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Annual Review - Summary Sheet 
 
This Summary Sheet captures the headlines on programme performance, agreed actions and learning 
over the course of the review period. It should be attached to all subsequent reviews to build a complete 
picture of actions and learning throughout the life of the programme. 

 

Title:  NAMA Facility 

Programme Value:  Review Date: 31 March 2016 

Programme Code:  
 

Start Date: April 2015 End Date: March 2016 

 
Summary of Programme Performance  

Year 2014 2015 2016      

Programme Score A+ A A       

Risk Rating Medium Medium  Medium      

 
Summary of progress and lessons learnt since last review 
 
The overall score for the NAMA Facility for 2015 is A (Outputs meet expectation).   
 
The Facility has continued to progress well in some areas in 2015- 2016.  The operation of the Facility is 
becoming smoother with a well-established competitive annual call process which was delivered on time, 
and the Technical Support Unit (TSU, NAMA Facility secretariat) is becoming increasingly experienced 
in undertaking its core functions and now has considerably more resource at its disposal.  The Facility 
continues to have a strong and well recognised brand and continues to attract a large number of project 
proposals (42 in the third call).  Progress has also been made this year on monitoring and evaluation 
(albeit from a low baseline), and the two new donors to the Facility (Denmark and the European 
Commission) have also been integrated relatively smoothly.  UK influence in the Facility remains strong. 
 
After over three years of operation, the Facility is continuing to meet our expectations, but based on 
learning to date there is a need for tweaking in certain areas to enhance the support provided to 
countries, and to make it more accessible and transparent.  The following areas need to be addressed: 
 

 Improving the quality of project proposals. While the pool of projects remain strong with some 
good quality projects to choose from, there are significant number of projects [48%] failed the 
Facility’s eligibility criteria (this however is an improvement on the 1st and 2nd calls when 60% 
were ineligible).   

 Increasing the pace of development and implementation of NAMA Facility supported projects. A 
number of projects that have received final board approval are taking longer to reach 
implementation than expected. 

 Widening the range of applicants eligible for submitting project proposals. There is a perception 
held by some project submitters that the Facility is biased towards the German organisations GIZ 
and KfW.   

 The project and facility level monitoring processes need implementing.  
 
Changes to the Facility: 
 
A Board meeting was held in Copenhagen in March 2016 to reflect on the third call and to consider 
possible changes to the Facility ahead of the fourth call.  Key points agreed at the meeting were: 
 

 KfW announced that they would no longer participate as Financial Component intermediary for 
the fourth call 

 It was recognised that the Facility was perhaps expecting too much information from project 
submitters at the initial application stage, and that this gave a considerable advantage to larger 
organisations (such as GIZ and KFW) that could afford to work up detailed proposals without 
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guaranteed finance.  It was therefore agreed that the following changes would be made in an 
attempt to increase the quality of submissions to the NAMA Facility: 

o Reduce the amount of information required in project outlines and streamline the 
application documents 

o Increase the clarity of instructions to submitters contained within the General Information 
Document 

o Allow for greater flexibility in interpretation of eligibility criteria, in particular on the 
proposed financial mechanisms and on the eligibility of delivery organisations.      

 Reinforce the Appraisal Phase to allow more in-depth preparation of project proposals with 
increased funding from the NAMA Facility.  This will involve two steps: 

o A short on-site plausibility check of Outlines selected (after Assessment but before 
Appraisal Stage) to ensure selection of promising proposals 

o A Detailed preparation phase (DPP) of 6-18 months with a budget of up to € 400.000 (to 
be confirmed) for submitters to fully develop their proposals 

 The steps above are expected to result in fully-fledged proposal to be presented to the Board for 
approval.  Given the support provided to project development we expect the quality of proposals 
to be higher and projects that have undertaken the DPP phase should not see final approval as a 
given. 

 
M&E:  
 
The NAMA Facility’s Theory of Change and Logframe as well as its Monitoring and Evaluation 
Framework were approved by Donors in 2015; the latter was published as a binding guidance document 
for selected NAMA Support Projects in November 2015 and can be found here. The framework defines 
the sequence and management of evaluations of NAMA Support Projects and the overall NAMA Facility.  
 
Preparations for an independent mid-term evaluation of the NAMA Facility began in October 2015 and 
this is on track to be commissioned in April 2016 with a DECC representative on the steering group.  The 
evaluation is likely to complete in September 2016, and will focus on the strengths and weaknesses at 
facility level, and the management of implementation. 
 
Communications 
 
The TSU have continued to take a proactive approach to promoting the Facility over the last 12 months, 
largely through presenting at events. At the COP 21 in Paris, a NAMA Facility Reception to announce 
the projects that had been pre-approved in the third call was held with high-level participation from 
Donors and partner countries’ governments (including DECC minister Lord Bourne).  The TSU and other 
representatives of the NAMA Facility (including from DECC) also gave presentations highlighting the 
Facility and the lessons learned at a NAMA registry workshop in Bonn, a Bonn side-event on co-benefits, 
three regional UNFCCC NAMA workshops and the NAMA Fair at the COP 21.  
   
An update on recommendations from the previous Annual review 
 

Recommendation Progress 

Continue to seek out new donors for the Facility, 
and encourage existing donors to continue their 
financial commitment to the Facility in the short-
term. 

Germany likely to commit to funding for a fourth 
call in 2016 and Commission and Denmark likely to 
provide further financing in 2017.  The TSU have 
also facilitated initial communication with potential 
new Donors (Swedish Energy Agency and Swiss 
Secretariat for Economic Cooperation) 

Consider if the NAMA Facility has a long-term role 
within the climate finance architecture, and if so 
whether any major changes are required for a 
fourth call and how it can retain its relevance, now 
that the Green Climate Fund (GCF) is 
operationalised. 

Too early to assess whether the Facility has a 
long-term role but considerable changes are being 
made to the Facility ahead of the fourth call.  The 
NAMA Facility’s long-term role should be given 
further consideration in 2016, building in particular 
on the findings of the mid-term evaluation.  

Consider ways in which the Facility can increase 
the number of projects that are meeting the 

Changes to the application documents and 
guidance were made ahead of the third call.  

http://www.nama-facility.org/conceptandapproach/monitoringandevaluation.html
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Facility’s eligibility criteria. However, further changes will be made ahead of 
the fourth call, including encouraging the TSU to 
be more flexible when interpreting eligibility criteria 
(particularly with regards to eligibility of Delivery 
Organisations and the level of detail provided on 
financing mechanisms). 

Consider ways in which projects can move more 
quickly to implementation. 

Plans now in place to introduce a more detailed 
and rigorous appraisal phase should mean that 
projects can start implementation phase more 
quickly once they receive final approval. 

Ensure that the TSU are dedicating sufficient 
resources to Monitoring and Evaluation. 

The TSU have dedicated increased resource to 
this – a monthly M&E call has been taking place 
which has helped donors keep up to date on 
progress.  Concern, however, remains on the slow 
development of individual project M&E plans and 
the delay to the mid-term evaluation. 

 
Recommendations  
 

1. Ensure changes to the 4th Call are implemented and communicated to stakeholders by July 2016, 
specifically: 

 TSU should look to play a more proactive role in reaching out to potential submitters to 
ensure they are aware of what is expected of them throughout 2016.   

 The Facility should also continue with its attempts to simplify the guidance on how to 
apply, including through the production of more fact-sheets, case studies and other 
helpful documents to help project submitters with the development of their proposals by 
August 2016, and throughout the 4th Call. 

 Support for the development of financing mechanisms to be prioritised by the TSU in their 
engagement with project submitters for the 4th Call – in particular consideration should be 
given whether or not webinars should be held on this topic.  
 

2. Consider if the NAMA Facility has a long-term role within the climate finance architecture in 2016 
and 2017, and if so whether any major changes are required for a 4th Call and how it can retain 
its relevance, now that the GCF is operationalised. 
 

3. Continue to seek out new donors for the Facility, and encourage existing donors to continue their 
financial commitment to the Facility. 
 

4. Ensure the facility and project level monitoring requirements are met, specifically: 

 The facility level logframe needs updating to include milestones and indicators of both 
quantity and quality. This includes increasing the transparency on the methodologies 
used in any upcoming reporting of achieved results and milestone settings and the KPI 15 
(transformational change) methodology should be formalised before next results 
collection in March 2017. 

 Ensure project level monitoring processes are carried out as specified in the Monitoring 
and Evaluation Framework. This will require ensuring appropriate support from TSU is in 
place to help project level monitoring and evaluation. 

 Project logframes and M&E plans should be scrutinised to ensure that the metrics above 
are reported against, where appropriate. 
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A. Introduction and Context (1 page) 

Link to Business 
Case:  

 

Link to Log frame:   

 
 
Outline of the programme 
 
The NAMA Facility is designed to support and fund the implementation of the most transformational 
parts of Nationally Appropriate Mitigation Actions (NAMAs), a concept that originated in the UNFCCC 
negotiations.  NAMAs are concrete projects, policies, or programmes that shift a technology or sector in 
a country onto a low-carbon development trajectory.   
 
The Facility provides one of the most direct ways for countries to bid for UK climate finance in the ICF. 
We are not resourced to directly run an open competition so, drawing on German resources, means that 
we can deliver more results in more places.  
 
The main objectives of the NAMA Facility are: 

 To support high quality, transformational NAMAs that would not be funded otherwise 

 To demonstrate how transformational NAMA investments could be supported across a range of 

sectors and in a range of countries, so that common themes can be drawn from these examples 

and applied to other projects, which will therefore be more likely to be deemed investable and 

receive financial flows 

 To provide an incentive for developing countries to show leadership and strive for ambitious and 

transformational NAMAs which will shape the international debate on NAMAs and provide a 

significant contribution to the reduction in global emissions and poverty 

 To provide a direct route for developing countries to access UK climate finance 

 To enable countries to deliver or go beyond their 2020 mitigation pledges in the UNFCCC by 

providing the capital investment to support implementation of NAMAs 

The UK has provided £75m of grant finance from the International Climate Fund (ICF) to the NAMA 
Facility, which was originally set up in partnership with the German Federal Ministry for the Environment, 
Nature Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety (BMUB), to support and fund the implementation of 
the most transformational parts of Nationally Appropriate Mitigating Action (NAMA) plans. Mitigation 
actions can be undertaken at different scales.  NAMAs have developed from a UNFCCC initiative to 
focus mitigation planning at the recipient country level.    While NAMAs as a concept are broadly 
understood, there is no internationally agreed definition of them, although much discussion on this issue 
has taken place.   
 
The BMUB have provided €90m (c.£75m) to the programme, as well as administrative expertise and 
support.  Two new donors joined for the Third Call - the European Commission who are provided €15m 
of funding, and the Danish Government who provided approximately €10m.  These new contributions 
brought the total funding under the NAMA Facility to over €200m. 
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B: PERFORMANCE AND CONCLUSIONS (1-2 pages) 

 
Update on NAMA Support Projects 
 
3rd call 
 
The third call was successfully launched in April 2015 and closed in July. The total funding available for 
the third call was approximately 85 million Euros (£25m from the UK; 30 m EUR from Germany; 15m 
EUR from European Commission; 10m EUR from Denmark).  Results of the call were announced at the 
Paris COP in December 2015.  42 project proposals were received in the third call.  This is slightly less 
than received in the 1st (47) and 2nd calls (49) but this remains a healthy number given the amount of 
funding at the Facility’s disposal is only enough to fund approximately 10% of these proposals.  Findings 
from feedback calls highlighted a high-level of frustration that the success rate of outlines is so low. 
 
The following three projects were pre-approved for funding in December 2015: 
 

 China – Integrated Waste Management NAMA (Project volume: 8 million Euro; Delivery 
organisation: GIZ) 

 Colombia – NAMA for the domestic refrigeration sector (Project volume: 9 million EUR; Delivery 
organisation: GIZ) 

 Kenya – Mass Rapid Transport System for Nairobi (Project volume: 20 million EUR; Delivery 
organisations GIZ and KfW). 

 
Following further consultations between TSU and the submitters of the next highest scoring projects, the 
Board pre-approved two further projects in April 2015.  

 

 Guatemala - Efficient use of Fuel and Alternative Fuels in Indigenous and Rural Communities – 
contribution from the NAMA Facility is EUR 11.5m (Delivery Partner: IDB) (Project volume: 11.5m 
EUR; Delivery organisation: Inter-american Development Bank) 

 South Africa – Energy Efficiency in Public Buildings Programme (Project volume 18.5m EUR; 
Delivery organisations: GIZ)  
 

1st and 2nd call projects 
 
The NAMA Facility has approved five NAMA Support Projects for implementation – four during 2015: the 
Low-Carbon Coffee NAMA Costa Rica; the Sustainable Urban Transport Programme Indonesia (SUTRI 
NAMA); the Self-Supply Renewable Energy in Chile (SSRE NAMA; TC component) and the Sustainable 
Urban transport NAMA Peru (TransPerú NAMA).  
 
It is encouraging to see swift progress made in reaching implementation of the two highest scoring 
projects from the NAMA Facility so far (Peru and Thailand, both from the second call).  However, the 
slow progress of the majority of the first call projects in reaching actual implementation remains a 
concern.  We had initially expected projects to reach the implementation stage within 12 months of pre-
approval but we have since realised this was over optimistic given the time it takes to structure the 
financial components of the projects in particular and given the contractual requirements of KfW.   
 
Some emerging issues have been identified that contributed to delay in implementation, such as: the 
inter-governmental project agreements between the German and respective partner country 
governments have delayed the start of the NSP (NAMA Support Projects) implementation in Costa Rica 
and Indonesia, whereas the Chilean and Colombian projects have been hampered by complex 
negotiations on the development of the financial component. 
 
Annual outcome assessment  
 
NAMA Support Projects demonstrate that climate finance can effectively support 
transformational change in partner countries, reduce greenhouse gas emissions and enhance 
low carbon development 
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It is too early to make a definitive statement on whether the Facility is likely to achieve its desired 
outcome by the end of the programme. Early indications are positive: for the first three calls, 14 projects 
have been approved; and 5 projects selected in the first and second calls have reached the 
implementation stage. However, some projects have encountered delay before reaching the 
implementation stage, and it would take some time before we start to see results delivered on the 
ground.   
 
Regarding the Facility’s intention to reduce greenhouse gases and enhance low carbon 
development, initial analysis of the expected results of four pre-approved projects in the first call 
indicate the potential for the following results: 
 
Volume of public sector finance mobilised:  
Expected life time results: 

 £79m 

Volume of private sector finance mobilised:  
Expected life time results: 

 £195m 

Reduction in greenhouse gas emissions over the lifetime of the projects:  
Expected lifetime results 

 22,100,000tCO2e 

The above were calculated using data from the preliminary project appraisals for the following four 
NAMA projects: Mexico, Costa Rica, Chile, and Indonesia. This data was then scaled to current size of 
the NAMA Facility (£165.5m of which £75m was laid as per promissory note by the UK).  
 
Due to the delays in the design and implementation of the Financial Component of the approved 
projects, preliminary M&E plans will only be delivered in the first 6 months after the official start of the 
projects and final plans during the first 12 months. Values for reduction target in terms of GHG savings 
and other expected results will only be determined 12 months after project implementation. Therefore it 
is not possible to update the expected results based on final results frameworks and assess whether the 
expected results are still achievable by the envisaged activities. 
 
Regarding the Facility’s intention to support transformational change, some success has already been 
achieved.  In particular, the NAMA Facility has been influential in informing the development of the GCF, 
helping raise its ambition specifically regarding the competitive evaluation process, having clear approval 
criteria, and incorporating sustainable development and transformational impact as part of the approval 
criteria.  The NAMA Facility made a submission to the GCF to this effect.  
 
The majority of climate finance to date has supported clean energy, but the NAMA Facility has been 
successful in promoting a wider range of mitigation projects, especially in sectors that had previously had 
been less successful in obtaining climate finance, including transport, waste and efficiency programmes. 
 
NAMAs offer concrete examples of actions that can achieve the desired paradigm shift towards low 
carbon development and enhanced private sector investment, and the NAMA Facility similarly offers a 
strong model for encouraging and selecting transformational actions. We have seen that having real-
world examples of policy actions and financial mechanisms has been helpful in evaluating whether the 
different GCF design parameters are likely to achieve a transformational outcome and in thinking 
through the structure of the Fund.  
 
Overall output score and description 
 
The overall output score for the NAMA Facility is A (Outputs meet expectation).   
 
The Facility is on track in most areas, the TSU and donors are running the facility efficiently, and the 
NAMA facility is largely meeting the objectives of supporting ambitious NAMAs in diverse countries. 
However, now is an opportune time to make some tweaks, building on the experiences so far and 
adapting expectations – in particular, the time it takes from pre-approval to implementation?   
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The first three project calls have been delivered successfully on time, with a larger number of project 
proposals received.  However, the quality of project proposals is not improving and this is an area of 
concern.  Only three projects were given an A rating in the 3rd call, compared to 7 in the 1st call and 8 in 
the 2nd call.  One reason why the third call scores were lower than the two previous calls might be that 
the evaluation process has become increasingly robust.  Based on experiences from the first two calls, 
the financial components of the outlines and the readiness and feasibility of proposals was in general 
assessed with more scrutiny. We will consider what technical assistance can be provided during the 
project preparation phase by external experts to increase the quality of proposals submitted. 
 
TSU staff resources have increased considerably as well, with the arrival of an additional senior climate 
finance adviser (seconded by DANIDA), a junior adviser (assigned by GIZ), and an additional external 
adviser (contracted by KfW) as well as with an increase of previous part time assignments of already 
assigned staff.  The team have continued to become more experienced in delivering the project cycle, 
and more familiar with the Facility’s processes and criteria.  Feedback on the TSU from those who have 
submitted proposals has generally been positive, although some submitters have suggested that they 
should be encouraged to be more flexible as they can be very rigid in interpreting the Facility’s criteria 
rather than working to identify solutions (this is one of the reasons why so many projects are failing the 
Facility’s eligibility criteria.  The TSU has a new head (who started in March 2016) which provides an 
opportunity to encourage them to be more proactive and flexible in their approach. 
 

 
Key actions 
 
Key actions set out in the Summary Sheet. 
 
Has the logframe been updated since the last review? 
 
The logframe has not been updated since the last Annual Review.  Considerable work remains in 
defining baselines, milestones and targets for all indicators. This will need to be prioritised in 2016 as 
more projects begin implementation.  An M&E day will be held in Q2 2016 and revision of the logframe 
will be a key output of that event. 
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C: DETAILED OUTPUT SCORING (1 page per output) 

 

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:   Low Impact weighting (%): 10 

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

No change 

 
Key Points 
 
In addition to the points made above, the NAMA Facility has become an increasingly well-established 
part of the climate finance architecture in the last 12 months.  Its criteria and processes are well 
understood within the climate finance community, partly as a result of extensive engagement by the 
donors and the TSU at various international events, including at COPs and UNFCCC workshops. 
 
Summary of responses to issues raised in previous annual reviews (where relevant)   
 
The TSU has continued to play a proactive role in promoting the NAMA Facility, in particular in target 
regions such as Africa (such as by presenting at the UNFCCC Africa regional workshop) 
 
The Facility has discouraged applications from Middle Income countries that are likely to graduate from 
ODA eligibility in 2017 (e.g. Chile and Uruguay) by adding words to that effect to the NAMA Facility’s 
General Information Document. 
 
DECC has remained in close contact with other donors regarding their intentions for a fourth call. 

Indicator(s) Milestones Progress  

Number of countries 
bidding in geographic 
regions  
 

Target of 30 project 
proposals in third call 
– exceeded.   
 

The NAMA Facility continues to receive a large 
number of project proposals (42) from a wide variety 
of ODA eligible countries.  In the Third call, the 
Facility received 19 proposals from Africa, 13 from 
Asia, 9 from South America, and 1 from Europe.  
The pre-approved projects from this call were in 
Kenya, China and Colombia, again demonstrating 
impressive diversity. 
 
The third call attracted submissions from 7 new 
countries. 
 

Additional donor funding 
committed to the NAMA 
Facility 
 

Target of 70m Euros 
for project call – 
exceeded 

85 million Euros of donor funding was available for 
the Third call – a significant increase on the previous 
two calls. 
 
Denmark and Commission provided funding for the 
Third call but are unlikely to provide additional 
finance before 2017.  Both Sweden and Switzerland 
have shown an interest in becoming donors but talks 
are in an early stage and little progress has been 
made of late.  Currently there is not an urgent need 
for additional donor funding given the current project 
pipeline, but this could become a live issue once 
additional preparatory support is available, hopefully 
increasing the proportion of investible projects.  
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Recommendations 
 
(Owner: TSU) TSU to provide an update on status of conversations with possible new donors by end of 
2016. 
 
(Owner: TSU & donor countries) Continue to take opportunities to promote the NAMA Facility, including 
through UNFCCC regional workshops which provide a good opportunity to reach out to particular 
geographic regions (ongoing).   
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Output Title  Quality of project pipeline improved 
 

Output number per LF 2 Output Score  B 

Risk:   Medium Impact weighting (%): 20 

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

No change 
 

 
 
Key Points.  
 
While it is encouraging that the number of project proposals received in the third call exceeds our target, 
it is worrying that only 3 were deemed of sufficient quality to be pre-approved for funding without further 
development.  In particular, the majority of proposals received had insufficiently developed financial 
mechanisms.  It is becoming increasingly clear that is very difficult for project submitters to develop a 
fully worked up financial mechanism at the outline stage.  The proposed changes to the Facility will 
mean this development will now take place at the DPP stage. 
 
The TSU have also undertaken a number of other efforts in an attempt to get feedback on current 
processes with a view to improving the project pipeline and providing greater support to countries 
applying to the Facility.  These include:  

Indicator(s) Milestones Progress  

Number of good practice 
examples communicated  

Milestone of 3 
good practice 
publications a 
year – exceeded. 
 

As projects funded by the NAMA Facility have only 
recently started implementation, there are so far no 
concrete project experiences that could be analysed 
and shared.  
 
The TSU have produced a number of documents 
sharing good practice, such as presentations on 
lessons learned, fact sheets on successful NAMA 
Facility projects and on providing more details of 
what is required to meet some of the NAMA Facility’s 
criteria (for example on co-benefits, financial 
mechanisms). 
 
Details of some NAMA Facility projects have been 
uploaded on to the NAMA registry.  
 

No of lessons learned 
events organized 

Target of 4 
lessons learned 
presentations a 
year – exceeded. 
 

Representatives from the NAMA Facility have given 
lessons learned presentation at 12 
events/workshops. 
 
Lessons learned were presented to the NAMA 
Facility board in October 2015. 
 

Number and quality of 
NSP/NAMAs in the pipeline 

 
Target of at least 
20% of submitted 
NSP outlines 
rated “A”/Call (not 
yet met) 
 

The number of NSPs in the NAMA Facility (approved 
or pre-approved) pipeline is now 14projects.   
 
42 project proposals were received in the third call –
less than in the previous two calls but still a very 
healthy number.  The percentage of eligible projects 
received increased to 48% (compared to 40% in 
previous calls). 
 
The percentage of project proposals receiving an A 
grade from the TSU declined from 15% in the 
previous 2 calls to 7% in the third call. 
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 An online survey with all applicants in the third call; 

 Feedback was given to all project submitters in the third call; 

 An independent external consultant conducted a number of interviews with NAMA Facility 
stakeholders at the Paris COP and prepared a report for donors. 

 
 
Summary of responses to issues raised in previous annual reviews (where relevant)   
  
TSU provided feedback to all projects that were eligible but not selected from the third call and offered 
feedback upon request for non-eligible projects. In total, feedback was provided to 21 applicants of non-
successful outlines. 
 
Best practice documents have been produced and shared on the NAMA Facility website (as described 
above). 
 
Recommendations 
 
(Owner: TSU) Hold webinars through 2016 with potential project submitters ahead of the fourth call, with 
particular emphasis on issues that have been holding back a number of projects (e.g. readiness, 
financial mechanism). 
 
(Owner: TSU) Take on a more proactive role in dealing with project submitters, including by enocuraging 
them to submit questions and to seek clarifications. 
 
(Owner: TSU) Continue with the work on producing fact sheets, case studies and other helpful 
documents to help project submitters with the development of their proposals.  
 
(Owner: TSU) Implement changes to the 4th Call by July 2016 – including reviewing the criteria and 
process to make it easier to bid, and on implementing the DPP phase to provide greater preparatory 
support, enabling stronger projects for wider range of submitters.  
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Output title Additional public and private finance leveraged for low carbon investment and 
development  
 

Output number per LF 3 Output Score  A 

Risk:   Low Impact weighting (%): 16.7% 

Risk revised since last AR?  N/A 
 

Impact weighting % revised 
since last AR?  

N/A 

  
Key Points 
 
Given the facility is still early in its life and projects are only just reaching the implementation stage, no 
results have been reported regarding the mandatory core indicators. 
 
The following figures on private and public finance mobilised was calculated using data from the project 
appraisals for the following four NAMA project appraisals: Mexico, Costa Rica, Chile, and Indonesia.  
This data was then scaled to currently approved spend.  
 
Volume of public sector finance mobilised (expected):  
Expected life time results: 

 £79m 

Volume of private sector finance mobilised (expected):  
Expected life time results: 

 £195m 

In general the projects pre-approved and approved so far demonstrate strong potential for leveraging 
public and private sector finance. The expected public and private finance mobilised are consistent with 
expectations.  

Summary of responses to issues raised in previous annual reviews (where relevant)   
 
No recommendations on this output were made in the last annual review. 
 
Recommendations 
 
(Owner: TSU)  A key focus this year would be to increase the transparency of methodology used in 
reporting achieved results at programme level. 
 
 
  

Indicator(s) Milestones Progress  

Volume of public finance mobilised for 
low carbon investment and development 

In-year milestone not set 
for 2015. 
 
 

No public finance confirmed 
yet, and need clarification from 
TSU on methodology (see 
recommendation section 
below).   
 

Volume of private finance mobilised for 
low carbon investments and 
development 

In-year milestone not set 
for 2015. 

No private finance mobilised 
so far. However, we expect to 
see private finance mobilised 
as projects develop.  

Ratio between public and private 
investment, amount of co-financing/ 
leverage factor  

Further analysis is 
required on a project level 

In progress 
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Output Title  Good practice examples of innovative financing and incentive mechanisms of 
NSP/NAMAs are demonstrated 
 

Output number per LF 4 Output Score  A 

Risk:   Low Impact weighting (%): 20 

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

No change 

 
Key Points 
 
Given all NSPs are either yet to reach implementation or in the early stages it is too early to present 
good practice examples of financial mechanisms. However, there are now 14 projects pre-approved, 
covering a wide variety of sectors, and using a range of financial mechanisms.  Details of these projects 
are available on the NAMA Facility website, and have been shared in various NAMA facility 
presentations and workshops.  
 
A comparison of financial mechanisms proposed in outlines has shown that the majority use the same 3 
or 4 financial instruments (e.g. concessional loans, loan guarantees). With time to implement existing 
projects and new projects added to the pipeline through additional calls should ensure we develop best 
practice examples by the 2020 target date.    
 
 
Summary of responses to issues raised in previous annual reviews (where relevant)   
 
The TSU produced a factsheet giving guidance on the development of financing mechanisms in 
response to the recommendation that they share lessons learned and knowledge on financial 
mechanisms. This is now available on the NAMA Facility website. 
 
Recommendations 
 
(Owner TSU) Support for the development of financing mechanisms to be prioritised by the TSU in their 
engagement with project submitters for the fourth call – in particular consideration should be given if 
webinars should be held on this topic. 
 
  

Indicator(s) Milestones Progress  

Number of good practice examples with 
regard to efficiency and viability of 
financial / incentive mechanisms 
published 

Too early to say if target 
of 5 best practice 
examples by 2020 will be 
met. 
 
 

14 projects now approved or 
pre-approved covering a wide 
variety of sectors, and using a 
range of financial 
mechanisms.  Details of these 
projects are available on the 
NAMA Facility website, and 
have been shared in various 
NAMA facility presentations 
and workshops. 
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Output Title  National capacities  and enabling environment for NAMAs are strengthened 
 

Output number per LF 5 Output Score  A 

Risk:   Medium Impact weighting (%): 16.7% 

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

No change 

 
 
Key Points 

Indicator(s) Milestones Progress  

Number and type of changes in 
national/local policies and regulatory 
framework with regard to  low-emission 
investment and development 

The following changes are 
expected by 2022: 
 

 Policy: 3  

 Budget planning: 4 

 Regulatory 
framework: 28 

 
These will be reviewed as 
part of logframe review – 
Q3 2016. 
 

The Facility achieved its first 
positive impact on budget 
planning as the NSP in Mexico 
has reported progress – the 
Mexican National Housing 
Commission has adapted its 
housing subsidy programme to 
prioritise NAMA projects. 

Number and type of capacity building 
measures  

The following capacity 
building outputs are 
expected by 2022: 
 
Trained professionals from 
public authorities: 300 
Trained professionals from 
private sector: 9,080 
 
These will be reviewed as 
part of logframe review – 
Q3 2016. 
 

The NSP Mexico reported 
some progress with regard to 
trained professionals from the 
private sector as first training 
courses have been 
implemented for housing 
developers – 40 people trained 
in the private sector. 
 
Two-thirds of NSPs have 
identified training of 
professionals from public 
authorities and/or private 
sector as a relevant capacity 
building measure and will 
report on it as an output or 
output indicator. While 
capacity building certainly may 
encompass a larger variety of 
measures, the number of 
trained professionals from 
public authorities and/or 
private sector is suggested to 
serve as a cross-cutting 
measurable target for capacity 
building measures. 
 

Number of people addressed by  
awareness raising measures 
 

Milestone for this indicator 
will be reviewed as part of 
logframe review – Q3 
2016. 

The TSU estimates 127,860 
people have been reached so 
far based on Mexico, Thailand, 
Chile and Costa Rica projects 
and on visits to NAMA Facility 
website. 
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Initial assessments of current pre-approved projects indicate that we are on track to achieve this output 
indicator.  All NSPs propose some kind of relevant changes to the policy, regulatory or enabling 
environment, which is in line with the assumption that NAMAs take a more complex approach to 
mitigation in shaping the framework for a sector wide transformation. Most types of changes proposed by 
NSPs relate to the regulatory framework.  For example, the Facility achieved its first positive impact on 
budget planning in Mexico – the Mexican National Housing Commission has now adapted its housing 
subsidy programme to prioritise NAMA projects. 
 
Summary of responses to issues raised in previous annual reviews (where relevant)   
 
We are still yet to see any of the project’s M&E plans, so the previous year’s recommendation that they 
should be scrutinised to ensure the metrics above are reported against should remain a recommendation 
for the next year. The M&E workshop held in 2015 also highlighted the need for the TSU to provide 
support to NSPs in delivering M&E plans and subsequent M&E activity. 
 
Recommendations 
 
(Owner: TSU) Project logframes and M&E plans should be scrutinised to ensure that the metrics above 
are reported against, where appropriate. 
 
(Owner: TSU) Provide support to NSPs to deliver credible M&E plans, and subsequent M&E activity. 
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Output Title  Sustainable (social, economic and environmental) co-benefits are generated 
 

Output number per LF 6 Output Score  A 

Risk:   Medium Impact weighting (%): 16.7% 

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

N/A 

 
Key Points 
 
All Nama Facility projects have at least one co-benefit in their logframe, and the following projects list 
two co-benefits -Mexico, Costa Rica, Peru Colombia II, Thailand and Tajikistan. 
 
As NSPs have just started implementation or are still under appraisal, there are no co- benefits 
demonstrated yet. However, we expect majority of NSPs to have co-benefits, which we will monitor 
during implementation.  
 

Summary of responses to issues raised in previous annual reviews (where relevant)   
 
We are still yet to see any of the project’s M&E plans, so the previous year’s recommendation that they 
should be scrutinised to ensure the metrics above are reported against should remain a recommendation 
for the next year. 
 
Recommendations 
 
(Owner: TSU) Project logframes and M&E plans should be scrutinised to ensure that the metrics above 
are reported against, where appropriate, and with increased transparency on methodology.  
 

D: VALUE FOR MONEY & FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE (1 page) 

 
Key cost drivers and performance  
 
Consider the specific costs and cost drivers identified in the Business Case  
Have there been changes from those identified in previous reviews or at programme approval. If so, 
why? 
 
The costs of the TSU were €847,000 in 2015.  This compares to €638,599 in 2041.   In the original 
NAMA Facility business case TSU costs were estimated at £650,000 a year, so the costs for this year 
have increased.  This is mainly due to the additional capacity and expertise added to the TSU which is 
needed to meet the increased workload to oversee growing pipeline of NSPs – including arrival of an 
additional senior climate finance adviser (seconded by DANIDA), a junior adviser (assigned by GIZ), and 
an additional external adviser (contracted by KfW), as well as with an increase of previous part time 
assignments of already assigned staff. As a result, the TSU now has the capacity, as well as more 
experience, to manage future calls and oversight of existing NSPs.  
 
VfM performance compared to the original VfM proposition in the business case  
Performance against VfM measures and any trigger points that were identified to track through the 
programme. 

Indicator(s) Milestones Progress  

Number and type of co-benefits 
demonstrated: 

 environmental co-benefits 

 social co-benefits 

 economic co-benefits 
 

Targets for 2022 have 
been set in since the last 
Annual Review: 
 
Social co-benefits: 4 
Economic co-benefits: 10 
Environmental co-benefits: 
3. 

In progress  



17 
 

 
There have been no major changes to the VfM assessment which was included in the NAMA Facility 
Business case Addendum (October 2014).  At this stage there is limited information to support this 
section of the review.  However, the Facility based on a competitive process has successfully selected 
projects to allocate the existing resources for the first, second and third project calls. It is possible to 
secure a minimum VfM through the investment criteria of the Facility related to mitigation potential and 
financial ambition, but the true net benefits and VfM of UK funds allocated to NAMA projects will be 
determined by the specific projects supported and vary on a case by case basis. The VFM assessment 
at programme level will need to be updated once approved projects provide us with detailed logframes, 
expected outcomes, and eventually actual results. Receiving project level logframes will be an area of 
focus for 2016. 
 
Assessment of whether the programme continues to represent value for money. 
Overall view on whether the programme is good value for money. If not, why, and what actions need to 
be taken? 
 
It is too early to assess the VfM given NAMA have not started reporting against outcome indicators. 
However, the programme output indicators suggest good level of progress have been made. Essential 
area of work in the coming year would be to ensure good progress in M&E as defined in the summary 
section, so that VfM can be robustly monitored.  
 
Quality of financial management 
 
Financial management of the Facility is provided by the TSU, who provide details of budgets, requested 
payments, and disbursement schedules, including in the annual report received in 2015.  An update of 
the financial management of the Facility was also provided at the Lessons Learned meeting in March 
2015.  The quality of this financial management has been good. 
 
 
 
 

Date of last narrative financial report  

Date of last audited annual statement  
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E: RISK (½ page) 

 
Overall risk rating:   
 
Medium 
 
Overview of programme risk 
 
What are the changes to the overall risk environment/ context and why? 
 

No major change to the overall risk rating. However, there is a perception that only German Delivery 
Organisations supported NSPs are approved. To manage this risk, we will work with TSU and other 
donors to review investment criteria to ensure no bias, ensure firewall between TSU and GIZ/KfW project 
teams is maintained and try to counter this perception through transparency and clear communication, 
including explaining how we are making changes in 4th Call that will help other submitters to succeed in 
accessing funds.  
 
A new risk that we will need to monitor as part of the any potential future calls is the interests from 
recipient countries in bidding to the NAMA Facility now that the GCF is operationalised, and any 
interactions and co-financing requested from recipient countries from both the NAMA Facility and the 
GCF.  
 
The long-term role of the NAMA Facility should also be considered within the wider climate finance 
architecture, and whether the NAMA Facility retain its relevance in supporting countries to implement 
Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs). 
 
Review the key risks that affect the successful delivery of the expected results. 
 
Slow disbursement of funds as NSPs encounter difficulties during implementation: Projects would 
disburse slowly or not at all due to occurrences which could have been foreseen and prevented during 
design phase.  This would result in limited impact of the Facility and potentially surplus funds remaining 
after the competitive process has been completed.   

 

Projects taking too long to reach implementation: Projects, in particular the financial components, 
are taking longer to develop in most cases than initially expected.  This is partly down to the difficulty in 
getting the financial sector to engage with projects until they are convinced funding is likely.   Changes 
have been agreed for the 4th Call to speed up the process – including reducing the amount of information 
required in project outlines and streamline the application documents, but strengthen the Appraisal 
Phase to allow more in-depth preparation. The Board also agreed, for the 4th Call, to allow for greater 
flexibility in interpretation of eligibility criteria, in particular on the proposed financial mechanisms and on 
the eligibility of delivery organisations. These actions should help mitigate this risk.  

 

Projects not delivering expected benefits: Though the NAMA Facility’s competitive project calls, and 
its selection and appraisal phases, should mitigate against this, there remains the risk that some of the 
projects may fail.  Given the Facility has not over-programmed, this would reduce the benefits of the 
Facility (although it is possible that with the revisions made to the Facility for the fourth call, some form of 
over-programming will be allowed by allowing more projects to reach the DPP stage than the Facility will 
eventually be able to fund).  It is also possible that successfully implemented NAMA Facility projects will 
fail to deliver the expected benefits, though this is a risk for any project. 

 

Lack of priority given to M&E: Progress on M&E so far has been slow, with the TSU seemingly 
preferring to dedicate more staff time to the front end of the process (project calls).  This situation has 
improved somewhat since the previous call but it is important that such progress is maintained for the 
next year.  In particular it is important that the Mid-term evaluation of the Facility is completed to time and 
quality, and that individual projects are able to produce their M&E plans within the required timeframe – 
this will require the TSU supporting NSP M&E activity. 
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Are there any different or new mitigating actions that will be required to address these risks and whether 
the existing mitigating actions are directly addressing the identifiable risks?  
 
As detailed above, changes will be made to the Facility for the fourth call to help mitigate against some 
of the risks mentioned above. 
 
Any additional checks and controls are required to ensure that UK funds are not lost, for example to 
fraud or corruption. 
 
No, sufficient safeguards are in place through GIZ and KfW. 
 
Outstanding actions from risk assessment 
 
N/A. 
 

F: COMMERCIAL CONSIDERATIONS (½ page) 

 
Delivery against planned timeframe 
 
In most ways the Facility is delivering to time, in particular the three project calls have been delivered on 
time.   
 
The following delays should be noted: 
 

- As flagged earlier, a number of the projects are taking longer to reach the implementation stage 
than expected (and changes are being made to the Facility for the fourth call to help rectify this) 

- The start of the NAMA Facility mid-term evaluation was delayed from quarter 1 2016 to quarter 2 
- Disbursements to projects have been slower than expected 

 
Although there have been some delay, actions are being taken to address the causes of delay. The 
overall costs of running the NAMA Facility will be monitored to ensure it continues to provide value for 
money.  

 
Performance of partnership (s) 
 
How well are formal partnerships/ contracts working? 
 
We have a strong working relationship with Germany on this project, with shared objectives. Denmark 
and the European Commission have been incorporated into the regular NAMA Facility process (e.g. 
fortnightly donor calls) and decision making around changes for the third call was handled efficiently by 
the TSU with no major disagreement amongst donors 
 
Are we learning and applying lessons from partner experience 
 
To ensure decision making remains transparent and effective given the addition of two new donors the 
NAMA Facility Board has met up twice in person since the last annual review – in October 2015 in 
London to decide on the projects to approve in the third Call, and in March 2016 in Copenhagen to 
discuss the future of the NAMA Facility.  Previous to this all NAMA Facility Board business had been 
conducted by telephone. 
 
There has been useful sharing of experience between donors, including Denmark hosting a learning 
event following last NAMA Board, which included reviewing evaluation evidence. 
 
Asset monitoring and control  
 
We have confidence that the implementing agencies of the NAMA facility, KfW and GIZ, have put 
sufficient safeguards in place. 
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G: CONDITIONALITY (½ page) 

 
Update on partnership principles (if relevant)  
 
N/A 
 

H: MONITORING & EVALUATION (½ page) 

 
The mid-term evaluation is likely to commence in April 2016. Terms of references (ToRs) for the 
evaluation have been agreed with all Donors and procedures on how to manage the implementation of 
the evaluation have been agreed.  A Steering Committee with representatives from Donors has been set 
up to steer the evaluation. The procurement of the evaluator will be run by GIZ and the technical 
evaluation of tender documents will be carried out by an independent external expert in parallel with an 
expert nominated by DECC. We are in a good place to drive and shape the Facility’s approach to M&E.  
For example we made substantial revisions to the M&E framework and have been (and will continue to 
be) involved in the mid-term evaluation (inputting in to the ToRs, helping choose the contractor, and 
sitting on the evaluation steering group).  This will also help us ensure that our key priorities for the 
evaluation are met, in particular: 

 that the strengths and weaknesses of the Facility are assessed 

 understanding the challenges faced by project submitters at both the initial application 
and final approval phases and how further support can be provided 

 understanding perceptions of the NAMA Facility 

 the challenges faced by projects once they reach the implementation stage, including  
how they deliver on M&E requirements  

 
Evidence and evaluation 
 
Changes in evidence and implications for the programme 
 
There have been no major changes in evidence in the past reporting year. Lessons learned processes 
remained an integral part of the NAMA Facility.  Regular feedback calls are offered to all applicants and 
aggregated lessons learned from each Project Call are discussed with donors. The NAMA Facility also 
sought feedback from applicants, partner governments and the wider NAMA community through an 
online survey at the beginning of 2015. The Facility received feedback from MDBs, the UNFCCC, 
delivery partners (KfW and GIZ) and key actors of the NAMA community in October 2015. The Facility 
also conducted interviews with governments from developing countries and project developers by an 
independent expert at the COP 21 in Paris.  The key findings of this exercise were:  
 

• It is difficult for LDCs / smaller organizations to access NAMA Facility funding due to the 
complexity of the application process 

• Project submitters would appreciate more feedback and support during the outline development – 
the resources required to develop a good outline are perceived to be high 

• The Facility is perceived by some as a “Closed Shop” for GIZ & KfW projects 
• There is often not enough capacity within national governments to prepare an outline, and 

frequently environment ministries are not powerful enough within the government to access 
national funds and set priorities 

• Language barriers are an issue, specifically for West Africa and Latin America given that all 
NAMA Facility project documentation is in English 

 
 
 
How is the Theory of Change and the assumptions used in the programme design working out in 
practice in this programme? Are modifications to the programme design required?  
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The theory of change has been revised based on the experience gained through the operation of the 
Facility so far, and based on an M&E day held with donors, the TSU and M& E experts.  
 
The Theory of Change will be subject to further scrutiny and potential revision at the Facility’s M&E day 
to be held in April/May 2016 and during the mid-term evaluation expected to commence in April 2016. 
 
Is there any new evidence available which challenges the programme design or rationale? How does the 
evidence from the implementation of this programme contribute to the wider evidence base?  How is 
evidence disaggregated by sex and age, and by other variables? 
 
Indications so far are that the Facility is being effective in providing evidence and learning for the 
development of projects which incorporate potential for transformational change, sustainable 
development, and financial ambition in addition to mitigation potential across a variety of sectors.  The 
NAMA Facility use of robust assessment criteria has been influential in informing the GCF. 
 
How evidence is disaggregated will vary depending on the nature of each project. It is likely that NSPs 
will require support in fulfilling the monitoring requirements. As such, the project level monitoring will be 
prioritised for development in 2016 with a meeting scheduled with the TSU in April 2016 to begin 
discussions.  
 
Where an evaluation is planned set out what progress has been made. 
 
A mid-term evaluation of the NAMA Facility will take place in 2016.  Terms of reference have been 
developed with DECC’s involvement.  Selection of the contractor is currently taking place (March 2016).  
The evaluation will begin in April and finish in September.  DECC will be represented on the steering 
board and will keep a close eye on the work. 
 
 
Monitoring progress throughout the review period 
 

 October ‘15: NAMA Facility stakeholder consultation 
 

 November ‘15: NAMA Facility M&E framework published 
 

 January ‘16: Workshop with countries to describe requirements of M&E Facility 
 

 March ‘16: Lessons learned and analysis from third call presented to donors at Board 
meeting. 

 

 March ‘ 16: Closing date for submission of bids for NAMA Facility mid-term evaluation 
 
 
 

I: TRANSFORMATIONAL CHANGE (½ page) 

 
Rating  
 
From the Spring 2016 results collection, the NAMA Facility scored: 
 
Expected results: 3 - Tentative evidence of change – transformation judged likely 
 
Actual results: 3 - Tentative evidence of change – transformation judged likely 
 
It is difficult to judge the transformational nature of this Facility at this stage because the projects that it is 
supporting are still at a very early stage and have not yet delivered results.   
 
Evidence and evaluation 



22 
 

 
Fostering political will to act on climate change 
 
The NAMA Facility has been very successful in raising awareness and interest in transformational 
NAMAs.  It has contributed to the international debate in this area and is influential.  HMG and NAMA 
Facility staff gave a number of presentations on the NAMA Facility around the world in 2015 (including at 
key UNFCCC meetings) as they have in previous years. 
 
47 bids were received for the first bidding round of the Facility (against a target of 10), demonstrating 
strong engagement with the fund from potential recipients.  49 bids were received in the second call, and 
it was notable that the second call received a larger number (19) from Africa than the first call (14) which 
can be partly attributed to the NAMA Facility’s attempts to encourage African projects. Slightly fewer bids 
were received in the third round (42) but it was encouraging to see that the geographical and sectoral 
diversity of project proposals received in the third round remained strong. 
 
ICF-supported activities are enhancing local capacities to act on climate change 
 
In Mexico around 25 NAMA concepts are now at various stages of development, clear evidence of 
Mexico’s increased interest in this agenda. 47 bids from 36 countries were received for the first bidding 
round, 49 bids from 30 countries in the second bidding round and 42 bids – including from 7 new 
countries – in the third round, strong evidence that developing countries are engaging with the Facility 
and the NAMA agenda.  There was an increase in the number of projects that met the NAMA Facility’s 
eligibility criteria in the third call but the overall quality of proposals has not improved. 
 
On an individual project basis, there is evidence to show that the NAMA Facility is increasing local 
capacities.  For example, feedback from the Burkina Faso project pre-approved in the second call was 
that the “NAMA Facility has really helped push the ambition of the Biomass Energy NAMA. Its call for 
transformational change towards low-carbon development encouraged us to be ambitious but also to 
aim at transforming the status quo of the biomass energy sector.” 
 
 
HMG-supported activities are encouraging innovation and testing new approaches  
 
There is no evidence yet of results from the projects supported by the NAMA Facility.  However, all of  
the projects selected by the NAMA Facility Board in the first three calls scored highly on the 
‘transformational’ criterion (this criterion was developed in conjunction with the BMUB and taking into 
account the ICF work to define the term) when being evaluated (they were all in the top five projects 
overall).  In both the first and second calls, the projects proposals received generally scored highest on 
the ambition criteria, particularly on transformational change.   
 
There is strong potential for these projects to demonstrate innovation and testing of new approaches, 
although as yet little firm evidence.   
 
The selection criteria for the NAMA Facility were influential in shaping the development of the Green 
Climate Fund.  In particular, the NAMA Facility has played a proactive role in the development of thinking 
on what constitutes transformational change, including through the production of a factsheet on the 
concept and operationalization of transformational change (which is available on the NAMA Facility 
website) and by submitting a response to the public call for inputs on the GCF’s investment framework.    
 
Ideas and lessons shared widely 
 
Between April and December 2015 the TSU and Donors gave 15 presentations on the NAMA Facility at 
events such as UNFCCC regional workshops and at the NAMA Facility side event at the Paris COP.  
The majority of such events focused on lessons learned in some way. 
 
The NAMA Facility also continues to use its website to share lessons learned (for example, lessons 
learned presentations are publically available here) and is becoming more proactive in the development 
and sharing of best practice (for example, through the production of guidance sheets on how to meet 
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various aspects of the NAMA Facility’s selection criteria).  We continue to see a monthly increase in 
visitors to the NAMA Facility website.    
 
The TSU have also publicised the NAMA Facility in a number of relevant publications, including a 
number of editions of the UNFCCC NAMA news and a report by Mitigation Momentum. 
 
The FCO network has also been proactive in promoting the NAMA Facility in countries that are eligible to 
bid. 
 
HMG-supported activities are creating the incentives for others to act on climate change 
 
DECC funding has been matched by the German BMUB in the NAMA Facility, and Denmark and the 
European Commission have also contributed considerable funds.  There is the strong potential for co-
funding from both recipient country governments and other sources such as KfW loans in the bids 
accepted into the Facility pipeline.  There is also considerable interest from other donors in becoming 
part of the NAMA Facility. 
 
HMG-supported activities are being replicated by others 
 
At this stage there is little evidence of the NAMA Facility activities being replicated.  However, there has 
been considerable discussion of the Facility’s activities at international climate finance events including 
in UNFCCC workshops and at COP 21 in Paris.   
 
Activities are likely to be sustained once HMG funding ends. 
 
All projects that receive funding from the NAMA Facility will have to demonstrate a credible ‘phase out’ 
concept outlining how it will continue once the NAMA funding has ceased.   This criterion seeks to 
ensure that NAMA Facility support will lead to sustainable, long-lasting results. Support will only be 
granted if the outline demonstrates when the need for support will come to an end.  
 
It is difficult to judge the transformational nature of this Facility at this stage because the projects that it is 
supporting are still at a very early stage and have not yet delivered results.  However, the Facility is 
having a strong and influential impact on international discussions of NAMAs, in particular in relation to 
the selection criteria that it used during the first bidding round.  There are grounds to expect this 
influential role to continue into the future and for the Facility to continue to play a clear role in the 
development of this sector of climate finance.   
 
Monitoring progress throughout the review period 
 
The concept of transformational change is monitored through the results reporting process.   
 
More informally, the Facility continues to assess its ability to deliver transformational change through 
seeking feedback from project submitters and from those involved with projects under implementation, 
through discussions at lessons learned meetings, and through assessment of project proposals. 


