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Annual Review - Summary Sheet 

 
 

Title: Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Action (NAMA) Facility 

Programme Value: £140 million Review Date: January 2017 – December 2017 

Programme Code: Start Date: January 2013 
 

End Date: December 2023 

 

Year 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Programme Score A+ A A A   

Risk Rating Medium Medium Medium Moderate1   

 
Summary of progress  
1. The Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions (NAMA) Facility is meeting current expectation and is on track 

to meet the overall objectives. It has performed strongly across all the measured outputs (2*A+ and 3*A). The 
Facility also continues to provide good value for money (demonstrating strong economy, efficiency and 
effectiveness) and its risk levels remain ‘Moderate’. Furthermore, the Facility continues to exercise its agility 
and ability to meet donor priorities such as proving extra support to SIDs. Now that the Facility is well 
established and able to meet current expectations, we should expect more from the Facility. In 2018 it should 
start turning its attention to meeting these raised expectations (ie higher objectives).  

 
Key achievements during this period:  
2. Progress of NAMA Support Projects (NSPs) During 2017, significant progress was made with regard to 

concluding appraisal phases of NSPs selected during the previous three Calls. The Chile FC components (from 
the 1st Call), China Integrated Waste Management and Colombia Refrigeration NSPs (both from the 3rd Call) all 
started implementation in September 2017. Update on 4th Call NSPs – During January and February 2017, the 
TSU and an external assessor team from IzN2 organised and implemented 11 on-site assessments. 

 
3. 5th Call. Launched on 13 November 2017, the 5th Call looked to invest EUR 85 million (BMUB – EUR 30 million; 

BEIS – GBP 40 million; European Commission – EUR 10 million) in new NSPs. Throughout 2017, the TSU 
supported Donors to prepare and launch the 5th Call and continued to carry out promotional and capacity 
building engagements. Such activities resulted in a remarkable increase in applications deemed eligible, 
percentage of eligible applications rose from 41% to 61%,  

 
4. Supporting Small Island Developing States (SIDS) – This was a UK policy priority for the 5th call. The donors 

requested increased upstream support to increase the capacity of SIDS to submit proposals. The number of 
SIDs proposals for the 5th call numbered 9– demonstrating the effectiveness of the Facility’s efforts and its 
ability to meet UK and donor priorities. 

 
5. Monitoring and Evaluation: The Facility performed cross-cutting assessments across the portfolio and 

facilitated direct exchange between NSPs in order to attain and share learnings. The NAMA Facility also hosted 
multiple Workshops with other institutions and funds to both share their learnings and gain insights on best 
practices in that could be incorporated into the Facility’s M&E framework. 

 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 New risk ratings have been used since 2016: Minor, Moderate, Major, and Severe. 
2 Friedrichsdorfer Institut zur Nachhaltigkeit (IzN) www.izn-friedrichsdorf.de 

http://www.izn-friedrichsdorf.de/
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Summary of responses to previous annual review recommendation: 
 

6. Increasing the quality of the design of financial mechanisms. In response the facility now offers projects in the 
DPP phase support from a pool of financial mechanisms experts. The expert pool developed synergies and 
avoided overlapping, assessed the capacity of the NAMA Support Organisations (NSO), formulated institutional 
set-ups, verified financial modelling and commercial potential, offered recommendations on suitable and cost-
effective financing and disbursement mechanisms.  
 

7. Development of a communications and knowledge management strategy. Relevant actions are ongoing and 
scheduled to be approved by the Board in 2018. 

 
8. TSU continue to engage with individual NSPs on their project log frames and M&E plans in order to ensure 

consistency and comparability of the metrics provided, to increase the transparency of their methodologies.  
The target set was to achieve at least 50% of NSPs with operational M&E plans within 1 year of projects' 
official starting dates by April 2018. In response to these two recommendations, the following actions were 
taken: 

• Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) Workshop – On 13 May 2017, the TSU held the ‘International Monitoring 
Workshop,’ in order to foster exchange between climate finance to understand how its monitoring can be 
improved and to gain insights on practices in other institutions.  

• Building M&E Capacity within NSPs – Throughout 2017, the TSU’s efforts around enhancing M&E 
capabilities continued through assisting NSPs to develop, integrate, and implement M&E systems at the 
project level.  
 

Areas for Development:  
9. Higher level objectives: The Facility has good a set of working frameworks, however as it attempts to meet 

higher expectations it should ensure that it has the right set of strategic frameworks and policies that will enable 
it to successfully operationalise the new drive for reaching higher objectives. Given that transformational 
change is at the heart of its purpose and that significant progress had been made in better understanding this 
concept, the Facility should ensure its Theory of Change and subsequently the Log Frame is still appropriate in 
that it reflects this newer understanding of transformational change and the higher expectation levels. Care 
should also be taken to ensure that the Knowledge Management Strategy and the M&E framework (both 
started, but yet to be completed) are well aligned to any changes made to the Log Frame and the ToC . In light 
of raised expectations, the Facility should also review whether it requires further strategic frameworks such as 
communication strategy or if existing frameworks such as its risk framework require strengthening. 

 
10. Delays in implementation: Projects continue to face delays due to issues such as difficulties in getting 

agreements for ‘Intergovernmental Project Agreements, unstable political and institutional framework 
conditions, lengthy procurement of external expertise. An extended design phase have been introduced to help 
address these issues. The situation needs to be continued to be monitored to assess the effectiveness of these 
measures. A cancellation policy is also required. 

 
11. Monitoring and Evaluation –the first NSP-level mid-term and end-of project evaluations faced difficulties. The 

Facility’s Technical Support Unit (TSU) and Donor’s assessment of the draft report revealed significant 
shortcomings. This experience led to the conclusion that there is a need to strengthen NSP level evaluations. 

 
Summary of recommendations 

Higher level objectives 
I. (Owner: TSU, Timing: Q1 2019) Strengthen the Facility’s Theory of Change. The corner stone of 

achieving the higher-level objectives is the Facility’s Theory of Change (ToC), which requires 
simplification and strengthening, as stated in the Midterm Evaluation in 2016.  

 
II. (Owner: TSU, Timing: Q1 2019) Additionally, there is a need to ensure that the ‘multiyear strategic 

and policies and frameworks’ in place are also revised to push the Facility to achieve higher level 
objectives. These should also help guide relevant activities so that all activities strongly contribute 
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towards achieving higher objectives.  The review of policies and strategies should at minimum include 
the risk framework, communication strategy and a cancellation policy. 

 
III.  (Owner: TSU, Timing: Q2 2019) The Facility should be looking to achieve ‘higher level’ objectives. 

This should be reflected by revising the expected milestones accordingly to both raise the bar of 
existing milestones and introduce indicators to measure quality. 
 
Implementation 

IV. (Owner: TSU, Timing Q1 2019) Closely monitor the impact of the 18-month cut off introduced in the 
DPP phase. The impact should be quantified and presented to the board in order to determine if further 
action is required. 

 
V. (Owner: TSU, Timing: Q1 2019) Slow disbursements should be monitored and reported on 

systematically and be presented to the board bi annually as part of the risk reporting framework. 
Further steps and strategies to tackle common issues, mitigate highlighted risks and improve the slow 
disbursements should be a focus for 2018. 

 
Monitoring and Evaluation 

VI. (Owner: TSU, Timing: Q4 2018) - Strengthen NSP level evaluations through revising the ToR  to ensure 
that the lessons from the Mexico Housing evaluations are incorporated into future evaluations. 

 
VII. (Owner: TSU, Timing: Q4 2018) To increase the robustness of results and to be better account for the 

impact of each output, a breakdown between what outputs and results are attributable to the technical 
components and what are attributable to the Financial component would be helpful. Such information 
could provide a better idea of how to further increase effectiveness. Further breakdown of the 
beneficiaries including their gender is required. 

 
VIII. (Owner: TSU, Timing: End of 2018) Develop and establish the NAMA Facility ‘Knowledge Management 

Strategy’. 
 

IX. (Owner: TSU, Timing: Q2 2019) Revise the M&E Framework to both incorporate the findings of the 
M&E workshop, learnings from past experiences and the Facility’s engagement with wider initiatives 
(such as the Transformational Change workshop held by the CIF) as well as to ensure it is adapted to 
align itself with the Knowledge Management strategy being devised.   

 
Other 

X. (Owner: UK, Timing: Q4 2018) Increase engagement with the facility by using posts to promote NSPs, 
partake in more NAMA events, possibly accompany TSU in midterm and onsite evaluations to 
increase UK association with NSPs and consider secondments of staff into the TSU. 
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A. Introduction and Context 

Outline of the programme 
12. NAMA refers to any action that reduces emissions in developing countries. NAMAs are directed at 

transformational change within an economic sector, or across sectors for a broader national focus3. The NAMA 
Facility is designed to support and fund the implementation of the most transformational parts of NAMAs. The 

main objectives of the NAMA Facility are4: 

• Financing innovative projects that tackle specific local challenges for cutting emissions in sectors and 
countries with strong potential for being scaled up, replicated and able to influence wider sectoral 
changes. 

• Unlocking investment opportunities by providing tailor-made climate finance to fund projects with 
potential to:  

▪ Strengthen country ownership to deliver low carbon activities and aligning them 
closely with country’s NDC and other relevant climate and development plans; 

▪ Pilot financing models to overcome market barriers to low-carbon development; 
▪ Use innovative technologies and approaches that need donor financing to deliver 

on country plans; and  
▪ Boost participation of the private sector to deliver low carbon activities. 

 
13. The total funding allocated by the NAMA Facility is approximately €350m, with the UK providing the largest 

contribution of approximately €165m of grant finance. The other contributors and board members are 
Germany (they have contributed €150m), the European Commission (€25m) and of Denmark (~€10m)  

 
14. The projects that the NAMA Facility supports are closely aligned to NDCs. There is a strong relationship 

between NAMAs and NDCs – developing NAMAs have enabled developing countries to gain valuable 
experience, which has directly informed the development of more ambitious NDCs. NAMA projects supported 
via the NAMA Facility are also widely regarded as ‘building blocks’ for NDC implementation with good 
potential for being scaled up and replicated, thereby making deeper inroads into decarbonising developing 
country economies.  

 
 

B: PERFORMANCE AND CONCLUSIONS 
Annual outcome assessment  
15. The outcome as stated in the Log frame is to demonstrate, through its NSPs, that climate finance can effectively 

support transformational change and support the implementation of NDCs. Most of the NSPs are in the early 
stages of the implementation and therefore it is too early to provide a definitive judgement. However, based 
on the output indicators, we can conclude that the Facility is making good progress and the early indications 
are positive. 

 
16. The Facility is supporting ambitious and diverse range of NSPs and therefore has positioned itself well to meet 

the outcome. Indicator 1.1 and 1.2 evidences the growth of the number of proposals being received as well as 
the increased diversity both in terms of the sectors and regions. The change to the call structure points towards 
a focus on ensuring projects are sufficiently ambitious to enable meaningful transformation. Furthermore, the 
increased support provided to all proposal submitters into improve eligibility of the proposals and to NSPs in 
the Detailed Planning Phase (DPP) phase through the expert pool of consultants, also points to a focus on 
improving the quality and thereby the ability of the NSPs to make a transformational impact. By the end of 
2017, a total of nine NSPs were in the implementation phase.  

 

                                                 
3 https://unfccc.int/topics/mitigation/workstreams/nationally-appropriate-mitigation-actions#eq-1 

 
4 http://www.nama-facility.org/about-us/ 

O   

https://unfccc.int/topics/mitigation/workstreams/nationally-appropriate-mitigation-actions#eq-1
http://www.nama-facility.org/about-us/
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17. However, there are also risks to achieving the outcome, mainly stemming from delays in implementation and 
disbursement (see Indicator 1.3 and 1.4). The greater emphasis on design and planning (through the DPP phase) 
will aim to address these issues. However, this solution does not address the issue of Intergovernmental Project 
Agreements which have caused issues across the portfolio.    

 
18. The Facility has continued to meet expectations since its inception and is clearly a well performing institution. 

Its focus, and rightly so, has been on establishing the Facility and ensuring it attracts and supports ambitious 
NSPs with real transformational objective. As it starts to mature, the Facility should now look towards achieving 
through both its activities and those of its NSPs, deeper and higher quality transformational change. This may 
require a wider focus beyond just delivering ambitious projects; this may require strengthening of its Theory of 
Change and its strategic framework and policies.  

 
Overall output score and description 
19. The overall output score for the NAMA Facility is A (meets expectation). The Log frame did not have any specific 

milestones for 2017 and therefore this conclusion was based on if the Facility was where it needs to be in order 
to meet the 2019 milestones. 

 
20. The NAMA Facility has far exceeded expectations in sharing good practices and lessons learned amongst both 

the wider climate finance community and the NSPs in its portfolio (output 3) and Improving national or local 
capacities and helping to ensure enabling environments to implement transformative NAMAs are in place 
(output 4). Indicators (output 1) show that the Facility is far exceeding expectations at attracting and 
supporting ambitious NSPs, but there have been delays in the implementation. It should be noted that much 
of this delay has been due to extenuating political circumstances and public sector actors and that measures 
have been put in place to improve on this aspect. It is performing as expected in attaining additional public 
and private finance leveraged (output 2) as well as in regard to ensuring partner countries implement and 
monitor transformative NSPs that produce sustainable co-benefits (output 5). 

 
Has the log frame been updated since the last review? 
21. In response to the recommendations from the Mid-term Evaluation Report, the 2014 logframe was updated. 

During this time a number of the outputs and indicators were revised, reworked, and added, to improve clarity. 
This updated log frame, which has was approved by NAMA Facility Board in early 2017, has been used for this 
review. 
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C: DETAILED OUTPUT SCORING 

 

Output 
Title  

The NAMA Facility is established as a mechanism which efficiently allocates support to the 
implementation of ambitious and transformative NAMAs.  
 

Output number per LF 1 Output Score  A 

Risk rating (Minor, 
Moderate, Major or Severe)   

Minor Impact weighting (%): 30% 

Risk revised since last AR?  N/A Impact weighting % revised since last 
AR?  

N/A 

 
 

Indicator(s) Milestones Progress 

Indicator 
1.1: 
Number of 
countries 
bidding in 
geographic 
regions 
 
 

Milestones 
of at least 
30 
countries 
per Call. 

 
 

 Surpassed: 

• 2013 (1st Call): 48 (9 Americas, 13 Asia, 11 Africa, 1 Europe, 14 
Oceania, and a joint proposal)  

• 2014 (2nd Call): 32 (9 Americas, 10 Asia, 13 Africa)  

• 2015 (3rd Call): 32 (8 Americas, 10 Asia, 13 Africa, 1 Europe)  

• 2016 (4th Call): 45 (11 Americas, 13 Asia, 17 Africa, 4 Europe)  

• 2017 (5th Call): 44 (13 Americas, 11 Asia, 19 Africa, 1 Europe) 

Indicator 
1.2: 
Percentage 
of NSPs 
submitted 
that are 
assessed as 
eligible  
 

Milestones: 

• 2019: 
48% 

• 2022: 
50% 

• 2024: 
52% 

 
 

Surpassed: 

• 2013 (1st Call):  40% (19 out of 47) 

• 2014 (2nd Call): 43% (23 out of 53) 

• 2015 (3rd Call): 48% (20 out of 42, 1 withdrawn)  

• 2016 (4th Call): 41% (31 out of 75, 1 withdrawn) 

• 2017 (5th Call): 61% (47 out of 76, with 1 pending) 
 
In 2017, there was a focus to improve the eligibility of the proposals being 
received, as a result the Facility made a concerted effort with potential 
applicants. This resulted in an 61% eligibility rate- a significant improvement 
from the last call. 
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Indicator 
1.3: 
Percentage 
of NSPs 
approved 
within 18 
months of 
initial 
concept 
approval 
 
 
 
 

Milestones: 

• 2019: 
70% 

• 2022: 
75% 

• 2024: 
80% 
 

On track: 

• 2016: 57% (4 out of 6) 

• 2017: 40% (2 out of 5) 
 
5 projects all from the 3rd call were scheduled to be brought to the NAMA 
board for approval in 2017 (in line with the 18 month indicator. Their progress 
was as follows: 
 

• COLOMBIA domestic refrigeration:  Approved within 18 months. 

• CHINA Integrated Waste Management NAMA: Approved within 18 
months. 

• KENYA Mass Rapid Transport System for Nairobi – Delayed still not 
brought to the board. 

• GUATEMALA - Efficient Use of Fuel in Rural Communities - Delayed 
still not brought to the board. 

• SOUTH AFRICA - Energy Efficiency in Public Buildings Programme. 
Delayed. 

 
3 sub projects that were delayed faced unstable political and institutional 
framework conditions, lengthy procurement of external expertise, and 
lengthy negotiations with implementing partners. Therefore, when taking 
into account the extenuating circumstances for the delays (which were 
outside the control of the sub project implementers and the NAMA Facility) 
and the additional support and incentives introduced (see paragraph 17), it 
can be deemed reasonable to expect a sharp increase in performance on this 
indicator and that the Facility can still meet the 2019 milestone. 

Indicator 
1.4: 
Percentage  
of 
approved 
funding 
disbursed 
to NSPs 
 
 
 
 
 

Milestones: 

• 2019: 
70% 

• 2022: 
100% 

• 2024: 
100% 

Delayed: 

• 2013: 0% 

• 2014: 4.3% 

• 2015: 4.6%  

• 2016: 11.2% 

• 2017: 14.6% 
 

In 2017, disbursement has been significantly slower than forecasted at the 
beginning of the year. This is among others due to the later than expected 
operationalisation of the RAC NAMA Fund in Thailand, the slow uptake of 
the financial support mechanism in the Mexico Housing NAMA and the late 
start of the FC component of Colombian TOD NAMA. 
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Output Title  Additional public and private finance leveraged for low carbon development in NAMA 
Support Countries 
 

Output number per LF 2 Output Score  A+ 

Risk rating (Minor, Moderate, 
Major or Severe)   

Minor Impact weighting (%): 20% 

Risk revised since last AR?  N/A Impact weighting % revised since last 
AR?  

N/A 

 

Indicator(s) Milestones Progress 

Indicator 2.1: 
Volume of 
public finance 
mobilised 
through NSPs  
 
 

Milestones: 

• 2019: 158m EUR 

• 2022: 259.2m EUR 

• 2024: 609.7m EUR 
 

On Track: 

• 2013: 0 EUR 

• 2014: 0 EUR 

• 2015: 23m EUR  

• 2016: 113.7m EUR  

• 2017: 121.8m EUR 
Although there is no official milestone for 2017, significant 
progress has been made over the last 2 years and if progress is 
continued the 2019 millstone is likely to be achieved.  The results 
so far have come almost solely from the Mexico project. However, 
public finance is expected to increase significantly between 2019 
and 2022 – although almost entirely due to the China NSP. 

Indicator 2.2: 
Volume of 
private finance 
mobilised 
through NSPs  

Milestones: 

• 2019: 450.6m EUR 

• 2022: 899.2m EUR 

• 2024: 899.2m EUR 
 

On track: 

• 2013: 0 EUR 

• 2014: 0 EUR 

• 2015: 0 EUR 

• 2016: 16.5m EUR  

• 2017: 57.7m EUR 
 

The private finance leveraged by the of end of 2017 is exclusively 
attributed to the Mexico Housing NAMA. Over the next few years, 
significant leverage volumes are expected through the Chinese 
IWM NSP (projected to be EUR 300 million) and the Colombian 
refrigeration NSP (projected to be EUR 100 million), both of which 
have high levels of private sector financing. The private 
investment levels from the Costa Rica coffee NSP has also not 
been captured in the 2017 figures. Private financing leveraged in 
2017 was exclusively attributed to one NSP (Mexico Housing). 
Leveraging of private funding is expected to significantly increase 
due to 2 new NSPs (China and Colombia).  

Indicator 2.3: 
Ratio of public, 
private and co-
funding 
mobilised 
versus NAMA 
Facility funding 
provided  

Milestones: 

• 2019: 1:4.1 

• 2022: 1: 14:1 

• 2024: 1: 14:1 
 
 

Surpassed:   
2013: 0 
2014: 0 
2015: 1:4.6 
2016: 1:15 
2017: 1:11.2 
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 Although no milestones have been set for 2017, based on those 
set for 2019 these have already been met in 2015 and significant 
progress has been made towards those set for 2022 and beyond. 
 
As most TC components are in full implementation, many 
financial support mechanisms (that feed into this indicator) are 
not fully operational yet. The ratio of the NAMA Facility funding 
disbursed to the total finance mobilised by the projects is 
currently 1:11.2 and compares well to other climate finance 
programmes. Compared to 2016, there is a decrease in leveraging 
which is mainly due to the limited new funding attracted by the 
Mexico Housing NSP as less housing units were made in 2017. 
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Output Title  The NAMA Facility shares good practices and lessons learned from NSPs to the global 
community 
 

Output number per LF 3 Output Score  A+ 

Risk rating (Minor, Moderate, 
Major or Severe)   

Moderate Impact weighting (%): 20% 

Risk revised since last AR?  N/A Impact weighting % revised since last 
AR?  

N/A 

 

Indicator(s) Milestones Progress  

Indicator 3.1: Develop 
knowledge and lessons-
learned strategy and 
review annually  

Milestones: 
To be 
reviewed 
annually and 
revised when 
needed 
 

On track: As recommended in the Mid-Term Review, Donor’s 
decided in December 2016 to develop a new “Knowledge 
Management Strategy.” Following discussions with Donors at the 
interactive workshop in May 2017, a final draft of this “Strategy” 
was presented at the London Board Meeting (September 2017), 
with final approval to be provided in early-mid 2018. 

Indicator 3.2: Number of 
events organised / 
funded to share lessons 
learned about 
developing, funding, and 
implementing 
transformative NAMAs  

Milestones: 
At least 3 Per 
Annum 
 
 

Surpassed:  2012: 1 Event, 2013: 1 Event, 2014: 2 Events, 2015: 2 
Events, 2016: 4 Events, 2017: 5 Events 
 
In 2015 the NAMA Facility has taken part in variety of different 
events, with 5 taking place in 2017 including UN workshops, virtual 
workshops with NSPs (Jan. and Feb. 2017), the ‘Climate Finance in 
Action Workshop’ (Bonn) and the ‘International Monitoring 
Workshop’ (COP23 Side Event). 

Indicator 3.3: Number of 
good-practice examples 
or reports on innovative 
and transformative 
NAMAs published  

Milestones: 
At least 5 
Publications 
Per Annum 

Surpassed: 2013: 0 Published, 2014: 4 Published, 2015: 3 Published, 
2016: 6 Published, 2017: 8 Published. 
 
The Facility has continued to develop a number of “good practice” 
examples to share from its experience and the existing portfolio. In-
depth lessons learned were also captured in NSP evaluations, with 
the first evaluation having taken place in 2017.  
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Output Title  National or local capacities and enabling environments to implement transformative NAMAs 
are in place 

Output number per LF 4 Output Score  A 

Risk:  Moderate Impact weighting (%): 15% 

Risk revised since last AR?  N/A Impact weighting % revised 
since last AR?  

N/A 

 

Indicator(s) Milestones Progress  

Indicator 4.1: 
Number of 
policies, 
regulations, 
standards 
adopted or 
amended due to 
NSP support that 
promote low 
carbon 
development 

Milestones: 

• 2019: 1 

• 2022: 28 

• 2024: 28 
 

Surpassed: 
 
2013: 0, 2014: 0, 2015: 1, 2016: 1, 2017: 3  
 
Although there were no official milestones set for 2017, 
three achievements were reported for this period. With 
the Mexico Housing NSP continuing its efforts from the 
previous year, two additional NSPs made substantial 
contribution in 2017 – Costa Rica and Thai RAC. 

Indicator 4.2: 
Number of 
national and local 
institutions 
received technical 
assistance to 
implement 
transformative 
NAMAs.  

Milestones: 

• 2019: 38 

• 2022: 51 

• 2024: 51 
 

 

On Track: 
 
2013: 0, 2014: 0, 2015: 0, 2016: 10 Institutions, 2017: 
10 Institutions 
 
Although there were no official milestones set for 2017, 
achievements were reported for this period. Similar to 
the case the previous year, all NSPs (seven existing and 
two new) reported making contributions to this 
indicator. 
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Output Title  Partner countries implement and monitor transformative NSPs that produce sustainable co-
benefits 

Output number per LF 5 Output Score  A 

Risk:  Moderate Impact weighting (%): 15% 

Risk revised since last AR?  N/A Impact weighting % revised 
since last AR?  

N/A 

 

Indicator(s) Milestones Progress  

Indicator 5.1: 
Number of NSPs 
completed 
according to the 
approved project 
concept 

Milestones: 

• 2019: Not set 

• 2022: 7 

• 2024: 7 

On Track: 

• 2017: 0 
 
In 2017, the first component of a NSP was completed 
(the TC of the NSP Mexico Housing NAMA). The FC 
component is yet to be completed so the indicator 
remains at 0. 

Indicator 5.2: 
Number and type 
of co-benefits 
reported: 

• Environmental  

• Social 

• Economic 

Milestones: 

• 2017 – 2021: Not set 
 

• 2022: 13  
(4 Social, 9 Economic, 0 
Environmental) 

 
 

On Track: 

• 2017: 0 
 

No NSPs were expected to report on co-benefits in 
2017 – as the NSPs are only beginning to analyse 
potential co-benefits in order to capture and report on 
them consistently.  
 
Although all NAMA Facility projects have outlined at 
least one co-benefit in their logframe, most NSPs are 
in the early stages of implementation or are still under 
appraisal, so they are not expected to be 
demonstrating co-benefits until subsequent years. 

Indicator 5.3: 
Percentage of NSPs 
with operational 
M&E plans within 1 
year of projects' 
official starting 
dates  

Milestones: 

• Pre-2017: Not set 

• 2018 – 2024: 100% 
 
 

On track: 

• 2016: 17% (1 out of 6)  

• 2017: 60% (3 NSPs out of 5) 
 
Due to project delays only 5 projects required to 
submit final M&E plans in 2017 or earlier. These were 
Costa Rica (TC and FC), Thailand RAC (TC and FC), 
Colombia TC, Chile FC, Indonesia (TC and FC). 
From these only Costa Rican Coffee NAMA and Chile 
NAMA and the Columbia ToD NAMA submitted plans 
of the required quality. Having submitted a draft M&E 
plan in 2016, Peru has not been able to finalise the 
plan due to delayed project implementation. As 
required, Indonesia submitted an M&E plan in 
December 2017, but it is not considered to have the 
required quality. The TSU is assisting the NSP to make 
the necessary structural changes. 



 

13 

 

 
D: FUND PERFORMANCE NOT CAPTURED BY OUTPUTS 

22. Supporting Small Island Developing States (SIDS) – This was a UK policy priority for the 5th call. The donors 
requested increased upstream support (from the TSU, DDP Expert Pool and other consultants) for SIDS. Four 
such countries (Mauritius, Belize, Dominican Republic, and Cabo Verde) actively availed of this opportunity to 
refine their project designs, financial mechanisms, and legal and regulatory frameworks, as well as to align with 
the NF’s objectives and requirements. The number of SIDs proposals for the 5th call numbered 9– demonstrating 
the effectiveness of the Facility’s efforts and that it is on course to meet this UK priority. 

 
23. UK visibility.  The UK has strong visibility on the board as the Facility’s biggest donor and its influence is clear 

in the decision-making processes. However, UK visibility can be increased through greater engagement in 
external communication activities, engaging in site visits and midterm evaluations (which should also improve 
our ability to appraise the Facility’s impact), engaging in high profile learning activities and events. The UK 
should also consider contributing to the TSU through secondments and by ensuring TSU vacancies are 
advertised to BEIS staff. This could prove to be an efficient method by which the UK could improve its visibility 
and share its expertise and leadership with the Facility.  
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E: VALUE FOR MONEY & FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE 

Key cost drivers and performance  
24. In the 2017 Business Case, the operational cost of the TSU was expected to be 1% of the approved funding, 

allowing the majority of donor funds to be directly invested in the technical assistance and mitigation activities. 
In 2017, the administrative cost of the programme was £1,315,348 which is equivalent to 0.63% of the funding 
allocated. This was an increase from last year and mainly resulted from the decisions made by the Board to 
increase the staffing, communication and capacity building activities of the TSU and funding allocated to the 
launch of the 4th Call.  

 
VfM performance compared to the original VfM proposition in the business case  
Economy (are we getting inputs at the right price) 

25. The Mid-term Evaluation Report found that the management cost of the TSU is comparable to the multilateral 
climate funds. Aside from pledges, donor costs for oversight of the NAMA Facility are in terms of staff time. This 
compares well to the costs of some peer organisations. Overall, our assessment is that the NAMA Facility 
continues to provide value for money for UK climate finance.  A key driver for this is the ability of the Facility to 
draw upon the expertise of GIZ (TSU is staffed via GIZ) in assessing of proposals, managing a portfolio of projects 
and effective governance of the facility. This has enabled the NAMA Facility to meet expectations, deliver 
effective project call cycles and ensure the high standards of governance are met.  

 
Efficiency (how well are we converting inputs into outputs) 

26. Paragraphs 19 and 20 summarises the Facility’s performance in converting inputs into outputs. It exceeds 
expectations in two outputs and meets expectations in three. Based on this, it can be concluded that the 
Facility delivers in an efficient manner. However, greater efficiency can be achieved by reducing delays in 
implementation. The Board reviewed this and revised the projection selection and design process of the 4th 
and 5th Calls to tackle this issue.  
 

Effectiveness (how well are our outputs delivering the desired outcomes) 
27. The 5-year implementation period for the NSPs and the fact that many of the outcomes will be realised after 

this implementation period means that it is necessary to use early results indicators to make a judgement on 
the Facility’s effectiveness. These indicators suggest that there is some positive evidence that the NAMA Sup-
port Projects are effectively supporting transformational change in partner countries, reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions and enhancing low carbon development. There are also positive signs from the portfolio in terms of 
expected results which have increased (not taking into account extra financing) compared to the pipeline used 
in the 2014 Business Case addendum when looking at the updated 2017 BC pipeline which had updated infor-
mation around original projects and a few more projects that have passed through the DPP phase. The Mid-
term Evaluation (completed in 2016) also confirms this view in that the NAMA Facility remains additional and 
is providing targeted finance to implement the most transformational NAMAs. The evaluation also concluded 
that the portfolio is broad and if all selected projects successfully move into implementation, it will provide 
ample opportunities for learning and replication. However delays in implementation of the early NSPs mean 
that there is a risk that there could be a delay in realising the outcomes.   

 
Equity 
28. The benefits from NAMA Facility projects are spread across a diverse range of regions and sectors.  The Facil-

ity currently has 5 projects across 4 different countries in South America, 3 projects in 3 Asian countries, 2 
projects in 2 North American countries and 2 projects in 2 African countries. Furthermore its 12 projects cover 
9 different sectors. As projects enter further into the implementation phase, the Facility is expected to pro-
vide greater information including a gender breakdown of its beneficiaries. The Facility also has strong safe-
guards in place, as it uses GIZ’s safeguard framework, which covers among others the areas of climate and 
environment, conflict, gender and sexual harassment and violence.  

 
   

 
Assessment of whether the programme continues to represent Value for Money 
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29. The Facility continues to represent value for money as it is able to deliver outputs economically. Although too 
early to provide a firm view, the outputs are thought to be effective in that early indications suggest they will 
deliver the desired outcomes. However, the facility needs to guard against delays in implementation in order 
to preserve it good value for money status. 

 
Quality of financial management 
The Business Case sets out the financial management processes in place. The Facility uses the frameworks pro-

vided by GIZ, performance against these expectations have been realised as stated in the Mid Term review. Fi-
nancial management of the Facility is provided by the TSU, who provide details of budgets, requested 
payments, and disbursement schedules. Updates of the financial management of the Facility were also 
provided in Board meetings and donor calls.  The quality of this financial management has been good.  
 

Date of last narrative financial report 06 March 2017 

Date of last audited annual statement 7 July 2017 
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F: RISK 
Overview of programme risk 
30. Overall risk rating is Moderate 
There is no major change to the overall risk rating. The key risks that have the potential to impact on the delivery 
of the expected results are: 
 

Risk Update 

Risk 1: Delay in 
implementation of NSPs 
and disbursement of funds 

This risk is considered high. Delays are caused by pending intergovernmental project 
agreements (IPA), delayed implementation and financing agreements, delayed 
appraisals, delayed approval procedures by Donors and low capacities at delivery 
organisations/NAMA Support Organisations and implementing partners.   

Risk 2: Projects taking too 
long to reach 
implementation 

The risk is considered medium. Since the responsibility of the implementation is with the 
third-party DOs/NSOs, GIZ and KfW cannot assume liability for the delivery of results in 
these NSPs. Even though general rules for contracting are in place with GIZ and KfW, 
higher efforts for assessing eligibility and for ex-ante evaluation of the third-party DOs 
as well as the requirements of audits are necessary to minimise the risk of non-delivery 
of results and to ensure a correct use of funds. The TSU has meanwhile gained 
experience for better managing the process involving Third Party DOs.  

Risk 3: Inconsistent 
implementation of the 
NAMA Facility’s M+E 
Framework  
 

This risk is considered low. While the M+E Framework has been finalised and 
communicated to the NSPs by the end of 2015, NSPs experience challenges in 
operationalising and applying the M+E Framework in their specific sector and country 
contexts in a consistent manner. Mitigation measures include increased guidance from 
the TSU, early communication of expectations to NSPs, internal M+E capacities in the 
NSPs and facilitation of exchange between NSPs on M+E implementation as well as a 
review of the current M+E Framework.  

Risk 4: Deteriorating 
country context pose risk 
to the implementation and 
impacts of NSPs  

This risk is considered medium. The country risk (political, security, economic) is beyond 
the scope of influence by the NAMA Facility intervention. Risk mitigation includes a close 
monitoring via Donors’ embassies/delegations and the GIZ country offices and could 
potentially also include the early termination of NSPs.  

Risk 5: NSPs have a lower 
mitigation impact and 
lower transformational 
potential than initially 
expected  
 

The risk is considered medium. The scope of influence is considered high, in particular 
before the approval of implementation of an NSP as Donors could reject the funding of 
an NSP. TSU can mitigate this risk by providing an enhanced intelligence during the NSP 
selection process (e.g. through the newly introduced onsite assessments), by an explicit 
communication of expectations before a Call and also at the beginning of the appraisal 
phase/DPP to project partners as well as close monitoring.  

Risk 6: Volatile 
Development of the pound 
sterling/euro exchange 
rate  
 

This risk is considered medium. As a significant share of Donor funding is provided in a 
currency other than EUR, while the NAMA Facility commits funding for NSP 
implementation in EUR, the volatile development of pound sterling/euro exchange rate 
increases the risk of a funding gap. With additional provision of British funds for the 5th 
Call and as the Pound Sterling/Euro exchange rate has changed since the start of the 
NAMA Facility in 2013, there will be a need for adjustment of the relevant equivalent 
value in Euro. For NSP under implementation, the losses from the devaluation of the 
Pound should been considered in the distribution of funds in order to provide the 
approved funding to NSPs. This will be part of the modified programme offer of GIZ in 
the first half of 2018. The further development of the pound sterling/euro exchange rate 
may require further quantitative adjustments.  

Outstanding actions from risk assessment: None 
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G: COMMERCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Delivery against planned timeframe 
31. Similar to the first four calls, the NAMA Facility delivered the 5th Call efficiently and on time. Beyond the call 

process, some delays have been observed a number of the projects are taking longer to reach the 
implementation stage than expected. 

 
32. Changes since the 4th Call have been made in order to improve the time taken to reach implementation and 

speed of disbursements. The Board are monitoring these delays and taking appropriate action below to address 
the identified factors contributing to the delays: 

• a streamlined NAMA Facility Board approval procedure for NSPs;  

• increased capacities within the German government dedicated to IPA and making this issue a priority 
in the TSU work;  

• an intensified progress monitoring and agreement of obligatory timelines with NSPs for the appraisals. 
Clear deadlines are applied for the Detailed Preparation Phases of NSPs selected in the 4th Call; and  

• TSU and external support to implementing partners with insufficient capacities for the NSP 
implementation.  

• Contracting Third Party Delivery Organisations/NAMA Support Organisations 
 
Performance of partnership (s) 
33. The UK maintains a strong and active working relationship with Germany, Denmark and the EU on this project. 

To ensure that decision making remains robust and effective, the NAMA Facility Board met regularly in person 
twice in 2017 with additional business conducted via monthly conference calls in-between. All donors remain 
committed to the Facility and will participate in the development of a new strategy to guide the Facility over 
the coming years.  

 
Asset monitoring and control  
34. The Facility use GIZ’s polices and processes for this. We have confidence that the implementing agencies of 

the NAMA Facility have adequate safeguards in place. 
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H: MONITORING & EVALUATION 

Evidence and evaluation 
35. NAMA Facility’s 2017 Annual Review conducted by its Technical Support Unit was the main source of evidence 

used. This was complimented by the relevant Board Meeting minutes. 
 
36. In 2017 the NAMA board agreed that the log frame needing updating given that it had not been updated since 

2016. Changes to the log frame indicators were agreed at a Board meeting at the end of 2016. These changes 
were incorporated in early 2017 and has been used for the 2017 Annual Review. Although significant progress 
was made on the Log frame, the need for a more comprehensive review of he the log frame and its theory of 
change was acknowledged when the Logframe was approved for use in 2016.  

 
37. The facility has been taking part in and engaging with other climate funds such as the GCF, CIF and other UN 

organisations. There has been a focus on Transformational Change and in particular the Facility has engaged 
strongly with the Transformational Change workstream hosted by the CIFs. This has led to an significant 
increase in knowledge on this area and methodologies how to operationalise it into Theory of Change (ToC) 
and log frames. Therefore, the Facility should review its ToC and make modifications as required. 

 
Monitoring progress throughout the review period 
38. The Mid-Term Evaluation (MTE) of the NAMA Facility was carried out by LTS International. In its conclusions, 

the MTE made recommendations including the need for a Knowledge Management strategy and undergo a 
revision of the theory of change. In response, the Facility has started work to revise the M&E Framework 
(including holding relevant workshops) and started work on a Knowledge Management Strategy, both are yet 
to be completed and require further work.  

 
39. In addition to this it continued with current practices of providing strong feedback to submitters, developed 

the framework for NSP evaluations and to work with NSPs to enhance and improve M&E standards. However, 
the NSP mid-term for Mexico faced significant issues. The Facility’s Technical Support Unit (TSU) and Donor’s 
assessment of the draft report revealed significant shortcomings. This experience led to the conclusion that 
there is a need to strengthen NSP level evaluations. 
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I: TRANSFORMATIONAL CHANGE 

Rating: 3 - tentative evidence of change. This KPI was first reported against in March 2015 and again in March 
2016, scored a 3. 
 
Evidence and evaluation 
40. Transformation is judged as ‘likely’, as there is little firm evidence at this early stage of transformation. In terms 

of fostering innovation and testing new approaches, the NAMA Facility’s open competition only supports highly 
ambitious projects that have the greatest potential for transformation within their own countries and sectors. 
Likewise, the NF has been successful in attracting other donor and beneficiary public and private financing and 
encouraging other to promote policy reforms and project replication although much more work is needed. Also 
much has been done to exchange ideas at international events and to share lessons more widely. However.  
although there has been growing global interest in the facility and the potential for further state-sponsored 
NAMAs, there have been challenges in raising the capabilities amongst applicants to develop robust NSP 
proposals. However, much effort is being made to increase such capacity in current and future calls.  

 
Annex 1: Results Note – not for publication: Available HERE on SharePoint 
Annex 2 – KPI 15 assessment – not for publication:  Available HERE on SharePoint 
Annex 3: Project Case Studies and Progress Updates - not for publication: Available HERE on SharePoint 

https://beisgov.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/beis/201/_layouts/15/Doc.aspx?sourcedoc=%7b84427AF5-9865-52F5-86F5-DCC7672C3A6B%7d&file=NAMA%20Facility%20Results%20note%202018.docx&action=default&mobileredirect=true
https://beisgov.sharepoint.com/sites/beis/201/Analysis/Results/2018%20Mar/NAMA/NAMA%20KPI15HK.docx
https://beisgov.sharepoint.com/:w:/r/sites/beis/201/_layouts/15/Doc.aspx?sourcedoc=%7b19567bee-efe5-5f0a-9496-2e2357575bfb%7d&action=default&mobileredirect=true

