
CSO comments and suggested textual changes to Results Management Framework Paper 
(BM7, May 2014) 
 
 

I. Comments and concerns on Results Management Framework Paper  
 
Priority points 

Some improvement over the Paris decision on Performance indicators of the initial result areas of the 
Fund [, such as  
• Framing paradigm shift in terms of “sustainable development” 

• shift in the framework to more emphasis on country-drive outputs and outcomes, based on NAMAs, 
climate change strategies, related national policies (we of course want these to be developed 

through multistakeholder processes), although the context of country-ownership more clear in the 
annexes than the decision 

• In the performance management framework inclusion of gender sensitivity in some indicators, 
reference to renewable energy with respect to low-emissions energy access and power generation, 
better adaptation indicators] 

 
But the RMF is not showing the paradigm shift in terms of sustainable development in the logic model 

or the performance indicators.  
 

• The GCF should recognize the limitations and drawbacks of quantified indictors, as well as logical 
frameworks. In complex areas like this, such approaches highlight narrow aspects of a complex 
reality. Important opportunities for synergy can be lost, and both positive and negative impacts can 
be hidden. 

 

• In both the low-emissions and climate resilience log-frames and performance indicators there is a 
lack of serious integration and measurement of either social and environmental impacts or co-
benefits. The integral nature of climate mitigation and adaptation with poverty eradication, gender 
equality, improved livelihoods, public health, environmental protection, etc. is not sufficiently 
reflected.  And cross-cutting themes like a gender-sensitive approach is missing as a Fund-
aggregated core indicator. 

 

• The RMF could better reflect a paradigm shift by including policy level indicators at the strategic 
level, not just the project/programme outcome/country level. This could include indicators like 
“improved policy and institutional environment that enables a transition to low-emission sustainable 
development pathways” for mitigation and “Improved/strengthened policy and institutional capacity 
to support resilience” for adaptation. 

 
• On mitigation – “Low-emission” should be qualified in the text as being renewable and excluding 

certain technologies and energy forms (fossil-fuel based, nuclear, large hydro, CCS for example), 
and the decision should be accompanied by an exclusion list. A real paradigm shift would mean 
investments in renewable energy that support only the best available and lowest impact renewable 
technologies over entire life-cycle, with potential for replication and scaling up, accompanied by a 
rapid phase out of fossil fuels. This should be reflected in the logic model and performance 
indicators. 
 



• The use of leveraging as an indicator is potentially detrimental to a real paradigm shift. by equating 
large amounts of leveraging with success, the GCF risks privileging projects and programs that 
involve high levels of co-financing or blending, and could encourage countries to take on debt that 

is unwarranted.  
 

• Also, there can be an inverse relationship between volume leveraged and effectiveness at reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions, with some low-cost options (such as energy efficiency) not requiring 
significant additional investment to reach their goals. A high leverage ratio may be a sign that a 
project/programme would have happened anyway without the Fund's support. 

 

• The process by which the secretariat further develops the mitigation and adaptation performance 
framework should explicitly include a multi-stakeholder consultation process, including 
representatives of impacted civil society sectors in developing countries (women, small landholders, 
energy poor, Indigenous peoples, SMEs, renewable energy providers, etc). This process should 
include the development of qualitative measures of success that take into account the views of 
communities over medium- and long-term time horizons. 

 

Additional points 
Overall reflection on logic model and performance indicators 
• The gender-sensitive approach as a cross-cutting issue must be integrated into Fund-aggregate 

core indicators.  It is not enough to address those only at the individual project or programme level 
as a “choice” for implementing and executing entities. Likewise, tools to meet the needs of the 
most vulnerable are difficult to see in either the logic models or the PMF as proposed. 

 
• For example, under the mitigation logic model, the strategic level impact results should include 

strengthening community access, control and management of energy systems. This should also 
include women's participation and empowerment. 
 

• To better reflect a paradigm shift, the RMF should include policy level indicators at the strategic 
level. As mentioned above, the strategic level impact area on mitigation should include an 

indication of improved policy and institutional environment that enables a transition to low-emission 
sustainable development pathways should be included (Annex 1(b)(iii)). The following indicators 
should be included in the adaptation strategic level impact areas (Annex 1(b)(iv)): 

o Improved/strengthened policy and institutional capacity to support resilience    

o Ability of vulnerable men and women to take appropriate risks and positively adjust to 
change 

o Access of vulnerable men and women to back up resources and appropriate assistance in 
times of crisis 

o Strengthened formal an informal institutions are able to reduce risk, support positive 

adaptation, and ensure equitable access to essential services in times of shock/stress 

• Indicators should be monitored for compliance with the core principle of country ownership; in 
particular the metrics of country ownership should be monitored to track and evaluate progress 
over time. 

 
Mitigation logic model & performance indicators 
• Financing of mitigation should exclude financing of fossil fuels. It is economically inefficient for the 

Fund to finance fossil fuel projects that will render useless half of its resources for adaptation. 



 
• The GCF should also avoid supporting mainstream, established technologies like coal, gas, and 

hydropower not only because of their climate, human health and environmental impacts because 

they have existing financing channels and minimal transformative impact. 
 
• Indicators of a paradigm shift to low-emissions sustainable development like “tons of CO2e 

reduced” are too narrow/carbon fundamentalist and risk privileging large-scale projects, and 
potentially energy projects that have lower emissions than BAU, but are nonetheless harmful and 
polluting. 

 

• This points to the fact that there must be consistency and coherence between the decision criteria 
and the results management framework, as the former is a guide based on the objectives of the 
Fund as to what projects and programmes are funded, and the latter measures the success of GCF 
funding to meet its objectives.  

 
Adaptation logic model & performance indicators 
• In the PMF the adaptation related “Core indicators” go in a good direction, but tend to focus mainly 

on awareness raising and information. They should be developed to reflect reduction in physical 
risks of vulnerable people through concrete action. Also indicators here don’t reflect the fact that 
the poorest and most vulnerable are severely constrained in their ability to use adaptation tools 
because of resource limitations, marginalization, or neglected by decision makers. This could begin 
to be addressed through indicators like:  

o Extent to which vulnerable households, communities, businesses, and public sector services 
have access to and use improved tools, instruments, strategies and activities (including 
those supported by the Fund) to respond to climate variability and climate change   

 

• Collection of data for the indicators should be disaggregated by gender and by income 
 
• The additional adaptation result areas still have not been adopted by the Board, and are not 

mentioned here. It is important that this guide to what outcomes and impacts the GCF is aiming to 
achieve not get lost. it remains very much unclear, how the relationship will be and how the revised 

adaptation result areas might impact on the indicators, or whether the decision on indicators will 
impact the selection of result areas.  
 

• The RMF should refer to the Cancun Adaptation Framework (CAF)(Decision 1/CP.16) which should 
be a guiding framework, including its principles for action on adaptation. While “gender-sensitive” 
and “transparent” are to some extent captured by the GCF, the CAF also mandates that action on 
adaptation “should be based on and guided by the best available science and, as appropriate, 

traditional and indigenous knowledge,” and this is nowhere addressed yet 
 

II. Suggested textual changes to draft decision 
 
ANNEX I: Draft decision of the Board 
 (b) Adopts the initial results management framework of the Fund as outlined hereunder 
… 
(ii) Paradigm shift objective for mitigation: 



Shift to low-emission sustainable development pathways with expanded share of low-
impact renewable energy sources and accelerated delivery of safe, affordable 
energy to the poor.  
 

(iii) Strategic level impacts for mitigation: 

1) Increased inclusive, community-focused and gender-sensitive access, control and 

management of low-emission energy systems and power generation 

2) Increased inclusive, community-focused and gender-sensitive access to low-

carbon  transport, especially public transport options 

3) Increased energy efficiency from buildings, cities and industries 

4) Sustainable inclusive, community-focused and gender-sensitive land use and forest 

management, including REDD+ 

5) Improved policy and institutional environment that enables a transition to low-
emission, inclusive and gender-sensitive sustainable development pathways. 

(iv) Project/programme level outcomes for mitigation 
1) Increased gender-sensitive low-emission development mainstreamed in government; 

2) More small, medium and large low-emission power suppliers providing affordable clean 

energy services to the lowest two population quintiles in line with country 

objectives; 

3) Lower country energy intensity trajectory in line with country objectives; 

4) Shift to and inclusive and increased use of low-carbon public transport options; 

5) Stabilization of forest coverage;     

(v) Paradigm shift for adaptation: 
Increased climate-resilient inclusive and gender-sensitive sustainable development 

(vi) Strategic level impacts for adaptation: 
1) Increased resilience and enhanced livelihoods, participation and empowerment of the most 

vulnerable people (especially women and indigenous peoples), communities, and regions 
in line with country objectives; 

2) Increased resilience of health and well-being, and food and water security in line with 
country objectives; 

3) Increased resilience of infrastructure and the built environment to climate change threats in 
line with country objectives;  

4) Improved resilience of ecosystems and the provision of ecosystem services to the most 
vulnerable people, especially women and indigenous peoples in line with country 
objectives 

5) Improved and strengthened policy and institutional capacity to support resilience. 
 

(vii) Project/programme level outcomes for adaptation 
1) Strengthened government institutional and regulatory systems and the existence of 

inclusive participatory multi-stakeholder processes for climate-responsive 

development planning 



2) Increased generation and inclusive and gender-sensitive use of climate information in 

decision-making; 

3) Strengthened adaptive capacity and reduced exposure to climate risks prioritizing the 

most vulnerable people (especially women and indigenous peoples), 

communities and regions; 

4) Strenghtened awareness of all population groups, especially the most vulnerable 
people (such as women and indigenous peoples) of climate threats and benefits 

from risk-reduction processes; 
            …. 
(e)  Acknowledges Takes note of the initial mitigation performance measurement framework in 

Annex IV to this document, and the initial adaptation performance measurement framework in 
Annex V to this documents with their illustrative indicators; 

  
(f) Requests the Secretariat to further develop the mitigation and adaptation performance 
 measurement frameworks of the Fund through a comprehensive and inclusive multi-

stakeholder consultation process for the Board to consider at its first meeting following the 

completion of the initial resource mobilization process. 
] 

III: Suggested textual changes to performance measurement indicators  
 
Impacts (strategic level)     [is this national, fund-wide, sectoral, etc??] 
 

Expected Results Indicators (Indicative)  
1.0 Increased low emission 
energy access and power 

generation 

• investments in electricity grid 
technologies and operational best 

practices that facilitate distributed 
low impact renewables (including 
smart grids and storage) 

• share of low impact renewables in 
national energy matrix 

 

2.0 increased access to low-

emissions transport 

• Emissions from vehicles and transport 

sector as a whole 

 

3.0. Increased energy 
efficiency in buildings, cities 

and industries 
(appliances??) 

• Adoption of best-practice locally 

appropriate costs-effective standards 
for energy efficiency for buildings, 
appliances and industrial processes 

 

Sustainable land use and 

forestry management 
including REDD+ 

• Support for and results achieved 

using non-offset, non-market based 
approaches 

 

   

Project/Program outcomes 
5.0. Gender sensitive LED 
mainstreamed in gov 

•   

6.0. More S M & L low 

emission power suppliers 

• MW of capacity from low emissions 

AND LOW IMPACT RENEWABLE 
sources 

• Avoidance of lock-in of fossil fuel 

technologies and other high-risk and 
high impact energy sources. 

 



 

7.0. Lower country energy 

intensity trajectory 

  

8.0. Increased use of low-
carbon transport 

  

9.0. Stabilization of forest 

coverage 

  

 


