the private market is driven by
technology companies. However, building the
organizational capacities of these companies,
leveraging their resources, or indeed
recognizing their business models as critical
for meeting climate-related objectives are not
addressed by the RMF. As technology and
business models are not factors considered in
the results framework, it is likely that private
sector investors and institutional funds do not
see a role for them in adaptation-related shifts
aimed at by the GCF.

The adaptation logic model lacks clarity in
some of its key concepts. The adaptation logic
model has as its objective “increased climate
resilient sustainable development”. This is
however not defined anywhere. Indeed, the
PMF presents an indicator that is self-
referencing. The indicator is “(The) degree to
which the Fund is achieving a climate-resilient
sustainable development impact.” Clearly, this
does not provide adequate guidance in respect
to the higher-level objective and will require
careful definition and guidance for
measurement. Furthermore, guidance in the
RMF does not distinguish between climate-
resilient activities and regular development
work. Country stakeholders interviewed for
this review underscored that climate
adaptation and resilience, and sustainable
development are “different sides of the same
coin.” This discussion around what

© 2018 GCF IEU
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differentiates adaptation from development is
not particular to the GCF. It is clearly an issue
that requires guidance and needs to be more
explicitly addressed within the Fund. The
development community has over time tried to
address the question of how adaptation and
sustainable development interventions differ.8!
One difficulty in making this interrelationship
and distinction clear is that adaptation and
resilience are very site and context-specific.
Indeed, a different study, undertaken by the
Overseas Development Institute, in which 41
different frameworks for adaptation and
resilience were reviewed, found that “there is
a clear gap between the theory on resilience
and the way in which the indicators focus on
well-being and development factors; and

indicators may not always provide a complete
picture of resilience.”®?

One example, highlighted by the IEU’s
evaluability study,® is the case of FP008,
titled “Urban Supply and Wastewater
Management Project in Fiji.” The project
includes activities such as improving water
production and treatment systems, enhancing
water sector management practices and
regulations, and increasing sewage coverage
capacity.® Although the proposal appears to
address the challenge of ensuring access to
clean water, it does not indicate how the
project would specifically mitigate risks to
water security caused by climate change.

Figure 3 Assessment of the adaptation logic model®
Paradigm
shift Increased climate-resilient sustainable development
objective

L L L

L L

1.0 Increased 2.0 Increased 3.0 Increased 4.0 Improved 7.0 Strengthened
resilience and resilience of resilience of resilience of adaptive

Fund enhanced health and well- infrastructure ecosystems and capacity and

o livelihoods of the | being, and food and the built ecosystem services| | reduced
inﬁ::clts most vulnerable | and n.'aler en_vimmnem to exposure to

people, security climate change climate risks
communities, and threats
regions

L

L

Project/
programme
outcomes

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

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

8.0 Strengthened awareness of climate threats and risk-reduction processes

ENABLING CONDITIONS MISSING FROM THE RMF

Access to financing?

Access to technology?
Organisational capacities?
Appropriate business models?
Innovative financial instruments?

Source: GCF/B.07/04/ Annex I1-111 and GCF/B.07/11/, Decision B.07/04.

81 Hug, S. et al. (2006); Grist, N. (2008).
82 Schipper, E. L. F. and Langston, L. (2015).
8 Fiala, N., Puri, J., Mwandri, P. (2018).

84 Fiala, N., Puri, J., Mwandri, P. (2018).
85 Adapted from GCF/B.07/04/ Annex II-111 and
GCF/B.07/11/, Decision B.07/04.
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Another example is FP011, titled “Large-
scale Ecosystem-based Adaptation in The
Gambia: Developing a Climate-Resilient,
Natural Resource-based Economy.” In this
case, various interventions of the project
include restoring priority degraded areas,
reducing soil erosion, increasing groundwater
recharge and increasing supply of ecosystem
goods through an ecosystem-based adaptation
programme. However, it is again unclear how
the project will specifically address the
negative livelihood impacts caused by
increased variability induced by climate
change.

The review team found that guidance on
impact indicators is general and not
useable. As discussed above, the indicators
for paradigm shift objectives (for both, the
mitigation and for the adaptation logic
models) are non-specific and inadequate for
guantification, tracing or aggregation. As
mentioned earlier, for adaptation, the
paradigm shift objective indicator is ‘the
degree to which the Fund is achieving
climate-resilient sustainable development
impacts. For mitigation, the paradigm shift
objective variable is: “the degree to which the
Fund is achieving low-emission sustainable
development impacts.” Neither one of these
indicators meet the basic SMART (Specific,

8 In turn these imply: Specific, meaning they target a
specific area; Measurable meaning it can be quantified
or at least there is some indicator of progress;
Achievable, that they can be attained; Realistic meaning
the goal or objective can be realistically achieved (given
available resources) and Time bound meaning they
indicated when the result will be achieved.
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Measurable, Achievable, Realistic and Time-
bound) criteria.®® There is also no guidance
on methods to measure these indicators
including by whom, when and how these
indicators are informed (within the project).

Along the same vein, the core adaptation
indicator is “The total number of direct and
indirect beneficiaries; (and) number of
beneficiaries relative to total population”.
Again, no guidance or protocol is provided.
Ilustratively, it does not specify how
beneficiaries will be identified, the unit of
measurement and who counts as a ‘direct’ and
an ‘indirect’ beneficiary. Using a selection of
projects under implementation®’, five projects
based their calculations on ‘actual population’
using the assumption that every resident could
benefit from the financed intervention.® Not
only is this unrealistic, but the credibility of
using the national census to arrive at this
number is also questionable. Since each
funded project can define this using its
method (many entities do not define their
approach), it’s unclear whether the indicator
is aggregable. Overall this indicator does not
capture the purpose of the adaptation thematic
area, which is to achieve climate-resilient
sustainable development.

87 All 18 projects under implementation and with APRs
submitted were reviewed; including FP001, FP002,
FP005, FP010, FP0O11, FP013, FPO15, FP016, FP0O18,
FP19, FP023, FP024, FP028, FP033, FP034, FP037,
FP039.

8 Five projects are reporting on this core indicator using
‘actual population as the basis: FP002, FP007, FP019
and FP037.
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lllustrative concerns with indicator definitions in the GCF’s PMFs

Table 5
LEVELOF | RESULT | ADAPTATION
CATEGORY | AREA INDICATOR
Fund level 2.0 2.1 Number of
impacts Increased males and
resilience females
of health  benefitting
and well-  from
being introduced
and food health measures
and to respond to
water climate-
security  sensitive
diseases

In general, all four Fund-level adaptation

impact areas are difficult to operationalize
and use.® As an illustration, in Table 5 we
show the approved indicator for Fund level

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

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

impact area in adaptation and discusses

(ILLUSTRATIVE AND NON-EXHAUSTIVE) CONCERN(S) WITH

INDICATORS AND ISSUES THAT NEED TO BE ADDRESSED BY
INDICATOR ‘PROTOCOLS’

How is ‘benefit’ defined? What will it be compared with? The
state of being yesterday, or in the past year?

How will project teams identify whether ‘benefits’ (measured
or unmeasured) occurred because of health measures (and not
because of a change in an unrelated policy for example)?

How will they know that these wouldn’t have occurred in the
absence of the health measures?

How will they ascertain that these were introduced to respond
to ‘climate-sensitive diseases’?

What are ‘climate-sensitive diseases’ i.e. how will they be
identified?

What time of the year will this be measured? By whom? How
many times? Will they use a self-responding survey or health-
clinic data to count the number of males and females?

What if the health measures were introduced in a way that is
uncorrelated to climate change?

What counts as a ‘household’?

What is meant by food-secure? (Do all members eating under
the same roof need to have two meals a day? If so, for how
many days does this need to be true for, to be counted as
‘food-secure’?)

Who decides that an ‘area’ or a ‘period’ is at risk of climate
change impacts? How is this verified?

Who collects this data? When? Using what method?

Will it be for the entire targeted population or for a smaller
sample? How is the sample selected?

What counts as ‘access’? (e.g. What if women have to walk
two hours to get to potable water? Does that still count as
being ‘accessible’?)

Do households have to account for every day of the year?
What if they didn’t have water for a week?

Will data be collected through a perception survey? How will
data be collected?

What counts as ‘safe water’? When is this data collected, and
by whom, and with what frequency? Who verifies it?

concerns. Given the current GCF frameworks,
there is a lack of guidance on how to calculate
direct beneficiaries. Overall the GCF RMF
and PMFs lack measurement protocols,
which typically define the method, how

8 These are: Fund-level adaptation impact area 1
“increased resilience and enhanced livelihoods of the
most vulnerable people, communities and regions”;
Fund level impact area 2 “increased resilience of health
and wellbeing, and food and water security”; impact

area 3 “Increased resilience of infrastructure and the
built environment to climate change threats” and impact
area 4 “Improved resilience of ecosystems and
ecosystem services”
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data for the indicator is compiled and how
it is informed, by whom, with what
frequency and unit, and the methods for
calculations and reporting. For the
adaptation core indicator, the team found that
some projects use a variety of units such as
communities, dwellings, families or
individuals that obstruct aggregation. (In this
instance, careful consideration of the units is
required to accurately determine the size of
such communities, dwellings and families.)
Unless there is further guidance and standards
that clearly defines these, the units that are
used risk to be misleading. Indeed, staff of
Accredited Entities in the field emphasized
that it was difficult to capture lessons from
projects since no guidance or benchmarks are
provided on indicators included in the PMF.

Assessment of the mitigation logic model

The mitigation model omits reference to
key enabling conditions for a paradigm
shift. Figure 2 shows the logic model on
mitigation. The logic model was adopted at
B.07 and shows how inputs and activities in
mitigation projects are translated into results
at strategic levels. There are nine result areas
selected for mitigation. Out of these, four
result areas reflect desired aggregate Fund
level impact, while the remaining five
indicate the outcome objectives at programme
or project level. In the case of the mitigation
logic model, Fund-level impacts are clearer
compared to the adaptation logic model.
Outcome areas (6,7,8,9) of the mitigation
logic model represent possible pathways to a
paradigm shift. However, the mitigation logic
model (see Figure 2) refers to only one key
condition that is likely to enable the paradigm
shift towards low-emission sustainable
development: namely outcome 5
(“strengthened institutional and regulatory
systems for low-emission planning and
development™). No mention is made in the
mitigation logic model of other likely
necessary conditions for a paradigm shift,
such as access to financing, the development
of appropriate business models, access to
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technology, availability of information, or
level of awareness. Clearly, there is a need to
consider other factors more carefully, such as
business models and innovative financial
instruments. Currently, the RMF does not
guide people to think in that direction.

It is also clear that there is an anticipated
relationship between the outcomes in the
adaptation logic model to impact, but these
relationships are ill-defined, and in most
cases, must consider a holistic consideration
of all outcomes for the impacts to be
achieved. This is not clarified by the logic
model. So, for example, it is not clear whether
the “increased generation and use of climate
information in decision making” (outcome
level result area no. 5) is expected to lead to
one or more of the fund level impacts
(increased resilience and livelihoods;
increased resilience of health and well-being;
increased resilience of infrastructure and/or
improved resilience of ecosystems). While we
expect these one-to-many mapping of
outcomes to impacts to exist, it’s clear that at
the outcome level, several other factors will
need to come together to achieve even one of
the impacts. These relationships are not laid
out anywhere. Overall logic models do not
ask for implicit assumptions in anticipated
relationships to be laid out anywhere either.

For several mitigation result areas, the line
of causality is inconsistent. For example,
impact result area for mitigation no. 1
(“reduced emissions through increased low-
emission energy access and power
generation”) has a cause-effect link to project
outcome mitigation result area no. 6
(“increased number of small, medium and
large low-emission power suppliers”). Yet the
increased number of low-emission power
suppliers is but one factor affecting access to
low-emission energy. Similarly, the Fund-
level impact mitigation result area no. 2
(“reduced emissions through increased access
to low-emission transport™) is related to
mitigation project outcome no. 8 (“increased
use of low-carbon transport”). Yet the line of
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causality would appear to go from the former
to the latter.

The Fund-level impact mitigation result area
no. 3 (“reduced emissions from buildings,
cities, industries and appliances”) is related to

systems for low-emission planning and
development”) is not explicitly linked to any
of the four Fund-level mitigation impact
result areas. Strong institutional and
regulatory systems are, however, a necessary
condition for the four Fund-level (mitigation)

project mitigation outcome result area no.7
(“lower energy intensity of buildings, cities,
industries and appliances™), but the cause-
effect relation is not clear. The Fund-level
mitigation impact result area no. 4 (“reduced
emissions from land use, deforestation, forest
degradation, and through sustainable forest
management and conservation and
enhancement of forest carbon stocks™) is
linked to a set of five REDD+ project-level
outcome results, as seen in Annex I, with
specific pathways to reach the intended
impact. An important external factor, which
has allowed this clarity in the guidance, is that
much work has been carried out in the
broader academic and development
community on how to implement REDD+.

The project-level mitigation result no. 5
(“strengthened institutional and regulatory

impact results. In this sense, the causality
closely resembles the outcome-impact
causality link found in the adaptation logical
model discussed earlier.

Another example that illustrates gaps in
causally linking project/programme outcomes
and Fund-level impacts is related to the
mitigation core indicator “volume of finance
leveraged by Fund funding.” Unfortunately,
the RMF provides no clear definition of or
differentiation between the concepts of
leveraging (i.e. resources that are catalysed by
the projects) and co-financing (i.e. resources
that are raised to implement the projects).
Indeed, project proposals show this
inconsistency when discussing methods for
reporting this core indicator.

Figure 4 Assessment of the mitigation logic model®

Paradigm
shift
objective

Shift to low-emission sustainable development pathways

L

L

L

L

L

1.0 Reduced 2.0 Reduced 3.0 Reduced |4-0 Reduced emissions from|
emissions emissions through |emissions land use, deforestation,
Fund- through increased-aeeess-to| from forest degradation, and
level increased low- | USE OF low- buildings, through sustainable forest
impacts | onicsion energy | emission transport | cities, management and
access and industries conservation and
power and enhancement of forest
generation appliances carbon stocks
* ) 2 ) )
6.0 Increased 8.0 Increased 7.0 Lower 9.0 Improved
Project/ number of use-of ACCESS | energy management of land or
programme small, medium, [TO low-carbon intensity of forest areas contribflling
outcomes 3"d_ 13_1'}3‘: low- | transport b}l,ldmgs. to emissions reductions
emission power cities.
suppliers industries, and
appliances

ENABLING CONDITIONS
MISSING FROM THE RMF

Level of awareness?

Access to financing?

Access to technology?
Availability of information?
Appropriate business models?

Innovative financial instruments?

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

Source: GCF/B.07/04/ Annex I1-111 and GCF/B.07/11/, Decision B.07/04

9% Adapted from GCF/B.07/04/ Annex II-111 and
GCF/B.07/11/, Decision B.07/04.
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There is no clear methodology in the
calculation of additional financial resource
projections at the planning stage.

The RMF presents a separate results model
for the REDD+ financing, through results-
based payments. According to the REDD+
logical model the Fund level expected impact
is to reduce emissions from land-use
deforestation, forest degradation and through
sustainable management of forests and
conservation, and enhancement of forest
carbon stocks. The logical model includes
five outcomes that contribute to this fund
level impact. All outcomes identified refer to
pathways to reduce emissions or to increased
removals of CO2 emissions. As in the case of
the broader mitigation logical model, the
REDD+ model does not identify the
enabling conditions that will contribute to
the broader transformation expressed by
the paradigm shift objective.

The analysis of the mitigation core indicators
shows that the core indicator on “tons of
carbon dioxide equivalent (t Co2eq) reduced”
was generally informed through the
application of methodologies introduced by
the UNFCCC or REDD+ guidelines.®* For the
third core indicator of mitigation, “the cost
per t CO2eq decreased”, the methodologies
used are not consistent across the selected
projects. When comparing the underlying
method of calculating the cost of CO2
decreased, projects use different approaches;
e.g. the FPO10 project (De-Risking and
Scaling Up Investment in Energy-Efficient
Building Retrofits), uses the rebound factor
and calculates the costs based on the expected
lifetime emission reduction over time; and the
FPO013 project, (Improving the Resilience of
Vulnerable Coastal Communities to Climate
Change-Related Impacts in Viet Nam), uses

91 Seven projects are reporting on this core indicator:
FP0O01, FP002, FPOO5, FPO0O7, FPO10, FPO13, FP019,
FP028 and FP039.

92 Eight projects are reporting on this core indicator:
FP0O01, FPOO5, FPO10, FPO13, FPO19, FP028, FP033
and FP039.
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the amount reduced or avoided based on
biomass increments generated by restoring
mangroves, with different biomass increments
depending the age of the mangroves.®? While
there is no direct GCF guidance on the
calculation of cost of CO2 decreased, the
projects have taken different approaches in
calculating the costs of CO2 decrease which
essentially means that indicators are not
aggregable because they don’t use
comparable methodologies, don’t specify a
standardized (or a standard for calculating
the) time period and overall do not specify
how ‘increases’ will be measure i.e. how and
which baselines will be used.

Overall, the RMF is composed of three
different frameworks, one each for
adaptation, mitigation and REDD+, and each
follows a different logic of causality both
within itself and in relation to the others. This
inconsistency in the logical causality in the
RMF contributes to the limited utility of this
tool for the management of results during the
process of project preparation. Figure 3 and
Figure 4 summarise some of the above
assessments.

Development of logic models: In several
early Board documents, there is some
discussion on the rationale for the selection of
result areas and how these result areas link to
one another. At B.05, the Board discussed and
addressed the business model framework for
the GCF. The meeting background document
includes a brief chapter on the purposes of
and linkages between the result areas.® The
document from B.06 contains a progress
report on the initial RMF that included some
tentative explanations on the logic models.®
But many of these early documents are buried
in over 300 Board decisions and have not

9% GCF/B.05/03.
% GCF/B.06/04.
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been fully developed to provide the necessary
guidance.

During interviews, the Secretariat staff
underscored the absence of guidance and the
confusion it creates. This was also confirmed
by the review team. As an example, a Board
decision at the eighth meeting on the RMF
enumerates eight impact result areas and their
respective menu of indicators without
explaining what these would entail to reach
and sustain, measure, and report on impact.*
Additionally, there is no indication of how
these results are linked to one another or
how they are expected to contribute to the
desired paradigm shift. Also missing are the
assumptions under which these results are
expected to contribute to the desired paradigm
shifts and the likely risks that could be
encountered in the process.

While the RMF indicates the result areas that
the Fund can finance, it lacks internal
coherence. Gaps in the causality chains do not
provide enough guidance on conditions that
projects should set in motion to promote a
paradigm shift towards low-emission and
climate-resilient sustainable development.
Consequently, as we note in the next section,
Secretariat specialists typically either use
other guidance or develop their own to fill in
for the gaps in the RMF.

The Investment Criteria as a
complement for the RMF

The review team found that in the absence of
consistent and methodological guidance in the
RMF, the Secretariat staff either ignored the
RMF by instead using other Board-approved
frameworks for guidance or created their own
guidance on the RMF.

One example of an alternative framework
that is routinely used by the Secretariat
staff is the Investment Framework and its
criteria. In design, the Investment

9 GCF/B.08/45, Decision B.08/07.
9% GCF/ B.07/06.

Framework and RMF are meant to
complement each other. However
operationally, the GCF’s Investment
Framework (IF) has supplanted the RMF
because the IF has stronger operational
guidance. The IF identifies the six investment
criteria (IC) outlined in Table 1. All GCF
projects are required to fulfil IF criteria prior
to approval.® The IF criteria are also used as
a checklist to approve the soundness of the
proposals. Yet, the investment criteria also
do not provide sufficient guidance for
managing for results either.

Relationship between criteria and result
areas: As indicated earlier, the link between
the IC and the RMF is primarily in the first
investment criterion, i.e. impact potential,
which speaks directly to the results expected
in the RMF adaptation and mitigation
thematic areas. As Table 2 indicates, the
impact potential criterion includes among its
indicative assessment factors, the core and
impact level indicators of the RMF and
establishes a connection.®” The other five
investment criteria (paradigm shift,
sustainable development, needs of the
recipient, country ownership and efficiency
and effectiveness) relate to topics that a GCF
project proposal is required to address, and
several fill in some of the gaps found in the
RMF. Specifically, three IF criteria are
particularly relevant and address some
important gaps in the RMF related to
conditions necessary for paradigm change and
to the guidance related to the theory of change
of projects. These three criteria are discussed
below.

The investment criterion “paradigm-shift
potential” states that projects (should) assess
the degree to which investments will achieve
sustainable development impacts beyond one-
off effects, by scaling and replicating
investments. The Secretariat’s latest
informational document on investment

97 GCF/B.09/23, Decision B.09/05.
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criteria indicators states that projects should
“be accompanied by a robust and convincing
theory of change for replication and/or
scaling up of the project results, including the
long-term sustainability of the results, or by a
description of the most binding constraint(s)
to change and how it/they will be addressed
through the project.”.*® However the other
areas of consideration to understand
“paradigm shift potential” such as “potential
for knowledge and learning”, “contribution to
creating an enabling environment”,
“contribution to regulatory frameworks and
policies” and “overall contribution to climate
resilient development pathways consistent
with a country adaptation strategies and plans
(for adaptation only)” are not acknowledged
in the guidance provided. Furthermore, there
is no guidance on how the indicative
assessment factors associated with these
attributes of paradigm shift potential, will be
measured and informed, in a way that is
consistent and useful across projects. We also
note that paradigm-shift and transformations
also require informing not just the ‘scale’ of
change and ‘replicability’ but also
recognizing that ‘depth of change’ and ‘last
mile’ considerations such as behaviour
change and recognizing that this change
needs to be non-ephemeral. All these are
critical if paradigm shift is to be informed
robustly.®

Another investment criterion that fills some of
the gaps of the RMF is “needs of the
recipient.” This criterion requires proposals to
indicate how GCF investments are expected
to meet the needs of beneficiary countries. By
requiring identification and analysis of a
“country’s financial, economic, social and
institutional needs and the barriers to
accessing domestic (public), private and other
international sources of climate related
finance,”% this criterion also provides
guidance on the conditions that projects must

% GCF/B.20/Inf.14, 8.

9 See for a greater exposition ‘Transformational change
— the challenge of a brave new world’ by J. Puri, IEU
Learning paper no. 1, Songdo, South Korea, 2018.
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address to support paradigm shifts.
Importantly though, this underscores that the
RMF (by) itself does not provide any
guidance for how needs of recipients
should be reflected in the indicators.

The third investment criterion that also fills in
some of the gaps in the RMF is “country
ownership.” This criterion explicitly links the
project results to the country priorities. This
criterion requires project proposals to “outline
how the project will help to achieve national
development goals and/or climate change
policies. Proposals should also reference the
degree to which the project is supported by a
country’s enabling policy and institutional
framework or includes policy or institutional
changes.”* This criterion also requires
proponents to indicate how the NDA for the
GCF and the relevant stakeholders were
engaged during project preparation.

There is a near consensus among managers
and specialists at the Secretariat that there is a
need for more guidance on the impact
result areas and on how these are expected
to contribute to paradigm shifts. It is clear
that most consider that the investment criteria
and the MAF are far more useful tools than
the RMF in that they allow the GCF staff to
overcome some of the inconsistencies and
gaps found in the RMF. However, another
critical shortcoming is that Board documents
and frameworks are not linked to one
another and consequently, there is nothing
that provides overall pathways in case of
divergent advice.

As a consequence, the Secretariat staff have
developed their own division-specific
solutions to address gaps and clarify
criteria when needed. Indeed, in many cases,
staff have elaborated this guidance without
much consultation with other units; this leads
to different and inconsistent messages to

100 GCF/B.20/Inf.14, 11.
101 GCF/B.20/Inf.14, 12.
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project proponents and developers. This
phenomenon, coupled with the insufficient
operational definition of key terms, has
resulted in different ways in which the Board
guidance is applied across the Secretariat.

As an illustration of different and
potentially inconsistent advice, some GCF
operational staff think that a non-objection
letter (NoL) suffices to meet the country
ownership requirement. However, other GCF
operational staff require documentation of
consultation with the key stakeholders in the
country and the identification of key country
partners prior to granting the NoL, to verify
country ownership. Still, others require that
project proposals include a theory of change
that indicates how projects are expected to
contribute to paradigm shifts in the long run.
Other parts of the Secretariat, on the other
hand, report that they give priority to the
soundness of the financial structuring of the
operations above all else. In this case, the
climate rationale is examined only once
financial criteria have been met. Still, others
“handed over” discussion and assessment of
climate rationale to other units to examine. In
yet another instance, a team considered the
methodological approach to green investment
eligibility criteria for the Green Finance
Catalysing Facility which was developed by
the Asian Development Bank.

One consequence of this lack of guidance is
that teams define criteria suited to their
specific context, training and operations. This
leads to the unfortunate consequence that
different projects are held to different
standards, which are not coherent or
consistent within the GCF. Indeed, the NDAS
and AE staff consistently referred to
inconsistencies in the guidance obtained
from different people or units within the
Secretariat.

To sum up:

Finding 1: The investment criteria are
more focused guidance than the RMF, on the

content and topics that project proposals must
include and are not exclusively related to
results. These criteria are primarily linked to
the RMF through the impact potential
criterion, which speaks directly to the core
and impact indicators of the RMF. Some
investment criteria also complement the RMF
by addressing key gaps related to causality
chains and necessary conditions to achieve
results that complement the guidance
provided by the RMF however in all cases,
guidance remains insufficient.

Finding 2: The RMF does not have a clear
and consistent causal logic that can guide
projects in the design of operations that in the
long term could contribute to a paradigm shift
towards low-emission and climate-resilient
sustainable development.

Finding 3: The RMF is only used to classify
projects by result areas but is otherwise
marginal to the overall process of
approval, implementation and
management for results in the GCF. For
many potential users of the RMF, the
framework is weak because of its omissions,
inconsistencies and incompleteness.

Finding 4: There is a critical lack of
guidance, protocols and criteria for
informing indicators in the RMF and PMF.
This has led to differences in interpretation of
policies regarding results management and
have resulted in the use of different standards
during project approval.

Finding 5: Critically the RMF does not
provide guidance that defines measurements
or indicators for the paradigm-shift
objective. Overall there are still omissions in
the overall consideration of key attributes of
paradigm-shift that should be corrected.
Unclear and inconsistent guidance has led
staff to create their own guidance and adopt
different standards, leading to inconsistent
and often non-standard advice provided to
the AEs, NDAs and others.

29



B. Country Ownership

This section on country ownership assesses
the extent to which the RMF takes into
consideration countries’ priorities, builds
upon and is sensitive to in-country capacity
for monitoring, managing and evaluating
GCF investments and delivers high utility to
GCF countries. This section elaborates
linkages between the RMF and the concept of
country ownership. It examines GCF Board
documents and evidence from three field
visits and examines them in the context of
three main areas: country priorities,
stakeholder engagement, and monitoring,
management and reporting of results.

Ensuring country ownership of the
results of GCF projects

Board Decision B.07/04 on the Initial Results
Management Framework of the Fund
reaffirms Board Decision B.04/04, stating that
the Fund will have a strategic focus on
climate change mitigation and adaptation and
also seek to maximize sustainable
development. Board Decision B.04/04 states
that “country ownership will be a core
principle of the business model framework of
the Fund and that countries will identify their
priority result areas in line with their national
strategies and plans.”%2 Beyond this,
however, most Board guidance related to
country ownership and relevance to countries’
sustainable development priorities is found in
other Board documents, as discussed below.

102 GCF/B.04/17, Decision B.04/04 (b).

108 FCCC/CP/2011/9/Add.1, Decision 3/CP.17.
104 GCF/B.04/17, Decision B.04/05 (e), (V).

105 GCF/B.04/17, Decision B.04/05 (e) (iv),
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The Governing Instrument of the GCF states
that “the Fund will pursue a country-driven
approach and promote and strengthen
engagement at the country level through
effective involvement of relevant institutions
and stakeholders.”*% The Board further
elaborated on the concept, indicating that
country ownership and a country-driven
approach are core principles of the Fund, and
also established the functions of the
NDAs/focal points.** The Board decision
established the role of the NDA or focal point
in the initial proposal approval process,
including the no-objection procedure.'® Most
recently, the Board informational document
defined country ownership as “alignment with
nationally determined contributions (NDCs),
relevant national plans indicator, and/or
enabling policy and institutional
frameworks.”1%

At B.17, the decision on the “Guidelines for
Enhanced Country Ownership and Country
Drivenness” enhances this conceptualization
further, as “Country ownership may mean
different things in different contexts,
quantitative measurement alone of country
ownership is unlikely to provide meaningful
results.”2%” However, country ownership, as
“Stakeholder engagement and coordination at
the national level, notably between line
ministries, is critical for the effective
preparation of funding proposals, as well as
ongoing monitoring and evaluation after
approval.”1%®

106 GCF/B.20/Inf.14, 12.
107 GCF/B.17/21, Annex XX, 17.
108 GCF/B.17/21, Annex XX, 13.
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Box 1 Illustrative examples of procedures for stakeholder engagement

In Kenya, the Inter-ministerial Committee for Climate Change (ICFCC) has been set up, and is
convened by the GCF NDA. The Committee includes representatives from the private sector and
civil society, who are tasked with reviewing and commenting on GCF proposals prior to the
granting of NoLs by the NDA. This process was established to ensure the participation of key
stakeholders that could assess the relevance and alignment of GCF projects with national plans
and policies but also to prevent resource-capture by any one ministry and to coordinate GCF
support in a way that ensures that national priorities are addressed.

In Rwanda, the country has employed GCF readiness funds to establish a system and strengthen
capacities of the Rwanda Environment Management Authority (REMA), where the NDA is
located to ensure that GCF proposals are aligned with national policies. The process for
engaging different stakeholders consists of two steps: 1) identifying national priorities in
different sectors in ways that are consistent with the National Strategy for Transformation 2018-
2024; and 2) establishing a set of procedures that involve key stakeholders in the review of GCF
project proposals. Through this process the NDA ensures that every proposal contributes to
national priorities, that proposals are not duplicative, and that they are fully owned by the key
stakeholders from government, civil society and the private sector.

In Viet Nam, the Ministry for Planning and Investment (MPI) is the central coordinating ministry
for official development assistance (ODA), including GCF funds, and leads a comprehensive and
intensive two-round consultation process across ministries, before ultimately an approved project
can start implementation. The Vietnamese NoL process is driven by a ministerial decree that
outlines the required consultation processes, but also makes provision for setting up the required
monitoring and reporting systems. In the case of a potential project, an AE proposes a concept
note to any ministry directly affected by the proposed project. The ministry addressed will bring
forward the concept note (CN) to the MPI. The MPI tests for sufficiency of the CN using the
different GCF investment criteria. After completion, the MPI will send the CN to all ministries
that could be involved or affected by the project, for comments, as a next step in the inter-
ministerial exchange. The comments are consolidated by the MPI and sent back to the AE that
proposed the CN. When these comments are addressed, the project can receive the NoL.
According to the MPI itself and involved implementing partners, this process can be quite
rigorous and long on its own. However, after the Board approves a project, there is a second
round of the procedure, where the timeliness and relevance of the now-approved project are
again verified by the country before it can receive the “green light” and start implementation.

Source: IEU RMF review country interview matrix
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Operationalizing country ownership:
Indeed, the concept of country ownership and
country drivenness used by the GCF can be
found throughout the entire project cycle,
beyond the preparation of funding proposals.
During the review, the Secretariat staff
described the concept of country ownership in
a variety of ways, including, but not exclusive
to, the following: established focal point in
the countries represented by the NDASs; a no-
objection letter procedure; established
national plans (referring to nationally
determined contributions, and national
adaptation programmes of action);
stakeholder consultations across ministries,
civil society and private sector organizations.
These components were viewed as minimum
criteria to ensure preparation, implementation,
and management of projects in countries.
Some staff also indicated the importance of
ensuring the participation of NDAs in
monitoring and reporting processes to ensure
continued (country) ownership GCF-funded
projects.

These views are consistent with the Board
decision taken at B.17 on enhanced country
ownership, stating that a “consultative process
should aim to be an ongoing process through
the design, implementation, monitoring and
evaluation and exit stages of a project or
programme, rather than a discrete activity
occurring only once.”*% Findings from the
field visits have mirrored this general
understanding in the countries of the
importance of consultative processes in the
country with all relevant stakeholders,
including staff from line ministries and civil
society as well as representatives from private
sector organizations.

The NDAs interviewed for this review viewed
the RMF as an instrument that provides
guidance on the type of investments the
Fund finances. They especially appreciated
the flexibility and the inclusion of results
related to adaptation, as the focus on

109 GCF/B.17/21 Annex XX, 14.
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adaptation allows for multiple linkages to
their national development priorities. For
NDAs the relevance of the RMF is
determined by the extent to which it
provides a framework to match GCF
projects with priorities related to climate
change that are identified in country plans
and strategies. During interviews, the
conversation on country ownership and
relevance quickly turned from the RMF
towards the importance of processes for
stakeholder involvement, which is a key
responsibility for NDAS to ensure the
relevance of GCF projects to the national
development priorities (see Box 1).

However as is clear from Box 1, four things
are important to note: First, NDAs are kept
out of the loop in the management of GCF
Funded projects and indeed, on the ground
although there is wide recognition that the
GCF support adaptation and mitigation
activities, and this is often reflected in
stakeholder consultations, the importance of
the RMF in ensuring country ownership stops
here. Indeed, in most countries, once a project
is approved, the NDA is not involved in the
oversight or management of the investment,
which is usually undertaken by the
implementing partner. The RMF does not
provide an avenue for NDAs, to manage or
provide oversight to GCF investments.
Second, although the RMF is recognized
during stakeholder consultation, the potential
for using the RMF in managing projects,
during the post-approval stage, is rarely
recognized. Third, the RMF indicators do
not inform and are not informed by
national monitoring systems. Last but not
least, coordinating mechanisms set up in-
country for setting up no objection procedures
help in ensuring that GCF projects are aligned
with national plans and policies and also
preventing resource-capture by any one
ministry.
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To sum up:

Finding 1: The RMF reaffirms that country
ownership is a key principle in Fund
operations and is critical to the attainment of
results. But the RMF provides no specific
guidance regarding responsibilities, roles or
processes by which country ownership is to
be realized. This guidance is in other Board
decisions, which specify that country
ownership needs to be assured through
various processes during the design,
implementation, monitoring and evaluation,
and exit stages of a project. This is a principle
of key importance that has prompted the

countries visited to develop coordinating
systems to ensure that GCF projects target
results that contribute to their national
sustainable development priorities and to
ensure that key stakeholders are involved in
the consultation processes. A specific missed
opportunity is that the RMF indicators are
not linked with national monitoring
systems.

Finding 2: The case study countries have
incorporated climate change into their
national priorities and strategies. It is very
likely that this incorporation would have
occurred even in the absence of the RMF.
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C. Effectiveness

At its fifth meeting, the Board stated that the
Fund’s results management framework will
“enable effective monitoring and evaluation
of the outputs, outcomes and impacts of (i)
the Fund’s investments and portfolio, and the
Fund’s organizational effectiveness and
operational efficiency.”**

This section of the report addresses the extent
to which the RMF guidance is being applied
across the GCF portfolio; examines if the
RMF is being used for reporting required by
the GCF and the extent to which GCF
approved projects are incorporating indicators
and using it to manage implementation and
overall results. It also examines consistency
in methods used for informing core impact
indicators and analyses conditions associated
with low-compliance in reporting RMF
indicators.

APRs as a reporting tool for the GCF

The Fund’s portfolio is still young and does
not allow for a meaningful and
comprehensive analysis of actual quality of
monitoring and reporting by the AEs: only 31
of the 74 projects of the portfolio are
currently under implementation. Of these, 18
projects have submitted their first annual
progress reports (APRSs). This chapter looks
briefly at trends in reporting using evidence
from the 18 APRs and 74 proposals for
Funded Projects submitted to the Fund.

An analysis of these reports indicates that out
of the 31 projects under implementation 16
are adaptation projects, eight are mitigation
and seven are cross-cutting. Furthermore, out
of the 18 projects that have submitted APRs,
10 are adaptation, five are mitigation and
three are cross-cutting projects.
Geographically, there are at least two projects

110 GCF/B.05/23 (g) (i).

111 The GCF classifies projects according to the
following four regions: Latin America and the
Caribbean, Eastern Europe, Asia-Pacific and Africa.
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in each of the four GCF regions.!*! One
project targets climate change in more than
one of the GCF regions. The complete list of
the 18 projects with annual progress reports
can be found in Annex IV.

APRs are a key reporting tool from the AE
to GCF. Indeed, once implementation begins,
the APRs represent the main conduit through
which the AEs may communicate
performance and implementation fidelity as
well as concerns regarding progress and
potential impact to the GCF (see Annex VI
for the current APR template). The Board
decision at B.11 indicates that the AEs are
primarily responsible for the M&E of all
funded activities and will report accordingly
to the GCF using the APR template. And
further, “contents for APRs should include a
narrative report (with supporting data as
needed) on implementation progress based on
the logical framework submitted in the
funding proposal and considerations on the
ongoing performance of the
project/programme against the GCF
investment framework criteria, including
updates on the indicators and a report on ESS
as well as gender.”*!2 In addition to this,
referring to the MAF, the “report should align
with the modalities set out in the GCF results
management framework and its performance
measurement frameworks for adaptation and
mitigation, as amended and updated from
time to time.”13

Template and guidance on the APR
provided by the GCF: The APR relates
directly to the Results Management
Framework and the modalities provided by
the performance measurement frameworks for
adaptation, mitigation and REDD+, as well as
the GCF’s Investment Framework. The APR
template is user-friendly with instructions

112 GCF/B.11/24, Decision B.11/10, Annex I. 13.
113 GCF/B.11/24, Decision B.11/10, Annex I. 13.

© 2018 GCF IEU



AN INDEPENDENT REVIEW OF THE GCF's RESULTS MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK

when required. It consists of six sections,
including entries on general project
information, implementation progress based
on the project logframe indicators,
implementation timetable, implementation
challenges and lessons learned, financial
information, country-specific information and
safeguards. The AEs are required to fill out
the APR based on the logframe provided in
the funding proposal. This is particularly
relevant to Section two of the APR, which
requests a progress update on the “project
indicators of the logic framework” and on the
Fund-level core indicators and impact
indicators, which directly speak to the impact
indicators specified in the RMF. Additionally,
the AEs are required to address how their
gender and social action plans are progressing
and to provide an update on the
implementation of ESS including any risks or
vulnerabilities that may have been identified
over the year. The APR template requests an
update on planned activities during the next
year. The AEs are also required to provide
information on impact indicators and an
update on the methods and assumptions they
use for each indicator in Section 2.3 of the
APR template (see Annex VII).

Operationalizing the APR: Consultations in
the field with the AEs and implementing
partners confirmed that the APR template is
used. However, while all the AEs interviewed
had submitted APRs to the GCF Secretariat,
the methodologies used to arrive to the
information that is reported were
heterogeneous across those projects. For
example, reporting on impact-level indicators
for adaptation, “the number of direct/indirect
beneficiaries”, showed a variety of
approaches, caused by the difference in

114 GCF/B.05/23, Decision B.05/03 (g).

project context and sector affiliation. In an
illustrative case in which the project had been
in operation for only two years, the AE
reported estimates of potential impact instead
of actual progress on impacts.

Effectiveness in tracking allocation of
Fund investments, thematic areas and
result areas

One goal of the RMF is to enable effective
monitoring and evaluation of the Fund’s
investments.'* In this subsection, we
examine the extent to which the RMF has
been used during the project design stage and
has informed the selection of impact
indicators. This, in turn, will help us to
understand the likelihood that AEs will
provide relevant and reliable impact
information during implementation on the
various result areas of the RMF.

One important distinction between the GCF
and other funds that address climate change is
the stipulation in the Governing instrument
indicating that the “Fund will strive to
maximize the impact of its funding for
adaptation and mitigation and seek balance
between the two.”** Thus, as indicated in
Figure 1 and Figure 2, the RMF distinguishes
between investments in adaptation and those
in mitigation. The Fund also encourages
cross-cutting projects that strive for reduced
emissions and increased resilience at the same
time. To assess the extent to which this
guidance in Fund allocation to thematic areas
is clear and properly implemented during
project design, the IEU carried out an
assessment of the funding proposals of the 74
projects that have been approved by the
Board as of June 2018.

115 FCCC/CP/2011/9/Add.1, Decision 3/CP.17 Annex.
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Figure 5 Entries compared in Section A.1 of the Funding Proposals

116

A.1.8. Mitigation / adaptation focus

O Mitigation

0 Adaptation [J Cross-cutting

A.1.11. Results areas (mark all that apply)

Reduced emissions from:
Energy access and power generation

Increased resilience of:
Most vulnerable people and communities

relocation of manufacturing facilities and warehouses, etc.)
Health and well-being, and food and water security

O (E.g. climate-resilient crops, efficient irrigation systems, etc.)
0 Infrastructure and built environment

(E.g. sea walls, resilient road networks, etc.)
0 Ecosystem and ecosystem services

(E.g. new and retrofitted energy-efficient buildings, energy-efficient equipment for companies and supply chain management, etc.)

O (E.g. on-grid, micro-grid or off-grid solar, wind, geothermal, etc.)
O Low emission transport
(E.g. high-speed rail, rapid bus system, etc.)
0 Buildings, cities and industries and appliances
O Forestry and land use

(E.g. forest conservation and management, agroforestry, agricultural irrigation, water treatment and management, etc.)

O (E.g. mitigation of operational risk associated with climate change — diversification of supply sources and supply chain management,

(E.g. ecosystem conservation and management, ecotourism, etc.)

Source: Green Climate Fund (2015) Funding proposal template, Version 1.1.

Classification into climate sub-themes: The
first question the review team examined was
whether projects were properly classified into
the three themes: adaptation, mitigation, and
cross-cutting. This has been verified by
comparing two Funding Proposals (FP), as
shown in Figure 5 in Section A.1 of the FP
template. Entry A.1.8. requires the proposal to
indicate the overall theme of the
project/programme. Entry A.1.11. asks which
of the RMF’s impact level result areas the
projects are targeting. We assume that a
mitigation project will target one or more
mitigation result areas; adaptation proposals
will target adaptation result areas; and cross-
cutting projects will have at least one targeted
result area in each theme. See Annex V1 for
the complete template of GCF funding
proposals.

The assessment found that 72 out of 74
projects passed this initial test. The two
outliers were funding proposals FP017 and

116 Green Climate Fund (2015) Funding proposal
template, Version 1.1.
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FP040. FP017, titled “Climate Action and
Solar Energy Development Programme in the
Tarapaca Region in Chile,” self-identifies as a
mitigation project, but it also aims to increase
the resilience of the most vulnerable people
and communities in the region. This makes it
a cross-cutting project. FP040, titled
“Tajikistan: Scaling up Hydropower Sector
Climate Resilience,” self-identifies as a cross-
cutting project, but does not target any result
areas that would result in reduced emissions.
This makes it effectively an adaptation
project. This is a minor error and can be
easily corrected, but it underscores that the
Fund needs to ensure basic oversight as it
scales up its funding portfolio.

Consistency between targeted areas and
logical frameworks: Next, we examined the
consistency between targeted result areas as
articulated in funding proposals and
indicators in the logic framework of the
approved projects. For 74 approved funding

© 2018 GCF IEU



AN INDEPENDENT REVIEW OF THE GCF's RESULTS MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK

proposals, the information in Section A.1.11
(see Figure 5) and Section H.1.1 (see Figure
6) regarding paradigm shift objectives and
Fund-level impacts, was examined. It is
assumed that all proposals will link at least
one indicator in their logical frameworks to
the result areas they have self-identified in the
proposal. This is reasonable because result
areas should reflect the objectives of the
project as articulated in the logical
framework.

As an aside, during our consultations with the
Secretariat, it was discovered that there is no
clear guidance on how to weight a project
component sufficiently for it to qualify into a
result area. Again, this is not unexpected
since few organizations provide such
guidance. However, given the context of the
GCF and the fact that the GCF is likely to
support investments that have multiple
objectives, it will be important to provide
some suggested guidance as the Fund
evolves.

Since the RMF and PMF guidelines do not
explicitly require projects to demonstrate their
results only with GCF Board-approved
indicators, the assessment also accepted non-
GCF impact indicators, as long as each
indicator had a logical relationship with the
self-selected result area.

The results of this assessment shed light on a
more significant issue within the portfolio.
Out of the 74 projects, only 45 projects had
indicators that mapped to result areas that
they were targeting. As an example, FP060,
titled “Water Sector Resilience Nexus for
Sustainability in Barbados,” targets energy
access and power generation; the increased
resilience of the most vulnerable people and
communities; and increased resilience of
health, water and food security. This cross-
cutting project has at least one corresponding
impact indicator in its log frame for
mitigation, adaptation and seemed to inform
three impact result areas, (two in adaptation
and one in mitigation).

Figure 6 Section H.1.1. of the GCF proposals’ logical framework™’

H.1.1. Paradigm Shift Objectives and Impacts at the Fund level’

Paradigm shift objectives

(MoV)

Choose appropriate Please elaborate on the paradigm shift objectives to which the project/programme
expected result contributes.
Means of Target
Expected Result Indicator Verification Baseline Mid-term Assumptions

(it applicabley | Tl

Fund-level impacts

Flease select relevant
GCF indicators from the
Choose appropriate | Fund’s performance
expected results measurement framework.
More than one indicator
may be selected per
expected impact result.

Source: Green Climate Fund (2015) funding proposal template, Version 1.1.

117 Green Climate Fund (2015) funding proposal
template, Version 1.1.

37



Figure 7 Projects by theme with at least one impact indicator missing for their targeted results

Projects by theme with at least one impact indicator missing for their targeted
results compared to the portfolio
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Source: IEU database, GCF Funding proposals between November 2015 and March 2018.

On the other hand, 39 per cent of the total
number of currently approved GCF did not
have an impact indicator in their logframe for
at least one result area that they were
targeting (29 out of the 74 projects).8 A
further breakdown of these 29 projects by
theme, shown in Figure 7, shows clearly that
cross-cutting projects are most likely to
underreport on their results.

Figure 7 shows that 14 out of the 29 projects
that had at least one impact indicator missing
were adaptation projects. In relative terms
though, this issue is critical for cross-cutting
projects, affecting more than 70 per cent of
cross-cutting funding proposals. Mitigation
projects, on the other hand, are less prone to
this issue. An underlying reason for this can
be that mitigation projects, in general, are

118 Even though the above caveat allowed for non-GCF
indicators, every project that had a non-GCF impact
indicator, also had one from the GCF’s PMFs
accompanying it.

38

more focused in their scope, targeting fewer
result areas.

It is not possible to differentiate between
high- and lower-priority result areas within a
single project. In consultations, the Secretariat
staff expressed the opinion that weighting
result areas could improve the quality of the
design of proposals. Several members
acknowledged that cross-cutting projects face
this difficulty and the provision for
prioritization between targeted result areas
could help to overcome challenges at the
design and pre-approval phase, associated
with the unclear division of responsibilities
and internal allocation of proposals within the
Secretariat’s divisions. Given the current
structure of the Secretariat, there might also
be more incentives to focus on investment
criteria which are related to approval of

119 Of the eight Fund result areas, mitigation projects on
average target 1.3 result areas, adaptation projects target
2.4 result areas, while cross-cutting projects target 4.1
result areas.
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projects than to focus on results management
during implementation, in particular in
respect to those units within the Secretariat
that are primarily responsible for shepherding

projects during the preparation phase. This is
a structural issue within the design process of
projects.

Figure 8 Value and number of projects missing impact indicators as a percentage of the number
of areas as indicated in submitted and approved proposals

Value and number of projects missing indicators in one or more results area

2500
2143 M
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8 00
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<
2
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= 563 M 692 M
500 114 M 0M
45 projects 3 projects 23 projects 3 projects 0 projects
0
0% 1-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100%

Percentage of impact indicators missing

Source: IEU database, GCF Funding proposals between November 2015 and March 2018, GCF funding (as of
12 September 2018). Notes: The exact USD amounts were calculated by adjusting the approved financing

amount with the approved FAA amounts.

To investigate this issue the assessment
looked at the ratio of the number of impact
indicators missing to the number of areas
targeted.*?® We counted approved projects
that lacked at least one impact indicator (as
indicated in their log frame) and compared
that to the number of impact areas targeted in
the projects proposals (in Section A of the
proposal template). For example, if a project
targets energy access and power generation,
and transport (in Section A of the proposal
template) but did not have an impact indicator
in its log frame for energy access and power
generation, then that project missed 50 per
cent of its required impact indicators (1 of 2).
We categorized 74 GCF approved projects
into four ranges to reflect the number of target
areas that had no associated indicators as a

120 \We applied equal weights (in cross-cutting projects)
to both result areas.

percentage of total number of targeted areas
in a project (see Figure 8): 1-25 per cent; 26-
50 per cent; 51-75 per cent; and 76-100 per
cent.*?! So for instance, in Figure 8, the bar in
the interval ‘26-50 per cent’ means there were
23 GCF funded projects that had anywhere
from one of four indicators missing (25 per
cent), to, one of two (50 per cent) indicators
missing.

Most projects that miss reporting their impact
indicators do so in 26-50 per cent of their
result areas. Figure 8 confirms that 39 per
cent of the GCF’s committed USD 3.5 billion
worth of investments will not report on at
least one indicator. This means that unless
impact indicators are identified for result
areas that are now missing them, the Fund

121 The 45 projects that had indicators related to all their
target areas in their project proposals are categorized in
the 0% bar.
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will have results reporting gaps for USD
1.3 billion of its investments, and of these,
will have serious information gaps for
tracking and reporting impacts of more than
USD 800 million of investments. As
discussed earlier, this issue is most significant
for funded projects that are cross-cutting.
Thirteen out of 18 projects were missing at
least one impact indicator per targeted result
area (see Figure 7). Of these 13 projects, three
projects are only considering reporting results
on either their mitigation or their adaptation
impacts. 122 123

Attributes of projects that under-plan for
reporting and omit impact indicators: We
also examined other attributes of the portfolio
such as time of approval, size of project by
GCF investment amounts, modality of access,
and financial instruments used to understand

122 These are: First, FP003, titled “KawiSafi Ventures
Fund,” is a cross-cutting project aimed at reducing
emissions through increased low-emission energy
access and power generation, while at the same time
increasing resilience and enhancing the livelihoods of
the most vulnerable people, communities and regions.
However, the project is reporting the impact it has in
terms of emission reductions only. While they report on
all core indicators, as needed, including the total number
of direct/indirect beneficiaries, they do not inform the
result area of increased resilience and enhanced
livelihoods, mentioned above. The country field visit
has shown that the national monitoring system could
inform on these results. This issue will be further
discussed in the next sections.

Second, FP040, titled “Tajikistan: Scaling Up
Hydropower Sector Climate Resilience,” has already
been mentioned before. The project is classified as
cross-cutting; however, it is not targeting any mitigation
result areas, nor does it have any impact indicators
either to measure emissions reductions. In addition,
although its Section A.1.11 indicates that it will target
the increased resilience and enhanced livelihoods of
people; contribute to increased resilience of health and
well-being, or water and food security; and increase the
resilience of the infrastructure and the built
environment; the proposal is planning to measure the
impact of the project in the latter result area only.

Third is FP044, titled “Tina River Hydropower
Development Project,” which, as opposed to the
previous hydro project, is planning to measure only the
emissions reductions through increased low-emission
energy access and power generation, while not
measuring the extent to which the resilience of the
infrastructure and built environment has been improved
through the project.

123 Additionally, FPO76, titled “Climate-Friendly
Agribusiness Value Chains Sector Project,” should be
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whether there were systematic attributes that
may help the Fund to identify cases where
under-reporting and under-planning occurs.
Our results are summarized in

Figure 9, Figure 10 and Figure 11.

GCF projects have been approved over seven
Board meetings.? The review team found
that the likelihood of under-planning and
omitting impact indicators is unaffected by
the maturity of the Fund’s institutional and
policy frameworks. The distribution of the 29
projects that have missing impact level
indicators remains constant over time.?
However, size seems to matter:

Figure 9 shows that small projects are more
likely to miss reporting their impact indicators
compared to larger ones. 126 However, in
dollar amounts, the investment amounts for

highlighted. Even though the project is planning to
measure its impact in all its adaptation result areas, and
it is also measuring emissions reductions in a way, the
project is technically not informing its mitigation area in
a robust way. The proposal states that “investing in bio-
digesters will also reduce pressure on forest resources
for fuel wood, therefore reducing the deforestation rate,
while contributing to reducing GHG emissions.” But in
the log frame, the measured emission reduction would
originate from the switch to bio digesters and use of bio-
slurry as fertilizer. In fact, the GCF result area that has
been named in the log frame is “reduced emissions
through waste management and increased low-emission
energy access and power generation” and not forestry
and land use, as targeted, even though the bio digesters
are planned to be used for fertilizing and not for power
generation. The project implicitly admits that it is not
informing its targeted result area, even though the
measurement of causality would technically be possible
if additional monitoring provisions were made. All in
all, the project might have cross-cutting impact, but the
way the monitoring is designed, the mitigation impact
will not be robustly measured and its claim for an
overall reduction of at least 240,000 tCO2eq (directly)
and 3.25 million tCO2eq (indirectly) is currently not
sufficiently supported.

124 The following GCF Board meetings were
considered: B.11, B.13, B.14, B.15, B.16, B.18, and
B.19.

125 The rate of projects missing one or more indicators
for the selected impact result areas, compared to all the
approved projects at that Board meeting, has remained
more or less constant over the seven board meetings.
The rates were: B.11: 38%; B. 13: 44%; B.14: 22%);
B.15: 50%; B.16: 50%; B.18: 27%; B.19: 43%.

126 Sizes are categorized as micro (up to 10M USD),
small (10-50M USD), medium (50-250M USD), and
large (more than 250M USD).
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medium and large-sized projects that do not
report impact indicators is far greater than the
total investments for small size projects that
omit impact indicators. Funding modality
seems to matter too. Figure 11 shows that
the ratio of projects with omitted impact
indicators is equal across funding types: grant
or grant and loan. Larger and international
accredited entities tend to be more error-
prone. Figure 10 shows that 41 per cent of the
projects that omit an impact indicator is
implemented by international entities and 34
per cent are implemented by direct access
entities. Clearly (institutional) capacity and
policies explain very little of this omission.
As seen in Figure 10, approximately USD
1240 M in committed GCF investments to
international accredited entities will not
provide information to the GCF in at least one
of their targeted result areas. This is compared
to six projects, accounting for approximately
USD 130 M, for direct access modality.
Given the small number of projects in the
Fund’s portfolio, this should be seen as an

emerging trend that requires further
investigation. Finally, adaptation projects
are more likely to omit at least one impact
indicator, compared to mitigation projects.
One-fifth of the adaptation focused FPs
omitted an impact indicator. Within these,
most errant cases occur in projects that focus
on at least one of the following two
adaptation result areas: increased resilience
and enhanced livelihood of the most
vulnerable people, communities, and regions;
and increased resilience of health and well-
being, and water and food security. These are,
in fact, also two areas where the distinction
between climate change resilience and
sustainable development is difficult to make
and where devising and using indicators is
significantly difficult. But this problem is not
unique to the GCF. These are two result areas
in which the GCF’s Board has approved the
impact indicators. Even though they are
approved, this review shows that a significant
proportion of the proposals have difficulty in
applying them to their projects.

Figure 9 Projects missing at least one impact indicator, by size of GCF Funded Project

The amount of GCF investment where at least one of the result areas lack
impact indicators, categorised by size of GCF investment
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Size of GCF investment

Source: IEU database, GCF Funding proposals between November 2015 and March 2018, GCF funding (as
of 12 September 2018). Notes: The exact USD amounts were calculated by adjusting the approved financing

amounts with the approved FAA amounts.
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Figure 10 Projects missing at least one impact indicator, by access modality

Value of projects by access modality
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Source: IEU database, GCF Funding proposals between November 2015 and March 2018, GCF funding (as of
12 September 2018). Notes: The exact USD amounts were calculated by adjusting the approved financing
amounts with the approved FAA amounts.

Figure 11 Projects missing at least one impact indicator, by financial instrument mix

Projects that have at least one targeted result area without corresponding
impact indicator, by financial instrument mix
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Source: IEU database, GCF Funding proposals between November 2015 and March 2018, GCF financing for
all projects approved; retrieved in July 2018

Likelihood of good reporting in approved assessed 74 approved proposals and examined
GCF projects: The IEU also assessed the them on several attributes. Key findings were:
evaluability of approved GCF proposals to

understand the likelihood of credible and Baseline data: Only 14 per cent of the

robust reporting of results.'?” The study proposals indicated that they would collect

baseline data. One-third of Funded Project

127 Fiala, N., Puri, J., Mwandri, P. (2018).
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proposals have discussed the possibility for
baseline data, but the proposals require some
clarification about what information will be
collected. The remaining 50 per cent have no
plans for baseline data collection on key
variables (see Figure 13).

Overall monitoring and evaluation: Three-
fourths of approved GCF proposals do discuss
a reporting plan for monitoring and
evaluation. However, many of these would
require further clarification as these
discussions usually consist of a skeletal
description of basic reporting practices, such
as pledges to produce annual reports, but they
lack detail on how indicators will be tracked,
and how the monitoring efforts will inform
future project activities (see Figure 13).

Informing the investment criteria in
funding proposals: 74 proposals were
assessed on the clarity with which they
monitored implementation fidelity, the
presence of a well-articulated targeting
strategy and the feasibility of measuring and
informing progress related to each of the GCF
investment criteria. The review found that 46
per cent of the proposals have limitations on
how investment criteria are informed, and/or
the information level is insufficient to inform
them credibly. In more than half (53 per cent)
of the proposals, impact potential of the
project is discussed but needs significant
clarification on how it will be informed, or
the information is not enough.

Figure 12 Project missing at least one impact indicator, by result area’?®
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Source: IEU database, GCF Funding proposals between November 2015 and March 2018

128 This table shows each result area, how many times it
has been targeted, and how many times an impact
indicator has been omitted from the corresponding log
frame. As one project can have more than one target

area, and most do have more, as detailed previously, the
numbers in the figure represent the individual
occurrences of the given result areas throughout the
portfolio.
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Figure 13 Data and Reporting assessment of the Evaluability study
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Source: Fiala, N., Puri, J., Mwandri, P. (2018).

Quality of theories of change: The
evaluability study also assessed the extent to
which there are good implicitly or explicitly
stated theories of change articulated in GCF
proposals. The good news is that half of the
74 proposals identify and mention unintended
consequences and a bit fewer (32 per cent)
have well-defined theories of change. On the
other hand, 51 per cent of the proposals do
not inform their theories of change with good
quality evidence (from either other sources or
their own formative work) and in 31 per cent
of the proposals, causal pathways either are
not very well discussed or are unclear.
Overall, most proposals have some discussion
of an overarching theory of change, but these
frequently rely on unverified assumptions
regarding potential causal mechanisms.

Aggregation across entities: There is no
system in the GCF secretariat that would
allow the consolidation and aggregation of
reported information across entities, which
can help prevent double counting of results.
This was also apparent during the country
field visits, as co-financed projects have
significant reporting requirements toward
other financiers. AE staff also felt that linking
the GCF’s reporting requirements with the

129 Fiala, N., Puri, J., Mwandri, P. (2018).
130 GCF/B.08/45, Annex VIII.
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Sustainable Development Goals (SDGS)
would reduce reporting burden and harmonize
efforts, as there is a lot of already ongoing
work in all countries related to the SDGs.

Refining the indicators: The GCF
Secretariat is well aware of the
aforementioned issues, and since the latest
Board approval of some parts of the
Performance Measurement Frameworks, %
the Secretariat has endeavoured to further
develop the frameworks. The latest
informational document®3! placed emphasis
on improving the measurement, reporting,
and verification approaches for indicators;
and proposed revising indicators to make
them more coherent with other climate
finance organizations. The Secretariat’s
update presented steps toward clarifying some
specific challenges that are identified in this
review. It presents a clearer method for the
interpretation of leveraged finance for the
mitigations core indicator. It also institutes a
move from a two-tier to a three-tier system,
introducing country level measurement,
beyond Fund and project/programme-level.
The country level is suggested to focus on
climate-related institutional and regulatory
systems. In addition, it also points to the need

131 GCF/B.20/Inf.01.
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for improving the definition of the adaptation
core indicator. However, this document was
not considered by the board.

In this document, the Secretariat has proposed
refining the indicators using the lens of
complementarity and coherence with other
climate finance mechanisms. The need to
address the question of coherence and
complementarity across climate finance
institutions was validated during our
consultations. The update to the PMFs
recommends including some indicators that
are also used by other climate finance
institutions, such as the Adaptation Fund, the
CIF Pilot Program for Climate Resilience, or
the CIF Clean Technology Fund. As noted
earlier, the development of the indicators has
already been an on-going process within the
GCF Secretariat. Rightly so, the revision and
refinement of the indicators should be a
continuous learning process within the Fund
in light of accumulating experience and
lessons through implementation. This process
can further be enhanced through the
integration of indicators used elsewhere in the
climate finance sector. Doing so will also
provide a unique opportunity for joint
learning and for improvement of global
standards by sharing lessons and experience.

Beyond the coordination with other climate
finance institutions, the accessibility of
remote sensing, big data, global databases and
other emerging forms of information also
present new opportunity to adopt more
reliable monitoring approaches that can help
overcome the challenges of data collection
and aggregation of information across
multiple projects, entities and scales. Also,
considering that the attention and efforts of
project managers are mostly oriented towards
the delivery of project activities and outputs,
the fund could also explore the use of
independent institutions to carry out
monitoring. The independent evaluation of a
recently concluded UNIDO project also

132 UNIDO (2018)

demonstrates the value of hiring independent
laboratories to conduct monitoring of project
results. Given the high quality of information
generated by the monitoring system, the
project was able to demonstrate that it greatly
surpassed the impact targets. 3

To sum up:

Finding 1: The RMF provides sufficient
guidance for classifying projects to the
themes of adaptation and mitigation.
However, it does not provide sufficient
guidance for cross-cutting projects. Seventy
per cent of the cross-cutting projects failed to
include an impact indicator to report their
results, in at least one of their result areas.

Finding 2: The current RMF does not allow
for accurate reporting of GCF funding
allocations to GCF result areas for mitigation
and adaptation. This further aggravates the
assessment of cross-cutting projects, where
the prevalence of their mitigation or their
adaptation aspects can be a significant
attribute.

Finding 3: Almost 40 per cent of the
projects in the GCF’s portfolio are missing
at least one impact indicator in their
targeted result areas. This means that the
Fund runs a risk of having gaps in impact
information in almost 40 per cent of its
investments so far. In projects funded for a
total of USD 1.3 billion, there are likely to be
missing impact indicators, with the
consequence that the GCF will not know
whether key impacts have been achieved for
this amount of investment. Of this, gaps are
likely to be more severe in USD 800 million
dollars of investments.

Finding 4: The assessment of the quality at
entry of the 74 funding proposals has shown
that there are significant deficiencies in M&E
planning across the portfolio. Half of the
proposals of Funded Projects have no plans
for baseline data collection on key variables;
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an overwhelming majority of the proposals do
not have sufficiently well-articulated M&E
plans at the approval stage; and in more than
half (53 per cent) of the proposals impact
potential of the project is discussed but needs
significant clarification.

Finding 5: A large proportion of projects
reviewed have not made the necessary
provisions to ensure impact reporting during
project implementation. The Fund lacks the
guidance that can direct the AEs with the
design of appropriate monitoring and
evaluation systems and methods into the
projects. Nor has the Fund established
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mechanisms to ensure consistency and
aggregation of reporting information at the
project, country, or portfolio level.

Finding 6: The Secretariat has taken steps to
inform and improve the measurement,
reporting and verification approaches to
indicators and has revised some indicators in
light of the need for coherence with other
climate-finance institutions and has
endeavoured in further developing the
frameworks. However, the document was not
considered by the Board, and the previous
version of the framework with insufficient
guidance remains in effect.
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D. Efficiency

This section addresses the extent to which the
RMF has fostered or hindered the wise use of
non-monetary resources. The Governing
Instrument of the Green Climate Fund
indicates that “the Fund will operate in a
transparent and accountable manner guided
by efficiency and effectiveness.”*3 We
examine the extent to which the RMF
contributes to or hinders the wise use of
resources in the fulfilment of the GCF’s
mission. While this chapter examines
resource use during the process of identifying
project result areas, indicators, and
monitoring and reporting, when pertinent, it
also looks at how the RMF is affecting the
use of resources in other aspects of the GCF’s
operations.

Roles and responsibilities in monitoring
and reporting

The definition of the roles, responsibilities,
tools and procedures related to results
monitoring and reporting is another key topic
for results management that is not sufficiently
addressed in the RMF and the Performance
Measurement Frameworks (PMFs).
Nonetheless, guidance for monitoring and
reporting of GCF investments and projects is
addressed by the Monitoring Accountability
Framework (MAF).

In the Board document of the seventh
meeting, the Initial Results Management
Framework of the Fund states that “the
performance measurement process will
require effort from the Secretariat, accredited
IEs and intermediaries, and executing entities
(EEs)”34, while also indicating that “upon
approval of the initial RMF by the Board, the
Secretariat will develop, in consultation with
the IEs and intermediaries, a performance-
monitoring plan that clarifies the respective
roles and responsibilities. 1Es will have
primary responsibility for reporting on the

133 ECCC/CP/2011/9/Add.1, Decision 3/CP.17.
134 GCF/B.07/04, Decision GCF/B.07/11 (8).

performance of the Fund-funded interventions
on the ground.”3%

The MAF clarifies the respective roles and
responsibilities and tools for monitoring and
reporting. The AEs are given a central role in
monitoring and reporting on projects, the
Secretariat is given responsibility for
managing the system and reporting to the
Board, and the NDAs are made responsible
for implementing the country non-objection
procedure during project preparation. The
NDAs are also expected “to ensure
consistency of funding proposals from
national, subnational, regional and
international intermediaries and
implementing entities with national plans and
strategies.”**® The MAF also indicates the
frequency of reporting and that project
monitoring would be financed from project
funds while agency supervision and reporting
would be a cost covered by the fees of the
accredited entities.

As these roles have been put into practice
important gaps have emerged. For example,
while the MAF indicates that the AEs will
develop a monitoring framework and the
Secretariat will review this framework, there
is no mention of the point in the project
cycle when the logframe and the
monitoring plan should be presented to the
Secretariat. This omission often results in
submissions of project monitoring
frameworks late in the project development
cycle, leaving too little time to review the
project results frameworks prior to the time
that project proposals are sent to the Board for
approval. At such a late stage, comments on
logframes are often only attached as
informational documents to proposals, which
are often approved without the necessary
changes.

135 GCF/B.07/04, Decision GCF/B.07/11 (8).
136 GCF/B.04/17, Decision B.04/05 (e) (iii).
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Clarity on what needs to be reported on, at
what times or frequency, and who is
responsible for reporting to whom, is critical
for effective monitoring systems. The AEs
acknowledged that the RMF was useful to
narrow down result areas and identify
indicators during project design. However,
during the implementation phase, the
monitoring and reporting requirements are
unclear. One AE indicated that it is not
clear how often reporting of impacts and
outcomes is required. The representatives
voiced their confusion related to
inconsistencies in the guidance of the RMF
and the APRs. The RMF indicates that the
GCEF is interested in tracking the Fund-level
impact and outcome indicators. However,
these indicators do not change much from
year to year. Therefore, annual reporting on
these high-level indicators is not very
meaningful. In consequence, APR reporting is
highly focused on activity and output-level
progress of the project.*’

The inefficiencies caused by the absence of
sufficient definitions and standards and well-
defined roles as they relate to the RMF and
related Board decisions are not confined just
to the interactions among the Secretariat with
other partners but spill over to other
dimensions of the operations of the GCF.
Partners reported tensions and inefficiencies
when interacting with one another. For
example, earlier in this report, there is
mention of a case in which an AE, promoting
a regional private sector project expressed
concern over cumbersome processes to obtain
the non-objection letter, a requirement that is
meant to ensure country ownership, that
appears in many Board decisions since its
fourth meeting, and that was referred to by
the Board document Initial Results
Management Framework of the Fund.® The
AE also indicated that even as they had
responded to all the questions, the letter took

137 The GEF faced the same situation some years ago
and resolved to require impact and outcome indicators
only at project midterm and project completion.
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months or was not forthcoming. In addition to
high transaction costs, the AE expressed
concerns over losing time-sensitive
investment opportunities in a highly
competitive and dynamic market.

The NDAs, on the other hand, felt they were
fulfilling their responsibility of consultation
with the appropriate stakeholders and
identifying country partners to ensure
ownership of the project. NDASs also
complained that they were often presented
with urgent requests for non-objection letters
by agencies that sometimes considered the
process that had been established to grant
non-objection letters too burdensome. They
also expressed frustration that the AEs were
not required to report to them once the NDAs
granted the non-objection letter, even though
as country representatives they are a key
stakeholder in ensuring delivery of results
related to country priorities. This case
illustrates a situation in which tension is
generated by two stakeholders that are
seeking to carry out their roles assigned in the
RMF and related Board documents. Situations
like this require clear definitions of roles
and communication to ensure that both
parties’ needs in fulfilling their roles are
met.

Risk Management

As indicated earlier, risk management is also
a key function to ensure the achievement of
results. Yet it is also an area on which the
RMEF is silent. Risk management of GCF
operations instead can be found in the Risk
Management Framework. Despite the high
relevance of risk management to the
achievement of results, this framework does
not mention or speak to the RMF or vice
versa.

The Fund’s risk management framework has
three components. The first consists of an

138 GCF/B.07/04.

© 2018 GCF IEU



AN INDEPENDENT REVIEW OF THE GCF's RESULTS MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK

early warning system based on risk flags,
which is supposed to reflect the Secretariat’s
assessments of risk for the project, and the
performance of the AE. AE-related risks are
also assessed every five years at the time of
the accreditation review. Project risks are
reported annually under section 2.5 of the
APR referring to challenges and lessons. This
is a self-assessment system in which the AEs
identify relevant risks from a menu of ten
types of risks.** Since this is a voluntary
system, the AEs choose how many and which
risk flags they report on. However, the
intensity or severity of risk is not reported on.
This report is reviewed by a Secretariat staff
member, who typically follows up with a
phone conversation to verify the report and
who compiles the information and reports to
the Board.

As discussed earlier, the second mechanism
for risk management in the risk management
framework is based on the COSO model of
risk management, which is centred on the
three lines or levels of responsibilities that
organizations should have to properly manage
risk. The COSO model is flexible; it assumes
that the appropriate distribution of
responsibilities will vary depending on the
characteristics and business models of the
organization. Yet, once responsibilities are
clearly delineated across the organization and
when the organization has properly structured
the three lines, and they operate effectively,
there should be no gaps in coverage and no
unnecessary duplication of effort. Thus, risk
and control can be more effectively
managed.“° On reviewing these documents,
the review team found potential risks
associated with the discussion of the risk
management structure of the GCF. This is
mainly related to the fact that in its design the
COSO framework requires that an
independent office provide the ‘third level of
defence’ to assure that units and offices in the

139 The 10 categories of risks identified are:
implementation, legal, financial, environmental/social,
political, procurement, other, AML/CFT, sanctions,
prohibited practices.

organization that own the risk and oversee
them (the first and the second line of defence
respectively), are indeed undertaking their
tasks as required. However, in the risk
management framework that has been
currently adopted by GCF, the need for an
independent presence is ignored and instead
the Office of Internal Audit (that is located
within the Secretariat) and reports directly to
the Executive Director is tasked with this
responsibility.

Furthermore, the application of the COSO
model in the Fund has faced challenges
stemming from the Fund’s business model,
which depends on other organizations for the
actual development and implementation of
projects. This is a risk inherent in the Risk
Management Framework that has been
acknowledged by a Board decision: “An AE’s
lack of ability or willingness to meet GCF'’s
expectations is a key source of investment
risk. However, the management approach for
this risk inherent to the AE is not described by
this policy. This management approach is
addressed in the Risk Checklist for
Accreditation, Guiding Framework and
Procedures for Accrediting National,
Regional, and International Implementing
Entities and Intermediaries, individual
Accreditation Master Agreements (AMAS)
and Funded Activity Agreements (FAAs). "'
This challenge is compounded by the need to
consider the risks associated with the different
types of Fund operations (grants, loans,
guarantees, equity investments, etc.). Given
these differences, it is likely that the
framework will need to incorporate flexibility
to accommodate the different risks implied in
the different types of operations and not adopt
a one-size-fits-all approach.

The Risk Management Framework as it now
stands covers the risk management
responsibilities for the Secretariat and the

140 |nstitute of Internal Auditors (2015).
141 GCF/B.19/43, Annex IV, 4. (e) (iii).
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AEs. It is silent on the role and
responsibilities for the implementing entities
(IES). The current thinking in the Fund is that
it is up to the AEs to identify the appropriate
IE to implement projects, but the IEs are the
true front-line entities within the GCF
business model who have the role of project
implementation. Experienced members of
other organizations, such as the GEF, have
pointed out the need to separate these two
functions.'* They indicate that there are risks
that can affect operations, such as a potential
conflict of interest when the AE adopts also
an IE role. Yet, the fund has not produced any
guidance on the distinction of roles,
responsibilities and firewalls between the AES
and IEs.

The third aspect of risk management in the
Fund is the accreditation process. The
accreditation process certifies entities and
organizations as having the capacity to carry
out the AE functions. This review did not
examine the results of the accreditation
process in-depth, but there is evidence that
there are important deficiencies in project
preparation related to the identification of
indicators and the planning for M&E for
results, which might stem from deficiencies in
entities that have been accredited, suggesting
potential deficiencies in the accreditation
process. However, what also emerges from
earlier analyses in this review is that the
current quality of proposals and plans for
reporting are clearly not very good. This, in
turn, implies that the model on which the
GCEF is predicated, i.e. the ability and
willingness of the AE to produce high-quality
proposals and manage for results is not within
the control of the GCF. The review team felt
this was an important omission and one
potential recommendation is an
examination of the accreditation process to
ensure that results reporting, and
evaluation capabilities of entities are also
examined during the process. Another
factor to consider, also identified in this

142 GEF Council (2010); GEF Council (2011).
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review, is the need for the Fund to better
communicate requirements and expectations
to partner organizations.

Communicating the RMF and M&E
policies

The earlier section on relevance and
coherence indicates how the RMF lacks a
clear and consistent causal logic that can
guide projects in the design of operations that
in the long run contribute to a paradigm shift
to low-emission and climate-resilient
sustainable development pathways. That
section also indicated how the guidance to
develop projects that contribute to paradigm
shifts is scattered in several Board documents.
This lack of clarity has resulted in frequent
queries from the AEs and NDAs to the
Secretariat. The interviewed NDAs and AEs
were unanimous in reporting that it takes
months and multiple reminders to get query
replies from the Secretariat, some of which
are related to the clarification of concepts,
requirements, lack of standards and roles
related to the RMF. But they also reported
that once the Secretariat staff responded, they
could be very helpful.

Training, capacity building and support
for entities: The Board document from B.07,
the Initial Results Management Framework of
the Fund, also indicates that “systems should
be put in place to support the Fund’s staff,
IEs, intermediaries, EEs, national designated
authorities and focal points with guidance,
coaching, training, and online toolkits and
templates”* to facilitate the implementation
of the RMF. The Secretariat of the GCF made
available a Handbook with the Decisions,
Policies and Frameworks agreed to by the
Board of the GCF. The GCF Secretariat also
launched, in June 2018, an internal
Operations Manual for the project and
programme lifecycle. These are important
resources that will help navigate the over 395
Board-agreed decisions and policy

143 GCF/B.07/04, 23.
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frameworks to guide the Fund’s operation,
among which there are several related to
results management and monitoring and
reporting. The Secretariat is also
implementing the readiness program, which
is expected to, among other things, provide
support for country capacity development
activities to help countries better understand
results management tools, requirements and
responsibilities in the Fund. Yet as presented
in the next section the gaps in guidance and
the lack of clarity in concepts and roles
regarding the RMF will most likely continue
to require frequent consultations from the
AEs and NDAs with different units of the
Secretariat.

The Board document on the Initial
Monitoring and Accountability Framework
for Accredited Entities also provides guidance
on roles and responsibilities related to
monitoring and reporting of results and on
tools that the funds should use to ensure
efficiency in monitoring, aggregation of
information and reporting.'** It indicates that
“the GCF will be likely receiving large
volumes of information from project-level and
AE-level reporting, it is therefore important
that appropriate business intelligence tools
that automatize and manage efficiently
information are developed.”%4 The
accompanying Board decision specifically
indicated that an integrated online platform
should be developed that would include a
“portfolio management system to allow the
Secretariat to capture all documents in the
cycle from accreditation of an AE right
through to the most recent project reports and
interim/final evaluations, including a real-
time database of risk flags, searchable by AE
and by project/programme. This system will
integrate the monitoring and reporting
toolkits that allow the AEs to report online
time-based reports (such as the APRs and
project/programme indicators as reported in
the funding proposal) and any event-based

14 GCF/B.11/05.
145 GCF/B.11/05, 34.

report.”46 The Secretariat is still developing
such a system.

During field missions for this review, the AEs
and NDAs also suggested online management
systems that would confirm receipt of reports
and proposals and provide insights on the
processing, to be able to assist effectively if
additional information was needed. In
addition to this, entities currently applying for
accreditation by the GCF raised similar
concerns.

The NDAS’ role during project
implementation

Some AEs believed that the role of the NDA
needs to be better defined and strengthened
and that the GCF should help the NDAs build
their capacities to meet the roles they are
given in results monitoring (and potentially
other roles not directly related to results
management such as interagency
coordination). The NDAs in the three
countries visited also reported that while they
have a responsibility for ensuring that projects
conform with country’s priorities (this is to
say that projects are structured to deliver
results that contribute to the country
sustainable development priorities) and that
country ownership had been sufficiently
developed during preparation, the NDAs have
no additional role during the project cycle
after they provide the NoL to the AEs. While
the country, represented through the NDA, is
a key stakeholder concerned with the delivery
of results, the GCF has not produced guidance
for its role beyond granting NoLs. This has
become a source of confusion and tension
between the NDAs and AEs; it represents a
loss of opportunity to improve
coordination, build country capacities for
climate change monitoring and ensure
good monitoring at the country level.

146 GCF/B.11/24, Decision B.11/10/ Annex 1/ 36. ().

51



Linking project M&E with national
monitoring and reporting systems

One way to link the GCF RMF with the
country results monitoring systems is to work
with other key stakeholders to harmonize
climate change indicators with the SDG
targets defined by the country stakeholders.
Given the large size of the projects of the
GCF, the SDGs present a good international
framework to integrate the RMF and build
more synergies across reporting requirements
at the country level. Indeed, standalone
results frameworks that do not connect to
the SDGs are an additional burden at
project and country level. Since more
attention is given to the SDGs, the
information produced by these standalone
systems is likely to be of limited use to the
countries. This represents an opportunity for
the RMF. There are also opportunities to link
with the national monitoring systems that
countries are putting in place as a way to
ensure the sustainability of monitoring for the
long-term impacts of GCF projects. Indeed,
the NDAs that were interviewed for this
review reported that their countries have
developed and are implementing monitoring
systems that address specific country needs
but that can also be useful to trace and
measure impacts of GCF intervention. To
ensure that the projects that are implemented
within their territory will indeed contribute to
their national targets, the GCF monitoring and
reporting need to be linked with the national
monitoring and reporting systems.

Some views from the field: In one country
that the IEU team visited, the ministerial
decree guiding the NOL process also
scrutinizes whether the required monitoring
and reporting systems have been set up. It
outlines the requirements for the AEs
regarding the reporting to the implementing
ministries, which takes place on a regular
basis, some parts of the implementing entities
are in daily contact with the AE. However,
these interactions with the NDA office are
currently not required by the GCF, and the
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NDA has also voiced its frustration with the
way the annual reporting between the AE and
GCF is arranged. The NDA felt that they are
not sufficiently informed and “should be at
least copied on the emails” in some of these
important communications between the AE
and GCF. This was also echoed in the other
two countries where the reporting from the
AE to the country representatives/NDA is
infrequent and insufficient to inform their
national reporting towards their own targets,
and the countries lack the processes to
enforce it. The NDAs echoed the message
that they would like the country to be more
informed about the project’s reporting — not
only annual reporting but general reporting
and communication of such between the AE
and GCF.

An example of national monitoring and
performance tracking systems is provided
by Kenya. The mainstreaming of climate
finance accountability in country planning
and budgeting through the Integrated
Financial Management Information System
has been a central element of this process. For
example, using this system, the NDA can
track the number of deaths of livestock in
rural areas, which in turn is informed by the
Ministry of Agriculture and the National
Bureau of Statistics, and is used as a proxy
indicator for increased resilience and
enhanced livelihoods in the target areas of
GCEF projects. This system of gathering and
reporting data on an important resilience
indicator, reaching all the way to village
level, can provide reliable information of
extreme weather occurrences and over time
help to inform disaster risk management and
climate change resilience. If cattle mortality
proves to be a good indicator of resilience,
and evidence seems to indicate that it is, then
the GCF, in turn, can learn from these local
and national experiences. Such information
independently generated from GCF projects is
likely to be highly valuable for monitoring,
measuring and evaluating the long-term
impacts of GCF interventions in the region.
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However, considering the insufficient
guidance provided by the GCF on the linking
of national and AE monitoring systems, the
AEs are not planning on harnessing this
available system to assess and measure the
impacts of GCF interventions. Nor can this
information be reported to the GCF, given the
current structure of reporting. It is important
to note that Kenya has also developed over
several years a cadre of 400 green champions
who support this process by working closely
with municipalities to improve the quality of
monitoring and reporting, which indicates a
strong commitment by the government to
establish a robust system. This is system
capacity that the GCF can leverage but is
currently a missed opportunity.

Similarly, in Rwanda, the NDA is setting up a
monitoring and reporting system that will
track the results of development and climate
projects using a variety of methods and tools,
including remote sensing. The monitoring
system set up by Acumen’s Lean Data and the
information regularly gathered by BBoxx, a
company that benefits from GCF finance and
that promotes solar home systems, could
provide valuable lessons to inform the system
that the Rwanda Environmental Management
Authority (REMA) is developing. BBoxx
could also provide some of the georeferenced
information REMA seeks to obtain. However,
the GCF so far does not require the AEs to
report to the NDAs. Hence, countries’
agencies are not always aware of the
existence of these information systems nor of
the information generated by these GCF
projects.

To sum up:

Finding 1: The absence of guidance and the
lack of clarity in roles related to
operationalizing the RMF have contributed to
higher transaction costs within the Fund,
and among the Fund’s partner institutions.

Finding 2: While the Monitoring
Accountability Framework provides guidance

on the respective tools and roles and
responsibilities in monitoring and reporting,
in practice some important guidance gaps
have emerged with regard to the timing of
submission of indicators and logical
frameworks to the Secretariat during project
preparation and regarding the role of NDAs
during project implementation, specifically in
reporting performance and managing for
results. Also, while the RMF places emphasis
on reporting impact- and outcome-level
indicators, the current emphasis on APR
reporting is on reporting on inputs and
outputs which is unlikely to provide the GCF
with the robust impact measurement required
to inform its institutional impact.

Finding 3: Several countries have developed
or are in the process of developing monitoring
systems linked to the SDGs to track indicators
referring to various aspects of climate change,
such as indicators of resilience. Despite the
high relevance of these country systems to the
sustainability of long-term monitoring of
GCF investments, projects are not linking to
these country systems. This represents a lost
opportunity to contribute to the strengthening
of climate change-related monitoring systems
that are likely to persist long after the project
ends.

Finding 4: The Fund has mechanisms to
address risk. However, there are some
inconsistencies in it. It is too early to assess
the extent to which the risk flags system is
working. The implementation of the risk
management framework is facing
challenges related to the business model of
the Fund that depends on other
organizations to develop and implement
projects and related to the vastly different
types of operations carried out by the
Fund. The deficiencies that this review
documents regarding the quality of entry of
M&E raise red flags regarding the adequacy
of the accreditation process, requiring further
examination.
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E. Gender Equity

In this section, we assess the extent to which
the RMF is gender-sensitive and captures
gender-disaggregated information, including
priorities, processes and impacts. The Fund’s
Governing Instrument states that the Fund,
while striving to maximize the impact of its
funding for adaptation and mitigation, will
also be “promoting environmental, social,
economic and development co-benefits and
taking a gender-sensitive approach.” ¥

The Fund’s gender policy has laid the
foundations to build gender-sensitivity into
project implementation processes, as well as
output, outcome, and impact measurements.
The Board adopted in 2015, at its ninth
meeting, the GCF’s gender policy and action
plan for 2015-2017. The policy laid out the
clear commitment of the Fund to “measure
the outcomes and impacts of its activities on
women and men’s resilience to climate
change. "** The action plan accompanying
the policy also outlined six priority areas to
implement the gender policy, one of which is
the “outputs, outcomes, and impact indicators
for monitoring and reporting purposes. "% In
this area, it has proposed a way forward to
build a system to assess the gender sensitivity
of individual proposals and the portfolio. The
approach presented incorporated gender-
aspects related to individual project outcomes
or impacts, as well as to the projects’
implementation arrangements.

A supplementary guiding manual was
developed to provide important conceptual
and operational guidance for the
mainstreaming of gender into GCF projects.
In August 2017, a practical manual was
published by the GCF, in collaboration with
UN Women, which provides support for the
mainstreaming of gender in GCF projects. >

147 GCF/B.09/23/ Annex XIlI, 8. (c).

148 GCF/B.09/23/ Annex XIlI, 8. (c).

149 GCF.B.09/23/ Annex XIV/ IV.

150 GCF (2017) Mainstreaming Gender in Green
Climate Fund Projects.
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This gender toolkit serves as a key resource
for the further clarification of the
conceptualisation and the measurement of the
GCF’s gender-sensitive approach. The
decisions accompanying both the RMF and
the PMFs at B.07%°! and B.08%? respectively,
both outlined the need for further
development of the gender-sensitive approach
of these frameworks, acknowledging that the
gender-related provisions at the approval of
the RMF and the PMFs were insufficient.

The toolkit fills in this gap by providing
guidance on a humber of issues. First, it lays
out a three-pronged approach to guide the
project proposal formulation phase. This
includes guidelines and procedures for (i) a
gender analysis of the project context and the
potential gender-sensitive development
impact opportunities; (ii) a gender-action plan
covering gender-responsive activities,
performance indicators, and targets; and (iii)
building a gender-sensitive M&E framework.
Second, the GCF gender toolkit also provides
guidance for projects to identify
vulnerabilities to climate risk, and capacities
for change for each of the Fund’s eight impact
level result areas. These guidelines provide
clarity, not only for projects to identify their
gender components, but it also provides
clarity for stakeholders on how the GCF
understands the role of gender in its
paradigm-shifting approach towards climate
change. Furthermore, to support the building
of a gender-sensitive M&E framework, the
toolkit provides guidelines for making the
GCF’s outcome and impact indicators gender-
responsive, for both adaptation and
mitigation.

Through the proposed new gender policy, the
GCF secretariat is moving towards addressing

151 GCF/B.07/11/ Decision B.07/04 (j)
152 GCF/B.08/45/ Decision B.08/07 (d).
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some guidance gaps in the Fund’s operations
for managing for results. After the end of the
2015-2017 period of the gender action plan,
the GCF Secretariat has continued its efforts
to develop an update to the gender policy, as
well as an action plan for its implementation
between 2018 and 2020.1% With the new
(updated) policy, which was not yet approved
by the GCF Board, one of the Secretariat’s
primary aims was to make the gender
assessments and the development of gender
action plans a requirement for projects.>*

In terms of managing for results, however,
another key component introduced by the
accompanying implementation plan for the
new gender policy is the initial formulation of
aggregate, portfolio-level indicators, such as
“the number of projects where women and
men report improvements in their quality of
life”, or “the number of projects that
demonstrate increased adaptive capacity of
women and men”. The development of these
indicators is currently missing and would
provide a better sense for how project-specific
outcome and impact indicators will be
aggregated to provide meaningful measures
of the Fund’s gender-related achievements.

The Fund’s policies and guidelines set in
place for improving its gender-sensitive
approach are still nascent, and it is too early
to assess whether the efforts have led to
meaningful gender-related impacts on the
ground. However, what can be clearly seen
from the available information is that projects
are more successful at planning for gender-
related impacts. So far, out of the 74, 60
projects have carried out a gender assessment,
and 57 have submitted a gender action plan
either during their project preparation phase
or following project approval. More
specifically, projects that were approved
during the implementation phase of the
Fund’s gender policy, in almost all cases have

153 GCF/B.20/07
154 GCF/B.20/07
155 Funding proposals were approved through seven
Board meetings as of September 2018. The average

developed gender assessments and action
plans. In these terms, earlier projects are the
ones that seem to be lagging a bit more
behind. It can also be noted that the number
of gendered indicators included at the
planning stage into the log frames of funding
proposals also shows an increasing tendency.
The projects approved in the first round, at
B.11, contained less than one gender
disaggregated indicator per project on
average, while the projects approved at B.19,
in the latest round of project approvals,
contained more than two gender
disaggregated indicators per project.'*®

In fact, proposals that might not have gender-
sensitive indicators included in their log
frames at project approval might still end up
reporting on gender-related outputs and
outcomes. For instance, the KawaSafi
Ventures Fund project had not planned for
gender-disaggregated reporting in its log
frame in the funding proposal. However, after
the Board approval, the legally binding
funded activity agreement required the
inclusion of specific gender-related targets
and annual reporting requirements.
Accordingly, in its first annual progress
report, the project did report on the indicators
that were put in place post-approval. This
example demonstrates that gender-sensitivity
is treated as a high priority within the GCF
Secretariat. However, since the project does
not have established its own gender action
plan at the project level, gender-related
outcomes are not captured in the gender
relevant section of the APR; instead, the AE
is reporting on gender results in the project-
level outcome and output level in the log
frame update. Currently, the RMF does not
provide reporting standards to ensure the
integrated and efficient reporting of gender
results.

number of indicators per funding proposal evolved in
the following way through the Board meetings: B.11:
0.75; B.13: 1.33; B.14: 1.56; B.15: 1; B.16: 1.25; B18:
1.63; B.19: 2.3.
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Finding 1: The Secretariat has started to
develop some of the key elements necessary
for building a sound system for the reporting,
monitoring, and evaluation of gender-related
aspects of the Fund’s portfolio. It is
addressing portfolio-level aggregation, the
conceptualisation of gender-aspects in its
result areas and developing the gender-
sensitivity of its current indicators. At its
current stage, the GCF’s gender action plan,
gender toolkit and policy are not integrated
into the GCF’s RMF beyond the design of
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gender-sensitive reporting. The RMF does not
provide further guidance to ensure gender
M&E as suggested by the GCF gender toolkit.
The necessary further development of the
PMFs and the RMF will need to ensure that
these already existing systems for gender are
given due consideration, especially, to ensure
the efficiency of the Fund operations and that
the reporting and monitoring systems are
developed comprehensively, without the
doubling of efforts.
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V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The conclusions and recommendations of the
independent review of the GCF’s RMF are as
follows:

The RMF provides guidance on the result
areas that projects should target. It is also
flexible and requires a reasonable number
of impact and outcome indicators. The
instrument of the Fund mandates that Fund
resources be equally split by half between
adaptation and mitigation. The RMF has
helped to communicate to stakeholders that
these are the two thematic areas in which the
Fund finances projects. The RMF also
identifies eight Fund impact result areas to
guide project design and account for portfolio
results, four in adaptation and four in
mitigation. Also, the RMF presents a flexible
menu of core, impact and outcome indicators
corresponding to the different result areas.

Despite this, there are some challenges
inherent in the design and use of the RMF.
Key challenges and recommendations are
summarized here.

Challenge 1: The RMF lacks internal
coherence and lacks clarity on key
concepts. It provides insufficient guidance on
how in the long run project outcomes are
expected to contribute to a paradigm shift
towards low-emission and climate-resilient
sustainable development.

The logical models of the Fund are built
differently from each other and have flaws.
The logic model for adaptation emphasizes
enabling conditions for a paradigm shift and
neglects to mention technology, financial and
business models and the potential
contributions of the private sector. The RMF
also lacks clarity in distinction and linkages
between climate-resilient activities and
regular development work. Also, the core
adaptation indicator refers to the number of

1% The REDD+ thematic area addresses in particular the
results-based payments framework.

beneficiaries but does not sufficiently capture
the purpose of the thematic area, which is to
achieve climate-resilient sustainable
development. The mitigation model
highlights change pathways and omits
reference to critical enabling conditions for a
paradigm shift. It also does not define its core
indicators sufficiently. Gaps in the chains of
causality and lack of clarity on key concepts
prevent the RMF from providing sufficient
guidance for staff of the Secretariat.

Recommendation 1a: The Secretariat should
develop, theories of change for its support to
the adaptation, mitigation, and REDD+2%
thematic areas. These theories of change
should clearly define what is meant by the
paradigm shifts to low carbon resilient
sustainable development and should outline a
framework that identifies enabling conditions
to a paradigm shift, mechanisms for the
broader adoption and expansion of change
and the assumptions made during the process.
Besides this, the Secretariat should address
the lack of definition of paradigm shift
potential as the key objective of the Fund.

Recommendation 1b: The GCF should
require that proposals, early in
preparation, develop a theory of change
and log frame that is well integrated into the
project proposal. These theories of change
should explain how the project outcomes are
expected to contribute to the conditions that
will lead to the intended paradigm shift. The
key assumptions made in the process should
be stated.

Challenge 2: There is no guidance on
measuring and reporting the RMF
indicators in the GCF. Different units in the
Secretariat have compensated for gaps, lack
of clarity of criteria and scattered guidance by
developing their own guidance which has led
to inconsistent messages to partners.
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Consequently, Divisions and Units in the
Secretariat have drawn on the other policy
documents related to results management for
project preparation and more specifically. The
policy documents most typically used are the
Investment Framework (IF) and the
Monitoring and Accountability Framework
(MAF) and the Risk Management
Framework. Units have also interpreted and
operationalized these other policies in specific
ways. While this has helped to tailor guidance
to particular operations, units have developed
these guidelines mostly in isolation. This has
led to different and inconsistent messages
to project proponents and developers. This
phenomenon, coupled with the insufficient
operational definition of key terms, has
resulted in different ways in which Board
guidance is applied across the GCF. Thus,
AEs must meet different requirements
depending on the unit in the Secretariat they
are dealing with.

Beyond the three Board-approved
frameworks, many of the missing elements
for consistent guidance for project design
are found among more than 360 Board
decisions, information documents, and
strategies adopted by the Fund.

It also remains difficult to distinguish
between investments to adaptation or
mitigation in cross-cutting projects. Unless
this criterion is defined, the Fund will not be
able to reliably track and report the extent to
which it meets its commitment to divide its
funds equally between adaptation and
mitigation.

Recommendation 2a: The Secretariat should
update the RMF and PMF and importantly
and quickly develop protocols that contain
methodologies for measuring core and impact
indicators. Efforts should be made to the
extent possible to harmonize indicators with
the SDGs. Additionally, in keeping with good
practice in the field, the Secretariat should
regularly review the menu of impact and
outcome indicators in the RMF based on
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lessons learned from the design and
implementation of monitoring systems. This
revision should be kept in the technical
realm and should be carried out in
conjunction with the NDAs and AEs The
Secretariat should pay special attention to
ensuring that a web-based portfolio
management system that allows different
stakeholders to view project related
information and progress in a real-time way is
set up.

Recommendation 2b: The Secretariat should
develop a technical guide that integrates in a
clear and coherent manner all relevant Board
decisions and policies related to results
management. The guidance should allow
flexibility for the relevant differences in types
of GCF operations but should ensure
consistency and clarity with respect to critical
concepts and criteria. This guide should be a
living document for a few years and should
reflect learning. It should also provide
guidance on standards and roles and
responsibilities. This guide should build on
the handbook recently published by the
Secretariat. This guide should also include a
reliable criterion to assess the funding of
cross-cutting projects to the thematic areas of
adaptation and mitigation.

Challenge 3: The absence of guidance of
the roles of NDAs after project approval
represents a loss of opportunity to
improves coordination and improve the use
and reporting of results by building
country capacities. The RMF reaffirms that
country ownership is an essential principle for
Fund operations and is critical to managing
for and achieving results. NDAs serve the
interest of the country and are tasked with
ensuring country ownership of GCF
operations. In this context, the NDASs are
emerging as important users of information
on results from GCF projects. Nonetheless,
the GCF has not produced guidance for the
NDAS’ role beyond granting non-objection
letters. This has become a source of confusion
and tension between the NDAs and AEs and
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represents a loss of opportunity to improve
coordination and improve the use and
reporting of information on results by
building country capacities.

Furthermore, currently, there is
insufficient guidance that links GCF
monitoring systems with national
monitoring systems. This has resulted in lost
opportunities which could otherwise help
ensure proper monitoring at the country level
and support monitoring systems that can
report on GCF impacts long after the project
ends. Indeed, several countries have
developed or are in the process of developing
monitoring systems linked to the SDGs to
track indicators referring to various aspects of
climate change, such as indicators of
resilience. Considering the current
insufficient guidance provided by the GCF on
the linking of national and AE monitoring
systems, presently the AEs are not planning
on harnessing this available system to
monitoring, managing and measuring the
results of GCF interventions. Nor can this
information be reported to the GCF, given the
current structure of reporting. In many cases,
agencies are producing information of interest
to the country that goes unreported.

Recommendation 3a: The Secretariat should
initiate a dialogue with the NDAs, AEs and
other key stakeholders to define the
appropriate role of the NDAs throughout the
project cycle. Once defined, the role should
be properly funded, and the Fund should help
the NDAs develop the necessary capacities to
carry out the assigned roles.

Recommendation 3b: When possible the GCF
project monitoring should connect with
country monitoring systems and link
indicators with SDG indicators. Projects
should also look for opportunities to carry the
link to country monitoring systems to ensure
that monitoring takes place after the project
ends.

Challenge 4: A large proportion of projects
reviewed for this review have not
sufficiently planned for reporting results
and impacts in a credible and robust way.
The Fund runs the risk of having gaps in
impact information in USD 1,363 M of its
investment due to the absence of impact
indicators. Half of GCF’s currently approved
Funded Projects do not include plans for
baseline data collection and a majority of
them are significantly overstating the
achievements of their projects with respect to
key success criteria (including investment
criteria). Most do not sufficiently provide for
robust monitoring and evaluation.

Recommendation 4a: The Secretariat should
ensure that during project preparation,
sufficient attention is paid the design and
budgeting of project M&E system prior to
project proposal approval. This will require
a more robust role of secretariat units during
project preparation, that are subsequently
responsible for results management. The
Secretariat should develop procedures and
processes that sufficiently screen entities
during the accreditation process, for state-of-
the-art monitoring, reporting and evaluation
capacity. Accreditation Master Agreement
with each organization should clearly spell
out the entity’s responsibilities related to
M&E and risk management.

Recommendation 4b: As was undertaken for
this review, the GCF should carry out
regular ‘evaluability reviews’ to assess the
extent to which projects are likely to report
and measure their impacts and outcomes
credibly. Amongst other things, robust
reporting will require projects to have the
plan and budget for baseline data
collection and a robust monitoring plan
that helps the project manage for results. All
these should be fully budgeted. Projects that
have been approved and that are missing
impact and outcome indicators or with
insufficient provisions and budgeting for
M&E should be required to retrofit their
M&E plans.
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Recommendation 4c: The IEU should
prepare project evaluation guidelines.
Specifically, in the guidance for mid-term and
final evaluations, this guidance should include
methods to verify impact and outcome
information. It should also include assurance
that project impact data has been gathered
with the appropriate methodologies. These
guidelines should also require that mid-term
and terminal evaluations carry out an
assessment of risk management during the
lifetime of the project.

Challenge 5: The Fund is pursuing three
mechanisms or approaches to address risk
in its operations; these are still under
construction or have not been tested yet.
The first consists of an early warning system
based on risk flags, which is supposed to
reflect the Secretariat risk-related assessment
of the project, and the performance of the
accredited entities. The second is the risk
management framework based on the COSO
model of risk management, which is based on
the three lines or levels of responsibilities that
organizations should have to manage risk
appropriately. The third is the accreditation
process that certifies agencies and
organizations as having the capacity to carry
out the AE functions. It is too early to assess
the extent to which the risk flags system is
working. The implementation of the risk
management framework is likely to face
challenges related to the business model of
the Fund that depends on other organizations
(accredited entities and implementing entities)
to develop and implement projects and to the
vastly different types of operations carried out
by the Fund. Last but not least, the review
illustrates critical shortcomings in the quality
at entry approved projects which raises flags
with respect to the adequacy of the
accreditation process and require further
assessment.

Recommendation 5a: While continuing to
develop the risk management system, the
Secretariat should give special attention to the
roles and responsibilities of accredited and
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implementing entities. The distinction
between the roles of accredited entities and
implementing entities also needs to be
clarified.

Recommendation 5b: The IEU should also
carry out an independent review of the
accreditation process considering the
extensive deficiencies in the evaluability and
likelihood of credible reporting that this
review summarizes across the portfolio of
approved projects.

Challenge 6: The Fund has not established
mechanisms to ensure consistency and
aggregation of reporting information at the
project, country, or portfolio level. AEs
vary in their methodologies to measure and
report indicators. This raises questions on the
comparability of the data and the reliability of
aggregated data across the portfolio. Also,
while the RMF places emphasis on reporting
impact- and outcome-level indicators, the
current focus on APR reporting is on
reporting on inputs and outputs which is
unlikely to provide the GCF with the robust
impact measurement required to inform its
institutional impact. The Secretariat has
taken significant steps to improve the
measurement, reporting and verification
approaches to indicators. The Secretariat has
also revised some indicators to assure
coherence with other climate-finance
institutions and has endeavoured to further
develop frameworks. However, this has
remained inadequate. Definitions and
indicators for several adaptation impact and
result areas still remain elusive. The Fund
also lacks guidance or mechanisms to
ensure consistency and aggregation,
storage, and retrieval of monitoring data in
ways that are credible and practical. If not
addressed in the short term, these deficiencies
are likely to be magnified as the portfolio
grows, which will render the Fund unable to
report on results for a large proportion of its
operations. Nor has the Fund taken advantage
of the emerging technology such as remote
sensing, big data, crowdsourcing or of the use
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of independent national organisations to
conduct monitoring as means to overcome the
challenges associated with the collection of
information across projects, entities, countries
and scales.

Recommendation 6a: The Secretariat should
also establish mechanisms to ensure methods
are consistent for indicators across entities.
Rules on how indicators will be aggregated
should also be laid down. The Secretariat
should give priority to acting on a Board
decision that the Secretariat will establish a
web-based reporting system to facilitate
reporting and aggregation of indicators and
other information pertinent to results.

Recommendation 6b: The Secretariat should
collaborate with other key agencies and
stakeholders to harmonize critical concepts
and indicators and to develop standards and
methods for new indicators for mitigation and
adaptation projects when pertinent. Attention
should be given to identifying a reliable core
indicator of adaptation.

Challenge 7: At its current stage, the
GCF’s gender action plan, gender toolkit
and policy are not integrated into the
GCF’s RMF beyond the design of gender-

sensitive reporting. The Fund’s policies and
guidelines set in place for improving its
gender-sensitive approach are currently under
development and evidence from the portfolio
indicate that projects are addressing gender
issues during project preparation and the early
phases of implementation. The Secretariat
has developed some tools necessary for
building a sound system for the reporting,
monitoring, and evaluation of gender-related
aspects of the Fund’s portfolio. It is
addressing portfolio-level aggregation, the
conceptualisation of gender-aspects in its
result areas and developing the gender-
sensitivity of its current indicators. The policy
also needs to address other aspects social-
inclusion to remain current with international
practices.

Recommendation 7: The Secretariat should
revise its indicators on gender to more fully
address other aspects of social inclusion. The
Secretariat should also clarify the Fund’s
gender- and social-inclusion impact and
outcome priorities, especially regarding
mitigation. The further development of the
PMFs and the RMF will need to ensure that
existing systems for including gender in
project planning and M&E are given due
consideration.
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Annex III: Annexes to the Independent Review of the Green Climate
Fund's Results Management Framework by the
Independent Evaluation Unit

The annexes to the Independent Review of the Green Climate Fund's Results Management
Framework by the Independent Evaluation Unit are contained below.
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ANNEX 1 THE PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT FRAMEWORKS OF THE GCF

Mitigation Performance Measurement Framework?!

REFERENCE EXPECTED RESULT INDICATOR DECIDED OR
GUIDE? NOTED BY BOARD

PARADIGM-SHIFT OBJECTIVE

Shift to low-emission, sustainable-  Degree to which the Fund is achieving Noted, but further
development pathways low-emission, sustainable-development refinement needed
impacts

FUND-LEVEL IMPACTS

PMF-M Core 1 Tonnes of CO2eq reduced as aresult of  Decided
Fund-funded projects/programmes

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

PMF M Core 3 Volume of finance leveraged by Fund Decided
funding

PMFM 1.0 1.0 Reduced emissions through 1.1 Tonnes of CO2eq reduced or Decided
increased low-emission energy avoided as a result of Fund-funded
access and power generation projects/programmes

- gender-sensitive energy access power
generation (sub-indicator)

PMF-M 2.0 2.0 Reduced emissions through 2.1 Tonnes of CO2eq reduced or Decided
increased access to low-emission avoided as a result of Fund-funded
transport projects/programmes

- low-emission gender-sensitive
transport (sub-indicator)

PMF-M 3.0 3.0 Reduced emissions from 3.1 Tonnes of CO2eq reduced or Decided
buildings, cities, industries and avoided as a result of Fund-funded
appliances projects/programmes

-buildings, cities, industries, and
appliances (sub-indicator)

PMF-M 4.0 4.0 Reduced emissions from land 4.1 Tonnes of CO2eq reduced or Decided
use, deforestation, forest avoided (including increased removals)
degradation, and through as a result of Fund-funded

sustainable management of forests  projects/programmes
and conservation and enhancement  _fqrest and land-use sub-indicator
of forest carbon stocks

Social, environmental, economic co- Noted, but further
benefit index/indicator at impact-level refinement needed

PROJECT/PROGRAMME OUTCOMES

Number of technologies and innovative Noted, but further
solutions transferred or licensed to refinement needed
support low-emission development as a

result of Fund support

PMF-M 5.0 5.0 Strengthened institutional and 5.1 Institutional and regulatory systems Noted, but further
regulatory systems for low- that improve incentives for low-emission  refinement needed
emission planning and planning and development and their
development effective implementation

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



REFERENCE EXPECTED RESULT INDICATOR DECIDED OR
GUIDE? NOTED BY BOARD

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

power suppliers

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

appliances

PMF-M 9.0 8.0 Increased use of low-carbon

transport

PMF-M 9.0
or forest areas contributing to
emissions reductions

9.0 Improved management of land

5.2 Number and level of effective
coordination mechanisms

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Adaptation Performance Measurement Framework?

REFERENCE | EXPECTED RESULT

GUIDE*

PARADIGM-SHIFT OBJECTIVE

Increased climate-resilient sustainable

development

FUND-LEVEL IMPACTS

PMF-A
Core 1

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

3 GCF/B.08/45, Annex VIII.

1.0 Increased resilience and enhanced

INDICATOR

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

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

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

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

4 The abbreviations have been adapted from GCF/B.09/23, Annex III.

Noted, but further
refinement needed

Decided

Decided

Decided

Noted, but further
refinement needed

Noted, but further
refinement needed

Noted, but further
refinement needed

Noted, but further
refinement needed

DECIDED OR

NOTED BY
BOARD

Noted, but
further
refinement
needed

Decided

Noted, but
further
refinement
needed

Noted, but
further
refinement
needed



REFERENCE

GUIDE*

PMF-A 2.0

PMF-A 3.0

PMF-A 4.0

PMF-A 5.0

PMF-A 6.0

PMF-A 7.0

EXPECTED RESULT

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

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

4.0 Improved resilience of ecosystems
and ecosystem services

PROJECT/PROGRAMME OUTCOMES

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

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

7.0 Strengthened adaptive capacity and
reduced exposure to climate risks

INDICATOR

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

5.2 Number and level of effective
coordination mechanisms

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

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

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

DECIDED OR

NOTED BY
BOARD

Noted, but
further
refinement
needed

Decided

Decided

Decided

Noted, but
refinement
needed

Noted, but
further
refinement
needed

Noted, but
further
refinement
needed

Noted, but
further
refinement
needed

Noted, but
further
refinement
needed

Noted, but
further
refinement
needed

Noted, but
further
refinement
needed

Noted, but
refinement
needed

Noted, but
refinement
needed



REFERENCE | EXPECTED RESULT INDICATOR DECIDED OR

GUIDE* NOTED BY
BoARD
PMF-A 8.0 8.0 Strengthened awareness of climate 8.1 Number of males and females made Decided
threats and risk-reduction processes aware of climate threats and related

appropriate responses

Performance Measurement Framework for REDD+ Results-Based Payments®

Expected Result Indicator Decided or Noted
by Board

PARADIGM-SHIFT OBJECTIVE

Shift to low-emission sustainable  Degree to which the Fund is achieving climate-resilient Noted, but further
development pathways sustainable development impacts refinement needed

FUND-LEVEL IMPACTS

4.0 Reduced emissions from Tonnes of CO2eq reduced (including increased removals) Decided
land-use, deforestation, forest from REDD+ activities

degradation, and sustainable

management of forests and

conservation and enhancement

of forest carbon stocks

PROGRAMME OUTCOMES (NATIONAL OR SUBNATIONAL)

A. Reduced emissions (tCO2eq)  Reduced emissions (tCO2eq) Decided
from deforestation

B. Reduced emissions (tCO2eq)  Reduced emissions (tCO2eq) Decided
from forest degradation

C. Reduced emissions and Reduced emissions and increased removals (tCO2eq) Decided
increased removals (tCO2eq)

through the conservation of

forest carbon stocks

D. Reduced emissions and Reduced emissions and increased removals (tCO2eq) Decided
increased removals (tCO2eq)

through the sustainable

management of forests

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

5 GCF/B.08/45, Annex XI.



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.®

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.””

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.®
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).



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.® 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.'

9 CIF (20184a).
10 Tango international (2018).



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 OPM, PSF, DMA, DCP
GCF Secretariat OPM, PSF, DMA, DCP prior to
consultation week

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  OPM/ GCF Secretariat
review

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

06 Sep 2018 RMF review seminar on the emerging findings of the PSF/ GCF Secretariat
RMF review

07 Sep 2018 RMF review seminar on the emerging findings of the DMA, ORMC GCF Secretariat
RMF review

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

12 Sep 2018 OGA sends out the RMF review report, Annexes and Members and alternate members of the
webinars dates for the Board's consideration Board (advisers copied)

13 Sep 2018 Peer Review of the RMF review report draft by IEU IEU Advisor, Dr. Vinod Thomas
advisor

17 Sep 2018 Comments by the Board members received and Members of the Board and advisors
considered

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

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

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

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

UK advisor

21 Sep 2018 RMF review webinar on the findings and CSOs and PSOs and accredited

recommendations of the RMF review (revised observer organizations

presentation based on comments)

21 Sep 2018 RMF review webinar on the findings and CSOs and PSOs and accredited
recommendations of the RMF review (revised observer organizations
presentation based on comments)

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

Stakeholders from Kenya

FULL NAME TITLE ORGANISATION



1.  Anthony Mukundi Platform Operations Manager d.light
Kinuya
2. Denis Nzomo CEO/ former Facilitator of National Greenbank Solutions Lmt.
Projects
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' Senior Assistant Director, Climate
Okumu Change Negotiation and Finance,

Climate Change Directorate

Ministry of Environment
and Natural Resources,
State Department of
Environment

Financial Sector
Deepening Africa

8.  Moses Ochieng Consultant

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 ~ Kenya Bankers

Affairs 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

- FULL NAME TITLE ORGANISATION

Christopher Habarurema  Offgrid Solutions Engineer EDCL
2. Coletha Ruhamya General REMA
3.  Emanuel Rukundo Sales Agent Coordinator BBoxx
4.  Herman Hakuzinama Director of Cllllrlwlate Change & REMA
5.  lwona Bisaga Ad;ns;)r - BBoxx
6. Jean Ntazinda Partnership Development Advisor REMA
7.  Maceline Uwase Coordinator BBoxx
8.  Uwera Rutagarama Associate Director of Primary Social EDCL

—



Stakeholders from Viet Nam

- FULL NAME TITLE ORGANISATION

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Bui Hong Phuong

Bui M§ Binh

Caitlin Wiesen

Chu Ba Thi

Chu Van Chuong
Dao Xuan Lai

bd Hai bién

D) Manh Hung

Doan Phuong Duy

Doan Thi Tuyén Nga

Giang Quan
Hoang Van Huy
Hoang Van Tam
Hoang Vin Théng

Lé Cong Cuong

Lé Quang Tuin

Nguyén Giang Quan
Nguyen Thi Dieu Trinh

Nguyén Thi Lan Huong

Nguyén Thi Thiy Dung

MPI, GCF Team

Department of International Cooperation

Country Director, United Nations
Development Programme (UNDP) Viet
Nam

Energy Specialist

Deputy Director General, International
Cooperation Dept

Assistant Country Director, Head of
Climate Change and Environment

Deputy Director, Director of Nam Dinh
PMU

Project Manager

MPI, GCF Team

Director of Technology and
International Cooperation, Deputy
Director of CPMU

MPI, GCF Team

Deputy Director of Project
EE and SD Department
Deputy Minister

Director of the Forest Protection
Development Fund and Disaster
Prevention and Control, Director of
Thanh Hoa PMU

Deputy Director of Technology and
International Cooperation, Project
Coordinator of CPMU

MPI, GCF Team
DSENRE

Member of Component 1, Housing and
Real Estate Market Management
Agency

Project Coordinator

Ministry of Agriculture
and Rural Development
(MARD)

UNDP Viet Nam

World Bank

MARD

UNDP Viet Nam

Nam Dinh Department of
Agriculture and Rural
Development (DARD)

Central Portfolio
Management Unit
(CPMU), Viet Nam

MPI
Vietnam Disaster

Management Authority
(VDMA)

MPI

Quang Ngai PMU
MOIT

MARD

Thanh Hoa DARD

VDMA

MPI
MPI

Ministry of Construction
(MOC)

Quang Ngai PMU
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- FULL NAME TITLE ORGANISATION

21.

22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27,

28.

29.
30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.
36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

Nguyen Thuy Ha
Nguyén Trudng Son

Nguyen Tuan Anh
Nguyén Van Han
Nguyén Vin Son
Nguyén Vin Tuin
Pham Ngoc Duyén
Pham Ngoc Lan

Pham Thi Coi

Phan Trong Luat
Phuong Duy

Ta Hoang Thuy

Tang Lam Ha

Tran Cong Anh

Tran Ngoc Nghiéu

Tran Quang Hoai
Tran Thi Nguyét

Tri€u Van Luc

Trinh Qubc Vii

Vu Minh Hong

Vu Thai Truong

Deputy Director, Foreign Capital
Management Department

Deputy Director General, Deputy
Director of CPMU

Deputy Director General, DSENRE
Project Director

Vice Chairman of Commune
Officer of Thanh Hoa PMU

Deputy Head of Economic Division
Vice Chairman of District

Village 7, Duc Nhuan commune, 90 yrs
old, living with an unmarried daughter,
suffered from neuropathy

Technical Specialist
MPI, GCF Team

- Member of project

Coordinator of Component 1, Housing
and Real Estate Market Management
Agency

Officer of Commune

61 yrs old, suffered from dioxin, living
with wife, no children.

Director General
Officer of Nam Dinh PMU

Deputy Director of Component 2,
Director General of Forestry
Development Department

EE and SD Department

Foreign Capital Management
Department

Project Management Specialist, GCF
Project - CCE Unit

Stakeholders from GCF Secretariat

FULL NAME TITLE

1.

Adeyemi Sandra Freitas

Country Dialogue Specialist, DCP

VD

VDMA

MPI

Quang Ngai PMU
Pirc Nhuan Commune
Thanh Hoa DARD
Quang Ngai PMU

Mo Bure District

House Owner 1

Quang Ngai PMU
MPI

Department of
Construction (DOC)

Ministry of Construction
(MOC)

Pirc Nhuian Commune

House Owner 2

VDMA

Nam Dinh DARD

Vietnam Administration of

Forestry

MOIT

VDB

UNDP VN

11



FULL NAME TITLE

SON BCol RS BCEN BNOIN IESN BCON WS

e s < =
CIN BN BN BIVN BEEN RO

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21,
22,
23.

24,
25.
26.
217.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.

Andrey Chicherin
Clifford Polycarp
Demetrio Innocenti
Diane McFadzien
Drazen Kucan
Eduardo Freitas

Faith Choga

Folasade Lillian Ayonrinde

Gerrit Held
Gibum Choi
Inchan Hwang
Janie Rioux
Jessica Jacob

Joseph Intsiful

Kayla Keenan

Keith Alger

Leo Hyoungkun Park
Leonardo Paat

Linus Ikpyo Hong
Minseo Kim

Mitch Carpen

Mohamed Yousif Bakr
Osman

Moon Herrick

Orville Grey

Patrick Van Laake
Pierre Telep

Rajeev Mahajan

Rajib Ghosal

Sabin Basnyat
Seblewongel Negussie
Sergio Pombo

Sohail Malik

Stephanie Kwan

Project Finance Senior Specialist, PSF

Deputy Director and Head of Programming, DCP
SAP Manager, DMA

Country Dialogue Specialist, DCP

Urban Development & Energy Efficiency Senior Specialist, DMA
Country Relations Manager, DCP

ESS and Gender Associate, DCP

Portfolio Management Specialist, OPM

Private Sector Facility Consultant, PSF

Intern, OPM

Private Sector Facility Consultant, PSF

Agriculture & Food Security Senior Specialist, DMA
Country Dialogue Specialist, DCP

Senior Climate Information & Early Warning Systems Specialist,
DMA

Monitoring and Evaluation Specialist, OPM
Entity Relationship Coordinator, DCP
Financial Institutions Senior Specialist, PSF
Senior Environment and Social Specialist, DCP
Portfolio Analyst, OPM

Portfolio Management Specialist, OPM

Head of Risk and Compliance, ORMC

Partnerships Initiative Consultant, PSF

REDD+ Assistant Consultant, DMA

Adaptation Planning Specialist, DCP

Ecosystems Management Senior Specialist, DMA
Renewable Energy Senior Specialist, DMA
Project Finance Senior Specialist, PSF
Monitoring and Evaluation Senior Specialist, OPM
Senior Energy Efficiency Specialist, DMA
Gender and Social Specialist, DCP

Head of Private Equity Funds, PSF

Head of Portfolio Management, OPM

Senior Accredited Entities Specialist, DCP

12



- FULL NAME TITLE

36.
37.
38.
39.

Subin Cho
Sujala Pant
Thomas Bishop
Tony Clamp
Urvaksh D. Patel

Other stakeholders

FULL NAME TITLE ORGANISATION

1.

2.

Annett Moehner

Yolando
Velasco

Project Officer - Portfolio, Monitoring & Evaluation, DMA
Country Dialogue Specialist, DCP

Associate Professional, PSF

Deputy Director, PSF

Entity Relationship Coordinator, DCP

Team Lead, Adaptation Committee UN Climate Change Secretariat

Manager, Climate Finance Sub-Program  UN Climate Change Secretariat
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ANNEX IV

FUNDED | COUNTRY PROJECT NAME AE THEME REGION ACCESS SECTOR
PROJECT MODALITY

FP001

FP002

FP005

FP007

FP010

FPO11

FP013

FP015
FP016

FP018

FP019

PROJECTS WITH AVAILABLE ANNUAL PERFORMANCE REPORTS

Peru

Malawi

Kenya, Uganda and
Rwanda

Maldives

Armenia

The Gambia

Viet Nam

Tuvalu

Sri Lanka

Pakistan

Ecuador

Building the Resilience of Wetlands in the Province
of Datem del Marafion, Peru

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

KawiSafi Ventures Fund

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

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

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

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

Tuvalu Coastal Adaptation Project (TCAP)

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

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

Priming Financial
Instruments  to
Deforestation

and Land Use Planning
Reduce  Emissions  from

Profonanpe Cross-cutting
UNDP Adaptation
Acumen Cross-cutting
UNDP Adaptation
UNDP Mitigation
United Nations ~Adaptation
Environment

Programme

(UNEP)

UNDP Cross-cutting
UNDP Adaptation
UNDP Adaptation
UNDP Adaptation
UNDP Mitigation

Latin America and Direct (national) Public
the Caribbean

Africa International Public
Africa Direct (regional) Private
Asia-Pacific International Public
Eastern Europe International Public
Africa International Public
Asia-Pacific International Public
Asia-Pacific International Public
Asia-Pacific International Public
Asia-Pacific International Public
Latin America and International Public

the Caribbean
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FUNDED ]| COUNTRY PROJECT NAME THEME REGION ACCESS SECTOR
PROJECT MODALITY

FP023

FP024

FP028

FP033

FP034

FP037

FP039

Namibia

Namibia

Mongolia
Republic
Mauritius

Uganda

Samoa

Egypt

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

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

MSME Business Loan Program for GHG Emission
Reduction

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

Building  Resilient Communities, Wetland
Ecosystems and Associated Catchments in Uganda

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

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

Adaptation
EIF Adaptation
XacBank Mitigation
UNDP Mitigation
UNDP Adaptation
UNDP Adaptation
EBRD Mitigation

Africa

Africa

Asia-Pacific

Africa

Africa

Asia-Pacific

Africa

Direct (national)

Direct (national)

Direct (national)

International

International

International

International

Public

Public

Private

Public

Public

Public

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. Highrisk. 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
guestions 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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Medium risk. Eligibility and targeting criteria are discussed but need some clarification.
Missing information to be specified.

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.

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

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

Low risk. Implementation fidelity appears to be strong.

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.

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

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

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

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

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.

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.

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-
guality impact measurement.

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

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

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.

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.

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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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.

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.

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. Mediumrisk. 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.

20



iv. Unclear: Insufficient information in the proposal to deduce the quality of indicators and
measurements.

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.

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. Mediumrisk. Data is likely to be of good quality.

iii. Highrisk. 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

GREEM
CLIMATE
FUND

Funding Proposal

Version 1.1

The Green Climate Fund (GCF) is seeking high-quality funding proposals.

Accredited entities ore expected to develop their funding proposals, in close
consultation with the relevant national designated authority, with due
consideration of the GCF's Investment Framework and Results Management
Framework. The funding proposals should demonstrate how the proposed
projects or programmes will perform against the investment criteria and

achieve part or all of the strategic impact results,
Project/P Title:
Country/Region:
dited Entity:
Date of

PROPOSAL | 2015

Contents

Section A PROJECT / PROGRAMME SUMMARY

Section B FINANCING | COST INFORMATION

Section C DETAILED PROJECT | PROGRAMME DESCRIPTION

Section D RATIONALE FOR GCF INVOLVEMENT

Section E EXPECTED PERFORMANCE AGAINST INVESTMENT CRITERIA
Section F APPRAISAL SUMMARY

Section G RISK ASSESSMENT AND MANMAGEMENT

Section H RESULTS MONITORING AND REPORTING

Section | ANNEXES

Note to accredited entifies on the use of the funding proposal femplate

=  Secfions A, B, D E and H oﬂhe fundrlg proposal require detailed inputs from the accredited entity. For all
other secti y in section F, accredited entities have discretion in how they
wish fo present the |nforrnat|on Accredited enfities can enher directly incorporate information into this
proposal, or provide summary i ion in the prop with fo other project documents
such as project appraisal document.

*  The total number of pages for the funding p i ) is Exp not to exceed 50.

Please submit the completed form to:
fundingproposak@gcfund org

Please use the following name convention for the file name:
“[FPHAgency Short Name]-[Date]-{Serial Mumber]”
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PROJECT / PROGRAMME SUMMARY
GREEN CLIMATE FUND FUNDING PROPOSAL | PAGE 1 OF 20

A.1. Brief Project / Programme Information

A1 Project [ programme title

A1.2. Project or programme Choose an item.

A3, Country (ies) / region

A.1.4. National designated authority (ies)
A.1.5. Accredited entity

A1.5.a. Access modality O Direct O Internaticnal

. 8 B Executing Entity:
A1.6. Execufing enfity / beneficiary Beneficiary:
A1.7. Project size category (Total investment, million O Micro (=10) O Small (10=<x=50)
usD) O Medium (50=x=250) O Large (=250)
A1.8. Mitigation / adaptation focus O Mitigation O Adaptation O Cross-cutting

A.1.9. Date of submission

Contact person, position

A1.10. Organization
Project

contact Email address
details Telephone number

Mailing address

A1.11. Results areas jmark all that apply}

Reduced emissions from:
Energy access and power generation
{E.g. on-grid, micro-grid or off-grid solar, wind, geothermal, et}
Lew emission fransport
(E.g. high-speed rail, rapid bus system, et}
di cities and i ies and
(E.g. new and retrofited rgy-fficient buldings, gy-efficient equi for ies and supply chain management. ete.)
Forestry and land use
(E.g. forest ion and i immigation, water trestment and management, sic )

Increased resilience of:
Most people and
O {E.g. mitigation of operational risk associated with dimate change - diversification of supply sources and supply chain manapement,
relocation of manufacturing facilities and warshouses, ete)
Health and well-being, and food and water security

= {E.g. clirmate-recilient crops, efficient irmigation systems, etc.)
[m} and built
(E.g. 5=a walls, resifient road networks, etc.)
O Ecosystem and ecosystem services
{Eg. and et

PROJECT / PROGRAMME SUMMARY
GREEN CLIMATE FUND FUNDING PROPOSAL | PAGE 2 OF 20

A.2. Project / Programme Executive Summary (max 300 words)

Please provide & brisf description of the proposed projectprogramme, including the objectives and primary measurable
benefits (ses investment criteria in ssction E). The detailled description can be elaborated in secfion C.

Expected approval from accredited enfity's
Board (if applicable) dd/mmiyyyy

Expected financial close (if applicable) dd/mmdyyyy

- - ; Start: dd/mmfyyyy
Estimated implementation start and end date End: dd/mm

Project/programme lifespan years months

23



FINANCING / COST INFORMATION
GREEM CLIMATE FUND FUNDING PROPOSAL | PAGE 3 OF 20

B.1. Description of Financial Elements of the Project / Programme
Please provide:
= an infegrated financial model in Secfion { {Annexes) thaf includes a projection covering the perod from financial

closing through final maturity of the proposed GCF financing with detailed assumpfions and rationale; and a
sensitivify analysis of crifical elements of the projectiorogramms

* 3 description of how the choice of financial instrument(s) will overcome barriers and achieve project objectives,
and leverage public andor private finance

& breakdown of cost estimates for total project costs and GGF financing by sub-companent in local and fareign
currency and a currency hedging mechanism.

For example, under the component of drilling activity for & geothermal exploration project, sub-co t:
would include civil engineering works, drilling services, drilling equipment and inspection fest.

Sub- Amount Amount T GCF Currency of
Component | component (if | (for entire | Currency | (for entire c'.ur?en funding | disbursement
applicable) project} project) <y amount to recipient

‘Component | Sub- Opfions
1 component 1.1 | ... tiphons

Sub- Opfions
component 1.2 | ... Hotons

‘Component | Sub- Opfions
2 component 2.1 | ... tiphons

Total project financing
* Pleaze expand the fable if nesded.

* 3 breskdown of costbudget by expenditure type (project staff and consulfanis, travel, goods, works, servicss,
eic.} and disbursement schedule in projectiorogramme confirmation (ferm shest) as included in ssction |,
Annexss.

B.2. Project Financing Information

Fi ial A nt Ci y Tenor Pricing
(a) Total
project {a)=(b) + (c) Opfions

(i) Senior Loans

(i) Subordinated Options () years (1%

Loans o - Options () years [ 1%
(b) GCF (i) Equity e | Oplions () wmR
financing fo _ -
e (iv) Guarantees Oplions

(v) Reimbursable Opfions

grants * .

Opfions
(i) Grants *

FINANCING / COST INFORMATION
GREEN CLIMATE FUND FUNDING PROPOSAL | PAGE 4 OF 20

* Please provide economic and finsncial justification in secfion F. 1 for the concessionality thst GCF is expected to
provide, particulany in the caze of grantz. Flease specify difference in fenor and price between GCF financing and
that of accredited entities. Pleaze note that the level of concessionality should cormespond fo the level of the
projectiorog 'z 2 againzf the investment critens indicated in gection E.

Total requested

(isiiiitsivrvvi) Oplions ‘

il Amount Currency Nafne_of Tenor Pricing Seniority

Options Options T { 1% Options

(c) Co- Opfions Options [T E ; YEEE e Opfions

- years

ﬁna_n_cmtglo Options R Options | oo [ 1%IRR Options
recipien

B Options [, Options [ Options

Lead financing insfitution:

*Pleaze provide a confimation letter or 5 letfer of commitment in zaction | izzued by the co-financing insfifution.

In oses where the scoredited entity (AE) deploys the GCF financing directly fo the recipient, (i.e. the GCF financing|
paszes direchy from the GGF fo the recipient through the AE) or if the AE i the recipient itzelf, in the propozed
finsncial instrument and ferms a= described in part (B), this subsection can be skipped.

If thera iz 2 financial srangement between the GCF and the AE, which entailz a financial insfrument andfor financia
tarms zeparafe from the ones descrbed in part (b, plesze filf out the fable below fo specify the propozed inztrument|
(d) Financial | and ferms befween the GGF and the AE.

terms = =

between Financial .

S instrument Amount Currency Tenor Pricing

(if applicable) Choose snitem. | ... Options () years (1%
Please provide & justification far the di i the financial i andior ferms befwesn what is provided by
the AE fo the recipient and what iz requested from the GCF to the AE.

B nancial Markets Overview (if applicable)

How markst price or expecied commercial rate refurn was (non-concsssional) determined?

Please provide an overview of the size of fotal banking assets, debf capital markets and squity capital markets which
could be tapped to finance the proposed project{programme,

Please provide an overview of market rates (Le. 1-year T-Bill, 5-year go bond, 5-year ¢
credit rating) and 5-year syndicate loan.

(2 bond (specify

Provide examples or information on comparable transactions.
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DETAILED PROJECT / PROGRAMME DESCRIPTION

GREEM CLIMATE FUND FUNDING PROPOSAL | PAGE 5 OF 20

Please fill out applicable sub-sections and provide additional inf: tion if Yy, as these i may vary
depending on the nature of the project / programme.

C.1. Straty Context

Please describe relevant nafional, sub-national, regional, global, political, andfor economic factors that help fo
confextuslize the proposal, including existing national and ssctor policies and sfrategiss.

C.2. Project / Programme Objective against Baseline

Describe the baseline scenario (T.e. emissions b ine, climate vul ity b ine, key bariers, challenges andfor
policies) and the outcomes and the impact that the projectiprogramme will aim fo achievs in improving the basslins
SCENENG.

C.3. Project / Programme Description

Describe the main activities and the planned of the projecifprogramme according to each of its components.
Provids information on how the are linked to obj ;, outputs and that the project/programme
intends to achisve. The objectives, outputs and should be : with the i ian reported in the logic

framewark in section H.

C.4. Backg d Information on Project / Programme Sponsor (Executing Entity)

Describe the quality of the management team, overall strafegy and financial profile of the Sponsor {Execufing Entity)
and how it will support the projectprogramme in terms of equily investment, managemeni, operations, production and
marketing.

1 DETAILED PROJECT / PROGRAMME DESCRIPTION
oo GREEN CLIMATE FUND FUNDING PROPOSAL | PAGE 6 OF 20

Describe the market for the produci{s) or services including the hisforical data and forecasts.

Describe the competitive environment including the list of competitors with marksf shares and customer base and key
differentiating factors {if i X

Provide pricing structurss, prics controls, subsidies svailable and government involvement (if any).

C.6. Regulation, Taxation and Insurance (if applicable)

Provide defails of government licenses or permits required for impl ting and operating the prajsctbrogrammes, the
issuing authority, and the date of issus or expected dafe of issus.

Describe applicable taxes and foreign exchange regulafions.

Provide defails on insurance policies related to projectprogramme.

C.7. Institutional / Implementation Arrangements.

Plesse describe in defall the governance strucfure of the projeciprogramme, including but not limited fo the
organization structure, roles and responsibilities of the project{orogramme management unif, steering commities,
executing entities and so on, as well as the flow of funds structure. Also describe which of thess structurss are
already in place and which are still pending. For the pending ones, please specify the requirements to establish
them.

Describe consfruction and supervision methodology with key confraciual agreements.
Describe opsrational g with key agr iz following the lstion of co ion. If

spplicable, provide the credit lysis of key o ies of key contractual ag ts andvior structursl mitigantst
cover the counterparty risks.
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GREEN
CLIMATE
FUND

C.8. Timetable of Project/Programme Implementation

DETAILED PROJECT / PROGRAMME DESCRIPTION
GREEN CLIMATE FUND FUNDING PROPOSAL | PAGE 7 OF 20

Please provide a project/programme implementation timetable in section | (Annexes). The table below is for illustrative purposes. If the table format

below is used, please refer to the activities as numbered in Section H. In the case of outputs, please mark when all the required activities will be

completed.

TAskK

a1

a2

a3

Q4

as

a7

as

a9

Q11

Q12

ats

Qz1

Output 1

Activity 1.1

Activity 1.2.

Activity 1.3.

Output 2.

Activity 2.1

RATIONALE FOR GCF INVOLVEMENT

- Lie GREEM CLIMATE FUND FUMDING PROPOSAL | PAGE 8 OF 20

D.1. Value Added for GCF Involvement

Flease specify why the GCF inveivemsnt is critical for the project/programme, in co ion of other

D.2. Exit Strategy

Please explain how the projectprogramme sustainability will be ensured in the lomg run, after the projectivrogramme is
implemented with support from the GCF and other sources, taking into consideration the long-term financial viability
e ted in E6.3. This shouwld include & description of sfrategiss for longer term maintenance of physical assefs

Activity 2.2.

Activity 2.3,

(if spplicable).
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EXPECTED PERFORMANCE AGAINST INVESTMENT CRITERIA

GREEMN CLIMATE FUND FUMDING PROPOSAL | PAGE @ OF 20 EXPECTED PERFORMANCE AGAINST INVESTMENT CRITERIA

GREEN CLIMATE FUND FUNDING PROFPOSAL | PAGE 10 OF 20

In this section, the accredited entity is expected to provide a brief iption of the expected of the

proposed project/programme against each of the Fund's six investment criteria. Activity-specific sub-criteria and
indicative assessment factors, which can be found in the Fund’s Investment Framework, should be addressed where P e e D T e A ] ) e o e o [ T A e
relevant and applicable. This section should tie into any request for concessionally made in section B.2. Prop fivity il [o ) L PO CE PO

E .2 1. Potential for scaling up and replication (Provide a numerical mulfiple and supporiing rationale)

E.1. Impact Potential Describe how the proposed projectiprogramme’s expected contributions to giobal low-carbon andfor
Potential of the project/programme fo contribute to the achievement of the Fund's objectives and result areas climate-resilient development pathways could be scaled-up and replicated including a description of the
E.1.1. Mitigation / ion impact potential steps necessary to accomplish it.

Specify the mitigation and/or adaptation impact, taking info sccount the relevant and applicabls sub-criteria and
assessment factors in the Fund's investment framework.

When applicable, specify the degree fo which the projectibrogramme avoids lock-in of long-lived, high emission or
climate-vulnerable infrastructure.

E.2.2. Potential for knowledge and leaming

Describe how the projectbrogramme contributes fo the creation or strengthening of knowledge, collective learning
processes, or insfitutions.

E.1.2. Keyimpact

Provide specific numerical valuss for the indicators below.

Expected tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent (t | Annual
G0y eq) fo be reduced or svoided (Mitigation

only) Lifetime
GCF =  Expected total number of direct and Total E .2 3. Contribufion to the creation of an enabling environment
I'.::;.;E — indirect beneficianes, disaggregated by = Describe how proposed measures will create conditions that are conducive fo effective and sustained participation of
gender (reduced vulnerability or private and public sector actors in low-carbon andior resilient development that go beyond the program.
increased resilience);

= Number of beneficiaries relative to fotal | Percentage
population, disaggregated by gender (%)
ion only)

Examples includs: Diescribe how the proposal confributes to innovation, market development and transformation. Examples include:
= Expected increase in the numbsr of houssholds with access fo low-smission ensrgy + [ntroducing and demonstrating a new market ar & new technology in & country or & region
Other *  Expected increase in the number of small, medium and large low-emission power suppliers, and »  Using innovative funding scheme such as initial public offerings andior bond markets for projectsiorogramme
relevant installed effective capacity
indicators *  Expected increase in generation and use of climafe information in decision-making
= Expected 9 ing of adspin ity and reducsd to climats risks
= Others

E.2.4. Contribution to regulatory framework and policies

- - - — Describe how the projectbrogramme sirengthens the national / local reguiatory or legal frameworks to sysfematically
Describe the detailed methodology used for calculating the indicators above. drive invesfment in low-emission technologies or acfivities, promote development of additional low-emission policies,
and/or improve climafe-responsive planning and development.

Describs how the projsct s indi values fo the appropriste b (L& the indicatt
valuss for & similar projectipragramme in a comparable confext).




EXPECTED PERFORMANCE AGAINST INVESTMENT CRITERIA

- o GREEN CLIMATE FUND FUNDING FROPOSAL | PAGE 11 OF 20

E.3. Sus! ble Development Potential
Wider benefits and pricrities
E.3.1. Environmental, social and economic co-benefits, including gender-sensitive development impact

EXPECTED PERFORMANCE AGAINST INVESTMENT CRITERIA
. GREEN GLIMATE FUND FUNDING PROPOSAL | PAGE 12 OF 20

E.5.2. Capacity of accredited entitiez and execufing entities to deliver

E.4. Needs of the Recipient

Vulnerability and financing needs of the beneficiary country and population
E.4.1. Vulnerability of country and beneficiary groups (Adaptation only)

Flease describe experience and track record of the accredited entity and exscuting entities with respect fo the
activities that they are expecied fo undertake in the proposed profectprogramme.

E.5.3. Engagement with NDAs, civil society organizations and other relevant stakeholders

Describe the scale and intensity of vulnerability of the country and beneficiary groups, and elaborate how the
projectiprogramme sddresses the issue (e.g. the level of exposure fo climate risks for beneficiary country and
groups, overall income level, efc).

E.4 2. Financial, economic, social and institutional needs

Describe how fhe projsctbrogramme addresses the following needs:
*  Economic and social development lsvel of the country and the affected populafion
*  Absence of alfernative sources of financing (e.g. fiscal or balance of payment gap that prevents from
addressing the needs of the country; and lack of depth and hisfory in the local capital markef)
*  Need for sirengthening institutions and implementation capacity.

E.5. Country Ownership

Beneficiary country (ies) ownership of, and capacity to implement, a funded project or programme

E.5.1. Existence of a national climate strategy and coherence with existing plans and policies, including NAMAs,
NAPAs and NAPs

Flease provide a full descripfion of the sfeps taken fo ensure country ownership, including the engagement with
NDAs on the funding proposal and the mo-objection lefter.

Please also specify the multi-siakeholder engagement plan and the consulfations that were conducied when this
proposal was developed.

E.6. Efficiency and Effectiveness

Ecomomic and, if appropriate, fina) soundness of the project/programme

E.6.1. Cost-effectiveness and efficiency

Flease describe how the project/programme contributes to country’s identified priorities for low-emission and climate-
resilient development, and the degree to which the activity is supported by a country’s enabiing policy and
institutional framework, or includes policy or institutional changes.

Describe how fhe financial siructure is adequafe and reasonsble in order to achisve the proposal's objectives,
including addressing existing bofflenecks andfor barriers; providing the least concessionalify; and without crowding
out private and ofher public investment.

Flease describe the efficiency and effectivensss, faking info account the total project financing and the mitigation”
sdsptation impact that the projectipi aims fo achieve, and explain how this compares fo an appropriate
benchmark. For mitigation, please make s reference fo E.E.5 (core indicator for the cost per {CO2eq).
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E.6.2. Co-financing, leveraging and mobilized long-term investments (mitigation only)

EXPECTED PERFORMANCE AGAINST INVESTMENT CRITERIA
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E.6.5. Key efficiency and effectiveness indicators

Flease provide the co-financing rafio (fofal amount of co-financing divided by the Fund’s investment in the
profectiprogramme) andfor the potential to catalyze indirectdong-term low emission investment.

Flease make & reference fo E.6.5 [core indicator for the expected volume of finance to be leveraged).

E.6.3. Financial viability

Flesase specify the expected economic and financial rate of return with and without the Fund’s support, based on the
analysis conducted in F.1.

Flease describe financial viahility in the long run beyond the Fund infervention.

Please describe the GCF's financial exit sirategy in case of privale secior operations (e.g. IPOs, irade sales, sic ).

E.6.4. Application of best practices

Please explain how best available fechnologies and praciices are considered and applied. If applicable, specify the
innovations/modifications/adjustments that are made based on indusiry best practices.

GCF
core
indicators

Estimated cost per t CO; eq, defined as total ir cost/ expected lifetime emissi ducti
(mitigation cnly)

(@) Total preject financing Uss

(b) Requested GCF amount ussg

(c) Expected lifetime emissi ducti overtime tC0.eq

(d) Estimated cost pertCO.eq{d=a/c) USE 1tCO.eq

(e) Estimated GCF cost per tCO;eqremoved (e=b/c) Uss 1 tCOqeq

Describes the detailed methodology wsed for calculating the indicators (d) and (g) abovs.

Flease describe how the indicator values compare fo the appropriate benchmarks established in a
comparable context.

Expected volume of finance to be leveraged by the proposed project/programme and as a result of the
Fund’s financing, disaggregated by public and private sources (mitigation only)

Describe the detailed methodology wsed for calculating the indicators abavs.

Flease describe how the indicator values compare fo the appropriate benchmarks established in &
comparable context.

Other relevant indicators (e.g. estimated cost per co-benefit
generated as a result of the project/programme)
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* The information cam be drawn from the j isal di it

F.1. Economic and Financial Analysis

Please provide the narrative and rationale for the detailed economic and financisl analysis ({including the financial
model, taking into consideration the information provided in seclion E.6.3).

Based on the above analysis, please provide economic and financial justification (both qualitative and quantitative) for
the concessionality thaf GCF provides, with g reference fo the financisl strucfure proposed in section B .2

F.2. Technical Evaluation

Flease provide an 1erit from the technical perspechive. If a particuiar technological solution has been chosen,
describe why it is the most appropriafe for this project/iprogramme.

F.3. Environmental, Social Assessment, including Gender Considerations

Describe the main outcome of the environment and social impact assessment. Specify the Environmental and Social
Management Plan, and how the project/programme will avoid or mitigate negative impacts af each siage (e.g.
preparation, implementation and operation), in accordance with the Fund's Envi tal and Social Safeguard
(ESS) standard. Also describe how the gender aspect Is considered in accordance with the Fund's Gender Policy and
Action Plan.

F.4. Financial Management and Procurement

Describe the projectbrogramme’s financial management and procurement, including financial accounting,
disbursement methods and auditing.

G.1. Risk Assessment Summ

Flease provide & summary of main risk factors. Defailed description of risk facfors and mitigation measures can be

elaborated in G.2.

RISK ASSESSMENT AND MANAGEMENT
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G.2. Risk Factors and Mitigation Measures

Please describe financial, fechnical and opsrationsl, social and environmenial and other risks that might prevent the
projectiprogramme objectives from being achieved. Also describe the proposed risk mitigafion measures.

Selected Risk Factor 1
Description Rizk category [ Lewel of impact Pml:;lzm ek
Select Select Select
Mitigation Measure(s)

probability of ek occurring? If so, to what level?

Flease describe how the identified risk will be mitigated or managed. Do the mitigafion measures lower the

Selected Risk Factor 2
Dreseription Rizk category | Level of impact Prol:;:;E ek
Select Select Select
Mitigation Measure(s)

probability of risk occurring? If so, to what level?

Flease describe how the identified nisk will be mitigated or managed. Do the mitigafion measures lower the

Selected Risk Factor 3

L ] . Probability of risk
Drescription Risk category [ Lewel of impact eI
Select Select Select
Mitigation Measure(s)
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H.1. Logic Framework.
Please describe how the identified risk will be mitigated or managed. Do the mitigation measures lower the - . . .
probability of risk occurring? If so, fo what level? Please specify the logic framework in accordance with the GCF's Performance Measurement Framework under
the Resulis Management Framework.
Selected Risk Factor 4 H.1.1. Paradigm Shift Objectives and Impacts at the Fund level’
Description Risk category | Level ofimpact | | rooaniity of sk Paradigm shift objectives
occurring
Choose appropriate Please elaborate on the paradigm shift objectives to which the project/programme
Select Select expecfed result confributes.
Means of Target
Mitigation Measure(s) Expected Result i Verificati i Midt=rm N Assumptions
- —— — —— (MoV) @appicatssy [ F=
Please describe how the identified risk will be mitigated or managed. Do the mitigation measures lower the
probability of risk occurring? If so, to what level? Fund-level impacts
Please select refevant
- GCF indicafors from the
Selected Risk Factor 5 Choose appropriate | Fund's
ili i messurement framewor.
Description Risk category | Level of impact Pml:;l:ll‘:?:i of risk expected results Mo than ane indicstor
ng masy be sslected per
expected impact resulf.
Select Select Select
Mitigation Measure(s)
Please describe how the identified risk will be mitigated or managed. Do the mifigation measures lower the Choose sporopriate
probability of risk occurring? If so, to what level? expected results
Selected Risk Factor 6
Description Risk category | Level of impact Pmbablhhr_ T .
accurnng Choose appropriate
sxpected results
Select Select Select
Mitigation Measure(s)
Flease describe how the identified risk will be mitigated or managed. Do the mitigation measures lower the
probability of risk occurring? If so, to what level?
Other Potential Risks in the Horizon
Please describe other pofeniial issues which will be monifored as “emerging risks™ during the life of the projects (ie.,
izsues that have not yet raised to the level of “risk factor” but which will need monitoring). This cowld include issues " Information on the Fund's expected results and indicstors ean b found in its Performance Measurement Frameworks
relsted to exfernal stakeholders such a5 project beneficiaries or the pool of potential contractors. available at the following link (Fleass note that some indicators are under refinement):
* Pleasze expand this sub-section needed fo address all potential matenal and relevant rizks hitp:/ivaww greenclimate fund/documents/201582/239758/5.3 -

Performance Measurement Frameworks PMF pdff50841cei-7ci7-47 5i-809e-4ebf1achhifd
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ANNEXES
GREEN CLIMATE FUND FUNDING PROPOSAL | PAGE 20 OF 20

H.1.2. Outcomes, Outputs, Activities and Inputs at Project/Programme level - =
I. Supporting Documents for Funding Proposal

X Mt_aans!ﬂ Target :
Expected Result Indicator Ve;l:::]hon Baseline Uﬂid-?;mj — Assumptions O MDA Nﬂ-DbjEC‘tiCln Letter
:l:?zc“t::;ogramme ‘Qutcomes that contribute to Fund-level impacts O Feasmilih‘ Siu'jy
= ————— [} Integrated Financial Model that provides sensitivity analysis of critical elements (xls format, if applicable)
Choss ; gﬂfmh [} Confirmation letter or letter of commitment for co-financing commitment (If applicable)
e expecde -
outcome % O Project/Programme Confirmation/Term Sheet (including costbudget breakdown, disbursement schedule,
may be selectecper efc.) — see the Accreditation Master Agreement, Annex |
Xpe impact resulf.
Specify other expected O Emvironmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) or Environmental and Social Management Plan
resuifs (If applicable)
Specify other expected . - . . N
results [} Appraisal Report or Due Diligence Report with recommendations {If applicable)
Pri:jecgpmgramme Outputs that contribute to outcomes O Ewvaluation Report of the baseline project (If applicable)
outpu
1 O Map indicating the location of the project/programme
N O Timetable of project/programme implementation
3. * Please nots that & funding proposal will be considered complate only upon receipt of all the applicable supporting |
Activities Description Inputs Description documents.
1.1 111,
1.2. 1.1.2.
21 113

H.2. Arrangements for Monitoring, Reporting and Evaluation

Besides the arrangements (e.g. semi-annusl performance reports) laid out in AMA, please provide projectbrogramme
specific institutional sefting and implementation arrangements for monitoring and reporting and evaluation. Please
i how the i i id-term and final luations will be organized, including the fiming.

Flease provide methodologies for monitoring and reporting of the key outcomes of the project/orogramme.




ANNEX VI TEMPLATE OF GCF ANNUAL PROGRESS REPORTS

Template -Annual Performance Report | General Template A Template -Annual Performance Report | General Template

SECTION 1: GENERAL INFORMATION
beneral Template of the
1. Funded Activity Title: As per the approved Funding Proposal
Annual Performance Report
P 2. Funding Proposal Number: (Frssn)
(APR) 3. Date of Board approval - Board Meeting Number:
ey
4. Accredited Entity: {Full name of the Accredited Entity]
5. Focal Point of the Accredited Entity for this Project: (Full nome/email/telephone number)
B . 6. Executing Entity{ies): {Full name of the Executing Entity(j
Reference Number (FP#i##): Funding Proposal Title From:
Accredited Entity Name 7. Implementation Period: .
8. Current year of Implementation: {e.g. year 2)
Annual Reporting Period Covered in this Report: 9. _Closing Date®:
. PR
(From DD-MM-YYYY to DD-MM-YYYY) 0, (e S (e.g John Doc)
From:
11 Investment Period*:
To:
Se. C‘iU ns il'l th‘ls re leT' 12. Date of Submission of the Report:
- Section 1-General Information 13. Annual Reporting period covered in this report: e
- Section 2: Implementation Progress Report : To-
- Section 3: Financial Information® (Excel worksheet attached). 12 Total Broject Budget®: {e.g. Loan: USD 25,000,000
- Section 4: Report on Environmental and Social Safeguards & Gender - Gront: USD 5,000,000)
- Section 5- Annexes 15. Total amount of GCF Proceeds Approved: fe-g- LE‘:::"_ :;;j‘;;?g;?
- Section 6: Attachments 16. Total amount of GCF Proceeds disbursed [cumulative) to the | (e.o. Loan:  USD 2,000,000
Accredited Entity: Groni: USD 500,000)
SUBMITTED BY
Name and title Daote
FOR GREEN CLIMATE FUND'S SECRETARIAT USE ONLY #Rafers to the date an which the Accredited Entity’s right to recsive Dishursements in respect af the Funded Activity will terminate, as defined
in the relevant Funded Activity Agreement.
*IF applicable
YIF applicable.

“Total project budget including ca-financing as approved by GCF.

T Please refer ta excel warkshest attached “APR Section 3 {Financial Infarmatian)”, Pravide as attachments to this repart detailed financial
infarmation per the established requirements in the Funded Activity Agresment.



Template -Annual Performance Report | General Template .
p F Template -Annual Performance Report | General Template

SECTION 2: IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS REPORT TR T TS

Deliverable/Milestone Deliverable/Milestone Remarks
G FRAT S SVNRRAR X HE O (NS R ESS R s o peses] Project Output Project Activity Status? for the current reporting for the next reporting {as applicable)j’®

rraotive report des ing the overail ress on the implementation of o funded octivit -

s 9 " g ! P f d period® period?
tion ach  delays and secarding to the planned oetivit
considerations on the performance of the Funded Activity agoinst the_Fund's Investrnent and the Results
frameworks. As relevant, include references to other sections of this report (including Annexes or Attochments).

The na

1.1 fe.g. Sign Power Purchase
o e e (e.g. PPA on negotiation] | (e.g. PPA signed)

Output 1
(e.g. 1 Wind power

ved during this report period. Alss, describe a

Include a description of key milestones of the funded octivity o

undertaken, chollenges encountered ond lesso rned di mplementation, including issues related ta non-com) plant h
with GCF standards or o itive achie nts and better-th f resuits. commissianed) 1.3 (e.g. Execution of EPC con tract)
In case of key fsues that may result in o change of the scope of the project, plecse provide o description of such elements and 1.4 {e.g. Commissioning)

considerations on the implementation period and final targets.

2.1 (e.g. Project Office support
(contracting of key personnei))

2.2 (e.g. Procure of "
supervision consultonts)

2.3 Ere.
Output 3 . .
Ete. 3.1 Ere.
7 Activity Not Yet Due; Activity Started -ahead of schedule; Activity started - progress on track; Activity started but progress delayed; Activity start is delayed.

" Please provide all relevant specific inputs, milestones and deliverables relevant to the reporting period.
7 Please provide all relevant specific inputs, milestones and deliverables relevant to the next reparting period.
U For Activities delayed, provide the respective explanationfjustification.

“Please remove text below to fit report to one page. Additional reports can be provided as other attachment to the APR.



PROGRESS UPDATE ON PROIECT INDICATORS OF THE LOGIC FRAMEWORK::

3.1 PROGRESS UPDATE ON FUND-LEVEL IMPACT INDICATORS OF THE LOGIC FRAMEWORK

Template -Annual Performance Report | General Template

Fund-level impact Core indicators
{Mmitigation)

Mitigation Care indicator 1

Tannes of carban dioxide equivalent
(1C02eq) reduced o5 gseawlL of Fund-
furded projects/programmes

Variances from target

varionce from proposed
(if any) methodolagy'4
(ifany)

Mitigation Core indicatar 2

Cost per t002eq decreased for all Fund-
funded mitigatian
projects/oragrammes

Mitigation Core indicator 3

Volume of finance leveraged by Fund
funding (Disaggregated by
public/nrivate source)

Mitigation impact Indicator 1

[E.g. *Tannes of carbon diaxide
equivalent ((COZeq) reduced ar avaided
emissions through incrensed iow-
emission energy ccess and power)

Mitigation Impact Indicator 2

Ete

U per the approved Legic Framewsrk of the Funding Propasal, pleass provide an update on the relevant indicatars, Pravide as Annex 2 an explanation of the including the main it for

aach indicator,

U s per the relevant indicators fallowing the Perlormance Measurement Framework established in the Funding Propesal and in relation to the in

GEF, If applicable.
Y As of 31 Decambas of the relevant year.

U s applicable, in relation to the methadalogy described in the Funding Propasal.

icaters in Seetion 2.3.2, inchding relevant updates sgreed with

Template -Annual Performance Report | General Template

Fund-level impoct indicators Current Target Target Vvarignces from target varianee from proposed

Baseline
[Adaptation) aseline volue's (mig-term) (fimai) (if any) methodology® (if amy)

Adoptation Core indicatar
Direct Beneficiaries™

Adaptation Core Indicotar
Indirece Beneficiarios™

Number of total beneficiaries
refative to totel population™

Adeptation impect Indicatar 1
{E.g. Number of males and
females benefiting from
introduced heaith megsures)
Adaptation impact Indicator 2

e

15 s of 33 Ducambis of the relevant year,

1= 4 applicable, in refation to the methadology descrised in the Funding Praposal.
17 s defined in the Funding Proposal for the project.

U s defined in the Funding Proposal for the project.

1 Relative to the tetal papulatian of the country.
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Implementation
Status??

Baseline current Target Target
valug®! i {firal)

Explanations if
varignces from

Template -Annual Performance Report | General Template

Remarks
|25 applicable}®
target

Indicotor 1 [Outcome lewel]
[Mitigation/Adoptation)
[ 6.3 A

Agr

indicator 1.2

Indicator 1.3, et

Indicotor 2 [Outcome lewel)

[Mitiga tation,
Indicotor 2 [Output fevel]
indicotor 2.1

Indicator 2.2, etc.

“ As per the relevant indicators follawing the Performance Measurement Framework and ather indicators as established in the Funding Proposal, including relevant updates agreed with GOF, if applicatle.

# fe of 34 Ducamber of the relevant calendar year.
“ Mot Yet Dus; Started -shead of schedule; Started — progress on track; Started but progress delayged; Start is delayed.
“For Actiities delayed, provide the respective explanation/justification.

Template -Annual Performance Report | General Template

2.4 IMPLEMENTATION TIMETABLE/MILESTONES FOR THE NEXT REPORTING PERIOD

Pravide o timetable inc lestones to be defivered for the next annual reporting peviod, This should be afigned with Section
2.2 and the project im, Testones, Note that milestones for the nest reporting
perind shouid be defined ve o better idea of what milestones
are to be achie
included in the funding praposal.
Table bedow included for illustrative purpases.
Tas
Dutput 1.
Activity 1.1, L.
Activity 1.2, L
Activity 1.3, L Lo
DOutput 2.
Activity 2.1, L
Activity 2.2, L LS
Activity 2.3, L
List of Milestones:
{1} Milestone 1 Descript
12} Milestone 2 Descriph
(3l Ere

luding measures odopted and lessans learmed. i
se provide a description of such efements and con-

Knpact on the
project imple-
mentation

Lessons learned ond Other

Measures adopted Remarks

Ehalienge encountered

2 If applicable, if there were challenges faced during implementation.
* Implementation; Legal; Financial; Environmental/Sacial; Political; Pracurement; Other: AML/CFT; Sanctions; Prohibited Practices.
 Minar/Salved; Maderate; High.
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2.6 REPORT ON CHANGES DURING IMPLEMENTATION

Describe changes to the praject during the reporting period. {n gactiaoar. the report showld cover slements such as change of ben-

her elements rele

nges of the Accredited Dntity, policies and
came of the project.

aficinl ownership structure, monagement o ant for the project, and

any ather material change that could influence the overall oul

+

Template -Annual Performance Report | General Template

ECTION 3. AINANCIAL INFORMATION

OVERVIEW OF THE FUNDED ACTIVITY For the Report- c lati
|Please complete Sections 3.1 to 3.6 in Exced file "APR Section 3 Financial In- ing Period - ”Im‘-' ”:'VE )
formation”) (URAUSD/IY/88P) EUR/LISD/IPY/GBP)

Total Project cost!?:

Total GCF financing to the Project:

Total Amount of GCF Proceeds Disbursed to AE:

Grant component:

Loan Component:

Equity Compaonent:

Guarantee Component:

Total Amount:
Total Amount of Funds used for the Funded Activity**:
By Executing Entity 1:

By Exscuting Entity 2, et
Total amount:

Total Amount of Expenditures on the Funded Activity:
Total Amount of funds Committed to the Funded Activity®?:

amount of Other Inflows received by the AE*
Totol Amount of Reflowed Funds to GCF from AE:

closing balance of the AE for the Funded Activity®*:

closing balance of the Executing Entity{igs) for the Funded Activity 32
Absorption Capacity??

between the exec annuad and c

/budget/approved amount absorption copacity

IUNTRY SPECIFIC INFORMATION
Total Amount of GCF Proceeds Disbursed by the AE for each Target
Country of the Project:

Country 1:

Country 2, etc.:
Date of First Cash Disbursement of GCF Proceeds by the Executing En-

tity:

T Total project cast/budget including GCF procseds and co-financing. |o rebereace ta the approved amaunt (for each relevant year and
cumulative) as per the FAA.

Including GOF Proceeds and co-financing.

“Ineluding GCF and ca-financing. Refers caly to the items as of the reporting date where the ALJEE has signed a binding contract and the
relevant expenses are not yet incurred.

“ i relation to the Funded Activity, including bank interect earned, revenue From income generating activities, reflowed funds ta the
Accredited Entity, Value Added Tax/other tax refunds, proceeds from disposal of assets, ete.

% fis of the end of the relevant period, the Closing Cash Balanes resulting fram the apening Cash Balance plus total Inflows, minus tatal
Cutflaws in relation to the Funded Activity. Please refer to the Closing Balance expressed in section 3.1 [excel sheet attached).

“ fx of the end of the relevant period, the Clesing Cash Balance resulting From the apening Cash Balance plus tetal Inflows, minus tatal
Cutflaws in relation to the Funded Activity.

“The rate of utilization af the project cost/budget, ie. total amount of funds used for the funded sctivity in the period exprossed as 3
percentage of the total project cost/budget for the corresponding period.
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SECTION 4: REPORT PROJECT SPECIFIC ON ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL
SAFEGUARDS 8 GEMDER

4.1 IMPLEMENTATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL SAFEGUARDS AND GENDER ELEMENTS
{max 1 poge)

Please provide infarmatian on the praject or programme ESMP monitoring activities undertaken during the implementation af
the funded activity.

Provide a report on the impl tion af | and sacial plans [ESMPs} and framewarks [ESMFs)
deseribing achievements, and specifying [il outputs and activities implemented d uring the reparting periad; {iil key snviranmental,
social and gender ssues addressed during implementation; (i) pending key environmental, social and gender issues needing
accredited entity's actians and GCF attention; (v} changes of law/regulation, pafitical envirenment and auditing standards and;
{vl alist of planned activities for the next reparting period. Far Categary © or 13 projects or programmes, describe the results of
further enviranmental and social sereening and the messures taken, if any, to manage enviranmental and sacial risks.

Additionally, include a description of the actians undertaken towards increasing the relevant stakehalders’ engagement in the
praject environmental, sacial and gender elements, and & list on the grievances received due to breaches in enviranmental and
social standards ar gender standards in the reporting period that will include at kst the description of the grievance, the date
the grievance was received, and the resalution of the grievance. In case of a change in the E&S risk category far the project, please
provide an explanation.

4.2 GENDER AND S50CIAL ACTION PLAN

Fravide a progress repart an the gender and social oction pla during praject ian stage far the reporting period
fif applicable). Provide updoted indicators bosed an the gender assessment and gender and sociol indusion action plan of the
praject.

Indicate primary chali ians addressing gender i fities, ge: reeds, squal of access o rescurces, services,

and eapacity development, as well as equal participation and benefits in the scope af the project. If available, incamorate bath
i data and a t of the perf ace af such actions, and on progress in the gender and sacial
inclusion actian plan.

4.3 PLANNED ACTIVITIES ON ENVIRDNMENTAL AND SOCIAL SAFEGUARDS

Pravide a st of activities in the ESMP to be implemented in the next reporting peviod. Include reievant deliverables such os reparts
ar action plans, and other praject specific products. Please include the manitaring schedule cancerning ESS and gender aetivities
for the next annuel reparting periad.

4.4 PLANNED ACTIVITIES ON GENDER ELEMENTS

Provide o list of activities to be implemented in the next reporting period. Include relevant deliverablies such os reports ar action
pians, and otfer project specific products. Please include the monitaring schedule concerning gender activities for the nest annual
reparting period.

Template -Annual Performance Report | General Template

SECTION 5: ANNEXES

Annex 1. Updated implementation timetable for the Funded Activity.

Annex 2. Impact indicator assessment methodology™, including the main assumptions for each indicator.

Annex 3%, Accredited Entity compliance reports (self-assessment reports®, report on actions pursuant to
Clause 18.02, if applicable®).

SECTION 6: ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1. Unaudited/Audited financial statements (as required by FAA).

(if ovailobie. If not submitted, indicate dote of submission.)

Attachment 2. Interim/Final evaluation report (as required by FAA).

(if ovailoble. If not submitted, indicate dote of submission.)

Other Attachments. As applicable, such as detailed budget tables*®, loan repayment schedules to GCF
[interest/principal), equity investment schedules, periodic portfolio reports™, statements of capital account,
valuation reports, credit guarantee agreements, invester reports, and others, as specified in the relevant
legal agreements [2.g. Funded Activity Agreement, Shareholders Agreement)

“ pravide an update an the methodology used for estimating impact indicatars, including assumptians, values, and relevant changes from the
Funding Fropasal, it any.

© These reparts can be provided as snnexes ta the APR ar as separate reparts for convenience of the Accredited Entity.

% accardance with the Manitaring and Accountability Framewark, a self- taf its i in with Clause 13.01 of
the Aceraditation Master Agraement, with the Fiduciary Principles and Standards, 55 and Gander Palicy.

7 Only applicable to International Accredited Entities. In accordance with the Manitoring and Accountability Framework, & report on its
actions carried out or planned to be carried out pursuant to Clause 18,02 of the Accreditation Master Agresment.

= s included in the FAA.

“ summary infarmatian with respect to each Portfolio Companty, in addition to & summary of Financial Results for the reported annual perid.
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Independent Evaluation Unit
Green Climate Fund
175, Art center-daero, Yeonsu-gu,
Incheon 22004, Republic of Korea
Tel. (+82) 032-458-6428
leu@gcfund.org
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund

GREEN Independent
CLIMATE | Evaluation @
FUND Unit

© Independent Evaluation Unit — the Green Climate Fund
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