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Glossary 
Additionality: This evaluation uses ‘additionality’ in its evaluative sense, which is defined in the UK Green 
Book as: ‘a real increase in social value that would not have occurred in the absence of the intervention.’ It 
does not equate to the meaning of ‘additionality’ used within the Clean Development Mechanism. Additionality 
– or ‘added value’ – refers to the extent to which a programme (such as Ci-Dev) provides a form of support 
which is not, and which could not, have been provided through other means. If the kind of change attributed 
(or traced back) to Ci-Dev support would have been achieved anyway, either through ongoing changes that 
would have occurred without the Ci-Dev intervention, or through access to other funds targeting the same 
projects / beneficiaries, then the support provided by Ci-Dev cannot be said to be additional. As the portfolio 
of projects are all registered through the Clean Development Mechanism, their emissions reductions are 
certified as additional. 

Carbon market: The definition includes compliance and voluntary markets or related carbon results-based 
finance, as well as new carbon-based mechanisms that might develop under international climate finance, 
including through Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions, Green Climate Fund funding etc.). The compliance 
market refers to trading system through which countries may buy or sell verified units of greenhouse gas 
emission reductions in an effort to meet their national limits on emissions, either under the Kyoto Protocol or 
under other agreements, such as that among member states of the European Union. The voluntary market 
refers to the purchase of emission reductions, which may be retired or used to offset emissions, with varying 
standards of verification, by a range of actors, including business and non-governmental organisations. The 
term ‘carbon’ comes from the fact that carbon dioxide is the predominant greenhouse gas, and other gases 
are measured in units called ‘carbon-dioxide equivalents’ (definition based on United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change’s Glossary of Terms).  

Carbon Finance: Generally applies to resources provided to a project to acquire certified greenhouse gas 
emission reductions (‘carbon’ for short). The buyer can then use these reductions to meet, for example, 
obligations to reduce carbon emissions, which may have been incurred under European Union or national 
legislation.  

Clean Development Mechanism is a project-based mechanism that supports clean development in 
developing countries by allowing projects to create certified emission reductions, which can be sold through 
carbon markets. 

Climate Finance: In this inception report, climate finance refers to international climate finance, and 
specifically to financial flows from developed to developing countries for climate change mitigation and 
adaptation activities. Carbon finance and carbon-results based finance are forms of climate finance.  

Results-based Financing is support that is delivered on the basis of project achievements. This approach 
strives to emphasise the results and reduce the focus of the support on the path to results. Instead of 
prescribing inputs, activities and implementation steps, the agents are given more flexibility in designing how 
they achieve the results. This can reduce transaction and monitoring costs, encourage entrepreneurial thinking 
and increase efficiency and effectiveness. The Clean Development Mechanism is one of a number of RBF 
mechanisms designed to leverage these advantages.  

Carbon Results-Based Finance: Resources provided to a project for project results that are based on 
greenhouse gas emission reductions. These can be transactions that ‘acquire’ greenhouse gas emission 
reductions, which are or are not used to meet obligations to reduce carbon emissions (see ‘Climate Finance’). 
The emphasis is on the fact that the projects need to prove carbon results (and not, for example, development 
results even though those can also be achieved through these mechanisms). In the current project, the Clean 
Development Mechanism is used as the modality to prove these carbon emission reductions. Future climate 
finance mechanisms might use other modalities.  
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Executive Summary 
The Carbon Market Finance Programme 

The Carbon Market Finance Programme (CMFP) is an innovative joint Department for Business, Energy and 
Industrial Strategy (BEIS) / Department for International Development (DFID) programme, providing £50m 
from the International Climate Fund (ICF) over the period 2013 to 2025. It aims ‘to increase the flow of 
international carbon finance to Least Developed Countries (LDCs) – with a focus on Africa – to support climate 
change mitigation and poor peoples' access to clean energy and other poverty reducing technologies.’ 2 

The CMFP is being implemented through the World Bank’s (WB) Carbon Initiative for Development (Ci-Dev) 
programme to develop capacity, tools, pilot programmes and methodologies to increase energy access (EA) 
in LDCs using clean and efficient technologies. It became operational on 1 April 2014 and has two components: 
the Readiness Fund and the Carbon Fund.  

The Readiness Fund provides, among other things, technical assistance (TA) for developing Clean 
Development Mechanism (CDM) methodologies and business models, as well as knowledge management 
and learning opportunities. The Carbon Fund uses carbon-results-based finance (c-RBF) to purchase emission 
reductions from selected projects, verified and certified through the CDM.  

In its implementation of the CMFP, Ci-Dev has progressed from the initial call for proposals to the selection of 
a number of promising pilot projects and the signing of Emission Reduction Purchase Agreements (ERPAs). 
The Carbon Fund portfolio currently has 10 signed ERPAs with an additional two ERPAs in active negotiations. 
Participants have recently agreed to explore a 13th ERPA. 

The Evaluation 

The independent programme-level evaluation of CMFP was contracted to LTS International Ltd (LTS) and 
Ecofys in December 2014. The evaluation’s objective is to determine if CMFP shows that carbon-results-based 
funding can be a cost effective mechanism to scale-up the dissemination of low carbon technologies that 
deliver high development benefits at the household and community level in LDCs. 3 

The primary users of the evaluation are DFID and BEIS (the client) and the Ci-Dev team. Other donors and 
stakeholders (bilateral and multilateral overseas development assistance organisations, non-governmental 
organisations (NGOs), United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) bodies, the 
carbon industry bodies and recipient representatives) are secondary users, as the findings may also help to 
guide their own policies and decisions around the use of c-RBF and carbon markets for development and 
energy access. The evaluation follows the full duration of the CMFP and has a learning-focus. It also has an 
accountability role, since it may be used by DFID / BEIS to help them decide whether the programme should 
be adjusted or even stopped if necessary at specific breakpoints (now, in 2019 and in 2022).4 

This Report 

According to the client Terms of Reference, the purpose of the First Evaluation was to ‘assess programme 
progress, inform programme design and the development of the Ci-Dev portfolio... [and] inform how the 
programme needs to adapt in order to reflect [changes to the carbon market].’ In particular, the objectives for 
the First Evaluation were: 

1. ‘To assess early results of the programme which will be able to feed into an assessment of what the 
ICF has achieved; 

2. To review the initial portfolio and enable en-route / real-time adjustments to be made to strengthen it; 

3. To assess the state of and consider developments in the carbon markets and if the programme 
approach needs to be adjusted accordingly; 

4. To provide lessons to guide and inform the shape of future market mechanisms that may emerge 
during the life of the programme.’ 

                                                      
2 DFID/DECC (2015). Carbon Market Finance CMF Programme (CMFP) Business Case, Her Majesty’s Government, UK. 
3 Derived from CMFP Business Case and revised in discussion with EMG to reflect updated thinking in June 2015. 
4 CMFP Business Case, paragraph 18. 
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This First Evaluation Report was expected to be a formative evaluation (to the extent that it would influence 
the portfolio). Progress on this first evaluation was initiated in February 2016, interviews with Ci-Dev officials 
took place in May 2016 and interviews with other stakeholders were conducted in October 2016. However, 
access to programme and project documentation, as well as full access to stakeholders, was delayed as the 
evaluation team discussed what access was possible in view of the World Bank’s confidentiality policies. 
Consequently, development of this report was delayed, and documents were reviewed at intervals over a two 
year period ending with a review of documents provided in August 2017 (with a limited additional document 
review in February 2018). In addition, analysis of individual projects and their contribution to the CMFP 
objectives was limited, as the evaluation relies on project reports.  

Due to the decision to have a CDM Expert accompany all communications with project entities, it was deemed 
unfeasible to delay the evaluation further during a hiring process. It was therefore impossible to supplement or 
validate project-level information through interviews with project entities during this evaluation. Time pressures 
to complete the evaluation when it restarted in 2017 also meant that further interviews were not possible, 
possibly affecting the representativeness of the results. 

Delays in data access also mean that the portfolio is now nearing finalisation. In contrast to the original 
expectations, as expressed for example in the approach paper, the objective of giving recommendations on 
the portfolio therefore cannot be adhered to anymore. A number of the products suggested in the approach 
paper have also become obsolete at this point in time.  

On the other hand, since Ci-Dev is in its early stages of implementation and since no disbursements of carbon 
finance have yet been issued (except for Trustee expenses and Central Unit fees), there is little to be said on 
the programme’s results; the evaluation questions (EQs) that relate to effectiveness, sustainability and impacts 
will be covered in the next stages of this evaluation. This FE focuses on relevance and efficiency; specifically 
EQs 1, 2, 4, 5 and 6.  

Findings  

During the First Evaluation, an initial assessment of these evaluation questions was undertaken based on 
progress in implementing the CMFP to-date. These questions will be explored in more detail during the 
Mid-Term and Final Evaluations. 

EQ1: Are/Were the project selection (Carbon Fund) and the activities of the Readiness Fund the most 
relevant and logical choices for achieving high energy access and development benefits through 
carbon-results based financing? 

The Ci-Dev Origination Strategy was relevant to attracting interest from projects with a diverse range of 
technology-country combinations. The strong due diligence processes, which focused on financial viability, are 
also positive for improving the strength of the portfolio and the likelihood that the selected projects achieve 
results but the selection criteria could have focused more on development benefits and ensuring projects 
leveraged sufficient private sector finance to meet the CMFP objectives. Overall, Carbon Fund projects are 
bigger in size but the number of projects is less than expected. The decision to go for a smaller number of 
projects with more emissions reductions means that the portfolio could be expected to result in more energy 
access. However, the almost final portfolio contains some gaps in innovative areas that could have leveraged 
the particular advantages of carbon-results based financing and the targeting of diversity in the original design 
of programme makes it challenging to develop generalisable findings. The Readiness Fund activities also 
appear relevant and thorough.  

EQ2: Would the technologies supported through the pilot projects have been taken up anyway (without 
link to carbon-RBF)? 

The question of additionality will be explored in detail during the Mid-Term Evaluation. Almost half the projects 
(five out of twelve) are situated in Kenya and Ethiopia. Given recent progress towards universal energy access 
in these countries,5 it will be important during the Mid-Term Evaluation to consider whether energy access 
from these projects is additional. 

  

                                                      
5 International Energy Agency (2017). Energy Access Outlook 2017: From Poverty to Prosperity, p82. 
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EQ4: Is Ci-Dev a relevant financing instrument to promote the scale up or replication of clean energy 
and poverty reducing technologies?  

The CMFP and Ci-Dev – as its delivery mechanism – remain relevant since the UNFCCC Conference of 
Parties (COP 21) in 2015. The Paris Agreement, which entered into effect on 4 November 2016, signals a 
continuation of the international carbon market and suggests a continuing role for Ci-Dev. Although it is still 
not clear how the CDM will evolve or whether it will be replaced by a new mechanism with a stronger focus on 
sustainable development – one possibility being considered – there is likely to be a role for Ci-Dev to build on 
its experience supporting the evolution of the CDM to support the development of a new mechanism.   

EQ5: Did Ci-Dev achieve value for money in its results? 

The value for money assessment considered variations in budget utilisation (planned versus actuals), as well 
as estimating unit costs for the value for money indicators estimated in the CMFP Business Case. In general, 
Ci-Dev budget management seems to be undertaken largely as planned, with an appropriate level of adaptive 
management. The budget has been impacted by significant foreign exchange losses6. Carbon Fund 
disbursements have also been delayed due to the slower than expected signing of ERPAs. Nevertheless, 
estimates of the Business Case efficiency indicators suggests the CMFP value for money is largely as 
expected (cost per project design, cost per methodology). Although the Business Case failed to estimate a 
number of project expenses, suggesting that the Business Case calculations were based on incomplete 
information on the costs of developing CDM accredited projects. 

EQ6: Is Ci-Dev an efficient delivery channel for financing targeted projects and encouraging carbon-
related mechanisms to focus on similar development benefits in LDCs?  

The project selection and portfolio development processes were less efficient than originally anticipated. 
However, these timelines (approximately three years to develop the project portfolio) are not unusual for a 
fund of this size and nature. Therefore, delays in achieving targets indicate overly optimistic planning rather 
than poor management. No systematic drivers of inefficiency could be identified, although processes of 
inter-departmental communications and decision-making could possibly be streamlined to reduce 
implementation timelines. This could lead to improvements in effectiveness, as well as efficiency, as lengthier-
than-expected pipeline processes create delays in achieving programme targets. 

Conclusions and Recommendations  

The CMFP logframe and programme management 

The logframe is useful as a tool for tracking programme results, but is not able to track diversity and innovation. 
Currently, the logframe is not being used in the best way to optimise accurate monitoring of progress and 
achievement. However, even when taking into account these caveats, it seems that good progress is being 
made against most CMFP logframe indicators, except for leveraging private sector investment.7   

Recommendations: 

 In future programmes funded by DFID and/or BEIS, logframes should be adapted to enable the 
monitoring of the programme’s more qualitative aspects / objectives. 

 BEIS should seek to identify and document lessons around private sector leveraging for wider 
International Climate Fund learning. 

The relevance of the CMFP portfolio and selection process 

The process of identifying and selecting projects for the pipeline was transparent and strategic, though its 
principles have not been entirely fulfilled. Overall, Carbon Fund projects are bigger in size, but the number of 
projects is smaller than expected. In addition, the portfolio contains gaps in innovative areas that could have 
leveraged development benefits. The portfolio is also implemented by fewer private sector implementers than 
would be expected. The small size coupled with the diversity of the portfolio might make it challenging to 

                                                      
6 The Ci-Dev Trustee states that the UK made its contribution to Ci-Dev via a promissory note in Great British pounds 

sterling, and provided cash to the trust fund only when needed. Between the beginning of pipeline due diligence and when 

the Ci-Dev team called the funds in USD (the fund’s currency) based on need (defined as ERPA signature, when legal 

payment commitments were made), the USD:GBP exchange rate fell significantly (pers. comms. April 2018). 
7 The UK and the Ci-Dev team agreed that the original private finance ratio envisioned in the Business Case was unrealistic. 

As result, the ratio for Ci-Dev reporting will be updated in a forthcoming review of logframe targets in CY18 (2016 Annual 

Review). 
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robustly ‘test’ some aspects (or to at least generalise and to validate findings). A different selection of host 
countries might also have supported the testing of the energy access impact. 

Recommendations: 

 Ensure that any project selected for the 13th ERPA helps the programme to test its theory of change.  

 Exploit the remaining funds fully to identify and test further innovative opportunities. 

 Document experiences from developing the portfolio of projects and systematically identify the reasons 
for dropping projects to facilitate future learning.  

The relevance of Readiness Fund activities 

Additional opportunities exist to use the Readiness Fund to address market barriers.  

Recommendation: 

 Review ways in which the Readiness Fund could be further exploited to identify ways of addressing 
remaining (demand-side) barriers to market development.  

The relevance of the CMFP and Ci-Dev within the post-COP 21 international carbon market 

Whilst uncertainty remains around the future of carbon markets, there appear to be sufficient indications that 
there will be some form of market and that Ci-Dev should have a role in its development.  

Recommendation: 

 Ci-Dev and Participants should regularly review and evaluate the value and risk of RF activities to 
develop (future) international carbon markets given uncertainty about their form. 

The time efficiency of the CMFP 

Project development was subject to inefficiencies but timelines were not dissimilar from those of similar 
programmes / funds. By contrast, the evaluation has found that the Methodology Work Programme was 
delivered in a timely and time-efficient manner.  

Recommendation: 

 Ci-Dev should seek to reflect the impact of the intensity of WB processes in its work / time planning. 

The value for money of the CMFP 

Ci-Dev is operating cost-efficiently, but could be more ambitious with a less conservative use of funds.  

Recommendations: 

 Develop knowledge products on cost effectiveness experience. 

 Use remaining RF funds to develop knowledge products of use to wider audiences (including public 
and private sector carbon actors) on what c-RBF models work (and under what circumstances). 

Additional Recommendations  

 Knowledge management should utilise the portfolio as a resource in order to draw findings that will 
inform decisions around replication and scale-up and add to the body of understanding on energy 
access. 

 Synergies should be created between Ci-Dev’s Knowledge Management Programme and that of other 
WB activities and with other Sustainable Energy for All efforts globally. 
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1 Introduction 
1.1 The Carbon Market Finance Programme 

The Carbon Market Finance Programme (CMFP) is an innovative joint Department for International 
Development (DFID) / Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC; now Department for Business, 
Energy and Industrial Strategy; BEIS) programme, providing £50m from the International Climate Fund (ICF) 
over the period 2013 to 2025. The programme aims ‘to increase the flow of international carbon finance to 
Least Developed Countries (LDCs) – with a focus on Africa – to support climate change mitigation and poor 
peoples' access to clean energy and other poverty reducing technologies.’ 8, 9 

The CMFP is being implemented through the World Bank’s (WB) Carbon Initiative for Development (Ci-Dev) 
programme to develop capacity, tools, pilot programmes and methodologies to increase energy access (EA) 
in LDCs using clean and efficient technologies. Ci-Dev is managed by the WB’s Climate Fund Management 
Unit (CFMU), who functions as the Ci-Dev Trustee. It became operational on 1 April 2014 and has two 
components: the Readiness Fund (Readiness Fund) and the Carbon Fund (Carbon Fund).  

The Readiness Fund provides, among other things, technical assistance (TA) for developing Clean 
Development Mechanism (CDM) methodologies and business models, as well as knowledge management 
and learning opportunities. The Carbon Fund uses carbon-results-based finance (c-RBF) to purchase emission 
reductions from selected projects, verified and certified through the CDM.  

In its implementation of the CMFP, Ci-Dev has progressed from the initial call for proposals to the selection of 
a number of promising pilot projects and the signing of Emission Reduction Purchase Agreements (ERPAs). 
The Carbon Fund portfolio currently has 10 signed ERPAs with an additional two ERPAs in active negotiations. 
Participants have recently agreed to explore a 13th ERPA with the hope to have all three remaining ERPAs 
signed by the end of the 2018 financial year. 

The Ci-Dev project cycle, which begins with project origination, 10 leads through reviews of Preliminary Project 
Idea Notes (Pre-PINs) and Project Idea Notes (PINs) that are submitted to the Ci-Dev team by the project 
entities. The Ci-Dev team carries out eligibility and due diligence (DD) reviews, that lead, in the successful 
cases, to a Letter of Intent (LOI) from the Ci-Dev, and ultimately to an ERPA. In addition, steps from the WB 
project cycle include the preparation of a Project Concept Note (PCN), a risk assessment, and a Carbon 
Finance Assessment Memorandum (CFAM).  

1.2 The CMFP evaluation 

The independent programme-level evaluation of CMFP was contracted to LTS International Limited and Ecofys 
in December 2014 (see Annex 1 for the full Terms of Reference). The evaluation objective is to determine if 
CMFP shows that c-RBF can be a cost effective mechanism to scale-up the dissemination of low carbon 
technologies that deliver high development benefits at the household and community level in LDCs.11  

The primary users of the evaluation are DFID and BEIS (the client) and the Ci-Dev team. Other donors and 
stakeholders (bilateral and multilateral overseas development assistance organisations, non-governmental 
organisations (NGOs), United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) bodies, the 
carbon industry bodies and recipient representatives) are secondary users, as the findings may also help to 
guide their own policies and decisions around the use of c-RBF and carbon markets for development and 
energy access. The evaluation follows the full duration of the CMFP and has a learning-focus. It also has an 
accountability role, since it may be used by DFID / BEIS to help them decide whether the programme should 
be adjusted or even stopped if necessary at specific breakpoints (now, in 2019 and in 2022).12 

                                                      
8 DFID/DECC (2015). Carbon Market Finance CMF Programme (CMFP) Business Case, Her Majesty’s Government, UK 
9 Note that while the CMFP was developed to support energy access in LDCs, the project selection criteria approved for the 

programme implementer allows for Ci-Dev to sign ERPAs in non-LDCs that are eligible for organisation #1b financing.  
10 Project origination was through four routes: unsolicited, WBG-linked projects proposed by task teams, a call for inputs 

(issued in two rounds), and targeted. 
11 Derived from CMFP Business Case and revised in discussion with EMG to reflect updated thinking in June 2015. 
12 CMFP Business Case, paragraph 18. 
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At the time of inception, the CMFP was co-managed by the then named DECC (Department of Energy and 
Climate Change). Since then, DECC’s responsibilities have been merged into the new BEIS. Up to this 
formative stage of the evaluation, DFID has had primary managerial responsibility for the evaluation. However, 
from January 2018 this has shifted to BEIS (following the submission of the first draft of this First Evaluation 
Report). Therefore, for this report, references to ‘the client for the evaluation’ will cover both BEIS and DFID. 

The evaluation commenced in January 2015 with a kick-off meeting at DFID premises. Regular exchanges 
between the evaluation team and the client, as well as several rounds of communication with the WB’s Ci-Dev 
team have resulted in an evaluation Inception Report that lays out the major steps of this evaluation. Over a 
period of 10 years, there will be three major evaluations, starting with this First Evaluation, a Mid-Term 
Evaluation in 2019 and a Final Evaluation in 202413.  

The Inception Report discussed in depth a Theory of Change (TOC) for the programme that includes these 
aspects. In addition, the Inception Report detailed the evaluation questions that will be used to identify and 
assess the results and impacts of the programme across all levels of the Organisation for Economic 
Cooperation and Development’s Development Advisory Committee (OECD-DAC) criteria of Relevance, 
Efficiency, Effectiveness, Impact and Sustainability (including Replication). These will be the basis for the 
10-year evaluation.  

The Baseline Report documented baseline data before Ci-Dev could develop its impact. During the Baseline 
Phase, the TOC was revisited, and adjustments made to include a conceptual model (the Theory of No 
Change; TONC). Country market baseline assessments were also undertaken for 19 markets (i.e. country / 
technology combinations) that may be affected by Ci-Dev pilot programmes. In addition, the Baseline Report 
proposed six funds that are suitable as comparatives for the CMFP / Ci-Dev and discussed the dimensions in 
which they might be comparable. This First Evaluation Report includes an additional baseline element: an 
analysis of the role of the international carbon market for energy access at the launch of the CMFP and the 
status of that carbon market (prior to the 21st meeting of the UNFCCC Conference of Parties (COP) in 2015; 
see Annex 2; analysis of the situation post-COP 21 is provided in section 4.4.1).  

1.3 This report 

According to the client Terms of Reference (Annex 1), the purpose of the First Evaluation was to ‘assess 
programme progress, inform programme design and the development of the Ci-Dev portfolio... [and] inform 
how the programme needs to adapt in order to reflect [changes to the carbon market].’ In particular, the 
objectives for the First Evaluation were: 

5. ‘To assess early results of the programme which will be able to feed into an assessment of what the 
ICF has achieved; 

6. To review the initial portfolio and enable en-route / real-time adjustments to be made to strengthen it; 

7. To assess the state of and consider developments in the carbon markets and if the programme 
approach needs to be adjusted accordingly; 

8. To provide lessons to guide and inform the shape of future market mechanisms that may emerge 
during the life of the programme.’ 

Progress on the First Evaluation was initiated in February 2016. An approach paper was developed in March 
2016 and revised in May 2016 following comments from CMFP stakeholders. While a revised version was 
finalised in June 2017, which responds to comments from DFID’s independent specialist evaluation qua lity 
assurance providers, SEQAS and changes in stakeholder and document access. Interviews with Ci-Dev 
officials took place in Washington D.C. in May 2016 and interviews with other stakeholders were conducted in 
October 2016. However, access to programme and project documentation was delayed as the evaluation team 
discussed what access was possible in view of WB’s confidentiality policies. Consequently, the First Evaluation 
Report development was delayed and documents were reviewed at intervals over a two year period ending 
with a review of documents provided in August 2017 (with a limited additional document review in February 
2018).14 Further details on the ensuing limitations and how and where these have been mitigated are provided 
in section 1.6.   

                                                      
13 The Final Evaluation  will be now be carried out in 2024 to ensure stakeholders are still available to engage with the 

evaluation, as 2025 is focused on fund finalisation and closure.  
14 The Final First Formative Evaluation Report was originally due October 2016. 
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Nevertheless, the First Evaluation remains relevant as it provides an opportunity for learning from the CMFP, 
as well as ensuring its accountability and helping inform decisions around the management of the programme. 
As planned, the FE: 

1. Assesses performance;  

2. Assesses the carbon market and considers adaptations to the CMF; and  

3. Provides lessons. 

This First Evaluation Report was also expected to be formative (to the extent that it would influence the portfolio 
of projects). However, due to the delays in data access, the portfolio is nearing finalisation, so there is now 
only a very limited opportunity for the evaluation to do this. In contrast to the original expectations, as expressed 
for example in the approach paper, while the evaluation provides some recommendations on the portfolio, 
these are limited to influencing the selection of the 13th and final project. In addition, findings and 
recommendations will be used by BEIS to improve programme management. 

In addition, the evaluators proposed a number of products that went beyond the client Terms of Reference, 
which were reflected in the evaluation Inception Report and First Evaluation Approach Paper (Annex 3). Some 
of these have also now become obsolete or, given the time pressure to complete the evaluation quickly (to 
facilitate the contract novation from DFID to BEIS), postponed to the Mid-Term Evaluation. 

Since Ci-Dev is in its early stages of implementation and since no disbursements of Carbon Fund have yet 
been issued (except for Trustee expenses and Central Unit fees), there is little to be said on the programme’s 
results. As per the evaluation Inception Report, this First Evaluation therefore focuses on relevance and 
efficiency; specifically evaluation questions (EQs) 1, 2, 4, 5 and 6, while the EQs that relate to effectiveness, 
sustainability and impacts will therefore be covered in the next stages of this evaluation. (For the full list of EQs 
please see the evaluation matrix in Annex 4). Table 1 below signposts how and where each of the EQs and 
sub-EQs have been answered in this report).  

Table 1. EQs addressed in this First Evaluation Report 

EQ Sub-EQs Relevant section in 
the Report 

EQ1 1.1 Were the pilot projects selected in such a way as to cover a broad range of 
possible energy access technology and delivery models for both carbon payments 
and the energy access technologies?  

1.2 Did the selection of the Readiness Fund activities take into account how to 
optimise outreach to the most relevant stakeholders?  

1.3 Was the product offering of the Readiness Fund tailored to the barriers to scale 
up/replication? 

1.4 Was the Readiness Fund or Carbon Fund support more relevant to assisting 
projects to become viable?  

1.5 Were the lessons from piloting RBF energy access projects relevant to and 
adopted by new market mechanisms?  

1.6 Was scalability and replicability a consideration in project selection? 

Sections 4.1.1 to 
4.1.4 and 4.2.4 

EQ1.215, EQ1.4 and 
EQ1.5 are not 
addressed at this 
stage of the 
evaluation 

 

EQ2 2.1 Would the delivery of energy access still have taken place, even without Ci-Dev?  

2.2 To what degree would these results have been achieved anyway, albeit 
potentially at a slower pace? 

Section 4.1.4 

 

EQ4 4.1 Looking at the CMFP post UNFCCC COP 21, does CMFP remain a relevant 
programme? 

4.2 Is Ci-Dev still a relevant instrument to deliver the CMFP post-COP? Is it relevant 
in the context of the new climate deal?  

4.3 Is Ci-Dev still relevant to the policy priorities of donors and WB?  

4.4 Does Ci-Dev have a home at WB? 

Section 4.4 

EQ4.4 is no longer 
being addressed 
(refer to section 1.6) 

EQ5 5.1 Efficiency (input to output) measures from Business Case: 

i. cost per tonne of CERs generated  

Section 5.2 

EQ5.1 and EQ5.2 
can only be 

                                                      
15 This is not addressed here because such an analysis would benefit from further triangulation and primary data collection, 

which was not part of the scope of this evaluation. 
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5.2 Cost-Effectiveness: input-to-impact and output-to-outcome measures:  

i. the ratio of carbon market finance flow to LDCs for projects with high 
development benefits to total CMF programme costs; and 

ii. the cost per tonne for replicated projects for the assessment of the cost 
effectiveness (aggregate level, given that carbon price information is 
confidential);  

iii. delivery of development benefits consistent with ICF metrics;  

v. the NPV and benefit-cost ratio. 

addressed in future 
evaluations - 
however VFM is 
analysed in detail  

EQ6 6.1 Time taken for key activities to take place, for example: 

i. PIN 

ii. Project Design Document (PDD) 

iii. Programmes of Activity (POA) 

iv. Validated emission reductions? 

6.2 How efficient were processes (across Ci-Dev and compared to CDM more 
generally)? 

6.3 Under what circumstances is Ci-Dev an efficient delivery channel?  

6.4 What factors impacted efficiency? 

Section 5.1 

EQ12 12.1 Under what conditions were emission reductions achieved within the Carbon 
Fund? (Projects supported directly) 

12.2 What CERs were achieved by the implementation of projects/programmes 
using the Ci-Dev new energy technologies and how do they differ by technology? 
(Ci-Dev models/methods adopted/replicated through other channels) 

12.3 How did the changes in CDM processes catalyse the application of carbon 
projects using the same procedures? 

Not addressed at 
this stage in the 
evaluation – data 
available to respond 
to this evaluation 
was assessed and 
frameworks will be 
developed as part 
of Mid-Term 
approach paper. 

EQ13 13.1 What was the change in generation capacity produced as a result of the Ci-Dev 
interventions and how much of that capacity has been utilised? 

13.2 What development benefits have been achieved by the introduction of new 
energy technologies and how do they differ by technology? 

As for EQ12 

EQ14 14.1 How did the introduction of new methods, business models and standardised 
baselines catalyse the application of carbon projects using the same approaches? 
(Innovation) 

14.2 What has been the change in private investment using RBF as a mechanism 
for co-funding clean energy projects with development benefits compared to a 
counterfactual business as usual? (Leveraging additional finance) 

As for EQ12 

Terms defined in 
Box 2 in section 2.3 

 

 

The approach to addressing these EQs and the broader evaluation components – such as the review of the 
CMFP logical framework – was developed and outlined through the First Evaluation Approach Paper. Data 
collection was based on a combination of secondary data (CMFP / Ci-Dev documentation and publicly 
available country and carbon markets information), as well as primary data (semi-structured interviews with 
CMFP / Ci-Dev implementation staff, as well as a selection of carbon market stakeholders). To help answer 
the EQs, this data was analysed using programme and project document review, thematic context (energy 
access) analysis, country context analysis, carbon markets baseline and context analysis, content analysis 
(of the interview transcripts) and benchmarking analysis. Both the final approach paper and evaluation report 
went through a process of iterative consultation with DFID, BEIS and Ci-Dev, as well as being externally 
quality assured through DFID’s Evaluation Quality Assurance and Learning Services (EQUALs). 
Nevertheless, the evaluation is subject to a number of limitations, which are outlined in more detail in section 
1.6. (The full methodology applied for this First Evaluation is described in Annex 5.)  
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1.5 Organisation of this report 

This First Evaluation Report is divided into the following sections:  

 The remainder of section 1 outlines the limitations of this evaluation; 

 Section 2 provides an overview of the CMFP and Ci-Dev and its implementation status; 

 Section 3 discusses the contribution to the ICF Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) and the use of 
logframe indicators; 

 Section 4 discusses the relevance of the CMFP for energy access and the carbon markets; 

 Section 5 discusses the time efficiency and value for money (VFM) of the CMFP; 

 Section 6 summarises the findings, and provides recommendations and an outlook to the next stages of 
the CMFP evaluation.  

1.6 Limitations of this evaluation 

The March 2016 First Evaluation Approach Paper (Annex 3) was developed based on the assumption that an 
existing non-disclosure agreement between the evaluators and Ci-Dev and a communications protocol that 
was under development would facilitate access to Ci-Dev stakeholders and project information. The evaluators 
planned to use this information to assess CMFP performance, inform design and development of the portfolio 
(real time adjustments) and provide lessons in accordance with the evaluation Terms of Reference.  

However, access to some data and stakeholders was delayed until August 2017, while information sharing 
protocols were negotiated with Ci-Dev, HMG, the other Ci-Dev fund participants (the Swiss Climate Cent 
Foundation; CCF, and the Swedish Energy Agency; SEA) and the evaluation team. Once these protocols were 
agreed, some project information (up-to-date at that time of receipt) was shared in August 2017; however, 
some documents – including project LOIs, ERPAs and Ci-Dev Partner meeting minutes – remained 
inaccessible due to decisions by Ci-Dev participants and the WB Group’s Access to Information Policy. These 
agreements, as well as the inclusion of an interim data report in future phases of the evaluation are expected 
to mitigate the risk of similar delays during the Mid-Term and final CMFP evaluations. 

However, for this evaluation: 

 There is a discrepancy in the evaluation implementation timeframe: Interviews were conducted with 
Ci-Dev, DFID and BEIS, and wider carbon market stakeholders between May and October 2016, and 
the carbon market aspects of the evaluation (sections 4.3 and 4.4) were completed in October 2016. 
However, review of the Ci-Dev documents and the remaining analysis was not undertaken until August 
to November 2017. This means that the evaluation findings are likely to be more positive than they would 
have been if the evaluation had been conducted as planned, as there has been substantial progress in 
terms of Ci-Dev implementation, with 12 ERPAs now signed (compared to two in 2016). It has also 
complicated the analysis and at times may cause some confusion for the reader as carbon markets – 
including opinions and documentation - have shifted during this period and findings in different parts of 
the report may therefore appear slightly contradictory. For example, optimism towards the future for 
carbon markets has improved over the two-year evaluation period and national governments have made 
progress in implementing their climate commitments (e.g. in some cases, Intended Nationally 
Determined Commitments have now been ratified).  

 The evaluation is no longer formative due to significant delays while information sharing protocols were 
negotiated: In its original design, the evaluation would have assessed the proposed project portfolio’s 
relevance and provided recommendations as to how it should be maximised to achieve the CMFP 
objectives. As a result, it might have been possible for the evaluation team to suggest criteria for Ci-Dev 
to include in ERPAs, which may have supported the ongoing evaluation (e.g. reporting requirements to 
assist with assessing development-related EQs). However, as a further eight ERPAs were signed while 
the evaluation was on hold, meaning that the Ci-Dev portfolio is almost finalised at the time of this First 
Evaluation report, the Ci-Dev partners will no longer be able to use the evaluation findings to refine 
project selection or design decisions.  

 Analysis of relevance of the project portfolio is limited: Analysis of the relevance of the portfolio is limited 
to an assessment of its breadth and the level of innovation offered by the portfolio of projects. However, 
it was not possible to assess fully the selection of projects or the decision to drop certain projects based 
on the available information. Documentation of these decisions does not support further analysis of the 
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selection process. This report therefore goes on to provides a recommendation for Ci-Dev to 
systematically review the decision to drop projects, which would provide useful information for future 
programmes.  

 Analysis of individual projects and their contribution to the CMFP objectives was limited: The evaluation 
relies on project reports. In addition, CER price and volume analysis is based on a sub-set of due 
diligence notes,16 which may not reflect the final prices agreed in the ERPAs, which the team did not 
have access to.17 Due to the decision to have a CDM Expert accompany all communications with project 
entities, it was deemed unfeasible to delay the evaluation even further during a hiring process. It was 
therefore impossible to supplement or validate project-level information through interviews with project 
entities during the FE. 

 Limited discussion on cross-cutting issues: The CMFP Baseline Report looked at potential cross-cutting 
benefits from the energy access projects supported by Ci-Dev. However, as the Ci-Dev logframe does 
not disaggregated by gender or other vulnerability groups, these issues were not a focus on the First 
Evaluation. It is anticipated that cross-cutting issues will be a focus of one of the case studies undertaken 
in later phases of this evaluation. 

 Limited breadth of stakeholders interviewed: In 2016, while access to data and stakeholders was being 
negotiated, the evaluators were restricted in their ability to speak about Ci-Dev or its activities to 
stakeholders apart from the donors and Ci-Dev team. This restriction was partially lifted later in 2016, 
and some interviews took place with carbon market stakeholders. However, by the time full access to 
stakeholders was provided in August 2017 – apart from a restriction on speaking with WB Task Team 
Leaders and a requirement to be accompanied by an independent CDM Expert when speaking with 
Project Entities - time pressures to complete the evaluation meant that further interviews were not 
possible. This has limited the number of stakeholders per stakeholder group interviewed for this 
evaluation, possibly affecting the representativeness of the results. In addition, without speaking 
independently to more than one Task Team Leader, it was not possible to answer sub-EQ4.4 (Does 
Ci-Dev have a home at WB?). This question is not relevant to future phases of the evaluation and will 
therefore not be answered. 

 Time lags between the start and close of this evaluation phase have had an impact on data validation: 
Primary data was collected in 2016, but the documentation reviewed for the evaluation covered a longer 
timeframe (to August 2017). This meant that the interviews and meetings with stakeholders could not 
be used to validate and triangulate new findings emerging from the review of documents received after 
this date.  

 Limited triangulation of findings: While there was some triangulation of findings, it was limited to report 
commenting iterations by DFID/BEIS and Ci-Dev. It would have been more effective to have completed 
follow up interviews after the full un-redacted documents were made available. In future phases of the 
CMFP evaluation, triangulation of findings with evaluation stakeholders will be improved. 

 In addition, there were no benchmarks available to the team for this evaluation. Although 14 renewable 
energy programmes implemented by multilateral development institutions or government aid 
programmes in Africa were identified as potential benchmarks for the CMFP, none of these use results-
based finance or CDM verified projects. As such, they are likely to have significantly different costs and 
timelines simply as a result of their different approaches. Nevertheless, they have been included to 
provide a general comparison when assessing Ci-Dev efficiency. In future evaluations, the Energising 
Development (EnDev) results-based framework has potential to provide an appropriate benchmark, 
however the relevant data were not publicly available for this primarily desk-based exercise. 

 The evaluation commissioner (formerly DFID and now BEIS) and the CMFP implementing partner 
(Ci-Dev) both play crucial roles in this evaluation (in providing data, signing off on the approach), and 
both are highly engaged, invested and interested in its findings. It is crucial therefore that the evaluators 
maintain collaborative relationships with these parties if the evaluation is to be useful and its findings 

                                                      
16 Due diligence notes were provided for PINs #1, #2, #5, #6, #8, #11, #16. 
17 Due to an oversight, the Ci-Dev team did not send the final ERPA commercial terms for the portfolio to the evaluation 

team along with the due diligence notes in August 2017. The Ci-Dev team did provide these terms to the evaluation team 

in February 2018, however, to incorporate this information would have meant redoing the entire evaluation, which was 

not possible. Footnotes have therefore been added throughout this report to highlight areas where new information may 

affect the evaluation findings. Further analysis of these terms may be undertaken in the Mid-Term Evaluation now that 

the information is available.  
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used. However, such a relationship can risk impacting on the autonomy of the evaluation. The evaluators 
take this seriously. The evaluators have verified comments (where possible) and reported diverging 
arguments transparently to minimise the potential for this collaboration to impact negatively on 
autonomy. In later phases of the evaluation, a more systematic approach will be taken for agreeing upon 
data parameters and available data before analysis begins 

 For the next stage of the evaluation, it was also agreed that an independent CDM Expert would be 
contracted by Ci-Dev to accompany the evaluation team on all meetings and interviews with Ci-Dev 
project entities to ensure the evaluation does not influence project design or implementation. This 
arrangement will be in place for future evaluations but interviews were not undertaken with project 
entities during this evaluation. 

Further limitations (including the risk of bias and how this has been mitigated to some degree) are discussed 
in Annex 5 (methodology).  
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2 Overview of the CMFP 
The purpose of this section is to provide an overview of the CMFP, including its rationale, which will be referred 
to in the analysis of the evaluation questions. It describes the components and objectives of the CMFP (section 
2.1), the context in which it operates (section 2.2), the rationale for its development (section 2.3) and its delivery 
channel (section 2.4). 
 

2.1 The structure and objectives of the CMFP 

The primary objective of the CMFP, as outlined in the CMFP Business Case, was to improve and increase 
energy access in LDCs, whilst preventing dependence on fossil fuels (i.e. low-carbon development). A 
secondary objective was to contribute to reforming and strengthening carbon markets to make them more 
accessible to LDCs and therefore a viable option (ideally a long-term funding stream) for growing and 
sustaining the low-carbon energy market in these countries (‘influencing future carbon markets’18).  

According to the Business Case, the CMFP has four main aims:19 

 Piloting the use of results-based finance (RBF) to purchase emission reductions credits (certified 
emission reductions or CERs) from projects that install low carbon energy with community and 
household level results (in the Business Case, £33.2m was allocated to this aim); 

 Funding and support for the design of innovative business models for low-carbon technologies 
delivering community and household-level results (£11.3m allocated in the Business Case);  

 Influencing the international carbon market by promoting models of CER production more typical of 
LDCs rather than middle-income countries that currently dominate the international carbon market 
(£2m); and 

 Evaluating the potential of these innovations (£1m). 

The remaining £2.5m of the programme funds were reserved for programme management and administration.  

The CMFP funds are split structurally between two funds:  

 The Carbon Fund: £35m has been allocated to carbon payments (RBF) and their administration 
through Ci-Dev’s Carbon Fund (see section 2.4); and  

 The Readiness Fund: £14m has been allocated to project development, the development of CDM 
methodologies, other business models and knowledge products, as well as outreach to influence 
carbon actors through Ci-Dev’s Readiness Fund, as well as evaluating the potential of these 
innovations. 

Whilst the objectives and aims have stayed relatively consistent during its three years of implementation, in 
reality output level targets of the CMFP have shifted as the context in which the programme is implemented 
has changed. (For a discussion of the major changes to the carbon market and energy access context, see 
section 4.4). 

                                                      
18 CMFP Business Case. 
19 These are the aims as listed in the CMFP Business Case. Their wording has been subject to change year-to-year. For 

example, early on ‘innovative business models’ was changed to ‘innovative methodologies and models’ to fit with CDM 

language. In the 2017 DFID Annual Review, the wording of the last aim has been changed quite significantly to ‘determine 

how best results-based carbon financing can be used in the energy access sector, and share lessons learned internationally’ 

and the wording of the third aim has also been made more specific: ‘share new carbon pricing methodologies applicable 

to LDCs, and information on their practical demonstration, to influence the future international carbon market so that LDCs 

receive a greater share of carbon finance’. 



Evaluation of the Carbon Market Finance Programme (CMFP) | 19 

 

The CMFP targets poor people, particularly women and children, who have limited access to sources of 
energy. The geographic focus is on sub-Saharan Africa.20 Ci-Dev is also currently (at the time of writing) 
considering a project in an Asian LDC for a 13th (potential) ERPA. 

The CMFP is being implemented through the WB’s Ci-Dev (see section 2.4) and leverages additional financing 
from CCF and SEA.  

The original CMFP TOC was set out in Annex 2 of the Business Case. As part of the CMFP Inception Report 
(2015), a TOC for the CMFP, based on its delivery channel (Ci-Dev), was developed. This was further refined 
as part of the Baseline Report (2015) and is included in Annex 6.  

Box 1. The CMFP’s alignment with the Paris Declaration Principles 

The CMFP does not explicitly set out to address the five fundamental principles of the Paris Declaration 
for making aid more effective; however, the CMFP arguably aligns with several of these. First, on 
ownership, the programme seeks to incentivise businesses and organisations within LDCs to develop 
their own methodologies and strategies for low-carbon energy expansion. As access to the carbon 
market / financing is results-based, the actors involved are required to take ownership of performance. 
On harmonisation, the fact that the CMFP involves two other donors (SEA and CCF) and is delivered 
through the WB creates an opportunity for harmonisation that will be assessed through this evaluation. 
Third, the ‘results principle’ is supported by DFID and BEIS’s decision to undertake this long-term 
evaluation of the Ci-Dev portfolio. Further, the monitoring conducted by the WB supports this principle. 
Indeed, the WB’s performance on the Paris Declaration monitoring survey (on aid effectiveness) is 
appraised and is an indicator supporting DFID and BEIS’s decision to select it as delivery partner. 
Alignment of the programme with the Paris Declaration will be further investigated during later phases 
of this evaluation. 

2.2 Energy access in LDCs21 

Two out of three people – circa 600 million people - in Sub-Saharan Africa lack access to electricity.22 While 
several countries in Sub-Saharan Africa, including Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, and Kenya, have reached or are 
on track to reach universal electricity access by 2030, progress across the region as a whole is uneven, and 
the number gaining access fails to keep pace with population growth.23 Furthermore, sub-Saharan Africa is 
the only region globally where electrification rates are set to reduce as population growth outpaces 
electrification. For example, the number of people without electricity access has risen in 37 sub-Saharan Africa 
countries since 2000.24 The spread of clean cooking technologies has similarly failed to keep pace with 
population growth, and 850 million people have no access to clean cooking facilities in Sub-Saharan Africa.25  

In Sub-Saharan Africa, the young population is the fastest growing in the world with over 300 million people 
reaching employment age over the next 15 years. Furthermore, Africa’s economies are growing at an average 
of four per cent per year, with six of the world’s ten fastest growing economies (between 2001 and 2013) 
located in sub-Saharan Africa.26 According to the New Policies Scenario developed by the International Energy 
Agency (IEA) total primary energy demand is therefore expected to increase by a corresponding 30% by 2030, 

                                                      
20 Initially the programme also targeted Asian LDCs, but none of these appear in the final portfolio of projects. The DFID 

Appraisal Case, paragraph 71, lists Uganda, Rwanda, Zambia, Malawi, Tanzania, Ethiopia, Democratic Republic of Congo, 

Sierra Leone, Nepal and Bangladesh. The actual portfolio at the time of writing only covers eight African countries: Burkina 

Faso, Ethiopia, Kenya, Madagascar, Mali, Rwanda, Senegal and Uganda 
21 Since the CMFP has a focus on Sub-Saharan Africa, and since the Carbon Fund portfolio of projects from which the UK 

is buying CERs includes only African countries, this section discusses only energy access in sub-Saharan African countries. 
22 USAID, 2017. Power Africa. Available at: https://www.usaid.gov/powerafrica/aboutus [Accessed: 15 November 2017] 
23 IEA (2017) Energy Access Outlook 2017 
24 Wood, D. & Martin, S. (2016) Sustainable Energy Access Forums: Strengthening Enabling Environments through Multi-

Stakeholder Partnerships, WWF, p5. 
25 IEA (2017) Ibid 
26 Africa’s Renewable Future, IRENA, 2013 

https://www.usaid.gov/powerafrica/aboutus
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reflecting this population and economic growth. Such an event would vastly increase the amount of carbon 
being emitted into the atmosphere and would make achievement of the Paris Climate Agreement goals more 
challenging.27 

In addition, while the development benefits from energy access are manifold, they are also dependent on the 
technology and type of energy service provided as well as environmental, social and economic factors.28 
According to the WB’s Independent Evaluation Group (IEG), providing access to energy creates a range of 
development benefits.29 At a household level, energy access can help with achieving i) time savings from 
household chores, which can be used for leisure and productive activities; ii) leisure and educational benefits 
from TV/radio; iii) education benefits for children living in electrified households (e.g. because they can do 
school work even when it is dark outside); iv) health benefits owing to reduced indoor air pollution from use of 
kerosene and traditional cookstoves; and v) increased productivity from productive uses of electricity as well 
as access to information. Energy access generates even greater social benefits when it supports businesses, 
agriculture and industry, as well as households, as it can: i) create anchor loads to attract investment (economic 
development); ii) lower the average cost of household connections; iii) improve food security; and iv) create 
job opportunities, notably for women. Of the 53 African countries that submitted Nationally Determined 
Contributions (NDCs) at the 21st UNFCCC Conference of Parties (COP 21),30 34 mention energy access as 
an expected enabler for nationally-specific development.31 

However, worldwide there is still a dependence on fossil fuels for energy access. For example, between 2000 
and 2016, nearly all those who newly gained electricity access globally did so through new grid connections 
mostly with power generation from fossil fuels (new grid connections during this period were 45% coal, 19% 
natural gas, and 7% oil).32, 33 As LDCs industrialise and develop economically, there is a significant risk that 
they will follow the route of other industrialised / industrialising countries and ‘lock in’ fossil fuel consumption.  

Positively, however, over the last five years, there have been increasing shifts to new and renewable forms of 
electricity access, particularly off-grid and mini-grid systems, with this trend expected to accelerate. Since 
2012, renewables have provided 34% of new connections and off-grid and mini-grids specifically account for 
six per cent of new connections overall. In sub-Saharan Africa specifically, detailed geospatial modelling 
suggests that decentralised systems, led by solar photovoltaic in off-grid systems and mini-grids, are the least-
costly solution for three-quarters of the additional connections needed. However, overall, a large financing gap 
exists in sub-Saharan Africa because the focus of much of the current spending is on maintenance and 
operations of the existing power infrastructure, with little remaining to fund long-term investments that address 
the power supply gap34. It is nevertheless encouraging that there are currently dozens of energy investment 
initiatives – such as the New Deal on Energy for Africa, which aims to achieve universal access by 2025 
through the mobilisation of up to $50 billion of additional funding35. 

Energy access trends in Sub-Saharan Africa 

Growth in energy access in sub-Saharan Africa in recent years has been uneven in each of its sub-regions. 
For example, at the start of 2000, both Central and East Africa had an electrification rate of ten per cent, which 
remained roughly static until around 2012. However, between 2012 and 2016, six times more people gained 
access in East Africa than in Central Africa. While each region is endowed with its share of indigenous energy 

                                                      
27 See https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=33772) for a graph on CO2 emission projection comparison 

between OECD and non OECD countries. 
28 Khandker, S. R., Barnes D. F., Samad H., Minh, N. H. (2009). Welfare Impacts of Rural Electrification - Evidence from Vietnam. 

Policy Research Working Paper 5057. Impact Evaluation Series No. 38. The WB, Development Research Group, Sustainable 

Rural and Urban Development Team. 
29 Torero, M. (2014). The Impact of Rural Electrification: Challenges and Ways Forward, WB. 
30 The 21st annual UN Framework on Climate Change (UNFCCC) Conference of the Parties meeting. For the first time, at 

COP 21, all countries – not only industrialised ones – were invited to commit to a contribution to global climate change 

mitigation. This was in the form of INDCs - each country’s proposed contribution to the global climate agreement.  
31 IEA (2017) Ibid 
32 IEA (2017) Ibid 
33 IEA (2017) Ibid 
34 Perspectives, 2017, Electrifying Sub-Saharan Africa sustainably with renewable energy. Available at: 

http://www.saisperspectives.com/2017issue/renewable-energy-africa  
35 BNEF 2016, Sustainable Energy Finance Update: Africa in Spotlight. Available at: http://sdg.iisd.org/news/sustainable-

energy-finance-update-africa-in-the-spotlight/ 

https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=33772
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resources, what has worked in favour of East Africa has been a more stable investment climate and better 
regional interconnections. A majority of the findings in the following paragraphs, including Figure 1 are obtained 
from IEA’s latest Energy Access outlook report and are compared against WB’s databank,36 the two most 
comprehensive information sources on current trends37 in energy access. Although there was some difference 
in trends observed between the two databases, particularly in Western and Southern Africa, the findings 
nevertheless provide a good overview of the energy access market in Africa.  

Figure 1. Map of access to electricity as compared to population size in African countries

 

Source: IEA (2017) ‘Energy Access Outlook 2017’ 

East Africa has seen the fastest progress in electrification in recent years, accounting for over 80% of the 
decline in the number of people without access in sub-Saharan Africa since 2012. Kenya and Ethiopia in 
particular have shown considerable progress as a result of government initiatives, private-public partnerships 
and international support. Both of these countries have a flourishing off-grid market and Kenya is documented 
as being the largest market for off-grid solar home systems and solar lanterns in Africa.38 The main factors 
contributing to this were removal of value-added tax for solar imports, and a focus on ensuring only quality 
products entered the market.  

West Africa accounts for 30% of those without electricity in Sub-Saharan Africa. Ghana and Senegal have 
been the most successful in the region, expanding electricity access from 45% to 84% and 34% to 64% 
respectively between the years 2000 to 2016. This was partly owing to the roadmap for universal electrification 
by 2020 in Senegal, with policies focused on rural communities, though reliability of supply remains an issue. 

                                                      
36 WB, 2014. Access to electricity (% of population). [Online]  

Available at: https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/EG.ELC.ACCS.ZS?end=2014&locations=ZG&start=2000&view=chart 

[Accessed 25 October 2017]. 
37 Energy Access-Africa, 2017. Electricity access progress in Africa – 2017. [Online]  

Available at: https://energyaccess-africa.com/2017/07/28/electricity-access-progress-in-africa-2017/ 

[Accessed 25 October 2017]. 
38 Lighting Global and BNEF, 2016, Off-Grid Solar Market Trends Report 2016, s.l.: International Finance Corporation-WBG. 

https://energyaccess-africa.com/2017/07/28/electricity-access-progress-in-africa-2017/
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In Nigeria, although 61% (113 million) have access, close to 80% of those with connection also use diesel 
generation due to concerns over reliability of supply. 

Central Africa has almost 100 million people without access, accounting for 17% of the total in Sub-Saharan 
Africa. Furthermore, the electrification rates in Central Africa are the lowest of all the sub-regions at 25% overall 
in 2016, with just 5% of the rural population with access. However, Gabon has made remarkable progress in 
increasing its access rate from roughly 73% in 2000 to 90% in 2014, owing primarily to robust policies that 
seek to use a wide range of approaches to achieving energy access. Cameroon has also made good progress 
with access rates increasing by 15% in the same period, up from 41% in 2000.39 DRC on the other hand has 
the lowest electrification rate at 15% and currently hosts over half the population without access in Central 
Africa. However, this is slated to improve with the country now planning to tap its hydropower potential. 

Southern Africa accounts for nearly 25% of the people without electricity access in Sub-Saharan Africa. The 
picture in Southern Africa is however skewed with South Africa having the highest electrification rates in sub-
Saharan Africa at 86% and relatively high rates in Zambia, Botswana and Zimbabwe. While levels in 
Mozambique and Tanzania are much lower, with around 40% of the Mozambique population having access 
to electricity through grid and off-grid (mainly via solar and micro-hydro initiatives) systems and in Tanzania 
electrification rising from 11% to 33% in the last 15 years (almost keeping pace with population growth). 
Tanzania, in particular, has seen high success in creating an enabling environment for off-grid access, with a 
sharp increase in businesses entering the mini-grid markets. Namibia is scaling up electrification rapidly with 
the government focusing more on rural electrification (RE) owing to the disparity between rural and urban 
electrification rates. It is doing so through spatial planning, feed-in tariffs for renewables-based generation, and 
action to shield the country’s supply from fluctuations in the price of imports. 

2.3 Rationale for the CMFP 

The CMFP has been designed to test whether the CDM, as a c-RBF modality, is an effective financing 
approach for energy access projects. The Business Case makes a number of suggestions on why carbon 
finance may be preferable to other options of (carbon-related or non-carbon related) aid delivery. First, 
because the CERs issued by the CDM are backed by the United Nations, they are less prone to the sovereign 
risk that can be associated with domestic government subsidies and supporting policies.40 Second, energy 
access projects in LDCs may be subject to installation challenges and risks due to distribution challenges and 
maintenance capacity. The requirement for on-going monitoring, reporting and verification (MRV) of CDM 
projects in order for carbon credits to be issued, means that these risks can be better monitored and 
addressed.41 Finally, markets are arguably more effective than ‘command and control’ activities aimed at 
achieving greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reductions since the latter are less able to provide the capital 
needed for initiating and maintaining emission reduction projects, particularly as renewable energy systems 
have higher upfront costs than ones that depend on fossil fuels.42 Although the CMFP utilises international 
carbon markets – in the form of the CDM – it is not actually dependent on the health of these markets for its 

success.43  

Participation in international carbon markets has typically been highly challenging for LDCs. To-date, LDC 
projects and those focussed on energy access at household and community level have been highly under-
represented. (Only 3% of projects registered in the CDM from 2004 to October 2017 have been located in 
Africa; whereas 50% are located in East Asia and a further 23% in South Asia). Those countries which have 
been better able to access the CDM are industrialised middle-income countries, which have better access to 
the capital, infrastructure and knowledge needed to generate large-scale emission reductions (e.g. through 
large-scale hydro projects, wind farms and landfill gas installations) and to register with the CDM. As a first 

                                                      
39 WB (2014) 
40 CMFP Business Case, paragraph 29. 
41 CMFP Business Case, paragraph 30. See also the executive summary of the Ci-Dev publication ‘Promoting energy access 

through Results-Based Finance within the framework of the CDM: Assessing business models’, November 2015 
42 CMFP Business Case, paragraph 8 
43 Gadde, H. et al (2011) Promoting Energy Access Projects under the Clean Development Mechanism: Standardized 

Baselines and Suppressed Demand. Available at: https://www.ci-

dev.org/cidev/sites/cidev/files/documents/Standardized_Baselines_and_Suppressed_Demand.pdf [Accessed 25 October 

2017] 

https://www.ci-dev.org/cidev/sites/cidev/files/documents/Standardized_Baselines_and_Suppressed_Demand.pdf
https://www.ci-dev.org/cidev/sites/cidev/files/documents/Standardized_Baselines_and_Suppressed_Demand.pdf
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objective, the CMFP seeks to provide actors in LDCs with access to carbon financing by specifically targeting 
them and guaranteeing them the purchase of CERs (for retirement).44 

Additionally, as a secondary objective, the CMFP seeks to engage with international carbon markets in order 
to ‘future proof’ them by making actors in LDCs more competent in accessing them (and their projects more 
attractive to the buyers within these markets) and, conversely, to make the markets more amenable to actors 
and projects in LDCs. The premise behind this objective is that carbon markets – in whichever form – are ‘here 
to stay’ (not least because global emissions reductions are inevitable), and if carbon markets are set to recover, 
then actors in LDCs need to be ready and able to perform within them in order to ensure that ‘African energy 
access does not get bypassed’.45 In spite of (current) uncertainty, if there is no investment in LDCs’ involvement 
in the CDM now, when/if the market picks up in the future, it is highly likely that poorer countries will remain 
under-represented.46 The aim is therefore to use public money to set up a number of successful projects which 
can then register with the CDM and prove themselves to be successful at generating CERs (and other 
benefits), so that when carbon markets picks up, these projects will be well-established and future buyers in 
the private sector will be attracted to fund them and similar LDC-based projects. This is the ‘transformative’ 
objective of the CMFP (refer to Box 2). 

                                                      
44 Note that while the UK will retire their CERS, SEA and CCF may not. 
45 Interview with Ci-Dev Methodology Work Programme group, May 2016 
46 CMFP Business Case, paragraph 18 
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Box 2. Defining transformational change 

Several aspects of transformational change will be considered as part of the CMFP Mid-Term and Final 
Evaluation phases.  

Transformational change is that which catalyses further change, enabling either a shift from one state 
to another, or that which accelerates change. The change which CMFP seeks to catalyse is a shift from 
the baseline situation in which: 

 Carbon buyers have low confidence in CER-producing projects when implemented at a small scale 
in LDCs because of the various risks (often linked to the project’s financial viability, the buyer’s lack 
of knowledge or familiarity around the technology, and the low volume of CERs that can be 
produced by the project), and are dissuaded from entering into ERPAs with such projects; and  

 Financiers’ low confidence in such projects prevents them from investing the necessary capital into 
LDC CER-producing projects;  

to: 

 A state of confidence (of financiers and CER buyers) in LDC-based carbon energy access projects.  

As mentioned above, the rationale behind the ‘transformative’ aspect of the CMFP is that, public money 
(through the CMFP) can be used to fund a number of projects (and develop a number of methodologies) 
which, if successful in generating benefits (and combined with outreach and knowledge management 
work), can have a demonstrative effect on carbon market players, who will (if the theory works) be 
attracted to develop, fund and buy CERs from similar projects in the future. The transformational change 
will be a shift in the make-up of the (future) carbon market, so that a larger number and proportion are 
LDC-based. At the same time, and logically following from this, a second envisaged transformational 
change is that carbon financing will have a greater – and unique - role as a more sustainable source of 
financing than public money for energy access projects in LDCs.  

The ‘transformational change’ that is not envisaged, and that is not expected to be within the influence 
of the CMFP, is a change in the functionality of the carbon markets, which at the time of conducting the 
baseline (and the time of writing the Business Case) were struggling due to a lack of demand for CERs 
(and over-supply).47 Unfortunately, since the transformational change that is (or was originally) foreseen 
by the CMFP is dependent on the functioning of international carbon markets (since it is dependent on 
there being demand for CERs), if there is no ‘catalyst’ for change in the markets this may put the CMFP 
endeavour at risk. It is acknowledgement of this risk that has driven the shift away from a focus on, or 
reliance on, carbon markets and proving and strengthening the application of the CDM model of c-RBF 
for LDC low carbon projects (see section 2.5 for discussion) to one of c-RBF more generally - i.e. to 
‘proving’ the utility of carbon financing as a means of supporting development and/or energy access-
friendly projects, which produce a range of (development) benefits in addition to GHG emission 
reductions. However, now that, post COP-21, the Paris Agreement has signalled the likelihood of a 
continued role for international carbon markets and associated mechanism (based on Article 6.4), 
Ci-Dev may play a part in developing the mechanism – building on its experience in contributing to CDM 
evolution - so that it is accessible to LDCs (see section 4.4.1). 

In the approach paper to the next phase of this evaluation (the Mid-Term Evaluation), a framework 
(including a set of criteria) for analysing and assessing transformational change will be developed. 

 

                                                      
47 The lack of demand created an under-pricing of CERs which undermined the social endeavour behind the markets (to 

facilitate or stimulate further GHG reductions). 
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2.4 The Ci-Dev delivery channel 

Ci-Dev is one of several carbon funds48 managed by the CFMU to enable Annex 1 countries to purchase CERs 
generated by projects in developing countries.49 Ci-Dev has three over-arching goals: 50 

 ‘CER delivery for Participants: To provide funding through emission reduction transactions in order 
to facilitate the generation of GHG emission reductions from projects which reduce poverty and 
improve the quality of life of local communities in developing countries including, in particular, LDCs, 
and which are likely to be recognized under the CDM […] as well as other emerging mandatory and 
voluntary greenhouse gas market mechanisms;  

 Stimulation of private capital flows for sustainable development: and, in doing so, to help build a 
market for the emission reductions generated and expand the reach of carbon finance and the CDM 
to developing countries which would otherwise be potentially excluded from the benefits of the 
emerging carbon market; and  

 Learning and knowledge management: To disseminate broadly the knowledge gained by the Bank, 
by Participants and by projects developers in the development of the Fund and the implementation of 
projects.’ 

Box 3. Ci-Dev objectives 

Ci-Dev aims to utilise the CDM to implement household energy access projects in low income countries, 
with a focus on Africa. If Ci-Dev is successful, it could establish a new type of business to incentivise 
investments in high development benefit projects in the poorest countries. This objective is reinforced 
by Ci-Dev’s intent to catalyse a self-sustaining, private-sector-driven business that continues after the 
withdrawal of the Ci-Dev intervention. 

In order to reach its objectives, Ci-Dev needs to invest strategically in business model innovation. Thus, 
it requires a sound understanding of experiences made and lessons learned – within and outside the 
CDM (i.e. with and without carbon finance). It also requires new ways of integrating the CDM into project 
finance (i.e. financial innovation and cooperation with the relevant financial institutions). 

Source: Ci-Dev Methodology Work Programme 2015 

All Ci-Dev activities fall under either the Readiness Fund or Carbon Fund, and both funds are considered 
essential for Ci-Dev to reach its goals.51 The funding committed by donors initially amounted to US$123m 
based on the foreign exchange rate at the time. However, the actual amount is likely to be lower since the 
CMFP issues funding to Ci-Dev in annual tranches, and the first four years of implementation have been 
affected by the notable shifts in pound sterling (GBP) to US dollar (US$) foreign exchange rates (for more 
discussion see section 5). In addition to the United Kingdom (UK) contribution, contributions were made by 
Sweden, via its Swedish Energy Agency (SEA), and the Switzerland-based Climate Cent Foundation (CCF) - 
see Table 2 below). 

  

                                                      
48 See: https://wbcarbonfinance.org/Router.cfm?Page=Funds for a list [Accessed 25 October 2017] 
49 https://wbcarbonfinance.org/Router.cfm [Accessed 25 October 2017] 
50Instrument Establishing The Carbon Initiative for Development Carbon Fund 
51 According to the Methodology Work Programme: ‘[CDM project proponents] need both RBF (i.e. the Carbon Fund) and 

Readiness Fund. If [WB was doing] only capacity building, [we] would not be received by [the] client [i.e. project proponents]. 

[We] cannot engage these countries into a pure academic exercise. [We] need to combine knowledge sharing and capacity 

building with concrete project activities [i.e. financing]’. 

https://wbcarbonfinance.org/Router.cfm?Page=Funds
https://wbcarbonfinance.org/Router.cfm
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Table 2. Ci-Dev Participant Commitments  

 Currency Readiness Fund Carbon Fund 

Climate Cent Foundation (CCF) US$ $3m $20m 

Swedish Energy Agency (SEA) US$ $3m $20m 

United Kingdom (DFID / BEIS 
(formerly DECC) 

GBP £14m £35m 

Source: Ci-Dev Annual Report FY14 and pers. comms 

 

2.4.1 The Readiness Fund 

The purpose of the Readiness Fund52 is to provide capacity building, technical assistance and some financial 
support (such as support for contracting the Designated Operational Entity) to entities implementing projects 
funded through the Carbon Fund, as well as (CDM) methodology monitoring and supervision and business 
model support. The Readiness Fund also supports the administration and operations of Ci-Dev, including 
project management and methodology quality control intended to decrease CER delivery risk. 

Readiness Fund activities fall under three categories: (i) technical assistance support to Carbon Fund-selected 
projects to enable their registration in and passage through the CDM system; (ii) direct ‘Readiness Grants’ to 
Carbon Fund projects to pay for direct costs of developing CDM-eligible projects; (iii) knowledge management, 
including the preparation and dissemination of knowledge management products. 

Technical assistance support follows Carbon Fund-selected projects throughout the full CDM project cycle, 
and comprises: 

 Pipeline development and preparation activities: the identification, design and selection of projects to be 
funded through the Carbon Fund, technical assistance to support / enhance design (including Pre-PIN and 
PIN reviews and revisions), Ci-Dev due diligence processes, activities to facilitate project registration within 
the CDM, and the negotiation and signature of ERPA; 

 Carbon supervision: undertaken by project Deal Managers53 once a project is registered in the CDM, to 
monitor, verify and issue CERs;54 

 Carbon capacity building: undertaken by the Deal Managers to enable project managers / funders 
(‘program – or project - sponsors’) to carry out carbon supervision on their own through a ‘learning by 
doing’ approach overseen by the Deal Managers to ensure that CER delivery risk is managed;  

 Methodology quality control: undertaken by Deal Managers and Ci-Dev’s policy and methodology 
specialists, and comprising annual carbon operations like monitoring and verification; and 

                                                      
52 The description of Readiness Fund activities in this section are compiled from the descriptions in the Annex to the Ci-

Dev Annual Progress Reports 2016 and 2017. 
53 The Task Team Leaders (TTLs) are the core operational role in the WBG. They oversee task teams, and supervise project 

preparation, implementation and completion throughout the Bank’s project cycle. Because a carbon project requires 

significant technical expertise on the carbon/climate side for project preparation and implementation, the Ci-Dev team has 

assigned each project a Deal Manager (DMs) to work closely with the TTL/task teams throughout the project cycle. The 

DMs are responsible for project design from the carbon (e.g. CDM) and trust fund (e.g. specific project requirements from 

trust fund donors) sides. As these two roles work together, sometimes DMs may play a stronger role in project design while 

the TTLs are responsible for preparation and supervision of the Bank’s environmental and social safeguards. There are a set 

of policies and procedures that govern how carbon finance transactions operate within the auspices of broader WBG 

operational policies and procedures. 
54 DMs carry out carbon supervision through: quality control for monitoring and verification reports, by coordinating 

Designated Operational Entity site visits, by communicating with the UNFCCC regarding issuances, etc. and by working 

closely with counterparts in the PEs. 
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 Safeguards supervision: undertaken by Task Team Leaders (TTLs) to ensure that all projects adhere to 
WB environmental and social safeguards. 

These activities support projects that will later receive payments for CERs through the Carbon Fund, but the 
activities fall under the Readiness Fund budget. Technical assistance support also covers the process of 
determining pricing of project emission reductions. As Ci-Dev does not depend on the market for its pricing, 
pricing is determined according to internal pricing guidance, often determined by the viability gap of the project, 
for which Ci-Dev sometimes contracts financial experts. Financial risks are assessed as part of the due 
diligence process.55  

Readiness Grants are up-front grants to ‘project entities’ to build capacity, support project development, or 
otherwise to provide initial financial assistance to projects for critical operational support. They comprise three 
types of grants: 

 Carbon and Methodology Capacity Building grants: that support project entities in hiring, training and 
supporting staff and/or consultants to conduct CDM registration, monitoring, verification and issuance 
activities; 

 Business Model Capacity Building grants: that support and enhance the innovative and potentially 
transformative aspects of the business models that Ci-Dev intends to support, particularly in early years 
before ERPA revenues are deployed; and  

 Designated Operational Entity expense grants: specifically provided to project entities for the contracting 
of Designated Operational Entity services like Programmes of Activity validation and registration, 
Component Project Activities inclusion, and verification themselves.  

Knowledge management activities can be broadly grouped under three types of activity: 

 The development of an annual Methodology Work Programme for ‘new methodologies’ (defined in the 
CMFP logical framework (logframe) as ‘(1) new or improved existing methodologies or tools for calculating 
the emission reductions for different technologies, (2) standardised baselines or standardised approaches 
for emission reduction calculations, and (3) proposals for improvement in CDM regulations, procedures 
and guidelines for project validation, registration, monitoring and verification’56 for energy access projects 
to function within the international carbon market; 

 The development of studies into how to address barriers to LDC access to carbon markets, including 
regulatory barriers (methodological knowledge products) and financial barriers (finance knowledge 
products); and 

 The capture and dissemination of knowledge from the above-mentioned activities, as well from the Carbon 
Fund portfolio (portfolio knowledge products). 

Table 3 below provides more detail on some of the activities of the Readiness Fund by year. Overall, there 
has been a much greater focus on pipeline development / technical assistance support and much less focus 
on the Methodology Work Programme and knowledge management than originally envisaged. Some of the 
reasons for this are discussed in section 5.1.  

  

                                                      
55 According to Ci-Dev (interview with Ci-Dev management, Washington DC, May 2016), ‘One of the consequences but also 

a co-benefit of this pricing method is that we conducting a very thorough DD. We are much more confident that these 

projects will deliver mostly as expected, considering these projects are in Africa and we don’t know exactly what will 

happen’. 
56 These methodologies comprise both ‘methodologies’ in the terminology of the CDM- i.e. a model for reducing CERs, 

which has been approved by the CDM, which may focus on technological or financial aspects of the CER production; as 

well as other non-CDM methodologies that enable carbon monitoring. Specifically, for CDM methodologies, as of the 31 

October 2017, 259 methodologies in total had been approved by the CDM since its establishment. See database CDM-

METH1 available on the CDM insights website: https://cdm.unfccc.int/Statistics/Public/CDMinsights/index.html#meth 

[Accessed 14 November 2017]. 

https://cdm.unfccc.int/Statistics/Public/CDMinsights/index.html#meth
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Table 3. Readiness Fund activities, by year (for pipeline see Table 4 below) 

2013 - 
2014 

Methodology Work Programme Studies: Business Models; CDM Methodology Mapping; Alternative 

Approaches for Standardised Baselines; CDM Project Simplification; 

Review of opportunities for Standardised Baseline Development; 

Capacity building / stakeholder engagement: set-up of the CDM Reform Working Group; capacity building 
workshops; outreach activities (including dissemination - ongoing). 

2014 - 
2015 

Developing Fund protocols: agreeing on processes with Participants; guidance notes (on how to review and 

determine commercial terms); updating ‘Origination Strategy’ (for identifying projects); Portfolio Risk 
Management Strategy; 

Development of potential business model involving up-front investors; 

Fund design: CMFP logframe; 

Stakeholder engagement: with potential sponsors and project proponents and UNFCCC. 

2015 - 
2016 

Methodology specific activities: batched Issuance of credits for POAs, simplified sampling rules, default 
eligibility criteria defined, revision of AMS-I.L and AMS-III.BB for rural electrification programmes, project 
cycle simplification, submission of new rural electrification methodology, UNFCCC submissions, mapping 
CDM initiatives, note on carbon finance models. 

Capacity building activities: Organised and hosted second CDM Reform Working Group, supported African 
DNAs at COP, attendance at the African Carbon Forum, Technical workshops, and support for African 
DNAs around Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technical Advice meetings. 

2016 - 
2017 

Knowledge management activities: Portfolio Knowledge Product business development report; Report on 
‘post-2020 Ci-Dev portfolio transition’;  

Development of new methodologies: standardised crediting framework in Senegal; 

Stakeholder engagement: targeted training for a Ci-Dev public sector PE; consultation with climate finance 
stakeholders; outreach to broader carbon and climate finance community at the Innovate 4 Climate and 
Africa Carbon Forum conferences; (limited) progress on the Ci-Dev website. 

Source: Ci-Dev Annual Progress Reports. Time periods covered: 1st July, 2013 – 1st April, 2014; 1st July 2014 - 30th June 2015; 1st July 
2015 – 30th June 2016; 1st July 2016 – 30th June 2017. 

Note that, while not reflected in the annual progress reports, the Readiness Fund has also undertaken a number of other activities 
including: UNFCCC technical submissions; Original development of Standardised Crediting Framework; Knowledge Management 
Approach Paper; Overall description of pipeline development and due diligence / project design work; Readiness grant considerations 
and approvals; CDM POAs registrations; Specific updates to CDM processes; Updates to CDM methodologies plus new methodologies 
supported (e.g. consolidated rural electrification methodology) (pers. coms. February 2018, supported by documentation provided to the 
evaluators in February 2018. 

 

2.4.2 The Carbon Fund 

The purpose of the Carbon Fund is to provide c-RBF to projects to enable them to address project-specific 
barriers to accessing carbon financing and/or to use carbon finance as a source of sustainable funding for 
energy access projects. The budget of the Carbon Fund covers the costs related to payments for CERs, i.e. 
the payments themselves and the cost for their administration.  

The portfolio of Carbon Fund-funded projects was developed by Ci-Dev with the approval of its three donors 
(DFID/BEIS, SEA and CCF). Ci-Dev accepts into its portfolio both projects that are already registered in the 
CDM and those that aim for registration. It supports both CDM Programmes of Activity and Component Project 
Activities. 

Table 4 maps the dates of achieving different milestones by projects within the Carbon Fund pipeline (the 
process of pipeline development is discussed in section 4.1.2).  
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Table 4. Carbon Fund pipeline development, by year 

PIN # Category Country Pre-PIN PIN PCN DD1 LOI PAD / CFAM DD2 ERPA POA-DD 

1 Biogas Ethiopia Oct-13 Feb-15 Jul-15 Oct-15 N/A Feb-16 Mar-16 Jul-16 Mar-16 

2 Solar Ethiopia Oct-13 Feb-15 Jul-15 Dec-15 N/A Feb-16 Apr-16 Jul-16 Jul-16 

3 Grid extension / mini-grid Uganda Feb-14 May-14 ‘complete’ Dec-15 N/A ‘complete’ Sep-16 Jul-16 Dec-15 

4 Water purification Rwanda / Uganda Feb-14 May-14 Dropped April 2016 (after almost two years) 

5 Biogas Kenya Oct-13 Jun-14 May-15 Jun-15 Jun-15 Nov-15 Oct-15 Jan-16 ‘complete’ 

6 Cookstoves Madagascar Jun-14 Jun-14 ‘complete’ Jun-16 Jul-15 Feb-16 Dec-15 May-16 ‘complete’ 

7 Grid extension / mini-grid Mali May-14 Jul-16 ‘complete’ Jul-16 Sep-16 ‘complete’ Sep-16 Dec-16 
Incomplete as 
of June 2017 

8 Grid extension / mini-grid Senegal May-14 Oct-14 
May
-16 

 
Feb
-15 

 
Oct
-16 

 
Sep-
16 

 
Jul-
16 

 
Jul-
16 

 
Incomplete as 
of June 2017 

9 Solar Malawi May-14 Oct 14 Dropped June 2015 

10 Solar Nigeria Jul-14 Dropped July 2016 (after two years – became ‘backup project’) 

11 Biogas West Africa (BF) May-14 Feb-15 Dec-15 Feb-15 Jun-16 Sep-16 Jul-16 Dec-16 ‘complete’ 

12 Cookstoves Rwanda Jun-14 Apr-16 Apr-16 Apr-16 Oct-16 Jan-17 Sep-16 Apr-17 ‘complete’ 

13 Cookstoves Sudan Jun-14 Dropped April 2016 

14 Cookstoves Myanmar Jun-14 Dropped February 2015 

13 Solar Kenya Jun-14 Apr-17 Jul-16 N/A N/A Feb-17 Apr-17 
Incomplete as 
of June 2017 

Incomplete as 
of June 2017 

16 Cookstoves Rwanda Oct-14 Apr-16 Apr-16 Apr-16 Oct-16 Jan-17 Sep-16 Jun-17 ‘complete’ 

17 Multiple technologies Multiple Feb-15 Dropped December 2015 (after 10 months) 

18 Micro-hydro Kenya Mar-16 Jul-16 Incomplete as of June 2017 Sep-16 
Incomplete as 
of June 2017 

‘complete’ 

Source: Ci-Dev Annual and Quarterly Progress Reports FY14 – FY17, especially Annex 4 of the Ci-Dev Annual Report FY17. This pipeline does not include project for which a 13th ERPA is currently 
being considered.
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3 Review of the CMFP logframe and 

programme management 
In preparation for the Mid-Term Evaluation, it is envisaged that frameworks will be developed to set out the 
steps for assessing the results achieved by CMFP projects (in terms of emissions reductions, generation 
capacity and development benefits) and the conditions supporting their achievement. These frameworks will 
enable the evaluation team to answer EQs 12 and 13.57 As a key first step, section 3 reviews the logframe 
established for the CMFP to track these results and assesses how this has been used so far to report on 
progress towards results. It considers the Annual Review process and monitors changes to the logframe over 
the four years of CMFP implementation, based on data published in Annual Reviews (available for 2014 
through to 2017).58 It concludes that, whilst overall the logframe provides useful guidance to Ci-Dev in tracking 
the desired impacts of the fund, there have been a number of changes made to the logframe on an annual 
basis which make it a somewhat ‘moving target’, reducing its utility for monitoring achievement. In addition, 
output level results have not been attributed to the UK, which makes tracking progress more challenging. 
Overall, the results show good progress and suggest that the CMFP is likely to achieve its impact targets, with 
beneficiary targets expected to be exceeded. However, the leveraging of private finance target will not be 
achieved. The detailed analysis is outlined below. The evaluators note that some results require further 
analysis that was not possible based on the information made available. 

3.1 Evolution in the CMFP TOC 

Through the CMFP, the UK is trying to achieve low-carbon development benefits (energy access and related 
benefits) in LDCs; establish new sources of funding (‘improve [the] architecture and delivery of finance’) for 
low-carbon development projects in LDCs; and – linked to this – foster private sector investment, enhance the 

capacity of developing countries and achieve impact at scale through transformational change.59  

As outlined in the CMFP Business Case, one of the purposes of the CMFP is to ‘test if international carbon 
markets are an effective way to incentivise greater private investment in low carbon technologies that can also 

reduce poverty in LDCs’.60 At the time of writing the Business Case, the CMFP therefore had a very clear link 

(in terms of its TOC) to international carbon markets. The rationale for this was:  

 There was limited evidence for how carbon market financing could deliver development benefits, 
especially how it could deliver the type of projects that directly provide benefits at a community and 
household level; 

 Advanced economy developing countries - such as India, China, Brazil and South Korea – had 
‘dominated the CDM to-date, and the barriers for poorer countries to access finance need[ed] to be 
tackled to ensure a more equitable distribution of global carbon finance’;  

 There was ‘strong political demand’ in LDCs for access to carbon financing;  

 Current carbon prices and market demand would not bring carbon finance to LDCs ‘without public 
sector intervention’; and  

 Carbon financing was considered ‘highly rigorous results-based financing that leverages significant 
private sector funding’.61 

That the carbon markets would not recover from their (then) slump was recognised in the CMFP Business 
Case as a real risk to the programme and break clauses were created to enable the CMFP to adjust to (or 

                                                      
57 It was originally foreseen that these frameworks would be developed for the FE, but we consider that it will be more 

appropriate to develop these as part of the Approach Paper once we have discussed with Ci-Dev how results targets are 

defined with beneficiaries and have discussed project data in more depth with them. 
58 See Dev-Tracker age on Carbon Market Finance for Africa (CMF-Africa) [GB-1-203152]. Available at: 

https://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/projects/GB-1-203152/documents [Accessed 28 November 2017]. 
59 See CMFP Intervention Summary, paragraph 10 
60 See CMFP Strategic Case, paragraph 10 
61 Ibid CMFP Strategic Case, paragraph 10 

https://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/projects/GB-1-203152/documents
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even close) should there not be a recovery (see section 4.4 for a discussion on the status of the markets at 
the end of 2016).  

However, consultation with DFID in 2016 and the review of the DFID Annual Reviews, suggests a shift away 
from a focus on carbon markets to broader, non-market based (or not necessarily market based) RBF. In an 
interview in 2016, the CMFP contract director stated that the CMFP is ‘not about the market necessarily, [but] 
how [RBF] can … be done in a way that provides an income stream or revenue for these types of projects’. 
Ci-Dev seem to have shared this shift in conceptualisation (see below two extracts from Ci-Dev interviews 
conducted in 2016): 

 I think that (the role of Ci-Dev) is to demonstrate the link between RBF and energy access, how RBF 
can be linked to benefits in developing countries. 

 Ci-Dev will showcase that …even when the carbon market is not existing the fund could be used in a 
different way to price carbon and influence energy access. 

Whether these slight changes in the TOC need to be reflected in a revised TOC will be discussed with the 
client prior to the next stage of this evaluation. 

3.2 The CMFP logframe 

The CMFP logframe was developed on the basis of two main assumptions outlined in the Business Case: 

 Energy access projects produce development benefits; and 

 C-RBF (even at a small scale) can have a ‘transformative effect’ on the (carbon) market when used to test 
different business models (technologies, financing models, distribution models, etc.) in order to 
demonstrate those which work 62 in the LDC environment, and those which attract private sector investors. 

These assumptions were reflected in the outputs, outcomes and impacts listed in the logframe,63 as follows: 

Assumption 1: c-RBF can have a transformative effect on the market 

 Output 1: CMFP funding for the development of new CDM methodologies could support CDM reform; 

 Output 2: Through CDM reform / the creation of an extended menu of CDM methodologies (suitable for 
small scale LDC projects), communities, private sector and government will be better able to access 
carbon financing, as they will be able to replicate the Ci-Dev developed-methodologies; 

 Output 3: By financially supporting a number of Ci-Dev-selected projects testing these methodologies, 
CMFP can demonstrate financial viability of these projects to the private sector; and 

 Output 4: Through this demonstration, private investors will be incentivised to invest in more of these types 
of CER-producing, small-scale projects that deliver benefits in LDCs. 

Assumption 2: energy access projects provide development benefits 

 Outcome: Increased carbon finance flows to poor countries for low carbon energy and other poverty 
reducing technologies. 

As such, the logframe is focussed on tracking: 

 Several outputs (the number of CDM methodologies produced, outreach and dissemination activities 
conducted, CDM project use of methodologies, the total value of CERs produced from CMFP-supported 
projects, etc.);  

 Several outcomes (amount of private and public sector funding mobilised, the amount of GHG reduced (in 
MtCO2e), the number of people reached and the amount of green energy capacity installed) specific to the 
c-RBF projects supported, attributable to the UK; and  

                                                      
62 Where ‘what works’ means enabling project viability, reducing carbon, producing CERs, and producing other  

(co-)benefits. 
63These are the outputs, outcome and impacts as listed in the logframe. The evaluators note that output 4 is arguably an 

outcome, as pertains to a behaviour expected to result from CMFP outputs, which is out of the scope of control (but within 

the scope of influence) of the programme.  
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 Three impacts (the GHG reduced, the number of people reached and the amount of energy produced) as 
a result of all projects replicating CMFP projects.  

The logframe is very much based around a TOC that expects Ci-Dev to have a transformative effect on the 
carbon market by enticing carbon players to invest in LDC-hosted, small-scale projects through a 
demonstration of their viability and capacity to produce results / benefits. This TOC was described and 
presented in the Baseline Report for the CMFP evaluation and is recopied in Annex 6.  

This TOC has changed somewhat over the course of the CMFP’s implementation to-date (as discussed 
above). This perhaps goes some way to explaining the changes that have been made towards the logframe 
that are described in section 3.3.  

However, overall, there remains a question as to the appropriateness of the logframe as a tool to help DFID 
and BEIS ensure that the CMFP tests the key question of ‘under what circumstances does c-RBF work?’ To 
test this question, the portfolio requires a certain profile: sufficient diversity to allow for the testing of different 
models (financial, partnering, technological, business-centred), but sufficient conformity to enable comparison 
of the same ‘model’ or feature in different contexts (geographic, sectoral). To test this, the logframe might have 
set targets on diversity and conformity of the portfolio.64 This detail is discussed further in section 3.3.  

Table 5 below presents the three impact indicators, four outcome indicators, and nine output indicators as they 
appeared in the original logframe of the CMFP Business Case. The evaluation team has re-arranged the 
original display of the impact and outcome indicators in order to illustrate how the output indicators are grouped 
under the four outputs and how the outcome and impact indicators correspond. Revisions to the text of the 
logframe from the original are presented in red font. 

The output indicators comprise a mix of indicators that represent direct outputs of Ci-Dev (e.g. events, 
publications) 65 and outputs which can only be produced by Ci-Dev stakeholders.66 This latter group of 
indicators are therefore outside of the control but within the scope of influence of Ci-Dev and are therefore 
rather intermediate outcome indicators for the CMFP.  

A logframe with a larger number of levels (e.g. one that included a level of intermediate outcomes) would have 
been better able to represent the complex multi-layer structure of the CMFP, and also been able to make more 
transparent the attribution agreements (by funding share) of outcomes and results to the different funders. 

                                                      
64 Instead, the focus was on projects that were innovative (defined based on carbon use, geography, technology, level of 

private sector investment and a sufficiently diverse and similar portfolio) and had the potential to scale up. While 

distribution of projects was defined more generally, including several requirements in the Project Selection Criteria 

regarding types and numbers of projects (e.g. 80% of projects in Africa) and a statement that: ‘Projects selected through 

Ci-Dev should represent a range of project types and be distributed across eligible countries’, which Ci-Dev reports against 

in its annual reviews (Ci-Dev Trustee, February 2018). 
65 Output indicators 1.1, 1.2, 2.1, 3.3 and 4.2. 
66 i.e. DNAs, project developers and project financiers – see output indicators 2.2, 3.1, 3.2 and 4.2. 
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Table 5. Overview of the CMFP logframe indicators (adapted from DFID’s presentation of the logframe)* 

IMPACT Impact Indicator 1 Impact Indicator 2 Impact Indicator 3

Carbon financing 

reduces greenhouse 

gas emissions and 

poverty in less 

developed countries. 

M tonnes CO2 

reduced by all 

international carbon 

finance projects 

drawing on CMF 

developped 

methodologies                                 

KPI indicator (6)

Number of people 

with increased 

access to clean 

energy, as a result of 

international carbon 

financed projects 

drawing on CMF 

developped  

methodologies                               

KPI Indicator (2)

Level of installed 

capacity of clean 

energy (MW) from all 

international carbon 

finance projects 

drawing on the new 

methodologies                                                                              

KPI Indicator (7)

OUTCOME Outcome Indicator 

1

Outcome Indicator 

2

Outcome Indicator 

4

Outcome Indicator 

3

Increased carbon 

finance flows to poor 

countries for low 

carbon energy and 

other poverty 

reducing 

technologies

£x of private/public 

finance mobilised for 

investment in CDM 

projects that use the 

new methodologies 

directly supported by 

the CMF programme.

KPI Indicator 

(11,12)

M tons CO2 reduced 

through projects 

directly supported by 

the CMF programme.                                               

KPI Indicator (6)

Number of people 

with increased 

access to clean 

energy from all 

projects in CMF 

programme directly 

supported locations.                                                           

KPI Indicator (2) 

Level of installed 

capacity of clean 

energy (MW) in CMF 

programme directly 

supported locations                                                 

KPI Indicator (7)

IM
P

A
C

T
O

U
T

C
O

M
E



 

 

 

* Covering the period to December 2016. 
Source: DFID CMFP Annual Reviews (2014-2017). 
Note: Red text indicates revisions that have been made to the logframe. Numbers in red refer to KPI indicators of the ICF 

Output Indicator 

1.1

Output Indicator 

1.2

Output Indicator 

2.1

Output Indicator 

2.2

Output Indicator 

3.1

Output Indicator 

3.2

Output Indicator 

3.3 

Output Indicator 

4.1

Output Indicator 

4.2

Number of CMF 

developed new 

methodologies 

submitted by the 

programme and 

approved by 

CDM Executive 

Board (Not 

attributed just to 

UK)

Number of new 

methodologies 

and other reform 

measures 

developed for the 

CDM and number 

of inputs on post-

2020 market 

mechanisms (Not 

attributed just to 

UK)

Number of 

activities (e.g. 

workshops, key 

publications) to 

disseminate 

programme 

experience.

Changed to: 

Number of 

dissemination 

activities (e.g. 

workshops, key 

publications) 

disseminating 

concepts 

designed 

(standardized 

baselines, new 

methodologies) 

and practical 

experience 

demonstrated 

through the 

Programme (Not 

attributed just to 

Number of 

Designated 

National 

Authorities 

(DNAs) 

submitting 

standardized 

baselines for 

approval by the 

EB in target 

countries

Changed to: 

Number of 

standardised 

crediting 

frameworks (Not 

attributed just to 

UK)

Number of CDM 

projects 

registered with 

the CDM 

Exective Board in 

focus countries 

that use the new 

CDM 

methodologies 

(Not attributed 

just to UK)

Number of 

project models 

developed that 

apply new 

methdologies. 

Changed to:

Number of: 

a) pre-project 

identification 

notes (PINS) 

received and 

assessed

b) emission 

reduction project 

agreements 

(ERPAs) agreed 

with project 

developers (Not 

attributed just to 

UK)

CDM projects 

developed and 

registered with 

the CDM 

Executive Board 

are consistent 

with guidelines 

for stakeholder 

engagement (Not 

attributed just to 

UK)

Value of CER 

credits 

contracted from 

projects 

supported 

through CMF 

using the RBF 

mechanism (Not 

attributed just to 

UK)

Number of events 

to engage 

potential project 

developers for 

CER contracting 

(Not attributed 

just to UK)

OUTPUT 2

Communities, private sector and 

government with increased 

capability to use standardised 

baselines and programmatic 

approaches.

Changed to:  Communities, private 

sector and government with 

increased capability to use CMF 

developed new methodologies, 

generate CMF programme 

replicated projects and use 

programmatic approaches

OUTPUT 3

Practically demonstrate financial viability of 

standardised baselines (SB) and programmatic 

approaches (PoAs). 

Changed to : Practically demonstrate financial viability 

of CMF developed new methodologies. CMF 

supported projects and programmatic approaches.

OUTPUT 4

RBF effectively incentivises private 

investment in technologies that 

deliver emission reductions and 

poverty reduction. 

O
U

T
P

U
T

New methodologies (standardised 

baselines and programmatic 

approaches) and streamlined 

processes approved by the CDM 

Executive Board.

OUTPUT 1



 

 

3.3 Adaptation of the logframe over time 

The CMFP logframe has been regularly reviewed and altered over the course of the first four years of 
programme implementation. This is in line with a process of adaptive management and continuous annual 
adjustment outlined in the CMFP Business Case:  

‘A results framework (equivalent to a DFID logframe) has been agreed between the WB and the UK. This will 
provide the framework for programme monitoring and the WB will undertake to develop baselines and 
monitoring systems for this framework within six months of approval. Estimated milestones for indicators in 
years 1 (2014), 2 (2015), 3 (2016), 6 (2019), 8 (2022) and the Target (2025) will be confirmed or adjusted 
within six months of programme start-up. Framework Indicators will be reviewed, and if necessary adjusted, 
annually.’ 

The adjustments to the logframe (as outlined in the CMFP Annual Reviews) were as follows:  

 2014 Annual Review (covering FY 2013): this first annual review recommended a minor adjustment to 
the wording, as well as the targets, of outcome indicator 2 (million of tonnes CO2e reduced directly through 
CMFP projects); outcome indicator 3 (level of installed capacity of clean energy directly through CMFP 
projects) and outcome indicator 4 (number of people with improved access to clean energy directly through 
CMFP projects). It recommended changing the wording for output indicator 3.2 from ‘ERPAs agreed with 
project developers’ to ‘ERPAs concluded’ and introduced output indicator 3.3 (‘CDM projects developed 
and registered with the CDM Executive Board are consistent with guidelines for stakeholder engagement’), 
which was not mentioned in the Business Case.  

 2015 Annual Review introduced new milestones for 2015 and 2016 for outcome indicators 2, 3 and 4. It 
also changed the wording of output indicator 3.2 quite significantly from ‘number of project models 
developed that apply new methodologies’ to ‘number of: a) pre-project identification notes (PINs) received 
and assessed; b) emission reduction project agreements (ERPAs) agreed with project developers’.   

 2016 Annual Review significantly increased the future targets and adjusted the milestones for output 1 
indicators (on the number of CDM and non-CDM methodologies developed) to reflect changes in 
expectations as results were reached sooner than initially expected. 

 2017 Annual Review changed the wording for output indicator 2.1 (‘number of events to inform and 
consult on the CMF programme, build capacity, and disseminate programme experience’) to ‘number of 
events to engage potential project developers for CER contracting’ based on a recommendation given 
earlier to avoid confusion between different types of events. It also significantly raised the targets for output 
indicator 4.1 (‘value of CER credits contracted from projects supported through CMF using the RBF 
mechanism’).  

Over the first four years of the CMFP, the status and application of the indicators has been as follows: 

 Impact indicators: The wording and figures have not changed. Given that impacts will likely not be 
achieved until much later in, or after, the programme’s implementation, these indicators have not yet been 
measured nor reported on in annual reviews.  

 Outcome indicators: The wording has not changed, but the targets have been adjusted. Three of the four 
outcome indicators are identical to the impact indicators, except that they only refer achievements at the 
programme level, whereas the impact indicators assume a larger mobilisation of carbon funding for poverty 
abatement beyond Ci-Dev. Outcome indicators align with ICF KPIs and are reported quantitatively (see 
section 3.2). According to the Business Case, the CMFP will also assess other ICF KPI indicators related 
to transformational impact, institutional awareness and knowledge building qualitatively and report on 
these in annual reviews. 

 Output indicators: The wording and targets of the nine – originally eight – output indicators have changed 
over time (as described in detail in in section 3.3).  In 2015, all output indicators were revised to not require 
reporting of results attributed to the UK.
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3.4 Progress reporting against indicators and programme adaptation  

This section describes and reviews CMFP logframe reporting over the first four years of implementation. It discusses the results and any adaptations, indicator by 
indicator, and, in doing so, considers the robustness and utility of the indicators for measuring results.  

In the following sections, an asterisk (*) in the tables means that no reference has been made to this indicator in the Annual Review. The evaluation team recommends 
that references to the progress against each indicator are made in each review, unless these are impact indicators against which no progress could have been made. 

3.4.1 Financial leverage 

The effect of the CMFP on leveraging financial mobilisation is measured through outcome indicator 1 and output indicator 4.1.  

Table 6. Adjustments in the wording and value of outcome indicator 1 

 

OUTCOME Outcome Indicator 1
Baseline 

2013
2014 2015 2016 2019 2022 2025 Assumptions

Outcome Indicator 1 

Scoring

Planned (public) 

(Business Case)
0 0 0 £ 13m £ 40m £ 40m £ 40m

Planned (private) 

(Business Case)
0 £ 6m £ 12m £ 180m £ 550m £ 550m £ 550m

Review 2014 (public)

“2015 Annual Review of 
*

Review 2014 (private) 

“2015 Annual Review of 
*

Review 2015 (public)

CMF Annual Review 22 
? ?

Review 2015 (private)

CMF Annual Review 22 
? ?

Review 2016 (public)

160229 2016 CMF Anual Review 2016 (private)

160229 2016 CMF Anual Review 2017 (public)

Review 2017 (private) 

CMF-Annual-Review-Jan-Achieved

Review 2014 (public)

“2015 Annual Review of Review 2014 (private) 

Review 2015 (public)

CMF Annual Review 22 
0 Not met

Review 2015 (private)

CMF Annual Review 22 
0 Not met

Review 2016 (public)

160229 2016 CMF Anual 
0 Not met

Review 2016 (private)

160229 2016 CMF Anual 
0 Not met

Review 2017 (public) 

CMF-Annual-Review-Jan-
£  46.6m Exceeding

Review 2017 (private) 

CMF-Annual-Review-Jan-
£ 43m Not met

Source

WB data and reporting - taken from finance mobilised for CMF programme projects

£x of private/public 

finance mobilised for 

investment in CDM 

projects that use the new 

methodologies directly 

supported by the CMF 

programme.

KPI Indicator (11,12)

O
U

T
C

O
M

E
  
  
  
  
 

Increased 

carbon finance 

flows to poor 

countries for low 

carbon energy 

and other 

poverty reducing 

technologies

International 

carbon market 

recovers to 

replicate 

demonstrated 

CMF programme 

projects

New 

methodologies 

can generate 

high 

development 

benefits for poor 

people.

Governments 

and partners 

continue to 

engage in low 

carbon 

development  
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Outcome indicator 1  

Ci-Dev has made excellent progress in achieving its targets for public sector financing mobilisation. The Business Case document foresaw that ‘the volume of public 
finance mobilised [was] likely to be higher (and earlier) than the logframe targets’. Indeed, by the end of 2016 Ci-Dev had mobilised £47m of public finance, exceeding 
its FY16 target of £13m. 

By contrast, it has made slow progress in achieving its private sector financing targets. By 2016, this was only at approximately a quarter of its (2016) target £180m.  

The 2014 Annual Review considered that the volumes of private finance for 2014 and 2015 ‘appear achievable, with a potential underachievement of the 2014 target, 
should ERPA signature dates slip beyond end December 2014.’ However, this was not finally the case. Difficulties in reaching the target of financial mobilisation were 
recognised in the 2015 Annual Review. It states, ‘one outcome indicator (private/public finance mobilised for investment in CDM projects that use the new 
methodologies directly supported by the CMF programme) has not been met because the first ERPA signature on which this depends has not yet been signed. 
However, based on the progress made this year, we expect to over achieve on the expected signing of three ERPAs next year, this will put us back on track to meet 
the outcome indicator.’ 67  

While the indicator was not met in 2015 due to the delays in the signing of ERPA; later, the reason for low progress was assigned to an overly-ambitious target. DFID 
recognised that this was likely due (in part) to private sector funding ‘having been harder to leverage than public sector funding’, but – in the 2017 Annual Review – it 
also stated that, ‘the current private finance leverage ratio of 13:1 initially proposed in the Business Case has been agreed with CFMU as unrealistic, given latest, 
more robust data’. In view of these challenges, a decision was made in 2017 to amend the target for private sector mobilisation. The 2017 Annual Review now states 
that, ‘it has been agreed by the CFMU and the UK that a ratio of 4:1, rather than 13:1 is appropriate for the private finance leverage assumption…’ Through end CY16, 
the amount of private finance mobilised and attributable to the UK was £43m, compared to the revised ultimate target of £160m based on the expected revision of the 
public:private financing ratio to 4:1. This £43m mobilisation figure related to the level of funding agreed and committed based on the eight ERPAs that had been signed 
at that point.  

                                                      
67 Annual review 2014, p.4 
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Table 7. Adjustments in the wording and value of output indicator 4.1 

 
 

Output indicator 4.1 

This indicator measures the expected CER (based on LOIs) and contracted CERs (ERPAs) for pilot projects. Its original final target value of £33m is equal to the 
overall value of the Carbon Fund, corrected by a management allowance, and was posited based on the assumption that sometime between 2016 and 2019 all ERPAs 
would be concluded and the full volume of CMFP funding to the Carbon Fund would have been allocated to projects. Ci-Dev looks set to achieve this target, since ten 
ERPAs have already been signed and three more are in the process of being signed.  

Indeed, by the end of 2016, the 2017 Annual Review reported a value of £53.4m of CER credits. This value equates to the value of the eight contracted ERPAs worth 
£47.3m and the obtained LOIs worth £6.1m.  

This value already surpasses the 2025 target set; however, this is partially because from 2015, Ci-Dev output indicators were revised to not be attributed only to the 
UK. The value therefore includes CER credits contracted through both the UK and other Ci-Dev donors. The reason for this appears to be to spread fund risk by not 

OUTPUT 4 Output Indicator 4.1
Baseline 

2013
2014 2015 2016 2019 2022 2025 Assumptions Output Indicator 4.1

Planned (Business Case) 0 £ 2m £ 5m £ 12m £ 33m £ 33m £ 33m

Review 2014

“2015 Annual Review of Carbon 

0 £ 2m £ 5m * * * *

Review 2015

CMF Annual Review 22 01 2016 

* £ 2m £ 5m £ 12m * * *

Review 2016

160229 2016 CMF Anual Review 

* * £ 5m £ 12m £ 33m

Review 2017

CMF-Annual-Review-Jan-Dec-

* * * £ 36m £ 40m £ 40m *

Achieved

Review 2014

“2015 Annual Review of Carbon 

0 Met expectations

Review 2015

CMF Annual Review 22 01 2016 

0 0 Not met

Review 2016

160229 2016 CMF Anual Review 

* * £ 10.4m Achieved/ Exceeded

Review 2017 £ 53.4m Achieved - milestone 

exceeded

Value of CER credits 

contracted from projects 

supported through CMF 

using the RBF 

mechanism.  (Not 

attributed just to the UK)

WB CMF reporting and contracts for purchasing credits through CMF programme Emission Reduction Purchase Agreemens (ERPAs) 

RBF effectively 

incentivises 

private 

investment in 

technologies that 

deliver emission 

reductions and 

poverty 

reduction. 

Source

O
U

T
P

U
T

Projects provide 

verifiable 

development 

benefits: and 

sufficient project 

supply for CER 

purchase.
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attributing specific projects to individual funders. It is assumed that once the proportion of CERs financed by non-UK donors is removed this will still provide a figure 
which exceeds the CMFP targets, since the UK is the largest Ci-Dev donor.68 

By increasing outputs based on new funding from other sources (rather than only outputs attributed to the UK), the CMFP is at risk of over-stating the potential impact 
of the CMFP, including impact indicator 1, which considers the level of CO2e reduced. The effects of an increase in scope on this impact indicator is particularly 
important as the other donors may not be committed to retiring their CERs, and so their CERs may therefore only indirectly contribute to emissions reductions. 
Therefore, whilst an increased target for the financial output indicator may make sense for the Ci-Dev logframe it does not make sense for the CMFP logframe.  

It is unclear to the evaluators why a decision was made to attribute outcomes and impacts, but not the building blocks (i.e. outputs), to the CMFP. In order to ensure 
that outputs are attributable only to CMFP it is proposed that the CMFP value of CER credits could be calculated based on the proportion of funds contributed.  

  

                                                      
68 Fund-wide reporting is in-line with the Ci-Dev logframe, however this does not support the evaluation of the CMFP results attributed to the UK results. Based on documents not shared 

with the evaluators, the Ci-Dev Trustee notes that ‘the UK’s pro-rata, legally defined share of the Carbon Fund (58.448%)’ (pers. coms. February 2018), although Fund legal documents 

were not shared with the evaluators. When only the results attributed to the UK are considered, the value is £31.2m, meaning that CMFP has far exceeded its 2016 target and has already 

almost achieved its 2019 target.  
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3.4.3 Number of projects 

Output indicators 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 all measure the number of projects achieving different goals. 

Table 8. Adjustments in the wording and value of output indicator 3.2 

 

Output indicator 3.2 

Originally, the indicator referred to ‘the number of project models developed that applied new methodologies’. It was changed to ‘the number of Pre-PINs reviewed’ 
and ‘the number of ERPAs concluded’. This change makes the indicators more specific and measurable; under the previous wording, several of the projects in the 
current portfolio pursued similar ‘models’ - both, the rural electrification and the biogas groups could be seen as clusters of very similar projects – and therefore it was 
unclear what would be counted as a ‘model’. The change in wording also makes clearer the distinction with output indicator 3.1 (projects registered in the CDM). The 
change in this output indicator was suggested in the 2014 Annual Review and then included the 2015 Annual Review. 

OUTPUT 3 Output Indicator 3.2
 Baseline 

2013
2014 2015 2016 2019 2022 2025

Output Indicator 3.2

Scoring

Planned (Business Case) 0 TBA TBA TBA TBA TBA TBA

Review 2014

“2015 Annual Review of Carbon 

0 TBA TBA * * * *

NEW PHRASING A

Review 2014

“2015 Annual Review of Carbon 

0 15 25 35 50 50 50

Review 2015

CMF Annual Review 22 01 2016 

* 15 25 35 * * *

Review 2016

160229 2016 CMF Anual Review 

* * 25 35 50 * *

Review 2017

CMF-Annual-Review-Jan-Dec-

* * * 25 25 25 *
NEW PHRASING B

Review 2014

“2015 Annual Review of Carbon 

0 1 3 8 20 20 20

Review 2015

CMF Annual Review 22 01 2016 

* 1 3 8 20 20 20

Review 2016

160229 2016 CMF Anual Review 

* * 3 8 20 * *

Review 2017

CMF-Annual-Review-Jan-Dec-

* * * 8 12 12 *

Achieved

Review 2014

“2015 Annual Review of Carbon 

Met expectations

NEW PHRASING A

Review 2015

CMF Annual Review 22 01 2016 

21 Achieved

Review 2016

160229 2016 CMF Anual Review 

23 Not met

Review 2017 24 Not achieved, but milestones 

considered met

NEW PHRASING B

Review 2015

CMF Annual Review 22 01 2016 

0 Not Met

Review 2016

160229 2016 CMF Anual Review 

0 0 Not met

Review 2017 8
Achieved and milestone met

O
U

T
P

U
T

Practically 

demonstrate 

financial viability 

of standardised 

baselines (SB) 

and 

programmatic 

approaches 

(PoAs). 

Number of project models 

developed that apply new 

methdologies. 

Later:  

Number of: 

a) pre-project identification 

notes (PINS) received and 

assessed

b) emission reduction 

project agreements 

(ERPAs) agreed with 

project developers  (Not 

attributed just to the UK)

Source

WB reporting
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As with indicator 4.1, this indicator is posited on the assumption that sometime between 2016 and 2019 all ERPAs will be concluded and the full volume of the Carbon 
Fund will have been allocated to projects.  

Target values for output indicator 3.2b were adjusted and corrected downward in the 2015 Annual Review. The original target of 20 was first revised to 15 and then 
again to 12 (2017 Annual Review). The initial reduction was justified on the basis that 20 projects would result in ‘projects that are smaller than the optimal size and 
have higher administration costs’.  

While the initial revision appears to reflect a valid assessment of portfolio design, the evaluators wonder if the revision of targets has driven by matching targets to 
outcomes rather than the reverse.  

The 2017 Annual Review assessed the milestones for this indicator as met, although one fewer Pre-PIN (24 rather than 25) had been received and assessed, which 
was considered acceptable given that ‘Participants had agreed that Pre-PINs would only be presented for consideration if needed and no additional Pre-PINs were 
needed in 2016 to commit the capital in the Carbon Fund.’  

Output indicators 3.1 and 3.3  

Output indicator 3.1 measures the number of CDM-registered projects that utilise methodologies developed or revised by Ci-Dev. The distinction between this and 
indicator 1.1, which measures the number of CMF developed new methodologies submitted by the programme and approved by the CDM, is one of scale. While 
indicator 1.1 measures the direct result of Ci-Dev’s work, output indicator 3.1 measures broader and less direct effect of the Methodology Work Programme on the 
carbon finance community. In view of this, the evaluators consider that output indicator 3.1 would better be labelled as an (intermediate) outcome indicator.  

Output indicator 3.3 measures the level of consultation and engagement that Ci-Dev has had with project entities. Output indicator 3.3 did not exist in the original 
logframe and was added in the 2014 Annual Review. Progress for this indicator has remained on track. Draft Guidelines were prepared in October 2013 according to 
the 2014 Annual Review, and the 2015 Annual Review states: ‘The stakeholder engagement guidelines have been agreed and will be applied to all projects funded 
via the Ci-Dev programme.’  
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Table 9. Adjustments in the wording and value of output indicator 3.1  

 
 

  

OUTPUT 3 Output Indicator 3.1
 Baseline 

2013
2014 2015 2016 2019 2022 2025 Assumption Output Indicator 3.1

Planned (Business Case) 0 0 1 1 8 10 10

Review 2014 0 0 1 * * * *

Review 2015 * 0 1 1 * * *

Review 2016 * * 1 1 8 * *

Review 2017 * * * 1 8 10 *

Achieved

Review 2014 0 Met expectations

Review 2015 0 Nothing expected

Review 2016 1 Met expectations

Review 2017 4 Exceeded

WB CMF programme reporting and UNFCCC CDM website

Source

Practically 

demonstrate 

financial viability 

of standardised 

baselines (SB) 

and 

programmatic 

approaches 

(PoAs). 

Number of CDM projects 

registered with the CDM 

Exective Board in focus 

countries that use the new 

CDM methodologies  (Not 

attributed just to the UK)

O
U

T
P

U
T

Demonstrations 

are attractive 

enough for 

replication and 

scale up; and 

their more 

widespread use.                                                

Replicated 

projects can 

attract sufficient 

capital for their 

implementation                                                     
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Table 10. Adjustments in the wording and value of output indicator 3.3 

 

The 2017 Annual Review questions the continuing relevance of output 3 indicators in general: ‘As the fund moves into the implementation phase, output indicators 3.2 
and 3.3 are set to plateau […] Indicators for output 3 should be considered in light of the changing nature of the fund activities and assess how best to track combined 
project implementation.’ While the evaluation team shares this assessment, it is also necessary to point out that this is true for many output indicators, and, overall, 
this points to a structural focus of the logframe (and the whole CMFP) on the process of project and methodology development, rather than – as would be perhaps 
more meaningful - on implementation support and market development. 

  

OUTPUT 3 Output Indicator 3.3 
 Baseline 

2013
2014 2015 2016 2019 2022 2025 Output Indicator 3.3 

Planned (Business Case) *

Review 2014 0 Guidelines 

agreed

All developed 

projects 

consistent

* * * *

Review 2015 * Guidelines 

agreed

All projects 

apply agreed 

guidelinesReview 2016 * * All projects 

apply agreed 

guidelines.

* * * *

Review 2017 * * * Review and if 

necessary update 

guidelines. All 

projects consistent.

All developed 

projects 

consistent.

All developed 

projects 

consistent

Achieved

Review 2014 *
Met expectations

Review 2015 Guidelines 

agreed
Achieved

Review 2016 All developed 

projects 

consistent

Achieved

Review 2017

CMF-Annual-Review-Jan-Dec-

Achieved - 

Reviewed guidelines 

and all developed 

projects consistent

Achieved and met

Risk Rating

Low

Practically 

demonstrate 

financial viability 

of standardised 

baselines (SB) 

and 

programmatic 

approaches 

(PoAs). 

CDM projects developed 

and registered with the 

CDM Executive Board are 

consistent with guidelines 

for stakeholder 

engagement  (Not 

attributed just to the UK)

Source

WB reporting

O
U

T
P

U
T
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3.4.5 Events 

Output indicators 2.1 and 4.2 measure the number of events that disseminate the programme experience (indicator 2.1) and facilitate engagement with project 
developers (indicator 4.2). 

Table 11. Adjustments in the wording and value of output indicator 2.1 

 

OUTPUT 2 Output Indicator 2.1
Baseline 

2013
2014 2015 2016 2019 2022 2025 Assumptions Output Indicator 2.1

Planned (Business Case) 0 3 5 6 8 10 10

Review 2014

“2015 Annual Review of Carbon 

0 3 5 * * * *

Review 2015

CMF Annual Review 22 01 2016 

* 3 5 6 * * *

Review 2016

160229 2016 CMF Anual Review 

* * 6 9 12 * *

Review 2017

CMF-Annual-Review-Jan-Dec-

* * * 9 12 12 *

Achieved

Review 2014

“2015 Annual Review of Carbon 

1 Met expectations

Review 2015

CMF Annual Review 22 01 2016 

3 Achieved

Review 2016

160229 2016 CMF Anual Review 

7 Exceeded

Review 2017

CMF-Annual-Review-Jan-Dec-

14 Exceeded

Number of activities (e.g. 

workshops, key 

publications) to 

disseminate programme 

experience.

Changed to:  Number of 

dissemination activities 

(e.g. workshops, key 

publications) 

disseminating concepts 

designed (standardized 

baselines, new 

methodologies) and 

practical experience 

demonstrated through the 

Programme.  (Not 

attributed just to the UK)

WB CMF programme reports

Communities, 

private sector 

and government 

with increased 

capability to use 

standardised 

baselines and 

programmatic 

approaches.

Capability is 

maintained and 

strengthened 

through 

experience.

Source

O
U

T
P

U
T
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Table 12. Adjustments in the wording and value of output indicator 4.2 

 

  

OUTPUT 4 Output Indicator 4.2
Baseline 

2013
2014 2015 2016 2019 2022 2025 Output Indicator 4.2

Planned (Business Case) 0 2 4 6 7 7 7

Review 2014

“2015 Annual Review of Carbon 

0 2 4 * * * *

Review 2015

CMF Annual Review 22 01 2016 

* 2 4 6 * * *

Review 2016

160229 2016 CMF Anual Review 

* * 4 6 7 * *

Review 2017

CMF-Annual-Review-Jan-Dec-

* * * 6 6 6 *

Achieved

Review 2014 1 Met expectations

Review 2015 * 4 Overachieved

Review 2016 * * 5 Exceeded

Review 2017 * * * 6 Achieved - milestone met

RISK RATING  

Low

Medium

Number of events to 

engage potential project 

developers for CER 

contracting.  (Not 

attributed just to the UK)

Source

O
U

T
P

U
T

RBF effectively 

incentivises 

private 

investment in 

technologies that 

deliver emission 

reductions and 

poverty 

reduction. 

WB reporting
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Output indicators 2.1 and 4.2  

During the approval process for the Business Case, DFID proposed to distinguish between: ‘the number of dissemination activities (e.g. workshops, key publications) 
disseminating concepts designed (standardised baselines, new methodologies) and practical experience demonstrated through the programme’ and ‘the number of 
events to engage potential project developers for CER contracting’. However, a comment was made by the reviewers as to ‘potential confusion in counting number of 
events between these two indicators’. The DFID reviewer therefore suggested to keep these separate.69 However, the text for logframe indicator 2.1 was finally 
adjusted in 2016.  

The milestone targets for these two indicators were exceeded in 2015 and met in 2016. The 2015 Annual Review recommended that ‘future milestones […] be amended 
to reflect reduced need to engage project developers once the portfolio has been finalised’, especially as less budget had been spent than expected (the justification 
being that the CFMU had been able to leverage synergies with other funding lines). The evaluators consider that it may be more appropriate to not use an events-
based indicator for output 4.2, but - for example – to use indicators that reflect the quality of the portfolio, its diversity, or its attractiveness for private investors in order 
to monitor progress in output 4. 

3.4.6 GHG outcome 

Table 13. Adjustments in the wording and value of outcome indicator 2 

 

                                                      
69 Carbon Market Finance Business Case for approval (post QA) 

Outcome Outcome Indicator 2
Baseline 

2013
2014 2015* 2016* 2019 2022 2025

Outcome Indicator 2

Scoring

Planned 

(source unknown)
0 0 0.01 0.1 0.5 1.6 2.8

Planned (Business Case)

cmf_business_case.pdf 
0 0 TBA TBA 0.5 1.6 2.6

Review 2014

“2015 Annual Review of 
0 0 0.1 0.2 0.5 1.6 2.6

Review 2015

CMF Annual Review 22 
? ?

Review 2016

160229 2016 CMF Anual Review 2017

CMF-Annual-Review-Jan-Achieved

Review 2014

“2015 Annual Review of Review 2015

CMF Annual Review 22 
* *

Review 2016

160229 2016 CMF Anual 
* *

Review 2017

CMF-Annual-Review-Jan-
0 Not met

Increased 

carbon finance 

flows to poor 

countries for low 

carbon energy 

and other 

poverty reducing 

technologies

M tons CO2 reduced 

through projects directly 

supported by the CMF 

programme.                                               

KPI Indicator (6)

Source

UNFCCC CDM database; WB data and reporting on number of CERs purchased from CMF programme 

projects 

O
U

T
C

O
M

E
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Outcome indicator 2  

The reduction in GHG emissions resulting from CMFP-supported projects is measured by outcome indicator 2 which aligns with KPI 6 of the ICF.  

Emission reductions were not expected in the early years of the CMFP, but targets were set for 2015 and 2016, which were not met. This can be seen as justified by 
the fact that the first ERPAs were only signed in 2016 and thus more time is needed before they can generate emissions-reductions. When looking at the 2017 Annual 
Review, however the evaluation team recommends that the UK should consider the question of what constitutes a reportable emission reduction under this outcome 
indicator. For example, Ci-Dev’s 2017 Annual Review reports: ‘for 2016 there was an expected generation of 98.8k Certified Emissions Reductions (CERs), of which 
58.8k are attributable to the UK. This compares with the target of 200k CERs attributable to the UK in 2016. As the ERPAs signed in 2016 were later than initially 
envisaged, CER generation is also beginning later than first projected. However, the CFMU is confident that acceleration of implementation will be possible over 2017 
and therefore the ERPA delays will not affect the expected outcome of Ci-Dev at the end of the programme.’ This ‘expected generation’ reflects the monitored (but not 
yet verified or certified by the CDM) nature of the emission reductions, so while the volume of CERs reported here reflects an actual monitored volume, no CERs had 
yet been issued. This points to a gap in the logframe: for smart portfolio management, it would have been necessary to report separately on contracted carbon 
reductions and achieved carbon reductions.  

The evaluation team recommends that the UK consider the current approach used to report on this target (e.g. MtCO2e generated as monitored) versus another 
potential approach (e.g. as CERs issued, CERs retired, etc.). Going forward, the UK should consider whether only CERs purchased and retired on its behalf should 
be reported against this indicator.  Installed energy generation capacity 

Table 14. Adjustments in the wording and value of outcome indicator 3 

 

Outcome Outcome Indicator 3
Baseline 

2013
2014 2015* 2016* 2019 2022 2025

Outcome Indicator 3

Scoring

Planned 

(source unknown)
0 0 1.5 9.3 55 130 165

Planned (Business Case)

cmf_business_case.pdf 
0 0 TBA TBA 55 130 165

Review 2014

“2015 Annual Review of 
0 0 2 6 55 130 165

Review 2015

CMF Annual Review 22 01 
? ?

Review 2016

160229 2016 CMF Anual Achieved

Review 2014

“2015 Annual Review of Review 2015

CMF Annual Review 22 01 
* *

Review 2016

160229 2016 CMF Anual 
* *

Review 2017

CMF-Annual-Review-Jan-Dec-
16.58 Exceeding

WB data and reporting taken from monitoring of CMF programme projects 

Source

O
U

T
C

O
M

E

Increased 

carbon finance 

flows to poor 

countries for low 

carbon energy 

and other 

poverty reducing 

technologies

Level of installed capacity 

of clean energy (MW) in 

CMF programme directly 

supported locations                                                 

KPI Indicator (7)
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Outcome indicator 3 

The installed energy generation capacity, ICF KPI 7, is measured by CMFP outcome indicator 3. The 2017 Annual Review targets were reported to have been 
exceeded. However, the evaluation team raises two questions regarding this indicator.  

First, the indicator appears to cover only a part of the portfolio. The 2017 Annual Review states: ‘The expected installed capacity of the generation from the current 
ERPAs is 16.58MW attributed to the UK against a target of 6MW. It should be noted this figure includes the electrical capacity (in MW) of the biogas digester projects, 
which hold thermal generation capacity. The portfolio’s grid connections and cookstoves do not contribute to this outcome ind icator.’ Whether and how these two 
(large) portions of the portfolio can be captured in this indicator or elsewhere should be considered. 

Second, the method for converting household biogas digesters into electric generation capacity is not explained. This should be further analysed and assessed, and 
the UK should consider whether and how to capture thermal versus electrical capacity in the logframe.  

Finally, why and how Ci-Dev/DFID can expect to reach more than 130 MW on the basis of this project portfolio, without the hydro power project is not clear to the 
evaluation team. For all of these issues, more supporting information should be provided.70   

In order to provide further analysis and conclusions, additional information would have been required. Although some capacity was reported for CY 2015, it was not 
detailed explicitly in the annual review that year. It was not until the CY 2016 Annual Review that reporting on this indicator was explicitly mentioned in the annual 
review document. Because the CY documents were only provided in February 2018 and the interviews with Ci-Dev stakeholders had already taken place by that time 
(they were undertaken in 2016) further clarification was not able to be obtained.  

                                                      
70 The evaluation team has not been able to identify such information amongst DFID nor Ci-Dev documentation. Due to delays in the evaluation process, which meant that interviews 

with Ci-Dev stakeholders took place between May and July 2016, while the evaluation team completed the analysis in August to September 2017, it was not possible to clarify these 

questions during the interview process 
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3.4.7 People benefitting from energy access 

Table 15. Adjustments in the wording and value of outcome indicator 4 

 

Outcome indicator 4 

The number of people with increased energy access are measured by outcome indicator 4. This, again, is a KPI for the ICF. The values for outcome indicator 4 
adjusted in the 2014 Annual Review. As for outcome indicators 2 and 4, the 2015 Annual Review mentions that the 2015 and 2016 milestones have been included, 
however, in the review, the figures are not mentioned.  

According to the 2017 Annual Review, targets for this outcome indicator were exceeded: ‘1.02 million beneficiaries received products from projects supported by 
Ci-Dev by the end of 2016, against a target of 300,000 beneficiaries. [PIN #6] contributes the greatest to this, delivering solar lanterns to approximately 270,000 
households…’ However, this project and many of the supported projects have components that are either unsupported or only partially supported by carbon payments, 
meaning that results can only be partly attributed to Ci-Dev support. While the Ci-Dev team does adjust the results for such attribution when it reports them to the UK, 
this attribution claim should be fully discussed in the annual reviews. In addition, the indicator does not provide any information on the programme’s impact on 
vulnerable groups (such as women or the disabled). Given that Ci-Dev projects are already required to report beneficiary data disaggregated by gender, the evaluators 
would recommend that the logframe reflects this disaggregated information.  

3.4.8 Outputs from the Methodology Work Programme 

Output indicators 1.1 and 1.2 measure results in regard to new methodologies. 

Outcome Outcome Indicator 4 Baseline 

2013

2014 2015* 2016* 2019 2022 2025
Outcome Indicator 4

Scoring

Planned 

(source unknown)
0 0           15,000                     94,000      1,700,000      3,700,000      4,300,000 

Planned (Business Case)

cmf_business_case.pdf 
0 0  TBA  TBA      1,700,000      3,700,000      4,300,000 

Review 2014

“2015 Annual Review of 
0 0         150,000                   300,000      1,700,000      3,700,000      4,300,000 

Review 2015

CMF Annual Review 22 01 
 ?  ?  

Review 2016

160229 2016 CMF Anual Review 2017

CMF-Annual-Review-Jan-Dec-Achieved

Review 2014

“2015 Annual Review of Review 2015

CMF Annual Review 22 01 
* *

Review 2016

160229 2016 CMF Anual 
* *

Review 2017

CMF-Annual-Review-Jan-Dec-
               1,020,000 Exceeding

Source

WB data and reporting taken from monitoring of CMF programme projects 

Number of people with 

increased access to 

clean energy from all 

projects in CMF 

programme directly 

supported locations.                                                           

KPI Indicator (2) 

Increased 

carbon finance 

flows to poor 

countries for low 

carbon energy 

and other 

poverty reducing 

technologies

O
U

T
C

O
M

E
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Table 16. Adjustments in the wording and value of output indicator 1.1 

 

Output indicator 1.1 

For output indicator 1.1, the wording was adjusted and the targets increased as part of the 2015 Annual Review. Ci-Dev has made consistent, positive progress in 
meeting targets for this output indicator. The 2017 Annual Review slightly changed the wording to ‘number of CMF developed new methodologies submitted by the 
programme and approved by CDM Executive Board. (Not attributed just to UK; cumulative)’.  

OUTPUT 1 Output Indicator 1.1
 Baseline 

2013
2014 2015 2016 2019 2022 2025 Assumptions

Output Indicator 1.1

Scoring

Planned (Business Case) 0 0 2 2 5 5 5

Review 2014

“2015 Annual Review of Carbon 

0 No 

Methodologie

2 * * * *

Review 2015

CMF Annual Review 22 01 2016 

* 0 2 2 - * *

Review 2016

160229 2016 CMF Anual Review 

* * 8 9 10 * *

Review 2017

CMF-Annual-Review-Jan-Dec-

* * * 9 10 10 *

Achieved

Review 2014

“2015 Annual Review of Carbon 

1 Met expectation

Review 2015

CMF Annual Review 22 01 2016 

6 Exceeded

Review 2016

160229 2016 CMF Anual Review 

8 Milestone met

Review 2017

CMF-Annual-Review-Jan-Dec-

8 Not achieved, but milestones 

considered met

O
U

T
P

U
T

New 

methodologies 

can be applied in 

practice; and 

facilitate access 

of increased 

LDCs to the 

carbon market 

Source

New 

methodologies 

(standardised 

baselines and 

programmatic 

approaches) and 

streamlined 

processes 

approved by the 

CDM Executive 

Board.

UNFCCC CDM website and CDM EB reports

Number of CMF 

developed new 

methodologies submitted 

by the programme and 

approved by CDM 

Executive Board (Not 

attributed just to UK)
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Table 17. Adjustments in the wording and value of output indicator 1.2 

 

Output indicator 1.2 

The target values for output indicator 1.2 were raised significantly in the 2017 Annual Review. This review also changed the wording to ‘number of new methodologies 
and other reform measures developed for the CDM and number of inputs on post-2020 market mechanisms. (Not attributed just to UK; cumulative)’.  

The 2017 Annual Review concluded that, although the targets were not achieved, the milestones were considered met, as the Ci-Dev donors had directed the CFMU 
to delay further development of new methodologies until there was more clarity from the UNFCCC process and Article 6 of the Paris Agreement.  

The 2016 Annual Review concluded that the output had ‘surpassed the originally anticipated projected targets for the entire programme, in particular because the 
number of other reform measures (output indicator 1.2) [had] exceeded expectations.’ 

The Methodology Work Programme is generally considered an efficient and effective part of the work by Ci-Dev (see section 5). However, the decision to revise the 
logframe in response to this overachievement reflects a general trend to revise the logframe annually to reflect current trends in Ci-Dev achievements. The evaluators 
would suggest that while some level of revision appropriately reflects an adaptive management approach, revising the logframe annually in response to Ci-Dev’s 
progress reduces utility and robustness of the logframe for programme performance evaluation.  

OUTPUT 1 Output Indicator 1.2
 Baseline 

2013
2014 2015 2016 2019 2022 2025 Output Indicator 1.2

Planned (Business Case) 2 4 5 5 6 6 6

Review 2014

“2015 Annual Review of Carbon 

2 4 5 * * * *

Review 2015

CMF Annual Review 22 01 2016 

* 4 5 5 * * *

Review 2016

160229 2016 CMF Anual Review 

* * 5 6 * * *

Review 2017

CMF-Annual-Review-Jan-Dec-

* * * 26 56 86 *

Achieved

Review 2014

“2015 Annual Review of Carbon 

1 Met expectation

Review 2015

CMF Annual Review 22 01 2016 

7 Exceeded

Review 2016

160229 2016 CMF Anual Review 

13 Exceeded

Review 2017 16
Not achieved, but milestones 

considered met

RISK RATING 

LOW

Medium

Source

New 

methodologies 

(standardised 

baselines and 

programmatic 

approaches) and 

streamlined 

processes 

approved by the 

CDM Executive 

Board.

Number of new 

methodologies and other 

reform measures 

developed for the CDM 

and number of inputs on 

post-2020 market 

mechanisms (Not 

attributed just to the UK)

O
U

T
P

U
T

WB reports
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3.4.9 Capacity to use standardised baselines and programmatic approaches 

Output 2 is measured by indicators 2.1 and 2.2. 

Table 18. Adjustments in the wording and value of output indicator 2.1 

 

Output indicator 2.1 

The wording of output indicator 2.1 was then adjusted in 2016 to make it more precise. The evaluators consider that this indicator is useful for monitoring output 2.  

Ci-Dev has greatly exceeded targets for 2.1 as the programme has been implemented. In view of this, the 2016 Annual Review proposed that, ‘the future target and 
milestones […] be increased to better reflect future expectations.’ The 2017 Annual Review also refers to the ‘raised ambitions’ for this indicator. The evaluators 
consider that there would be value in providing new targets for this indicator if these activities are to continue.  

OUTPUT 2 Output Indicator 2.1
Baseline 

2013
2014 2015 2016 2019 2022 2025 Assumptions Output Indicator 2.1

Planned (Business Case) 0 3 5 6 8 10 10

Review 2014

“2015 Annual Review of Carbon 

0 3 5 * * * *

Review 2015

CMF Annual Review 22 01 2016 

* 3 5 6 * * *

Review 2016

160229 2016 CMF Anual Review 

* * 6 9 12 * *

Review 2017

CMF-Annual-Review-Jan-Dec-

* * * 9 12 12 *

Achieved

Review 2014

“2015 Annual Review of Carbon 

1 Met expectations

Review 2015

CMF Annual Review 22 01 2016 

3 Achieved

Review 2016

160229 2016 CMF Anual Review 

7 Exceeded

Review 2017

CMF-Annual-Review-Jan-Dec-

14 Exceeded

Number of activities (e.g. 

workshops, key 

publications) to 

disseminate programme 

experience.

Changed to:  Number of 

dissemination activities 

(e.g. workshops, key 

publications) 

disseminating concepts 

designed (standardized 

baselines, new 

methodologies) and 

practical experience 

demonstrated through the 

Programme.  (Not 

attributed just to the UK)

WB CMF programme reports

Communities, 

private sector 

and government 

with increased 

capability to use 

standardised 

baselines and 

programmatic 

approaches.

Capability is 

maintained and 

strengthened 

through 

experience.

Source

O
U

T
P

U
T
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Table 19. Adjustments in the wording and value of output indicator 2.2 (2.3) 

 

Output indicator 2.2 

Output indicator 2.2 was changed in the 2016 Annual Review to ‘Number of standardised crediting frameworks. (Not attributed just to UK, cumulative)’, and its 
milestones were adjusted. This was based on recommendations resulting from the Ci-Dev methodology mapping exercise, which showed no immediate need for 
development of standardised baselines. However, the Annual Review 2014 states that, ‘the CFU will continue to make efforts to identify opportunities for the 
development of simplified methodological approaches for supporting Ci-Dev programs where appropriate.’ In the Business Case document this indicator was incorrectly 
numbered 2.3. 

The 2017 Annual Review states that the targets for 2016 were met.

OUTPUT 2 Output Indicator 2.2 (2.3)
Baseline 

2013
2014 2015 2016 2019 2022 2025 Output Indicator 2.2

Planned (Business Case) 0 0 1 2 3 3 3

Review 2014 0 0 1 * * * *

Review 2015 * 0 1 2 * * *

Review 2016 * * 1 2 * * *

Review 2017 * * * 1 3 3

Achieved

Review 2014 0 Met expectations

Review 2015 * 0 Achieved

Review 2016 * * 0 Not met

Review 2017 * * * 1 Met expectations

RISK RATING

Low

Source

WB CMF programme reports and UNFCCC CDM website

Number of Designated 

National Authorities 

(DNAs) submitting 

standardized baselines for 

approval by the EB in 

target countries  (Not 

attributed just to the UK)

Communities, 

private sector 

and government 

with increased 

capability to use 

standardised 

baselines and 

programmatic 

approaches.
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U
T
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3.5 The status and likelihood of achievement of CMFP KPIs 

As stated in the preceding section, the CMFP reports against five ICF Key Performance Indicators 
(KPIs): tonnes of CO2e equivalent reduced or avoided (ICF KPI 6); number of people with improved 
access to clean energy as a result of ICF programmes (ICF KPI 2); level of installed capacity of clean 
energy (ICF KPI 7); volume of public finance mobilised for climate change purposes as a result of ICF 
funding (ICF KPIs 11); and volume of private finance mobilised for climate change purposes as a result 
of ICF funding (ICF KPI 12).71  

The targets for these KPIs, as set in the Business Case, are:  

 KPI 1: 2.6 MtCO2e emissions reduced by 2025;  

 KPI 2: 4.3 million people with increased access to clean energy;  

 KPI 3: 165 MW of installed capacity of clean energy generated;  

 KPI 4: £40m of public finance mobilised for clean technologies; and, 

 KPI 5: £550m of private finance mobilised for clean technologies.  

The actual impacts of the CMFP and how they compare to the initial objectives can only be fully 
assessed once the programme is finished. However, based on an analysis of the CMFP Annual 
Reviews, and progress reporting against the indicators as described above, this section provides some 
insights as to whether these impacts are likely to be achieved.  

In this section, the evaluation team has tried to understand and interpret the figures reported in CMFP 
Annual Reviews and cross-reference these with information in due diligence notes for eight of the 12 
Ci-Dev pipeline projects.72 However, due to a limited access to information on the method for calculating 
indicators, it has not been able to fully validate the contribution of each project to the KPIs. The 
evaluators were requested to update some of the information in this second version of the FE, but this 
was not possible due to insufficient information on KPI calculations being provided in February 2018. 

3.5.1 GHG impact 

[Note: the analysis included in the original version of this section contains confidential (non-
public) information about projects which has been annexed – see Annex 7] 

KPI 1: 2.6 MtCO2e emissions reduced by 2025  

When considering estimations from the eight due diligence notes, it is expected that the overall portfolio 
reduction will be nearly 13.9 MtCO2e, or approximately 8.1 MtCO2e attributed to the UK (refer to Figure 
2). These figures are almost double the summary ERPA figures provided by Ci-Dev, which estimate a 
reduction of 7.5 MtCO2e (4.4 MtCO2e attributable to the UK),73 Ci-Dev argues that this reflects a 
conservative approach to estimating impact.  

                                                      
71 CMFP Business Case 
72 Information on the 13th potential ERPA was not available at the time this analysis was undertaken and due 

diligence notes were only available for the eight projects. 
73 ‘Ci-Dev - Pipeline Summary Tracking - Logframe - 2017-03-23’ 
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Figure 2. GHG emission reductions anticipated per project (in million tons (Mt) CO2e)

 

Source: Due diligence notes. Light grey indicates expected range 

 
The GHG reductions expected to be achieved per project vary widely. Given the small sample size, it is 
challenging to identify many trends, except that cookstove projects are likely to contribute more to GHG 
reduction target than rural electrification projects. This is at least partly due to the very favourable 
emission savings calculation in the cookstoves methodology – as a comparison between the numbers 
of people benefitting demonstrates – a similar number of people are expected to benefit from the 
cookstove projects as from two of the rural electrification projects.  

3.5.2 Beneficiaries and (renewable) energy produced 

[Note: the analysis included in the original version of this section contains confidential 
(non-public) information about projects which has been annexed – see Annex 7] 

KPI 2: 4.3 million people with increased access to clean energy  

According to the DFID 2017 Annual Review, over 837,000 people will benefit from the installation of 
biodigesters in three projects. Most notably, PIN #5 aims to improve access to clean energy for 375,000 
people, PIN#1 for around 287,000 and PIN #10 for 175,000 people. With the installation of mini-grids 
and the distribution of solar lanterns, 432,500 people will benefit in PIN #7. The installation of mini grid 
PIN #8 will lead to 1,435,000 people with improved access. No data was given for PIN #2. Due to the 
increased sales of cookstoves 940,500 people will benefit in PIN #4 and 500,000 in PIN #6. On the basis 
of these estimates, assuming that the projects are successful, 6,430,000 people are expected to receive 
improved access to clean energy, exceeding KPI 2.74 These figures are illustrated in Figure 3. 

It therefore seems likely from the review of due diligence notes that the targets for beneficiaries will be 
exceeded. However, the evaluators will review beneficiary impacts in more detail during the Mid-Term 
Evaluation. 

                                                      
74 In cases where the calculated household size in the countries was not given in the documents, an average of 5 

persons per family was assumed. 
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Figure 3. Number of beneficiaries and power generation capacity installed 

 

Source: Due diligence notes. No data was given for PIN #2. 

KPI 3: 165 MW of installed capacity of clean energy  

It appears likely from the review of due diligence notes that the targets for energy production will be 
easily exceeded. The evaluation team believes, however, that the definition of ‘power generation’ used 
by Ci-Dev and the UK for the CMFP is not aligned with KPI 3. In agreement with the UK, Ci-Dev reports 
as part of the UK annual reviews that biogas projects provide clean energy through ‘thermal generation’, 
which is often focused on direct utilisation of the biogas in the households (e.g. for cooking) rather than 
on electrical power generation. Because biogas digesters for cooking was a technology envisioned for 
inclusion – in a significant way – in the portfolio in the Business Case, and because there is not a 
separate indicator for thermal clean energy capacity of portfolio projects, Ci-Dev – in agreement with 
the UK – converts this capacity of clean energy for cooking into MW. However, the evaluation team’s 
interpretation of the project documents is that the biogas projects are focused on direct utilisation of the 
biogas in the households (e.g. for cooking), not on power generation. Their capacity is not measured in 
MW, but in fermenter volume or potentially gas production. Therefore, the evaluation team does not 
think that the biogas projects should contribute to this KPI. As a result, the evaluation team recommends 
a review of the KPI. The UK should consider whether and how the portfolio’s biogas projects can 
contribute to this KPI – and if not, whether and how they can be captured elsewhere in the logframe.  

3.5.3 Financial impact 

[Note: the analysis included in the original version of this section contains confidential (non-
public) information about projects which has been annexed – see Annex 7] 

KPI 4: £40m of public finance mobilised for clean technologies 

Based on logframe projections to 2025, KPI 4 will be easily exceeded,75 as the public financing pledged 
for Ci-Dev already exceeds this target. In addition, several projects make use of other (non-Ci-Dev) 
sources of public financing, e.g. national government and international (development) funds, as the 
listing above shows. While individual projects leverage funding from a variety of sources, the largest 
share of this associated funding comes from International Development Association loans. 

                                                      
75 $143.7m (£109.1m) based on Ci-Dev’s ‘Pipeline Summary Tracking – Logframe – 2017-03-13’. 
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KPI 5: £550m of private finance mobilised for clean technologies  

Several projects have mobilised private capital but the data provided to the evaluation team are 
incomplete and insufficient to directly assess how much. Overall, it is not expected that CMFP can meet 
the original KPI 5 target, and the target therefore will be revised downwards76. Based on eight projects 
for which due diligence notes were provided (three-quarters of the portfolio), it is expected that Ci-Dev 
may only leverage overall less than half of the (revised) target for the entire fund of £180m (~US$237) 
in direct private funds77, of which only approximately 58% can be attributed to the UK (see section 3.2 
for a discussion of the downward revision of the target). This result is similar to the Annual Review 2017 
result of £43m, which is calculated based on eight ERPAs.78  

                                                      
76 The UK and the Ci-Dev team agreed that the original private finance ratio envisioned in the Business Case was 

unrealistic. As result, the ratio for Ci-Dev reporting will be updated in a forthcoming review of logframe targets in 

CY18 (2016 Annual Review). 
77  This is based on direct funds leveraged, some additional private finance is expected to be catalysed, which would 

also count toward these results.   
78 Note that the eight ERPAs cover a slightly different set of projects than the eight DD Notes used in the evaluation 

team’s analysis. 
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4 Relevance of the CMFP 
This section considers whether the Ci-Dev project selection and Readiness Fund activities were relevant 
and logical for achieving high energy access and development benefits through c-RBF (EQ1), whether 
the technologies supported through the CMFP would have been taken up without c-RBF (EQ2) and 
whether the CMFP remains relevant post-COP 21 (EQ4). Whilst the portfolio is now almost finalised and 
there is therefore very little opportunity for this evaluation to influence selection criteria or processes, 
the discussion includes an analysis of the relevance of the pipeline identification and assessment 
processes. The section also provides a basis for the analysis of effectiveness which will follow in later 
phases of this evaluation, by assessing the relevance of the portfolio to CMFP objectives (development 
benefits, energy access and transformative change; section 4.1.3). Finally, the relevance of Ci-Dev to 
the ongoing priorities of its donors (section 4.3) and in light of changes in context, post COP 21 (section 
4.4) are discussed.  

Section 4 concludes that scalability and replicability were a consideration in project selection (EQ1.6) 
and that the Ci-Dev project selection process was relevant to achieving breadth of projects appropriate 
for testing and learning about c-RBF in LDCs (EQ1.1); though, the strong due diligence process meant 
that some diversity was lost in favour of financially viable projects. The decision to go for a smaller 
portfolio of projects with higher individual levels of emission reductions means that the portfolio could 
be expected to achieve greater energy access, but it may also be indicative of challenges in identifying 
appropriate projects. In terms of the Readiness Fund, the evaluators find the approach relevant (EQ1.3). 
Project selection was thorough and detailed – involving country visits and consultation with Participants, 
as well as consideration of a broad range of categories of projects. Nevertheless, the range and certainty 
of development benefits to be generated by projects seems to have been less of an important 
consideration to Ci-Dev.  

The analysis of the Readiness Fund is limited, as the evaluators did not have access to systematic 
documentation on the Readiness Fund. In terms of additionality (EQ2), evidence reviewed for this stage 
of the evaluation suggests that Ci-Dev’s activities to develop the international carbon market (e.g. 
through its Readiness Fund activities) are additional. This will be explored further during the Mid-Term 
Evaluation. The additionality of ‘carbon’ (i.e. c-RBF) as a sustainable source of funding (compared to 
grants or loans) will be assessed in the next stage of the evaluation. Additionality in providing access to 
LDCs to the international carbon markets is not clear since other programmes are also supporting this 
and since pre-Ci-Dev there was already a growing trend within international carbon markets of becoming 
more open to LDCs. Finally, Ci-Dev’s additionality in increasing energy access in its supported countries, 
such as Kenya and Ethiopia, should also be considered in detail during the Mid-Term Evaluation, due 
to progress towards universal energy access.  

In terms of the relevance post-COP 21, the analysis finds that both the CMFP (EQ4.1) and Ci-Dev as 
the delivery instrument (EQ4.2) remain relevant and that Ci-Dev appears relevant to current policy 
priorities of donor countries (EQ4.3). 

The detailed analysis is outlined below. The evaluators note that some findings require further 
stakeholder engagement, which was not possible during this evaluation due to the compressed 
evaluation timelines. 

4.1 Appropriateness of the processes leading to the 

portfolio 

4.1.1 Appropriateness of the project identification and selection methods 

for composing a balanced portfolio 

Work to develop the pipeline began in 201379, by August 2017, the Carbon Fund pipeline was almost 
finalised, with ten ERPAs in place, two more being negotiated and a 13th ERPA being explored.80 The 

                                                      
79 Ci-Dev FY14 Annual Report 
80 Ci-Dev FY17 Annual Report  



Evaluation of the Carbon Market Finance Programme (CMFP) | 59 

 

 
 

pipeline was developed through a process of identification by Ci-Dev and co-selection by Ci-Dev and 
Participants at quarterly and annual Participants meetings.  

Four methods were used to identify pipeline projects (in chronological order): (i) proposals sent 
unsolicited following the publication of the Fund; (ii) call for inputs launched in 2013 and 2014; iii) 
consultations with stakeholders (development banks, international financial institutions, carbon 
developers, trade associations and private companies); and (iv) a review of existing WB energy access 
projects. The call for inputs and consultation methods combined both a public request for proposals, 
plus a targeted approach to potential project entities (call for inputs announcements were made publicly 
and forwarded to key thematic and geographic stakeholders). It was also sent to various project 
developers and owners. To maximise outreach in sub-Saharan African LDCs, a French version of the 
call for inputs was made available and the deadline for submission was extended.81  

In total 256 proposals or early project ideas were identified for review – 165 of these through the call for 
inputs82 – and twenty-four Pre-PINs were later presented to the Participants.83 Of these, 18 were formally 
entered into the pipeline. However, six were dropped, resulting in a final portfolio of 12 projects.84 

Ci-Dev’s own analysis in its Annual Progress Report FY16, reproduced in Table 20 demonstrates that 
the WB pipeline was the most ‘successful’ strategy for identifying project ideas to be progressed through 
the pipeline.  

Table 20. Proposals considered by Trustee by end of FY16 

Origination Sources Proposals Considered Pre-PINs Yielded Success Rate 

Unsolicited 40 6 15% 

WBG Pipeline 13 5 39% 

RFP #1 93 9 5% 

RFP #2 72 

Targeted – CY 2015 33 4 11% 

Targeted – CY 2016 4 

Total 255 24 - 

Source: Ci-Dev Annual Progress Report FY16. ‘RFP’ refers to calls for inputs (which are referred to as ‘requests for proposals’ 
in some of Ci-Dev’s documentation). 

Figure 4 below illustrates that each of the search methods resulted in at least one successful project. 
Overall, by using a mixture of methods, Ci-Dev was able to identify a broader range of products than it 
would have through a single approach. For example, call for inputs generated a large proportion of 
cookstove applications (and all of the cookstove projects considered and selected were identified 
through call for inputs), whilst the only micro-hydro project that is included in the pipeline was identified 
through a targeted search and negotiation; and all-but-one of the rural electrification projects were 
identified through the WB pipeline. While projects identified through the analysis of the WB pipeline were 
most likely to successfully pass the due diligence and ERPA negotiation process, potentially because 
their inclusion in the WB pipeline meant that they had already been screened for financial viability.  

                                                      
81 Ci-Dev FY14 Annual Report. 
82 Updated Origination Strategy, December 2013. Of the 256, the majority (165) came through the two rounds of 

call for inputs launched. Forty were received unsolicited, a further 38 were identified through 

networking/consultation and 13 were identified through the existing WB pipeline. 
83 As reported in Ci-Dev Annual Progress Reports. 
84 Each can be considered an ‘effective’ method to the extent that they yielded proposals which were later 

considered, though some were more efficient methods than others. Six of the 40 (15%) unsolicited proposals; four 

of the 37 (11%) identified through targeted consultation; five out of the thirteen (39%) identified through the WB 

pipeline; and 9 out of the 165 (5%) identified through call for inputs were put forward for Pre-PIN development. 

Therefore, the call for inputs were the least efficient methods in terms of productivity for amount of effort spent by 

Ci-Dev. However, such a call for inputs was the Ci-Dev Participants’ preferred method (comment from Ci-Dev 

Trustee, February 2018).  
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Figure 4. Methods used to identify Carbon Fund pipeline projects 

 

Source: Ci-Dev Annual Progress Reports 

Proposals or early project ideas were assessed for inclusion on a rolling basis and progress reported at 
quarterly Participant meetings as part of the Pre-PIN selection process. 

The assessment at both PIN and (particularly) at Pre-PIN stage was based on criteria aimed at checking: 

i Whether the project has the potential to facilitate energy access and other development 
benefits; 

ii The project’s ability to scale up, be replicated, or otherwise ‘transform the market’ for / 
provide pathways to energy access; 

iii The clarity (and existence) of the role of carbon within the project (only explicitly at PIN 
stage); 

iv The project’s financial viability and/or likelihood of success within the CDM; 

v Linkages with non-development specific WB or Participant policies (e.g. geographic 
spread).  

Projects prioritised for selection (‘category 1 projects’) comprised ‘renewable energy projects that create 
new energy connections (address supply) or address suppressed demand, such as mini-hydro power, 
household solar, and biogas.’ ‘Category 2’ projects were also required to contribute to sustainable 
development but could reduce carbon in ways other than generating renewable energy (as long as they 
covered an emissions reduction opportunity: ‘projects in other underrepresented sectors that meet 
overall selection criteria, and can be shown to be innovative and provide transformational benefits, such 
as other electrification projects, improved energy efficiency projects with strong contribution to 
sustainable development, and waste management and treatment projects’).85 This allowed the inclusion 
of water sanitation projects in the selection.86 

The evaluation template that Ci-Dev used for the assessment of the Pre-PIN and PIN templates 
contained several criteria which assessed the development impacts and energy access capacity of 
projects, though more than half of the criteria were devoted to the financial viability and applicability of 
the project to the CDM (53% of all criteria at Pre-PIN and 57% of the criteria at PIN stage). Of the Pre-
PIN criteria, seven (22%) assessed the potential development impacts / impacts on energy access of 

                                                      
85 Ci-Dev Project Selection Criteria. 
86 ‘Projects in other underrepresented sectors that meet overall selection criteria and can be shown to be innovative 

and provide transformational benefits, such as other electrification projects, improved energy efficiency projects 

with strong contribution to sustainable development, and waste management and treatment projects’. 
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the project and four (13%) assessed the transformative capacity or sustainability of the project in terms 
of energy access. By PIN stage only two criteria (7%) assessed relevance to energy access / 
development benefits directly, while ten (33% of the criteria) assessed the transformative capacity of 
the projects. It can be assumed that relevance to development benefits is therefore an important first 
assessment criterion — that is, by PIN stage all projects being reviewed should, as a minimum, be 
relevant to the energy access / development objective of Ci-Dev.87  

At Pre-PIN stage, the carbon mitigation potential of projects was evaluated by assessing the potential 
for the project to have transformational impact, the scalability/replicability of the project, the project’s 
financial viability (including whether the project would be viable for a 10-year Crediting Period) and the 
estimated targets for key Ci-Dev results indicators (MW, beneficiaries reached, tCO2e reduced). At PIN 
stage, this potential was assessed through a much more in-depth analysis of project viability (i.e. the 
market viability of the model / proposal; the appropriateness of the financing structure / design; the 
appropriateness of the envisaged role of carbon; and project entities’ capacity to implement the project 
successfully).  

To further support pipeline development and make sure that the portfolio was rounded and showed 
significant diversity with respect to several dimensions, Ci-Dev utilised a framework88 for categorising 
projects against seven focus areas: innovation, quality enhancement, market target, phase, type of 
financial intervention, means of CDM reform, and suitability for an impact evaluation. This framework 
helped Ci-Dev to monitor the portfolio profile and diversity, rather than being used for the review or rating 
of projects. Of the categories marked, the first – ‘innovation’ – allows Ci-Dev to monitor the coverage of 
energy access / development benefits amongst projects (as it reflects whether a project addresses 
barriers to energy access). Indeed, in 2015, for the last round of projects to be introduced into the Ci-
Dev portfolio, this framework was used to ensure a balance in the portfolio, and to keep it relevant for 
its learning and piloting objectives. An updated version of the targeted origination strategy was provided 
to Participants in December 2016 and agreed with them shortly thereafter.  

At the 2016 Annual Meeting in Zurich, Ci-Dev proposed to continue developing several projects that 
would fill the gaps. However, in the reports of later meetings, there is only evidence of Ci-Dev pursuing 
one (solar) project, filling the solar gap. This meant that other areas identified as gaps within the portfolio 
(projects in Asia, water purification, or working with a financial intermediary) were either not found (this 
was the case for ‘financial intermediary’ projects) or were excluded (with the Participants’ agreement) 
from the Ci-Dev portfolio (the case for Asia and water purification).  

Overall, it can therefore be seen that the methods applied, and the persons targeted for attracting 
projects, were relevant and the breadth and depth of the search for projects seems to have been 
appropriate (EQ1.1). The final portfolio contains 12 projects covering five technologies (grid 
extension/mini-grid, biogas, solar, cookstoves and micro-hydro), though one water purification project 
(in Rwanda/Uganda) made it to PIN development. In addition, all projects were assessed for scalability 
and replicability (EQ1.6) at both the Pre-PIN and PIN stages.  

  

                                                      
87 An analysis of the Pre-PIN and the PIN assessment criteria was conducted: each of the 32 Pre-PIN assessment 

criteria and the 30 PIN assessment criteria were classified as to the extent to which they were relevant and logical 

for selecting projects that achieve high energy access and development benefit. The criteria was rated as follows: 

criteria that assessed the project’s development benefits or pathways to energy access were considered directly 

relevant and scored ‘1’; criteria that assessed a project’s ability to scale up, be replicated, or otherwise ‘transform 

the market’ for / provide pathways to energy access were considered indirectly relevant and were scored 2; criteria 

that assessed the project’s financial viability and/or likelihood of success within the CDM were considered only 

relevant to EA / development to the extent that they reviewed the likelihood of project success as a carbon markets 

project (and thus were scored a ‘3’); and criteria that reviewed linkages with non-development specific WB or 

Participant policies (e.g. geographic spread) were scored a ‘4’. 
88 See Annex 6 of the Ci-Dev Annual Progress Report FY16 
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Table 21. Overview of the Carbon Fund pipeline (including projects dropped), by technology 
category 

 Category ERPA signed / 
expected 

Dropped Under 
consideration 

Total 

Biogas 3 - - 3 

Cookstoves 3 2 - 4 

Grid extension / mini-grid 3 - - 3 

Micro-hydro 1 - - 1 

Solar 2 2 - 4 

Water purification - 1 - 1 

Multiple technologies (project 
involved support to a fund) 

- 1 - 1 

Unspecified  - - 1 1 

TOTAL 12 6 1 19 

Source: Ci-Dev Annual Progress Reports FY14 – FY17. The project for which a ‘13th ERPA’ is under consideration has not yet 
been specified to the evaluation team 

 

4.1.2 The process of project development and project ‘drops’ 

The internal process of the Ci-Dev, reproduced in Figure 5, illustrates how many steps are involved in 
the development of projects, including internal WB processes. Compared to non-WB CDM projects, 
project development involves more steps (see section 5.1 for a more detailed discussion). That is, in 
order to benefit from WB (financial and technical assistance) support, the project must go through WB-
internal approval processes (by regional and technical management as well as the CFMU). This means 
that the projects do not only have to comply with the Ci-Dev selection criteria but also be compatible 
with the policies and procedures (e.g. safeguards, risks, country policies) of the WB.  
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Figure 5. Ci-Dev Project approval process (Ci-Dev’s own graph) 

 

Source: Ci-Dev 

To meet the above-mentioned approvals, Ci-Dev pipeline proposals underwent two different but related 
due diligence processes.89 First, proposals were evaluated against the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development social and environmental safeguards. This review was undertaken by 
WB staff in the Global Practices (GPs) and Country Management Units (CMUs) on the basis of the 
drafting and review of the Project Concept Note (PCN) and the Carbon Finance Assessment 
Memorandum / Project Appraisal Document (CFAM/PAD). The same review process included an 
evaluation of several aspects ‘related to effectiveness of program design and implementation, including 
(but not limited to):  

- Assuring consistency with country and sectoral policies; 

- Assessing market impacts of program financials (e.g. subsidies, product pricing, etc.); 

- Determining presence and design of financial and fiduciary tracking and control processes (as 
applicable); and 

- Technical and implementation-based analysis.’90  

While this process certainly helped to ‘reality-check’ some of the projects, it also ensured not only the 
environmental and social safeguards were in place, but also the adherence to other WB policies.  

A parallel review process by the Ci-Dev team helped sharpen the projects towards better ’fit’ with the 
Ci-Dev portfolio. This process included but was not limited to compliance with Ci-Dev project selection 

                                                      
89 The following follows the description provided to Participants in the report for the FY Q3 Progress Meeting, 

February 2015 
90 Page 9 of the named document 
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criteria, innovative or transformative business models, readiness to commence implementation quickly, 
achievement of financial closure, identification of a clear role of carbon and ability to have the pricing 
guidance applied to determine a set of commercial terms, sufficient volume of CERs at acceptable level 
of delivery risk, and sound programme design as well as the sponsor’s ability to implement it. This 
process often included a site visit by the Deal Manager and, during preparation, safeguards specialists, 
TTLs and other WBG staff. 

During this process, a significant number of projects (200+) were considered and discussed with 
Participants, though only 18 in total (now 19 with the project which Ci-Dev and Participants are currently 
considering) reached Pre-PIN stage. An overview of the six projects which reached Pre-PIN stage but 
were later dropped (and the reason for their being dropped) is provided in Table 22 overleaf.  

Geographically, the projects dropped led to a portfolio with a strong leaning towards East Africa, with 
Senegal, Burkina Faso, Mali and Madagascar the only exceptions.  

This process also led to individual projects being very intensively vetted. The very thorough due 
diligence process is likely to have resulted in the selection of robust projects, which were further 
improved through the active engagement of the Ci-Dev Deal Managers – which is documented in snap 
shots in the Annual Progress Reports.  

Overall, the remaining projects have the following profile: first, there is a group that is associated with 
larger WB efforts in the country (e.g. projects in Uganda and Ethiopia), and projects that build on long 
standing efforts of the WB (e.g. Senegal Rural Electrification). For these, the Ci-Dev collaboration 
probably provided increased clarity about GHG benefits. The others were brought forward 
independently.  

Another way to look at the portfolio is to question whether the project benefits a private sector project 
developer or provides the basis for sector-wide market development, including through a national (rural 
energy) agency. The (limited) documentation of the development of several projects indicates that there 
is a general trend in the Ci-Dev portfolio for projects to be initiated by an individual private sector entity 
and then move into a larger, nationwide effort (e.g. PIN #9). A similar approach was also discussed in 
the context of the targeted origination strategy for PIN #10.  

As the table on the targeted origination strategy demonstrates (see Table 20 in Section 4.1.1), overall 
Ci-Dev was not able to fulfil all categories of diversity that it set itself as a target. However, it is positive 
that for each dimension that is covered, it is covered by several projects, as this will facilitate the 
comparison and the identification of learning experiences. On the other hand, while working through a 
single project development fund was attempted by one project, and initially seemed attractive due to 
economies of scale and scope, this project was dropped and no other opportunities were identified. 
Given the current proliferation of private sector (equity) funds in the renewable energy sector in Africa, 
this is potentially a missed opportunity.  

Another missed opportunity can be seen in the dropping of the water purification projects. Water 
purification has the potential to contribute significantly to public health and access to clean water is at 
least as important for the development agenda as access to energy, as recognised by United Nations 
Sustainable Development Goal 6. A standard way of providing safe water is boiling it, which is energy 
intensive and consumes significant amounts of firewood. Nevertheless, water purification is not a typical 
concern in the overall field of energy access, and only a marginal concern in energy access programmes 
comparable to Ci-Dev e.g. UN’s ‘Sustainable Energy for All’ programme (SE4All), the EU’s Global 
Climate Change Alliance (GCCA+) or the international not-for-profit Global Off-Grid Lighting Association 
(GOGLA). Carbon finance, as a generally cross-cutting aid tool that focuses on a cross-sectoral result 
(i.e. carbon emissions), provided an opportunity to test a range of technologies, some of which are also 
energy-saving. The reasons for dropping these proposals comprise (i) the fact that water purification 
was considered an ancillary technology to the programme and (ii) – in one case - because the project 
was commercially unsustainable / too dependent on donor/aid funding. It can therefore be seen that 
while Ci-Dev attracted a breadth of projects, some diversity was lost through the project selection and 
due diligence process as the quality of proposals from some interesting projects was not up to the WB 
standard (EQ1.1). 
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Table 22. Projects reaching Pre-PIN stage which were later dropped (six in total) 

Country Technologies Category How 
identified 

Pre-PIN PIN Final 
status 

Meeting where 
it is first 
mentioned that 
project is 
dropped 

Reason 

Multi-country Multiple 
technologies 
(Fund) 

Multi-technology  Targeted February 2015 Did not reach 
PIN stage 

Dropped Dec 2015 No agreement reached on 
investment. 

Nigeria PV+CSP 
mini-grid 

Solar Targeted May 2014 Did not reach 
PIN stage 

Dropped  July 2016 No TTL could be found / no 
acceptance into WB project 
pipeline; under-developed 
idea with high risk of not 
developing into tangible 
project 

Malawi Solar lighting Solar Call for 
inputs 

May 2014 Oct 2014 
(approved 
internally) 

Dropped  June 2015 Dropped because role of 
carbon could not be identified 
after a key stakeholder left 
the carbon sector 

Myanmar Cookstoves Cookstoves Call for 
inputs 

October 2014 Did not reach 
PIN stage 

Dropped February 2015 Not compatible with WBG 
country strategy and financial 
partnering not possible. 

Uganda Water 
treatment 
devices 

Water 
purification 

Unsolicited February 2014 May 2014 
(approved 
internally) 

Dropped  Dec 2015 The programme was 
considered too small and 
does not comply with WB's 
focus on municipal-level 
water interventions.  

Sudan Cookstoves Cookstoves Call for 
inputs 

June 2014 Did not reach 
PIN stage 

Dropped  Feb 15 Dropped because of unclear 
role of carbon, lack of 
implementation-readiness, 
and small size with high price 

Source: Ci-Dev Annual Progress Reports and the Updated Origination Strategy (December 2016).  Note that the information contained in this table is not exhaustive, in terms of project proposals 
considered by Ci-Dev and Participants, as it only includes information on dropped projects which had reached Pre-PIN stage since comprehensive information was not available for projects that did not 
reach this stage.  
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4.1.3 Relevance of the Carbon Fund payments to energy access and 

development benefits as well as possible risks to development 

The CMFP Business Case based its estimations for results on an ‘illustrative portfolio’ of projects comprising 
household biogas, household solar home systems and community scale hydro power technologies.91 
According to the Business Case these were identified in a previous DFID study92 as appropriate as small scale 
community and household level initiatives, and as having the potential to offer substantial emissions 
reductions. The final portfolio covers these as well as grid extension programmes. Cookstoves (which include 
biogas, ethanol and biomass fuels) have a comparatively high representation (25% of all projects), even though 
these are not prioritised in the CMFP Business Case nor by Ci-Dev.93 The pre-mentioned DFID study rejected 
cookstoves as a project type amenable to standardised approaches within the CDM due to the fact that ‘a 
limited standardisation is already available’ and such projects were already being supported at a large scale 
by the Clinton Initiative. However, Ci-Dev included a relatively high number of cookstove projects (on 
agreement with Participants), because these were within Ci-Dev scope (‘category 2’ projects) and because a 
high number of project proposals involved this technology. Ci-Dev made clear attempts to include other 
technologies, including water purification in the portfolio (to increase its diversity), but these attempts were not 
finally realised due to reasons not associated with the technology itself (see section 4.1 above). 

As discussed in section 3, the contributions to energy access are significant, with several millions of people to 
be connected through the current portfolio if projects are implemented as planned and the expected results 
achieved. In addition, Carbon Fund applicants (PEs) are required to identify the development benefits they 
anticipate their projects to generate when developing their PINs and this is one of the requirements that is 
assessed as part of the selection process (see Table 23 overleaf).  

Amongst the final 12 projects selected for the portfolio, the most common development benefit cited as likely 
to result from the projects was an improvement in household air quality through a reduction in unclean fuels 
such as charcoal and kerosene used for cooking and lighting, and its subsequent improvement to family 
respiratory health. The next most common (expected) benefits were direct employment opportunities created 
through the energy access project (7), greater household income due to reduced expenditure on 
non-renewable fuels (6), and less physical hardship for women and children due to their no longer having to 
collect fuel (6).  

From the review of PINs, interviews with Ci-Dev Deal Managers and TTLs and review of Ci-Dev Annual 
Progress Reports, few risks or obstacles to development were identified.94 Only two projects in the current 
pipeline present potential risks for development: 

 One project depends on community health workers for the distribution of energy products. This diversion 
of their workload away from the provision of health services may have a negative impact on health in the 
region. Further, any action taken to compensate the workers for their extra work in distributing the products 
may create a wage distortion within the local health industry. 

 Another project depends on factories in a neighbouring country for the production of its energy products. 
The growth in this market could therefore impact upon competition and negatively affect the traditional – 
and native - biodigester market and jobs. Import costs might also put the business model at risk. 

These development benefits might be endangered if market development does not go as planned and 
barriers to market development are not removed sufficiently. The following sections therefore focus on the 
barrier removal activities and Methodology Work Programme of the Readiness Fund.  

 

  

                                                      
91 CMFP Business Case, page 7, paragraph 25. 
92 DFID (2011) Piloting greater use of standardised approaches in the Clean Development Mechanism – Perspective Climate 

Change led consortium, September 2011 
93 Cookstoves were identified as ‘low priority’ in the Ci-Dev Annual Progress Report FY14. 
94 However, it should be noted that the interviews with TTLs and DMs did not cover the question of development benefits 

nor risks to these / the potential for projects to cause harm.  
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Table 23. Anticipated development benefits of Carbon Fund projects 

 Anticipated development benefit (as cited in PIN) # projects 

H
EA

LT
H

 

Less household (HH) air pollution 10 

Less physical hardship / fewer HH duties for women and children 5 

Improvements in public services due to electrification 2 

Public lighting at night improving safety in communities 1 

Less alcohol consumption (due to a diversion of raw material for alcohol) 1 

LI
V

EL
IH

O
O

D
S 

Direct employment opportunities (product distribution, construction) 7 

Less HH spending on fuel (due to renewable fuels being available and used) 6 

Productivity at night e.g. for studying, commerce, etc. (due to HH lighting) 5 

Less time on fuel collection leading to more time for productive activities 4 

Commercial diversification / expansion (due to electrification) 4 

Food production / agricultural benefits (due to access to electricity / improved soil conditions) 4 

Fertiliser produced as bi-product of the energy-production 3 

Improved animal husbandry as a bi-product of needing to care for animals to produce the fuel 
(where the fuel is biogas) 

1 

Secure land ownership (where this is a bi-product of HH becoming fuel producers) 1 

EN
V

IR
O

N
M

EN
T 

Improved soil / land quality 3 

Less deforestation 3 

Forest and biodiversity 1 

Less air pollution 1 

Source: PINs 

 

4.1.4 The additionality of Ci-Dev 

Additionality95 – or ‘added value’ – refers to the extent to which a programme (such as Ci-Dev) provides a form 
of support which is not, and which could not, have been provided through other means. If the kind of change 
attributed (or traced back) to Ci-Dev support would have been achieved anyway, either through ongoing 
changes that which would have occurred without the Ci-Dev intervention, or through access to other funds 
targeting the same projects / beneficiaries, then the support provided by Ci-Dev cannot be said to be additional. 
EQ2 considers additionality when it asks whether the delivery of energy access would still have taken place, 
even without Ci-Dev.  

The analysis of the project PINs certainly suggests that in some cases projects had sufficient access to 
resources (e.g. if these were pre-established programmes) which may have enabled them to maintain some 
level of energy provision and distribution of energy access products even without Ci-Dev support.  

However, while c-RBF instruments, like Ci-Dev, cannot be the sole financier for energy access projects, they 
can contribute to catalysing projects, mobilising up-front investment and/or reaching financial closure. That is. 
using carbon financing to give projects the ‘push’ or extra edge needed to expand energy access (e.g. 
electrification) and/or to grow the market in a particular sector of energy provision (e.g. lamps or cookstoves); 
‘the role of carbon’. In almost all cases / projects, c-RBF was expected to add value to existing funding or 
resourcing by (a) targeting specific barriers to expansion / market growth; (b) establishing a source of funding 
for the duration of the crediting period (and in some cases, where c-RBF was used to fund revolving funds, for 
a longer period); (c) reducing uncertainty / risk for other funders; and (d) by making the market self-sustaining. 
In others, c-RBF was used to create value in that it mobilised up-front finance where otherwise it would not 

                                                      
95 Note that this evaluation uses ‘additionality’ in its evaluative sense, which is defined in the UK Green Book as: ‘a real 

increase in social value that would not have occurred in the absence of the intervention.’ It does not equate to the meaning 

of ‘additionality’ used within the Clean Development Mechanism.  
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have been invested. CMFP thus does not aim specifically or only at providing financial additionality; it is more 
multi-layered than that. 

The types of additionality sought by CMFP can be framed as follows. These aspects of additionality will be 
further tested in later phases of the evaluation in order to further answer EQ2:  

 Additionality of capital (for energy access): Whether a ‘new’ source of capital was actually required by 
energy providers in order to expand energy access, or whether energy access would have anyway 
increased in the target country / community as a result of ongoing market changes, economic development 
and/or policy developments.  This will be looked at in greater detail, in particular in East Africa, where 
recent growth has been strong. 

 Additionality of carbon: Whether ‘carbon’ payments played a unique role as a source of finance, which 
may not have been available through grants or loans, or through the market without Ci-Dev activities. Here 
the unique attribute of carbon finance is the association of the financing to a result (the CER) which should, 
as long as GHGs are reduced, provide a sustainable source of income untied to debt. This will be assessed 
in later evaluations as project results are gradually realised. 

 Additionality of the Ci-Dev fund specifically, both in terms of:  

a) Supporting LDC energy access projects through c-RBF: The benchmarking exercise undertaken for 
this evaluation identified several programmes supporting energy access including – in some cases – 
through c-RBF. This may suggest that the CMFP offering is not unique. In later evaluations, the team 
will therefore consider whether Ci-Dev adds value beyond these programmes (e.g. by preceding other 
support, targeting different stakeholders and beneficiaries, or by providing unique approaches, etc.);  

b) Strengthening the routes for these projects to access c-RBF (either by catalysing interest in c-RBF for 
such projects and/or by reforming the CDM): The carbon markets baseline (‘BAU scenario’) has 
provided some indication already that the carbon markets were already becoming increasingly open 
to LDC energy access projects, meaning that the added value of CMFP support should be considered 
in detail during the Mid-Term Evaluation.  

 Additionality of the CMFP’s contribution to and interaction with the carbon market: Consistent with ICF 
principles (and as laid out in the CMFP appraisal case, paragraph 80), the CMFP must be able to 
demonstrate that it is ‘not subsidising the carbon market – but rather extending the reach of the carbon 
market into countries and technologies it has not previously supported’. The evaluation team consider that 
it is highly likely that CMFP projects are providing additionality in this respect given the thorough 
assessment that they must go through both at the Ci-Dev level and to become certified through the CDM. 
Ci-Dev follows CDM additionality criteria and the project CERs are therefore assumed to be additional.  

A key source of information for evaluating added value are the views of key stakeholders. In terms of the 
Readiness Fund activities, the UNFCCC has appreciated the Ci-Dev team’s inputs into CDM reform, as well 
as the role Ci-Dev has had in building confidence of LDC actors (DNAs and project entities) in the CDM. One 
stakeholder interviewed considered that the announcement of the Ci-Dev fund even catalysed an increase in 
interest in the CDM at a time (in 2013) when there was less confidence in the system. 

4.2 The relevance of Readiness Fund activities for energy 

access and development benefits 

Overall, the fact that the CMFP and Ci-Dev developed out of a recognition that carbon markets were being 
under-utilised as a mechanism for (a) the development of renewable / low-carbon energy market in LDCs; and 
(b) for poor people in LDCs to gain access to development benefits through increased access to energy access 
means that it is a clear objective of the Fund to address both energy access and development. The extent to 
which this dual objective was pursued with relevant (targeted, responsive) actions is discussed below.  
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4.2.1 Relevance of the portfolio to energy access 

The Ci-Dev team conducted an analysis of the risks, barriers and gaps that need to be addressed in each 
proposed Ci-Dev activity when identifying the appropriate ‘role of carbon’ or use of c-RBF funds (refer to 
Box 4).96  

Box 4. Barriers to energy access in project countries addressed / not addressed with Carbon Fund 
funding  

Barriers addressed (based on analysis undertaken by the evaluation team): 

 Consumer / end-user affordability: Carbon Fund payments will fund consumer financing 
mechanisms within five projects, revolving funds in three and consumer subsidies in seven; 

 Regulatory barriers in-country, e.g. Carbon Fund will cover the costs of operating leases for two 
projects; 

 Project financing, including project costs (five projects) and risk mitigation (‘take off costs’ – five 
projects); and 

 Market growth / catalysts: Carbon Fund payments will fund business incentives in seven projects, 
including training, subsidies, and technological solutions. 

Barriers remaining unaddressed within projects: 

 Consumer behaviour: this issue remains unaddressed in three of the projects;97 

 Consumer financing in three projects;98 and 

 Consumer access (due to access pre-requirements) in one project.99 

Additionally, Ci-Dev identifies three barriers outside of its control which could affect all projects: 

 Vulnerability to macroeconomic instability since project developers are often SMEs;  

 Lack of enabling business regulation in host countries; and 

 ‘Contradictory’ government policies which do not support emerging markets.  

Source: Annex 6 of Ci-Dev Annual Progress Report FY16 and analysis of PINs and the Portfolio Knowledge Business Development 
Report compiled in July 2017 

The evaluators also undertook barrier analysis of each of the key markets covered by Ci-Dev, conducted as 
part of the baseline assessment in December 2015. Based on the PINs and extensive online research on each 
market and its stakeholders,100 Ci-Dev´s assessment provided in the ‘Ci-Dev FY17 Annual Report’, including 
its annex, the ‘Ci-Dev Portfolio Knowledge Product Business Development Report’ and updated project due 

                                                      
96 Refer to Ci-Dev FY17 Annual Report, Addis Ababa, July 10, 2017 and Ci-Dev Portfolio Knowledge Product Business 

Development Report, June 2017 
97 Due to a preference for cheaper alternatives (project # 1) and a habituation to using existing alternatives (project # 2 and 

6).  
98 Due to the challenges of accessing micro-finance (project # 1), due to high tariff costs and connection fees (project # 7) 

and due to a habituation for aid over market dependency (project # 6). 
99 In this project, the user is required to have access to cattle to produce the source fuel. The requirement limits users to 

those who have this access. 
100 For more details see the methodology in Annex 5. 
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diligence notes,101 the evaluators conducted theory of no change102 analysis. The evaluation team assessed 
the potential barriers for users, actors in the supply chain, investors (financiers) and policy makers that can 
potentially prevent or delay the development of a well-functioning business and market for the proposed Ci-Dev 
projects. This analysis is set out in full in Annex 8 and summarised in Table 24 below. In the analysis, the two 
assessments (Ci-Dev’s and the evaluation team’s independent analysis) are compared for each project, to see 
where there is alignment between the assessments. 

This analysis highlights that the business capacity development plans for project entities or market 
development plans for local energy markets could support / facilitate project success. The evaluation team has 
identified additional barriers and submit for consideration that these could also be addressed through the 
Readiness Fund.  

Table 24. Overview of the barriers to scale-up of technologies which are addressed (see black text) 
by carbon revenues (or other resources) and those which appeared to remain barriers at the time of 
writing103 (in red, italic text) 

PIN # Awareness Expertise / 
technical 
know-how 

Interest / 
motivation 

Access to 
the 
technology 
or fuel 

Cost-
effectiveness 
(compared to 
other 
technologies) 

Affordability 

PIN #1  U U   U 

PIN #5  U   F  

PIN #11 U, 5  S   U, S U 

PIN #3     U U, S 

PIN #8     S U, S 

PIN #7 U U, S    U, U,104 S 

PIN #2  U U   U, S 

PIN #15 Barrier analysis not possible as the content and nature of the project changed part way through 
the analysis 

PIN #12     F U 

PIN #16     F, S  

PIN #6 U, F, S U, F, S, P   F U 

PIN #18     F S 

Source: evaluation team’s analysis based on a review of Ci-Dev FY17 Annual Report, including the annexes, the Ci-Dev Portfolio 
Knowledge Product Business Development Report and updated due diligence notes for the respective projects. Key: U = users; S = 
suppliers / technology provider; F = financiers; and P = policymakers. When in italics and red font, the barrier has not been addressed. All 
other barriers addressed with Ci-Dev carbon financing or other means. For key listing projects against PIN numbers, please refer to 
Annex 7. 

 

  

                                                      
101 The evaluators were only able to review the updated DD notes for eight projects (where the project entities had agreed 

to share their commercial data with the evaluators). 
102 Wörlen, C. (2011) Meta-Evaluation of climate mitigation evaluations, Berlin, July 2011. Available at: 

www.arepoconsult.com/fileadmin/user_upload/pdf/MetaEvaluation_Woerlen.pdf  
103 Some of these may have been subsequently addressed. 
104 Carbon financing will be used to fund an awareness campaign linked to the pico-solar technologies, but not to the mini-

grid technologies, which will may still remain technologically challenging to potential users.  

http://www.arepoconsult.com/fileadmin/user_upload/pdf/MetaEvaluation_Woerlen.pdf
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4.2.2 Relevance of the Methodology Work Programme 

The Methodology Work Programme focused on amendments and improvements to the CDM Methodologies. 
Its relevance for the development of the Ci-Dev portfolio was regularly demonstrated to the Participants. For 
example, Table 25 documents which new methodologies (developed by the Ci-Dev team) have been utilised 
by each of the Ci-Dev projects.  

Table 25. CDM methodologies and new (Ci-Dev) methodologies applied by Carbon Fund-funded 
projects 

PIN No. CDM Methodologies Applied New Methodology Applied 

PIN #1 AMS-I.E Validation of Monitoring Plan after Registration, Batched 
Issuance of CERs, Sampling Rules, Default Eligibility 
Criteria 

PIN #2 AMS-III.AR / AMS-I.L AMS.I-L, Validation of Monitoring Plan after Registration, 
Batched Issuance of CERs, Sampling Rules, Default 
Eligibility Criteria 

PIN #3 AMS-I.L / AMS-III.BB AMS.-III. BB 

PIN #4 AMS-III.AV N/A 

PIN #5 AMS-I.E / AMS-I.I / AMS-III.R Sampling Rules 

PIN #6 AMS-I.E Batched Issuance of CERs, Sampling Rules, Default 
Eligibility Criteria  

PIN #7 AMS-I.L / AMS-III.BB AMS.I-L & III.BB – or – New Methodology 

PIN #8 AMS-I.L / AMS-III.BB / AMS-
III.AR 

AMS.I-L & III.BB – or – New Methodology 

PIN #11 AMS-II.G Sampling Rules 

PIN #12 AMS-II.G / AMS-III.AV Batched Issuance of CERs, Sampling Rules 

PIN #13 AMS-III.AR Validation of Monitoring Plan after Registration, Batched 
Issuance of CERs, Sampling Rules, Project Cycle 
Simplification 

PIN #14 AMS-II.G Batched Issuance of CERs, Sampling Rules 

PIN #16 AMS-II.G Batched Issuance of CERs, Sampling Rules, Default 
Eligibility Criteria 

Source: Ci-Dev Annual Report FY17 – Annexes. For key listing projects against PIN numbers, please refer to Annex 7. 

4.3 The relevance of Ci-Dev and c-RBF to the climate finance 

and climate policy priorities of donors 

This section looks at the relevance of Ci-Dev to its donors.105 Given that Ci-Dev is co-funded by the government 
of Sweden and the Switzerland-based CCF (in addition to the UK), conflicts between country policy priorities 
could create challenges for Ci-Dev in maintaining the same objectives as the CMFP. In addition, even if there 
were no priority conflicts between the Participants, alignment between Ci-Dev’s own implementation objectives 
and the CMFP could impact its relevance. While this has minor implications for the current early phase of 
Ci-Dev implementation, it could be decisive for the question whether Ci-Dev or c-RBF will be replicated and 
scaled-up in the future. To assess these factors, the evaluation team first conducted a literature review of the 
documented official priorities and objectives of the Ci-Dev donors to examine whether there were any clearly 
conflicting policy priorities compared to the priorities of the CMFP. Following this, a series of interviews were 
carried out with both Ci-Dev management and donor informants on the perceived goals of the CMFP and 

                                                      
105 Note that this section is based on analysis from 2016. 



Evaluation of the Carbon Market Finance Programme (CMFP) | 72 

 

 
 

Ci-Dev. The results were then compared, and conclusions drawn based upon the observed alignment (or lack 
thereof) between the various policy objectives.  

To establish the relevant policy priorities and strategies of the donor countries in the subject areas of the 
CMFP, the evaluation team analysed INDCs submitted to the UNFCCC, post-Paris submissions to the 
UNFCCC and the climate finance strategies of the EU106 and Switzerland. The documents were selected as 
they represent formal expressions of the donor’s intents and priorities on climate mitigation actions. The 
documents were reviewed and double checked using a key word search for subject matters that represent the 
priorities of the CMFP as contained in the Business Case. These subject matters include: carbon markets, 
clean technology, energy access, scale up and replication, poverty alleviation, climate finance to least 
developed countries and results-based financing. Any policies or official statements on these subject matters 
were then assessed against the CMFP objectives, with any inconsistencies flagged. 

Evidence from INDCs107 of the relevance of Ci-Dev to donor priorities 

INDCs reflect a country’s intended actions on climate change under the UN framework. While they are not 
final, their comparably recent submission in 2015 represents a relatively up-to-date reflection of the key climate 
change policy priorities of a country. Consistencies and contradictions between the relevant contents of the 
donor INDCs and the CMFP objectives provide indications on whether priorities are aligned. The INDCs of the 
EU 28 member states and Switzerland were analysed for references to the relevant subject matter put forward 
in the CMFP Business Case. However, only the INDC for Switzerland contained any relevant references. 

Surprisingly the EU INDC, which covers both the UK and Sweden, did not make any references to the subject 
matters covered by the CMFP, including the subject of carbon markets, which frequently showed up in other 
nations’ INDCs. Whereas the Swiss INDC does make a reference to carbon markets, the INDC provisions on 
the CDM are generic and it does not make any mention to clean energy or poverty reducing technology. 
Similarly, its calls for market reform neither mentions the need for more representation in project host countries 
nor the lack of energy access projects within the current carbon market. Nonetheless the INDC does show that 
Switzerland’s use of carbon markets, and specifically the CDM, are aligned with the CMFP’s objectives of 
using the CDM as a market-based system to provide climate finance to energy access projects in African 
LDCs.  

While the results of the INDC review do not suggest any contradictions between the CMFP and the expressed 
donor priorities, the lack of mention of most of the key CMFP topics indicate a lack of close alignment on 
priorities as stated in the INDCs. Nevertheless, this is not expected to cause any challenges in Ci-Dev’s 
implementation of the CMFP as the only related policy objective from Switzerland is compatible with the 
objectives of the CMFP. However, based on the INDCs, a strong push for scaling up c-RBF may not be likely 
from most European donors.  

Evidence from climate finance strategies of the relevance of Ci-Dev to donor priorities 

Donor websites were searched for specific references to climate finance policy approaches and objectives. As 
with the INDCs any references to relevant subject matters were then assessed against the CMFP objectives 
as given in the Business Case. The findings of the analysis are listed below by Ci-Dev donor country. 

The UK 

While the CMFP belongs to the UK, which is also the main donor to Ci-Dev through the CMFP, the evaluation 
team has conducted a short review of relevant documents to examine if there are any notable policy changes 
since the launch of the CMFP.  

The UK’s climate finance priorities are primarily covered by its International Climate Fund (ICF), which is the 
UK’s main instrument for funding international action on climate change and energy access projects to LDCs 
in Sub-Saharan Africa. The first period of the ICF ran for five years (2011-2016), with the second period 
scheduled to run until 2021108. The UK, along with other developed countries, has agreed to the goal of jointly 

                                                      
106 Sweden and the UK do not have separate INDCS or UNFCCC submissions, these are instead included within the 

combined UN submissions.  
107 Note that there are now updated NDCs available. However, at the time that the carbon market assessment was 

undertaken in early 2016, the INDCs represented the most up-to-date source. 
108 UK government, September 2015, https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/international-climate-

fund/international-climate-fund 



Evaluation of the Carbon Market Finance Programme (CMFP) | 73 

 

 
 

mobilising up to US$100 billion of climate finance per year by 2020 from private and public sources. In 
particular, the UK Government stated that it will work with the private sector to ensure that up to 3.3 million 
households in Sub-Saharan Africa have access to clean energy. The ICF is a tool to demonstrate the UK’s 
long-term climate finance commitments. 

According to the UK Government, access to clean energy is one of the key programmes supported by the ICF. 
For example, in its ‘2011 International Climate Change’ report, the UK Government stated that the ICF will 
explore the option of providing public finance to support Green Africa Power (GAP). It aims to work with the 
private sector to invest in large-scale renewable energy generation, which could result in 500MW of additional 
installed capacity annually from 2015, avoiding emissions of up to 909,000 tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent 
a year. In its technical paper on the implementation of the ICF, the UK government identifies the main sectors 
and themes for LDC investment through multilateral and bilateral engagement, the power and energy sector 
being one of them. The paper states that the power and energy sector offers opportunities, e.g. through direct 
financing of renewable energies, tackling energy efficiency measures for households and businesses or 
addressing access to energy concerns. In its October 2015 policy paper, the ICF claimed that amongst other 
results it has to date helped 2.6 million people with improved access to clean energy and avoided 2.3m tCO2e 
of GHG emissions. 

The general consistency between the goals and objectives of the ICF and the CMFP goals and the decision 
for the continuation of the ICF to 2021 suggest that the CMFP remains relevant to UK policy priorities with 
respect to climate finance, which do not appear to have changed significantly.  

Sweden 

Analysis of available documented information sources did not reveal an overarching climate finance strategy 
in the same form as the UK’s ICF. However, searches of the Swedish Government and the Swedish Energy 
Agency’s websites found press releases that provided some indications of Sweden’s policy direction on the 
relevant subject matter.  

In a press release in 2015,109 the Swedish Government announced that the Swedish Budget Bill for 2016 
included an increase by around SEK 800 million for the development cooperation framework, this included 
SEK 500 million for climate financing in developing countries. Moreover, Sweden’s development financier 
Swedfund will be given a capital injection of SEK 400 million within the framework of the regular development 
cooperation budget to enable investments in the area of environment and climate. The press release quotes 
the Minister for International Development Cooperation, Isabella Lövin, as saying: ‘Poor countries, which are 
responsible for the least amount of emissions, are now being hit the hardest by climate change. We are 
therefore dramatically increasing the appropriation to climate financing via a number of organisations. If we do 
not tackle climate change, we will never be able to eradicate poverty.’ 

In a separate 2015 press release110, the Swedish Energy Agency stated that it has committed to acquiring 
CERs from eight CDM programmes in Sub-Saharan Africa. Specifically, the programmes are implemented in 
urban and rural areas in Cameroon, Ethiopia, Ghana, Cote d'Ivoire, Malawi, Nigeria, Togo, Uganda and 
Zambia. The press release further explained that the Swedish Energy Agency has been responsible for the 
Swedish governmental CDM programme for more than 12 years. It mentioned that ‘‘the programme will fund 
up to 40 million tons of CO2 equivalent emission reductions through the flexible mechanisms of the Kyoto 
Protocol as part of Sweden's national target for 2020.’ In 2015, more than half of that volume has been 
committed. The press release also stated that the programme focuses on direct participation in individual 
projects and on participation in multilateral CDM and Joint Implementation funds.  

Based on the examination of available information, it can therefore be concluded that Sweden’s climate finance 
policy shares strong alignment with the CMFP. The strongest alignments are in the use of climate finance to 
alleviate poverty and the use of the CDM as a means to deliver climate finance to LDCs.  

                                                      
109 Government of Sweden, 2015, http://www.government.se/press-releases/2015/09/development-cooperation-budget-

2016-more-resources-for-the-syrian-crisis-climate-issues-and-humanitarian-work/ 
110 http://www.energimyndigheten.se/en/news/2014/the-swedish-energy-agency-supports-improved-cookstoves-in-

africa/ 

http://www.government.se/press-releases/2015/09/development-cooperation-budget-2016-more-resources-for-the-syrian-crisis-climate-issues-and-humanitarian-work/
http://www.government.se/press-releases/2015/09/development-cooperation-budget-2016-more-resources-for-the-syrian-crisis-climate-issues-and-humanitarian-work/
http://www.energimyndigheten.se/en/news/2014/the-swedish-energy-agency-supports-improved-cookstoves-in-africa/
http://www.energimyndigheten.se/en/news/2014/the-swedish-energy-agency-supports-improved-cookstoves-in-africa/
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Switzerland 

Similar to Sweden, an overarching climate finance strategy was not found for Switzerland. Furthermore, 
searches of the Swiss Government and the Swiss CCF’s websites found limited information on Switzerland’s 
climate finance policy direction.  

On its website111, the CCF stated that the Swiss Federal Council expected that Switzerland needed 12 million 
tCO2e of emission mitigation certifications from outside the country between 2013 and 2020. The aim of the 
CCF is therefore to source a corresponding volume of certificates as quickly and cost-efficiently as possible. 
This would suggest that the key priority for the Swiss Government is to obtain low cost CERs. On the surface 
this would suggest a possible misalignment with the CMFP, as the current carbon market price environment 
means that assistance to African projects would likely result in CER purchase prices above market prices. 
However, in its support for WB’s Pilot Auction Facility (PAF), CCF also stated that PAF was set up ‘as an 
answer to the question of how, in view of today’s unattractive market price for CERs, it could be possible to 
determine a price that would be efficient from the buyer’s point of view and acceptable from the seller’s point 
of view’. This indicates that for CCF, cost efficiency is not just gaining carbon credits at the lowest price but at 
a price that acceptable to sellers as well.  

Due to the limited availability of published data, no information was found that suggested whether the Swiss 
Government or CCF’s climate finance policies favoured or disfavoured promoting energy access or projects in 
Africa. As a result, the evaluation team considers the information available in this area insufficient to draw any 
credible conclusions with respect to the alignment between the objectives of the CMFP and Switzerland’s 
climate finance strategies. 

Evidence from post-Paris submissions of the relevance of Ci-Dev to donor priorities 

Post-Paris submissions refers to formal comments submitted by the donors to the UNFCCC as part of the UN 
climate negotiations since COP 21 in Paris112. The analysis of these submissions provides the latest indications 
of the donors’ policy positions on the relevant subject areas. 

The evaluation team examined all of the COP and the COP’s Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological 
Advice (SBSTA) meeting submissions made by Switzerland and the EU between 1 January 2016 and 31 
October 2016. It was found that none of the donors made any references on the relevant CMFP subjects in 
their pre COP 22 submissions. Furthermore, while both the EU and Switzerland made submissions to the 44th 
SBSTA meeting regarding Article 6 of the Paris Agreement, the EU submission focused mainly on operational 
principles such as accounting for internationally transferred mitigation outcomes (see section 4.4.1) and 
sustainability113. Furthermore, the submission makes no mention of carbon markets, energy access or poverty 
alleviation through scaling up clean technology in LDCs. The Swiss submission on the other hand does 
explicitly talk at length about how carbon markets could be utilised to increase climate action ambition and 
advocates for learning from the experiences of the Kyoto mechanisms114. While geographical representation 
was not specifically mentioned, the Swiss SBSTA submission did call for the need for lower regulatory costs 
in requesting the new Paris mechanisms ‘avoid high verification costs’ and provide ‘assurance of efficient 
timeframes for procedural approvals’. As these were also identified by the Methodology Work Programme as 
challenges to African projects entering the carbon market, this suggests there is some alignment between the 
Swiss carbon market policies and the CMFP. 

In general, the official documentations reviewed provided limited information on the policy priorities of Ci-Dev 
donors with respect to CMFP objective related subject matters. Nevertheless, the limited information available 
did indicate some alignment between the CMFP and Sweden’s climate finance policy which also focused on 
poverty alleviation. Both Sweden and Switzerland also chose the CDM as the main means to deliver their 
climate finance. However, more importantly the lack of information and references to the CMFP subject matters 

                                                      
111 http://www.klimarappen.ch/en/Portrait.7.html 
112 Up to 31 October 2016, which represented the most recently available data on the UNFCCC website at the time of the 

carbon market analysis, which was undertaken ahead of the other evaluation analysis due to the evaluation being placed 

on hold in order to agree data and stakeholder access for the evaluators.  
113 UNFCCC, 2016, http://www4.unfccc.int/Submissions/Lists/OSPSubmissionUpload/75_270_131203155454108082-SK-

10-07-EU%20Submission%20on%20Art%206%204.pdf 
114 UNFCC, 2016, http://www4.unfccc.int/Submissions/Lists/OSPSubmissionUpload/53_262_131200481279411720-

160929_Art%20%206_Submission_EIG_final_20160929184115_908180.pdf 
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also means that there are no immediately notable conflicts between the CMFP and the policies of the other 
donors. 

4.4 The relevance of the CMFP and Ci-Dev within the post-COP 

21 international carbon market115 

4.4.1 The functionality of the carbon markets post-COP 21 

The outcome of COP 21 and its implications for the future of carbon markets 

After the 21st COP in Paris 2015, a ‘Paris Agreement’ was signed, under which world leaders agreed to keep 
the global average temperature increase to 'well below' 2°C and pursue efforts to hold the increase to 1.5°C. 
On 5 October 2016, the conditions for the Paris Agreement taking effect were met and the Paris Agreement 
entered into force on 4 November 2016116. Given the uncertainty and low ambition observed at previous COPs, 
the Paris Agreement is seen as a potential turning point and has been lauded as a significant global step 
forward in taking action on climate change. 

The Agreement asks all countries to make individual, voluntary commitments to contribute to this global goal 
and ratchet up these commitments as needed at regular stock takes every five years. One hundred and 
ninety-one Parties, collectively responsible for 96% of global GHG emissions, signed the Paris Agreement and 
162 INDCs were submitted.117  

Three aspects of the change brought about by COP 21 indicate that carbon markets – in whatever form they 
take – are likely to have a role to play in reducing global GHG emissions from 2017 onwards: 

1 Amongst the 162 INDCs submitted in preparation for COP 21, around two-thirds stated that the Party 
involved was planning or considering the use of carbon pricing as an instrument to cost-effectively reduce 
GHG emissions. These 101 INDCs are from Parties that account for 58% of global emissions.118 While the 
use of carbon pricing does not automatically equate to the use of carbon markets, that so many Parties 
identified carbon pricing as a tool, suggests that at least some of these will make use of carbon markets 
as the mechanism for their GHG reductions.  

2 That COP 21 increased the ambition for emission reduction target-setting in itself created a potential driver 
for carbon market change. As outlined in the CMFP Baseline (see Annex 2), one of the drivers to the 
decline in the carbon markets was a lack of demand for carbon credits (partly) due to the fact that Annex B 
countries were setting unambitious targets for reductions in carbon emissions. Now that ambition has been 
increased (at least on paper) there is a possibility that this will trigger the strengthening of carbon markets. 

3 Most significantly, the Paris Agreement introduces a clause (Article 6) which underlines support for the 
adoption of a market mechanism for reducing GHG emissions. Article 6 recognises that Parties can 
voluntarily cooperate in the implementation of their NDCs to facilitate greater ambition in mitigation and 
adaptation actions. Paragraph 136 of the first COP 21 Decision (Adoption of the Paris Agreement) 
recognises the ‘important role of providing incentives for emission reduction activities, including tools such 
as domestic policies and carbon pricing’.119 While carbon markets are not explicitly mentioned this text 
does mean that carbon markets may be used. 

4 Articles 6.2 to 6.3 of the Paris Agreement further state that Parties can opt to meet their NDCs by using 
‘internationally transferred mitigation outcomes’ (ITMOs). The implication here is that – as ITMOs could 
include cross-border applications of subnational, national, regional and international carbon pricing 
initiatives – carbon markets may provide a viable mechanism for their application. Whilst the precise nature 
of ITMOs has not yet been defined and the use of market mechanisms would be voluntary and dependent 
upon the decisions of the Party, this does at least confirm that there remains a role for an international 
carbon market as an important part of international climate action.  

                                                      
115 Note that this section is based on analysis from 2016. 
116 UNFCCC 2016, http://unfccc.int/paris_agreement/items/9444.php  
117 UNFCCC, 2016, http://www4.unfccc.int/Submissions/INDC/Submission%20Pages/submissions.aspx  
118 State and trends of carbon pricing 2016, WB, Ecofys, Vivid Economic, 2016 
119 Decisions Adopted by the Conference of the Parties: Decision 1/CP.21, UNFCCC, 2016 

http://unfccc.int/paris_agreement/items/9444.php
http://www4.unfccc.int/Submissions/INDC/Submission%20Pages/submissions.aspx
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5 Finally, Article 6.4 of the Paris Agreement confirms that a mechanism to contribute to the mitigation of 
GHG emissions and support sustainable development is expected to be established. As with the other 
Article 6 items, implementation details for the Article 6.4 mechanism have not yet been defined; including 
the key question of whether and how the mechanism would link with the CDM. Nonetheless, as Article 6.4 
proposes an international mechanism, it seems likely that this would be a successor and/or a mechanism 
complementary to the CDM, and thus – again – signals the potential continuing role for carbon markets in 
reducing GHG emissions internationally post-2020. 

The Paris Agreement therefore established some confidence that carbon markets would continue to be 
implemented in the future. This is a step forward from the baseline situation at the launch of the CMFP (see 
Annex 2) where the uncertainty was causing a general lack of confidence in the future of the carbon market. 
However, there is still much that needs to be done in determining the details of how the carbon market will 
operate in the future. Failure to make progress – or repeating past mistakes – could still undermine the 
progress made at COP 21. Indeed, the Paris Agreement highlights numerous uncertainties in terms of how 
carbon markets will be implemented 

Some key stakeholders consulted120 were asked for their perspective on the future of the carbon markets and 
their expectations for Ci-Dev and the CMFP. One private sector actor considered that the effects of the Paris 
Agreement would take a number of years to come into effect – and to filter into the market. The UNFCCC, 
Ci-Dev and government actors spoken to (Germany, UK) were more optimistic, though for them, they also 
underlined the uncertainty around when – although not if – carbon markets would recover. One private sector 
actor was also optimistic, stating that carbon markets ‘still play a vital role, but old actors would be disappointed 
of the revenue streams that are involved. Landscape and regulatory systems would have to change to give 
enough price incentives’; however, this same interviewee also considered that public money should not be 

used ‘to keep the carbon market alive’.  

The viability of the CDM post-COP 21 

International demand for CERs is almost exhausted. The WB’s ‘State and Trends of Carbon Pricing 2016’ 
report observed that: in 2015, European Union Emissions Trading Scheme (EU ETS) installations exchanged 
just under 23 million CERs for EU allowances (EUAs)’.121 This means that to date, EU ETS installations have 
used almost 1.5 GtCO2e of CERs and Emission Reduction Units (ERUs) of the total 1.6 GtCO2e allowed under 
this system between 2008 and 2020. The remaining 0.1 GtCO2e of residual demand is likely to already be in 
the hands of EU ETS installations.  

In 2015, according to the CDM Executive Board 2015 annual report, the CDM Executive Board was also 
looking into solutions for increasing demand for CERs and participation in the CDM outside of the EU ETS. 
One of the measures adopted is the CDM online platform for voluntary cancellations of CERs, which was 
launched in September 2015. The platform was launched in order to increase the demand for CER credits by 
facilitating their purchase, cancellation and retirement by organisations without emission reduction compliance 
obligations under the Kyoto Protocol. However, the main use of the platform so far has been to cancel CERs 
and convert them to carbon credits for other carbon markets. Overall, as of 1 June 2016, over 60% of the 
12 million CERs voluntarily cancelled were converted into Korean Carbon Units. As a result, the carbon market 
remained oversupplied with limited incentive for the development of new emission reduction projects under 
the CDM or the voluntary market. 

                                                      
120 Ci-Dev staff, the UNFCCC Secretariat and experts from the private sector (Bridge Builders and Ecosur Afrique), 

government representatives from a donor country (Germany) and two DNAs (Senegal and Ethiopia) 
121 European Commission, Updated Information on Exchange and International Credit Use in the EU ETS, May 2, 2016, 

http://ec.europa.eu/clima/news/articles/news_2016050201_en.htm 
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Figure 6. Projection of the potential supply of CERs until 2020 

 

Source: UNFCCC, data extracted August 2016 

Nevertheless, some other developments (described below) may increase demand for CERs in the future. 

RBF initiatives are, under certain conditions, becoming additional sources of demand for CERs. Initiatives in 
addition to Ci-Dev include the German Nitric Acid Climate Action Group launched at COP 21 by the German 
Government, the Nordic Environment Finance Corporation (NEFCO) and WB’s PAF. However, the demand 
created by these other carbon RBF initiatives is generally small and does not specifically target energy access 
or projects in Africa or LDCs.  

Domestic carbon pricing initiatives (new ones or revisions of existing ones, such as the ETS in Korea) might 
also offer additional sources of demand for CERs. In addition, the International Civil Aviation Organisation’s 
(ICAO) new Carbon Offsetting and Reduction Scheme for International Aviation (CORSIA) is expected to 
establish a new source of demand for emission units, which may include CERs.122 Airlines may be allowed to 
buy emission units before the start of the CORSIA and bank them for later compliance. The eligibility criteria 
of emission units for use in CORSIA have yet to be determined. CORSIA has the potential to generate a 
cumulative estimated emission unit demand of 3.3 to 4.5 GtCO2e between 2021 and 2035, if all additional 
emissions from international flights beyond 2020 levels are covered123. This is still currently speculative as the 
precise amount will depend on the extent to which countries voluntarily subscribe to it, but significant demand 
from CORSIA would have considerable impacts on the carbon market and greatly incentivise the development 
of new emission reduction projects and issuance of new carbon credit volumes 

Another possibility is that the CDM will evolve post COP 21 into the new Article 6.4 mechanism which 
(according to the Paris Agreement) has a greater focus on sustainable development than the CDM. The text 
of the Agreement suggest that this new mechanism might share considerable overlap with CDM by being open 
to all countries and by allowing emission reductions to be used to meet the NDC of either the host country or 
another country. Unfortunately, like ITMOs, details surrounding this new mechanism, how it would operate, 
and whether it may, or may not, replace the CDM are currently still under discussion and thus unknown.124 
Potentially, however, such a mechanism could be more relevant than the CDM to the objectives of the CMFP. 
On the one hand, the CDM-focussed aspects of Ci-Dev’s work (its Methodology Work Programme activities 
and project preparation efforts to bring projects into compliance with the CDM’s requirements) may become 
less relevant if the CDM is superseded. On the other hand, if the Article 6 mechanism gives preferential (or 

                                                      
122 State and trends of carbon pricing 2016, WB, Ecofys, Vivid Economic, 2016 
123 ICAO, Draft Assembly Resolution Text on a Global Market-Based Measure Scheme, March 11, 2016; Stockholm 

Environment Institute, Supply and Sustainability of Carbon Offsets and Alternative Fuels for International Aviation, June 7, 

2016. 
124 At the time of writing this section of the First Evaluation report, in November 2016. 
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easier) access to LDC and energy access projects, then it might be a more suitable mechanism for Ci-Dev 
supported projects than the CDM. Given the wealth of knowledge and understanding that Ci-Dev has 
developed in interacting with the CDM over the last four years, Ci-Dev is also well placed to support the 
UNFCCC in setting up its future mechanism (so as to avoid the blockages experienced by LDC CER producers 
when accessing the CDM). Indeed, in 2016, Ci-Dev began using its Knowledge Work Programme budget line 
to explore how its projects could be adapted to this new mechanism to support c-RBF (see Box 5). The value 
of these activities (and any ‘transformational effect’ that they might support) will be evaluated as part of the 
Mid-Term and Final Evaluations. 

Box 5. Ci-Dev Knowledge Management Programme activities to identify options for CDM post-2020 
transition 

In 2016, Ci-Dev started work to identify options for transitioning Ci-Dev projects (currently operating within 
the CDM system) to a post-2020 (Article 6) system. This involved the development of a ‘standardised 
crediting framework’ which would integrate all CDM reform lessons gained to date through the programme. 
During the 2017 Financial Year, Ci-Dev started to apply this concept to a pilot ‘case study’ project in Senegal 
and began to explore whether other case studies could be developed.  

The idea was that the case study would allow Ci-Dev to test out the practical effectiveness of the concept 
and to seek stakeholder feedback. Lessons generated would be expected to support negotiations with the 
UNFCCC on technical aspects to be considered when developing (the) Article 6 mechanism(s). 

Source: FY 2017 Annual Progress Report (01 July 2016 to 30 June 2017) and FY 2018 Work Plan and Budget 
(01 July 2017 to 30 June 2018) 

4.4.2 The evolution of the role of carbon markets and the CDM in the CMFP and 

Ci-Dev’s work 

When interviewed in 2016, Ci-Dev management staff’s responses on the purpose and objectives for Ci-Dev 
indicated that they saw Ci-Dev using the carbon market as one of the tools to promote energy access but not 
necessarily the only tool. The results of the interviews suggested that the Ci-Dev team saw c-RBF (which is 
not necessarily market based) as the main tool to promote energy access, especially in LDCs in the short to 
medium term, and that the carbon market is just one form of RBF. While the work of the Methodological Work 
Programme did focus on influencing the carbon market through reforming the CDM, the interviews with Ci-Dev 
management did not indicate that there was a lot of faith in the near future for the current carbon market to 
play a strong role in promoting energy access in LDCs. Two representative quotes are provided below: 

 I think that (the purpose of Ci-Dev) is to demonstrate the link between RBF and energy access, how 
RBF can be linked to benefits in developing countries. 

 Ci-Dev will showcase that …even when the carbon market is not existing, the Fund could be used in 
a different way to price carbon and influence energy access. 

Indeed, a thematic content analysis of the interviews suggests that the highest priority for Ci-Dev (and its 
donors) was the promotion of clean and poverty-reducing technologies (above GHG emission reductions). 
Ci-Dev also explained that a priority was the development of business models that demonstrate the scaling up 
of household and community level projects for c-RBF, which in turn would be an alternative way to distribute 
aid (see also section 2.5). ‘If we have successful pilots, if we have excellent appraisals from the projects to 
showcase it will definitely influence the other donors to think that maybe this is the way they can think, to view 
the energy access agenda in the future, in the same way but on a bigger scale probably’ and ‘You can see 
that donor countries are really into RBF because it is less risky for them than upfront finance’. From the 
discussions on project business models, it was also clear that Ci-Dev management was focusing on how to 
make climate finance work in Africa and that future work would focus on dealing with Africa-specific barriers to 
climate financing and energy access. On the other hand, they were realistic about the development and market 
impacts of the Ci-Dev:  

 ‘‘It’s not going to have a real impact in the market because it is too small, for that $100 million is not 
enough to move [the world market]. The real impact is going to be to demonstrate that this works, 
provide information to other actors that it’s less risky than they expect, to increase involvement. This 
has been done before with feed-in tariffs in Europe, banks didn’t want to get involved, Governments 
had to get involved, and now it’s working. And later we are also trying to monetise ERPAs, RBF is 



Evaluation of the Carbon Market Finance Programme (CMFP) | 79 

 

 
 

important but most of the barriers come from finance, so how to bring upfront those cash flows to 
overcome those barriers.’ 

Thus, the interviews bring out a potential shift in priorities in terms of the potential and role of Ci-Dev: the CMFP 
Business Case considered it a priority to influence the carbon market so that African LDCs can better obtain 
access. On the other hand, the CFMU (and possibly also now DFID and BEIS – see section 2.5) seems to 
have shifted to a stronger focus on testing c-RBF as a potentially an aid distribution method in the case that 
carbon markets did not materialize again. While this approach may show a bias towards expectation 
management in light of the low price environment of the international carbon markets - it may also just be 
precautionary on the part of Ci-Dev management. 

4.4.3 LDC access to carbon markets for energy access 

An examination of the number of registered CDM projects and issued CERs volumes as of the end of April 
2016 compared to 2013 reveals a similar trend to those observed through the literature review. In this period, 
only around 700 new projects were developed and 80 million tCO2e of additional CERs were issued. While 
this number may appear to be significant, it actually indicates that project numbers and issuance volumes have 
slowed significantly as the numbers indicates that on average there were just over 300 new projects and 73 
million tCO2e of CERs per year. This is less than half of the average project and CER numbers between 2005 
and 2013, which was 770 and 163 million tCO2e respectively. Interestingly, there was an increased rate of 
growth of projects and issuances in Africa and African LDCs. Between 2013 and 2016 the amount of CERs 
issued to African LDC projects was more than the entire amount issued previously over the nine years between 
2005 and 2013. CER issuances from African projects in general now make up an increased portion of the total 
carbon credits issued, growing from just over 17% to 20%. The cause of this increase is not yet clear. Based 
upon the evaluation team’s knowledge of the carbon market this is likely to be due to a combination of reasons 
including the policy changes of the EU ETS, efforts of the UNFCCC and contributions by Ci-Dev through the 
Methodology Work Programme. Out of these, the policy changes by the EU ETS are likely to be the biggest 
contributor, as the EU ETS is still the largest source of demand for CERs and limiting the use of post-2012 
CERs to projects from LDCs would naturally have a large impact on the demand for CERs from LDCs. 

Table 26. CDM projects and CER volumes in 2013 and April 2016 

 
Globally Africa LDC Africa 

2013 2016 % 
change 

2013 2016 % 
change 

2013 2016 % 
change 

Total CERs 
issued 
(ktCO2) 

1,468,456 1,651,382 12.46% 25,925 33,685 29.93% 1,083 2,346 116.62% 

Total 
Projects 
registered  

6,929 7,697 11.08  161 200 24.22% 32 52 62.5% 

% of 
‘Global’ 
value 

- - - 2.32 % 2.60 % 0.28% 19.88% 26% 5.12% 

Total CERs 
issued EA 
(ktCO2) 

53,593 60,858 13.56%  613 723 17.95%  213 286 34.27% 

Total 
Projects 
registered 
EA 

2,271 2,601 14.53% 36 44 22.22% 12 18 50 % 

% of 
‘Global’ EA 
value 

- - - 1.29 % 1.69% 0.49% 0.53% 0.69% 0.16 % 

Source: UNEP DTU CDM Pipeline, 2016 
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In the same period, CDM Programmes of Activities (POAs) have seen significant growth. Total CERs issuance 
volumes have nearly doubled with a near eight-fold increase in issuance volumes from African LDC countries. 
POAs also continue to be made up of mainly energy access activities with the number of African registered 
energy access programmes doubling between 2013 and 2016, including a four-fold increase in the number of 
energy access POA’s in African LDCs. 

Table 27. CDM POAs and CER volumes in 2013 and April 2016 

 
Globally Africa LDC Africa 

2013 2016 Change 
(%) 

2013 2016 Change 
(%) 

2013 2016 Change 
(%) 

Total CERs 
issued 
(ktCO2) 

3,434 8,072 135.1% 176 675 283.5% 37 270 629.7% 

Total Projects 
registered  

188 291 54.8% 52 100 92.31 % 8 38 375% 

% of ‘Global’ 
value 

-  - - 27.7% 34.4% 6.7% 4.26 % 13.06 % 8.8% 

Total CERs 
issued EA 
(ktCO2) 

3,339 5,073 51.9% 176 476 170.5% 37 270 629.7% 

Total Projects 
registered EA 

129 168 30.2% 38 76 100% 8 37 362.5% 

% of ‘Global’ 
EA value 

- - - 29.5% 45.2% 15.8% 6.20 % 22.02 % 15.8% 

Source: UNEP DTU CDM Pipeline, 2016 

However, despite these positive developments, African projects are still under-represented, making up only 
around one per cent of the total registered projects. Although CDM POA’s make up around 13% of the 
registered POA projects, from a holistic point of view, POAs only make a tiny proportion of the CDM carbon 
market with an issuance of just over 5 million tCO2e. Therefore, their impact overall is very limited. The WB’s 
‘State and Trends of Carbon Pricing 2016’ report indicated that half of the projects that had issued CERs by 
the end of 2012 ceased issuance beyond this date and market participants continue to exit the market while 
supply continues to decrease. The current CDM pipeline is estimated to have the potential to issue 
approximately 6,600 MtCO2e between now and 2020; but, given that the average price of secondary CERs in 
2015 was just €0.5/tCO2e (US$0.6/tCO2e), without a change to the current supply-demand imbalance 
necessary to initiate a substantial price recovery, project numbers are likely to continue to decline.  

In terms of the voluntary carbon market, in 2015, 84.1 MtCO2e of carbon offsets worth US$278m were 
purchased. This means that the total volume purchased increased by 10% compared to 2014. This was mainly 
driven by voluntary offsetting in the private sector in jurisdictions without mandatory carbon pricing. However, 
despite the larger volume, the overall market value declined by 7% due to a reduction in the average carbon 
price from US$3.8/tCO2e in 2014 to US$3.3/tCO2e in 2015. An examination of the VCS database reveals a 
supporting trend where – despite the increases in projects and carbon credit issuance especially in Africa – 
the overall numbers are still very small in comparison with the CDM. In terms of energy access and projects 
in Africa there has been a lack of significant growth despite the steep increase in the volume of carbon credits 
issued from existing projects. 
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Table 28. VCS projects and VCU volumes between 2013 and 2016125 

 
Globally Africa LDC Africa 

2013 2016 
% 

change 2013 2016 
% 

change 2013 2016 
% 

change 

Total VCUs 
issued (ktCO2e) 

113,033 184,940 63.6 5,933 15,160 155.5 1,628 4,608 183.1 

Total Projects 
registered  

904 1,039 14.9 38 55 44.7 20 37 85 

% of ‘Global’ 
value 

- - - 4.2 5.3 1.1 2.2 3.6 1.4 

Total VCUs 
issued energy 
access (ktCO2e) 

19,701 26,093 32.5 63 222 252.4 1 62 6100 

Total Projects 
registered energy 
access 

326 379 16.3 3 5 66.7 2 2 0% 

% of ‘Global’ 
energy access 
value 

- - - 0.9  1.3 0.4 0.6 0.5 -0.1 

 
With regard to the use of RBF mechanisms there has been a general expansion and development observed. 
The Nitric Acid Climate Action Group was launched at COP 21 by the German Government, but the initiative 
only purchases CERs generated from nitric acid emission mitigation projects and has no impact on energy 
access. On 30 November 2015, WB announced the Transformative Carbon Asset Facility (TCAF). Expected 
to be operational in late 2016, this facility will provide RBF to developing countries for the implementation of 
large-scale emission reduction programs with a focus on sectoral or policy-level programmes. There may be 
an important role for TCAF to play in helping to establish energy access promoting policies, but it is currently 
unclear how the facility would operate nor how it would ensure representation from LDCs. As such Ci-Dev 
remains the main c-RBF facility with a focus on African LDCs and energy access.  

On the policy side, an examination of the CMP 11 decisions and the CDM Executive Board annual report for 
2015 all point to a continuing increase in the recognition and prioritisation of energy access and climate change 
mitigation project activities in Africa. For the first, in the CMP decisions household and community level projects 
were mentioned by name as the CMP requested the CDM Executive Board ‘develop more cost-effective and 
context-appropriate approaches for monitoring, reporting and verification with a focus on project activities 
involving households and communities’. In addition, there has also been a marked increase in the list of 
actioned or actionable items relating to energy access being discussed within the Executive Board reports. 
These range from approved energy access related methodologies to further standardization and simplification 
of rules relating to POAs (which most community level energy access activities are registered under).  

  

                                                      
125 VCS database, http://www.vcsprojectdatabase.org/#/home 

http://www.vcsprojectdatabase.org/#/home
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Table 29. Relevant references to energy access and project activities in African LDCs in CMP 11 
decisions and the CDM Executive Board 2015 Annual Report 

Document  Relevant 
references 

Summary of reference contents 

CMP 11 2 Explicit mention of household and community level projects in a request to 
the EB in explore cost effective simplifications to MRV. 

Requests the EB to explore funding diversification and look to the Green 
Climate Fund and other RBF sources in particular. 

EB annual 
report 

4 A number of EB activities related to household and community level energy 
access projects, mainly in the form of approved methodologies. 

Simplification and standardisation for POAs development and MRV, 
especially sampling. 

Support continues to be offered to African projects with 70% of all 
applications under the CDM loan scheme approved for African countries. 

Recognition of the importance of carbon RBF to the CDM and CDM’s 
usefulness to verify results. Include a specific mention of Ci-Dev as one of 
the RBF facilities. 

COP 21  Acknowledgement of the need to promote universal access to sustainable 
energy in developing countries, in particular in Africa, through the 
enhanced deployment of renewable energy. 

Need to take account of the specific needs and special situations of LDCs 
with regard to funding and transfer of technology. 

Any provision of scaled-up financial resources should take into account 
country-driven strategies, and the priorities and needs of LDCs. 

 
From the analysis of the database figures and relevant policy discussions it is clear that there has been a 
significant improvement in terms of the number of projects in Africa and the number of energy access projects 
and emission reductions. As the largest source of demand for CERs, the EU ETS policy that shifted demand 
for CERs to LDCs is likely to be the primary contributor for such change in the compliance carbon market. 
However, the works of the Methodology Work Programme, the development of the CDM voluntary cancellation 
platform and the UNFCCC’s own efforts to improve representation are also contributors for these changes. 
The huge increase in LDC African energy access project emissions reductions are likely a combination of more 
sophisticated buyers demanding high co-benefit carbon credits and projects issuing accumulated emission 
reductions. Yet, despite such significant growth in African and energy access project activities, the low starting 
point means that the overall impacts on the global carbon market are still very small. In terms of the geographic 
locations of mitigation project activities and the amount of energy access projects, there is still much room for 
improvement. 

As was identified in the analysis and review of the ‘State and Trends of Carbon Pricing 2016’, despite some 
significant events and changes the overall challenges faced by the carbon market in promoting energy access 
remain largely unchanged. The lack of demand for carbon credits is still a major barrier for the development 
and continuation of emission mitigation projects and despite growth in African projects the lack of 
representation overall has not changed. The Paris Agreement has helped to some extent to address the lack 
of certainty on the future continuation of carbon markets but at the same time it has introduced new uncertainty 
on how the future carbon market could work. Within this context, there is a wide variation on the potential role 
for Ci-Dev and through it the CMFP, ranging from a central role in demonstrating sustainable business models 
that combine energy access market mechanisms to a much more limited role focussed specifically on the 
projects supported. The results of the interviews suggest that due to the current stage of the post-Paris carbon 
market, the outlook beyond 2020 is still uncertain, in particular with regard to the role of the CDM alongside 
the new mechanism established by Article 6.4 of the Paris Agreement. 
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5 Efficiency of the CMFP 
Section 5 considers the time efficiency and the value for money of Ci-Dev activities; these analyses correspond 
to EQ6 (section 5.1) and EQ5 (section 5.2), respectively.  

Section 5.1 (on time efficiency) discusses the pipeline identification process and project development 
processes to ERPA. Whilst there is little opportunity for this Evaluation Report to influence changes in these 
processes since they are now almost complete, to the extent that the analysis also considers the factors that 
enhanced or reduced efficiency it may provide learning that is of future use for the CMFP and to Ci-Dev. The 
section analyses data on processes extracted from Ci-Dev and CMFP documentation. It refers to information 
collected through interviews with Ci-Dev to assess the reasons for any possible process delays and systems. 
To assess efficiency, it also benchmarks information on timelines and processes with other similar international 
programmes supporting low carbon energy access.  

It finds, overall, that while Ci-Dev’s processes are not as efficient as they could be, nor as they estimated they 
would be (i.e. their actual timelines are longer than the planned ones). However, when compared to similar 
programmes, the timelines are not dissimilar (EQ6.2). Indeed, this suggests that Ci-Dev could be more realistic 
and accurate in its time-planning (EQ6.3), taking into account, in particular, WB-specific requirements (e.g. the 
requirement to gain approval or inputs from several departments and units; EQ6.4). In the Mid-Term and Final 
Evaluations, the efficiency of Ci-Dev processes post-CDM registration (e.g. verification, validation and 
issuance) will also be assessed.  

On value for money, HMG Annual Reviews of the CMFP suggest that the donor is happy with Ci-Dev’s financial 
management. Indeed, Ci-Dev are adaptive and responsive in how they use and reallocate funds each year, 
which is an indicator of value for money. However, the analysis in section 5.2 also indicates that aspects of 
the WB’s internal systems (e.g. due diligence procedures) have delayed the use of funds, such as Readiness 
Grants, creating inefficiencies. Section 5.2’s analysis is based upon an analysis of Ci-Dev’s budgetary 
information (its long-term plan) combined with analysis of Ci-Dev and CMFP programme reporting. The 
findings were benchmarked against available information on costs for comparable international programmes. 

5.1 The time efficiency of Ci-Dev as a delivery channel 

5.1.1 Average timelines for Ci-Dev pipeline and project preparation activities 

Activities to develop the Carbon Fund pipeline of projects began in 2013. The first call for inputs was launched 
in 2013 and in response to the announcement of Ci-Dev’ creation, several entities submitted proposals 
unsolicited. Ten out of the current portfolio of 12 projects were identified already in June 2014, seven PINs 
were finalised in February 2015 and ten by July 2016 (see Table 4 in section 2.4.2). However, in spite of this 
early and positive start, a full pipeline was not in place until 2016; a year later than Ci-Dev’s expectation.126 At 
the time of writing this report, while the portfolio is considered almost complete,127 two ERPAs are still 
outstanding and a 13th pilot project is being considered.  

Delays in pipeline finalisation appear to have been due to a mixture of delays in finalising the ERPA process 
for those projects identified as suitable (see below) and challenges in finding suitable projects (see section 
4.1.2 for discussion). Regarding the Carbon Fund and the process towards ERPA-signing and CDM 
registration, the evaluation team analysed the time taken for Ci-Dev supported projects to achieve the following 
milestones: Pre-PIN, PIN, Project Concept Note, due diligence notes (1 and 2), Letter of Intent (LOI),128 Carbon 
Finance Assessment Memorandum/Project Appraisal Documents (CFAM/PAD),129 Programmes of Activity 
(POAs) and ERPA (see Figure 7). 

                                                      
126 See Ci-Dev 2014 Annual Progress Report. Ci-Dev notes that this was partly due to additional steps being added to the 

due diligence process, as agreed with Participants (pers. comm. Ci-Dev Trustee, February 2018). 
127 As reported in Ci-Dev Annual Progress Reports. 
128 The LOI is a pre-ERPA agreement which effectively states that the CERs will be bought by Ci-Dev, though it is non-

binding. 
129 The CFAM/PAD is a document produced by WB as part of its safeguard due diligence assessments. 
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Figure 7. Time taken for Ci-Dev projects to achieve key milestones 

 
Source: Own graph based on Ci-Dev Annual Progress Report 2017, each point represents an individual Ci-Dev project. 

Figure 7 and Table 30 (overleaf) show that, based on the ten projects that have an ERPA in place, Ci-Dev 
projects take an average 32 months (almost three years) to develop from Pre-PIN to ERPA, or a minimum of 
27 months and a maximum of 35 months (EQ6.1). These timelines are much longer than Ci-Dev and donors 
had initially anticipated. The expectation was to sign at least 10 to 12 LOIs and four to six ERPAs before the 
end of 2015. However, by the end of 2015, Ci-Dev had not signed any ERPAs, although 2 LOIs had been 
signed.130 Nevertheless, significant progress was made thereafter in 2016 to 2017 with eight ERPAs signed in 
2016 and another two signed in 2017.131  

  

                                                      
130 Ci-Dev (2015) Ci-Dev - CY15 UK Logframe Annual Review - WBG Submission - 2016-01-19 - FINAL_Evaluators. 
131 Ci-Dev (2016) Ci-Dev - CY16 UK Annual Review - WBG Submission - 2017-03-23 - FINAL_Evaluators; Ci-Dev (2017 draft) 

Ci-Dev - CY17 UK Annual Review - WBG Submission - 2018-01-08 - Third Draft - CLEAN_Evaluators. 
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Table 30. Project process timelines 

 Number of 
projects 

Months from original Pre-PIN - Average 
(Min/Max) 

PIN 12 13.9 (3.0-34.4) 

DD Note 1 11 18.0 (4.0-26.0) 

PCN 9 20.8 (17.5-25.0) 

LOI 8 23.9 (17.2-29.6) 

DD Note 2 12 26.4 (6.5-34.6) 

PAD/CFAM 10 27.3 (19.8-32.2) 

POA-DD 3 27.8 (21.9-32.5) 

ERPA 10 31.6 (27.0-34.8) 

Source: Develop by evaluation team from information in Ci-Dev Annual Progress Report 2017. Note that the sequence of steps in 
developing an ERPA varied, as the WB due diligence, Ci-Dev due diligence and POA registration occurred in parallel to one another. Date 
from Pre-PIN is therefore used. Some information on timing of steps was also missing (three PCNs, two PAD/CFAM and six POA-DDs 
have ‘completed’ status only with no dates provided), while.one project had its WB and Ci-Dev due diligence assessments combined and 
four did not have LOIs as they moved quickly to the ERPA stage.  

5.1.2 The efficiency of Ci-Dev pipeline and project preparation activities 

No systematic drivers of (in)efficiency can be clearly identified from an intra-portfolio analysis. The difference 
between projects in time taken to progress from PIN to ERPA is only 20% (7 months or a range of 27 to 35 
months). What is clear is that where projects were CDM registered before going through Ci-Dev, the pathway 
to ERPA was much quicker – this was the case for PINs #8, #3 and #12. This makes sense, as in these cases, 
the interaction between Ci-Dev and the PE would have been able to focus on other issues (such as 
environmental safety, the viability of the market, and financing respectively). Three of the six projects which 
took longest to progress to ERPA did not receive Readiness Grants. This could imply that those which received 
them were able to more quickly address challenges but could also imply that those which did not receive the 
grants faced other types of barriers not amenable to Readiness Grants (i.e. pointing to potential capacity 
limitations within the PEs, a typical reason for delays in private-sector oriented projects). Otherwise, the 
reasons for delays seem to be linked to the intensity and length of the due diligence procedures, including dual 
WB and Ci-Dev due diligence processes. Ultimately, however, the evaluators were not able to triangulate these 
hypotheses, as it was not possible to speak with project entities for this phase of the evaluation. These 
questions will be explored in more detail as part of the Mid-Term case study analysis.  

Both the documentation review and interviews with Ci-Dev indicated that due diligence and overall Ci-Dev 
procedures were slowed down by mandatory WB procedures to assess project compliance with WB strategies, 
policies and procedures and environmental and social safeguards. According to interviews with Ci-Dev, the 
internal processes can add ‘around three months to an ERPA process.’ 132 Based on the overall timeline, and 
the discussions on some projects which took place over several meetings of the Participants however, this is 
possibly an under-estimate. Whilst unavoidable for a WB programme (and also of positive value given that the 
WB ensures that the projects will ‘do no harm’) these procedures undoubtedly decrease the efficiency for a 
project passing through the CDM aided by Ci-Dev, as compared to one which passes through the CDM 
independently. Indeed, because the WB due diligence procedures – as well as approval processes – depended 
on positive and constructive inputs from WB departments outside of the CFMU, it meant that Ci-Dev was reliant 
on other departments’ timeframes and prioritisation, which caused delays.133 Additionally, the financial due 
diligence procedures which were undertaken to recommend a set of commercial terms for Participants to 
approve, were extensive and detailed and were therefore time-consuming134. 

                                                      
132 Interview with Ci-Dev management, Washington DC, May 2016. 
133 Interview with Ci-Dev management, Washington DC, May 2016. Sometimes these delays were due to Ci-Dev being less 

of a priority for the other departments because of its – relatively smaller – size. 
134 Comment in response to draft report from Ci-Dev Trustee, February 2017. 
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5.1.3 Benchmarking pipeline and project preparation timelines 

Overall these project timelines were on average longer than the standard CDM project timelines of 21 to 23 
months.135 However, CDM process timelines vary; for example, the Asian Development Bank’s Technical 
Support Facility136 estimates that the process of developing a project from project identification to the CDM 
registration can vary from 11 to 34 months.137 This suggests that Ci-Dev is at the ‘upper end’ of the CDM 
timeline continuum. Nevertheless, time taken to bring a project to POA registration may not be fully comparable 
with the steps followed in taking a project to signed ERPA, given that the latter includes additional due diligence 
procedures (in the case of Ci-Dev this involved a two-step due diligence process).  

Figure 8. Clean Development Mechanism Cycle Activity 

 

Sources: Asian Development Bank (2013) ‘Financing Low Carbon Urban Development in South Asia, Philippines’ and UNFCCC (2017) 
‘CDM Project Activities’, available at: http://cdm.unfccc.int/Statistics/Public/CDMinsights/index.html#ptimes 

 
UK HMG also noted the delays in pipeline completion,138 but did not identify these as a risk to the programme. 
Indeed, in 2017, the CMFP Annual Review highlighted the ‘significant progress’ made by the Climate Fund 
Management Unit of the WB (CFMU) and commended the HMG/CFMU working relationship and process for 
communicating with Participants. According to the Ci-Dev Management team, it believes that the time spent 
on due diligence did increase the project timelines but that this has resulted in a more optimal and improved 
project design with higher chances of succeeding on the ground.139 140  

In sum then, Ci-Dev projects take longer than CDM projects owing to additional steps and procedures involved 
including a two-step WB and Ci-Dev due-diligence process. But when benchmarked against similar 
programmes (see below), Ci-Dev timelines seem to be reasonable.  

Information on timelines was available for four of the fourteen climate financing programmes benchmarked for 
this FE. Of these four only one was an RBF programme, Global Energy Transfer Feed in Tariff (GET-FiT), and 
the others provided climate financing in the form of grants/concessional loans (Climate Investment Funds - 

                                                      
135 UNFCCC (2017) CDM Project Activities. Available at: 

http://cdm.unfccc.int/Statistics/Public/CDMinsights/index.html#ptimes See also Figure 8. 
136 Asian Development Bank (2013) Financing Low Carbon Urban Development in South Asia, Philippines: Asian Development 

Bank. 
137 Asian Development Bank (2012). Financing Low-Carbon Urban Development in South Asia: A Post-2012 Context. Available 

at: https://www.adb.org/publications/financing-low-carbon-urban-development-south-asia-post-2012-context 
138 DFID (2016) CMFP Annual Review summary sheet 
139 Interviews with Ci-Dev management, Washington DC, May 2017. 
140 Note that the process to test the validity of this assumption is beyond the scope of this evaluation. It would involve 

building a counterfactual through the comparison of CER issuance of projects that underwent the Ci-Dev due diligence 

procedures with a quasi-control group of projects which were selected by Ci-Dev (as Pre-PINs) but which were then 

dropped prior to undertaking the due diligence.  

http://cdm.unfccc.int/Statistics/Public/CDMinsights/index.html#ptimes
http://cdm.unfccc.int/Statistics/Public/CDMinsights/index.html#ptimes
https://www.adb.org/publications/financing-low-carbon-urban-development-south-asia-post-2012-context
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CIF), mezzanine financing141 (Green Africa Power - GAP), or co-finance (Renewable Energy and Adaptation 
Climate Technologies – REACT).142 Given these projects have different financing mechanisms from that of Ci-
Dev, the milestones being compared are also different; however, they also have many similarities (several 
rounds of proposal-writing, due diligence procedures and the signing of financial agreements). Some 
comparative milestones are outlined in Table 31.  

Table 31. Timeliness for benchmarked programmes to reach milestones comparable to Ci-Dev 

Name of Fund Time taken to reach project approval/comparable milestone status 

Climate Investment 
Funds (CIF) 

Investment plan preparation takes 1 to 3 years; project preparation takes 1 to 2 years; and the 
average project development time is about 42 months. 

Green Africa Power 
(GAP) 

Financial Closure takes approximately 36 months for the 1 project supported to reach 
financial closure.  

GET FiT Project approval takes less than 12 months; and financial closure takes approximately 36 
months for 11 out of 17 projects to go from obtaining generation license to financial closure. 

REACT  Project approval was reduced from 10 months to 7.6 months from Round 1 to Round 3 
applications respectively. 

Sources: publicly available programme reports / documentation for the four listed programmes. 

Based on the limited data available (in publicly available documents), it seems that the multilateral finance 
institution-based facilities CIF and GAP projects also took / take at least three years to progress from 
identification through preparation to funding. The bilateral REACT projects followed a much quicker timeline to 
progress from identification to funding, but the programme has a much more targeted portfolio (usually clean 
energy solutions in agricultural value chains and now focussing specifically on off-grid solar home systems) 
which may enable economies of scale in terms of processing the proposals. Similarly, approval rates were 
much quicker in the GET-FiT programme, though this may be because it requires its projects to be in a more 
advanced state before project preparation than Ci-Dev. Nonetheless, GET-FiT projects also take around 36 
months to progress from approval to financial closure.143 It is also notable that the time taken for GET-FiT 
projects to reach financial closure was much slower than (almost twice as long as) planned. The reasons for 
this were risk management issues, construction delays and delays driven by the need to comply with 
international environmental and social standards. This relates well to the different but contextually similar 
challenges that Ci-Dev is facing in addressing the barriers in the business, regulatory and political environment. 

Within the context of similar programmes, the time taken for Ci-Dev to develop its portfolio of projects does not 
seem unusually long. Nevertheless, given that the two-step (WB and Ci-Dev) due diligence process was a key 
driver of process duration, it seems that the time efficiency of processes is an area where future WB funds 
could improve. For example, during the project selection phase, processes of inter-departmental 
communications and decision-making could possibly be streamlined – as was the case for one project, which 
had its due diligence processes combined – to reduce implementation timelines. This could lead to 
improvements in effectiveness, as well as efficiency, as lengthier-than-expected pipeline processes create 
delays in achieving programme targets (refer to section 3).  

                                                      
141 Mezzanine financing is a hybrid between debt and equity. It is a loan to the owner, but the mezzanine lender typically 

has a warrant (meaning a legal right fixed in writing) enabling him or her to convert the security into equity at a 

predetermined price per share if the loan is not paid on time or in full. 
142 REACT agree to provide between US$250,000 and US$1.5m to businesses that can co-finance a minimum of 50 percent 

of the total cost of the project. REACT is the UK’s Africa Enterprise Challenge Fund. 
143 Financial closure is here the stage when all the conditions of a financing agreement are fulfilled, prior to the release of 

funds. In this sense the stage is equivalent to Ci-Dev’s ERPA signing. 
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5.2 Ci-Dev Value for Money 

5.2.1 Use of Ci-Dev Funds to date (2013 – 2017) 

Figure 9 below outlines the actual expenditure of the Readiness Fund and Carbon Fund between 2013 and 
mid-2017, with the remaining expenditure for 2017 being an estimate. A total of US$7.2m has been spent 
overall by Ci-Dev (according to their LTP shared with Participants in July 2017), with circa US$1.2m being 
spent on the Carbon Fund and US$6.9m being spent on the Readiness Fund.  

From 2013 to 2017,144 85% of Ci-Dev funding was utilised for the Readiness Fund (covering project technical 
assistance, Readiness Grants, Methodology Work Programme activities, outreach and engagement, 
production and dissemination of knowledge products, as well as overall administration costs (‘Trustee 
Expenses’145 and ‘Central Unit fees’ 146). Over the life of the CMFP, administration costs are budgeted to make 
up approximately 5% of total costs (2% CU fees and 3% trustee expenses). However, to-date, administration 
costs have been much higher (8.4% of Readiness Fund costs and 100% of Carbon Fund costs). Trustee 
expenses were higher in 2016 and 2017 in comparison to past financial years due to the work required for 
contractual negotiations (i.e. signing of ERPAs).147 In addition, Carbon Fund administration (as a proportion of 
total costs) will of course reduce significantly once Ci-Dev commences purchasing emission reductions 
(relating to ERPAs) from the portfolio of projects, which is due to begin in 2018.  

Around US$3.8m (48%) of Ci-Dev expenditure to-date has been spent on project costs, including identification, 
selection, preparation, due diligence and ERPA signing. The second-largest expenditure has been on the 
development of CDM methodologies and other Methodology Work Programme activities. Approximately 5% 
(US$1.4m) of the Readiness Fund expenditure went to operational costs (‘Trustee’ and ‘Central Unit fees’).  

                                                      
144 Figures for 2017 are estimates, as outlined in the 2017 LTP. 
145 Trustee expenses include costs incurred by Ci-Dev to cover fund management, accounting, asset transactions and other 

back- and front-office functions.  
146 The Central Unit fees are a two percent fee to support WBG ‘central units’ and general overheads for Ci-Dev, including 

but not limited to legal and accounting services, office space, technology support, human resources, etc. The Trustee does 

not transact with these funds in any way. 
147 See DFID (2017) CMFP Annual Review - Summary Sheet and Ci-Dev Annual Report FY17 
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Figure 9. Actual expenditure (Readiness Fund and Carbon Fund) 2013 – 2017, in US$m and %, by 

item 

Source: Ci-Dev 2017 LTP 

The 2014 LTP estimated that spending on Readiness Fund and Carbon Fund to 2017 would be just under 
$17.4m (see Figure 10 below). Compared to the actual expenditure (of approximately US$8.1m), Ci-Dev has 
had a much lower fund utilisation rate than initially planned: an underspend of more than US$9.3m 
(approximately 47%).  
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Figure 10. Planned expenditure (Readiness Fund and Carbon Fund) 2013 – 2017, in US$m and %, by 
item 

Source: Ci-Dev 2014 LTP 

 
There are several reasons for the lower than expected rates of spend: 

1 ‘Conservative budgeting’: Ci-Dev report that they overestimated their annual budgetary needs in order to 
mitigate the risk of funds being exhausted before the bi-annual drawdown from the CMFP;148 

2 Extensive due diligence undertaken during the pipeline development process: Owing to the incorporation 

of additional steps, such as due diligence note preparation, finalisation of the pipeline took longer than 

initially expected, resulting in expenditure delays.149 These further delayed follow-on big-budget line items, 

such as safeguards supervision, carbon supervision and capacity building which – subsequently – only 

begin post-signing of ERPAs. This was a major factor in the difference between planned and actual 

expenditure.  

3 Changes in the carbon markets context, which called into question the requirement, robustness and 
ambition of some annual Ci-Dev Methodology Work Programme work plans: For example, in 2016-17, Ci-
Dev decided not to undertake the ‘methodological knowledge series’, ‘since international climate 
negotiations did not make significant progress and due to Participants’ hesitation at supporting [Ci-Dev] in 
broad engagement on Article 6 issues’;150  

4 Standardised baselines were not developed because Ci-Dev and Participants agreed that the same 
objective could be achieved by simplifying approaches and standardising the existing methodologies, rules 
and requirements given most methodologies already include standardised approaches/baselines;151 and 

5 A focus on ERPA negotiations under the Carbon Fund took their attention away from knowledge 
management activities under the Readiness Fund.152 

                                                      
148 DFID (2017) CMFP Annual Review- Summary Sheet 
149 These delays had a minimal impact on costs (compared the original budget). 
150 Ci-Dev Annual Progress Report FY17 
151 Oppermann, K., Gadde, H., Biaou, L. & King, M., 2016. Methodological Work Plan [Interview] (17 May 2016) 
152 DFID (2017) CMFP Annual Review - Summary Sheet. 
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Indeed, the delay on ERPA signing means that a planned US$3.0m has not yet been spent on ERPA advanced 
payments. Additionally, it was expected that around US$2.9m more would have been spent on the 
Methodology Work Programme (and that an additional standardised baseline and/or methodology would have 
been developed, which was later reconsidered and dropped).153 Some of the budget which was expected to 
be spent on the Methodology Work Programme was re-budgeted to knowledge product development as the 
Readiness Fund evolved and it became clear that these products would be of use.  

Much less has also been spent on Readiness Grants. According to DFID,154 the low rate of issuance of 
Readiness Grants is due to the fact that projects are not yet ‘in need of’ these grants. However, this explanation 
does not fully explain the underspend, given that one type of grant (the business model capacity building grant) 
targets the pre-ERPA stage of the process specifically and the other two support CDM registration, as well as 
later CDM processes (such as verification and issuance). According to a clarification issued by the Ci-Dev 
Management team, while some of the Readiness Grants have been partially or fully committed, they might not 
have shown as disbursements yet given that they were still at the stage of being processed as grant 
agreements by Ci-Dev.155   

In a few cases (e.g. for Readiness Grants and knowledge management activities), budgets have not been 
reduced indefinitely, but have been rolled forward to future years. However, as the budget keeps rolling forward 
there is a risk that Ci-Dev will not have the absorption capacity to deal with this expenditure. Overall, however, 
DFID has been happy with Ci-Dev financial management and highlights the positive impact of the WB’s internal 
tools and systems that support efficiency (e.g. its real time budgeting platform).156  

5.2.2 Projected use of Funds (2013 – 2026) 

Table 32 overleaf compares key costs budgeted in the 2014 and 2017 long-term plans (LTP) and in the CMFP 
Business Case. Actual and expected costs in the table are discussed below. 

                                                      
153 Ci-Dev and Participants agreed to no longer submit standardised baselines as they considered that similar impacts could 

be achieved faster and cheaper through other approaches – see p11 of the 2016 CMFP Annual Review. 
154 DFID (2017) CMFP Annual Review - Summary Sheet 
155 Based on information provided by Ci-Dev in response to draft evaluation report. 
156 As reported in CMFP Annual Reviews. 
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Table 32. Projected costs to 2025 by item (2017 LTP, 2014 LTP and CMFP Business Case), in US$m   

Row # Activity 

2017 LTP  2014 LTP 

CMFP 
Business 
Case157 

Actual 
expenditure 
to end 2017 

(as per 2017 
LTP) 

(LTPs cover actual expenditure, 
plus projections to end of 
programme) 

1 Ci-Dev Fund (total use of funds) 107.2 123.5 n/a 7.2 

2 Readiness Fund (total use of funds) 26.9 27.6 n/a 7.4 

3 Carbon Fund (total use of funds) 80.3 95.9 n/a 1.2 

4 Project costs 95.4 109.6 n/a 1.2 

5 - ERPA payments 76.0 90.7 n/a 0.0 

6 …Average ERPA size158 5.8 4.5 n/a 0.0 

7 - Project support expenses159 13.5 16.9 n/a 3.8 

8 

… Project expenses per 
project (based on 13 
projects for 2017, 20 
projects for 2014 and 12 
projects for actuals) 

1.0 0.8 n/a 0.3 

9 

- Project preparation and 
carbon supervision costs 
(total for all projects)160  

6.7 

 Project 
expenses not 

divided by sub-
activity in 2014 

LTP 

n/a 3.2 

10 

… Project preparation and 
carbon supervision costs 
per project (based on 13 
projects for 2017, 20 
projects for 2014 and 12 
projects for actuals) 

0.5 0.5161 0.3 

11 
- Readiness Grant costs (total 

for all projects) 
2.0162 2.0 n/a 0.2 

12 
Ci-Dev Methodology Work 
Programme  

2.3 7.3 n/a 2.3 

13 - Cost per methodology163 n/a164 n/a 0.2165 0.15166 

Source: Ci-Dev LTPs (2014 and 2017) and personal comms and the CMFP Business Case 

                                                      
157 Based on online HMRC rates for March 2013 (month the Business Case was published).  
158 Calculations of ERPA size and project support costs per project are based upon 13 projects for 2017 and 20 projects for 

2014, since it was expected that 20 projects would be funded at the time of writing the 2014 LTP. 
159 Comprising project preparation and carbon supervision costs, carbon capacity building, safeguards supervision (WB 

specific) and methodology quality control, as well as designated operational entity expenses (as per LTP).  
160 Comprising only project preparation and carbon supervision costs (as per LTP). It is assumed that these are basically 

comparable to the scope of activity that the CMFP Business Case refers to as: ‘project design costs, including CDM validation 

and registration’. However, project development and supervision costs are actually higher as they include carbon capacity 

building, safeguards supervision (WB specific) and methodology quality control (as per LTP). 
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Overall projected use of funds 

According to the updated LTP (2017), Ci-Dev now expects to spend US$107.2m (2013 to 2026) on Readiness 
Fund and Carbon Fund activities and operations. This revised figure comprises a total lifetime use of 
US$80.3m projected for the Carbon Fund and a total lifetime use of US$26.9m for the Readiness Fund 2013 
– 2026. So far, projected expenditure matches the planned drawdowns almost exactly: based on the 2017 
LTP, a closing cash balance of approximately US$0.5m167 for the Carbon Fund and US$30,000 for the 
Readiness Fund is estimated. On this basis, it might be expected that the funds made available to Ci-Dev 
through the CMFP will be used. However, based on Ci-Dev performance to date, the evaluation notes that a 
risk of an overall underspend remains.  

Based on the 2017 LTP, the total projected expenditure for the Readiness Fund and Carbon Fund is notably 
lower (by just below US$16m or 13%) than the original planned expenditure (of US$123.5m in the 2014 LTP). 
For the Carbon Fund specifically, the current allocation of funds has been reduced by approximately 16% (or 
a reduction of US$15.6m from the 2014 budget of US$95.9m), despite the one year extension of the LTP (to 
2026). The reasoning for this reduction was not fully clear to the evaluation team at the time of writing. Ci-Dev 
have since stated that this was due to the decrease in the GBP to USD exchange rate (see discussion below), 
but the evaluators believe that this does not account for the full decrease.  

At the Annual Participants Meeting in September 2016 in Vienna, Ci-Dev proposed to convert the value of 
drawdowns into Ci-Dev funds against a currency conversion rate of US$1.3/GBP, compared to the original 
conversion rate of 1.6. In terms of the Carbon Fund, this represents an exchange rate loss of around 
US$10.5m. This leaves a budget underspend of approximately US$4m not explained by fluctuations in the 
UK-US exchange rate, which may reflect the reduction in projects supported by Ci-Dev (reduced from 20 to 
12, see section 3.4.2). 

In terms of the Readiness Fund, the overall budgetary estimates have remained almost the same ($27.6m in 
2014 versus $26.9m in 2016). However there have been changes and re-allocation of budget between different 
budget lines. The reasons for this were: the drop in foreign exchange rates, better returns for investment 
income due to market growth and higher-than-expected cash balances in the Carbon Fund, and a change in 
the scope of time covered in the LTP, whereby earlier LTPs covered the period up to 30th June 2025, whilst 
the programme runs until the 31st December 2025 (and this was taken into account in later LTPs). 

Furthermore, nearly $8.7m of the 2017 Readiness Fund budget was allocated to new budget line activities 
such as the development and dissemination of knowledge products. This reallocation was possible due to 
savings realised on pipeline development and project expenses, the slow-down in MWP activities and a higher 
investment income than predicted.  

Projected direct expenditure on projects 

According to DFID’s Annual Review 2017 and the Ci-Dev 2017 LTP, ‘project design costs’ have been 
completed and have amounted to around US$250,000 per ERPA, which is lower than expected, representing 
a notable cost-efficiency saving if expenditure on ERPAs is complete. The LTP includes an estimate for 
upcoming (2018 onwards) project preparation costs of around US$600,000, in which case the project design 
costs per project will increase, however only marginally. Of this $600,000, the Ci-Dev team clarified that 
$369,000 is to be spend in the year 2018 towards the final due diligence and ERPA negotiations of PINs #15 

                                                      
161 Based on the estimated £250,000 per project for project design costs (including CDM validation and registration) and 

the £100,000 for project monitoring.  
162 US$1.98 million – the figure is actually around US$20 million lower than the 2014 LTP. 
163 A CMFP ‘methodology; is defined in the CMFP logframe as ‘(1) new or improved existing methodologies or tools for 

calculating the emission reductions for different technologies, (2) standardised baselines or standardised approaches for 

emission reduction calculations, and (3) proposals for improvement in CDM regulations, procedures and guidelines for 

project validation, registration, monitoring and verification.‘ See also section 2.4.1. 
164 This cannot be calculated yet as it is not certain whether all Methodology Work Programme activities are yet complete, 

so the total that will be produced is unknown.  
165 Based on Business Case estimate of £100,000 (US$153,020 as per HMRC rates for March 2013). 
166 Based on sixteen methodologies developed within the evaluation period, as described in the DFID Annual Reviews. 
167 This is due to the final repayment by a project of its advance payment, which was negotiated to come in a large amount 

(currently projected to be US$600,000) in the final ERPA payment. The Trustee will try to recover the advance payment 

earlier if possible (e.g. if the project is more successful earlier than currently anticipated) to avoid this final cash balance, 

but it may be unavoidable. There is, however, plenty of time to assess the situation further before taking any kind of action.  
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and #18, as well as costs to explore a possible 13th ERPA. The remainder of the $230,000 is to be spent 
between 2019 and 2026 for ongoing targeted orientation activities. 

The DFID Business Case provided a small number of estimates for expected Ci-Dev activities, including 
‘project design’ (estimated at £250,000, or US$410,000) and ‘project monitoring’ (estimated at £100,000, or 
US$164,000). The Business Case states that project design includes CDM validation and registration, and it 
can be assumed that it equates to ‘Project Preparation’ and ‘Carbon Supervision‘ costs nested under the 
‘Project Development, Supervision and Capacity’ budget line in the LTPs. As is shown in Table 32 (row 10), 
the costs for project preparation and carbon supervision in the 2017 LTP are similar to those estimated in the 
Business Case, but the Business Case failed to estimate other project expenses, which (when added to 
preparation and supervision, and divided by the number of projects) amount to US$1.0m in the 2017 LTP (see 
row 8 in Table 31). Thus they are double the Business Case estimation, suggesting the Business Case 
calculations were based on incomplete information on the costs of developing CDM accredited projects.  

As compared with the 2014 LTP, the 2017 LTP also has a much higher ERPA value per project (calculated as 
the total ERPA payment planned divided by 13 for 2017 figures and divided by 20 for 2014 numbers). It is not 
fully clear why (although the documented need to spend more per project ‘to ensure that the projects we 
finance can test innovative features and have the scale to be financially viable168 might go some way towards 
explaining this). Further, it is not clear from the annual reviews how the money will be spent – i.e. whether this 
will be as a higher volume of CERs or as a higher price per CER, although it can be inferred from the Annual 
Review 2017 that it will go towards a higher CER volume since the report states that the CFMU currently 
projects that the portfolio will ‘exceed its lifetime goal of saving 2.6 million tonnes of CO2 by 2025, by almost 
200%’.169,170 

Final data on the contract volumes (i.e. costs to the Carbon Fund) for each project were not accessible to the 
evaluation team for this First Evaluation report. A reconstruction was made on the basis of information provided 
in the due diligence notes (for the eight projects for which these were made available to the evaluation team) 
and in Ci-Dev annual Progress Reports. The total assumed contract value of these projects is just less than 
US$62m, with an average of US$7.7m per project.  

To provide a ‘ballpark’ comparison, the costs per project were reviewed against those of other energy access 
programmes171 (USAID’s ‘Power Africa’ programme,172 the WB’s ‘Global Partnership on Output-Based Aid’ 
(GPOBA)173 and GET-FiT174 – see Figure 11). This comparison suggests that Ci-Dev investment per project 
(CER purchases only)175 is comparable to the investment of similar programmes operating in the region. 
However, it should be noted that this comparison is based on too small a sample of projects and too simplistic 
a comparison to support/evidence strong conclusions about the comparative appropriateness of the CER 
payments per project. Decisions around expenditure per project depends on a multitude of factors such as 
inter alia investment readiness of the projects supported, the number of beneficiaries, technological maturity 
and costs and the socio-political economy of the region.  

                                                      
168 DFID (2015) CMFP Annual Review – Summary Sheet. See also section 3.3.2 
169 DFID (2017) CMFP Annual Review – Summary Sheet 
170 The Ci-Dev team notes that this is due to higher per project costs for smaller projects (pers. coms. February 2018), 

combined with the purchase of more CERs per project (‘Ci-Dev - Pipeline Summary Tracking - Logframe - 2017-03-23’). 
171 Of the fourteen projects benchmarked, data on results-based grants or payments per project was available for only five 

programmes. 
172 Power Africa uses equity/debt financing instruments for support 
173 GPOBA is an RBF programme.  
174 GET-FiT is also an RBF programme. It is funded by Government of Norway, the United Kingdom, the Government of 

Germany and EU through the EU Africa Infrastructure Fund. See: http://www.getfit-reports.com/2016/summary/about-get-

fit/ [Accessed 15 November 2017]. The GET-FiT programme is aimed at promoting small to medium scale (5 MW to 20 

MW) renewable energy projects in East Africa by unlocking barriers in the enabling environment (such as regulatory and 

policy related challenges for instance Feed-In-Tariffs) to help decentralize and diversify the energy mix. 
175 Ci-Dev investment per project refers to the total value of ERPA payments divided by the total number of ERPAs. 

http://www.getfit-reports.com/2016/summary/about-get-fit/
http://www.getfit-reports.com/2016/summary/about-get-fit/
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Figure 11. Average costs per investment (in US$m) for Ci-Dev and other relevant programmes 

 
 

Sources: Analysis of Ci-Dev LTP for this First Evaluation report; GET-FiT (2016) GET-FiT Uganda- Annual Report; WB (2017) GPOBA 
Annual Report; USAID (2016) Power Africa, Annual Report. 

Projected Readiness Fund (Methodology Work Programme / Knowledge Work Programme) 
expenditure 

To date, Ci-Dev has developed and published eight studies, which amounts to a crudely calculated average 
spend-per-study of around US$57,000.176 The cost of developing new methodologies has been around 
US$145,000 per methodology (see row 13 of Table 31), which is slightly lower than the ~US$153,000 
estimated in the CMFP Business Case. Therefore, spending on the Methodology Work Programme was largely 
cost-efficient and it was also adaptive to needs (i.e. CDM methodologies were only developed where needed 
and the Methodology Work Programme budget was used to develop non-CDM ‘methodologies’ where 
supportive of project objectives). Indeed, Readiness Fund spending (either under or linked to the Methodology 
Work Programme) has involved five CDM rule changes, as well as a further three submissions to the UNFCCC 
on potential CDM rule reforms.177 The Methodology Work Programme / Knowledge Work Programme activities 
therefore provide good VfM. 

5.2.3 Benchmarking operational costs 

As part of the efficiency analysis, the evaluation team conducted a review of expenditure and budgeting with 
14 similar funds (see Annex 5 for information on the selection process). On undertaking the review, it became 
clear that the programmes were insufficiently similar in terms of financing approach, ultimate objectives and 
portfolio profile to be comparable in terms of expenditure. However, since the analyses produce interesting 
results they are nonetheless presented here, with the above caveat. 

Of the 14 benchmarked funds, admin/fund management costs were available for seven of the programmes. 
As stated above, although these funds are all different in nature and hence overall fund management costs 
are not necessarily comparable, it still provides some benchmark of how realistic Ci-Dev’s administration 
budget is. Overall, the majority of funds have a higher administration cost than the approximated Ci-Dev figure 
of 5% (see Table 33 below). Looking at programmes which share a similar financing mechanism (i.e. RBF) – 
e.g. the German Corporation for International Cooperation’s (GIZ) ‘Energising Development’ (EnDev) 
programme, GET-FiT and GPOBA – the administrative costs are within 10% of the Ci-Dev value. While EnDev 
and GPOBA’s funding is much larger and covers a broader geographic focus, GET-FiT’s funding is similar to 
that of Ci-Dev’s; but GET-FiT spends almost double the percentage value of its overall fund value on 
administrative expenses. The Asian Development Bank’s Carbon Markets Program (CMP) also seems to be 
spending much higher than Ci-Dev on administrative expenses, but it was not possible to confirm this 
percentage value as part of this evaluation. Other energy access programmes using other forms of finance 
(grants, concessional loans, equity) are also spending a higher percentage on administration expenses, with 
DFID’s REACT programme being the highest at 19%. Interestingly, WB’s Energy Sector Management 

                                                      
176 Based on the actual expenditure for methodological and portfolio knowledge products in the 2017 LTP, divided by eight.  
177 Ci-Dev Annual Progress Report FY14 and FY15; DFID (2015) CMFP Annual Review; and DFID (2016) CMFP Annual Review 
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Assistance Program (ESMAP) saw a reduction in its administrative expenses from 19% to 6% as the 
programme progressed, indicating a consolidation of its programme activities.  

In sum, Ci-Dev’s administrative costs are lower than those of most other energy access programmes operating 
in Africa, suggesting that the 5% cap on administrative costs could be higher keeping in mind the nature of the 
programme and its emphasis on diversity and innovation. 

Table 33. Operational costs of comparable Sub-Saharan Africa-focussed energy access programmes 

Type of finance Name of the fund Fund administrators Admin/fund management costs (%) 

Finance for low 
carbon energy 
access in LDCs 

 

ESMAP WB Down from 18.7% in 2012 to 5.8% in 
2017 

REACT DFID 19.2% of the fund value- split between 
two implementing agencies (KPMG and 
AGRA) 

Sustainable Energy Fund 
for Africa (SEFA) 

African Development 
Bank 

8.1% of the total donor commitments  

Non-CDM RBF 
targeting energy 
access in LDCs 

 

GET FiT Multi-donor-supported 9.3% of donor commitments 

EnDev GIZ 7% of fund value  

GPOBA WB 1.4% (of the total expenses made in 
2017) 

Use CDM for 
energy access in 
LDCs with RBF 

CMP African Development 
Bank 

13.5% (TBC) 

Source: WB (2015). ESMAP Portfolio Review FY2009-2014; WB (2016) ESMAP 2016 Annual Report; DFID (2013) REACT Annual 
Review; SEFA (2016) SEFA Annual Report; GET-FiT (2016) GET-FiT Uganda- Annual Report; GIZ (2016) EnDev-Phase 2, Progress 
Report 2016, WB (2017) GPOBA Annual Report; ADB (2011) Carbon Market Program:Future Carbon Fund—Change in Fund 
Regulations. 

5.2.4 CER pricing 

In 2017, eight of the Ci-Dev supported projects had agreed to share confidential information necessary to 
assess the carbon price. The due diligence notes specify purchase prices for CERs, as well as an option to 
buy additional CERs for three of the projects. Based on these eight projects, Ci-Dev is purchasing CERs for 
between US$9.40 and US$12.32 per ton of CO2e, at a weighted average price of US$10.83. This reduces to 
US$7.86 if Ci-Dev exercises its option rights to purchase additional CERs.178  

On the one hand, these prices are aligned with the prices specified in the CMF Business Case (£5.34 to 
£8.27/tCO2 or US$8.79 to US$13.56). On the other hand, these prices are higher than current market 
prices.179,180 In 2016, prices for emissions that are covered by some form of carbon market ranged from less 
than US$1 per tonne of CO2e to the Swedish carbon tax of US$131. Within emission trading schemes, which 
are a better reflection of current market values for emission reductions, prices ranged from US$1 to US$15, 
with prices for three-quarters of ETS under US$10 per tonne of CO2e. Average prices in the voluntary market 
were only US$3/tCO2e in 2015.181  

                                                      
178 Based on the conversion rate at 1 January 2014 of 1.6392 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/389524/exrates-201401.csv/preview. The 

Ci-Dev Trustee states that this value was revised to €4 to €10 for the legal agreements (which has not been shared with 

the evaluators) setting up the Ci-Dev fund (pers. coms. February 2018). 
179 These numbers are only indicative of the range and spread of carbon prices between different initiatives and are not 

necessarily comparable to Ci-Dev, because of differences in the number of sectors covered, allocation methods applied, 

specific exemption and different compensation methods in these funds and Ci-Dev. 
180 WB, Ecofys and Vivid Economics (2016). State and Trends of Carbon Pricing 2016 (October), WB, Washington, DC, p23. 
181 Ibid, p38. 
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However, current market prices are based on the purchase of emissions only and do not reflect additional 
sustainable development benefits, which one study calculated to be worth approximately €1.12/tCO2e182 CER 
purchase prices are therefore relatively high, even with a development premium, but within the range of current 
market prices. It should also be noted that these prices are well below the price necessary to stabilise average 
temperature increases at the 2°C goal.183  

At the same time, most projects are expected to produce more CERs than will be bought by the Ci-Dev184 
(according to the due diligence notes analysed by the evaluation team, the surplus could be as much as 4.8 
million tonnes)185. This means that most projects may sell additional credits in an alternate market and that 
these credits could be sold at a lower price. Given that these additional credits are not, for the most part, 
necessary to close the viability gap, this suggests that some projects may experience windfall profits as a result 
of the Ci-Dev support they receive.  

In the interviews, clarification on this point was sought and Ci-Dev consistently confirmed that they do not 
intend to purchase all CERs from a specific project. Ci-Dev has developed pricing guidance around the issue 
of sales of CERs by PEs to non-Ci-Dev market participants.186 The relevant provisions are included in 
paragraphs 40 to 43, which start with the statement that, ‘the Ci-Dev Project Selection Criteria notes that when 
purchasing only a portion of CERs from a project, Ci-Dev must ensure that in any specific round of purchasing 
it is not subsidising the CER purchase of other compliance buyers outside of this fund.’ However, this statement 
is based upon a number of assumptions and intention statements around Ci-Dev’s behaviour towards its 
project entities, which suggest that Ci-Dev does allow for project entities to sell excess CERs: 

 The Trustee ‘does not plan to interfere with a program sponsor’s ability to negotiate above-market 
premiums for CER sales to other purchasers’ and Ci-Dev and the Participants consider it ‘inappropriate 
and impractical for [Ci-Dev] to prevent a program sponsor from selling CERs generated after the Ci-

Dev ERPA at any kind of above-market premium to other buyers.’  

 ‘The Trustee notes that it intends to sign ERPAs that include sweep clauses and a right of first refusal, 
indicating that true co-purchasing cannot occur in practice during the same time window for delivery.’  

 ‘As part of this Program Assessment Framework, [Ci-Dev] will undertake due diligence regarding other 
purchases from the potential Ci-Dev program. This will include identifying other buyers’ interest in the 
program’s CERs and their intended support to the program beyond CER purchase, at what prices and 
at what terms CERs would be purchased, and how those prices are being calculated. This due 
diligence will apply equally to all other purchasers regardless of if they are or are not also Ci-Dev 
Participants. This due diligence will occur at the PIN and Appraisal stages in parallel but outside the 
Program Assessment Framework, and as part of [Ci-Dev]’s overall due diligence on potential Ci-Dev 
programs.’ 

 ‘If a subsequent buyer proposes an above-market price that is also below the Ci-Dev price in order to 
fund the same or very similar role of carbon supported by Ci-Dev, then [Ci-Dev] should (1) negotiate 
a comparably lower price, (2) justify and agree on an exception with the Participants, or (3) otherwise 
not sign an ERPA.’ 

The evaluation due to limited access to information, including ERPAs, was not able to assess to what degree 
and how these intentions have been implemented. Further, the pricing guidance is silent on the question of 
the PEs selling at or below market rates, or market prices falling due to the influence of the Ci-Dev projects, or 
prices on the voluntary market. 

Overall then, it can be concluded that CER prices are in line with the CMF Business Case and largely in line 
with current carbon pricing trends, given that they deliver development benefits in addition to the emission 
reductions.    

                                                      
182 Estimated using contingent valuation methods in Parnphumeesup, P. (2015). Willingness to Pay for Gold Standard carbon 

Credits. Energy Sources, Part B: Economics, Planning and Policy, Volume 10, pp412-417. 
183 Ibid, estimated between US$80/tCO2e to US$120/tCO2e in 2030, p23. 
184 This is done mostly for risk management purposes because estimates for CER delivery in LDCs may be overly optimistic 

and may over-estimate what can ultimately be delivered (2015 Ci-Dev: Portfolio Risk Management Strategy).  
185 However, Ci-Dev notes that most of the DD estimates were downgraded because of overly-optimistic and unrealistic 

assumptions and projections by project entities (response to draft evaluation report, February 2018). Based on the ‘Ci-Dev 

– Carbon Fund Capital Commitments 2018-01-24’, there is an expected surplus of 4.2 million.  
186 Ci-Dev - Guidance Note on Commercial Terms - 2015-02-05 – FINAL, paragraphs 41 and 42. 
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6 Conclusions and recommendations 
This final section has been slightly adjusted from the first version of this Report to align with the evaluation 
criteria structure followed in the main body of the Report.  

6.1 The CMFP logframe and programme management 

6.1.1 Conclusions 

The logframe is useful as a tool for tracking programme results, but is not able to track diversity and 
innovation 

The logframe is a useful tool for measuring the CMFP’s intended impacts, outcomes and specific programme 
outputs (methodologies, outreach products, etc.); it clearly aligns with the CMFP TOC. However, it does not 
enable the UK Participant to track some of the qualitative aspects of the Ci-Dev programme that also have an 
impact on goals. These aspects include cross-cutting issues (such as impact on gender and disability) and 
portfolio diversity and innovation, which were key dimensions for project identification outlined in the Ci-Dev 
Origination Strategy, and noted by DFID in interview with the evaluation team. As such, the logframe has not 
been used to guide portfolio composition or the breadth of Knowledge Work Programme activities. To enable 
the UK to have more influence over such qualitative aspects of the Ci-Dev delivery, it may have been useful 
to include a number of SMART indicators along these lines.  

Currently, the logframe is not being used in the best way to optimise accurate monitoring of progress 
and achievement 

The logframe has been continuously adapted and while this sometimes appears appropriate in line with an 
adaptive programming approach (e.g. where they reflect changes to the work plan / activities), at other times 
the changes do not appear justified and this, combined with the number and frequency of changes, could 
appear symptomatic of a shifting of targets to match results achieved rather than CMFP striving to match 
results to targets. In addition, the evaluators recommend that the UK considers only reported results attributed 
to the UK in the CMFP logframe (including for outputs).   

However, even when taking into account the above-mentioned caveats (on reporting accuracy), it 
seems that good progress is being made against most CMFP logframe indicators, except for 
leveraging private sector investment187 

The development of the Ci-Dev Fund portfolio was slower than expected, which affected CMFP performance 
in the early years. Nevertheless, ERPAs have now been agreed with almost all project entities and progress 
against the logframe in 2016 suggests that the CMFP is likely to achieve the majority of its KPIs.  

6.1.2 Recommendations 

In future programmes funded by DFID and/or BEIS, logframes should be adapted to enable the 
monitoring of the programme’s more qualitative aspects / objectives  

A lesson for future programmes is that logframe should be designed to enable them to be useful tools for 
guiding programme development qualitatively (i.e. in terms of portfolio profile) as well as quantitatively, and to 
provide the basis for accountability.  

In this CMF programme, BEIS should ensure that it closely manages and has ownership over logframe 
reporting and adaptation processes 

This is to ensure that all reporting precisely demonstrates UK attribution. It should also define at the next 
reporting stage when and under what circumstances (criteria) logframe components will be adjustable. Overall, 
the evaluators recommend that CMFP logframe adaptations should be undertaken in a systematic and 

                                                      
187 The UK and the Ci-Dev team agreed that the original private finance ratio envisioned in the Business Case was unrealistic. 

As result, the ratio for Ci-Dev reporting will be updated in a forthcoming review of logframe targets in CY18 (2016 Annual 

Review). 
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predetermined manner (for example, the logframe could be reviewed and revised at each programme 
breakpoint) rather than on an ad hoc basis.  

BEIS should seek to identify and document lessons around private sector leveraging for wider ICF 
learning 

The Mid-Term Evaluation will investigate the factors facilitating or obstructing the achievement of the different 
expected outputs and outcomes of the CMFP TOC. This will therefore provide the opportunity to gather and 
generate lessons around the leveraging of private finance which should have application to other ICF 
programmes and possibly beyond the ICF.  

6.2 The relevance of the CMFP portfolio and selection process 

6.2.1 Conclusions  

The process of identifying and selecting projects for the pipeline was transparent and strategic, though 
its principles have not been entirely fulfilled 

With the Targeted Origination Strategy, the WB strategically identified a number of different dimensions that 
could be diversified within the portfolio, and, then continued to utilise the principles of the Strategy to assess 
the portfolio’s balance and see where gaps lay.188 Where projects were dropped from the pipeline, Ci-Dev 
sought to identify replacements matching the dropped project’s business models, ‘role of carbon’, and sectoral 
coverage. However, the resulting portfolio contains some gaps (see below).  

Overall, Carbon Fund projects are bigger in size, but the number of projects is smaller than expected  

As demonstrated by the analysis of the Ci-Dev pipeline development process (section 4.1) and resulting 
portfolio (section 4.2), the final Ci-Dev portfolio contains fewer projects overall (12 to 13 as opposed to 20), but 
the Ci-Dev financial contribution to these projects is larger than originally intended. The rationale given for 
dropping projects in the Ci-Dev Annual Reports appears logical, as does the tendency towards larger projects 
over smaller ones (some projects initially included in the pipeline were eventually dropped due to project size, 
the rationale being that the benefits that small projects do not justify the burden of administering them). 
However, a few gaps in the portfolio, created when projects were dropped, were not filled despite initial steps 
to replace them.  

Indeed, the reduction in portfolio size may have, overall, resulted in some missed opportunities to expand the 
robustness of testing of different financial models and/or to testing energy access models not being tested 
through comparable funds (see below).  

The portfolio contains gaps in innovative areas that could have leveraged development benefits  

Water purification projects were initially pursued for inclusion in the pipeline, but later dropped. Whilst the 
impact of such projects on GHG reduction and energy access is indirect and perhaps smaller than the other 
types of projects finally included in the pipeline, the evaluation team finds (on a review of these projects), that 
the GHG reduction, energy access and development benefits that would have been produced could have been 
notable. These projects may therefore have provided a novel area for Ci-Dev to support and test the role of 
carbon finance.  

That the selection criteria used at Pre-PIN and PIN stage to evaluate projects did not have a notable focus on 
the development benefits of projects may have somewhat contributed to this final portfolio profile.  

The portfolio is implemented by fewer private sector implementers than would be expected 

Approximately half of the portfolio contains projects being implemented by a public sector Coordinating 
Management Entity. The evaluation team considers that this has the potential to provide positive effects, since 
using a public ‘national / central aggregator’ – often a national energy agency – has the potential to provide a 
more level playing field and less market distortion. It is also smart with respect to risk mitigation: while the rural 
energy access markets in Africa are currently undergoing a boom, and many companies do now reach turnover 
in the millions of US$, the market environment is still volatile and individual company balance sheets are not 

                                                      
188 As exemplified in the portfolio pipeline characterisation framework presented in Annex 6 of the Ci-Dev Annual Progress 

Report FY16 
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very robust. Using national aggregators diversifies the project’s risk away from the company-related risk. This 
shift is responsive to the ongoing uncertainties in the carbon market (see section 4.4), 

However, as six of the 12 ERPAS are signed by government  counterparts – rather than the private sector – 
the extent to which the CMFP is able to test its original question of ‘what models demonstrate that c-RBF can 
be an attractive channel for investing in low-carbon growth in LDCs?’ may therefore be limited for the private 
sector. Fewer private sector implementers may also create challenges in achieving KPI 5 (see section 6.1.1 
above).  

Six of the 12 ERPAS are signed by government counterparts – rather than the private sector. During future 
evaluations, the evaluators will therefore  consider how differences in the supply of finance and the use of 
different business models – i.e. those that involve aggregators versus those that directly contract the private 
sector – influence the creation of carbon markets and impact on the ability of c-RBF to shape markets, crowd 
in private sector finance and achieve sustainability. While the distribution of public and private sector ERPA 
counterparts also lends itself to a discussion of whether and how market-based forms of financing are delivered 
through private sector implementers, it may also create challenges in achieving KPI 5. 

Again, the fact that the selection criteria used at Pre-PIN and PIN stage to evaluate projects did not include 
any criteria which specifically assessed the private sector leveraging that a project could achieve may have 
somewhat contributed to this final portfolio profile.  

A different selection of host countries might have better supported the testing of the energy access 
impact 

The portfolio covers eight countries (and with the possible 13th ERPA potentially nine). Without the 13th ERPA, 
however, this covers only African projects, with a strong emphasis on East Africa (two thirds of all projects). 
Three projects are based in Kenya and two in Ethiopia. Some other countries (notably Bangladesh, Nigeria 
and Sudan) have been host to a number of projects that have been reviewed by the Ci-Dev team with 
substantial diligence, but no projects in these countries resulted in ERPAs. Whether or not such projects 
implemented in different environments would have added significantly to the learning experience of the 
portfolio needs to be considered country by country; however, overall, the evaluation team considers that more 
variety would have been enriching not least because East Africa is already a hot spot of energy access 
technology market development.  

The small size coupled with the diversity of the portfolio might make it challenging to robustly ‘test’ 
some aspects (or to at least generalise and validate findings) 

The CMFP (by its original design) tests a number of variables across all projects (sector, technology, financing 
model, ‘role of carbon’, etc.). Ideally, if a model were to be tested it should be tested (with some variables kept 
constant) in a number of settings. For example, within the portfolio, bio-digesters, rural electrification projects 
and cookstoves are being tested as c-RBF models in around three geographies each. However, other 
variables, such as the ‘role of carbon’, have been defined in highly sophisticated – but sometimes different – 
ways in each project proposal. As the approach is different within each, it may prove difficult to draw robust, 
generalisable conclusions from any outcomes posited, as it will be challenging to test internal and external 
validity due to the diversity of technology-country projects supported. 

6.2.2 Recommendations 

The utility of the recommendations that can be given in relation to the portfolio are limited given that the portfolio 
is now almost finalised. Nevertheless, the evaluation recommends to:  

Ensure that any project selected for the 13th ERPA helps the programme to test its TOC  

This project could be selected to fill gaps in the portfolio profile and/or to enable a more robust testing of 
specific models (financial or technological) with some clear planning and ambition and might generate useful 
learning for Ci-Dev and its Participants around c-RBF. 

Exploit the remaining funds fully to identify and test further innovative opportunities  

The funds remaining within the Readiness Fund project preparation budget line (and elsewhere where there 
is likely to be long-term underspend) could be reallocated to identifying, testing and evaluating innovation.  
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Document experiences from developing the portfolio of projects and systematically identify the 
reasons for dropping projects to facilitate future learning  

Ci-Dev has identified a significant number of projects representing a diverse number of approaches that did 
not result in ERPAs. In 2017, Ci-Dev set out a work plan for codifying learning that can serve future funds. As 
part of this work programme, it would be advisable for Ci-Dev to author a knowledge product on optimal 
portfolio construction and critical factors for successful project development.  

For future programmes / funds, objectives for learning should be clearly specified from the outset, as 
these will help to guide portfolio composition  

By clearly specifying what variables will be tested through a portfolio, fund managers can select projects for 
the portfolio that will enhance learning. 

6.3 The relevance of Readiness Fund activities 

6.3.1 Conclusion  

Additional opportunities exist to use the Readiness Fund to address market barriers  

In addition to carbon payments (c-RBF), where needed, Readiness Fund funded capacity building activities 
were provided to project entities to improve project viability. The barriers identified in the analyses by the Deal 
Managers have partially differed from the barriers that were identified by the evaluation team, to the extent that 
a number of projects do not address barriers created by a lack of consumer access, by consumer behaviour 
and/or lack of access to finance for consumers. Consumer/demand barriers might, in some project contexts, 
remain without significant support to the building of markets which might exceed the project entity’s capacity. 
This might provide some guidance for further activities to be funded by the Readiness Fund. Whilst the barrier 
analysis in this Report could not be triangulated for reasons explained in Annex 5, it could be helpful if the 
Knowledge Work Programme supports further analysis of this and, where applicable, the development of 
additional barrier mitigation activities, e.g. alternative buyer financing models, such as pay-as-you-go. 

In addition, interviews with Ci-Dev Methodology Work Programme team identified several challenges with 
c-RBF (compared to other support approaches), e.g. the fact that it does not necessarily support working 
capital pre-financing. This could be explored further and be taken into consideration when assessing RBF for 
development.  

6.3.2 Recommendation 

Review ways in which the Readiness Fund could be further exploited to identify ways of addressing 
remaining (demand-side) barriers to market development  

The barrier analysis by the evaluation team (section 4.2) identifies several barriers which were not identified 
in Ci-Dev programme documentation. On this basis, the team recommends that the WB considers whether 
additional barrier removal activities could be supported through the Readiness Fund (e.g. activities to foster 
consumer-related market development in the Ci-Dev projects’ markets).  

6.4 The relevance of the CMFP and Ci-Dev within the post-COP 

21 international carbon market 

6.4.1 Conclusions 

Whilst uncertainty remains around the future of carbon markets, there appear to be sufficient 
indications that there will be some form of market and that Ci-Dev should have a role in its development   

Current international demand for CERs is almost exhausted and in 2016189 uncertainty about the future of the 
international carbon market remained high. However, several factors suggest that the market will remain viable 
and that Ci-Dev can have a role in strengthening and supporting it.  

One of the factors which may reignite demand for CERs is Article 6.4 of the Paris Agreement which confirms 
that a mechanism to contribute to the mitigation of GHG emissions and support sustainable development will 

                                                      
189 When analysis of the carbon markets (for the purpose of this evaluation) was undertaken. 
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be established. That Ci-Dev is exploring ways to use its knowledge and lessons gained in contributing to, and 
developing, the CDM is highly positive. Such activities still carry some risk given the uncertainty which remains 
around the future international carbon market; but this risk can be weighed against a (potentially greater) risk 
of delaying work on ensuring that LDCs do not encounter the same barriers to international carbon market 
access experienced under (the early years of) the CDM. 

6.4.2 Recommendations  

Ci-Dev and Participants should regularly review and evaluate the value and risk of Readiness Fund 
activities to develop (future) international carbon markets given uncertainty about their form   

6.5 The additionality of the CMFP 

6.5.1 Conclusions 

Additionality will be investigated in more detail in the later stages of this evaluation. While c-RBF instruments 
like Ci-Dev are usually not the sole financier for energy access projects, they can contribute to catalysing 
projects, mobilising up-front investment and/or reaching financial closure. That is, in most cases ‘the role of 
carbon’ was to give projects the ‘push’ or extra edge needed to expand energy access (e.g. electrification) 
and/or to grow the market in a particular sector of energy provision (e.g. lamps, or cookstoves) . In almost all 
cases / projects, c-RBF was expected to add value to existing funding or resourcing by (a) targeting specific 
barriers to expansion / market growth, (b) establishing a source of funding for the duration of the crediting 
period (and in some cases, where c-RBF was used to fund revolving funds, for a longer period) and (c) by 
making the market self-sustaining.  It also found, however, that Ci-Dev has provided additional value to 
developing and strengthening international carbon markets; no other entity appears to be conducting such 
activities with the same prominence, and key CDM stakeholders appreciate and make use of Ci-Dev expertise 
and support. 

6.5.2 Recommendations 

There are no recommendations specific to this conclusion. 

6.6 The time efficiency of the CMFP 

6.6.1 Conclusions 

Project development was subject to inefficiencies but timelines were not dissimilar from those of 
similar programmes / funds 

As recognised and reported by Ci-Dev and Participants, portfolio development and the due diligence process 
took longer than expected. Whilst delays can certainly be attributed in part to the time required to identify viable 
projects offering a convincing role for carbon within the energy access environment,190 delays were also driven 
by processing proposals related to the dual due diligence process and (associated) coordination with other 
WB units (as described in section 5.1). Overall, due diligence is justified from a WB perspective (projects need 
to adhere with and meet its standards) but the process was resource-intensive. When compared with other 
programmes, however, these timelines were not exceptional. 

By contrast, the evaluation has found that the Methodology Work Programme was delivered in a timely and 
time-efficient manner.  

                                                      
190 That the lengthiest processes overall were the PIN processes suggests that delays mainly lay with project entities (who 

likely found it challenging to develop project descriptions to the WB standards). 
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6.6.2 Recommendations  

Ci-Dev should seek to reflect the impact of the intensity of WB processes in its work / time planning 

6.7 The value for money of the CMFP 

6.7.1 Conclusions 

Ci-Dev is operating cost-efficiently, but could be more ambitious with a less conservative use of funds 

Ci-Dev has been able to operate cost-efficiently by making cost-efficiency savings but – more significantly - by 
avoiding overspend and mid-year shortfalls through a transparent system of ‘conservative budgeting’. WB 
systems for real-time budget monitoring reportedly enable Ci-Dev to keep on top of expenditure in a way that 
has pleased the UK. Such systems have also undoubtedly helped Ci-Dev to track changes to budget caused 
by currency fluctuations. 

Nevertheless, conservative budgeting has been one of the key drivers (as the name implies) of Ci-Dev 
underspend – by around 57% - to date (another main reason was the delay in signing of ERPAs). At the same 
time, Ci-Dev has underachieved somewhat in terms of the number of projects included in the pipeline (see 
section 4.2). More accurate planning might have enabled Ci-Dev to plan more activities (e.g. include more 
projects in the pipeline) or to provide a more realistic outline of what was possible to the Participants.  

6.7.2 Recommendations 

The recommendations have been formulated below to reflect the implementation stage that Ci-Dev has 
reached and the utility of any learning / recommendations for the delivery of future programmes. 

Develop knowledge products on cost effectiveness experience 

The cost-effectiveness of Ci-Dev has in several instances exceeded expectation. The due diligence and project 
development costs were lower, as were those of the Methodology Work Programme. This achievement should 
be captured and the drivers of this VfM be documented in order to provide clearer guidance for the budgeting 
of future projects with the WB as trustee.  

Use remaining Readiness Fund funds to develop knowledge products of use to wider audiences 
(including public and private sector carbon actors) on what c-RBF models work (and under what 
circumstances) 

One of the greatest assets of the Ci-Dev programme is the portfolio of c-RBF projects which demonstrate 
diversity in geography, technology, financing modality and the role of carbon. Whilst the evaluation team has 
identified some issues with the profile of the portfolio, it also considers that the portfolio, as it stands, shows 
sufficient diversity as to generate interesting findings on ‘what works’ that should be collated and disseminated 
to other carbon actors (investors and project developers). 

6.8 Additional recommendations from this first evaluation 

At this stage in the evaluation the recommendations related to results focus on three ways in which Ci-Dev’s 
knowledge management programme could be better utilised to support the CMFP’s impact.  

Knowledge management should utilise the portfolio as a resource in order to draw findings that will 
inform decisions around replication and scale-up and add to the body of understanding on energy 
access 

The Ci-Dev portfolio and experiences should be systematically reviewed with a view to understanding whether 
projects should be replicated and if so how (in which circumstances). This would meet the ‘evaluative’ 
component of the CMFP (see section 2.1). Such a process would entail discussing success factors and 
failures, lessons learned and opportunities, and also critically reflecting which factors are specific to Ci-Dev 
and which are transferable.  

Second, by building understanding of the contribution and role for carbon within the various technologies, 
Ci-Dev could generate findings highly useful to energy access and carbon actors globally. To do this, Ci-Dev 
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would need to draw on the specific experiences of the projects and attempt to generate internal and external 
validity through targeted comparison with similar cases.  

Third, the outreach strategy currently contained in the knowledge management programme should be refined 
in terms of which target groups need to understand which aspects, and what parts of the learning and 
experiences, can be of particular relevance for that group.  

Synergies should be created between Ci-Dev’s Knowledge Management Programme and that of other 
WB activities (e.g. ESMAP) and with other Sustainable Energy for All efforts globally (SE4All, EnDev) 

Already, the global effort around energy access and Sustainable Development Goal 7 is populated with a 
number of high-impact and high quality international partnerships. Some of these provide good communication 
platforms. Others, and in particular the WB’s own Energy Sector Management Assistance Programme 
(ESMAP) and the German Development Agency (GIZ)’s EnDev programme, focus on analysis and detailed 
understanding of how markets can be developed and grown to serve the underserved. Both programmes are 
not only well respected in their respective – and complementary – communities, but also provide high quality 
knowledge management services. Ci-Dev has already made some links with these bodies. It would be very 
beneficial if there was a formal cooperation which could not only expand the reach of the knowledge 
management and outreach work but also improve the quality and data access of all three partners.  

In addition, all three partners should use the outreach platforms on energy access systematically to help 
promote the international discussion. So far, the outreach of Ci-Dev seems to focus on carbon-market related 
platforms. 
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1. Introduction 

 
The UK has developed a Carbon Market Finance (CMF) Programme which is providing £50m 
from 2013 to 2025 to increase the flow of international carbon finance to least developed and Official 
Development Assistance (ODA)-eligible countries – with a focus on Africa – to support climate 
change mitigation and poor people's access to clean energy and other poverty reducing 
technologies.  The CMF is a joint UK Department for International Development (DFID) and UK 
Department for Energy and Climate Change (DECC) programme, with both Departments providing 
funding from their share of the UK Government’s International Climate Fund (ICF).  

CMF is a large, innovative programme which is being implemented through the World Bank (WB) 
Carbon Finance Unit (CFU) and its Ci-Dev Initiative.  The initiative calls for a robust Evaluation to 
test programme assumptions and to ensure that the lessons from the programme are credible.  

DFID seeks to appoint a Supplier to carry out the independent evaluation of all activities funded 
though the Carbon Market Finance (CMF) Programme.  It is envisaged that there will be a formative 
evaluation early on in programme design (by end 2015/early 2016), a Mid-Term Evaluation in 2019 
and a final impact evaluation at the end of the programme (2025).   

The initial Evaluation Supplier will be appointed for a period of up to 11 years subject to performance, 
contracting and programme continuation. 

This Terms of Reference (ToR) sets out the scope of work and requirements for the evaluation.  
 

2. Purpose and Objectives of the Evaluation  

 
Formative Evaluation 
The purpose of the formative evaluation is to assess programme progress, inform programme design 
and the development of the Ci-Dev portfolio. In particular, the formative evaluation is timed to 
coincide with when there should be good insights from the UNFCCC negotiations over the future 
shape of the carbon market and the evaluation should be designed to inform how the programme 
needs to adapt in order to reflect this and manage the carbon market recovery risk (as outlined in 
the programme Business Case). 

The objectives of the formative evaluation will be to: 

 To assess early results of the programme which will be able to feed into an assessment of what 

the ICF has achieved. 

 To review the initial portfolio and enable en-route / real-time adjustments to be made to 

strengthen it.   

 To assess the state of and consider developments in the carbon markets and if the programme 

approach needs to be adjusted accordingly  

 To provide lessons to guide and inform the shape of future market mechanisms that may emerge 

during the life of the programme.  

 

Mid-term/2nd Formative evaluation  

The Mid-Term Evaluation will be formative in nature.  Its purpose will be to assess programme 
progress to date and to make recommendations to strengthen programme delivery. 
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The objectives of the formative evaluation will be to: 

 To assess progress towards programme outcomes and impacts, and to identify areas that may 

require strengthening or modification to ensure the programme is on track - this also includes 

assessing relevance, appropriateness of Ci-Dev implementation processes, and value for 

money; 

 To review whether the programme approach is addressing the barriers to the carbon market as 

outlined in the programme Business Case – i.e. test early steps in the theory of change. 

 

Final Evaluation  

The overall purpose of the Final Evaluation will be to contribute to global evidence on whether 
Carbon Markets are an effective way to deliver development benefits as well as emissions 
reductions. 

The objectives of the Final Evaluation will be to: 

 Test the Theory of Change and its Assumptions  

 To evaluate the impact of the programme and test (and build the evidence base for) whether 

carbon markets are an effective way to incentivise greater investment in the low carbon 

technologies that also reduce poverty 

 To test and compare the different business models and results based finance mechanisms 

that were implemented as part of the programme.  

 To understand how the programme benefitted different stakeholders, including women and 

girls.  

 To assess any unintended effects, both positive and negative 

 

3. Recipient 

 
The evaluation is being commissioned by DFID.   However, other donors and stakeholders will be 
involved through evaluation reference group (see section 6). 

Direct users of the evaluation findings will include the UK, the World Bank, and other donors (Sweden 
and the Swiss Cent foundation) and participants in the World Bank’s Carbon Initiative for 
Development (Ci-Dev). The primary stakeholders expected to use the evaluation findings are the 
UNFCCC bodies that determine the rules of the international carbon market (SBSTA negotiation 
track, Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) Executive Board); the carbon industry bodies (CMIA, 
Africa Carbon Forum) and recipient representatives (CDM watch, LDC negotiating group, pilot 
country governments). Other users of the findings may include CDM project developers and local 
government groups in least developed countries.  The evaluation findings will also be relevant for 
the Green Climate Fund (GCF) which is considering the use of carbon credits as part of their private 
facility.  

 

4. Background  

 
The underlying premise for the CMF programme is that carbon market finance can play an 
important role in transforming quality of life for poor people in less developed countries and reducing 
carbon emissions to improve environmental conditions. CMF funds will be used to: 
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a) Develop innovative business models so that purchase of emissions reductions from 

projects that use low carbon technologies in least developed Countries deliver community 

and household level results. Such technologies will include, but are not restricted to, biogas, 

household solar and micro-hydro power. Carbon market finance will signal a long term 

revenue stream that will allow up front capital to be raised, making these technologies more 

affordable to poor people and improve their take up. Business models will be demonstrated 

through projects which are supported through the design, validation and registration 

processes under the current carbon market Clean Development Mechanism (CDM), and in 

setting up the institutions191 required to coordinate emission accounting across communities. 

Monitoring of these projects will demonstrate the viability of the business models and share 

lessons for replication. 

 
b) Use Results-Based Finance (RBF) to purchase emission reductions and support 

projects that test these models in practice. RBF will purchase emission reductions from 

projects that install low carbon energy with community and household level results.  

 
c) Influence the future carbon market so that less developed countries, especially in Sub-

Saharan Africa, receive a greater and fairer share of carbon finance that results in both high 

development benefits and reduced emissions. This will be accomplished through 

disseminating the new methodologies192 and models. Replication of the programme’s 

innovative models through the carbon market, including potential new market mechanisms, 

would transform the access of poor people to carbon finance.  

 
d) Evaluate the potential of these innovations to enable the carbon market to (i) deliver 

direct development benefits at the same time as emissions reductions; (ii) reach poor 

households in LDCs – and deliver appropriate technologies cost effectively and (iii) attract 

finance and innovation from the private sector in distributing the technologies through 

replicable business models 

 
The CMF programme is implemented by the Carbon Finance Unit (CFU) of the World Bank through 
the new Carbon Initiative for Development (Ci-Dev). Ci-Dev was selected as the appropriate 
implementation fund within the World Bank given its close alignment with CMF goals. 

The Carbon Initiative for Development (Ci-Dev):  

Ci-Dev aims at utilising carbon market finance to play an important role in transforming quality of life 
for poor people in least developed countries, as well as reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 
improve environmental conditions. It does this by supporting the development of projects with high 
development benefits, such as making clean energy and other low carbon technologies more 
affordable for poor people, and by using the robust verification of the carbon market to deliver results 
based financing for the distribution of poverty reducing technologies. The CMF programme would 
contribute to two Trust Funds (TFs) within Ci-Dev, the Readiness Fund and the Carbon Fund, or 
‘Buyer’s Fund’.  

                                                      
191 Such as the “coordinating entity” required for Programme of Activity (PoA) projects 

192 The UK has already supported the development of new methods such as standardised baselines for three 

technologies. These have been approved in principle by the CDM. So these will be tested, other methodologies 

developed, and further innovation to streamline the process of registering emission reductions for poverty 

reducing technologies with carbon markets explored. 
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The Ci-Dev Readiness Fund will develop new and adapt existing business models. This includes 
existing CDM methodologies such as Programmes of Activity and Standardised Baselines. It will 
disseminate programme experience to influence the future carbon market. It plans to achieve its 
objectives through four activities, which are expected to increase the success of governments, 
financial institutions, private sector and civil society organisations to access carbon finance.  These 
are: (i) developing new methodologies and improving existing methodologies and tools so that 
community and household projects can receive carbon market finance and that are approved for use 
internationally by the clean development mechanism (CDM) Executive Board; (ii) improving the 
capability and skills of communities, private sector and government to develop carbon market 
projects using aforesaid new and improved methodologies, and access the necessary funding for 
their implementation; (iii) developing and demonstrating business models for the practical use of new 
and improved methodologies, so reducing perceptions of project risk, as these methodologies are 
untested they are considered riskier by project developers.  

The Ci-Dev Carbon Fund will demonstrate the practical use of business models by using Results 
Based Financing to purchase carbon credits through the CDM from projects that demonstrate the 
use of models with high development benefits and that meet the Project Selection Criteria.  

In summary, these criteria include: 

 Renewable energy projects that create new energy connections or address unmet demand, such 

as mini-hydro power, household solar, and biogas.    

 Projects in other underrepresented sectors that meet overall selection criteria, and can be shown 

to be innovative and provide transformational benefits, such as other electrification projects, 

improved energy efficiency projects with strong contribution to sustainable development, and 

waste management and treatment projects.  

 Projects located in International Development Assistance (IDA) designated countries in Africa or 

Least Developed Countries (LDCs), as defined by the UN, in Asia.  

 A minimum of 75% of all projects within the final portfolio are or were in UN designated Least 

Developed Countries (LDCs) at the time of their selection.  

 Around 80% of all projects are in Africa.  

 A representation of a range of project types and be distributed across eligible countries. 

 60% or more of the projects should represent new projects (i.e. projects in the early phases of 

the CDM project cycle or project implementation). Others can be more advanced but stalled 

because levels of innovation or other circumstances prevent progress, however not just lack of 

buyers for CERs.  

 The focus on rural electrification with renewable energy will give a priority to off-grid and mini-

grid energy projects. 

 
Sweden and the Swiss Cent foundation also contribute to the Ci-Dev Carbon and Readiness 
Funds. Sweden and the Swiss Cent foundation contribute US$20m and US$20m respectively to the 
Carbon Fund and US$3m and US$3m respectively to the Readiness Fund.  A donor steering group 
oversees progress on a quarterly basis. 

 
How will the programme be monitored? 

A results framework (equivalent to a DFID logframe) has been agreed with the WB. It provides the 
framework for programme monitoring.  Progress will be monitored against the results framework and 
annual work plans, looking at delivery of outputs and how well the outputs are delivering the outcome. 
The WB will provide annual reports summarising progress against the results framework and annual 
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work plan – drawing any lessons for improving delivery and setting out the priority for the coming 
year.  

 
To ensure wider buy in, beyond the donors, the WB will report and disseminate the experience of 
the programme to influence the future carbon market. This could be for example through policy 
influencing and case studies to communicate more widely how effectively the carbon market can 
deliver development benefits at community level.  

 

5. Overall Evaluation Approach 
 
This Terms of Reference (ToR) sets out the scope of work, requirements and reporting procedures 
for the supplier that is being contracted to carry out the independent evaluation for CMF.  The 
evaluation approach should be guided by the Development Assistance Committee (DAC) Quality 
Standards for Development Evaluation which DECC and DFID adhere to, and by DFID’s Embedding 
Evaluation approach, Evaluation Policy and ethics principles. 

The logframe and theory of change will act as the reference point and guide the evaluation.  
The approach will: 

a. Unpack the results chain, and assess the theory of change, considering how the 

business models and technologies supported have led to benefits at household and 

community level (social, environmental, economic) , including for women and girls) and 

assess how sustainable these benefits will be; 

b. Rigorously assess whether CMF achieved transformational change, the resulting 

benefits and how they were achieved – looking particularly at the replication of the 

methods and business models demonstrated with programme support;  

c. Provide a realistic chain of attribution and capture factors entirely independent of the 

programme (which may also affect the results);  

d. Assess unintended effects of the programme, both positive and negative, at different 

levels in the results chain; 

e. Assess VfM - whether funds have been used effectively and efficiently to deliver results; 

f. Assess, compare and contrast innovation in delivery: the different business models, 

technologies and financing approaches (e.g. the use of advance purchase agreements 

vs. milestone payments); 

g. Identify lessons of what works, what doesn’t and why; and what were the most effective 

elements of the programme. Draw lessons on influencing the behaviour and building the 

skills of project developers, financiers, government regulators and future market 

mechanisms.  

 

6. Governance of the Evaluation 

An Evaluation Management Group (EMG) will manage the evaluation.  The Supplier will report 
directly to the EMG.  The EMG will manage day to day issues, ToRs, regular progress updates, 
emerging findings, contracts, admin etc. The EMG will consist of the DFID lead advisor, the DECC 

http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/55/0/44798177.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/55/0/44798177.pdf
http://dfidinsight/Other/Departments/EvidenceResources/PUB_032942#P113_17043
http://dfidinsight/Other/Departments/EvidenceResources/PUB_032942#P113_17043
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programme lead and the DFID programme officer for CMF.  DFID and DECC evaluation advisers 
will provide support as necessary (for example reviewing TORS), inception reports, methodologies 
etc. 

A Reference Group (RG) will consist of other key CMF stakeholders (including the Carbon Finance 
Unit at the WB, country representatives, other Ci-Dev donors and industry bodies such as CIMA as 
well as beneficiary representatives).  The RG provides an opportunity for the EMG to get stakeholder 
feedback on the design, implementation and findings of the evaluation.  Independent evaluation 
experts will also be part of the RG to review evaluation documents and findings (to be agreed with 
DFID during inception phase).  The RG will discuss the evaluation on a regular basis.  

Peer review/QA will be provided by DFID and DECC evaluation advisers and DFID’s Specialist 

Evaluation and Quality Assurance Service (SEQAS). At minimum, the following evaluation outputs will 
be subject to peer review: 

- This ToR 

- Inception report, including detailed approach  /evaluation framework 

- Key data collection and analysis tools / approaches 

- Interim and final reports of all evaluations 

 

7. Scope of the Evaluation 

 
The Ci-Dev initiative covers projects in Africa and Asia.  However, since the UK CMF investment is 
for Africa, the scope of the evaluation will be limited to activities in Africa.  

The scope of the evaluations should cover activities under the Readiness Fund and the Carbon 
Fund.  

It is anticipated that UK and other donor contributions will be sufficient to support around 20 or so 
pilot interventions and to date proposals have included projects in Uganda, Tanzania, Ethiopia, 
Rwanda, Mali and Nigeria, covering off-grid and on-grid energy, biogas, and water purification 
technologies.  However, it is not possible to identify at this stage the final number of interventions 
the UK CMF investment will fund, the type of intervention or their exact geographic location.  It is 
expected that all interventions will be single country interventions.  

The scope of work will need to remain flexible.  The details of each supported intervention will be 
defined as projects are selected during the inception phase and beyond. It is anticipated that the 
evaluation will examine a representative sample of locations and interventions, to be agreed with the 
EMG, although this will be dependent on the approach proposed by the successful bidder.  

We anticipate that up to 6 detailed project level evaluations will feed into the overarching programme 
evaluation.  Bids for this work should therefore propose an approach and provide indicative cost 
estimates for fieldwork, country visits etc.  The EMG acknowledge that exact costs will be dependent 
on/affected by the number of programme locations and their accessibility.   

The scope of work will include: 

 Evaluation design  

 Establishment of baselines 

 Regular reviews and analysis of monitoring and evaluation data 

 Formative and Mid-Term Evaluations 

 Final Evaluation  
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The Evaluation design phase will set the evaluation framework and methodology to be applied for 
all stages of evaluation at the project and programme levels. The evaluation approach will need to 
combine a clear evaluation framework with flexibility to adapt to country contexts.  The establishment 
of baselines should take place within the first 6th month of the implementation phase.  

Regular reviews of monitoring and evaluation data will enable the supplier to review the data 
gathered by the WB and other sources, such as through the CDM and by project developers, and to 
ensure its accuracy and validity for evaluation purposes. The reviews will also provide an opportunity 
to review the proposed evaluation design and make suggestions for changes where necessary.   

The formative and Mid-Term Evaluations are intended to provide DFID with a better understanding 
of the programme, its operations and overall effectiveness at delivering the programme outputs. 
They will draw on questions relating to the DAC criteria of relevance, effectiveness and efficiency 
and to a limited extent impact.  The formative evaluation is timed to coincide with when there should 
be good insights from the UNFCCC negotiations over the future shape of the carbon market.  Lesson 
learning and adaptive management should be part of the formative and Mid-Term Evaluations and 
the reports should include recommendations on future direction of the programme and whether 
adjustments need to be made.  

The Final Evaluation will take place in 2025 and is expected to have an increased focus on evaluating 
the impact of the programme at individual project level and at programme level. The evaluation will 
be expected to address questions relating to research and evidence gaps and to test assumptions 
in the Theory of Change. It is anticipated that the Final Evaluation will provide valuable contributions 
to the evidence base regarding whether Carbon Markets are an effective way to deliver development 
benefits as well as emissions reductions.  

 

8. Evaluation questions  

 
The broad analytical framework for the evaluation is outlined below.  It follows the structure of the 
Organisation of Economic Co-operation (OECD) Development Assistance Committee (DAC) 
“Principles for Evaluation of Development Assistance”.   
 
The inception phase of evaluation process should involve a wide range of stakeholders and this may 
lead to modifying or adding some sub-questions.  The inception phase should also further develop 
and test the evaluation questions to ensure all important questions have been covered and that they 
are all answerable.  Any proposed changes to evaluation questions should be discussed and agreed 
with the Evaluation Management Group during the inception phase. 
 
Bidders will be expected to give an indication on how and when the questions are best answered as 
part of the tender.  

 
IMPACT 

 Were the expected programme outcomes and impact (as outlined in the CMF Theory of 

Change) achieved?  

 What emissions reductions did the programme deliver? 

 What development benefits did the programme deliver? 

 How did the intervention impact different groups of stakeholders (e.g. users of technologies, 

supplier of technologies, CDM EB, etc.)? 

 How did the intervention benefit the women and girls?  
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 Has the creation of knowledge products (e.g. new business models, new CDM 

methodologies), capacity building and demonstration effects helped key participants (i.e. 

CDM EB, project developers, DNAs, private sector investors, government ministries) utilise 

the carbon market to deliver development benefits for poor people in LDCs?  

 Has the programme effectively communicated these new products and approaches to the 

relevant stakeholders? 

 Did the programme influence the carbon markets so they will deliver development benefits 

for poor people in LDCs?  

 Were there any unintended impacts of the programme?  

 How well did the programme attract finance and innovation from the private sector? 

 Did the programme achieve value for money? 

 
RELEVANCE 

 How relevant and aligned is the Ci-Dev portfolio to the overall CMF programme objectives? 

 Did the programme interventions target the desired beneficiaries (e.g. poor, women and 

girls)? 

 Did the communities benefiting want and use the technologies?  

 Did the programme address the relevant barriers to carbon markets? 

 Do the project developers consider they would deliver poverty reducing technologies in LDCs 

as a result of the programme?  

 Did programme offer relevant and useful evidence to inform and encourage the uptake of the 

new methodologies.  

 Are the technologies distributed being taken up anyway (without link to Carbon Market) – i.e. 

are the projects additional? 

 As well as the CDM, or if the CDM no longer exists, were the lessons from the programme 

relevant to new market mechanisms? 

 

EFFECTIVENESS 

 Has this programme increased the ability of the carbon market instruments to be used as an 

effective tool to deliver development benefits and emission reductions?  

 Did the programme increase carbon finance flows to poor countries for low carbon energy 

and other poverty reducing technologies? 

 What were the reasons for this?  

 Were the development benefits of the projects sufficient to make this investment worth doing 

whether or not the carbon market recovers? 

 
 

EFFICIENCY 

 How efficiently did carbon market deliver benefits to the poor? 

 Were sufficient and representative pipeline projects generated? 

 Were projects processed /accredited efficiently by the Ci-Dev initiative and the CDM in a 

timely manner (e.g. time take from concept to approval) 

 Is Ci-Dev an efficient delivery channel? 

 Was the process appropriately designed so that all donors’ objectives (or, at least, the UK’s) 

were met? 
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 Were development benefits delivered in an efficient way compared with delivery through 

another mechanism (i.e. not through Carbon Markets)? 

 Was the carbon price set at the right level?  

 Did carbon purchase distort the Carbon market?  

 

SUSTAINABILITY 

 Are the programme interventions sustainable? 

 Are the business models replicable?  

 Are the projects using these technologies to deliver development benefits commercially 

viable?  

 Will the skills and capabilities built through the programme be sustained?  

 To what extent has carbon market finance increased demand for poverty reducing clean 

technologies in LDCs?  

 

9. Evaluation Methodology  

 
The evaluation should use robust quantitative and qualitative methodologies and the final impact 
evaluation should consider the counterfactual of what would happen without the programme. This 
will ensure the credibility of the evidence generated, ensuring it achieves the purpose of creating a 
strong evidence base for the future. 

Bids should propose a clear, well-articulated, robust and rigorous methodology, including a formal 
evaluation framework, structured to provide reliable answers to all the key questions and to cover 
sub-questions to a large extent. Methods are likely to require a mix of methods drawing on both 
quantitative and qualitative approaches.  The methodology should include as much quantification as 
possible (where appropriate to answering the evaluation questions).  The proposed methodology 
should ensure that there is effective triangulation of evidence so as to provide assessments that are 
credible, informative and reliable, and recommendations that are grounded in evidence. 
 
As an indication, the methodology is expected to comprise: a desk review of CMF strategic 
documents including Business Case and logframe, a desk review of Ci-Dev programme and project 
documents, interviews with programme beneficiaries and other stakeholders (including private 
sector and the CDM); reviews of the status of international carbon markets and the prospects for 
future carbon markets; and detailed evaluation (including primary data collection) of a selection of 
projects.  The selected sample of projects will be agreed with the evaluation management group and 
will reflect the diversity of Ci- Dev focal countries and priority low carbon technologies.  Projects will 
be located in a range of countries, and are likely to include East Africa countries of Ethiopia, Uganda, 
Rwanda, Kenya and Malawi, and some in West Africa such as Nigeria, Senegal, and Mali. In generic 
terms projects are likely to include: 
 
Household scale solar home systems sold directly to consumers 

 Community scale off-grid rural electrification as part of government backed rural 

electrification programmes 

 Household scale biogas digesters 

 Household and community water purification as an alternative to household water boiling 

 Household clean cooking stoves 
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Bidders should complete the Evaluation Methodology and Skills matrix published together with this 
ITT. This will matrix not be scored individually, but will be part of the information we use to assess 
the approach and methodologies of bids.  
 
Bidders should also outline in their bid how they will engage with relevant stakeholders throughout 
the evaluation; including details on how they will seek beneficiary and industry feedback on 
evaluation methods, data collection and dissemination of findings.  This will be important for ensuring 
evidence produced by the evaluation is accepted by a wide range of stakeholders.   

Data collection 

Existing data sources for the programme are outlined in the next section of this ToR.  New sources 
of data will also be needed for evaluations.  It is likely that detailed household surveys, qualitative 
interviews / focus groups and other (participatory) methods of data collection will be undertaken at 
the selected project sites – including target beneficiaries and non-target (counterfactual) groups. 
Additional data regarding the delivery of development benefits (MW of new energy connections and 
number of people with improved access) along with data on other finance leveraged through CMF 
will also need to be collected as part of the evaluation. 

Bids should include a clear rationale for the overall evaluation methodology and specific data 
collection and analysis methods proposed (including construction of counterfactual, sampling 
approaches, sample sizes, data sources, approaches to triangulation, and how existing data sources 
will be considered and made use of), making it clear how this relates to the evaluation framework 
and the evaluation questions. Any limitations (expected or actual) to the proposed approach should 
also be highlighted and explained. 

DFID Ethics Principles for Research and Evaluation 
 
DFID expects the research and evaluation it funds to adhere to the highest standards of integrity.  
See reference document for further information. 
 
Conflict of Interest 

DFID will expect bidders to demonstrate how they will manage potential Conflict of Interests that 
may arise if conducting both the Formative Evaluations and Final Evaluation. 

 

 

10. Existing information sources 

 
The nature of challenge and development funds means that it is not possible to be certain what will 
be funded in advance, despite broad interventions being mapped out in the Business Case. It is a 
challenge therefore to describe a monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system for interventions that are 
not yet defined. 

However, the evaluations will be able, and expected, to use the monitoring data for the programme.  
This is outlined in the programme logframe and will be collected on a regular basis by Ci-Dev.   

Information resulting from the demonstration project selection process is expected to be provided 
(subject to commercial confidentiality considerations). This is anticipated to include: i) Initial receipt 
of project proposals – known as Preliminary Project Initiation Notes (Pre-PIN); ii) Receipt of 
developed PIN for review by steering group; iii) Agreement of Emission Reduction Purchase 
Agreement (ERPA); iv) Annual MRV of project outcome 
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The CMF programme will rely heavily on the established monitoring and reporting standards of the 
CDM for the collection and verification of emissions reductions from CMF demonstration projects. 
This verification and emission reduction data will be available for use in evaluations. CDM monitoring 
and reporting standards require emissions reductions to be independently verified before CERs can 
be issued by the CDM Executive Board.  

In addition to data collected for the CDM process, we would also expected reporting on; i) price paid 
per CER; and ii) prices paid by recipients for key technologies (e.g. household solar systems) and 
details of any support (e.g. micro-finance, guarantees) associated with the carbon finance revenue. 

Project developers will also collect information on development benefits.  This information will be 
focused on what is needed to monitor progress against the logframe, i.e. the numbers of people with 
increased access to clean energy and the installed capacity of clean energy. Such information is not 
expected to be collected for every household, for example where several million households might 
benefit from a project, but will be collected, for example, through representative surveys or other 
means. In addition to project developer information, the World Bank, through the Readiness Fund, 
is also expected to collect representative information on demonstration project development benefits 
that would be available for evaluations. 

The World Bank will also provide information on other programme deliverables of the Readiness 
Fund. This will include, for example, results from work to develop new or adapt existing CDM 
methodologies. Data focused around the number of CDM methodologies developed and replicated 
or the quantity of emissions reductions generated through the CMF demonstration projects is 
regularly collected and reported on the UNFCCC’s CDM database.    

Information on the future prospects for carbon markets, for example as a result of international 
climate negotiations, will need to be collected by the evaluators from appropriate sources, such as 
UNFCCC reporting and through enquiries to the CDM Executive Board. DECC will also be able to 
provide insights for use in the evaluations.  

During the inception phase, the Supplier will be expected to review and gain an understanding of the 
Ci-Dev initiative monitoring system to ensure that data collected by Ci-Dev programme monitoring 
purposes can be used for evaluation purposes when necessary.  

 

 

 

11. Deliverables and timeframe 

 

The contract is expected to start on 1 December 2014 and be completed by December 2025. There 
may be a 12 month extension subject to performance, on-going programme needs and availability 
of funding. 
 
All Evaluation deliverable/ outputs will subject to quality assurance by the reference group/advisory 
panel; and are expect to meet DAC quality standards for evaluation. 
 
1) An Inception Report 

 
The Evaluation Inception Phase is expected to run for the first 6 months of the evaluation contract. 
During the inception phase the Suppliers will be expected to work closely with the Ci-Dev team and 
DFID.  At the end of the inception phase, the Supplier should produce an Evaluation Inception Phase 
Report that sets out: 
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 An agreed and finalised set of evaluation questions to be addressed at each stage of the 

evaluation,  

 The evaluation methodology for all stages of the evaluation,  

 The monitoring and evaluation framework and how the evaluation will build on existing data 

sources.  

 Assessment of the probable quality and credibility of the identified datasets and sources and 

implications for primary data collection; 

 A detailed proposal for the collection of primary data and the division of responsibilities 

between Ci-Dev and the Supplier; 

 A communication and dissemination plan, reflecting DFID’s Open Access Policy, and 

specifying the target audiences 

 A review of the main risks and challenges for the evaluation and how these will be managed; 

 Discussion of how to ensure that the design and application of methods will be ethically 

sound and which relevant ethical standards will be applied 

 Detailed plan for how the Suppliers will manager conflicts of interest between formative, Mid-

Term and Final Evaluation.  

 Detailed evaluation work plan and costing for the first 5 years of the contract.  

A draft version of this Report should be submitted in month 4. A final version incorporating 
stakeholder feedback should be delivered by the end of month 6. 

 

2) Biannual reports of monitoring and evaluation data 

The ongoing evaluation process should be summarised in biannual reports throughout the evaluation 
process. These reports should cover: 

 Overall progress against work plans, updates on risks and challenges, emerging findings 

etc. 

 ‘Issues reports’ on topics of particular interest to DFID  

 A review of any monitoring and evaluation data 

 Financial reports.    

 The first biannual report should include the baseline information. 

 

3) Ongoing Evaluation Reports, Tools and Outputs 

At all stages of the evaluation, all evaluation outputs should be made available for peer view.  These 
other outputs could include sampling strategies, questionnaires and data collection tools, analytical 
framework, interim outputs etc.  

 

4) 1st Formative Evaluation Report  

The first formative evaluation will take place in late 2015.  By January 2016, the supplier should 
submit a draft Evaluation report which includes: 
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 A detailed analysis of early findings and how the UNFCCC negotiations will impact on 

programme delivery. 

 Suggestions on how the programme approach might be adjusted to enhance its overall 

impact  

 Recommendations on scope and questions for the Mid-Term Evaluation  

The supplier should organise a workshop for the evaluation management group and other 
stakeholders explaining the recommendations and agreeing how they can be implemented.  

A final version of the evaluation report, which integrates stakeholder feedback and comments from 
the peer review, should be produced by March 2016. 

 

5) Mid-Term Evaluation Report  

The Mid-Term Evaluation will take place in 2019.  By September 2019, the supplier should submit a 
draft evaluation report which should include: 

 A detailed analysis of early findings and an assessment of progress towards programme 

outcomes and impacts 

 Suggestions on how the programme approach might be adjusted to enhance its overall 

impact  

 Recommendations on scope and questions for the Final Evaluation  

 Recommendations about possible scale up, exit or modification of any future investment 

in Ci-Dev 

 The detailed work plan and budget for the final 5 years of the evaluation.  

The supplier should organise a workshop for the evaluation management group and other 
stakeholders explaining the recommendations and agreeing how they can be implemented.  

A final version of the evaluation report, which integrates stakeholder feedback and comments from 
peer review, should be produced by December 2019. 

 

6) The Final Impact Evaluation report 

The Final Evaluation will take place in 2025.  By September 2025, the supplier should submit a draft 
Evaluation report which should include: 

 An overall assessment of impact of the programme its cost-effectiveness and VFM. 

 An accessible communication tool to inform policy makers (this may include presentation 

workshops for regional stakeholders).  

 An executive summary of the Final Evaluation and dissemination plan to ensure the 

information gleaned reaches the intended audience outlined above. 

The report should be finalised by the end of November 2025. 

 

 



Evaluation of the Carbon Market Finance Programme (CMFP) | 119 

 

 
 

7) Raw Data 

All raw data collected as part of the evaluation should be provided, aggregated and anonymised 
where appropriate, so that the data can be released to the public domain in a reasonable amount 
of time after the data is collected and allow other researchers to replicate findings.  
 
Indicative Timeframe for deliverables 
 
An indicative timeframe is provided as follows: 

Date Deliverable 

July 2014 Invitation to Tender 

September 2014 Bids received  

October 2014 Interviews with short-listed bidders 

December 2014 Contracts signed 

January 2015 – June 2015 Inception Phase 

June 2015 Final Inception Phase report accepted 

March 2016 Final Formative Evaluation report 

December 2019 Final Mid-Term Evaluation  report 

December 2025 Final Evaluation report  

 
 

12. Abilities & Expertise To Deliver This Requirement 

 
The supplier should cover the following essential competencies and experiences between team-
members:  

 Strong expertise and demonstrated experience in leading, designing and conducting 

development programme evaluations,  including formative / process, theory-based and 

impact evaluations193 

 Strong expertise and demonstrated experience of designing and conducting quantitative and 

qualitative data collection in developing countries, including beneficiary monitoring, desk 

reviews, interviews and field work; 

 Strong analytical skills and experience, including analysis and triangulation of qualitative and 

quantitative data. 

 Proven track record in conducting cost effective and value for money evaluations; 

 Strong knowledge of climate change issues and climate-related development programmes 

in Africa; including excellent knowledge of Carbon Markets, low carbon technologies; and 

experience in economic assessments of low carbon development programmes; 

 Demonstrated ability to take a strategic view across a large complex programme  

 Strong record in stimulating lesson-learning and use of evidence from reviews or other 

evaluative exercises;  

                                                      
193 DFID Definition of an impact evaluation is an assessment of how the intervention being evaluated affects 
outcomes, whether these effects are intended or unintended. The proper analysis of impact requires a 
counterfactual of what those outcomes would have been in the absence of the intervention 
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 Excellent skills in stakeholder management, negotiation, communication, report-writing, IT, 

GIS and delivering quality products on time. 

 Understanding of the modalities/pros and cons of individual trust funds set up with, and 

implemented by, Multilateral Development Banks;  

 Proven track record of undertaking evaluations in the East and Southern Africa region and a 

demonstrated understanding of political economy issues in the region. 

 Generating data to demonstrate programme effects for different segments of the population 

(i.e. rural vs urban, women vs men, low income vs middle income, etc.); with particular 

expertise on gender;   

 Extensive experience of DFID log frames and theories of change would be desirable.  

 
There should be a designated team leader. The team leader will be expected to fulfil the following 

duties: 

 Setting strategic direction for the different project components; 

 Co-ordinating and monitoring the operational performance of the various activities of the 

project, including appropriate trouble-shooting when required; 

 Continuous reporting to DFID as required; 

 

DFID encourages the bidders to include local/national expertise and consultants where appropriate.  

13. Logistics and procedures 

 
The Supplier will be responsible for their logistical arrangements including in-country transport, office 
space, translation and other logistical support.  The Supplier will also be required to cover the duty 
of care (see below for more details) for all members of the evaluation team.  All relevant expenses 
should be covered by the evaluation contract budget.  

 
The Supplier will be provided with the information detailed under ‘existing information sources’.  DFID 
will facilitate contacts for the Supplier with other stakeholders and provide support where appropriate.  
 
Duty of Care (DOC) 
 
The Supplier is responsible for the safety and well-being of their Personnel and Third Parties affected 
by their activities under this Contract, including appropriate security arrangements. They will also be 
responsible for the provision of suitable security arrangements for their domestic and business 
property.  
 
DFID will share available information with the Supplier on security status and developments in-
country where appropriate. DFID will provide the following:  

 A copy of the DFID visitor notes (and a further copy each time these are updated), which the 

Supplier may use to brief their Personnel on arrival.  

 
The Supplier is responsible for ensuring appropriate safety and security briefings for all of their 
Personnel working under this Contract and ensuring that their Personnel register and receive briefing 
as outlined above. Travel advice is also available on the FCO website and the Supplier must ensure 
they (and their Personnel) are up to date with the latest position.  
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The Supplier is responsible for ensuring that appropriate arrangements, processes and procedures 
are in place for their Personnel, taking into account the environment they will be working in and the 
level of risk involved in delivery of the Contract (such as working in dangerous, fragile and hostile 
environments etc.). The Supplier must ensure their Personnel receive the required level of training 
and safety in the field training prior to deployment. 
 
Tenderers must develop their Tender on the basis of being fully responsible for Duty of Care in line 
with the details provided above and the initial risk assessment matrix prepared by DFID (see Annex 
1 to this Terms of Reference). They must confirm in their Tender that:  

 

 They fully accept responsibility for Security and Duty of Care. 

 They understand the potential risks and have the knowledge and experience to develop an 

effective risk plan. 

 They have the capability to manage their Duty of Care responsibilities throughout the life of 

the contract.  

If you are unwilling or unable to accept responsibility for Security and Duty of Care as detailed above, 
your Tender will be viewed as non-compliant and excluded from further evaluation. 
 
Acceptance of responsibility must be supported with evidence of capability (no more than 2) A4 
pages and DFID reserves the right to clarify any aspect of this evidence. In providing evidence 
Tenderers should consider and answer yes or no (with supporting evidence) to the following 
questions:  

a) Have you completed an initial assessment of potential risks that demonstrates your 

knowledge and understanding, and are you satisfied that you understand the risk 

management implications (not solely relying on information provided by DFID)?  

b) Have you prepared an outline plan that you consider appropriate to manage these risks at 

this stage (or will you do so if you are awarded the contract) and are you 

confident/comfortable that you can implement this effectively?  

c) Have you ensured or will you ensure that your staff are appropriately trained (including 

specialist training where required) before they are deployed and will you ensure that on-going 

training is provided where necessary?  

d) Have you an appropriate mechanism in place to monitor risk on a live / on-going basis (or 

will you put one in place if you are awarded the contract)?  

e) Have you ensured or will you ensure that your staff are provided with and have access to 

suitable equipment and will you ensure that this is reviewed and provided on an on-going 

basis?  

f) Have you appropriate systems in place to manage an emergency / incident if one arises? 

Further information on Duty of Care is provided in the Supplier Instructions  
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14. Reporting and contracting arrangements  

 
Approach to contracting  
 
Procurement is expected to be through OJEU. Procurement and QA of the evaluation will be 
supported by the Core Evaluation and Monitoring Specialist Services (“SEQAS”) helpdesk.  
 
Contract will be let for a period of up to 11 years (December 2014 to December 2025), and will 
include formal breaks point in year 1 (at the end of the inception phase), in year 3 and in year 5. 
Progression from one period to the next will be subject to the satisfactory performance of the supplier, 
the continuing requirement for the services and agreement on work plans, KPIs and outputs.  The 
11 year contract is expected to cover all evaluation activities (including a six-month Inception period, 
during which the supplier will propose an overall design and methodology for the entire evaluation, 
the collection of baseline data and the implementation of the formative, Mid-Term and Final 
Evaluations.  

At the year 5 break clause, there will be a more detailed review of contract performance and an 
opportunity for the Supplier and DFID to renegotiate the costs of the evaluation.  A value for money 
assessment will also be carried out.  At this point, if DFID do not feel that the contract offers value 
for money, we withhold the right to re-tender for the final 6 years of the contract.  However, successful 
bidders of the first contract will not be excluded from bidding at this time.  

 
Monitoring contract performance 

DFID will evaluate the performance of the Supplier throughout the life of the programme and at least 
twice yearly (coinciding with biannual reports), one of which will be as part of DFID standard Annual 
Review of the programme in February of each year.  Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) will be 
agreed between the Supplier and DFID during contracting. These will ensure that the management 
of the contract is undertaken as transparently as possible and to ensure that there is clarity of roles 
and responsibilities between the DFID Team, Ci-Dev and the Supplier. 

As part of the biannual reports, the Supplier will be expected to submit progress reports and lessons 
presented written and orally to DFID twice annually in-line with DFID’s programme cycle as outlined 
in the requirements section of this ToR.  In addition, the Supplier will provide regular financial reports 
at intervals agreed with DFID.  It is expected that the Supplier will take a proactive approach to 
notifying DFID of any matters which may require immediate attention. 

Milestone-based payments within the first year will be based on the approval by DFID of inception 
and biannual reports of high standard and which correspond to the requirements of these Terms of 
Reference.  During the first year of the programme, DFID and the Supplier will use best efforts to 
agree an amendment of the criteria for milestone based payments to include as an element (at 
approximately 5%) satisfaction of the KPIs already agreed by DFID and the Supplier and which 
incorporate aspects of communication, engagement and timeliness of report submissions. 

 
Reporting  
The Supplier will report to the lead DFID adviser for the CMF programme. During the implementation 
phase, meetings will be held as required by agreement between the Supplier and the evaluation 
management group. Bids should assume that at least 4 meetings will take place during the inception 
phase and that 2 meetings per year (coinciding with biannual reports) will take place during the 
implementation phase.  

The Frequency of meetings with the Reference Group will be agreed between with Supplier within 
the first 2 months of the Inception Phase.  These are likely to coincide with wider programme Ci-Dev 
meetings.  
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Timing for the reporting is outlined under the deliverables section. The Evaluation Management 
Group and Reference Group will provide any comments within 21 working days of receiving pre-
specified study reports. 
 
The DFID’s evaluation policy states that evaluations should be transparent.  DFID therefore expects 
that all final reports will be published and that all raw datasets made available.  

15. Budget 

A budget for the evaluation has been set aside by DFID (maximum of £1 million) and bidders are 
encouraged to compete on the basis of their commercial proposal as well as technical proposal.  

Bidders should set out a separate budget for each of the main activities outlined above along with a 
breakdown to show how much effort is required to achieve each output/activity using the commercial 
pro-formas provided.  We expect the bidders to provide detailed costs for the first 5 years of the 
contract, and indicative costs for the outer years of the contract, recognising that these will be the 
subject of renegotiation at year 5.  Bidders are also expected to include a suggestion for how outer 
year costs can be benchmarked at year 5 to ensure continued value for money during the life of the 
contract. Bidders are encouraged to use the value add table which will be published together with 
this ITT to show how they are adding value to the programme  using detailed clear examples beyond 
the programme cost. 

Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) will be agreed between DFID and the preferred bidder during 
contracting. Bidders are encouraged to make provisions in their commercial tenders to ensure that 
at least part of their fees is linked and subject to performance / specific outputs.   

 

16. References 

 CMF Business base,  theory of change and logframe can be found on the DFID 

Development tracker website : http://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/projects/GB-1-

203152/documents/ 

 Ethics document can be found at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/dfid-ethics-

principles-for-research-and-evaluation 

 Evaluation Methodology and skills matrix – published with ITT

http://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/projects/GB-1-203152/documents/
http://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/projects/GB-1-203152/documents/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/dfid-ethics-principles-for-research-and-evaluation
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/dfid-ethics-principles-for-research-and-evaluation
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Annex 2. The carbon market baseline 
The second output of the ten-year evaluation of the CMFP was a baseline assessment of the programme’s 
objectives and expected trajectory (its ToC), the likely and possible development benefits that the intervention 
could be expected to achieve, the situation in the Carbon Fund projects’ host countries (and barriers to energy 
access there), the existence of other programmes addressing energy access in LDCs and the current status 
of carbon markets.  

The baseline was established to support an analysis of impacts (change from the baseline) as part of the Final 
Evaluation. As part of the baseline report an analysis of the carbon market immediately before and at the 
inception of the CMFP (in 2014) was planned, given that one of the desired impacts of the CMFP is a 
(contribution to the) transformation of the international carbon market.  

The analysis in this baseline annex describes a projected business as usual (BAU) scenario for the carbon 
market without the support of the CMFP and not taking into consideration the Paris Agreement which took 
place much later (and hence had not influence on the situation at the time). The evaluation team conducted a 
literature review to build a picture of the carbon market in general, as well as its role for energy access and 
project activities in Africa.194 It then looked at relevant policy changes within the carbon market from 2011 to 
2012, which coincided with the period when the Ci-Dev Business Case was planned, and identified any trends 
in policy development. Sources reviewed include the results of 17th and 18th Conference of Parties (COP) 
and the decisions COP 7 and COP 8. The policy changes on energy access, household and community level 
projects, carbon markets, Africa and LDCs were all assessed and a likely BAU baseline for future carbon 
market development was extrapolated. In 2016, this baseline was discussed with relevant stakeholders 
through interviews, stakeholders were asked to retrospectively comment on its validity. Stakeholder 
organisations interviewed included the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) 
Secretariat, Ci-Dev, the German, Senegal and Ethiopian governments and private sector representatives 
including ERM, Bridge Builders and EcoSur Afrique.  

The scope of this baseline assessment is limited to the two mechanisms which generated most of the carbon 
credits within the compliance market and the voluntary carbon market. These are the Kyoto Protocol’s Clean 
Development Mechanism (CDM) and the Verified Carbon Standard (VCS) respectively. This is in consideration 
of the focus of the CMFP on carbon RBF in LDCs including the ‘compliance’ carbon market where carbon 
credits are purchased and used to comply with GHG emission reduction obligations and the voluntary carbon 
market where carbon credits are used to offset emissions outside of emission reduction obligations. 

The role of the carbon market for energy access at the launch of 
CMFP 

Definition of Carbon Market  

The carbon market as we know and commonly refer to it today grew mainly from the market component of the 
Kyoto Protocol (Article 12) that was originally designed as a cost effective way for developed countries to meet 
their emission reduction obligations through three flexible mechanisms: the CDM, Joint Implementation (JI, 
offsetting) and International Emissions Trading. While the carbon market was primarily designed to reduce 
GHG emissions, the link between access to sustainable energy and energy efficiency with GHG emission 
reductions means that the carbon market can also play an important role in channelling carbon finance to those 
opportunities at the base of the pyramid that so far were not considered attractive for carbon finance. 

Market uncertainty 

Supply and demand 

As with any market system, the carbon market and its developments revolve around the dynamics of supply 
and demand. The supply and demand aspects of the carbon market were examined to determine the overall 
health of the market and the resulting impacts on related market activities. A review of relevant publications of 

                                                      
194 The literature review drew from a number of credible and authoritative sources including the United Nations 

Environment Programme (UNEP) DTU Partnership CDM pipeline, the Voluntary Carbon Standard and Gold Standard 

registries, and the WB’s State and Trends of Carbon Pricing and Mapping Carbon Pricing Initiatives publications. The results 

of the literature review were then crosschecked with the CMFP Business Case. 
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the carbon market at the time including the WB’s Mapping Carbon Pricing Initiatives revealed that as of 2013, 
due to supply and demand shifts, the carbon market had gone through a rapid rise until 2007, a collapse 
starting from 2008 and worsening from mid-2011. At the time of the establishment of the CMFP the 
international carbon market was therefore in a poor state and there was uncertainty as to its future. 

The causes of uncertainty in the international carbon market 

Initiated by the global economic crisis of 2008, a decline of industrial activity in major economies led to a 
reduction in GHGs and a shrinking demand for carbon assets. However, the supply of emission reduction 
credits to the markets did not change in response, leading to the creation of a surplus of allowances.195 In 
addition, by 2011, it became clear that the European Union Emissions Trading Scheme (EU ETS) installations 
would use most of their Kyoto credit limits in advance of 2020, leaving the CDM without their largest historical 
buyers. This resulted in prices plummeting from 2011 onwards. A surge of CDM activity could be observed in 
2012 to secure eligibility under new EU ETS rules that barred most credits from project registered after 2012 
from entering the EU ETS.196 Nevertheless, as the supply-demand imbalance was not changed, prices 
continued to decrease and Kyoto offsets were traded in 2013 at a few Euro cents. Eventually supply followed 
downwards, as shown in Figure A1 below, as CER suppliers saw that there was insufficient market (and too 
low a price) for the CERs.  

Figure A1. Annual and cumulative CER issuances and secondary CER prices (left), and voluntary 
offset issuance and prices (right) 

  

Source: State and Trends of Carbon Pricing, 2016 

The market situation in 2013 also coincided with the end of the Kyoto Protocol’s first compliance period. At this 
point it was not clear if a follow-up protocol would be including a project-based mechanism, and if CDM would 
have ‘a future’; only the voluntary market was healthy. However, although, during the COP 18197 in Doha in 
2012, it was established that carbon mechanisms under the Kyoto Protocol would continue, it was largely only 
EU member states that made carbon commitments and those commitments showed low ambition. New 
international emission reduction targets were not planned before 2015 and were expected to be implemented 
only after 2020 and many market actors appeared to take a wait and see approach. This low ambition created 
considerable uncertainty with respect to the future demands for carbon assets and coupled with the already 
low demand resulted in a situation where there was a lack of confidence in the future of carbon markets 
and a market over-supplied with low priced carbon credits.  

                                                      
195 Mapping Carbon Pricing Initiatives, 2013 
196 This led to an increase in LDC projects registering with and issuing CERs to the CDM. See section 4.2.2 for further 

discussion.  
197 UNFCCC COP 18  
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The knock-on effect of this low price environment and lack of ambition was a sharp drop in interest for the 
development of new climate mitigation projects as many major private sector developers scaled back 
their activities or exited the market. Furthermore, the lack of demand for additional carbon credits meant 
that existing projects were unable to (further) monetise their emission reductions. Without continued access to 
carbon finance, the lack of demand in the market also threatened the continued financial viability of many 
existing climate change mitigation projects.  

The prevalence of specific geographies and project types in the CDM 

Given the geographic focus of the CMFP on African LDCs and on household energy access, the baseline 
assessment also examined the prevalence of these within the CDM. Quantitative analysis of the CDM pipeline 
found that while the carbon market as a whole was over-supplied, energy access projects and projects located 
in African countries were under-represented. For example of the 7,117 CDM projects and Programmes of 
Activities (POAs) registered before 2013 only 213 (~3% of the total) were in Africa and 40 in African LDC 
countries.  

Taking into account all registered CDM project and POAs applying the methodologies with energy access 
elements198 reveals that there were 2,400 energy access projects worldwide before 2013. While this appears 
to be a significant number, an examination of the volume of CERs issued reveals that energy access CERs 
only made up around 3.6% of total CERs issued. While carbon markets promoted and stimulated the 
development of energy access projects it was not a core priority of the market which focused on cutting 
emissions more generally (which could occur through recycling, reforestation, etc.). Indeed, the prioritisation 
of reducing emissions resulted in the rapid development of large point source emission reduction projects such 
as from hydrofluorocarbons destruction and larger-scale renewable energy production which were more 
common in countries like China and India than sub-Saharan African ones. 

Table A1. CDM projects and CER volumes  

 Globally Africa LDC Africa 

Projects POA Projects POA Projects POA 

Total CERs 
issued (ktCO2) 

1,468,456 3,434 25,925 176 1,083 37 

Total Projects 
registered  

6,929 188 161 52 32 8 

Total CERs 
issued energy 
access (ktCO2) 

53,593 3,339 613 176 213 37 

Total Projects 
registered 
energy access 

2,271 129 36 38 12 8 

Source: UNEP DTU CDM pipeline, May 2016 

The situation was expected to be slightly different in the voluntary sector, as voluntary sector buyers of carbon 
credits often purchase CERs not only for their emission reductions but also for their perceived co-benefits  
(e.g. local community development, gender equality or conserving biodiversity). As a result, voluntary sector 
project developers often target the energy access projects in Africa. Prices for carbon credits from these 
voluntary energy access projects were resilient and in general social-endeavour projects such as Gold 
Standard cookstove and VCS forestry projects were still able to find sufficient demand. According to Forest 
Trends’ Ecosystem Marketplace, around 5 MtCO2e of credits from cookstove projects were purchased 
voluntarily in 2012. However, analysis of project data from the Verified Carbon Standard database (the largest 

                                                      
198 Methodologies considered to contain energy access elements are: AMS-I.C, AMS-I.D, AMS-I.E, AMS-I.F, AMS-I.J, AMS-

II.C, AMS-II.G, AMS-II.J, AMS-III.AR, AMS-III.AV, AMS-III.B, AMS-III.D, AMS-III.F, AMS-III.R 
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programme in the voluntary market with 55% of the market share199) showed that in fact there were limited 
differences and, as seen in Table A2, the overall picture of the lack of sub-Saharan African energy access 
projects persisted in the voluntary market. Furthermore, given the small size of the voluntary sector (at a 
volume of less than 0.1% of the global carbon market),200 even if sub-Saharan African energy access projects 
had been better represented here, the impact on the overall status of the carbon market would have still been 
limited.  

Table A2. VCS projects and Verified Carbon Unit (VCU) volumes pre 2013 

 Globally Africa LDC Africa 

Total VCUs 
issued (ktCO2) 

113,033 5,933 1,628 

Total Projects 
registered  

904 38 20 

Total VCUs 
issued energy 
access (ktCO2) 

19,701 63 1 

Total Projects 
registered energy 
access 

326 3 2 

Source: [to be added in final version] 

CDM activities to support LDC energy access projects  

Analysis of the past reports of the UNFCCC Meeting of the Parties (CMP) and of the CDM Executive Board 
(EB) Decisions also underlined the finding that there was an issue of under-representation across geographic 
regions and it was found to be something the UNFCCC Parties were aware of and aiming to address. The 
decisions of the seventh CMP in 2011,201 for example, consistently referred to ‘the key need` […] to enable 
developing countries, in particular the least developed countries, African countries and small island developing 
States, to effectively participate in the clean development mechanism’.202  

The EB sought to address this disparity of representation primarily through capacity building activities such as 
training and the establishment of help desk and regional cooperation centres. The UNFCCC Secretariat for 
example launched two ‘help desks’ for UNFCCC Designated National Authorities (DNAs), including one for 
focused support to DNAs and projects in Africa. Both help desks have an interactive function, responding to 
questions from stakeholders, and a proactive function, whereby the Secretariat contacts stakeholders and 
DNAs to provide support.  

At the same time, while not due to any explicit focus on energy access project development, the CDM saw a 
steady development of methodologies on efficient lighting, solar cooking and electrification of communities 
with no access to electricity through standalone mini-grids or extension of an existing grid.203 Additionally, 2013 
saw a growth in the number of POAs registered and, as the EB 2012 Report to the CMP indicates, it was clear 
that the use of POAs was aimed at scaling up and extending the reach of the CDM, especially in under-
represented regions.  

These activities suggest that while energy access may not have been a key priority of the policy makers at the 
time, the carbon market was still nonetheless stimulating development in the area as a result of its attempt to 
create more project opportunities in Africa. However, while the carbon market still had the potential and was 
still able to continue to perform the role of an avenue to channel climate finance, the lack of demand and low 

                                                      
199 State of the Voluntary Carbon Markets 2013, Forest Trends’ Ecosystem Marketplace, 2013  
200 Mapping Carbon Pricing Initiatives, 2013 
201 The seventh session of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parities to the Kyoto Protocol, which 

took place from 28 November to 9 December, 2011 in Durban, South Africa 
202 UNFCCC CMP 07 Decisions 
203 EB report to the CMP, 2012 
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market price for carbon meant that this role was severely limited. This was especially true for energy access 
projects in Africa which faced additional challenges due to the rigid nature of CDM processes which favoured 
large-scale, single-facility projects with simple monitoring, reporting and verification (MRV) requirements.  

The perspectives of key players on the likelihood of a future carbon market 

Carbon market players had distinct perspectives on the certainty of the future carbon market. Whilst Ci-Dev 
and DFID were optimistic of a recovery, the UNFCCC and ERM had lower confidence due to the lack of buyers:  

 ERM: ‘Projects aren't verifying as much as they did before. Projects funds have been cut back during 
implementation. Impact on liquidity and uncertainty is substantial, so it has become more difficult to 
sell the credits in the last 2-3 years.’ 

 UNFCCC: ‘Nobody used to believe in CDM 3 years back and there were very few potential CERs 
available (that could find a buyer).’  

 Ci-Dev: ‘Everybody expected prices to come back up and a policy change in the EU to change to fix 
the demand or that the recession wouldn’t be so long lasting that it would keep emission reductions 
low… The expectation back then was that public finance wasn’t the whole answer to the climate 
problem. In 2013 [there was] just an assumption the prices would come back.’ 

 Ci-Dev: ‘[In 2013 when the CMFP was first developed] [the international carbon market] was going 
down already. There was always the expectation that the European Commission or the EU was going 
to be more ambitious, and what was going to happen with the US, that the US would get into the game 
post-2020. [However,] we were seeing that the market was not going to work for a long time because 
the crisis was already there, demand and prices went down and you had all those billions of tonnes of 
CO2 reductions that had been generated and no one was interested. It has been low since around 
2011/2012, the optimism and the carbon market.’ 

 DFID: ‘[In 2013, we were] expecting that international carbon markets / carbon trading would have a 
role in emission reduction, even though the CDM was starting to go through a difficult patch […] In the 
long term there would be a need for some kind of international carbon market, and if so then emission 
reductions would be purchased and we wanted these [purchases] to include projects with development 
benefits, and [for] carbon finance [to] flow to those areas. We knew that international climate 
negotiations would help frame [this], but didn’t know what they would look like.’ 

Conclusion 

The analysis reveals clear trends within the carbon market especially on the factors of supply and demand and 
geographic distribution and project types. These trends could be summarised as follows: 

 The carbon market before the launch of the CMFP was over-supplied with carbon credits causing prices 
to drop to a point that there was little to no interest in developing new carbon credit projects. 

 Despite the over-supply of the carbon market, the geographic distribution of projects showed a distinct 
under-representation of sub-Saharan African projects. Additionally, there was an underrepresentation of 
carbon credits from energy access projects. 

 There was a lack of certainty of how the carbon market would proceed after the Kyoto protocol and this 
was largely caused by the general lack of ambition from the international community in taking on climate 
reduction targets.  

This picture of the carbon market matches the points raised in the CMFP Business Case specifically with 
respect to the low carbon price, the lack of international ambition and the fact that poor countries have missed 
out on most of the investments in clean technology. Despite the literature review findings that the CDM EB 
were aware of the lack of representation within the CDM and were aiming to encourage projects from LDCs, 
the glaring difference between the number and scale of CDM activities in Africa and the rest of the world 
suggests that in 2013 the problem was far from being resolved. Similarly for energy access, the data indicates 
that there is a lack of energy access projects in Africa as compared with the rest of the world and in general 
energy access projects made up only a very small portion of the overall issued CERs.  
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The role of the international carbon market as a whole at the time of the CMFP’s launch was still seen as one 
of providing cost effective GHG mitigation actions to developed countries while providing affordable low carbon 
technologies to developing countries. As demonstrated by the number of projects within the CDM and voluntary 
programmes this was something the carbon market was generally able to achieve. However, despite the 
potential, the low market price very much limited the role of the carbon markets for energy access. For LDCs, 
this issue was further exacerbated by CDM’s traditional rigidity within its processes which made it difficult to 
register within the CDM. African LDCs became under represented due to limited industrial capacity and 
financial infrastructure when compared to transitional economies such as China and India. The voluntary sector 
did prioritise energy access and activities in LDCs but were, as a whole, too small a scale to make any wider 
impacts upon the market. While there were some signs of a potential growing role for carbon markets to provide 
clean energy and low carbon technologies to LDCs due to the growth of POAs, the low price environment 
severely limited the role of the market, resulting in even less carbon finance flowing to LDCs. 

The expected role of the carbon market for energy access in the 
absence of CMFP (BAU) 

To help establish the BAU scenario of the carbon market in the absence of the CMFP, various policy changes 
and project activities within the carbon market between 2011 and 2012 were analysed. The results along with 
the findings of the carbon market analysis presented in the previous sections was used to build a set of 
projected trends within the carbon market. The analysis did not cover the voluntary carbon market as the 
compliance carbon market was over 10 times the size of the voluntary sector and thus the policy decisions of 
the compliance sector were judged to be the key drivers (and therefore the indicators) of future carbon market 
direction.  

At the time of the CMFP’s establishment there was a general trend of increasing recognition amongst both the 
UNFCCC and Kyoto Parties of the role carbon markets can and should play in promoting energy access. The 
annual reports of the CDM EB and the CMP Decisions all contain some references to the need to (i) promote 
scaling up and (ii) simplify POA processes, both of which are activities that would directly facilitate the 
development of additional energy access projects. However, at the same time, due to market fragmentation 
and low pricing, there was also limited demand and hence limited impetus to address the low representation 
of energy access projects in the CDM. Furthermore, there were signs that the long processes and inflexible 
accounting rules of the CDM were causing a slow but marked rise in the recognition amongst stakeholder 
including Kyoto Parties that the carbon market by itself may not always be the most efficient avenue to deliver 
climate finance.  

It is therefore likely that, while the carbon market as a whole would have been expected to continue to play its 
traditional role in providing a cost-effective avenue for carbon finance to reach climate change mitigation 
activities, this role would have been limited. With respect to energy access, the carbon market would have 
been likely to play an even more limited role since most of the attention of both policy makers and project 
developers would have been likely to focus on how to increase demand for carbon credits. As a consequence, 
non-market-based RBF (operating outside of the CDM and carbon markets) would have been likely to start to 
play a greater role as an alternative form of finance for emission mitigation projects with energy access 
‘co-benefits’. However, without any agreed standards or models for these RBF alternatives they would not 
have been expected to be able to achieve results on a par with carbon markets. A comparison of the decisions 
of the CMP during its seventh and eighth sessions provides an example of the above-mentioned trend. The 
evaluation team assessed each report for both the number and content of any decisions or observations 
relevant to the subject of energy access, projects in LDCs and Sub-Saharan Africa, the scaling up of activities 
and the role of the carbon market. It was found that whilst the subject of energy access projects and projects 
in African LDCs was an important issue within both sessions, a check of the number and content of references 
made to the subject (and related subjects) revealed significant differences not only quantitatively but also 
qualitatively. 
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Table A3. Comparison of the number of relevant references to energy access and project activities in 
African LDCs between CMP 7 and 8 

CMP no.  Decision report 
section 

# relevant 
references 

Summary of reference contents 

CMP 7 Guidance relating 
to the clean 
development 
mechanism (D8) 

3  The need for CDM to be more representative and 
inclusive of LDCs and the need to address suppressed 
demand situations 

 More support to be made available to LDC projects and 
governments, especially in Africa. Support provided 
focuses on capacity building, CDM process efficiency and 
addressing suppressed demand situations 

 Proposes a number of efficiency improvements to 
activities and policies that are related to energy access 
(though not specifically mentioned by name) 

Capacity-building 
under the Kyoto 
Protocol (D15) 

1  Recognition by the CMP that African countries and LDCs 
in particular are under represented 

CMP 8 Guidance relating 
to the clean 
development 
mechanism (D5) 

2  Recognises that the EB has carried out capacity building 
activities for countries underrepresented within the CDM 

 Encourages the EB to further improve process efficiency 
for small scaled projects. 

Source: Decisions of the CMP during its seventh and eighth session. Note that there was no overlap in the issues raised at each 
session. 

As can be seen in Table A3, while the CMP 7 Decisions contained several references to the issue of energy 
access in African LDCs and provided clear direction on the actions and results expected of the EB, CMP 8 
contained only a passing mention and a request for the EB to proceed as normal in its improvement efforts. 
As revealed by the analysis of the project numbers in the previous sections the situation with respect to project 
representation by 2013 was still unresolved with African and energy access projects severely under-
represented. The sudden shift in language and tone from CMP 7 to CMP 8 also suggests that there would be 
limited attention and resource commitments made to implement any change in CDM to promote projects in 
LDCs or on energy access. 

The 2012 Annual EB Report to the CMP similarly indicated that the UNFCCC and the wider carbon market 
community were aware of the need to transfer the success the CDM had had in transition economies such as 
China and India to Africa and this needed to be done through the scaling up of small/micro scale project 
activities and simplification of relevant CDM rules. However, despite this recognition of the need for action, the 
report itself was light on information with respect to how additional representation and projects in African 
countries would be achieved. For example, the Report recognises that there is still much that needs to be done 
and ‘there remains a need to further simplify the requirements of the CDM and increase the objectivity of both 
the rules and the assessments they necessitate.’ It also states: ‘this can and must be achieved without 
compromising the environmental integrity of the CDM. Simplicity and efficiency will enable the scaling-up of 
the mechanism and increase its accessibility to underrepresented countries.’ However, there were no concrete 
actions or proposed approaches identified on how these were to be achieved nor proposed milestones to 
measure progress. 

The information closest to future actionable items are found where the report that POAs, standardised 
baselines, suppressed demand approaches and streamlining and consolidating relevant rules are some of the 
examples that should be utilised to promote projects in under-represented countries. This focus on existing 
approaches and generic reference to the need for more efficiency suggests that under the BAU, CDM would 
have been likely to carry on to promote projects in Africa (including energy access projects) using existing tools 
and methodologies and that streamlining and consolidating of rules would only have happened on a fairly slow 
and incremental basis.  

While the evaluation team focused on analysing decision making around the CDM as it was the biggest carbon 
market in 2012, the COP 17 and 18 results were also examined and compared to derive trends on carbon 
market policy development within international negotiations. COP 17 and COP 18 results were analysed for 
references to carbon RBF, market mechanisms, energy access, Africa and LDCs. 
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Table A4. Comparison of the number of relevant references to energy access and project activities in 
African LDCs between COP 17 and 18 

COP 
no.  

Number of 
relevant 
references 

Summary of reference contents 

COP 
17 

9  Recognition of the importance of carbon RBF and how it can come in many forms 

 Encourages the development of carbon RBF as a way to mitigate climate change 

 Recognition of the need to promote technology transfer to LDCs in the carbon market 

 Recognition that LDCs need extra help to become involved in the carbon market and 
hence benefit from it 

 Special considerations should be introduced for projects from LDCs (but LDC references 
focus on climate change adaptation and capacity building). 

 Market based mechanisms still seen as an important method to address climate change, 
especially when combined with carbon RBF 

 Role of market based mechanism is seen as an effective way to achieve climate change 
mitigation 

 The carbon market is still considered an important component of any emission reduction 
system and seen as a likely part of international mitigation plans (with several explicit 
mentions of carbon markets). 

 Recognition of the need to help LDCs but focused again on adaptation 

COP 
18 

3  Carbon RBF still seen as important and there is now call for more coordination between 
RBF activities 

 LDC references now almost completely focused upon adaptation 

 While the carbon market and market mechanisms are still seen as an important 
component of climate change mitigation, non-market mechanism begin to get more of a 
mention and is also viewed as a viable way forward.  

 
The analysis revealed a pattern that almost mirrors that of the CMP reports. COP 17 had more references to 
c-RBF and markets with the language indicating a consensus that carbon markets are an integral part of the 
future of climate change mitigation policies. While LDC references were mainly related to adaptation, there 
was an overall recognition that there was a lack of representation from LDCs and greater assistance would 
need to be provided. COP 18 on the other hand had noticeably less references to the relevant subjects. C-RBF 
was only mentioned due to the need to coordinate between the various activities and references to LDCs were 
almost completely related to climate change adaptation and resilience. Furthermore, the explicit recognition of 
the importance of non-market approaches to mitigation suggests that there were also indications of a strong 
desire amongst the Party members to explore beyond market based mechanism to promote climate change 
mitigation. Qualitatively, the difference in both the language and the subject matters of focus suggests that 
carbon market decisions had moved on from revolving around purely how to make the market better and how 
it could be used to promote benefits in addition to GHG emission reductions to looking for ways to find 
additional demand for the carbon market and alternative methods to achieve mitigation. Whilst the COP 18 
decisions indicates that there was still faith in the carbon market and its eventual rebound its role was no longer 
seen as the sole avenue of channelling climate finance to mitigation actions.  

The major source of demand for carbon credits – the EU ETS – followed a similar trend of increased awareness 
of the fact that LDCs had been left out of the carbon market and adopting a general policy direction to assist 
projects from LDCs. In particular through the aforementioned introduction of rules in the EU ETS that CERs 
from projects registered after December 31, 2012 would only be eligible if they were hosted by LDCs or 
countries with bilateral agreements with the EU204. However, as already shown earlier, the carbon market as 
a whole was already suffering from over-supply and while such policies do remove some competition for carbon 
credits from LDC projects they do not create any additional demand. Besides, no other significant sources for 
credits, such as another large ETS that would accept CERs, was foreseen. The lack of demand would therefore 
still result in a lack project development and ultimately result in a lack of interest in changing the CDM rules to 
facilitate LDC or energy access projects. Thus there was the strong possibility that given the market price 

                                                      
204 Mapping Carbon Pricing Initiatives, 2013 
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pressure and uncertainty surrounding when it would recover, the carbon market’s role of providing an efficient 
avenue for finance to reach climate mitigation could be expected to stagnate, at least in the short to medium 
term. 

Interviews with carbon market stakeholders and analysis of their publications revealed a general view that is 
consistent with this analysis. The consulting company ERM, an (UNFCCC-)accredited Designated Operational 
Entity, had a consistent and close view of the developments within CDM before 2013 mentioned that the 
market fragmentation in fact ‘Was probably quite easy to predict. Effects were visible in 2009. Everything is 
interrelated so could have been foreseen. People could’ve also foreseen that a new market mechanism was 
not going to come due to the long processes at the UNFCCC’. The long processes associated with CDM were 
also highlighted in the Ci-Dev internal mapping report, which mentioned that ‘the CDM was not originally 
designed to be a flexible, multi-purpose mechanism but rather it was designed to achieve an offset of GHGs 
from developed countries’. Thus it was not surprising that LDC projects, which often face challenges in meeting 
the various inflexible eligibility and quantification rules, were under-represented in the CDM. The German 
Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety (BMUB went one step 
further, suggesting that ‘Expectation on achieving mitigation without carbon markets was different in the past. 
Back then we hadn't the experience of how the market and CDM works. We hadn’t then realised how complex 
it is, especially under POAs with projects like cookstoves and water filters… and that for these, the CDM 
approach may not be the best.’ 

The low price environment was also highlighted by stakeholders as something that many expected to continue 
for some time post-2012 and this would also mean a significant cut in the number of carbon mitigation projects 
being developed or continuing to operate. Ecosur Afrique a leading developer of carbon projects in Africa 
mentioned that: ‘As a result of market changes most of the projects have stopped. Ones continuing are the big 
ones that have been started in the beginning… Share of projects from non-profits have increased. No interest 
from private sector and we are not helping them with the current price.’ However, interviews with the UNFCCC 
indicated that the international community as a whole was still committed to carbon markets: ‘We did not have 
clarity on the different means and instruments that could be used for carbon mitigation at Copenhagen. The 
main focus I think was on carbon markets.’ 

To conclude, due to the volatile and political nature of carbon markets it is not possible to make accurate and 
certain predictions of what might have happened in the next decade if the CMFP was not implemented. 
However, by analysing policy and market changes in the years leading up to the launch of the CMFP and cross 
checking this with interviews with key carbon market stakeholders, it is possible to identify some general trends 
that were likely to prevail within the global carbon market’s BAU scenario. The trends that relate to the role 
that carbon markets could play for energy access and projects in African LDCs are: 

 There would be a significant decrease in the number of carbon mitigation projects being developed due to 
lack of demand of carbon credits and subsequent low market price, unless significant new sources of 
demand were identified (increases in ambition from countries, other mechanisms accepting credits such 
as under the EU ETS, etc.).  

 The CDM would continue to look for ways to become more inclusive and more efficient but this was likely 
to be a slow process given that most of the attention would be focused on resolving demand issues. 

 While greater attention would be given to promoting climate mitigation projects in LDCs, energy access 
would remain an optional co-benefit and project growth would be limited due to market conditions. 

 The carbon market would likely become fragmented as not all stakeholders were happy with the CDM 
processes, which were seen as inefficient and inflexible. This would create barriers to creating the common 
standards necessary for market viability. 

 Carbon and non-carbon RBF outside of the CDM would increasingly be trialled as new ways to deliver 
climate finance to mitigation activities but it was unlikely that there would be coordination between them. 
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Annex 3. First Evaluation Approach 
Paper 
 

[Annexed separately]
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Annex 4. Evaluation matrix 
Evaluation Question Draft Sub-Question Evaluation Stage Data Sources Possible Methods  

Relevance: Are programme activities consistent with the priorities and policies of the target group, recipient and donor? Are activities consistent with the programme goal and intended impacts? Are 
programme activities still valid? 

EQ1 Are/Were the project selection 
(Carbon Fund) and the activities of 
the Readiness Fund the most 
relevant and logical choices for 
achieving high energy access and 
development benefits through 
carbon-results-based financing? 

1.1 Were the pilot projects selected in such a way as 
to cover a broad range of possible energy access 
technology and delivery models for both carbon 
payments and the energy access technologies?  
1.2 Did the selection of the Readiness Fund 
activities take into account how to optimise outreach 
to the most relevant stakeholders?  
1.3 Was the product offering of the Readiness Fund 
tailored to the barriers to scale-up/replication? 
1.4 Was the Readiness Fund or Carbon Fund 
support more relevant to assisting projects to 
become more viable?  
1.5 Were the lessons from piloting RBF energy 
access projects relevant to and adopted by new 
market mechanisms?  
1.6 Was scalability and replicability a consideration 
in project selection?  

 
First (FF) 
Mid-term (MTE) 
Final (FE) 
 

 Ci-Dev Progress reports 

 Project documents and CDM register 

 Interviews with Ci-Dev management 
and deal managers  

 Interviews with ‘targets’ of the 
outreach (donors, energy access 
programme designers, CDM project 
developers etc.) 

 Calibration through qualitative 
interviews with a subset of projects 
and activities on the ground in the 
context of the case studies 

 Interviews with people on ground 
regarding what they thought they 
needed 

 WB are restricted in what they can do 
activity wise – was Ci-Dev able to 
respond to what was needed? 

Evidence synthesis [FF, MTE, FE] 
Outcome mapping [FF] 
Cross-case analysis case studies [MTE] 
Portfolio Analysis [FE] 
Interviews [FF (fund managers), MTE 
(projects), FE (general)] 
TONC, map of barriers and barrier evolution 
over the years [FF, MTE, FE] 
 

EQ2 Would the technologies 
supported through the pilot projects 
have been taken up anyway (without 
link to c-RBF) in these 
circumstances? 

2.1 Would the delivery of energy access still have 
taken place, even without Ci-Dev?  
2.2 To what degree would these results have been 
achieved anyway, albeit potentially at a slower 
pace? 

Baseline (BL) 
FF 
MTE 
FE 
 

 Comparison of projects on basis of 
project documents and CDM Register 

 Project level analysis including 
interviews with project developers, 
Deal Managers 

 In-depth analysis for a sample of 
projects and calibration through 
qualitative interviews with a subset of 
projects and activities on-the-ground 
in the context of the case studies 

Evidence synthesis [BL look at what is 
happening ‘on-the-ground’] 
Cross-case analysis (QCA) case studies [MTE 
– are conditions (i) necessary for uptake (ii) 
sufficient?] 
Portfolio analysis [MTE, FE] 
In-depth interviews [FF – Interviews with deal 
managers regarding what has been funded 
and what wasn’t, compare to baseline from 
other sectors; MTE/FE - Key informant 
interviews] 

EQ3 Did the portfolio of 
interventions and the Ci-Dev target 
the desired beneficiaries (e.g. local 
communities, poor, women and 
girls)? 

3.1 Did the portfolio of pilot projects target the 
desired beneficiaries (e.g. local communities, poor, 
women and girls)? 
3.2 How did Ci-Dev target Readiness Fund activities 
to improve energy access for the desired 
beneficiaries (e.g. local communities, poor, women 
and girls)?  

 
BL 
MTE 
FE 
 

Baseline :  

 Literature on energy access benefits 

 Project documentation  
 
Evaluations :  

 Ci-Dev progress reports 

 CDM project documents 

 In-depth analysis for case study 
projects 

Evidence synthesis [BL – large review of 
expected development impacts by 
technologies (develop cause-effect theory for 
poverty impacts, determine energy access 
evidence required), MTE, FE updates] 
In-depth case studies [MTE case study of 
impacts for selected projects ~3, FE] 
Portfolio analysis [MTE what are the expected 
benefits in comparison to literature review?] 
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Evaluation Question Draft Sub-Question Evaluation Stage Data Sources Possible Methods  

3.3 How relevant were Ci-Dev KPIs/targets to drive 
achievement of poverty reducing impacts? (Ci-Dev 
incentive mechanisms) 

 Beneficiary interviews Benchmarking [MTE/FE - comparison / 
benchmarking with other programmes) 
  

EQ4 Is Ci-Dev a relevant financing 
instrument to promote the scale up 
or replication of clean energy and 
poverty reducing technologies?  

4.1 Looking at the CMFP post COP, does CMFP 
remain a relevant programme? 
4.2 Is Ci-Dev still a relevant instrument to deliver the 
CMFP post-COP? Is it relevant in the context of the 
new climate deal?  
4.3 Is Ci-Dev still relevant to the policy priorities of 
donors and WB?  
4.4 Does Ci-Dev have a home at WB? 

FF 
  

 UNFCCC COP 21 reports 

 Interviews  

 Business Case 

 
Evidence synthesis [FF – in-depth policy 
mapping following COP 21. Compare to the 
Business Case rationale and revisit] 
Interviews [FF – interviews with UNFCCC, 
WB, DFID etc. on relevance] 

Efficiency: Are activities cost-efficient and was the programme implemented in the most efficient way compared to alternatives? 

EQ5 Did Ci-Dev achieve value for 
money in its results? 

5.1 Efficiency (input to output) measures from 
Business Case: 
i. cost per tonne of CERs generated 

5.2 Cost-Effectiveness: input-to-impact and output-

to-outcome measures:  

ii. the ratio of carbon market finance flow to LDCs 
for projects with high development benefits to 
total CMF programme costs; and  

iii.  the cost per tonne for replicated projects for 
the assessment of the cost effectiveness 
(aggregate level, given that carbon price 
information is confidential); 

iv. delivery of development benefits consistent 
with ICF metrics;  

v. the NPV and benefit-cost ratio. 

FF 
MTE 
FE 
 
 

 VfM calculations in Business Case 

 Programme budget information 

 In-depth case studies, interviews with 
Ci-Dev, Deal Managers, project 
developers and DNAs.  

 Logframe indicators on replicated 
projects and scale-up 

 CDM Registry, CDM project cost 
data, CER aggregate price 
information 

 Cost/value information from potential 
comparison programmes 

 

Note: VfM will be conducted to the extent 

possible given data availability based on 

the NDA/ISA. 

Evidence synthesis [FF – Business Case, 
potential benchmarks (updated subsequent 
evaluations)] 
VfM (VfM calculation like in Business Case 
compare to Business Case and other 
programmes (incl. standard CDM time lines 
and how that develops over time).  
FF – inputs/economy, MTE – all, FE – 
effectiveness, efficiency (cost per tonne)] 
Benchmarking [all] 
Interviews (FF / MTE / FE - interviews with Ci-
Dev, deal managers, project developers and 
DNAs.) 

EQ6 Is Ci-Dev an efficient 
delivery channel for financing 
targeted projects and encouraging 
carbon -related mechanisms to 
focus on similar development 
benefits in LDCs?  

6.1 Time taken for key activities to take place, for 
example: 

i. PIN 
ii. PDD 
iii. Programmes of Activity 
iv. validated ERs? 

6.2 How efficient were processes (across Ci-Dev 

and compared to CDM more generally)? 

6.3 Under what circumstances is Ci-Dev an efficient 

delivery channel?  

6.4 What factors impacted efficiency? 

FF 
MTE 
FE 
 

 Annual reports and budget 
information from Readiness Fund  

 Logframe indicators 

 CDM Registry 

Evidence synthesis [FF – with EQ5, 
comparisons and CDM standard timelines; 
update subsequent evaluations] 
Cross-case analysis case studies [MTE/FE- 
comparison of timelines, understanding of 
factors leading to efficiency, compare to 
Business Case and other programmes (incl. 
standard CDM time lines and how that 
develops over time)] 
Process tracing [MTE/FE – trace timing of 
processes and how this evolved over the life 
of the programme] 
Interviews [FF/MTE/FE – deal managers] 
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Evaluation Question Draft Sub-Question Evaluation Stage Data Sources Possible Methods  

EQ7 Were the carbon prices for the 
portfolio of pilot projects set at the 
right level overall? 

7.1 Was the price high enough to make the project 
financially viable and justify the support and 
transaction costs? A portfolio or sub-portfolio level 
measure if individual project data is not available? 
7.2 Was the carbon premium low enough to ensure 
long-term sustainability of the business model? 
[Sustainability question?] 

MTE 
FE 
 

 Interviews with Deal Managers and 
project developers 

 Project documents/ERPAs/project 
data (potentially processed by Ci-Dev 
on behalf of the evaluators)  

 CDM project documents and 
verification reports 

 In-depth case studies (business 
model analysis) 

 

Note: This question will be answered to 

the extent possible given data availability 

based on the NDA/ISA. 

Evidence synthesis [MTE/FE] 
Check at approach paper for MTE data 
available for support and transaction costs and 
how we may define ‘justify’. 
Depending on data availability, calculation of 
the ‘development premium’ (difference 
between the Ci-Dec CER price and the market 
price).  
Portfolio analysis [MTE/FE - comparison of Ci-
Dev applicant success with/without Ci-Dev 
support]. 
Interviews [MTE/FE - with project developers 
to understand role of carbon financing in 
leveraging upfront financing. Factors that led 
to success.] 
Business model analysis [MTE - business plan 
modelling/simulations for case studies on the 
basis of local data.] 

Effectiveness: Did the Ci-Dev lead to changes outside of its own project interventions?  

EQ8 How effective was Ci-Dev at 
influencing key market actors to 
enable emission reduction 
purchases to finance clean energy 
technology projects?  

8.1 Are any other (carbon) market actors interested 
in using c-RBF (during baseline)? 
8.2 Have any of the Ci-Dev interventions resulted in 
changes to CDM policy and procedures? Which, why 
and under what conditions? 
8.3 Have any of the Ci-Dev interventions resulted in 
additional financing for carbon projects at the 
community level? Which, how and under what 
conditions?  
8.4 Under what circumstances do Ci-Dev 
interventions lead to change? 
 

BL 
MTE 
FE 

 CDM Registry and methodologies 

 Ci-Dev reporting of applications 

 Interviews with ‘potential key market 
actors’ and energy access community 
Potential key market actors could be 
the CDM EB, CER buyers, the project 
developers, other private sector 
investors, the DNAs, and other 
government ministries 

 Readiness Fund feedback 
mechanisms like at training/capacity 
building events –attendance lists (did 
the right people attend?), feedback 
from Participants on how information 
will be used (feedback forms)  

Evidence synthesis [BL – other comparison 
programmes, other actors using RBF, update 
at subsequent evaluations] 
Process tracing case studies [MTE/FE – 
testing causation RF/CF respectively]  
Stakeholder interviews [MTE/FE - broader 
carbon community, key market actors, project 
developers, DNAs, government ministries etc.] 
TONC / barrier analysis [MTE/FE – look at role 
of Readiness Fund in addressing barriers and 
whether they therefore changed overtime] 

EQ9 How effective is c-RBF as 
compared to other energy access 
delivery mechanisms?  

9.1 Is the c-RBF effective in incentivising new clean 
energy technologies in comparison to other energy 
access instruments?  
9.2 How effective is carbon finance-based RBF at 
delivering energy-related GHG emission reduction?  

BL 
MTE 
FE 

 CDM project data (incl. cost data 
where possible) 

 Interviews with Ci-Dev deal 
managers, other CDM projects, 
broader carbon market actors 

 In-depth case studies (business 
model analysis) 

 Logframe indicators monitoring data 
from Ci-Dev reporting 

Evidence synthesis [BL – CDM project data; 
other RBF/energy access mechanisms and 
how they are being used, update during 
subsequent evaluations] 
Cross-case analysis (QCA) case studies 
[MTE/FE – understanding conditions for RBF 
to deliver energy access efficiently] 
Process tracing [MTE/FE – understanding 
causality of RBF] 
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Evaluation Question Draft Sub-Question Evaluation Stage Data Sources Possible Methods  

 Data collection and interviews from 
other projects and initiatives as 
available 

Benchmarking (MTE/FE - compare to other 
RBF and energy access projects) 
Interviews [MTE/FE – deal managers, CDM 
projects (supported/not), broader carbon 
community] 
 

Sustainability: Are CMF’s results likely to continue without further inputs of donor funding? 

EQ10 Has the Ci-Dev programme led 
to sustainable impacts? Which 
interventions in the portfolio are 
sustainable, why and under what 
circumstances? 
 

10.1 Which projects supported by Ci-Dev 
interventions are sustainable, why and under what 
circumstances? 
10.2 Will people continue to use the new technology 
products without the results-based subsidy?  
10.3 Which business models have established 
commercial viability without the need for subsidies?  
10.4 Which business models are generally 
acknowledged as role models (e.g. in the literature) 
and are replicated in other areas? 
10.5 Are the technologies in replication projects 
affordable for poorer target groups?  

 
MTE 
FE 
 

 PDD, MRV reports  

 In-depth case studies (business 
model analysis) and market survey 

 Interviews with Ci-Dev deal 
managers, other CDM projects, 
broader carbon market actors 

 SE4All energy access database 

Evidence synthesis [MTE/FE – characteristics 
of sustainability (define parameters); SE4All 
data; market observation in programme 
countries; potentially sustainability 
assessment according to FAO methodology; 
Annual Updates against factors of 
sustainability.] 
Interviews [MTE/FE - with Ci-Dev deal 
managers, project developers and carbon 
market actors.] 
TONC/barrier analysis [MTE – define 
parameters, FE – assess] 
Business model analysis [MTE – formative 
assessment of likelihood of success] 
Sustainability and replicability analysis [MTE – 
define, FE – undertake] 

EQ11 Is the utilisation of carbon-
results-based payments 
demonstrated through CMFP 
replicable and are they being 
replicated through other c-RBF 
mechanisms? 

11.1 Which interventions in the portfolio are 
replicable and which ones are being replicated? Why 
and under what circumstances? 
11.2 How has replication happened within or outside 
of the carbon market? For which business models? 
11.3 Have there been more c-RBF programmes, 
building on the lessons from Ci-Dev? Have they 
focused on energy access or other challenges? 

 
MTE 
FE 
 

 Interviews with Ci-Dev deal 
managers, other CDM projects, 
broader carbon market actors 

 PDD, MRV reports,  

 Devex 

 Documentation of new energy access 
programmes (do they mention/build 
on Ci-Dev experience?)  

 Literature and publications on energy 
access 

Evidence synthesis [MTE - observation of 
policy and RBF arena, FE update, FE -
potentially replicability assessment according 
to the FAO methodology] 
Interviews [w/ EQ10: MTE/FE - with Ci-Dev 
deal managers, project developers and carbon 
market actors.] 
Sustainability and replicability analysis [MTE – 
define, FE – undertake] 

Impact: What were the impacts of Ci-Dev measures and interventions?  

EQ12 Under what conditions did the 
Ci-Dev interventions catalyse 
emission reductions (intended and 
unintended reductions)? 

12.1 Under what conditions were emission 
reductions achieved within the Carbon Fund? 
(Projects supported directly) 
12.2 What CERs were achieved by the 
implementation of projects/programmes using the Ci-
Dev new energy technologies and how do they differ 
by technology? (Ci-Dev models/methods 
adopted/replicated through other channels) 

 
FF 
MTE 
FE 

 ERPAs (if available),  

 Carbon market information 

 CDM Registry 

 Logframe indicator data 

 Ci-Dev methodology work 
programme (data from Ci-Dev)  

 Energy access projects in the 
countries using the same 
technologies/business models 

Evidence synthesis [FF – define the analytical 
framework for ‘influence’, update as 
necessary] 
Outcome mapping [FF – conditions to catalyse 
impacts] 
Cross-case analysis (QCA) case studies 
[MTE/FE] 
In-depth case studies [MTE] 
Interviews [MTE/FE – with deal managers, 
other carbon market actors] 
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Evaluation Question Draft Sub-Question Evaluation Stage Data Sources Possible Methods  

12.3 How did the changes in CDM processes 
catalyse the application of carbon projects using the 
same procedures? 

 Interviews with Ci-Dev deal 
managers, other CDM projects, 
broader carbon market actors 

EQ13 What development impacts did 
the Ci-Dev portfolio of interventions 
deliver (intended or unintended)?  

13.1 What was the change in generation capacity 
produced as a result of the Ci-Dev interventions and 
how much of that capacity has been utilised? 
13.2 What development benefits have been 
achieved by the introduction of new energy 
technologies and how do they differ by technology? 

BL 
FF 
MTE 
FE  

 PINs and reporting by projects 

 Case studies 

 Literature on benefits of energy 
access  

 Review reports on projects from other 
sources (e.g. other financiers, case 
studies, reviews) 

 Interviews with Ci-Dev deal 
managers, other CDM projects, 
broader carbon market actors 

Evidence synthesis [BL (part of EQs3/4), FF – 
impact framework, MTE - other energy access 
projects being implemented; establish 
reference levels for development benefits that 
are then extrapolated, FE - evidence from 
case studies and project reports are compared 
with literature on energy access benefits.] 
Note: A complete / quantitative assessment is 
beyond the scope of this evaluation. 
In-depth case studies [FE] 
Process tracing [MTE/FE] and outcome 
mapping 
Interviews [MTE/FE – deal managers, other 
carbon actors] 

EQ14 Did Ci-Dev have a 
transformational impact on the 
carbon market and other forms of 
carbon-based RBF?  
 

14.1 How did the introduction of new methods, 
business models and standardised baselines 
catalyse the application of carbon projects using the 
same approaches? (Innovation) 
14.2 What has been the change in private 
investment using RBF as a mechanism for 
co-funding clean energy projects with development 
benefits compared to a counterfactual business as 
usual? (Leveraging additional finance) 
Compound of EQs 10 and 11 (sustainability and 
replication) and other impact questions. 

FF 
MTE 
FE 

 ICF and Ci-Dev transformational 
change definitions 

 EQs 10-13 

 Pre-PINs, PINs, ERPAs (if available),  

 Carbon market and energy access 
programme information 

 CDM Registry 

 Ci-Dev methodology work 
programme – data from Ci-Dev  

 Interviews with Ci-Dev deal 
managers, other CDM Projects, 
broader carbon market actors 

 
Note: This is a compound questions other 
impact and sustainability questions. 

Evidence synthesis (FF – define 
transformational, MTE – synthesise evidence 
from across questions and broader CDM and 
energy access programmes, test assumptions 
and refine definition, FE – synthesise evidence 
and test transformational impact framework) 
Cross-case contribution analysis case studies 
[FE – understanding factors that led to 
transformational change] 
Portfolio analysis [MTE/FE - CDM portfolio 
more broadly, and data from other energy 
access] 
Interviews [MTE/FE – deal managers and 
broader carbon market actors] 
Note: The transformational change 
assessment will be aligned with Ci-Dev 
methodology (currently under development) 
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Annex 5. Methodology 
Data collection 

Secondary data reviewed 

Several types of secondary data were reviewed for this Formative evaluation: 

 CMFP-specific data including confidential information shared by Ci-Dev with the evaluation team: 

 Programme documentation authored / owned by DFID (CMFP Business Case, Annual Reviews, 
Logframe) 

 Programme documentation authored / owned by Ci-Dev: 

 Provided by August 2017:  

(1) (Annual and quarterly) Progress Reports, Long Term Plans, Annual Budgets, Knowledge 
Products, Internal Guidelines and Notes) 

(2) Project documentation (Pre-PINs and PINs) 

(3) Financial due diligence notes (for PINs #1, #2, #5, #6, #8, #11, #16. The due diligence notes 
included sections on Assessment of Soundness of Business Case; Risk Assessment; 
Program Finance Viability at Base-Case Scale; Identification of Viability Gap and Need for 
Carbon Support; Issues/parameters for Further Verification/Follow Up). 

 Provided February 2018 (limited review): 

(1) CY 2015, 2016 and 2017 (draft) Annual Reviews;  

(2) Ci-Dev Carbon Fund Capital Commitments 2018-01-24; 

(3) Ci-Dev Pipeline Summary Tracking – Logframe – 2017-03-23;  

(4) UK KPI guidance. 

 Publicly available data: 

 Ci-Dev knowledge products 

 UNFCCC data on CDM processes, trends and status (statistics, guidelines, decisions, reports) 

 Literature describing or critiquing the CDM and Ci-Dev 

 Literature describing the status of and trends within the carbon markets 

 Literature describing the status of and trends of energy access in Africa 

 Reports on comparable climate finance programmes (see description of the benchmarking exercise 
below) 

 Global development indicator databases  

 Country profiles  

All non-programme related literature reviewed and websites consulted are listed in the bibliography in 
Annex 10. 

As discussed in section 1.5, some limitations and challenges were met in accessing secondary data related to 
(i) the Ci-Dev programme and (ii) benchmarked programmes. The evaluation team did not have access to 
information on all project proposals reviewed by Ci-Dev and Participants nor to all information on projects. This 
made it challenging to conduct a thorough analysis of the relevance of the selection process and the resulting 
portfolio (in Chapter 4).  

Information was provided to the team mainly in the form of pdfs (except for budgetary information) and this 
was extracted and analysed (mapped) in Excel. For example, information on proposals/projects considered 
was mapped as to its technology type, its country, the date of any Pre-PIN and PIN approvals (and other 
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milestones), the channel through which it was identified and any additional information (e.g. use of Ci-Dev 
developed methodologies).  

To mitigate against the gaps in information, the evaluation team has triangulated several sources of information 
/ analysis when drawing conclusions on relevance. It has also added in caveats so as to be transparent about 
the data gaps and the implications (limitations) these have on the robustness of findings/conclusions. 

In relation to benchmarking, the fact that only publicly available data was used for this evaluation does not 
seem to have impeded the team’s ability to draw conclusions (in Chapter 5); however, for the next evaluation, 
the team will seek to contact those responsible for relevant programmes (e.g. EnDev) within a sufficient amount 
of time so as to negotiate access to non-public information where this is useful. 

Primary data collected 

Primary data was collected through semi-structured interviews with the following key stakeholders: 

 CMFP Contract Manager (DFID) 

 Ci-Dev management 

 Ci-Dev methodology work programme group 

 Ci-Dev Task Team Leaders (one project only) 

 Ci-Dev Deal Managers (all projects) 

Additionally, the following stakeholders were interviewed to gather perspectives on the state of the carbon 
market (in order to triangulate desk-based findings) and the added value of Ci-Dev: 

 UNFCCC officials (x2) 

 Carbon Markets brokers (x2 - Ecosur, ERM) 

 Donors (x1 – German Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation, Building and Nuclear 
Safety – BMUB) 

 Designated National Authorities (DNAs) (x2 – Ethiopia, Senegal) 

Stakeholders were selected for interview using purposive sampling. First, different groups of stakeholders 
important to the answering of the evaluation questions were identified when developing the evaluation matrix 
(see Annex 4). Specific individuals were then identified for each of these groups. The evaluation team set out 
to interview all individuals within the CMFP contract management team (in DFID), all Ci-Dev central and project 
management teams. It set out to interview at least two members of the other stakeholder groups identified. 
Specific individuals proposed for interview (by the evaluation team) were those who the evaluation team 
considered the most active in the carbon market space that is being target by Ci-Dev at the time (i.e. the most 
active entities in Africa, LDCs, in community level projects, funding replicable/scalable technologies etc.) based 
on our understanding of the carbon market environment. All interviews were unstructured. Audio recordings 
were made, which were later transcribed, whilst for the remaining interviews, notes were written up (to follow 
as far as possible what was said verbatim). 

Box A1. Limitations of the primary data collected through interviews and the data collection (and 
sampling) process 

Not all CMFP management team were interviewed. The evaluation would have benefitted from interviews with 
this team both at the start of the first evaluation process (scoping interviews) and prior to write-up, in order to 
validate and triangulate findings.  

This evaluation would also have benefitted from follow-up (validation/triangulation) interviews with one or two 
members of the Ci-Dev management team. Such an interview could have reduced the number of comments 
received on the first draft of the Report and thus made the reporting process more efficient. Such a process 
will be set up for the Mid-Term Evaluation and set out in the Mid-Term Evaluation Approach Paper. 

The evaluation team were limited in the number and breadth of individuals they could interview by (i) changes 
in the timeline of this evaluation, which meant that data collection and analysis was stopped in 2016 and did 
not restart again until August 2017 (this prevented, for example, some CMFP management team members 
from being able to participate in interviews); and (ii) the fact that, at the request of Ci-Dev, some stakeholders, 
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including developers of projects applying or applied for Ci-Dev assistance, were not approached. As a result, 
the number of stakeholders identified within each of the stakeholder groups identified is not really sufficient to 
provide a broad enough sample for robust analysis. It is possible that were more stakeholder interviewed for 
each of these groups (especially the carbon market broker and donor groups which are likely to contain 
individuals with a more diverse range of opinions) slightly different findings might have been identified. To 
overcome this limitation, the evaluation team triangulated the findings from interviews with those based on 
expert analysis (e.g. of the carbon markets) and documentary evidence. 

Standardised topic guides were not prepared for the non-CMFP interviews. This meant that there was variety 
in the questions asked across and within stakeholder groups (see Annex 10) which may have compromised 
cross-source triangulation. Further, it meant that questions posed were not piloted in order to ensure bias was 
avoided / that questions were not leading. In consideration of the way that the non-CMFP interviews were used 
the potentially negative impact of this non-piloting on the validity of the analysis is limited, since the data 
gathered was triangulated with documentary analysis. However, a more robust process will need to be put in 
place for the next phase of the evaluation.    

Data analysis 

Programme and project documentation review 

Several parallel documentation reviews were conducted, as follows: 

 Changes in and progress against the CMFP logframe was tracked through an analysis of the DFID 
Annual Reviews, and the data cross-referenced against information in Ci-Dev’s due diligence notes; 

 General descriptions of Ci-Dev’s remit and the scope of the Readiness Fund and Carbon Fund were 
extracted both to develop the background section (in section 2) and to track changes in Ci-Dev’s goals 
and overall approach over time; 

 Descriptions of annual work plans (Readiness Fund and Carbon Fund) were extracted from Ci-Dev 
Annual Reports and compared for each year to assess time-efficiency and implementation effectiveness 
(i.e. whether activities were implemented as planned); 

 Financial data was extracted from each annual LTP and collated into a single Excel file for comparison; 

 Information on projects was extracted from the PINs, due diligence notes, and Ci-Dev reporting 
documents, as well as the interviews with Deal Managers and collated into a single file to enable 
aggregation and comparison between the projects.  

Thematic context (energy access) analysis  

This analysis was written up in section 2.2 of this Report. To provide an overall context to the programme in 
terms of current trends in energy access in Sub-Saharan Africa, the evaluation team conducted a literature 
review of international reports on trends and situations (by IEG and WB) and academic literature. The analysis 
was conducted in October 2017, on the basis of reports gathered (and analysis conducted) as part of a 
separate exercise undertaken by LTS (outside of this CMFP evaluation) to map energy access programmes 
in Africa and the global status of renewable energy. All documents identified as relevant to the CMFP 
evaluation (around 15 in number) were used for the analysis. 

Country context analysis 

A much more in-depth analysis of the context within each country hosting a Ci-Dev project was conducted in 
order to establish the human development and energy access baseline. The assessment collated, into a single 
Excel database, international indicators on inter alia progress against the millennium development goals, 
economic growth, electrification rates and access to carbon finance, as well as summarising the main 
objectives and scope of relevant policies and programmes (i.e. related to energy access and low-carbon 
growth) in-country. 

The analysis was used in this First Evaluation to conduct the barrier analysis referred to in section 4.2 and 
Annex 5. 
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Carbon Markets baseline and context analysis 

A much more in-depth analysis of the Carbon Markets (at the time of initial work conducted for this First 
Evaluation, in the last quarter of 2016) was conducted and is described in section 4.4 and Annex 6.  

First, a baseline analysis of the Carbon Markets prior to COP 21 was undertaken through an extensive analysis 
of carbon markets data, and official documents produced by the UNFCCC. This analysis is written up in Annex 
6. 

Second, an analysis of the implications of COP 21 was undertaken by our team’s carbon markets specialists 
(Ecofys). They analysed documentation following the meeting, and the subsequent Paris Agreement and then 
triangulated their analysis with the opinions of stakeholders (those of UNFCCC, carbon market brokers, DNAs 
and donors, collected through interviews – see above for more information and discussion of limitations). 
Analysis of trends in the composition of the CDM pre and post-COP 21 was also undertaken. Finally, a broader 
analysis of carbon markets was made through an analysis of trends in CER purchasing and the activities of 
other carbon actors / relevant actors (e.g. ICAO) and the implications of these developments assessed.  

[Information on (i) the timeframe for the CER purchasing analysis and (ii) how data was cleaned and 
analysed will is due to be provided in the final version of this Report. This information was not 
accessible at the time of writing this second version due to the absence of an evaluation team 
member]. 

Content analysis (interview transcripts) 

In addition to extracting specific information for each project, and evidence of an evolution in Ci-Dev’s vision, 
a content analysis was ran on the different interview transcripts. The purpose of this was to code the data as 
to their thematic content. The analysis also provided the opportunity for the evaluation team to code data with 
notes on the extent to which and how the specific contexts of those interviewed might affect their perspective 
and the data (in order to validate the findings). 

Benchmarking analysis 

In the Baseline Report for this evaluation, the team identified several programmes suitable for benchmarking 
during the evaluation. These were either RBF programmes in the field of energy access (GPOBA, SE4All, 
African Development Bank, GCF, GEF and EnDev) or Carbon-RBF programmes (CAF, the WB, NEFCO, 
Energy+ and the Swedish Government). For this First Evaluation, a number of additional programmes were 
identified through the Ci-Dev 2015 Donor Mapping Study and our own experience in this field. The programme 
data compared for this evaluation was that which was available publically, but for future evaluations the team 
will seek further avenues to accessing a broader amount of data.  

Box A2. Methodology for selection of the funds for benchmarking against the Ci-Dev Carbon Markets 
Finance Programme 

1. As a first step, the evaluation team analysed the data availability/accessibility of the comparator funds 
mentioned in the Baseline (CPF, CDCF, EnDev, Energy+, and GPOBA). These programmes were either 
structured as Non-CDM Result-Based-Finance (RBF) targeting energy access in LDCs (EnDev, Energy+ 
and GPOBA) or providing CDM support via RBF in general (CPF, CDCF). 

2. Given that sufficient/reliable publicly accessible information was not available for all of the above 
programmes in order to carry out an informed benchmarking exercise. Along with our own experience in 
this field, the following three sources were also used towards identifying suitable programmes: (a) WB and 
Ci-Dev’s Mapping donor support for Low Carbon Development in Low Income Countries (b) Power Africa 
Partners Toolbox; and (c) RECP’s website which is a funding database containing information of all 
programs offering loans, grants and/or equity to renewable energy projects in Africa (https://www.africa-
eu-renewables.org/funding-database/?_search=1&database-name=). All programmes from similar 
implementing bodies (i.e. WB, DFID, AfDB, GIZ, USAID) were then selected. Which were further refined 
base on those that focus on one or more of the following themes in the following order of priority: 

a. Utilise the CDM to improve energy access in low income countries using results-based finance  

b. Non-CDM results-based finance targeting energy access 

c. Other financing mechanisms for energy access in low income countries 

https://www.africa-eu-renewables.org/funding-database/?_search=1&database-name
https://www.africa-eu-renewables.org/funding-database/?_search=1&database-name
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d. CDM support in general (i.e. not focused on advancing energy access in low income countries) 

3. This created a long-list of potential comparison programmes: Energy Sector Management Assistance 
Program (ESMAP); Climate Investment Funds (CIF); Climate technology program (CTP); Energy and 
Environment Partnership (EEP); Renewable Energy & Adaptation to Climate Technologies (REACT); 
Green Africa Power; Energy Africa; Transforming Energy Access; African Climate Technology Centre 
(ACTC); Sustainable Energy Fund for Africa; EU Energy Initiative Partnership Dialogue Facility (EUEI 
PDF); Energising Development (EnDev); Power Africa; PFAN; Scaling Off-Grid Energy; Powering 
Agriculture. 

4. This long-list was analysed in the order of priority listed in point 2 to find a shortlist of programmes with 
reliable and up-to-date information (such as latest annual reports, independent evaluation reports, 
progress reports, planning reports etc.). This included programmes such as: 

a. Carbon Markets Program (Uses CDM for energy access in LDCs w/ RBF);  

b. Get-FiT, GPOBA, EnDev (Non-CDM RBF targeting energy access in LDCs);  

c. ESMAP, REACT, SEFA (Finance for low carbon energy access in LDCs) 

On undertaking the review, it became clear that the programmes were insufficiently similar in terms of financing 
approach, ultimate objectives and portfolio profile to be comparable. Nevertheless, the data was still included 
to provide a general comparison point for the reader. 

The programme data compared for this evaluation was that which was available publicly, but for future 
evaluations the team will seek further avenues to accessing a broader amount of data. 

 

Quality assurance 

The team for this evaluation has been compiled carefully so as to combine thematic experts (in energy access, 
climate finance and carbon markets) with evaluation and research specialists.  

Quality assurance of the methodology / approach 

At each evaluation stage, the team develops an Approach Paper which is submitted to the client. In the case 
of this evaluation, the Paper was submitted to EQUALs and received a red rating. The methodology was 
therefore revised to the version presented in this annex. 

Quality assurance of data collection and analysis 

The tools and methods for data collection and analysis are defined from the outset by the technical team 
working together. These approaches (and the tools) are then peer-reviewed and (finally) reviewed by the 
project director. For this First Evaluation, however, some of the interview research tools did not undergo a 
rigorous quality assessment before use (see limitations set out in Box A1).  

Quality assurance of reporting (arguments, findings, conclusions and recommendations) 

All technical analysis conducted (e.g. of energy access trends or carbon markets viability) is peer reviewed by 
other technical experts on the team. Such quality assurance enables the testing of (a) data accuracy and (b) 
the sufficiency and relevance of the evidence provided. The project manager then conducts a second quality 
assessment (when reviewing the analysis / text) in order to interrogate (c) the logic of the arguments being 
made; (d) the robustness of the evidence supporting it. 

Ethical considerations 

Since primary data collection for this First Evaluation was limited, the ethical implications were equally limited. 
However, for the next evaluation (during which fieldwork will be conducted), the team will conduct a pre-
fieldwork risk analysis and mitigation exercise in consideration of the cultural context and the risks of bias and 
harm associated with the planned data collection. 
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Stakeholder interview guides 

Interviews with Ci-Dev  

 

 
 

 
Site Visit Agenda 
 

 

Confidential 

 

 

Project name: DFID - Evaluation of  the Carbon Market Finance Programme 

Time/date of visit: 17/05/2016 - 20/05/2016  

Location of site visit: World Bank HQ, 1818 H Street, Washington DC, USA 

Purpose of site visit: To conduct the Country Baseline Assessment Workshop and 
interviews with the Ci-Dev team as part of the First Formative 
Evaluation 

 

  

   

 

Agenda 

 

Below is an outline agenda for the evaluation team’s activities on site.  Please note that there may be 
deviations from the below plan which will be communicated and discussed with Ci-Dev management at the 
opening meeting. Interviews with individual Ci-Dev staff can be done on an ‘as available’ basis across the 
three days, agenda provides an indicative time required and scope of the questions asked. All meeting 
includes break times. 

Time Place Activities Participants 

17-05-2016 

09:00-09:30 WB HQ 

Opening Meeting: 

- Introductions 

- Confirmation of site visit agenda 

- Confirmation of site visit objectives 

Ci-Dev Management 



Evaluation of the Carbon Market Finance Programme (CMFP) | 145 

 

Time Place Activities Participants 

09:30-11:00 WB HQ 

Ci-Dev status update meeting: 

- current status of CMFP implementation and 

evaluation,  

- expectations what influence the Ci-Dev will exert 

on carbon markets and the energy access agenda 

- general questions for triangulation of DFID annual 

review & Ci-dev reports to participants (on content, 

language, perception, etc.) 

Ci-Dev Management 

11:00-12:30 WB HQ 

Country assessment validation part 1: workshop with 

all Deal Managers on the Country assessment 

framework used in the evaluation, and on validation 

of the barriers 

Deal Managers 

12:30-13:30  Lunch  

13:30-15:00  WB HQ 

Country assessment validation part 2: workshop with 

all Deal Managers on the Country assessment 

framework used in the evaluation, and on validation 

of the barriers 

Deal Managers 

15:00-17:00 WB HQ 

Focus group discussion regarding: 

 

- Expected role of the carbon market for energy 

access in the absence of CMFP   

- Indicators for transformational change 

- Carbon Fund activities and products  

- The conditions that would be necessary for Ci-Dev 

to catalyse emission reductions  

- How the outcome indicators (KPIs) have guided 

project selection 

- How could the CMFP influence future carbon 

finance mechanisms and models 

- Ci-Dev’s efficiency in the context of delivering 

carbon finance 

Deal Managers 

 

18-05-2016 

09:00-12:30 WB HQ 

Separate meetings and interviews with all deal 

managers on the market barriers in their areas and 

on activities funded by the Readiness fund.  

Deal Managers 

(individually ~30 minutes 

per project) 

12:30-13:30  Lunch  



Evaluation of the Carbon Market Finance Programme (CMFP) | 146 

 

Time Place Activities Participants 

13:30-17:00 WB HQ 

Separate meetings and interviews with all deal 

managers on the market barriers in their areas and 

on activities funded by the Readiness fund.  

Deal Managers 

(individually ~30 minutes 

per project) 

19-05-2016 

09:00-11:00 WB HQ 

 

Interviews with Ci-Dev management regarding: 

- Expected role of the carbon market for energy 

access in the absence of CMFP 

- The conditions that would be necessary for CMFP 

through Ci-Dev to catalyse emission reductions 

- Relevance of the Carbon and Readiness funds 

throughout the Ci-Dev intervention process 

- Appropriate indicators for the delivery of the energy 

access and energy services 

- Appropriate indicators for transformational change 

- How the outcome indicators (KPIs) have guided 

project selection 

- Ci-Dev’s efficiency in the context of delivering 

carbon finance 

- Perceived advantages and disadvantages of 

implementing CMFP through WB 

- Objectives and priorities of Ci-Dev 

 

Ci-Dev Management 

(individually - ~40 minute 

each) 

11:00-13:00 WB HQ 

 

Interviews with Ci-Dev Methodology Work Program 

(MWP) team regarding: 

 

- Expected role of the carbon market for energy 

access in the absence of CMFP   

- Indicators for transformational change 

- The conditions that would be necessary for Ci-Dev 

to catalyse emission reductions  

- Products and activities that have been funded by 

the Readiness Fund  

- Expectations regarding the outcome of these 

activities 

- How could the CMFP influence future carbon 

finance mechanisms and models 

- Ci-Dev’s efficiency in the context of delivering 

carbon finance 

Ci-Dev MWP team 

(individually - ~40 minute 

each) 

13:00-14:00  Lunch  

14:00-15:00 WB HQ LTS and Ecofys internal meeting  
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Time Place Activities Participants 

15:00-16:30 

(time can be 

extended if 

necessary) 

WB HQ 

Close out meeting 

- Next steps 

- Planning for interviews of non-WB 

stakeholders 

Ci-Dev Management 

Morning of 20 May 2016 (09:00 to 12:00) to be utilized in the event of outstanding work items 

 

Annex I: Ci-Dev attendees 

We would ask the following people to be available for interviews and/or the workshop.  Other personnel to be 

engaged may be identified in the course of the onsite activities and these will be discussed first with Ci-Dev 

management.  

 

Group Person 

Ci-Dev Management 

Jose Andreu  

Matt King 

Kirtan Sahoo 

Deal Managers 

Juha Seppala 

Léon Biaou 

Nuyi Tao 

Zijun Li 

Patricia Marcos 

Taisei Matsuki 

MWP Team 

Klaus Oppermann 

Hari Gadde 

Leon Biaou 

 
 
 
 

Potential interview activities and questions: Ci-Dev workshop, 16 - 20 May 2016 
Table of EQs and key activities to be covered during the trip: 

EQs Groups to interview 

Carbon market baseline  - Ci-Dev Management 

- Deal Managers 

- MWP Team 

Country baseline assessment  - Deal Managers 

1.1 Were the pilot projects selected in such a way as to cover a 
broad range of possible energy access technology and delivery 
models for both carbon payments and the energy access 
technologies?   
1.2 Did the selection of the Readiness Fund activities take into 
account how to optimise outreach to the most relevant 
stakeholders?   
1.6 Was scalability and replicability a consideration in project 
selection?   

- Ci-Dev Management 

- Deal Managers 

- MWP Team 
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1.3 Was the product offering of the Readiness Fund tailored to the 
barriers to scale-up/replication?  
1.4 Was the Readiness Fund or Carbon Fund support more relevant 
to assisting projects to become more viable?   
 

- Ci-Dev Management 

- Deal Managers 

- MWP Team 

4.2 Is Ci-Dev still a relevant instrument to deliver the CMFP post-
CoP? Is it relevant in the context of the new climate deal?   
4.3 Is Ci-Dev still relevant to the policy priorities of donors and WB?   
4.4 Does Ci-Dev have a home at WB? 

- Ci-Dev Management 

 

6.2 How efficient were processes (across Ci-Dev and compared to 
CDM more generally)?  
6.4 What factors impacted efficiency? 

- Ci-Dev Management 

- MWP Team 

EQ12 Under what conditions did the Ci-Dev interventions catalyse 
emission reductions (intended and unintended reductions)?  
 

- Deal Managers (forward 

looking) 

 

 
 

Draft questions: 
- Ci-Dev Management 

- Deal Managers 

- MWP Team 

Baseline: 

- (C,D,M) Expected role of the carbon market for energy access in the absence of CMFP   

- In the context of household and community level energy access projects, what was the 

situation for developing these projects in LDCs throughout the carbon market during 

the period in 2012-2013 

- Prior to the launch of the CMFP (back in 2013), what was your expectation of the 

‘future’ role of the carbon market in their implementation and scaling up – if any. 

- What do you see as current market situation on the development clean energy and 

poverty reducing technologies in household and community projects in LDCs and its 

role in the promoting replication/scaling up of such projects? 

- What are your thoughts on the reasons for differences between your expectations at 

the time and the current situation?   

- What your expectations now on how the market would evolve in this area from now 

on and what would you expect to the CMFP/Ci-Dev's role to be if any. What about in 

the context of SDM? 

 

- (CDM) Indicators for transformational change. Once transformational change is defined, the 

Evaluation team will work with Ci-Dev to determine a list of appropriate indicators of 

transformational impacts to assess the transformational nature of Ci-Dev.  

- What would you consider to be appropriate indicators to assess whether impacts of Ci-

Dev results in transformational change in the carbon market? 
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- Or. What would you consider to be appropriate indicators to assess the impacts of Ci-

Dev upon the wider carbon market? 

First formative: 

- Country Barrier Assessment (EQ1?) 

- The Country Barrier Assessment conducted in the baseline period will be validated 

with the WB Deal Managers during a visit to Washington DC in May 2016.  A group 

discussion format will be used to describe the Country Barrier methodology chosen.  

- Each assessment will be discussed with the responsible deal manager in the 

presence of the other deal managers.  

- This will be a validation step for the scoring of the barriers relative to each other as 

well as relative between the markets / pilot projects and complement the validation 

through the online expert survey.   

- Other questions to answer sub EQs but not found in the First Evaluation (EQ 4) 

- (D) What are the Carbon Fund activities and products and how do they address the 

barriers?  

- (D) Do the carbon fund products enable one to make full use of the technology’s 

potential scalability and replicability? (Are there any key support/barriers not 

covered?) How so? 

- (C) Is there a point in time (or stage in the process) where one of the two funds is more 

relevant than the other? What are these situations and what is your rationale? 

 

- (CDM ) Formalise the pathway to impact by establishing the hypotheses for the conditions 

that would be necessary for Ci-Dev to catalyse emission reductions (EQ12)  

- Under what conditions did/would Ci-Dev intervention catalyse (assist via speeding up, 

more resource efficiency or create where none before) emission reductions from 

household and community level energy access projects?  

- Or how has/does Ci-Dev intend to help household and community level energy access 

projects generate emission reductions? 

- What would be the limitations to this assistance, when would it not work? 

 

- (C) Appropriate indicators for the delivery of the energy access and energy services 

-   

 

- (C,D) How the outcome indicators (KPIs) have guided project selection (EQ13).  

- What was the selection criteria for the CI-Dev projects? What were the key 

considerations or qualities you look for in a project? (differ based upon 

country/market) 

 

- (M) Establish the products and activities that have been funded by the Readiness Fund 

(EQ1).  

- Apart from… what other Readiness Fund activities and products are there, either 

implemented or planned? 

- What were the target audience, the main objective and do how they address project 

barriers?  

- Apart from CDM anything else? 

- What has the MEP done on the standard baselines? 
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- Stock taking exercise on other funds to work with, how has that gone? 

- Study on business models in Africa and carbon assistance, is the study complete, wat 

was the key results? 

- Work on involving the private sector, use of reimbursable grants 

 

- (M)Outcome mapping, expected results  

- What are your expectations regarding the outcome of these activities? 

- How do these products enable other players on the carbon market to support energy 

access?   

- Other questions to answer sub EQs but not found in the FFA (EQ 4) 

- (CDM) How could the CMFP influence future carbon finance mechanisms and models, 

so that carbon finance can be used in household and community projects in LDCs with 

high development benefits? 

  -> Setting an example of the model or making a Business Case? 

Demonstrating other benefits?  

- How did Ci-Dev assistance African negotiators? (Links to outcome of Paris 

agreement) 

- What is been done with the dissimilation of learnings  

- (C) In the context of both the carbon market in general, and the carbon market as a 

tool to promote/scale up the replication of clean energy and poverty reducing 

technologies what do you consider to be the objectives and priorities of Ci-Dev?  

- (C) Similarly, in the same context what do you consider to be the objectives / priorities 

of the CMFP? / The UK/Swedish governments? That of Climate Cent Foundation? 

 

- (C)205 Perceived advantages and disadvantages of WB as implementer of CMFP (EQ4.4) 

- What do you consider as the key capabilities that an implementing entity must 

possess to be an efficient and effective deliverer of carbon finance? 

- In that context, what you do perceive to be the advantages and disadvantages of 

having the World Bank as the implementing entity of the CMFP? 

- Does the World Bank bring the following advantages? (List Business Case advantage 

assumptions). 

- What about expectations of the process and the DD? Why no ERPAs in 2015? 

- Origination strategy based upon the CMFP indicators? What is being done on the 

replacing of lost project? 

 

- (C,D)206 Ci-Dev’s efficiency in the context of delivering carbon finance (EQ6) 

- In the context of CER generation, what do you consider to be the key factors that 

influences a project's time and cost efficiency in generating CERs? 

- In the same context, do you consider Ci-Dev to be an efficient deliverer of carbon 

finance?  

- Is the time taken by Ci-Dev projects reasonable? How do they compare to BAU or 

other benchmarks? What transaction costs are incurred by Ci-Dev? Are they 

reasonable? Please provide rationale/examples for your answers 

                                                      
205 Section 5.3 
206 Section 6.2 
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Interviews with carbon market stakeholders 

DFID Evaluation of the Carbon Market Finance Programme  
First Formative Evaluation Interview Guide 

 
Respondent category: Designated National Authority (DNA) 
Customized for role/name: Ousmane Fall Sarr (Senegal DNA - CI-Dev assisted) 

Ethiopia DNA (Non CI-Dev assistance) 

Instructions to Interviewers 

[Text in brackets are instructions to interviewers and are not meant to be read] 
(Text in parentheses are optional texts the interviewer may read, as helpful) 
Abbreviations expected to be known by the respondent: 

 UNFCCC 

 CDM 

 (CDM) EB 

 PoA 

 Ci-Dev 

 LDC 

 RBF 

 CER 

 ERPA 

 Paris CoP 

Introductory Script 

 Describe CMFP, evaluation and introduce evaluation team [De-emphasize Ci-Dev 

specifically as much as possible, focusing on the carbon market for energy access itself, at 

least until the carbon market series of questions has been answered, then can provide more 

detail if needed at beginning of Ci-Dev section. [Suggestion: see for inspiration on text 

Annex 2 of Baseline Assessment] 

 Address how information will be used/confidentially or lack of it 

 Target 30-45 minutes 

 Remind them that they can stop you at any time to ask questions. 

Respondent information 

1. Date:  

2. Interviewer(s):  

3. Mode: (phone/location if in person):  

4. Respondent Name:  

5. Affiliation(s):  

6. Role(s):  [Probe as needed to get full 

picture in the DNA’s involvement 

with carbon markets as well as other 

international climate change 

negotiations and  activities] 

 

7. Length of time in positon:  
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Energy access 

Is your country active in providing energy access (this question has several objectives: 1. find out if the DNA 
is informed about energy access programs, and 2. find out if the Ci-Dev activity is linked to the overall energy 
access activities. This means: do not get lost in detail! It is not the objective to get a complete overview of the 
energy access programs in the country through this question! Once you have an impression about these two 
objectives, stop and move on to the carbon market questions) 

Carbon market in the country 

First, we’d like to get your perspective on the carbon market, especially for energy access in LDCs, as well 
as for (Ethiopia/Senegal) specifically.  
Zero. How active is the carbon-based project development in the country, what are the experiences, which 
sectors are moving. How important is the World Bank as a player in this?  
 

1. In your opinion what role does the carbon market play in development of household and 

community level energy access project? 

 

What do you see as current market situation with respect to the development of clean 

energy and energy access in LDCs?  

 
Are there barriers slowing down the market development for clean energy technologies? What are 
the barriers? 
Is the situation generally the same in your country? 

 

[If needed: Are these barriers mainly on the user, technology supply, financial or political side? If 

necessary, provide examples for barriers, such as lack of awareness, lack of experience, lack of 

affordability, lack of cost-effectiveness/ business model] 

 

[Probe as needed for size of role as well as differences in countries, technologies or other 

factors] [H14/EQ2, EQ4]  

 

 

2. We are asking you to think back now. In the context of household and community level 

energy access projects, what was the situation for developing in LDCs throughout the 

carbon market during the period in 2012-2013? How, if at all, was the situation different in 

(Ethiopia/Senegal) specifically? [H1] 

 

3. Back in 2013, what would’ve been your expectation of the ‘future’ role of the carbon market 

in their implementation and scaling up – if any? How, if at all, does your answer change for 

(Ethiopia/Senegal)? [H2] 
 

4. What are your thoughts on the reasons for differences between your expectations at the 

time and the current situation?   [H14/EQ2, EQ4] 

 

5. What your expectations now on how the market would evolve in this area from now on? 

Why? Do you expect the market to evolve the same way for your country? 
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[If needed, probe for distinctions between effects of the Paris agreement and other factors] 

[H14/EQ2, EQ4] 

 

6. What energy access programs are you aware of? 
 

 

Interactions with Ci-Dev/Readiness Fund Activities 

Now, I’d like to turn to discussing the Carbon Initiative for Development or Ci-Dev more specifically. 

1. How familiar are you with the World Bank’s (Carbon Initiative for Development) or Ci-Dev? 

[Briefly remind them of Ci-Dev’s staff and objectives, as needed] [EQ1.2] 

 

 

2. Overall, what influence would you say the Ci-Dev (and perhaps the World Bank more 

broadly) has had on carbon markets and the energy access agenda to date (for all LDCs)?  

 

[Probe as needed for what has had the influence] [H9, H13, H14/ EQ1.2, EQ1.3] 

 

3. (Now switching to the activities of the CDM EB more specifically.) What specific activities (of 

Ci-Dev) are you familiar with as it relates to the CDM Executive Board or working groups? 

[H9, H13, H14/ EQ1.2, EQ1.3] 
 

4.  [If activities reported:] Please provide examples of modifications or improvements to the 

CDM the Ci-Dev have suggested that have been actively considered. What else? [Probe as 

needed for each example to clarify if this suggestion was ultimately accepted or rejected.] 

[H9, H13, H14/ EQ1.2, EQ1.3] 
 

5. [If activities reported:] Of the ideas originally proposed by Ci-Dev that have been taken up by 

the CDM EB, which have been most useful (or is expected to have the most impact)? (E.g. 

workshops for African delegation, standardized baselines, knowledge products, streamlined 

processing etc.) [H9, H13, H14] 
 

6. What other players in the carbon market make similar suggestions? [H16/EQ4.4] 
 

   [If needed:] How credible is the Ci-Dev team and their analysis relative to these other 

players? [EQ1.2, EQ4.4] 

 

7. Are there any activities or topics that the Ci-Dev team are uniquely positioned to provide 

information on or support? [If yes, probe for clarification] [H16/EQ4.4] 
 

8. What suggestions do you have on how the Ci-Dev team could further improve their 

advocacy as it relates to the CDM (especially for POAs in LDCs)? [H9, H13, H14/EQ1.3, EQ4] 
 

9. (Aside from activities relating to the CDM processes and procedures) In what other ways do 

you think that the Ci Dev has influenced the market? [H9, H13, H14/EQ1.3, EQ12.3, EQ14.1] 
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10. How do the Ci-Dev team’s activities (both relating to the CDM and more broadly) enable 

other players on the carbon market to support energy access?  (such as convening power, 

training local stakeholders, demonstrating new businesses models, providing catalytic 

finance or influencing the Paris CoP outcomes) [H9, H13, H14/EQ1.2, EQ1.3, EQ4, EQ12.3, 

EQ14.1] 
 

11. Under what conditions would the Ci-Dev’s assistance not work? (such as other factors that 

limit or another organization or group is better positioned) [H6/EQ12] 
 

12. Have you or your country received any direct support from the Ci-Dev team? [If yes:] Please 

describe. [e.g. workshops, training, advice]  
 

13. What else could the Ci-Dev team do to further influence future carbon finance mechanisms 

and models, so that carbon finance can be used (in household and community projects in 

LDCs with high development benefits)? [H9, H13, H14/ EQ1.2, EQ1.3, EQ4, EQ12.3, EQ14.1] 
 

14. (We are asking you to speculate now.) What are your expectations on influence the Ci-Dev 

will exert on carbon markets and the energy access agenda going forward? [H9, H13, H14/ 

EQ1.2, EQ1.3, EQ4] 

 

15. Given your expectations for future carbon markets and energy access in Ethiopia/Senegal, in 

what way could Ci-Dev’s influence lead to transformational change (i.e. impacts that catalyse 

further changes, speed up changes in carbon financing or lead to a shift in how the carbon 

market operates)? 
 

16. (Now, switching to the project level.) In the context of CER generation, what do you consider 

to be the key factors that influences a project's time and cost efficiency in generating CERs? 

(especially for energy access projects)  [H11] 
 

17. Are you familiar with any of the projects that are being considered (or have received an 

ERPA) by Ci-Dev? 
 

[Only if yes:] Have you personally had any role in these projects? [H10/EQ1.1] 
 

[Only if yes:] What impact on that particular project (or PoA) would you say that participating 

in the Ci-Dev will have (or has had)? (for example, it could speed up/slow down the process, 

it could change the quality of submissions, or something else, or have no expected effect) 

[EQ6, EQ12] 

 

18. What options for financing do these projects have instead of Ci-Dev? [H2/EQ1.5] 
 

19. What other initiatives are you aware of that are providing carbon-RBF? (Any for energy 

access? Or in LDCs) [Probe as needed: do you know in what year [the named initiative] 

started?] 
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[Examples: Carbon Partnership Facility (CPF), Community Carbon Development Fund (CDCF), 

Energising Development (EnDev), International Energy and Climate Initiative (Energy+), 

Global Partnership on Output Based Aid (GPOBA)] [H2/EQ1.5] 

 

20. What advantages and disadvantages does the WB as an institution have, compared to other 

initiatives, to deliver carbon-RBF? [probe for both advantages and disadvantages] 
 

Wrap up 

 Thank respondent 

 Remind of expected outcome of this interview 

[If appropriate] ask for other sources of information or appropriate people to talk to such as addressing: 

 Any other staff who would know about a project’s participation in Ci-Dev (or 

consideration) 

 The market situation in their country 

 Post Paris analysis of carbon market (expectations, trends) 

 Information on other carbon-RBF initiatives 

 Key documents by the UNFCCC CDM EB (or analysing their actions) 
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Annex 6. Theory of Change 
The TOC presented below was originally presented in the Baseline Report of this evaluation submitted in 
February 2016. The Key to the colours, shapes and lines is presented overleaf. 

 

Limit of CMF Influence

Pilot
projects

Absence of these barriers

(Paris) CoP / 
UNFCCC providing 

basis for c-RBF 
modality

increased supply for 
CRBF

continued demand for 
CRBF

Scalability and 
replicability of pilot 

projects

Proof of concept 
for CRBF

Supply Chain Policy 
makers

FinanciersUsers

3 62 4

Market Transformation for 
Low Carbon Energy Access 

Technologies
in Pilot Projects

Low Carbon Technology Markets

Scale up
More Market 

Transformation for 

Energy Access 
Technologies 

supported by 
CRBF

More development
benefits and 

carbon benefits

develop
ment

benefits

carbon 
benefits

Carbon Results Based 
Finance (c-RBF)

Business model 
development

Methodology Work 
Programme

Carbon payment / 
price

Carbon related 
capacity 

Administrative 
Project Expenses

Carbon Markets

Methodologies

Inputs

necessary factors 
for change

5

Installed 
technologies and 

clean energy 
capacity increases 

(165 MW)10, 17

More poor people 
have access to 
clean energy 
technologies

CERs generated
and purchased 

(2.6Mt)11 Increased installed 
clean energy capacity 

and technologies

(800MW)21

ERs issued  
(7.6 Mt) 

More people with 
access to clean 

energy 
technologies

(31m)21

intermediate results

impact

2 61 3 5 21 5 2 61 41

Project expenses

Knowledge 
Management

Carbon Capacity 
Building
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Impact

Intermediate
results

Input

Necessary factors 
for change

Carbon 
markets

1 Awareness

2 Expertise

3 Access

4 Interest

5 Cost-effectiveness

6 Affordability
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Annex 7. Confidential information  
Information redacted.  
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Annex 8. Barrier analysis 
This Annex provides more detail on the Carbon Fund projects, the barriers that Ci-Dev seeks to address and 
any remaining barriers to project sustainability and success (i.e. to increased energy access, energy capacity 
and development benefits). It supplements the information presented in Table 25 of section 4.2.2.  This 
information is the result of a research effort of the CMFP evaluation team; it does not present nor necessarily 
reflect the views of Ci-Dev or Participants.  
 
The information was compiled and reviewed in October 2016 and all analysis is therefore based on the context 
of that period. The findings are derived from an analysis of the market situation expressed in the PINs and 
Pre-PINs (the only project-specific information made available to the team at the time of analysis), 
supplemented by the evaluation team’s independent market assessments of the technologies in project 
countries. The market assessments were based on publicly available online information (in particular 
information available on the SE4All website). For some project contexts, the team was also able to draw on its 
lessons from comparable cases documented in the energy access community based on their own expertise / 
knowledge of the sector. The evaluation team note that, whilst the information was correct at the time of writing, 
project design updates may have been made which might affect barriers (positively or negatively). The barrier 
analysis forms the basis for further investigation into the CMFP theory of change that will take place as part of 
the Mid-Term Evaluation. 

PIN #1 

This project contributes to a national biogas programme that has already begun implementation. The project 
promotes the sale and take-up of concrete masonry household biogas digesters. The Coordinating/ Managing 
Entity (CME) is a public entity (organisation #1). Private construction companies build the biodigesters and 
(using the c-RBF from Ci-Dev) will take over sales and after-sales maintenance responsibilities. To date, the 
government has relied on support from external donors. Now, carbon revenue will be used to fund a 
performance-based incentive to the construction companies. This will be passed along to consumers in the 
form of a 30% lower final retail price. C-RBF from Ci-Dev will also fund an annual maintenance incentive for 
construction companies that have a good track record in maintaining biogas performance. The role of carbon 
within this project is therefore scalability (by making the product more attractive (by being associated with 
better maintenance support) and more affordable to target customers).  

In its barrier assessment on the basis of the PINs, the evaluation team identified two main barriers to scale-
up of biogas cookstoves in Ethiopia: 

 A lack of affordability (user side): Concrete biodigesters are expensive relative to the income of target 
customers and are mostly unaffordable without access to capital; and  

 The lack of expertise/technical know-how (user side) and lack of interest/motivation (user side): The PIN 
suggests that not all users of biodigesters were aware of how to use the technology, indicating a need for 
user training and professional maintenance services. Linked to this, Ci-Dev notes the lack of repair and 
maintenance services offered in remotely located communities as a potential barrier to user knowledge 
and capacity. 

Ci-Dev aims to address these barriers through (i) the performance incentive to construction companies 
(resulting in the lower cost for customers) and through (ii) incentives to the companies distributing the 
biodigesters to provide more consistent long-term maintenance (thus increasing the user´s confidence in the 
product). In addition, the evaluation team has judged that the Readiness Grant issued to the CME in support 
of capacity-building may indirectly address affordability, because it can be assumed that this grant will 
contribute to the existing technical assistance (TA) component within the national biogas programme, which is 
aimed at educating banks and micro-finance institutions on the biogas sector. The purpose of this is to 
encourage them to give loans to households and educating, and supervising the masons who build the biogas 
digesters across the entire value chain.  

However, even if the costs of the technology (for the end-user) will be subsidised through the Ci-Dev carbon 
revenues in Ethiopia, the evaluation team considers that the remaining costs will most likely still be 
unaffordable for households without access to capital (see Box A1 below for supporting evidence based on a 
comparable Vietnam national biogas programme). The evaluation team has found that so far only few micro-
finance institutions have given access to credit lines to lend for the technology – meaning that there is not 
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sufficient access to financing options for households. This barrier is not directly remedied by carbon revenue. 
According to the PIN, the Government of Ethiopia is working to strengthen the capacity of micro-finance 
institutions and biogas construction enterprises to lend to households and ensure continued access to credits 
for households. A parallel effort was undertaken in Vietnam, but households were still reluctant to borrow for 
biogas digesters (see Box A1). Regarding the lack of (consumer) expertise, maintenance support may help 
increase potential buyer confidence, but the user would still, however, require an explanation of how to operate 
the biodigester from the outset 207 if they were to buy the product, therefore the barrier of the lack of expertise 
appears to remain. 

Box A3. Drawing lessons from the Vietnam national biogas programme 

The Ethiopian project shares similarities with the Vietnam Biogas Programme,208 and lessons from the 

latter 209  can be drawn upon to support the barrier analysis of the former. Within the Vietnam 
programme, after 12 years, several barriers to widespread adoption within households remained. These 
included: incompatibility between large appliances and the biodigester, a lack of local manufacturing 
capacity, limited awareness of how to apply the slurry produced, a lack of accessibility of biogas 
feedstocks, a lack of technical skills to install and maintain digesters in the private sector, and minimal 
coordination between ministries and donors. In addition, uncertainties remained as to the amount of 
GHG emissions actually reduced through this option, as methane gas from household digesters was 
often being released to the atmosphere when supply exceeded demand. 

The Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development in Vietnam’s attempt to mitigate these challenges 
through ongoing technical assistance and training as well as quality control efforts (all coordinated 
through an increased capacity of rural extension services and a special programme office with around 

seven full-time staff) 210 had a limited effect and barriers remain.  

However, an aspect which did have some impact on incentivising use of the biodigesters was 
awareness-raising around savings to farmers on the cost fertiliser, since this can be produced as a bi-
product of the biodigester. Without such a stream of financial benefits there often is no Business Case 
for households. 

PIN #2 

PIN #2 has as aim to increase energy access in rural areas of Ethiopia through the scaling up of off-grid solar 
energy use. Organisation #2 – a public entity – is the CME and it has partnered with private solar-suppliers to 
implement the project, which will deploy solar lanterns and SHS across Ethiopia.  

The evaluation team identified four barriers to scale-up within the project: 

                                                      
207 Based on a reading of Pre-PIN and PIN documentation, the evaluation team concluded that such support was not being 

provided by the masons who build the biogas digesters as part of this project. In response to a draft version of this Report, 

Ci-Dev did not provide certainty on this matter, but clarified that it is their assumption that the masons who build the 

biogas digesters will be incentivised to provide this training to users, as – without it – they will not be able to generate the 

CERs required to meet the RBF requirements and this issue would be picked up ‘quickly through implementation supervision 

and carbon monitoring/supervision’. However, evidence from the Vietnam case study demonstrates that such an assumption 

cannot always be made (i.e. in Vietnam, in spite of the project using RBF, project implementers did not provide this user 

training and users remained unable to use the product). Further, the evaluation team has not been able to verify (within 

the scope of this evaluation) whether carbon supervision entails facility by facility, or generalised / estimates-based 

monitoring. If the latter, then it cannot be assumed that a lack of training would necessarily be picked up.  
208 It is part of the multi-donor (and DFID)-funded ‘Energising Development’ (EnDev) programme which also buys CERs as 

‘results’ 
209 The lessons for the Vietnam programme are outlined in Abt Associates Inc (2015) ‘Lessons Learned in Development of 

NAMAs for Biogas in Vietnam, May 2015, The AILEG Project’ Contract No.: EEM-I-00-07-00004-00 Task Order: AID-OAA-

TO-11-00041M Submitted to: Office of Economic Policy, Bureau for Economic Growth, Education and Environment Office, 

USAIS; Available at: pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PA00KRW2.pdf [Accessed 23 November 2017] 
210 http://biogas.org.vn/english/Home.aspx 
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 A lack of expertise (user side): There is a lack of ability amongst users to differentiate between high and 
low quality systems; 

 A lack of interest/motivation (user side): Though a substantial proportion of rural households are interested 
in buying solar lighting products, there is a lack of trust in private retailers among households and thus a 
certain lack of motivation, leading to an unfavourable situation; 

 A lack of affordability (user side): The high upfront costs for SHS are a major barrier; and 

 A lack of affordability (supply side): There are liquidity constraints with the private sector solar suppliers, 
due to a lack of access to working capital loans. 

Ci-Dev’s use of carbon-financing in this project addresses the user-side barriers. According to Ci-Dev it is 
problematic that there are many low quality products in the market and that new high quality products are more 
expensive. Ci-Dev intends to use carbon revenues to create and maintain a warranty tracking and enforcement 
system for solar lanterns and SHS, to fund a battery replacement fund and a maintenance incentive for SHS. 
Ci-Dev hopes that with these incentives, households will have greater confidence in new and more expensive 
technologies provided by reputable suppliers offering quality products. 

The lack of supplier affordability is also perceived by Ci-Dev, but it does not provide a remedy for this barrier. 
Organisation #1, however, remedies this barrier with an organisation #1b line of credit to qualified private solar 
suppliers who will import the renewable energy technologies during the implementation timeframe. 

Similarly, organisation #1, as implementing entity of a US$60 million organisation #1b  line of credit (processed 
as part of the same WB project) will on-lend (i.e. forward on loans borrowed from someone else) amongst 
others to micro-finance institutions, who then will provide financing to end-users to purchase solar 
technologies. 

In sum then the barriers identified will be likely addressed by either the carbon-financing of Ci-Dev or through 
non-carbon financial support provided separately by organisation #2. Additionally, this project will benefit from 
a Readiness Grant which will inter alia provide business capacity support for the design and construction of a 
web-based warranty tracking software that will form the technological core of the warranty tracking and 
enforcement system to be supported by carbon finance. It is likely that such a system will (eventually) also 
contribute to addressing the ‘lack of user trust’ barrier.  

PIN #3 

In this project, eight private service providers (concessionaires) will provide new grid connections to 
households within 14 service territories. The service providers have been selected through a competitive 
tender process. Organisation #3 – a public entity – will provide working capital loans to the concessionaires to 
address their lack of up-front capital and to enable them to offer more manageable instalment payment terms 
to households to address consumer affordability. Organisation #3 will procure connection materials and 
provide them to the participating concessionaires. It is expected that centralised procurement will result in the 
competitive pricing of materials (from economies of scale) and ensure standardisation. Consumers will be 
expected to pay for their electricity usage, in addition to paying for connections, in manageable instalments to 
the concessionaire. The money paid by the consumers will then be paid back into a revolving fund held by 
organisation #3, which will provide financing for further households’ connections. Organisation #3 will act as 
the CME that enters into agreements with all the service providers. The majority of the carbon revenue (80%) 
will flow to organisation #3 to expand the revolving fund, with benefit trickling down to service providers and 
(later) to rural costumer as described above. Service providers will receive a share of carbon revenue directly 
to strengthen a customer-mobilisation campaign, strengthen monitoring, and expand its technician team and 
business capacity.  

In its barrier assessment on the basis of the PINs, the evaluation team identified two barriers to scale-up: 

 The lack of affordability (user side): This is the main barrier, also recognised by Ci-Dev;  

 A lack of cost-effectiveness (user side – for households); and 

 A lack of affordability (supply): there are high upfront costs for concessionaires. 
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Ci-Dev intends to reduce the user-affordability barrier by using carbon revenue to support household 
repayments of connection charges in manageable instalments. Its intended subsidy would also make the grid 
connection more cost-effective for the households. The concessionaire-affordability barrier should also be 
partly reduced through Ci-Dev’s support for the bulk purchases of connection material by organisation #3 and 
organisation #3´s lease agreements with the concessionaires.  

In sum, the activities being financed through carbon, as part of the Ci-Dev project, should address the main 
barriers to scale-up. Furthermore, a Readiness Grant is being used by the CME to design and build a GPS-
enabled real-time monitoring system for household energy consumption. This will provide aggregate data 
regarding household energy connections established and improved through the project. This will enable 
organisation #3 to ensure quality control of the vendors distributing the numerous energy access technologies 
and collect and compile data needed for carbon monitoring.  

PIN #5 

This project is being managed by the private company #5 (the CME) and is being operated by company #5, 
which is the company that developed and manages the PoA. The project promotes the scale-up of a moulded 
plastic household biogas system that can be mass-manufactured at lower cost and with faster and cheaper 
transportation and installation. 

In its barrier assessment on the basis of the PINs, the evaluation team identified three barriers to scale-up: 

 A lack of affordability (user side): Upfront costs are high;  

 A lack of cost effectiveness (financier side): micro-finance institutions fear a potential lack of cost-
effectiveness concerning biogas loans to households. Ci-Dev also assumes that potential investors 
might be reluctant to finance this as it is a high-cost technology; and 

 A lack of expertise/technical know-how (user side): Consumers lack understanding of how to use the 
product might put consumers off buying it. 

To reduce the barrier of affordability, Ci-Dev intends to use carbon revenues to repay company #5 for the 
consumer price subsidy it offers for each unit. The subsidy makes the biogas systems more affordable to 
households. To address the cost-effectiveness barrier, Ci-Dev has not proposed a direct measure, but the 
evaluation team assumes that the fact that Ci-Dev is cooperating through carbon finance might anyway make 
the company and the technology a less risky investment for micro-finance institutions and thus more attractive 
to them. To address low consumer confidence, carbon revenues are intended to be used by the CME to provide 
extended warranties, to increase trust among households. Finally, Ci-Dev is pursuing Government of Kenya 
endorsement for a small Readiness Grant to be awarded to company #5 for methodology and carbon capacity-
building and business model capacity-building. 

In spite of these efforts, the evaluation team considers that the barriers to scale-up of the company #5 
biodigesters are likely to remain unless factors external to the Ci-Dev project fall into place. It is possible that 
the subsidy will not be sufficient to make the systems affordable to users and that credit lines will also be 
needed, but the evaluation team was not able to uncover evidence to support this. The existence of the barrier 
will be tested through the Mid-Term Evaluation. Second, to address cost-effectiveness for the suppliers, large 
scale production would be needed. As pointed out in company #5’s annual report for 2017, the company itself 
will also still be loss-making even with the carbon revenues, unless scale can be achieved. Production capacity 
is indirectly facilitated by the remedies intended by Ci-Dev. However, the last-mile distribution costs are also 
high as the rural target customers are thinly spread over a large area and, here, economies of scale can only 
partially remedy the problem. Overall, therefore, the viability of the company and the endeavour is at risk, even 
with the c-RBF support. Finally, on the third barrier (lack of consumer expertise), whilst warranties may 
enhance consumer confidence they will not address consumer capacity to use the product without additional 
technical support.211 

                                                      
211 As for the Ethiopia biogas programme, Ci-Dev have clarified that they assume that the incentive structure of the results-

based payments addresses this barrier inherently; however, as for footnote 1 above, without specific information evidencing 

that the masons who build the biogas digesters will provide this education we do not think that this barrier can be said to 

be addressed without further testing. 
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PIN #6 

Company #6 - a European private sector company and the CME in this project - proposes to sell and distribute 
ethanol cookstoves and ethanol fuel, and to build, maintain, and help to operate a network of ethanol micro-
distilleries in Madagascar. To execute the project, it is working in partnership with local implementation 
partners, including stove and ethanol micro-distillery (EMD) equipment manufacturers, distributors of ethanol 
stoves and ethanol fuel, existing and prospective ethanol producers who will invest in EMDs, and sugarcane 
growers. At the initial market introduction stage, ethanol will be sourced primarily from the sugar factories in 
Madagascar and supplemented by ethanol produced from an existing ethanol micro-distillery. However, as the 
project enters into expansion, it will support the setting up and operation of 63 new EMDs by facilitating 
standard distillery design and bulk order of distillery equipment, and by providing training and technical services 
to distillery operations. Carbon revenues will be used to provide a subsidy to implementing partners to reduce 
the price of ethanol stoves. The project has not yet begun implementation. 

The evaluation team identified the following barriers to scale-up within the project: 

 Lack of affordability (user side): many households are unable to afford the price of the stoves. Ci-Dev 
also identifies this as a barrier; 

 Lack of awareness and a lack of expertise/technical know-how (user side). This is also identified as a 
barrier by Ci-Dev;  

 A lack of cost-effectiveness (financier side): given that the technology is new, giving the company a first 
mover disadvantage. Combined with relatively low forecasted return on investment in the first years, this 
is likely to lead to a lack of access to growth capital, as the risks associated with financing the project are 
relatively high;  

 A lack of awareness and a lack of expertise / technical know-how (supplier side and financier side); and 

 A lack of expertise (policy maker side) to support the sector. This was also identified as a barrier by Ci-
Dev. 

Ci-Dev will use carbon revenues to address both user affordability and awareness. The funds will provide a 
subsidy to partners which will also reduce the cost of the stoves for households, and a consumer awareness 
campaign will also be financed with carbon revenue. This remedy can be expected to partly reduce the lack of 
user awareness, but it is unlikely that the Ci-Dev will be able to fully reduce the lack of expertise, as it appears 
that training is likely to depend on the degree that the private partners consider it necessary. 

To address the lack of awareness and expertise of suppliers and financiers and (indirectly) the lack of cost-
effectiveness for the financier, Ci-Dev intends to provide a Readiness Grant to support the design, set-up and 
initial operations of the first two pilot ethanol micro-distilleries and to cover general project expenses for 
capacity-building and implementation partner technical services (e.g. the testing of different technologies and 
feedstocks). This will help to increase the expertise in the supply chain and encourage further investment by 
and in private sector local implementation partners.  

The Readiness Grant will also have as goal to build and strengthen capacity within the Government of #6 to 
regulate and otherwise support the ethanol cooking sector through the hiring of international experts and 
consultants from the ethanol sector. 

In sum, the carbon revenues should address the barriers to scale-up identified.   

PIN #7 

This project contributes to the Mali Rural Electrification programme that has already begun implementation, 
and which uses a range of technologies and activities to provide electricity access to rural households. Ci-Dev 
supports two of the programme’s components: the introduction of hybrid solar PV/diesel generation in rural 
mini-grids (operated and maintained by private energy-service companies - ESCOs); and the distribution of 
high quality solar lanterns by private distributors (when the cost of mini-grids’ expansion is not economically 
justifiable). The distributors are in charge of putting in place after-sales services and a product warranty. The 
project supports centralised bulk procurement by and the costs of compliance with technical requirements (for 
rural mini-grids). Organisation #7 the CME. 
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In its barrier assessment on the basis of the PINs, the evaluation team identified three barriers to the first 
component of the project: 

 A potential lack of affordability (user side): While connection costs are subsidised, it still translates into a 
considerable upfront investment for households; and 

 A lack of expertise (user side): It is unclear if the mini-grid providers will be providing maintenance / on-
going support; 

 A lack of affordability for potential operators of the mini grids (supply side): In the first component, solar 
PV-diesel hybrid mini-grids are implemented in rural villages by small enterprises. These companies have 
difficulty raising equity or obtaining loans for the share of capital costs not funded by organisation #7.  

As Ci-Dev does not intend to use c-RBF to address user-affordability, it is likely that the first barrier will remain. 
The likelihood of success for Ci-Dev thus depends on other actors’ intervention. Whether the second barrier 
remains is unclear: Ci-Dev has targeted carbon revenues from this project on supporting organisation #7 with 
its administrative oversight (improving capacity and technical standards of the mini-grid operators and the 
technology and ensuring continued maintenance and quality standards throughout their operation). In a 
clarification to the first draft of this report, Ci-Dev stated that it is its assumption that – through improvements 
to / support for operational standards – mini-grid providers will be better able to provide ongoing maintenance 
and support to users; however, this could not be verified by the evaluation team. Finally, Ci-Dev does not plan 
to address the third (supplier-affordability) barrier as part of this project, because it argues that this is addressed 
through other non-Ci-Dev channels (and thus such an application of Ci-Dev funding would not be additional).   

Additionally, the evaluation team identified the following three barriers to the second project component: 

 A lack affordability (user side): In the second component, private distribution companies and NGOs will 
sell and maintain pico-solar technologies for individual rural households and schools. Here, the evaluation 
team considers that a lack of affordability among households to be the strongest barrier to market 
development; 

 A lack of awareness among potential users: this is potentially slowing down market change, as only a few 
such products have been sold in Mali so far; and  

 The lack of expertise regarding the solar products amongst retailers (supply): Unless specifically trained, 
retailers may transfer false knowledge or fail to transfer necessary information to the user.   

Ci-Dev also identified the high upfront costs of solar products as a user-side affordability barrier. For this 
reason, it will use carbon revenues to supplement the results-based financing already provided for solar lamp 
sales through a different World Bank project. Additionally, Ci-Dev recognises user-side lack of awareness as 
a barrier and so it aims to channel carbon revenues to organisation #7 for the production of communications, 
marketing and education campaigns to boost the solar lamp market.  

It is likely that the Ci-Dev financing will therefore help to address the first two barriers (of user affordability and 
awareness), but the Ci-Dev financing does not address the retailer knowledge barrier identified.  

Additionally, a Readiness Grant will be used to build capacity within the CME to implement, coordinate and 
supervise the carbon operations, but this will not help to address any of the barriers identified above.  

PIN #8 

In this project, organisation #8 – a public entity – is the CME. Private companies bid to offer electricity services 
in ten service territories. They may choose the technology they use to provide electricity from solar home 
systems (SHS), solar energy mini-grids, or connections to the central grid through grid extensions. In addition, 
organisation #8 is asking concessionaires to market solar photo-voltaic (PV) lanterns for the poorest customers 
(developed outside of Ci-Dev support). The first six concessions have been competitively awarded to 
subsidiaries212  of four international energy companies, but the project has not yet started implementation.  

The evaluation team identified two barriers to scale-up: 

                                                      
212 Refer to page 16 of updated DD note. 
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 A lack of user affordability: The technologies, especially SHS, mini-grids and grid connection, have high 
upfront costs for households, and there is a lack of financing options; and 

 A potential lack of affordability and cost-effectiveness of the business model for concessionaires (supply 
side), as they face high costs for the investment. 

Ci-Dev also expects the high connection costs to be a major challenge for households and, because of this, 
Ci-Dev intends to use carbon revenues to refinance/replenish the seed capital needed by the CME to finance 
a voucher scheme for the poorest categories of households, by which the households receive vouchers that 
they can use to pay for part of the connection fees. Carbon revenues will also be used to cover organisation 
#8’s costs of administering the CDM programme and the scheme. 

Ci-Dev also identified high upfront costs and a ‘first mover disadvantage’ associated with the (new) business 
model. Furthermore, carbon finance cannot remedy these issues, although the Government is supporting the 
concessionaires through different subsidies in the context of the overall rural electrification programme.  

In sum then, it appears that c-RBF will address the first barrier and that the second barrier to scale-up will be 
addressed through other non-carbon financing streams. A Readiness Grant has been approved which is 
expected to fund (according to its approved proposal) inter alia the design, piloting and early implementation 
of the proposed voucher scheme, so this might also contribute to addressing the user-affordability barrier. 
However, the complexity of the voucher system will need to be assessed in later stages of the evaluation, as 
Ci-Dev documentation has also identified its complexity as a potential future barrier to scale-up. 

PIN #11 

This is a project supporting the sale and take-up of concrete masonry household biogas digesters. It 
contributes to the national biogas programme in Burkina Faso that has already begun implementation. The 
project’s CME is organisation #11, a European NGO, which has to date been co-funding and supporting the 
implementation of the national programme. The national programme is overseen by a Steering Committee 
composed of government representatives and some organisations from civil society and is being carried out 
in three phases: 2009-2013, 2014-2017, and 2018-2025. The first two phases have also been co-funded by 
organisation #11b and Government #11. It is proposed that carbon revenues from Ci-Dev will support 
programme costs in the third phase. In this third phase private companies will not only build the biodigesters 
but will also take over marketing and sales responsibilities from organisation #11.  

In its barrier assessment on the basis of the PINs, the evaluation team identified five barriers to scale-up: 

 A lack of expertise/technical know-how (supply side); 

 A lack of cost-effectiveness (supply side); 

 A lack of awareness (user side);  

 A lack of trust in the technology and motivation to buy it and 

 A lack of affordability and cost effectiveness (user side). 

Ci-Dev also identifies the first point as a barrier. Indeed, Ci-Dev sees the development of well-functioning 
private companies producing, marketing and selling biodigesters as the main overall constraint to the project. 
According to Ci-Dev´s analysis, private companies in Burkina Faso lack the funding for non-commercial market 
support services like quality control, training, research and development etc. This leads to the companies’ 
dependence on public biogas programmes. Ci-Dev intends to use carbon revenues to fund these non-
commercial market support costs.  

Whilst Ci-Dev does not explicitly identify cost-effectiveness as a barrier,213 it identifies this a challenge to the 
biodigester market in other regions (East Africa – see PIN #1) and this has been identified as a barrier for 
biodigester market scale-up within other international programmes (see Box A1 above). This barrier might be 

                                                      
213 Based on the information reviewed in the Pre-PINs and PINs. Ci-Dev have referred the team to discussion in the due 

diligence notes, though this falls out of the scope of analysis for this First Evaluation Report.  
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reduced with increased capacity-building and research and development (as is foreseen by Ci-Dev), which 
could improve and increase the production and lower production costs for masons.  

As for user-side barriers, Ci-Dev also notes that biodigesters are not very common in country #11 and that 
there is therefore a lack of consistent quality standards. The evaluation team considers that the use of carbon 
revenues for market support services might help to define standards and enhance users’ awareness and trust 
in the technology.  

As for the financial barrier for users, c-RBF is not addressing this, but it is expected that this barrier will be 
addressed anyway, as, starting with Phase 2, the project has been involving the participation of micro-finance 
institutions to provide credit to households, biodigester construction companies and suppliers of stoves and 
other equipment. To encourage the participation of micro-finance institutions, a guarantee fund was initially 
proposed to be established with financial and analytical support of Ci-Dev. However, Ci-Dev decided that 
support for this guarantee facility was not required in order to reach Ci-Dev CER targets; also, it seemed that 
the project was organically generating micro-finance institution interest in lending to households. It is also due 
to this reason that no Readiness Grant was processed.   

In view of the above-presented assessment, it appears that the Ci-Dev carbon finance will, in this case of this 
project, address the barriers to scale-up.  

PIN #12 

This project has as aim to distribute cookstoves to rural households in Rwanda. The project is being 
implemented as a Public-Private-Partnership between company #12 (the CME), a private sector company, 
and the Ministry of Health of Rwanda. In the first two phases of the project, products were distributed free to 
the poorest rural populations, but for the third phase, cookstoves will be sold. Ci-Dev will use carbon revenue 
to support company #12’s efforts to achieve financial viability by securing loan and equity financing. The aim 
is to provide the required return for investors, especially as it begins to enact its retail sales strategy. It is 
expected that as the company starts selling stoves (Tier 2+) to higher income consumers, its cash flows will 
improve and enable it to carry on the retail business on a long-term sustainable basis. The cookstoves will be 
distributed through an existing national network of community health workers via an agreement with the 
Ministry of Health. 

The evaluation team identified two barriers to scale-up within the project: 

 A lack of cost-effectiveness (financier side): This barrier is identified by Ci-Dev. It considers the low return 
on investment for the company in the initial years a barrier to attracting up-front financing, which would 
limit the company’s ability to reach the necessary economies of scale. The company faces a certain first 
mover disadvantage, as it was the first to try the business model; and  

 A lack of affordability (user side): Especially for the poorer households served by the project, the devices 
are unaffordable. 

It is expected that carbon revenues will address the barrier to financier cost-effectiveness; however, Ci-Dev is 
not using carbon revenues within this project to address user-affordability, and it is not clear what kind other 
of remedies there are to reduce this barrier, so it is possible that this will remain as a barrier to scale-up. 

PIN #15 

PIN #15 will support the distribution of 120 solar mini-grids, 250,000 SHS, 1,030 community solar systems, 
and 380 community solar water pumps across 14 under-served counties of Kenya from 2017 to 2022. The 
CME is company #15. Private solar suppliers will install with financial support from organisation #1b and Ci-
Dev. Carbon revenues will be used within the project to finance (1) a household connection subsidy for solar 
mini-grids, and (2) an after-sales maintenance service for the SHS, solar water pumps and community solar 
systems. 

The evaluation team was not able to conduct a barrier analysis on this project, as the content and nature of 
the project changed part way through the analysis and more detailed project design documents had not yet 
been made available at the time of writing.  
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PIN #16 

In this project, company #16 (the CME), a local energy company in Rwanda, is aiming to scale-up the market 
for a new model of cookstove by applying an innovative business model. Because the stoves are more 
expensive than lower-tier improved cookstoves, the operational structure includes a lease of the stove to 
customers, on the condition that they may only use it with company #16’s biomass fuel pellets. Urban 
(previously charcoal-using) customers purchase the pellets through company #16’s delivery network. Then, 
rural (or peri-urban) customers receive pellets in exchange for supplying raw biomass through a network of 
collection points. Carbon revenues are being used to leverage up-front investment by private financiers. In 
parallel, company #16 is taking a ‘loss leader’ approach to customer acquisition in its early years until 
production scales allow its pellets to compete naturally with charcoal. The Ci-Dev ERPA will help the company 
to cover its debt from 2018 and generate enough profits to reinvest into the business to help fund scaling. The 
project has not yet begun implementation. 

The evaluation team identified two barriers to scale-up within the project: 

 A lack of cost-effectiveness (financier side): The low return on investment being generated by the business 
model and technology given that they are new and used so far only in pilots. Ci-Dev recognises this as the 
main barrier to scale-up; and  

 A lack of cost-effectiveness (supplier side): company #16 offers pellets at a retail price acceptable to 
households, which is a price lower than that needed for the company to be viable and reach the scale in 
2020. 

Carbon revenues are being used to address both of these barriers: to secure potential up-front financing which 
allows company #16 to bridge the price gap when selling pellets. It is therefore expected that barriers to scale-
up have been addressed. 

PIN #18 

Company #18, which is both the CME and Component Project Activities implementer in this project, is a 
cooperative comprised of and owned by small-holder farmers. Through this project, company #18 will construct 
and operate ten run-of-river small hydropower plants that will service 39 factories. Although some of the power 
will be sold to the grid, almost half of the power will be used by the tea factories owned by the cooperative.  

The evaluation team identified two barriers to scale-up within the project: 

 A lack of affordability (supplier side): Company #18 is facing high investment costs in small hydro power 
projects; and  

 A lack of cost-effectiveness (financier side), since financiers will be sceptical as more attractive 
investments are open to them. 

Ci-Dev intends to use carbon revenues to be used to leverage a commercial loan for upfront financing from 
financer #18, so this will address the barrier of supplier-affordability, as well as cost-effectiveness for the 
financier. 
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Annex 9. Overview of the role of carbon 
in Ci-Dev projects 
The Tables in this Annex provide further detail and comparison of the role that carbon plays in eleven of the 
twelve projects funded by Ci-Dev (all except PIN #15). The Tables represent the evaluator’s analysis. The 
information is provided in terms of the stakeholders targeted, the type of support provided, and the anticipated 
length of dependency on carbon financing within the project. The information complements that presented in 
section 4.2.2 (on the extent to which carbon financing through Ci-Dev supports scaling up) and the more 
detailed barrier analysis in Annex 4. 

Table A5. Stakeholders targeted by carbon revenue  

Project Carbon premium is targeted at... 

End users Supply chain 
Public 
institutions 

PIN ‘#1 x x  

PIN #5 x   

PIN #11  x X 

PIN #3 x   

PIN #8 x   

PIN #7 x  x 

PIN #2 x X  

PIN #12  x  

PIN #16 x X  

PIN #6 x x  

Pin #18  x  
 

Table A6. Type of support provided through carbon revenue 

Project Revenues are used for... 

Technical 
assistance 

Maintenance 
incentives to 
suppliers 

Extended 
warranties 

Investment 
subsidy to end 
users 

Leveraging 
loans 

PIN ‘#1  x  X  

PIN #5   x x  

PIN #11 x     

PIN #3    x  

PIN #8    x  

PIN #7 x   x  

PIN #2   x   

PIN #12     x 

PIN #16    x x 

PIN #6 x   x x 

Pin #18     X 
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Table A7. Anticipated length of dependency of the projects on carbon finance 

Project Dependency on carbon finance 

 Short to medium term  Long term 

PIN #1 
 Performance-based incentive to construction 

companies that will be passed along to 
consumers in the form of a lower final retail 
price. 

Maintenance incentive to the construction 
companies. 

PIN #5 
 Subsidy to households. 

Extended warranty for households. 

PIN #11 
Cover the costs of non-commercial market 
support (e.g. quality control, training and 
extension services, R&D, business 
investment subsidies, and technical 
assistance to the national biogas 
programme).  

Initially, private construction companies will 
only build the biodigesters but will 
eventually also take over marketing and 
sales responsibilities from organisation 
#11. 

 

PIN #3 
 Support for lower-income household 

connection charges 

PIN #8 
 Support for the voucher scheme to reduce 

cost of connection charges to households.  

PIN #7 
Support to #7 to manage the programme 
and improve the capacity of operators 

Carbon revenues will also support 
continuous awareness-raising through 
marketing and education campaigns by #7. 
 

Carbon revenues will supplement the results-
based financing provided for solar lamp sales. 

PIN #2 
The role of carbon includes support for: (1) 
a demonstration of a warranty tracking and 
enforcement system (WTES) for both solar 
lanterns and SHS, and (2) a battery 
replacement and maintenance incentive 
scheme for SHS.  

To improve consumer confidence in off-grid 
solar technologies and help phase out the 
substandard products currently on the 
market, therefore leading to long-term 
sustainability of the market. 

  

PIN #12 
The carbon revenue will support #12’s 
efforts to secure loan and equity financing 
and help the business to achieve financial 
viability by providing the required return for 
investors, especially as it begins to enact its 
retail sales strategy. 
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PIN #16 
First, the sale of carbon credits to a quality 
buyer like Ci-Dev will play an indispensable 
role to secure a loan. Second, the role of 
carbon finance is to bridge the price gap 
(between the affordable retail price of #16’s 
target price for the business to be viable) by 
selling CERs until 2020 at a price high 
enough to offset the price difference that 
allows the company to cover its debt from 
2018 and generate enough profits that will 
be reinvested in the business to expand. 

 

PIN #6 
Carbon revenues will be used to set up two 
pilot ethanol micro-distilleries; and to 
provide general project expenses for 
capacity building and technical services to 
the implementation partners 

Carbon revenues will be used to provide a 
subsidy to implementing partners to reduce 
the consumer cost of ethanol stoves. 

Pin #18 
#18 has secured a syndicated loan based 
on the assumed generation of carbon 
revenues. As a result, the carbon revenues 
are required to secure the upfront financing 
from #18. 

 

 

  



Evaluation of the Carbon Market Finance Programme (CMFP) | 171 

 

Annex 10. References 
Abt Associates Inc., 2015, Lessons Learned in Development of NAMAs for Biogas in Vietnam, May 2015, 
The AILEG Project, Contract No.: EEM-I-00-07-00004-00 Task Order: AID-OAA-TO-11-00041M Submitted 
to: Office of Economic Policy, Bureau for Economic Growth, Education and Environment Office, USAIS; 
Available at: pdf.usaid.gov/pdf_docs/PA00KRW2.pdf [Accessed 23 November 2017] 

Africa Progress Panel, 2015. Africa Progress Report, s.l.: Power People and Planet. 

Asian Development Bank, 2012, Financing Low-Carbon Urban Development in South Asia: A Post-2012 
Context. Available at: https://www.adb.org/publications/financing-low-carbon-urban-development-south-asia-
post-2012-context 

Asian Development Bank, 2013, Financing Low Carbon Urban Development in South Asia, Philippines: 
Asian Development Bank. 

Bhattacharyya, S. C., 2013. Financing energy access and Off-grid Electrification: A review of status, options 
and challenges. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, Volume 20, pp. 462-73. 

Biogas Program for the Animal Husbandry Sector of Vietnam, Available at: 
http://biogas.org.vn/english/Home.aspx  

Carbon Market Finance for Africa (CMF-Africa) Dev-Tracker age [GB-1-203152]. Available at: 
https://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/projects/GB-1-203152/documents [Accessed 28 November 2017]. 

CDM insights website: https://cdm.unfccc.int/Statistics/Public/CDMinsights/index.html#meth [Accessed 14 
November 2017]. 

Climate Cent Fund, Portrait, Available at: http://www.klimarappen.ch/en/Portrait.7.html  

Ecofys, 2013, Mapping Carbon Pricing Initiatives 2013, WB 

EIA, 2017, Growth in global energy-related carbon dioxide emissions expected to slow, U.S. Energy 
Information Administration, Available at: https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=33772#  

Energy Access-Africa, 2017. Electricity access progress in Africa – 2017. [Online]  
Available at: https://energyaccess-africa.com/2017/07/28/electricity-access-progress-in-africa-2017/ 
[Accessed 25 October 2017]. 

European Commission, 2016, Updated Information on Exchange and International Credit Use in the EU 
ETS, May 2, 2016, Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/clima/news/articles/news_2016050201_en.htm 

Forest Trends, 2013, State of the Voluntary Carbon Markets 2013, Forest Trends’ Ecosystem Marketplace 

Gadde, H. et al (2011) Promoting Energy Access Projects under the Clean Development Mechanism: 
Standardized Baselines and Suppressed Demand. Available at: https://www.ci-
dev.org/cidev/sites/cidev/files/documents/Standardized_Baselines_and_Suppressed_Demand.pdf 
[Accessed 25 October 2017]. 

Government of Sweden, 2015, http://www.government.se/press-releases/2015/09/development-cooperation-
budget-2016-more-resources-for-the-syrian-crisis-climate-issues-and-humanitarian-work/  

ICAO, 2016, Draft Assembly Resolution Text on a Global Market-Based Measure Scheme, March 11 2016. 

IEA, 2017, Energy Access Outlook 2017, s.l.: IEA. 

IRENA, 2015, Africa 2030: Roadmap for a Renewable Energy Future, s.l.: IRENA. 

http://biogas.org.vn/english/Home.aspx
https://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/projects/GB-1-203152/documents
https://cdm.unfccc.int/Statistics/Public/CDMinsights/index.html#meth
http://www.klimarappen.ch/en/Portrait.7.html
https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=33772
https://energyaccess-africa.com/2017/07/28/electricity-access-progress-in-africa-2017/
http://www.government.se/press-releases/2015/09/development-cooperation-budget-2016-more-resources-for-the-syrian-crisis-climate-issues-and-humanitarian-work/
http://www.government.se/press-releases/2015/09/development-cooperation-budget-2016-more-resources-for-the-syrian-crisis-climate-issues-and-humanitarian-work/


Evaluation of the Carbon Market Finance Programme (CMFP) | 172 

 

Khandker, S. R., Barnes D. F., Samad H., Minh, N. H., 2009, Welfare Impacts of Rural Electrification - 
Evidence from Vietnam, Policy Research Working Paper 5057. Impact Evaluation Series No. 38, the WB, 
Development Research Group, Sustainable Rural and Urban Development Team. 

Lighting Global and BNEF, 2016, Off-Grid Solar Market Trends Report 2016, s.l.: International Finance 
Corporation-WB. 

Parnphumeesup, P., 2015, Willingness to Pay for Gold Standard Carbon Credits. Energy Sources, Part B: 
Economics, Planning and Policy, Volume 10. 

Power for All, 2016, Decentralized Renewables: The Fast Track to Universal Energy Access, s.l.: s.n. 

Smart Development Works, Vietnam Biogas Programme, Available at: http://www.snv.org/project/vietnam-
biogas-programme; [Accessed 23 November 2017] 

Stockholm Environment Institute, 2016, Supply and Sustainability of Carbon Offsets and Alternative Fuels for 
International Aviation, June 7 2016. 

Swedish Energy Agency, 2015, The Swedish Energy Agency supports Improved Cookstoves in Africa, 
Swedish Energy Agency. Available at: http://www.energimyndigheten.se/en/news/2014/the-swedish-energy-
agency-supports-improved-cookstoves-in-africa/  

Torero, M., 2014, The Impact of Rural Electrification: Challenges and Ways Forward, WB. 

UK government, September 2015, https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/international-climate-
fund/international-climate-fund  

UNFCCC, 2016, 
http://www4.unfccc.int/Submissions/Lists/OSPSubmissionUpload/75_270_131203155454108082-SK-10-07-
EU%20Submission%20on%20Art%206%204.pdf 

UNFCC, 2016, 
http://www4.unfccc.int/Submissions/Lists/OSPSubmissionUpload/53_262_131200481279411720-
160929_Art%20%206_Submission_EIG_final_20160929184115_908180.pdf 

UNFCCC 2016, http://unfccc.int/paris_agreement/items/9444.php  

UNFCCC, 2016, http://www4.unfccc.int/Submissions/INDC/Submission%20Pages/submissions.aspx 

UNFCCC, 2017, CDM Project Activities. Available at: 
http://cdm.unfccc.int/Statistics/Public/CDMinsights/index.html#ptimes  

USAID, 2017. Power Africa. [Online] Available at: https://www.usaid.gov/powerafrica/aboutus. 

VCS database, Available at: http://www.vcsprojectdatabase.org/#/home 

Wood, D. & Martin, S., 2016. Sustainable Energy Access Forums: Strengthening Enabling Environments 
through Multi-Stakeholder Partnerships, s.l.: WWF. 

WB, 2014. Access to electricity (% of population). [Online] Available at: 
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/EG.ELC.ACCS.ZS?end=2014&locations=ZG&start=2000&view=chart 
[Accessed 25 October 2017]. 

WB, Ecofys, Vivid Economic, 2016, State and trends of carbon pricing 2016, WB. 

WB, 2017, Carbon Finance at the WB: List of Funds, WB, Available at: 
https://wbcarbonfinance.org/Router.cfm?Page=Funds for a list [Accessed 25 October 2017] 

Wörlen, C., 2011, Meta-Evaluation of climate mitigation evaluations, Berlin, July 2011. Available at: 
www.arepoconsult.com/fileadmin/user_upload/pdf/MetaEvaluation_Woerlen.pdf 

 

http://www.snv.org/project/vietnam-biogas-programme
http://www.snv.org/project/vietnam-biogas-programme
http://www.energimyndigheten.se/en/news/2014/the-swedish-energy-agency-supports-improved-cookstoves-in-africa/
http://www.energimyndigheten.se/en/news/2014/the-swedish-energy-agency-supports-improved-cookstoves-in-africa/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/international-climate-fund/international-climate-fund
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/international-climate-fund/international-climate-fund
http://www4.unfccc.int/Submissions/Lists/OSPSubmissionUpload/75_270_131203155454108082-SK-10-07-EU%20Submission%20on%20Art%206%204.pdf
http://www4.unfccc.int/Submissions/Lists/OSPSubmissionUpload/75_270_131203155454108082-SK-10-07-EU%20Submission%20on%20Art%206%204.pdf
http://www4.unfccc.int/Submissions/Lists/OSPSubmissionUpload/53_262_131200481279411720-160929_Art%20%206_Submission_EIG_final_20160929184115_908180.pdf
http://www4.unfccc.int/Submissions/Lists/OSPSubmissionUpload/53_262_131200481279411720-160929_Art%20%206_Submission_EIG_final_20160929184115_908180.pdf
http://unfccc.int/paris_agreement/items/9444.php
http://www4.unfccc.int/Submissions/INDC/Submission%20Pages/submissions.aspx
http://cdm.unfccc.int/Statistics/Public/CDMinsights/index.html#ptimes
https://www.usaid.gov/powerafrica/aboutus
http://www.vcsprojectdatabase.org/#/home
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/EG.ELC.ACCS.ZS?end=2014&locations=ZG&start=2000&view=chart
https://wbcarbonfinance.org/Router.cfm?Page=Funds
http://www.arepoconsult.com/fileadmin/user_upload/pdf/MetaEvaluation_Woerlen.pdf


 

 

 


