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Executive Summary  
An appraisal of the Global Green Growth Institute (GGGI) was carried out by LTS International 

(LTS) during August-October 2020, under a contract with Norad. The appraisal covered the GGGI 

global programme and headquarters activities as well as the country programmes in Indonesia, 

Colombia and Peru supported by Norway. The desk-based assessment used phone interviews and 

documentation review.  

Since 2017, GGGI has re-organised its structure and systems leading to a more efficient organisation 

with improved policies, planning and monitoring of results and impact. The results achieved on 

mobilising green financing can now be backed up by evaluations and presented with clear figures. 

GGGI’s goals on green growth are relevant for NICFI because GGGI mobilises green finance 

complementary to NICFI financing. GGGI complements NICFI’s financing for indigenous peoples 

and local communities by focusing on ecosystem services and income-generating activities from 

forestry and agroforestry, value chains and the circular bioeconomy.  

GGGI has strong links to the private sector and synergy with NICFI financed projects in the efforts 

to achieve deforestation-free production. GGGI also strongly influences development of national 

policies/strategies in NICFI partner countries and advisory to Norwegian embassies on political issues 

related to the forestry sector. 

GGGI occupies a niche among international organisations. There are many multilateral and bilateral 

agencies working on green economy and green growth, but is the central mandate of GGGI.  They 

support governments through provision of embedded advisors and the deployment of technical 

experts to help establish policies, plans and strategies, and broker relationships with climate financiers 

or project developers. This makes GGGI a valuable partner for governments, the private sector and 

development agencies. 

The quality of GGGI staff, products and advisory is recognised and appreciated by all stakeholders 

interviewed, in both the public and private sector. The cost-benefit of GGGI’s activities should also 

be considered, including a 1:7.551 ratio between operational expenditure and mobilised green finance. 

Salaries of GGGI internationally recruited staff are benchmarked against other international 

organisations, and salaries for nationally recruited staff are benchmarked against the local market. 

 
1
 Calculated by the review team based on the figures in the 2016-2019 GGGI Annual Reports of USD 1.603 billion 

mobilised from a total of USD 212.4 million in operational expenditure; GGGI 2016; GGGI 2019e. 



Appraisal of the Global Green Growth Institute (GGGI) | iv 

 

Most government partners interviewed consider that GGGI has a high degree of cost-efficiency based 

on the results the countries get out of the collaboration.  

The results at the country level in the three countries reviewed have been very positive, and it is hard 

to find any stakeholder group criticising GGGI. However, being “trusted advisor” to the government 

is a double-edged sword, making it difficult for GGGI to openly express critical views on priority 

policies that run counter to those it supports.  

GGGI could play an important coordination role, between line ministries and between sub-national 

government and the national level. GGGI has often encouraged inter-institutional coordination and 

could play an even greater role in this area to assure impact and institutional sustainability. One of 

the few critical remarks noted is that GGGI has been more eager to work at the national government 

level than the sub-national governmental level, and that GGGI has very little presence on local level 

(municipalities and communities). This is based on institutional priorities and available resources, but 

more could be achieved through local partnerships. 

GGGI needs to manage a balance of ‘core funding’ and earmarked funding, whether as programme 

or project funding.   With earmarked funding only covering overheads on a cost recovery basis, the 

core funding supports the headquarters (HQ) and corporate support functions (inter-office 

coordination, M&E, training and development, important country support that isn’t donor specific).  

The share of core funding has gone down in 2020, and new funding must be increasingly raised by 

the country teams and the global management team. 

It is important that GGGI is able to strengthen its own long-term goals and impacts, based on the 

Strategy 2030 without it turning into a project making vehicle for governments.  
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1 Background 
1.1 Introduction 

LTS International Ltd (LTS) was invited by Norad to carry out an appraisal of the Global Green 

Growth Institute (GGGI). Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the terms of reference (TOR) 

defined that the appraisal should be carried out remotely, through document reviews and 

interviews through online platforms (Skype, Teams, Zoom, etc.). The appraisal focused on the 

institution itself, supported by Norwegian core funding, as well as Norwegian funded earmarked 

agreements to support the county programmes in Indonesia, Colombia and Peru, financed by 

Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative (NICFI). It was carried out by Trond 

Norheim, Scanteam AS (Team Leader), and Brendan Howard, LTS, in August - October 2020. 

1.2 Purpose of the appraisal 

The purpose of the appraisal was to assess to what extent GGGI has satisfactory systems in place 

to deliver results according to its plans and strategies, and according to partner countries’ needs; 

how core funding contributes to support the country programmes; and the degree of 

compatibility between GGGI’s orientations as set out in the organisation’s new strategic plan 

(to be implemented from January 2021), and NICFI’s objectives and outcomes as set out in the 

initiative’s new results framework (from January 2020).  

Under the terms of reference (TOR), 13 questions have then been asked under four different 

headings related to the ability to deliver, namely: NICFI and recipient country’s priorities; the 

financial situation of GGGI; governance and risk management.  In order to reconcile these two 

sets of over-lapping requirements (three purpose statements and 13 questions related to ability 

to deliver), the appraisal allocated each question under one of the three purpose statements.  

Whilst not a perfect fit, it was the most efficient approach to answering the requirements of the 

TOR.   

1.3 Institutional context of GGGI and the Norwegian support 

GGGI was established as an international organisation at the Rio+20 conference in 2012. It has 

currently 35 country members and one regional integration organisation member. GGGI 

supports its member governments to achieve the commitments expressed under the Paris 

Climate Agreement, and their Sustainable Development Goal targets. The delivery model 

combines technical assistance to governments through embedded country teams and helps to 
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mobilise finance into climate resilient projects. The objective is an environmentally sustainable 

and socially inclusive economic growth.  

Norway, through NICFI, has contributed with core funding to GGGI since 2013. Core funds are 

funds available for general use by GGGI in accordance with its strategic and programmatic 

priorities and aligned with the needs of Members and partner countries. Use is approved by the 

Council in biennial Work Program and Budgets (WPB). Most country programmes are 

supported through a mix of core and, to an increasing degree, earmarked resources, as GGGI is 

moving away from a business model financed predominantly by core resources to a mixed 

model. The current core support agreement between Norway and GGGI amounts to NOK 66.7 

million spread over the four-year period 2017-2020. The total funding from Norway to GGGI 

in 2019 amounted to USD 9.22 million, while funding to GGGI from other international 

development partners the same year amounted to USD 38.4 million. Norway/NICFI is also in 

dialogue with GGGI about possible collaboration for support to Guyana and a possible new 

project phase in Indonesia. 

1.4 Target audience for the appraisal findings 

The conclusions, recommendations and lessons learned from this review should first of all be 

useful for Norad, the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Ministry of Climate and 

Environment, NICFI, and the Norwegian Embassies in Indonesia, Colombia and Peru. It should 

hopefully also be useful for GGGI in its strategy to improve institutional development and 

financial sustainability, as well as for different GGGI international financing partners. 

2 Review method 
The methodology combined document analysis and remote interviews. Due to COVID-19 no 

physical meetings were carried out. Norad and GGGI gave access to relevant documents and 

information. 

The Team reviewed technical and financial programme documents, including GGGI policies 

and strategies, documents related to the Norwegian support, and a large number of other 

documents that were shedding light on GGGI’s institutional work, governance and capacity. 

The team members carried out interviews with relevant GGGI staff, especially central 

management and staff in Indonesia, Colombia and Peru. Interviews were also conducted with 

central government officials, other partners and beneficiaries in the same countries, as well as 
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representatives of Norad and Ministry of Climate and Environment in Norway, and the 

Norwegian Embassies. 

3 Results of the appraisal 
3.1 Extent to which GGGI has satisfactory systems in place to 

deliver results according to its plans and strategies, and 

according to partner countries’ needs 

3.1.1 Governance: Has the organisation been consolidated after its restructuring? 

GGGI has been consolidated after its restructure, with major achievements being the 

development and implementation of the results management system, which gives the possibility 

to monitor the results on institutional strategy level, country level and project level. GGGI is 

also consolidating its country level structure, not opening new country offices before it is 

assured that they can be sustained, and in the meantime working in new countries only through 

programmes or projects. GGGI is structured in four organisational divisions: 

• Green Growth Planning and Implementation (GGPI) teams are long-term embedded 

within government ministries of GGGI members, providing on-the-ground support as well 

as trusted and objective advice  

• Investment and Policy Solutions Division (IPSD) teams provide technical support in green 

investment, policy, and knowledge sharing and capacity building.  

• Operational Enabling Division (OED) is responsible for providing all back-office services 

to support implementation of GGGI programmes and projects.  

• Office of Director-General (ODG) supports the Director-General with partnership, strategy, 

results, change management, communications and governance support services.  

The changes to governance and organisation of the organisation, following the review in 2017, 

is presented in Table 1 and Annex 2.  

3.1.2 Risk management: Does GGGI’s risk management system take into account any 

negative effects the organisation may have for the four cross-cutting issues in Norwegian 

development cooperation  

GGGI’s risk management system is differentiated between external and internal risk, where 

external risk are factors outside the organisation’s control, such as reduced funding, exchange 

rate fluctuations, and natural disasters. One of the ways GGGI manages risk is through a set of 

social and environmental safeguards. 
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Table 1: Update on last progress to comply with recommendations in GGGI Independent Evaluation 2017. 

Recommendations Timeline Update September 2020 

Over-arching 

1 GGGI should consider having a longer-

term Strategic Plan 

End 2019 Completed: GGGI’s Strategy 2030 was approved by Council last year, and is a 10-year plan (vs the previous strategy 

which was a 5-6 years strategy). 

2 GGGI should consider alternative business 

models which will lead to long-term 

sustainability 

April 2018 Completed: Since 2017, GGGI has significantly ramped up its capacity/efforts to mobilise earmarked resources. This 

has been successful.  Total new signed earmarked commitments were $0.7 million in 2016, increasing to $4.7 in 2016 

in 2017, $30 million in 2018, $37 million in 2019, and this has risen to $41 million YTD in 2020. The number and 

diversity of earmarked funders has also risen. The increase in earmarked funding has offset a drop-in funding from 

core donors since 2017, and thus keeping GGGI’s overall budget situation relatively stable. 

3 For the next few years GGGI should 

consolidate as an organisation. 

End 2020 

(Strategic 

Plan 

timeframe) 

Consolidation has occurred to the extent possible. In terms of Strategy, Strategy 2030 largely continues the same 

directions set in the previous strategy. Structure-wise, the Office of Thought Leadership was consolidated into IPSD 

to further streamline GGGI’s structure. Establishment of new business processes/systems initiated in 2017-18 have 

largely been completed and are now in ‘refinement’ mode. Criteria for country programming has been strengthened to 

manage GGGI’s expansion / exit in a sustainable manner. 

4 In GGGI’s country operations political 

issues need to be better understood and 

potential responses clearly defined. 

End 2017  Monitoring and management of political risks/opportunities continues as a routine part of our operations, at both 

country and headquarters (HQ) level.  

5 GGGI align its risk appetite with its desire 

to innovate and encourage entrepreneurial 

behaviour. 

October 

2018 

 

One of the key business reforms initiated in 2017-18 was to make GGGI’s project management cycle more flexible 

and nimbler, so projects to be created, modified or wound down at any time. (Under the former system, projects were 

developed once every two years and then implemented without much ability to adjust.) This has allowed country 

teams to be more entrepreneurial, innovative, risk taking in managing projects in response to emerging 

opportunities/risks than previously. 

Programme performance 

6 GGGI should define clear points of exit 

from projects and host ministries.  

End 2017 Decisions about entering / exiting projects and partnerships are now routinely made as part of GGGI’s planning 

processes at country programme and project levels (e.g.: Country Planning Frameworks (five-year), Country Business 

Plans (two-year) and project proposals). It is now quite standard and widespread practice for GGGI to transition in 

and out of projects, in consultation with government and other partners. 

7 GGGI should find ways to gain better 

recognition for their contribution to green 

growth. 

 

Progress 

up-date by 

end 2017, 

and end 

2018 

Under the guidance of the GGGI Publications Committee, the Office of Thought Leadership updated the 

Publications Guidelines in early 2018 to underscore that all flagship publications should emphasise GGGI 

experiences, success stories, best practices, and lessons learned as a core element of their narratives. In addition, the 

institute continues to showcase the results of its work through a number of channels (publications, seminars, side 

events, etc.).  

8 GGGI should take a more active role in 

promoting South-South cooperation. 

End 2018 

 

South-south cooperation is less of a strategic priority under Strategy 2030 than it was under the previous strategy. 

Nevertheless, activities to facilitate country-to-country learning (including but not limited to south-south) remains a 

common feature of many projects. 

Where opportunities arise, GGGI continues to support secondments. Most recently for example, GGGI hosted a 

secondee from the Indonesian Ministry of Finance in our Article 6 (carbon trading) team in HQ for several months. 
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Several country teams have also hosted KOICA secondees. The Strategy 2030 also outlines a commitment to explore 

a fellowship programme for government expertise development for long-term capacity development at national and 

sub-national levels 

9 GGGI should have organisational 

structure, mechanism and process to 

ensure coordination and communication 

for integrated delivery. 

End 2017 This has largely been addressed since 2017, with budgets and programming decisions now largely consolidated 

under GGPI.  IPSD’s role has shifted from being an initiator/manager of projects (previously a key cause of 

integration problems) to one of technical support. IPSD staff are also increasingly being moved from HQ to country 

locations, which also improves integration. 

Institutional development 

10 GGGI should aim to increase staff 

retention levels to meet or exceed industry 

benchmarks 

End 2017 

 

Under implementation 

11 The pace of expansion should be 

determined by a rational balance between 

available resources, contribution of 

member countries and activities. 

April 2018 This has mainly been addressed through explicit country programming criteria, approved by the Council in Oct 

2019. GGGI’s entry and exit into countries is now managed in accordance with these criteria, which consider 

funding, political commitment and impact potential. 

 

12 GGGI must sharpen its approach to 

resource mobilisation 

 

Resource 

Mobilization 

Action Plan 

April 2018 

GGGI has invested heavily in strengthening its capacity/efforts to mobilise earmarked resources. This has driven a 

significant increase in new signed earmarked commitments were USD 0.7 million in 2016, increasing to USD 4.7 in 

2016 in 2017, USD 30 million in 2018, USD 37 million in 2019, and this has risen to USD 41 million YTD in 2020. 

The number and diversity of earmarked funders has also risen. 

13  GGGI should invest in partnerships with 

organisations that recognise its added 

value and comparative advantage. 

Table RM 

Action 

Plan by 

April 2018 

GGGI prepared a Resource Mobilization Action Plan for the endorsement of the Management and Program Sub-

Committee in April 2018, to look into short and long-term resource mobilization issues. This plan includes a 

proposal for ‘mandate’ letter, under which its feasibility work would be refunded by the investor at cost.  

14 GGGI should recognise that some countries 

have greater potential to transition to green 

growth and should be given additional 

support and fast-track status.  

April 2018 GGGI does not have the (core) resources to establish a Challenge Fund of any significant size on its own.  The ‘fast 

track’ concept is reflected in the country programming criteria, approved by the Council in Oct 2019, as one of the 

criteria includes impact potential – meaning that GGGI seeks to prioritise resources partly based on where it can 

make the biggest difference. 

15  GGGI should strengthen its Results Based 

Management with reference feedback 

mechanism from project monitoring and 

evaluation to project design. 

April 2018 

 

 

GGGI progress on RBM since 2017 includes: formally adopting a set of impact targets in Strategy 2030; taking steps 

to measure and report against these, commencing as early as 2021; establishing an in-house evaluation unit; 

introducing key innovations to how country programme results are tracked/reported (i.e.: “impact pathways”). 

GGGI now runs an annual process to follow up on the status of investments previously supported by GGGI, to track 

progress from “investment commitment” to “finance mobilised”.  Furthermore, in a sample of investments evaluated 

by IEU in 2019, it was found that 2/3 ($357m) of investment commitment obtained with GGGI support had 

successfully progressed to financing. The remaining 1/3 was also progressing to that point. In short, GGGI’s 

approach to mobilising green finance is in fact working well.  

Strategic plan 

16  Mid-term revision of Strategic Plan is 

recommended. 

October 

2017 

Completed. Most of the suggestions by the evaluators were incorporated into the Refreshed Strategic Plan 2015-20. 
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GGGI has a strong focus on climate and environment, being the foundation of the 

organisation. It also has a certain focus on women’s rights and to a lesser extent on human 

rights (HR); mainly for indigenous peoples, communities and other local stakeholder groups, 

e.g. REDD+ safeguards including FPIC. Even though HR is not the main topic for any project, 

GGGI considers the issue as part of its social safeguards which are mandatory for all projects. 

There are also specific rules for child protection and against sexual harassment and abuse. 

GGGI has mandatory online training on these issues for its own staff. GGGI screens potential 

impacts during the design phase and monitors the impacts during implementation as part of the 

project monitoring system. The social safeguards are rated with a scorecard, and indicators of 

results (e.g. gender of the beneficiaries). Gender and social inclusion is one of the priority 

areas for the 2030 Strategy. There is also a separate gender equality strategy (currently being 

updated). A report on the progress of the gender strategy is presented to the Council twice a 

year, using the OECD-DAC gender marker. GGGI has a strict anti-corruption policy with 

zero tolerance for fraud and corruption. There is strict control on payroll and procurement, and 

good follow-up on any comments in audits. Annual financial audits are carried out at the 

national level, and sometimes internal audits are carried out with visits from the HQ. 

3.1.3 What areas of the organisation/activities contain the highest risks for 

corruption? 

The highest risk of corruption is during the procurement processes. However, this does not 

eliminate the possibility that fraudulent practices could be carried out by a provider after having 

received the contract. GGGI has internal controls for monitoring and fiduciary risks during 

implementation.  There is potential for conflict of interest risks due to their close relationship 

with government agencies as noted below. 

3.1.4 To what extent are GGGI’s country offices in Indonesia, Colombia, Peru 

equipped to deliver results corresponding to NICFI’s major goals?  

Norway is supporting the GGGI country programmes in Indonesia, Colombia and Peru (see 

Table 2), while support to the Guyana programme is in the pipeline (possible GGGI support to 

follow-up the NICFI programme there).  

The country offices in Indonesia, Colombia and Peru are equipped to different degree to deliver 

results corresponding to NICFI’s major goals. All three are mature programmes, initiated in 

2013, with Indonesia and Colombia being large country programmes whereas Peru’s is much 

smaller. The Peru country programme is, however, increasing its level of activity through a 
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Norway funded project from March 2020, and is in the process of strengthening its 

implementation capacity at national and local level. For the Colombia staff, the GGGI 

representation mentions that two staff members based in Bogota work directly on the 

subnational programme (the Sub-national Coordinator and the Coordinator of Project 

Structuration Facility). The figures for Colombia include eight long-term consultants where 

four support the sub-national programme from Bogota. The Indonesia country office has only 

five long-term technical consultants during the COVID-19 period, while it was 37 in 2019.  

Table 2. GGGI funding sources in Colombia, Indonesia and Peru FY 2017-2020 (USD)  

Country Funding Source FY2017 FY2018 FY2019 FY2020 * 

Colombia 

 

 

 
 

Core 711,991 821,671 220,447 169,455 

NICFI 327,809 1,429,734 1,477,393 703,738 

United Kingdom 0 0 178,806 253,348 

Environmental Law 

Institute 

0 0 0 12,213 

Swedish Postal Service 0 0 0 0 

Indonesia 

 

 
 

Core 0 0 0 0 

Green Climate Fund 0 69,830 362,968 336,166 

NICFI 3,979,901 5,843,560 5,613,030 2,768,929 

WRI/NDC Partnership 0 0 0 28,399 

Peru Core 755,942 647,325 461,519 167,225 

NICFI 0 0 0 145,274 

WRI/NDC Partnership 0 0 0 79,581 

Total   5,775,644 8,812,120 8,314,162 4,664,326 

* For FY2020 data is from the August report as it is the latest available. 

The GGGI staff figures in Table 3 do not include international staff supporting projects that 

are situated in the HQ. As shown in Table 3, most staff in the country offices are dedicated to 

technical issues, including green growth, climate change, other environmental issues, and 

support to policy processes and governments’ efforts for project design and financing. GGGI’s 

staff have fixed-term contracts that can be extended. GGGI’s annual staff turnover 2017-20 has 

ranged between 16-21%, but there is low turnover in the countries reviewed because a position 

in GGGI is one of the most well-paid jobs in these countries outside of high-level private sector 

positions. Another factor is, however, that the three countries reviewed seem to have a good 
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working environment, recognised by staff and partners. GGGI has an annual staff engagement 

survey, where the results are discussed with the Staff Council and MPSC. The most important 

value added by GGGI staff in the three countries is that many national processes would not 

have moved forward on time or be strengthened without their participation, dedication of high-

quality advice. 

Table 3: Current GGGI staff by country office (including long-term consultants) 

Country Country office Field Total 

Technical1 Administrative Technical Administrative 

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Indonesia 16 14 2 4 4 2 1 1 44 

Colombia2 10 8 0 5 4 5 0 0 32 

Peru 3 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 6 

Total 29 25 2 10 8 7 1 1 83 

 1Includes executive positions. 2Bogota office has two staff members from the regional office in Mexico  

3.1.5 What additional value is provided by the GGGI HQ and/or regional offices 

covered by the core funding? 

The monitoring and evaluation capacity has been strengthened in the HQ, but there are still 

only three staff working in this area. It is a weakness at the country level where the staff often 

has little M&E experience, is not used to establishing good baselines with SMART indicators 

and monitor results based on the same methodology and clear figures. There is, however, 

growth in M&E positions in the country teams, e.g. in Peru for the Norway earmarked project, 

while the Colombia programme has a combined M&E/resource mobilisation position. 

Indonesia is looking into adding an M&E position for the 3rd phase of Norwegian financed 

programme. The HQ support for M&E in the countries is mostly technical support, creating 

useful systems/tools, and training. 

The Indonesian Ministry of Finance internship at GGGI HQ was paid for with core funding 

and GGGI Indonesia receives significant support from HQ, particularly to high level strategic 

development and relationships. HQ leads the development of strategic frameworks, selection 

of thematic focus areas and strategic outcomes, giving a solid basis for the strategic programme 

and project development with the Government of Indonesia. HQ provides linkages to key 

international partners and donors, e.g. GCF, P4G, NCE and the NDC Partnership, to strengthen 

GGGI’s position in supporting the Indonesia low carbon development initiative, and NDC 

related policy/ planning. HQ led development of programmes with Denmark, New Zealand, 
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and UK, providing project guidance, quality assurance, and administrative support, including 

online administrative systems that facilitate work efficiency.  

The support from HQ to Colombia is important in the areas of procurement, finance, human 

resources, and IT. Other forms of support are from GGGI’s Climate Action and Inclusive 

Development (CAID) team on the topic of safeguards, and from the Sustainable Landscapes 

team under IPSD. The strategic team and the evaluation unit are useful and supportive for 

presentation of reports and external evaluations. Colombia also has the support of a designated 

staff member (10% FTE) in HQ who provides programmatic and operational support.  

GGGI HQ provides programmatic advice and technical assistance to the Peru Country Office. 

The technical assistance is specialised in the design of new proposals and execution of 

specialised tasks such as the calculation of GHG emissions from organic waste. 

3.1.6 Is there evidence of outcome/impact against objectives from previous and/or 

ongoing projects in Indonesia, Colombia and Peru? 

GGGI has since 2017 been moving towards a more robust results framework, to be able to 

measure results on different levels within its overall strategy. The Work Program Budget 

(WPB) is the main programmatic and budgetary tool for implementing GGGI’s Strategy, and 

the country teams are the organisation’s business units. The countries must ensure that all 

activities are in line with the strategy. GGGI has both access to the planning and finance 

ministries and a focus on green growth. This means support to and influence on the key decision 

makers for the use of public funds. These high-level government representatives are also highly 

interested in ensuring added national income through sustainable financing strategies.  

Based on annual reviews by funders to GGGI, GGGI has overall been able to deliver good 

results. The convincing dialogue between GGGI’s staff and the governments is already leading 

to results that would not have been possible through support only to line ministries, such as the 

ministries of environment and agriculture. The Norwegian embassies are all very satisfied with 

the collaboration with GGGI, especially because it provides a dialogue partner and access to 

understanding of political processes. Table 4 provides examples of results progress in each of 

the target countries.  

So far, results evidence shows policy and strategy influence rather than practical policy / 

strategy application. However, countries with good legislation can be constrained in effective 

implementation by bureaucratic inefficiencies, lack of public sector resources or capacity at the 

local level, or political interference. This is challenge is reflected in the DFID Annual Review 
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of GGGI (June 2020) noting how the ultimate test of impact is the adoption of policies and 

investments that GGGI has advised on. The DFID review considers that GGGI has somewhat 

underscored on this front. However, it is very context (country) specific: it takes time to build 

trust and influence, especially on a political level, and the donors should not expect impact in 

this area in countries where GGGI is new, or in countries where there has been a recent major 

change in government. In the three countries reviewed for the current study, GGGI has more 

influence on policy- and strategy levels than what should be expected based on the available 

resources of its country programmes, and compared to, e.g., GIZ and the development banks.  
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Table 4: Country level evidence of demonstrated progress based on interviews and literature triangulation 

 Country and project evidence 

Indonesia 

A The final Regional Energy Planning Documents for Central and East Kalimantan were approved by the National Energy Council and submitted to 

the local government.  

B Green Growth was in 2019 mainstreamed into the Medium-Term Provincial Development Plans for Murung Raya, Kapuas, Pulang Pisau, Katingan, 

Lamandau, and East Kalimantan. 

C Green Growth was mainstreamed into East Kalimantan strategic Plans, including for Forestry, Environment, Plantations, Fishery, Energy and Mineral 

Resources, Culture and Tourism, Small-and Medium enterprises, and Provincial Revenue.  

D National forestry and energy studies for the medium-term development plan and the NDC Roadmap.  

Colombia  

GGGI has supported the Government in developing the policy for green growth related to the Paris Agreement and a Roadmap for the green growth policy. 

Norway is in particular supporting the efforts to reduce deforestation and forest degradation (REDD+) and it was confirmed during stakeholder interviews 

that many of NICFI´s resources committed to Colombia have been mobilised partly thanks to GGGI. Concrete results in Colombia include:  

A The Green Growth Potential Assessment (GGPA) of Meta  

B The GGPA of Nariño  

C The draft sustainable livestock policy designed to reduce deforestation and unlocking unused land for pasture, forestry, agroforestry and productive 

restauration.  

D A new law on Clean Growth and Sustainable Development by the Ministry of Finance and Public Credit.  

E Advice on green growth investments under the Colombia Green Growth Program through the creation of FONCLIMA. The aim of is to channel funds 

through expansion of the carbon tax towards reduced deforestation, mitigation and adaptation. Includes:  

- Basic engineering design of the Manuelitas biomass plant, leading to USD 20 million investment and an installed capacity of 8.3MW.   

- Advising on development of a USD 28 million investment in 3x12 MWp Solar PV Cluster in Tolima. GGGI has partnered Rayo Energia, the 

developer, to deliver the interconnecting study, E&S red flag analysis, EIA, funding strategy development and marketing.  

 Peru 

A GGGI has contributed to the development of national guidelines for the Ministry of Agriculture for public funding to include environmental and social 

criteria aligned to the environmental policies, laws and regulations, especially on indigenous peoples and climate change.  

B GGGI provided technical assistance to develop background documents identifying the forestry sector needs, the proposal of green growth objectives 

to be included in the National Forest and Wildlife Plan (NFWP), and the development of a stakeholder engagement plan. 
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3.1.7 Does GGGI have legitimacy within the target groups? How does GGGI involve 

the target groups in developing strategy, targets and projects? How is ownership and 

sustainability ensured? 

a) Government: The appraisal team found a very positive attitude to and opinion of GGGI 

from the ministries in charge of green and sustainable development. 

In Indonesia, GGGI has been able to engage well with the national and local agenda: They 

have been able to connect with the Ministry of National Development Planning and more 

recently with the Ministry of Environment and Forestry. GGGI has also achieved something 

not so common: inter-ministerial collaboration. The Norwegian Embassy mentions the 

importance of GGGI’s relationships and strong political awareness of their team. GGGI has 

staff members placed both in the capital and in provincial offices. A weakness of this 

closeness to government is that it constrains its ability to challenge or criticise governmental 

policies that have negative impacts (in a way independent NGOs would be able to). When 

environmental NGOs often publicly advocate against government policies, it could be 

argued that GGGI is in a position to make use of windows of opportunity to advocate or 

influence change from the inside, but can only push so far and retain a ‘critical friend’ role.   

In Colombia, GGGI has maintained good relations with government. During the previous 

government GGGI had two positions within the Office of the Vice Minister of Environment, 

working on (i) Visión Amazonia - Early Movers, and (ii) Joint Declaration with Norway, 

Germany and UK. With the change of government (from August 2018) external advisors 

are no longer allowed within its offices. GGGI has, however, managed to maintain staff 

embedded in the Ministry of Finance and Ministry of Agriculture.  Within the Government’s 

strategy of engagement with external agencies, GGGI is expected to carry out activities 

complementary to government goals and avoid duplication. Due to security and related 

concerns GGGI has given most priority to work with government at the national and sub-

national (department level) levels. GGGI priorities are defined based on the requests and 

priorities from the government, the global GGGI strategy (2021-2030), donor priorities (e.g. 

REDD+/sustainable landscapes) and demands from the beneficiaries. 

In Peru, GGGI has close collaboration with the Government and participates in meetings 

with the ministries of Economy and Finance, Environment, and Agriculture. The 

Government’s impression of GGGI is positive. It is especially appreciated that GGGI 

addresses the country’s and the state’s priorities, has good technical knowledge, gives 
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support to public sector management, and presents concrete proposals based on innovative 

ideas. It is highlighted that GGGI is easily accessible and that there is fluid communication.  

b) Other target groups: GGGI state that they encourage stakeholder engagement in the 

processes for strategy and policy development.  A difference from many environmental NGOs 

is GGGI’s strong involvement with private sector stakeholders and the dialogue on what is 

achievable, without trying to force an “ideal model” that the local stakeholders are not 

convinced about. This, GGGI argue, encourages local stakeholder ownership and 

sustainability. Some examples of this are: 

Indonesia:  

MOU signed between GGGI and PT SMI (an infrastructure financing company owned by 

the Government through the Ministry of Finance) for a range of advisory and support 

services including technical advice PT advice on priority issues, e.g. renewable energy and 

climate change, capacity building and criteria for green projects, including for GCF 

financing. However, it is considered a challenge that GGGI is only operating in areas 

approved by the National Development Planning Agency (Bappenas), which has only 

approved six provinces for operation by GGGI. 

Collaboration with the World Bank (WB) in East Kalimantan where GGGI’s strong local 

knowledge and networks with local government helped WB in finalisation of the Emissions 

Reduction Program Document (ERPD)2. The WB in Indonesia considers that GGGI has the 

right size, with a fiduciary system that is not too complicated and contributes to flexibility 

in mobilising resources, with less bureaucracy and administration than the UN and other 

large organisations. It is appreciated that GGGI has flexibility in mobilising resources to 

enable WB to receive the support they need in time (for the FCPF). It also highlights that 

GGGI is in a good position due to its close connections with national and regional 

governments and CSOs, with positive comments from all these stakeholders. 

Rainforest Foundation Norway (RFN) highlighted that GGGI Indonesia is a good partner 

at the provincial government level3 but not as strong as in the past when GGGI had more 

staff at the district level which they put down to budget cuts. There is no direct collaboration 

between GGGI and RFN and few of the RFN subgrantees in East Kalimantan knew about 

 
2 The EPRD is a planning document on what they are going to do to reduce emissions and how they are going to address 

environmental and social safeguards; initially there were 5 or 6 provinces and there was a long process of selecting East 

Kalimantan as the recipient province in 2016. 
3 In Indonesia, the hierarchy is (from higher/larger to lower/smaller): national, provincial (provinsi), regional/regency level 

(kabupaten), district (kecamatan).  
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GGGI: communication and collaboration with local NGOs and CSOs is an area for 

improvement.  

Colombia:  

The findings suggest a positive engagement with the private sector. GGGI has helped 

structuring “bankable projects” to help firms achieve financing, e.g. for “Non-timber forest 

products in Meta”, and the Colombian Agrarian Bank (which is public) is showing interest 

in green projects in the private sector. 

GGGI has contracted local private firms and member organisations to undertake project 

design and development for climate-related financing. One partner Asociación Empresarial 

para el Desarrollo de la Orinoquia (Asorinoquia), which is a representative organisation 

for the firms in the Orinoquia region (seven departments) noted that in their opinion GGGI 

had a longer vision than the government (often only four years) and a more balanced strategy 

than the environmental NGOs, because GGGI understands that it is necessary to ensure 

sustainable livelihoods so people can live on the land. 

Peru:  

Evidence of wide legitimacy in Peru is less substantial but World Agroforestry Centre 

(ICRAF), which is part of a consortium for the Amazon region with GGGI and the Peruvian 

Society for Environmental Legislation (SPDA), consider that GGGI has high level 

professional staff. They are persons already with a professional reputation in Peru, are well 

organised, good collaborators, and very proactive. The ICRAF-SPDA collaboration has 

strong integration with the government through a joint steering committee, and the Ministry 

of Agriculture has a monitoring and supervising role.       

3.1.8 How do national and relevant sub-national authorities in NICFI priority 

countries Indonesia, Colombia and Peru assess the value of GGGI’s efforts and 

contributions to reaching the objectives of the authorities in comparison with other 

nationally and internationally supported initiatives? Which changes have they seen as a 

result of GGGI?  

Based on what is mentioned in the previous section, it is clear that the relevant national and 

sub-national authorities in Indonesia, Colombia and Peru have a positive assessment of GGGI’s 

contributions to national strategies and initiatives. The government agencies appreciate the 

advisory inputs from GGGI staff, and support to project design, monitoring and products. They 

also recognise the high quality of international and national consultants that GGGI provides. 

The changes the national and regional Government agencies have seen as a result of GGGI 
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support are principally at the policy and strategic level through support to development of new 

policies, strategies, and regulations. Another much appreciated area is capacity building, 

through courses and seminars, including participation in international events.  

3.1.9 2017-recommendation: “In GGGI’s country operations, political issues need to 

be better understood and potential responses clearly defined”. How is the situation 

relating to these issues in Indonesia, Colombia and Peru?  

The GGGI country operations and political issues seem to be well understood at the national 

government level. The responses from Indonesia, Colombia and Peru do suggest that there is 

potential for GGGI to do more work in geographic areas of national priority, even when they 

are regions where GGGI has little experience; and to work more on local level (municipalities, 

communities), to showcase best practices of implementing the policies and strategies they have 

helped design. Finally, it should be mentioned that even though some ministries are familiar 

with GGGI, others in the same countries are not. Coordination is crucial, specifically between 

line ministries and between local government and the national level. GGGI has often 

encouraged inter-institutional coordination and could play an even greater role in this area to 

assure impact and institutional sustainability. 

3.1.10 Assessment of GGGI’s capacity to adapt to changing contexts, e.g. COVID-19, 

contribute to innovation and identify strategic opportunities 

GGGI’s capacity to adapt to changing external and internal contexts is treated under risk 

management, where the external contexts outside the organisation’s control influence the 

internal context under GGGI’s control.  

During the current COVID-19 pandemic, GGGI has demonstrated its capacity to adapt to 

changing contexts. In Colombia, Peru and Mexico the staff has been working from home. Some 

African countries have now opened up again after a short closure. Mitigation measures due to 

the delays and reduced income have consisted of, e.g., reduced salaries, changes and reduction 

in recruitment, greatly reduced travel, and more use of online tools and online meetings.  

The COVID-19 Solidarity Salary Reduction is being implemented for five months from 

August-December 2020 and the country teams have now been asked to plan for re-alignment 

to post COVID-19 activities. GGGI has discussed with (undisclosed) partner governments 

initiatives for ‘greening’ their respective economic recovery. 

The work programme for 2021-22 has been developed with three scenarios, according to the 

international situation and funding of GGGI, each with a balanced budget. This has also 
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contributed to innovation and identification of new strategic opportunities. On the financial 

side it has given even more emphasis on earmarked funding, since this funding is faster to raise. 

It is, however, a risk because there is a higher transaction cost with many small projects, 

especially if they are thematically dispersed. It is also necessary to ensure alignment of new 

projects to the strategic priorities on global and national level and be willing to say “no” to 

funding proposals that are outside the institutional strategy, as GGGI has been doing before.  

3.1.11 Strategic relevance / relevance of the organisation within the field  

The value of GGGI’s role and work in the global context lies in its unique niche as a specialist 

on green growth and a facilitator of national processes. It is a highly specialised agency that 

the governments can turn to when they are interested in green economic growth and sustainable 

development. The relatively small size of GGGI compared to the UN, GCF and development 

bank, its low bureaucracy and fast access to specialists are aspects highlighted by the 

stakeholders that were interviewed. GGGI’s added value is most notably at the country level 

through its combination of being well positioned inside the key ministries (planning-finance) 

and line ministries (environment-agriculture) and providing something the government is 

interested in: high level expertise on issues that could increase the country’s available 

resources. From this position, GGGI has been able to coordinate and collaborate with these 

multilateral agencies, bilateral donor agencies and the 2030 Sustainable Development Agenda 

(see example from Indonesia), as well as the Financing for Development Agenda. 

 

3.2 How core funding contributes to support the country 

programmes 

GGGI funding and spend is allocated to 1 of 3 areas: 

• Core Funding: That covers a range of operational, support and technical functions that 

GGGI allocate in the way best required to deliver on its mandate and plan.  

• Earmarked Program Funding: Funds allocated to a specific programme or regions, with the 

use of funds unconstrained within that programme/region. 

• Earmarked Project Funding: Funds allocated through a signed project agreement with 

expenditure constrained within allocated budget lines. 
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3.2.1 Assessment of the historical ratio between GGGI’s core funding vs. earmarked 

funding for the period 2015-2020. Are there any trends regarding the abovementioned 

ratio and GGGI’s overall results achievements? 

Norway, through the Norwegian International Climate and Forestry Initiative (NICFI), has 

contributed with core funding to GGGI since 2013. Core funds are funds available for general 

use by GGGI in accordance with its strategic and programmatic priorities and aligned with the 

needs of Members and partner countries. Use is approved by the Council in biannual Work 

Program and Budgets (WPB). Norway was one of the first and most important core funding 

donors and is considered influential in affecting funding decisions of other agencies. 

Most GGGI country programmes are supported through a mix of core and, to an increasing 

degree, earmarked resources. GGGI is moving away from a business model financed 

predominantly by core resources to a mixed model (as in the two countries Colombia and Peru, 

where NICFI is providing earmarked funding see Table 5).   

 

Table 5. Support to the three countries covered by the review, financed by core funding4 

Country Type of Support 

Indonesia 

Country No core funding managed in-country (100% earmarked since 2016).   

Headquarters Core funding to Indonesia applies only to global activities and systems, 

including support functions managed by HQ and support for bankable 

projects design/review and new project development. HQ support to 

Country Office to high level strategic development and relationships 

Colombia 

Country Average USD 220,000/year core funding managed in-country, covering 

staff, short-term advisors, office, training, travel and co-funding for 

earmarked funded projects. 

Regional 

Office 

(LAC) 

Support and supervision from the Head of Programs for all activities, 

resource mobilisation, Colombia membership, human resources, and help to 

resolve operational problems. 30% of the time for a green finance 

specialist. 

Headquarters Support/backstopping from the HQ especially for programmatic and 

operational support, procurement, finance, human resources, IT, safeguards, 

and evaluations. 

Peru 

Country Average USD 264,542/year core funding managed in-country, covering 

salaries for staff and technical experts. 

 
4 Source: GGGI’s Country representatives in Indonesia, Colombia and Peru. 
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Country Type of Support 

Regional 

Office 

(LAC) 

Strategic and programmatic advice from Head of Programs. Technical 

expertise and strategic orientation. Specialised support, e.g. on Green Bond. 

Headquarters Support/backstopping from the HQ especially for programmatic advice, 

technical assistance for design and execution of very specialised project 

tasks, and evaluations. 

 

The current core support agreement between Norway and GGGI amounts to NOK 66.7 million 

spread over the four-year period 2017-2020. The total funding from Norway to GGGI in 2019 

amounted to USD 9.22 million, while funding to GGGI from other international development 

partners the same year amounted to USD 38.4 million (Table 6).  

Table 6: GGGI’s core funding and earmarked funding 2015-2020 

Year Core Earmarked USD total 

USD % USD % 

2015 39,538,303 81 9,206,095 19 48,744,398 

2016 42,723,184 83 8,955,436 17 51,678,620 

2017 23,159,073 77 6,864,453 23 30,023,526 

2018 24,151,085 68 11,258,853 32 35,409,938 

2019 32,723,669 69   14,850,598 31 47,574,267 

Yearly average 32,459,063 75.6 10,227,087 24.4 42,686,150 

Source: Audited Financial Statements of GGGI. 

 

The Norway’s core funding assures: 

• That financing is available for general use by GGGI in accordance with its strategic 

and programmatic priorities. 

• Alignment with the needs of Members and partner countries. 

• Use in accordance with the GGGI biannual Work Program and Budgets (WPB), where 

Norway has a voice and influence together with other donors. 

• A buffer in case of delays in the earmarked funding (e.g. for the Colombia Country 

Programme 2020). 
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Overall, the ratio of core to earmarked funding is declining (Table 6) and the projections for 

2021-22 are for this to continue as the levels of earmarked funding increases.   

3.2.2 Is GGGI’s current financial mix (core vs. earmarked funding) optimal for GGGI 

to effectively deliver on its strategic plan, and if not, what measures is GGGI planning 

to take to improve the situation? 

Core funds ensure that GGGI is able to give essential management systems and administrative 

and technical support (Table 7). The review team considers that Core funding to GGGI, 

together with programme financing (perhaps from several donors) is a way of striking a balance 

between GGGI strategies and priorities, and donor interest in financing specific topics.  

Despite a downward trend in core funding, Norwegian core funding (and core funding overall) 

remains above the 50-50 balance of core to earmarked funding set out in the 2030 Strategy 

(GGGI 2020f). It seems like many parts of the services and support from GGGI could be 

maintained with a lower total core funding budget than today, but it is also question of 

efficiency and total volume (of core vs earmarked funds).  The current ‘base’ scenario for 2021-

22 projects a core budget of USD 47m and earmarked funding of USD 103m. Whilst a 

substantial increase, it is a proportionally lower Core funding share. If there is insufficient core 

funding GGGI will allow for an orderly restructuring of GGGI's programme portfolio, staffing, 

and other expenditures. If GGGI receives higher than the base core funding, this will be 

disbursed to countries to support country actions such as  

(i) essential functions in the thematic area of Sustainable Landscapes; and (ii) to enable some 

of the larger, mid-development economies (such as Indonesia, Colombia, and Peru) to sustain 

their operations and assure continued embedded support to government. 

Table 7: Main functional areas that core funding is allocated to  

Office running related  Delivery effectiveness Technical and strategic 

related 

Key (not project-

specific) staff on global, 

regional and national 

level 

Strategic and programmatic 

advice to country offices 

Policy and strategy 

development to assure a 

coherent high-quality global 

programme 

Office costs Activities for resource 

mobilisation 

“Think tank function” for 

key issues (in collaboration 

with other thinks tanks such 

as WRI) 

Staff training Backstopping and help to 

resolve operational problems 

for country offices 

Global/regional highly 

specialised experts 
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Office running related  Delivery effectiveness Technical and strategic 

related 

(available by the hour, 

supporting local activities)  

International travel Operational monitoring and 

evaluation 

Fast-track policy- and 

strategy studies requested 

by the governments 

Systems development/IT Risk monitoring and mitigation Co-funding for program- 

and project funding 

Membership 

management 

Sustain strategic, cross-cutting 

functions (e.g. safeguards, 

gender mainstreaming) 

Enables country 

programmes to manage an 

independent and neutral 

relationship with both 

governments and donors 

 

3.2.3 Assessment of the administrative transaction costs in relation to the increase in 

earmarked support. 

Some important donors have in recent years decided to stop, suspend or reduce core funding. 

This is understood to be because of changed priorities (not due to GGGI’s performance), and 

in 2020 also the COVID-19 crisis, making it necessary for GGGI to take strong measures to 

keep its budget balanced. Greatly reduced core funding would have a negative effect on the 

GGGI institutional support to the country programmes (Table 7). GGGI charges an 

overhead on earmarked projects that matches the real cost of providing back office support to 

these projects, so that there is no subsidy of core resources to earmarked projects. This means 

separate core funding is required to maintain core services or the following risks may emerge: 

• Reduce the effectiveness and quality of the monitoring, evaluation and learning (MEL) to 

assure a coherent global programme instead of a basket of individual projects. 

• GGGI becomes a project focused organisation that derails attainment of its strategic 

objectives and goals and a loss of independence and neutrality as a trusted advisor to 

government on Green Growth issues. The absence of core funding would threaten the 

GGGI advisory role as an effective (demand driven) partner for supporting government 

activities.  

• A greater proportion of GGGI resources dedicated to resource mobilisation and ‘chasing 

contracts’.  
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By assessing the information provided from GGGI staff, and especially detailed information 

from the Country Representatives in Colombia, Peru and Indonesia, the reviewers consider 

that the potential results of decreased core funding could be serious for GGGI, but they could 

also impact the effectiveness of collaboration between GGGI and NICFI. The possible 

consequences for NICFI could be: 

• Less priority to the issues of reduced deforestation and forest degradation in NICFI 

partner countries, due to less influence of GGGI on government agencies.  

• Less detailed and accurate information to NICFI through Norwegian embassies in 

NICFI partner countries, due to less information from GGGI based on dialogue and 

interaction with the governments.  

• Reduced effectiveness, efficiency, and quality of M&E of GGGI programmes and 

projects implemented with NICFI funding, since GGGI national programmes would 

have reduced support from HQ and regional offices. 

• Higher risk of GGGI projects implemented with NICFI funding due to reduced 

effectiveness of GGGI’s global risk management system. 

• Reduced benefits for NICFI of the policy- and technical dialogue with GGGI, due to 

potentially lower level of staff recruited, less staff training, and reduced “think tank 

function” in collaboration with partners. 

• Reduced co-financing amounts for NICFI programmes and projects, due to reduced 

effectiveness of GGGI’s resource mobilisation. 

• Less possibility for GGGI to cover “bridge funding” between phases of projects 

financed by NICFI.   

3.2.4 What are the main drivers of GGGI’s total administrative costs and the high 

overhead rate for earmarked projects? 

The overhead on earmarked funding has reduced from 26.8% in 2016 to 21.4% in 2019, and 

an estimated 19.8% in 2020. GGGI now seeks to apply a 15% overhead to all earmarked funded 

programmes and projects to recuperate costs. The main drivers of GGGI’s total administrative 

costs and the overhead rate for earmarked projects have been the salary costs, the relatively 

small country units, and high travel and communication costs caused by a geographically 

decentralised structure which is still heavily reliant on support and supervision from HQ. Its 

corporate layer has been sharply reduced in favour of programmes, improving efficiency. 
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Salaries for internationally recruited staff are, however, benchmarked against other 

International Organisations (e.g. UN) and salaries for nationally recruited staff are 

benchmarked against the local market.  

GGGI has relatively high overhead costs but this is changing as systems improve efficiency 

and effectiveness of greater decentralisation. GGGI’s overhead rate is higher than UN 

organisations. However, it is also a question of how to make the calculation5.  

3.2.5 What could reduce the administrative costs and hence make GGGI more cost-

efficient? 

It is expected that general institutional growth would reduce the average transaction costs. 

However, the organisation claims to seek ongoing efficiency gains. To be able to streamline 

internal processes and thereby reduce the administrative costs, and hence make GGGI more 

cost-efficient, the process of decentralisation should go hand-in-hand with decentralisation of 

responsibilities. More earmarked funding going to projects in the member countries would also 

on average reduce HQ tasks and administrative costs. GGGI has moved to a project 

management system to increase efficiency and reduce the number of administrative staff 

members. Transaction cost has also been reduced because the organisation is able to pull in 

support from experts in its different countries, making a key expert on a certain topic able to 

support projects in several countries in the world and thereby use the work time efficiently. 

3.2.6 Has there been any change in GGGI resource mobilisation activities since 2017, 

and to what extent has this proved effective relating not only to quantity of funds but 

also the quality of funds?  

GGGI prepared a “Resource Mobilization Action Plan” by April 2018 and has invested heavily 

in strengthening its capacity/efforts to mobilise earmarked resources. This has been combined 

with more focus on programmatic funding, to assure alignment with the institutional strategy 

and reduce transaction costs. This has driven a significant increase in new signed earmarked 

commitments from USD 0.7 million in 2016, increasing to USD 4.7 in 2016 in 2017, USD 30 

million in 2018, USD 37 million in 2019. The number and diversity of earmarked funders has 

also risen. GGGI is now putting much emphasis on resource mobilisation and increasing the 

number of donors, signing new earmarked commitments of USD 41 million in the first eight 

months of 2020. Lately, GGGI has managed to diversify its funding base, with new donors 

 
5 UN has a goal of 8% overhead (UN Executive board of UNDP, UNFPA and UNOPS 2018). However, 

outsourcing of project administration frequently gives an added project cost. UNDP administration outsourced 

to UNOPS has an overhead of 9% (Evaluation of the Relationship between UNDP and UNOPS, p. 28., UNDP 

Evaluation Office, 2000).  
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being ADB, World Bank, EU, Belgium, Luxembourg, Sweden, New Zealand, USAID, and US 

Department of State. An increasingly important funding source is the Green Climate Fund 

(GCF), which is financing much larger projects and programmes than similar funds (e.g. Global 

Environment Facility and the Adaptation Fund). GGGI has an excellent relationship with GCF, 

which is facilitated by both having their HQ in South Korea. It seeks to mobilise international 

capital for green projects in its target countries or regions, reporting over USD 1.6 billion in 

green investments mobilised since 2015, and a pipeline of green projects at USD 1 billion 

(GGGI expects to reach the USD 2 billion mark in 2020/2021). 

 

3.3 The degree of compatibility between GGGI’s orientations and 

NICFI’s objectives  

3.3.1 The degree of compatibility between GGGI’s orientations as set out in the 

organisation’s new strategic plan (to be implemented from 01/ 2021), and NICFI’s 

objectives and outcomes as set out in the initiative’s new results framework (01/ 2020).  

Comparing the NICFI Strategic Framework and the GGGI Global Operational Priorities 

(Figure 1) there is reasonable compatibility. GGGI has a wider remit – covering climate and 

green development priorities beyond forests and land use – but forestry is the 4th largest 

programme area in terms of the organisations programmatic funding allocation (USD17.8m in 

WPB 2021-22). The next section explores alignment with NICFI objectives and GGGI 

Strategic Outcomes.  

3.3.2 To what extent does GGGI’s future orientations as set out in GGGI’s Strategy 

2030 (which will be implemented from 01/2021), Road Map 2021-2025 and Workplan 

and Budget 2021-2022 correspond to NICFI’s main goals, as set out in the initiative’s 

revised results framework (01/20), and how can GGGI help deliver on NICFI's goals?  

GGGI supports its member governments to achieve the commitments expressed under the Paris 

Climate Agreement, and their Sustainable Development Goal targets. The delivery model 

combines technical assistance to governments through embedded country teams and helps to 

mobilise finance into climate resilient projects. The objective is an environmentally sustainable 

and socially inclusive economic growth.  

The effectiveness of the current mix of core and earmarked funding is considered by the review 

team as functional for GGGI to effectively deliver on its strategic plan. 
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GGGI’s Strategy 2030 is designed to support the member countries’ 

needs in the process to transform into green growth economies, with 

the long-term vision of a low-carbon, resilient world. It requires that 

GGGI ensures sustainable financing of its own operations and 

expansion of its programming to meet the growing demand for its 

services. To comply with the strategy’s mission and vision (Figure 

2). 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Comparison of NICFI Strategic Framework (above) and GGGI Programme Priorities (below). 

Figure 2: Vision and Mission for GGGI’s 

Strategy 2030 
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GGGI is targeting six Strategic Outcome areas of high level and longer-term impacts relevant 

for the NDCs and SDGs, to be achieved through two mutually reinforcing Strategic Goals 

(Table 8): 

1. By 2030, the economies of its Members will have transformed into a low-carbon and 

resilient economic development model with GGGI’s support to maximise their green 

growth outcomes and NDCs and SDGs implementation 

2. By 2030, GGGI will be well positioned as a world-class, effective, and agile 

intergovernmental organisation that is respected, financially sustainable, efficient, 

transparent, accountable, and considerate of its people. 

NICFI’s main objective is that reduced and reversed loss of tropical forests contributes to a 

stable climate, protects biodiversity and enhances sustainable development. The main 

objective has two sub-goals, to contribute to:  

1. Sustainable land use 

2. Reduced pressure on forests from global markets6.  

NICFI has established important partnerships with key forest countries (such as the three 

covered by the current GGGI review) and contributed to significant advances in the 

development of a REDD+ framework under the UN Framework Convention on Climate 

Change (UNFCCC). 

Alignment: 

• NICFI and GGGI have in common the two overarching goals of sustainable development 

and poverty reduction. Both consider that the climate change mitigation potential of forests 

will not be realised unless the forestry sector offers a more attractive and viable 

development option than any alternative land use.  

• The new GGGI Strategy 2021-2030, Road Map 2021-2025 and Workplan and Budget 

2021-2022 are highly relevant for NICFI’s expected outcomes (version January 2020) in 

the GGGI thematic area of Sustainable Landscapes, which gives high importance to 

sustainable forest management.  

 
6 Grant Scheme Rules, Norway’s International Climate and Forest Initiative (NICFI) Adopted by the Ministry of Climate 

and Environment, entered into force on 1 October 2018, revised 1 January 2020. 
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Table 8: Comparison between NICFI’s key objectives and GGGI’s Strategic Outcomes 

Area NICFI’s expected outcomes GGGI’s Global Operational Priorities 

(GOP) and Strategic Outcomes (SO) 

Comparison 

Climate Change Effective international incentive 

structures for reduced 

deforestation in tropical forest 

countries. 

GOP 1: Catalysing and accelerating access to 

climate finance/green investments for 

Members’ public and private sectors. 

SO: GHG emissions reduction. 

Enhanced adaptation to climate change. 

Both give high priority to CCM, however, NICFI 

mostly in forestry. 

GGGI mobilises green finance complementary to 

NICFI and partly used by governments as co-

financing for NICFI support. 

Environmental 

services for local 

livelihoods 

Improved rights and livelihoods 

for indigenous peoples and local 

communities in tropical forest 

countries. 

GOP 3: Achieving a sustainable and circular 

bioeconomy while securing healthy natural 

systems; GOP 5: Accelerating progress in 

eradicating poverty and gender inequality 

through GGGI’s country programmes 

SO: Sustained natural capital for the adequate 

supply of ecosystem services. 

Improved air quality. 

Both cover environmental services for local 

livelihoods. NICFI has more focus on IP. 

GGGI complements NICFI’s financing for local 

communities and IP by focusing on ecosystems 

services and income-generating activities from 

forestry and agro-forestry, value chains and the 

circular bioeconomy. 

Markets Commodity markets stimulate 

deforestation-free production in 

tropical countries. 

Financial markets stimulate 

deforestation-free commodity 

production in tropical forest 

countries. 

Increased transparency in land 

management, land use, value 

chains and financing. 

GOP 1: See above.  

GOP 3: See above  

SO: Creation of green jobs. 

Both give high priority to reducing deforestation 

and forest degradation through sustainable value 

chains.  

GGGI works on green jobs more broadly. 

GGGI has strong links to the private sector and 

synergy with NICFI financed projects in the 

efforts to achieve deforestation-free production 



Appraisal of the Global Green Growth Institute (GGGI) | 27 

 

Policies and 

strategies 

Approved and implemented 

policies for sustainable forest and 

land use in tropical forest 

countries and jurisdictions. 

Reduced forest crime. 

GOP 2: Supporting GGGI Members in 

strengthening policy planning, regulatory 

frameworks, and institutional capacity to 

achieve green growth outcomes. 

SO: Increased access to sustainable services, 

including clean affordable energy, improved 

sanitation, sustainable waste mgmt. and 

sustainable public transport. 

NICFI focus most on policies and strategies for 

LULUCF. 

GGGI covers more sectors, supporting 

government to develop and implement 

policies/strategies (often leave forest crime to 

more specialised organisations). 

GGGI provides strong influence on development 

of national policies/strategies and advisory to 

Norwegian embassies on political issues related to 

forestry sector. 

Cities and 

communities  

Not specified as NICFI outcome, 

but improved livelihoods and air 

quality would be a result of 

several NICFI financed actions  

GOP 3: See above 

GOP 4: Making cities and communities 

sustainable, liveable, and resilient, through 

supporting green jobs, services, and green 

infrastructure 

SO: Improved air quality 

Crosscutting area where NICFI financing and 

several GGGI projects would have an impact, 

including improved livelihoods and air quality 

through sustainable forest management and 

conservation   
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• NICFI’s emphasis is on reduced emissions from deforestation and forest degradation, which is 

linked to the broader area land use, land use change and forestry (LULUCF).7 

• The GGGI proposed Roadmap 2021-258 corresponds with and is complementary with the NICFI 

main goals, under the Roadmap’s Global Operational Priority 3 – Programmatic Solution 4: 

Sustainable Forests (REDD+, landscapes financing mechanisms, natural capital markets 

innovations). 

• In comparison with the NICFI main priority areas, GGGI adds priority to sustainable energy, 

water & sanitation, and green cities, which is seen holistically. 

• The three GGGI country programmes reviewed all correspond with the NICFI goals. The 

Indonesia programme is fully financed by NICFI and the two others (Colombia, Peru) receive 

most of their financing from NICFI. 

3.3.3 How can GGGI’s strategic broader goal help deliver on NICFI’s objectives? 

The first GGGI strategic goal is that the economies of its member countries should be transformed 

into a low-carbon and resilient economic development model to maximise their green growth 

outcomes and NDCs and SDGs implementation. This is directly in line with NICFI’s main goal to 

reduce and reverse tropical forest loss, to contribute to a stable climate, biodiversity protection and 

sustainable development. 

The value of GGGI’s role and work in the global context lies in its unique niche as a specialist on 

green growth and a facilitator of national processes. It is a highly specialised agency that the 

governments can turn to when they are interested in green economic growth and sustainable 

development. The relatively small size of GGGI compared to the UN, GCF and development bank, 

its low bureaucracy and fast access to specialists are aspects highlighted by the stakeholders that were 

interviewed. GGGI has been able to coordinate and collaborate with these agencies, bilateral donor 

agencies and the 2030 Sustainable Development Agenda (e.g. in Indonesia), as well as the Financing 

for Development Agenda.  

GGGI’s added value compared to, e.g., UN-PAGE, UN-REDD, the Food and Land Use Coalition 

(FOLU), Climate Finance Accelerator (CFA), GIZ, Climate Policy Initiative (CPI) and other relevant 

actors is most notably the combination of being well positioned inside the key ministries (planning-

finance) and line ministries (environment-agriculture) and providing something the government is 

 
7 NICFI’s strategic level focus is on reduced deforestation and forest degradation but financing has also gone to other areas, such as 

renewable energy. 
8 GGGI 5 Year Roadmap 2021-2025. Version June 2020. 
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interested in: high level expertise on issues that could increase the country’s available resources. On 

this basis GGGI has been able to achieve steady growth while other development agencies (especially 

the UN) have struggled. 

The strength of the NICFI financing of GGGI lies not only in the NICFI-GGGI compatibility, but 

also in the complementarity, where an important area is GGGI’s continuous work directly with the 

central governments, often with its staff embedded in the key ministries, supporting development of 

national policies and strategies, and ensuring their implementation. An important area is also 

development of public-private partnerships for sustainable value chains and green growth.   

NICFI as a funding initiative is not in this key position (only represented through the Norwegian 

embassies), and could therefore be less influential on national political decisions. GGGI can continue 

to help build the global public-private coalition, which is also one of NICFI’s important missions. 

The overall conclusion is that there is a mutual benefit, where both NICFI’s and GGGI’s goals are 

being strengthened through the collaboration 

3.3.4 Which parts of GGGI’s strategic plan fall outside NICFI’s strategic framework? 

When comparing the GGGI strategy with the NICFI strategic framework, the three GGGI areas that 

seem to fall outside are sustainable energy, water & sanitation, and green cities. They are, however, 

seen holistically and not as separate sectors. This means that these areas could add value to NICFI’s 

priority areas of financing. It is important that improving sustainable livelihoods in forest landscapes 

would indirectly benefit forest conservation, since local stakeholder would not be encouraged to over-

exploit the forest resources. With a closer look, there are also some direct links between the 

aforementioned three areas and climate mitigation in the forestry sector:    

Sustainable energy: 

• Improved and more energy efficient technologies for recycling of wood material could reduce 

deforestation. 

• Energy-efficient wood stoves promoted in some GGGI projects reduce the consume of wood 

material and gives social benefits, especially to women in rural areas. 

• Tree plantations for firewood and other energy purposes. 

• Dendro-energy (wood-based power plants) when used in a sustainable management setting, e.g. 

combined with energy tree plantations.  
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• Woodchips and bark waste as energy source for sawmills and other forest industries (especially 

off-grid) within a sustainable forestry management setting. 

Water & sanitation: 

• Improved sustainable forest planning and management with a watershed approach. 

• Improved carbon sequestration in forest plantations by assuring sufficient water resources. 

• Protection of coastal forests and mangroves through watershed management, including a ridge-

to-reef approach. 

 

4 Conclusions 
The sub-section or table from the findings section is referenced in the conclusions presented.  

4.1 The extent to which GGGI has satisfactory systems in place to 

deliver results according to its plans and strategies, and according 

to partner countries’ needs  

4.1.1 GGGI has during the last four years revised its structure and internal systems (3.1.1/Table 1) to 

better organise the delivery and improve accountability. Overhead efficiencies on earmarked 

funds have improved as a result: from 26.8% in 2016 to 21.4% in 2019, and an estimated 19.8% 

in 2020. It has continued to diversify its funding base (3.2.6).  

4.1.2 Improved monitoring and reporting structures are in place (corporate results framework) and 

country-level results (structure in country results frameworks) can now be evidenced from 

evaluations and presented with clear figures. The core number of staff for M&E remains low, 

but external evaluation services are procured to support independent evaluations (3.1.2). 

4.1.3 Systems for environmental and social safeguards, fiduciary and procurement risk management 

are in place and there is evidence of these operating (3.1.2/3.1.3).  

4.1.4 GGGI has maintained a reputation at country level for effective government influence through 

its modality of embedding staff and its ability to source high quality technical inputs (Table 4). 

This makes GGGI a valuable partner for governments, the private sector and development 

agencies on their specific areas of competence. However, being a “trusted advisor” to the 

government makes it more difficult to also be an external or independent voice in criticising 

government policies. GGGI could do more to facilitate coordination between line ministries 
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and between sub-national government and the national level to help improve alignment between 

different ministry’s efforts on climate change: this would improve prospects of impact and 

sustainability (3.1.9). 

4.1.5 The GGGI country offices demonstrated a good understanding of national political priorities 

but there is potential to do more work in geographic areas of national priority, even when they 

are regions where GGGI has little experience; and to work more on local level to showcase best 

practices of implementing the policies and strategies they have helped design (3.1.7-3.1.9). 

4.1.6 GGGI has been successful at engaging private sector and mobilising finance for its strategic 

outcomes in the countries it operates. The country teams’ projection of the total green 

investment commitment mobilisation since 2015 amounts to USD 1.6 billion (3.2.6). 

4.1.7 Most government partners interviewed consider that GGGI has a high degree of cost-efficiency 

based on the results the countries get out of the collaboration. Its strength lies in its country 

support rather than a global mandate (3.1.7).   

 

4.2 How core funding contributes to support the country programmes 

4.2.1  Core funding as a proportion of GGGI’s global funding is declining as earmarked project and 

programme funding rises, but it plays an important institutional support and development 

function, ensuring effective coordination, monitoring and management of country and regional 

activities and teams (Table 7).  

4.2.2  Core funding is also important as a funding source for responsive technical interventions in 

support of country level initiatives (Table 7), therefore supporting GGGI’s ‘niche’ as advisor 

to governments in policy development and piloting of green growth models.  

4.2.3 Core funding is complementary to the earmarked funding provided by Norway in the countries 

of Colombia and Peru, while Indonesia has only earmarked funding (Table 5). All the three 

countries are, however, supported by institutional services provided through core funding. 

4.2.4 An overhead is charged on earmarked funding which has decreased year-on-year as efficiency 

improves.  This finances administrative overheads associated with that project/programme, but 

does not cover the other central and non-project costs related to country, regional and HQ 

offices and staff functions (3.2.4).  
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4.2.5 GGGI have set a “minimum” target for core funding of USD 36m for 2021-22 against a base 

of USD 47m. A further reduction in core funding risks the institutional coordination within the 

organisation, and restructuring of core functions will result. It also risks making the country 

teams into ‘project fund raising’ mechanisms, reducing their ability to be responsive to 

government priorities and more tied to project funder requirements (3.2.3). It has a long-term 

(2030) strategy that should provide a basis for mobilising long-term financing and maintaining 

a funding balance between the three areas  (core, programme and project funding). 

 

4.3 The degree of compatibility between GGGI’s orientations and NICFI’s 

objectives and outcomes  

4.3.1 GGGI, working with government agencies to put the right instruments in place, or making 

better use of existing instruments, have sought to mobilise financing from public and private 

sectors for preparing green investments. Sustainable forestry is GGGI’s third most important 

area of projected future investment prioritisation with USD 348m (18%) of its investment 

commitment mobilisation ambition for 2021-2022 (GGGI 2020e).  

4.3.2 Its Global Program for “Financing solutions for the protection and restoration of world forests 

landscapes” aims to consolidate and develop innovative financing solutions and mechanisms in 

conjunction with existing pipeline projects on protection and restoration of forest landscapes 

(Figure 1/Table 8). 

4.3.3 There is reasonable compatibility and alignment between the NICFI Strategic Framework and 

the GGGI Global Operational Priorities (Figure 1/Table 8). GGGI Strategic Outcomes have a 

wider remit – covering climate and green development priorities beyond forests and land use – 

with two being of particular alignment: GHG emissions reduction; sustained natural capital for 

the adequate supply of ecosystem services.  

4.3.4 Both NICFI and GGGI have in common the two overarching goals of sustainable development 

and poverty reduction. Both consider that the climate change mitigation potential of forests will 

not be realised unless the forestry sector offers a more attractive and viable development option 

than any alternative land use (3.3.2).  

4.3.5 GGGI’s goals on green growth are relevant for NICFI because GGGI mobilises green finance 

complementary to NICFI financed projects and partly used by governments as co-financing for 

NICFI support. GGGI also complements NICFI’s financing for indigenous peoples and local 
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communities by focusing on ecosystems services and income-generating activities from 

forestry and agroforestry, value chains and the circular bioeconomy (3.3.3).  

4.3.6 GGGI has strong links to the private sector and synergy with NICFI in the efforts to achieve 

deforestation-free production. Through its modality of embedded advisors in ministries, GGGI 

is able to influence the development of national policies/strategies in NICFI partner countries 

and advises Norwegian embassies on political issues related to the forestry sector (3.3.3). In 

countries where strategic alignment exists, the NICFI funding and GGGI embedded technical 

support has potential to be a powerful combination to support country-level change in line with 

NICFI’s objectives.  
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Annex 1: Terms of reference for an appraisal of the Global 
Green Growth Institute (GGGI) 

1. Purpose and scope of assessment 

Norway, through its international climate and forest initiative (NICFI), has contributed 
with core funding to GGGI since 2013. In addition to the core funding, Norway has 
several earmarked agreements with GGGI, supporting GGGI country programs in 
Indonesia, Colombia and Peru, as well as a global program for carbon quotas and new 
market mechanisms under Article 6 in the Paris Agreement. The current core funding 
agreement ends in 2020, and the Ministry of climate and environment is currently in a 
process of deciding whether to continue with core support, and at what level. 

The purpose of this appraisal is to assess to which extent GGGI has satisfactory 
systems in place to deliver results according to its plans and strategies, and according 
to partner countries’ needs; how core funding contributes to support the country 
programs; and the degree of compatibility between GGGI’s orientations as set out in 
the organization’s new strategic plan (to be implemented from January 2021), and 
NICFI’s objectives and outcomes as set out in the initiative’s new results framework 
(from January 2020).  

The appraisal’s findings and recommendations will form part of the basis for the 
Ministry’s assessment and decisions regarding a possible continuation of the core 
support to GGGI. 

2. Background  

GGGI was established as an international organization at the RIO+20 conference in 
2012. It has currently 35 country members and one regional integration organization 
member. 

GGGI supports its member governments to achieve the commitments expressed under 
the Paris Climate Agreement, and their Sustainable Development Goal targets. The 
delivery model combines technical assistance to governments through embedded 
country teams and helps to mobilize finance into climate resilient projects. The 
objective is an environmentally sustainable and socially inclusive economic growth.  

Norway, through its international climate and forest initiative (NICFI), has contributed 
with core funding to GGGI since 2013. Core funds are funds available for general use 
by GGGI. Use is approved by the Council in biannual Work Program and Budgets. 
Most country programs are supported through a mix of core and, to an increasing 
degree, earmarked resources, as GGGI is moving away from a business model 
financed predominantly by core resources to a mixed model. The current core support 
agreement between Norway and GGGI amounts to NOK 66 680 000 spread over the 
four-year period 2017-2020 (NOK 16 670 000 per year).  

The total funding from Norway to GGGI in 2019, including core support, two 
country programs (Indonesia and Colombia. Peru was signed in 2020) and the 
programme for carbon quotas and new market mechanisms amounted to: USD 
9 219 783.   

Funding from other international development partners to GGGI HQ and country 
programs in 2019 amounted to: USD 38 354 484.  
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NICFI is also in dialogue with GGGI about collaboration in Guyana, where GGGI would 
potentially perform the secretariat functions for the fund through which Norway will 
provide results-based support to Guyana.  

 

Indonesia:  

Norway has since December 2012 had a grant agreement with GGGI Indonesia to 
support the implementation of Indonesia’s national program for green growth. The 
Green Growth Program is run by Bappenas, the ministry of national development 
planning. The Norwegian support as of today amounts to NOK 227 500 000, spread 
over two phases, each of approximately four years duration. Indonesia has also made 
significant investments in the programme through earmarked core funding to GGGI. 
The agreement is managed by the Norwegian embassy in Jakarta. 

Phase 1 of the program focused on strengthening the national capacity to mainstream 
green growth planning into national development strategies. Phase 2 has continued 
this work, but also provided technical support for the implementation of the strategies, 
with pilot projects on national and subnational levels. One objective has been to 
contribute to better coordination across economic sectors. Important thematic areas 
have been renewable energy, Special Economic Zones and land use/deforestation.  

The bilateral partnership between Indonesia and Norway on reducing emissions from 
deforestation and forest degradation from 2010 is now entering the results-based 
phase where Norway will pay Indonesia for emission reductions. Indonesia is in the 
process of establishing an Environment Fund (BPDLH) to be used by national and 
international development partners. The possible continuation of Norwegian support to 
the GGGI Indonesia program beyond 2020 must be seen against this backdrop. 

Colombia: 

Norway contributed with approximately NOK 26 000 000 in earmarked funding to 
GGGI’s country program in Colombia 2017-2019. Through secondment and additional 
technical support, the program has contributed to policy development and 
implementation in areas of relevance for the climate and forest partnership, e.g. 
sustainable cattle ranching. 

In March 2020 a new agreement was signed for the period 2020-2023, amounting to 
a maximum of NOK 65 000 000. It will focus more on the subnational regions, in 
particular on districts with high levels of deforestation. There will be continued 
support to national government institutions in areas of relevance for the climate and 
forest agenda. The agreement is managed by the Norwegian embassy in Bogotá. 

Peru: 

In February 2020 Norway and GGGI signed a grant agreement on earmarked funding 
to the GGGI country program in Peru. The project aims at establishing rights for 
indigenous peoples to manage forest plots where they can do agroforestry activities, 
thus protecting the forest and avoid logging. The grant amounts to maximum NOK 
64 000 000 spread over three years and is managed by Norad. 

Global program for carbon quotas and new market mechanisms: 

Norway and GGGI have signed an agreement funded by the Norwegian Carbon Credit 
Procurement Program (KLD), on a project which will support host countries to engage 
in international carbon transactions through the design of policy approaches under 
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Article 6, with a carbon price output that enables them to undertake national-level 
emission reductions. The grant amounts to a maximum of USD 2,6 million over the 
period July 2019 – September 2021. 

3. Assessment criteria/questions 

Below, “2017-recommendations” and “2017-findings” refer to recommendations and 
findings from the Independent Evaluation of the Global Green Growth Institute’s 
Progress against the Strategic Plan 2015-2020 from 2017. 
Ability to deliver:  

- Related to NICFI and recipient country’s priorities 

 

o To what extent does GGGI’s future orientations as set out in GGGI’s Strategy 

2030 (which will be implemented from 1 January 2021), Road Map 2021-2025 

and Workplan and Budget 2021-2022 correspond to NICFI’s main goals, as set 

out in the initiative’s revised results framework from 1 January 2020, and how 

can GGGI help deliver on NICFI's goals? Which parts of GGGI’s strategic plan 

fall outside NICFI’s strategic framework? 

o To what extent are GGGI’s country offices in Indonesia, Colombia, Peru 

equipped to deliver results corresponding to NICFI’s major goals? (e.g. staff 

size, relevant thematic, technical and geographic competencies, turnover) What 

additional value is provided by the GGGI HQ and/or regional offices covered by 

the core funding? 

o Are there evidences of outcome/impact against objectives from previous and/or 

ongoing projects in Indonesia, Colombia and Peru? 

o Does GGGI have legitimacy within the target groups, i.e. within the ministries 

that are relevant in order to achieve green sustainable development, in 

Indonesia, Colombia and Peru? Cf. also 2017-findings: “In many instances, 

GGGI is not well known outside its “circle” in the country, including beyond the 

division in the host ministry” and “GGGI’s primary modality of being embedded 

in a government ministry is generally positive; however, there is a potential risk 

of political capture, and/or lack of influence over other external ministries”. How 

does GGGI involve the target groups in developing strategy, targets and 

projects? How is ownership and sustainability ensured? 

o How do national and relevant sub-national authorities in NICFI priority countries 

Indonesia, Colombia and Peru assess the value of GGGI’s efforts and 

contributions to reaching the objectives of the authorities in comparison with 

other nationally and internationally supported initiatives? Which changes have 

they seen as a result of GGGI?  

o 2017-recommendation: “In GGGI’s country operations, political issues need to 

be better understood and potential responses clearly defined”. How is the 

situation relating to these issues in Indonesia, Colombia and Peru?  

o Assessment of GGGI’s capacity to adapt to changing contexts, e.g. COVID-19, 

contribute to innovation and identify strategic opportunities 

o Strategic relevance / relevance of the organisation within the field. Assess the 

value of GGGI’s role and work in the global context, not least in relation to the 
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United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), Green 

Climate Fund (GCF), and 2030 Sustainable Development Agenda (Sustainable 

Development Goals (SDG) and Financing for Development Agenda), jf. Joint 

Donor Review 2015, with focus on NICFI’s results framework. Does GGGI have 

an added value compared to e.g. UN-PAGE, UN-REDD, The Food and Land 

Use Coalition (FOLU), Climate Finance Accelerator (CFA), GIZ, Climate Policy 

Initiative (CPI) or other relevant actors? 

 

Related to the financial situation of GGGI  

o Assessment of the historical ratio between GGGI’s core funding vs. earmarked 

funding for the period 2015-2020.  

o Are there any trends regarding the abovementioned ratio and GGGI’s 

overall results achievements? 

o Is GGGI’s current financial mix (core vs. earmarked funding) optimal for 

GGGI to effectively deliver on its strategic plan, and if not, what measures 

is GGGI planning to take to improve the situation? 

o Assessment of the administrative transaction costs in relation to the increase in 

earmarked support. 

o What are the main drivers of GGGI’s total administrative costs and the 

high overhead rate for earmarked projects? 

o What could reduce the administrative costs and hence make GGGI more 

cost-efficient? 

o 2017-evaluation: “GGGI must sharpen its approach to resource mobilization”.  

o Has there been any change in GGGI resource mobilization activities 

since 2017, and to what extent has this proved effective relating not only 

to quantity of funds but also the quality of funds?  

Governance: 
o “For the next few years, GGGI should consolidate as an organization” (2017-

recommendation). Has the organization been consolidated after its 

restructuration? 

Risk management: 
o Does GGGI’s risk management system take into account any negative effects 

the organisation may have for the four cross-cutting issues in Norwegian 

development cooperation (human rights; women’s rights and gender equality; 

climate and environment; anti-corruption)? 

o What areas of the organization/activities contain the highest risks for corruption? 

4. Methodology 

The methodology to be used should be a combination of document analysis and 
remote interviews. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic Norad does not plan for any 
physical meetings related to this assignment, neither as part of the tasks to be 
conducted, nor with Norad/stakeholders. Norwegian embassies can put the 
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consultants in contact with relevant officials at national and sub-national levels in 
Indonesia, Colombia and Peru. 
Norad and GGGI have responsibility for giving access to archives/documents. 
In the start-up meeting Norad will assist the supplier in planning the assignment in 
detail and might ask for minor adjustments to the proposed plan. 

5. Partner assessment report 

The partner assessment report (in English) shall be approximately 20 pages long (font 
size 12, line spacing 1.5, Times New Roman) excluding annexes and executive 
summary. It shall present conclusions backed by reference to findings. The final report 
shall include an executive summary with the main findings and conclusions not 
exceeding 2 pages, and a section with conclusions and recommendations. The 
summary of findings shall include a risk matrix with areas of concern, ranked according 
to importance and impact. The report shall include a reference list. 

6. Tentative time plan 

The days below are tentative and will depend on the day the consultant or team to 
carry out the partner assessment is selected. The objective is to have the final report 
ready before the end of September 2020. 

- The consultant or team to carry out the partner assessment is selected. 24 

July. 

- Start-up online meeting between Norad and the consultant. 29 July.  

- The consultant does desk review and interviews. 29 July – 16 September.  

- The consultant sends the draft report to Norad. 17 September.  

- Online meeting between Norad and the consultant to discuss the findings. 21 

September. 

- Feedback from Norad and KLD on the draft report. 22 September. 

- The consultant sends the final report to Norad. 28 September. 

7. Documents 

Non-exhaustive list of relevant documents: 

• GGGI Strategy 2030, https://gggi.org/gggis-strategy-2030/ 

• GGGI Roadmap 2021-2025 

• GGGI Work Program and Budget 2021-2022 

• Grant Scheme Rules NICFI, https://www.regjeringen.no/en/topics/climate-and-

environment/climate/climate-and-forest-initiative/kos-innsikt/tilskudd-fra-klima--

og-skoginitiativet/id2565438/ 

• DFID annual review 2019 (Feb 2020), 

https://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/projects/GB-1-204248/documents  

• Independent Evaluation of the Global Green Growth Institute’s Progress 

against the Strategic Plan 2015-2020 (2017), https://gggi.org/results-

evaluation/evaluations/ 

• Evaluation of GGGI’s Green Investment Services, https://gggi.org/results-

evaluation/evaluations/ 

• GGGI Audited Financial Statements 

• GGGI Financial results reports 

• GGGI Results reports 

• GGGI Annual reports 

https://gggi.org/gggis-strategy-2030/
https://www.regjeringen.no/en/topics/climate-and-environment/climate/climate-and-forest-initiative/kos-innsikt/tilskudd-fra-klima--og-skoginitiativet/id2565438/
https://www.regjeringen.no/en/topics/climate-and-environment/climate/climate-and-forest-initiative/kos-innsikt/tilskudd-fra-klima--og-skoginitiativet/id2565438/
https://www.regjeringen.no/en/topics/climate-and-environment/climate/climate-and-forest-initiative/kos-innsikt/tilskudd-fra-klima--og-skoginitiativet/id2565438/
https://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/projects/GB-1-204248/documents
https://gggi.org/results-evaluation/evaluations/
https://gggi.org/results-evaluation/evaluations/
https://gggi.org/results-evaluation/evaluations/
https://gggi.org/results-evaluation/evaluations/


Appraisal of the Global Green Growth Institute (GGGI) | 39 

 

• GGGI Risk Management Framework, https://gggi.org/risk-management-

framework/ 

• Review of GGGI Programme in Indonesia 2012-2017 (2018) 

• Independent evaluation of the Peru Country Program, https://gggi.org/results-

evaluation/evaluations/ 

• Agreement on the Establishment of the GGGI, https://gggi.org/about/ 

• Country Programs and Business Plans for Colombia, Peru and Indonesia 

• Norwegian agreements with GGGI (Core support, Indonesia, Colombia, Peru, 

Article 6) 

• GGGI Regulations, Policies, and Guidance Notes, https://gggi.org/policy-

documents/ 

https://gggi.org/risk-management-framework/
https://gggi.org/risk-management-framework/
https://gggi.org/results-evaluation/evaluations/
https://gggi.org/results-evaluation/evaluations/
https://gggi.org/about/
https://gggi.org/policy-documents/
https://gggi.org/policy-documents/


 

Annex 2. Overview of GGGI’s Results based monitoring system 
 

PLANNING IMPLEMENTATION & 
MONITORING 

REPORTING EVALUATION 

GGGI 1. Strategic Plan 2015-2020 / Strategy 2030:   
• Sets strategic direction / priorities for GGGI over a 
5-10 year period 
2. Work Program & Budget (WPB):  
• 2-year plans to operationalise GGGI strategies 
• Includes indicative budget allocations and planned 
results per country (see Country Business Plans) 
3. Corporate Results Framework:  
• GGGI-wide results framework with key indicators 
and targets for GGGI strategies / WPB 

 
4. GGGI Annual Reports: 
• Public report prepared every 
year on GGGI’s key activities and 
results against the CRF 
• Relevant policy: PCM 5 
Manual 

5. GGGI-wide evaluations / 
reviews: 
• Public evaluations of 
GGGI performance by: (i) 
core donors jointly (ii) core 
donors individually (iii) 
GGGI’s Impact & 
Evaluation Unit (IEU) 
• Public evaluations of 
various thematic topics by 
GGGI’s IEU 
• Relevant policy: PCM 5 
Manual; GGGI Evaluation 
Rules 

COUNTRY 
PROGRAMME 

6. Country Planning Frameworks (CPF): 
• 5-year strategy for GGGI country programs, 
indicating priority areas and planned 
outcomes/impacts and targets in each area 
• Results framework for CPFs (impact pathway) 
• Relevant policy: CPF Guidelines 
7. Country Business Plans (CBP): 
• 2-year operational plans with indicative budget 
levels, lists of projects and planned results for each 
country (prepared as part of WPBs) 

8. Annual Programme 
Performance Reviews: 
• Discussion of country 
programme performance 
between GGGI Management 
and country teams 
• Held annually as part of 
GGGI Annual Meetings in Q1 

9. Country Programme Results 
Reports: 
• (From 2021) Public report 
prepared for each country program 
on key activities and results, using 
impact pathway format 

10. Evaluations of Country 
Programmes: 
• Public evaluations of 
GGGI country programs 
(“Impact Pathway 
Reviews” since 2019) by 
GGGI’s IEU 
• Relevant policy: PCM 5 
Manual; GGGI Evaluation 
Rules; Impact Pathway 
Review Guidelines 

PROJECT 11. Project proposals – earmarked funding: 
• Project proposals aligned to CPF/CBPs prepared 
for funding approval by earmarked donors 
• Relevant policy: PCM 2 Manual 
12. Project proposals – core funding: 
• Project proposals aligned to CPF/CBPs prepared 
for (core) funding approval by GGGI Management 
• Relevant policy: PCM 3 Manual 
13. Logframes: 
• Results framework at project level – mandatory 
part of all earmarked and core proposals 

14. Project implementation & 
monitoring: 
• All projects managed using 
online IT system “GGGI Online” 
• Monthly reporting of 
progress against logframes in 
GGGI Online 
• Quarterly reviews of entire 
project portfolio by GGGI 
Management for internal 
oversight 
• Relevant policy: PCM 4 
Manual 

15. Project reporting: 
• (2017-2019) Public reports 
were prepared for each project, 
describing key activities and 
results against logframe 
• (2020 onwards) This is being 
discontinued and replaced with 
Country Program Results Reports 
• (Earmarked projects only) 
Reports prepared for earmarked 
donors in line with funding 
agreements 
• Relevant policy: PCM 4 and 5 
Manuals 

16. Project evaluations: 
• (Earmarked projects 
only) Evaluations of 
individual projects, 
commissioned by 
earmarked donors 
• Relevant policy: PCM 5 
Manual 

http://gggi.org/results-evaluation/results/
http://gggi.org/results-evaluation/evaluations/
http://gggi.org/results-evaluation/evaluations/
http://gggi.org/results-evaluation/evaluations/
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Annex 3: Independent Evaluation of GGGI Progress Against the Strategic Plan 2015-2020  

Update on implementation of evaluation recommendations 

February 2018 – Updated September 2020 

 
 



Appraisal of the Global Green Growth Institute (GGGI) | 42 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

In 2017 GGGI commissioned an independent evaluation to assess its progress against the Strategic Plan 2015-2020. The 

evaluation, conducted by a team of independent evaluators and managed by the Impact and Evaluation Unit (IEU), was 

concluded in June 20179. The evaluation conclusions and recommendations together with the Management response were 

presented at the Management and Program Sub-Committee (MPSC) meeting in July 2017 and at the Council in October 

2017. 

As indicated in GGGI Evaluation Rules10 (Art. 3.3), IEU has the mandate to monitor and report on the implementation status 

of the evaluation recommendations and related management responses. 

The table below contains the recommendations from the evaluation, the related management response provided in July 

2017 and an update on the implementation status as of February 2018. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE  

July 2017 

STATUS OF MANAGEMENT 

RESPONSE  

February 2018 

OVER-ARCHING 

1 GGGI should consider 

having a longer-term 

Strategic Plan 

The current Strategic Plan is 

linked to Agenda 2030 and the 

Paris Agreement that will 

Agree.  

1.1 As part of the mid-term 

strategic review process, GGGI is 

updating its Strategic Plan and 

Corporate Results Framework 

(CRF) with 2030 targets against the 

Completed: GGGI has adopted six 

strategic outcomes in the Refreshed 

Strategic Plan 2015-2020, approved in 

October 2017 by its Council. These 

connect GGGI’s strategy and activities 

to the long-term commitments of its 

 
9 The independent evaluation report is  available at http://gggi.org/report/independent-evaluation-of-gggis-progress-against-the-

strategic-plan-2015-2020/  
10 GGGI Evaluation Rules available at http://gggi.org/results-evaluation/evaluations/  

http://gggi.org/report/independent-evaluation-of-gggis-progress-against-the-strategic-plan-2015-2020/
http://gggi.org/report/independent-evaluation-of-gggis-progress-against-the-strategic-plan-2015-2020/
http://gggi.org/results-evaluation/evaluations/
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE  

July 2017 

STATUS OF MANAGEMENT 

RESPONSE  

February 2018 

come into effect in 2020 but 

only covers the period 2015 to 

2020. Other international 

organizations in general have 

a long-term plan which allows 

them to shape international 

agenda and position their 

respective organization. 

Currently, GGGI is not able to 

position itself to influence 

global agenda.  The Thought 

Leadership team could 

address this issue. 

revised strategic outcomes, to 

demonstrate GGGI’s longer term 

contribution in line with Agenda 

2030. 

The potential to adopt a longer-

term Strategic Planning timeframe 

or develop a ‘Vision’ document will 

be assessed. 

Timeline: End 2019 

partner countries in the context of the 

Agenda 2030. 

Being actioned: Causal linkages of 

GGGI’s operational activities are being 

identified with the six strategic 

objectives with this work expected to be 

completed by end 2018.  

Planned: GGGI will commence 

preparation of its next strategy at the 

end of 2018 for approval in 2020.  

 

Update Sep 2020:  This can be 

regarded as completed. GGGI’s 

Strategy 2030 was approved by 

Council last year and is a 10-year plan 

(vs the previous strategy which was a 

5-6 year strategy). 

2 GGGI should consider 

alternative business models 

which will lead to long-term 

sustainability 

The current model of receiving 

donor funding for both core 

Agree. 

2.1 GGGI’s management 

recognizes this issue and has been 

exploring alternative models of 

funding.   

Being actioned: GGGI is preparing a 

Resource Mobilization (RM) Action Plan 

for the endorsement of the Management 

and Program Sub-Committee in April 

2018, which will look into short and long-

term resource mobilization issues.  
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE  

July 2017 

STATUS OF MANAGEMENT 

RESPONSE  

February 2018 

and earmarked has limited 

scope for growth.  Alternative 

sources of funding such as fee 

for service, endowments, and 

commissions should be 

explored as part of long-term 

business models. The overall 

responsibility should be with 

Director General (DG) with 

input from different teams. 

 

 

GGGI is currently ramping up its 

earmarked resource mobilization 

efforts with a central role for country 

teams in mobilizing resources to 

deliver the Country Planning 

Frameworks (CPFs). 

GGGI will hold further consultations 

with relevant partners and 

stakeholders and develop a clear 

strategy for moving toward a more 

sustainable funding model, 

incorporating alternative sources of 

financing. 

Timeline: April 2018 

 

Update Sep 2020:  This can be 

regarded as completed. Since 2017, 

GGGI has significantly ramped up its 

capacity/efforts to mobilize earmarked 

resources. This has been successful.  

Total new signed earmarked 

commitments were $0.7 million in 2016, 

increasing to $4.7 in 2016 in 2017, $30 

million in 2018, $37 million in 2019, and 

this has risen to $41 million YTD in 

2020. The number and diversity of 

earmarked funders has also risen. The 

increase in earmarked funding has 

offset a drop in funding from core donors 

since 2017, and thus keeping GGGI’s 

overall budget situation relatively stable. 

3 For the next few years GGGI 

should consolidate as an 

organization. 

GGGI has been through many 

changes within a short period 

of time and is still growing 

rapidly. New teams including 

Agree.  

3.1 GGGI management is aware 

that the organization should be 

consolidating.  It will focus on the 

implementation of the current 

Strategic Plan until end 2020 and 

consolidate the organizational 

Being actioned: Work for identification 

of the causal linkages between the 

operational activities and the adopted 

six strategic objectives is under way 

and expected to be completed by the 

end of 2018. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE  

July 2017 

STATUS OF MANAGEMENT 

RESPONSE  

February 2018 

Green Investment Services 

(GIS), thematic experts and 

Office of Thought Leadership 

(TL) must be allowed to settle 

and contribute to 

organizational goals.  The new 

outcomes should also be 

integrated into the 

programs/projects. GGGI 

should be selective about 

starting new initiatives.  

 

structure and planned 

programmatic and non-

programmatic work. 

At the same time, it must be 

recognized that GGGI’s work is 

‘demand driven’, and the 

organization must remain 

adaptable to changes in the 

operating context. 

Timeline: End 2020 (Strategic 

Plan timeframe) 

Being actioned: GGGI’s primary focus 

is on delivering the priorities and 

results set out in its Refreshed 

Strategic Plan 2015-20. Through 

business process change, GGGI is 

implementing operational business 

model adjustment to fully internalize 

the roles of the thematic groups, Green 

Investment Services, and Thought 

Leadership into the operations as 

integral to the development of country 

business plans and projects. Business 

process changes and business model 

adjustment are harnessed in the 

context of the Work Program and 

Budget 2019-2020. 

 

Update Sep 2020:  Consolidation has 

occurred to the extent possible. In 

terms of Strategy, Strategy 2030 

largely continues the same directions 

set in the previous strategy. Structure-

wise, the Office of Thought Leadership 

was consolidated into IPSD to further 

streamline GGGI’s structure. 

Establishment of new business 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE  

July 2017 

STATUS OF MANAGEMENT 

RESPONSE  

February 2018 

processes/systems initiated in 2017-18 

have largely been completed and are 

now in ‘refinement’ mode. Criteria for 

country programming has been 

strengthened to manage GGGI’s 

expansion / exit in a sustainable 

manner. 

4 In GGGI’s country 

operations political issues 

need to be better 

understood and potential 

responses clearly defined. 

As GGGI’s primary modality is 

to be embedded within the 

government departments, 

there are significant benefits 

as well as a constant danger 

that changes at the political 

level could disrupt its work 

program. GGGI should 

acknowledge this potential risk 

and formulate appropriate 

responses. 

 

Agree.  

4.1 We are very much aware of the 

risk of disruption to our country 

programs from political change. 

Thus far, changes in government 

have not affected the continuation 

of our work in country.  We have so 

far dealt with political risk by having 

a broad and deep engagement with 

government partners, and our 

partners view this as a strength. We 

will continue to focus on gaining 

support across different Ministries 

to mitigate the risk. 

Political risk is assessed in our 

project logframes, but more 

Being actioned: GGGI continues to 

have a broad and deep engagement 

with government partners. In some 

countries where GGGI has had an 

engagement with only one Ministry, a 

broadening of cooperation to also 

include other Ministries has been 

progressed, e.g. Mexico and Costa 

Rica.  

Political risks are regularly assessed 

and monitored as part of project, 

program and portfolio risk 

management, in particular by Country 

Representatives (CRs) and Head of 

Programs (HoPs). 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE  

July 2017 

STATUS OF MANAGEMENT 

RESPONSE  

February 2018 

focused attention should be applied 

to this. 

Country political context is also 

now assessed in-depth in the 

Country Planning Frameworks.  

Timeline: End 2017  

Update Sep 2020:  Monitoring and 

management of political risks / 

opportunities continues as a routine 

part of our operations, at both country 

and HQ level.  

5 GGGI align its risk appetite 

with its desire to innovate 

and encourage 

entrepreneurial behaviour. 

GGGI’s desire to innovate and 

be entrepreneurial creates 

significant corporate 

opportunities but also implies 

risks.  Currently, there is 

limited acceptance of failure 

and existing processes 

constrain flexibility and 

innovation. For example, the 

application of output-based 

budgeting should be designed 

to allow greater flexibility in 

areas such as resource re-

allocation. 

Agree.  

5.1 A working group with 

representatives from all divisions is 

currently developing proposals for 

a Work Program and Budget 

(WPB) ‘revamp’ with the objective 

of making programming in the next 

biennium more flexible and allow 

for innovation and implementation 

of new ideas during the biennium.   

Timeline: October 2018 

 

Being actioned: The Work Program & 

Budget (WPB) process is being 

reformed to enable flexibility in project 

preparation and implementation and 

greater quality focus in project 

preparation process.  The reformed 

WPB also enables integration of 

stronger partnerships and resource 

mobilization. WPB 2019-2020 will 

reflect these reforms and is expected to 

be approved in October 2018.  

 

Update Sep 2020:  One of the key 

business reforms initiated in 2017-18 

was to make GGGI’s project 

management cycle more flexible and 

nimble, so projects to be created, 

modified or wound down at any time 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE  

July 2017 

STATUS OF MANAGEMENT 

RESPONSE  

February 2018 

(under the former system, projects 

were developed once every two years 

and then implemented without much 

ability to adjust). This has allowed 

country teams to be more 

entrepreneurial, innovative, and risk 

taking in managing projects in 

response to emerging 

opportunities/risks than was possible 

under the old system. 

  5.2 GGGI is also embarking on an 

organization wide Culture Change 

effort, with a focus on cultivating a 

more creative and innovative 

organizational culture, 

underpinned by the newly defined 

set of Core Values in the revised 

strategic plan.   

Timeline: Culture Change 

campaign rolled out by end 2017  

Being actioned: Under the internal 

iGROW (business reform) initiative, 

work is progressing on finalizing a 

communication plan by March 2018. In 

addition, a Culture Change Working 

Group implementation plan is being 

developed for 2018. 

PROGRAM PERFORMANCE 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE  

July 2017 

STATUS OF MANAGEMENT 

RESPONSE  

February 2018 

6 GGGI should define clear 

points of exit from projects 

and host ministries.  

GGGI does not currently 

define clear exit points for 

many of its projects neither 

does it define the time of exit 

from host ministries. While it is 

recognized that GGGI staff are 

valued as trusted advisors 

they often are called upon to 

respond to ad hoc requests. 

GGGI should avoid 

institutional capture and 

ensure that all work programs 

have clear deliverables and 

timeframes.  

 

Agree. 

6.1 GGGI’s management agrees 

that it is important to define clear 

exit points from projects and allow 

exit from scoping point if necessary 

and re-allocation from projects that 

are not progressing as planned.   

Exit points will be defined in the 

CPFs in a systematic manner and 

inform our WPB, and Project Cycle 

Management (PCM), and be 

documented, for example in the 

project Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU). 

However, a key comparative 

advantage for GGGI in delivering 

long term impact is its embedded 

relationship with government. 

GGGI should remain flexible and 

responsive to needs, meaning 

GGGI may in certain 

circumstances need to remain 

engaged beyond the point of exit to 

Being actioned: The transition for 

activities undertaken in Upper Middle-

Income Countries (UMICs) from core 

funding to ear-marked funding and co-

funding has been ongoing in 2017 and 

will be accelerated in 2018. By the end 

of 2018 very little core funding will be 

provided to UMICs.  

The same process has been taking 

place for Middle Income Countries 

(MICs) but some core funding will 

remain for MICs beyond 2018. 

This means that current core funded 

projects will be completed and phased 

out or continued with ear-marked 

funding or co-funding if the projects are 

prioritised by the government partners 

and funders. 

Within country programs, projects are 

regularly completed and replaced by 

other new high priority projects 

responding to the needs of government 

partners. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE  

July 2017 

STATUS OF MANAGEMENT 

RESPONSE  

February 2018 

ensure that the project is 

implemented.  

Thus far, there are a few examples 

of phasing out in UMICs where 

GGGI has achieved its objectives 

and strengthened capacity. Some 

of these countries graduate to self-

funding programs and funding 

other countries.  This model should 

be replicated. 

There are also good examples 

where GGGI have moved across 

different host ministries and level of 

government.  In India, GGGI 

moved from working at the State 

level to the Federal level.  In China, 

GGGI moved from working at the 

State level to the Ministry of 

Environment and is now working 

with the National Development and 

Reform Commission (NDRC) with 

respect to knowledge sharing.  

Timeline: End 2017 

All deliverables in the WPB have clear 

targets and timeframes and the 

progress of implementation is 

monitored on a monthly basis. 

Individual staff members’ targets and 

Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) are 

based on this and taking up other ad-

hoc tasks is discouraged. 

The 2019-20 WPB will enable GGGI’s 

work to be more clearly defined, both in 

terms of scope, deliverables and 

timelines. This will be achieved by 

instituting an ongoing proposal 

development cycle for both core and 

earmarked funding, where start and 

end dates of projects will not have to 

align with the WPB biennium. 

In as far as it concerns GGGI’s work in 

the business of developing projects and 

funds to the point of bankability, 

discussions of “exit” are defined and 

relevant once GGGI has stopped 

working on that particular deal. That 

said, it is sometimes the case that even 

though GGGI may have achieved 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE  

July 2017 

STATUS OF MANAGEMENT 

RESPONSE  

February 2018 

investor commitment by means of 

letters of interest, MoUs or financing 

agreements, engagement with the 

country may continue due to a larger 

program between GGGI and that 

country.  GGGI points of “exit” are being 

defined more explicitly – with clear 

deliverables and timeframes - with 

investment projects. 

Update Sep 2020:  Decisions about 

entering / exiting projects and 

partnerships are now routinely made as 

part of GGGI’s planning processes at 

country program and project levels 

(e.g.: Country Planning Frameworks 

(five-year), Country Business Plans 

(two-year) and project proposals). It is 

now quite standard and widespread 

practice for GGGI to transition in and 

out of projects, in consultation with 

government and other partners. 

7 GGGI should find ways to 

gain better recognition for 

Agree.  

7.1 GGGI will explore options 

available to the organization to 

Being actioned: Under the guidance 

of the GGGI Publications Committee, 

the Office of Thought Leadership 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE  

July 2017 

STATUS OF MANAGEMENT 

RESPONSE  

February 2018 

their contribution to green 

growth. 

GGGI’s collaboration with the 

government is crucial but the 

relationship is so close that 

external stakeholders may 

not distinguish GGGI’s 

distinct contribution.  GGGI 

staff should be encouraged to 

seek formal recognition for 

their work through publishing 

reports, co-branding, awards, 

etc. Top management should 

emphasize the importance of 

due recognition during 

interactions with country 

teams. 

 

gain better recognition for its 

contributions to green growth.  

The Office of Thought Leadership 

team (TL), the Investment and 

Policy Solutions Division (IPSD), 

and the Green Growth Planning 

and Implementation Division 

(GGPI) will develop publications 

and promotional materials on our 

work in coordination with GGGI’s 

Communications unit and build a 

stronger evidence base for the 

green growth approach. 

Timeline: Progress update by end 

2017, and end 2018 

updated the Publications Guidelines in 

early 2018 to underscore that all 

flagship publications should 

emphasize GGGI experiences, 

success stories, best practices, and 

lessons learned as a core element of 

their narratives.  

In addition, the institute continues to 

showcase the results of its work 

through a number of channels 

including:  

- Hosting GGGWeek2017 in Addis 

Ababa which was attended by over 

500 green growth policy 

practitioners and high level 

decision makers; 

- (Co)Hosting 5 side events at 

UNFCCC COP23 presenting the 

impact and ongoing progress of the 

institute’s work to highly relevant 

audiences; 

- Launching a refreshed external 

website with individual country, 

thematic and project pages to 
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provide detailed descriptions of 

GGGI’s value addition in each 

program; 

- Publishing 10 publications in 2017 

(2 Technical Reports, 1 Technical 

Guideline, 2 Insight Briefs, 5 Peer-

reviewed Journal Articles) and a 

plan to publish 23 publications in 

2018 (10 Technical Reports, 2 

Technical Guidelines, 4 Insight 

Briefs and 7 Peer-reviewed 

articles); 

  7.2 In many instances, GGGI 

receives letters and public 

statements from Ministers 

appreciating its work.  A greater 

effort must be made to document, 

publicize and circulate this 

recognition.  

GGGI’s Communications Strategy 

addresses these issues and they 

will be further explored through 

discussions and capacity building 

with country staff.  

Being actioned: GGGI through its 

Communications Unit is reviewing 

opportunities for attaining and 

publishing more systematically 

accreditations of its contributions.  
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Timeline: End 2018 

8 GGGI should take a more 

active role in promoting 

South-South cooperation. 

a. The knowledge management 

should be centralized and 

facilitated. 

b. GGGI should ensure linkage 

between its HQ driven 

capacity building activities 

and country programs 

c. GGGI should seek 

opportunities for peer-to-peer 

learning through activities 

such as twinning 

arrangement, mentoring, 

communities of practice and 

potential staff secondment. 

 

Agree. 

8.1 GGGI is making progress in 

improving South-South 

cooperation and will continue to 

work on this.   A large number of 

activities are happening at country 

level that would benefit from better 

documentation and presentation.  

TL will facilitate knowledge 

management at a central level. 

South-South cooperation can be 

integrated better in GGGI’s work. 

Programs and communities of 

practice are being developed at 

sectoral level. 

Timeline: End 2018 

 

Being actioned: GGGI has instituted 

a system of “Communities of Practice” 

(CoP) for each of the thematic areas. 

These CoPs meet once a month and 

see participation between 15 and 25 

people each time, from across its 

country offices and HQ staff. This has 

proved to be an excellent forum to 

share knowledge amongst countries 

and between teams.   

During 2018, GGGI will be placing 

greater emphasis on promoting South-

South cooperation through: 

knowledge sharing across countries 

through GGPI regional and country 

programs; support from the Green 

Growth Knowledge Platform for 

country, regional, and HQ-based 

programs (like Green Climate Fund 

readiness); support to multi-country 

bodies such as the Least Developed 

Countries (LDCs) Climate Change 

Group under the UNFCCC. A new 

program will also support capacity 
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building for LDCs in partnership with 

the LDC University Consortium on 

Climate Change, primarily focused on 

Africa and Asia in green urban 

development and financing and in 

renewable energy planning and 

financing. 

Update Sep 2020:  South-south 

cooperation is less of a strategic priority 

under Strategy 2030 than it was under 

the previous strategy. Nevertheless, 

activities to facilitate country-to-country 

learning (including but not limited to 

south-south) remains a common feature 

of many projects. 

  8.2 GGGI management will 

explore the possibility of a 

secondment program.   

 

GGGI currently has an intern 

exchange programs in place with 

Korea Electric Power Corporation 

(KEPCO) and management is 

Completed: GGGI has recently 

agreed with the Government of 

Denmark for the funding of a 

seconded position that will be 

advertised shortly. GGGI will further 

explore more secondment 

Update Sep 2020:  Where 

opportunities arise, GGGI continues to 

support secondments. Most recently for 
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working on extending to further 

programs. 

Timeline: End 2017  

example, we hosted a secondee from 

the Indonesian Ministry of Finance in 

our Article 6 (carbon trading) team in 

HQ for several months. Several country 

teams have also hosted KOICA 

secondees. Strategy 2030 also outlines 

a commitment to explore a fellowship 

program for government expertise 

development for long-term capacity 

development at national and sub-

national levels. 

9 GGGI should have 

organizational structure, 

mechanism and process 

to ensure coordination 

and communication to 

ensure integrated delivery. 

There is still some concern 

about the integration of 

GGPI and IPSD, as IPSD 

staff members do not report 

directly to the country 

representative and the 

country team is not always 

Agree.  

9.1 GGGI has made progress on 

integration and continually strives 

to improve integration efforts 

further.  

Management have instituted new 

integration meetings after the 

three external reviews and the 

internal mid-term review. Project 

Idea review meetings create a 

space where new project ideas 

for Green Investment Services 

(GIS) to work on towards 

Being actioned:  

- Integrated targets in 2018: corporate 

targets and in-country delivery 

outputs are being shared between 

GGPI and IPSD with both divisions 

responsible for implementation; a 

target for resource mobilization is also 

shared between GGPI, IPSD and 

SPC (Strategy, Partnership and 

Communications Unit). Whilst the 

targets are common, different units in 

the organization will bear different 

functions in order to achieve them. 
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kept sufficiently informed on 

the details of the IPSD 

projects. Investment work 

should complement work 

done by country teams and 

should be relevant to 

government priorities. There 

is a need for organizational 

structure, mechanism, and 

process to ensure 

coordination and 

communications between 

the GGPI and IPSD.  We 

recommend that IPSD staff 

in-country should have a 

direct reporting line to the 

country representatives. 

 

bankability are reviewed together 

with GGPI.  Sector review 

meetings are held to align GGPI 

and IPSD teams on thematic area 

work in countries and ensure that 

policy work supports investment 

work on existing meetings.  

These new efforts are in addition 

to the already ongoing monthly 

catch-up with Heads of Programs 

on the list of priority bankable 

projects, National Financing 

Vehicles (NFVs) and financial 

instruments for the year and 

regular country-calls. GGGI is 

also in the process of developing 

a joint list of projects and project 

pipeline. Management is working 

toward implementation of joint 

outputs and KPIs and a 

budgetary system that supports 

an integrated approach 

 The Management Team have 

discussed the issue of IPSD in-

country staff reporting lines and 

- Cross-divisional meetings starting in 

2017: regular cross-divisional 

meetings between thematic leads 

and the head of GIS and the heads of 

programs of GGPI are being held to 

compare notes on developments in 

country.  

- Reporting arrangements: GIS staff 

located in country offices have a dual 

reporting lines; a system that is 

expected to deepen as the 

organization moves towards a matrix-

based management. 

- HR has recently reviewed and 

updated GGGI Organizational Chart 

which was communicated by 

ODG/Strategy, Partnership and 

Communications on 22 February 

2018 to all divisions and country 

offices.  

Update Sep 2020:  This has largely 

been addressed since 2017, with 

budgets and programming decisions 

now largely consolidated under GGPI. 

IPSD’s role has shifted from being an 
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reached a decision that in-country 

staff will have a dual reporting 

line, with a direct reporting to the 

relevant Thematic Lead and 

Head of GIS, and a direct line of 

reporting to the Country 

Representative.  It was deemed 

that a dual reporting arrangement 

is most conducive to integration 

as it offers the staff in question 

specialized supervision in terms 

of in-depth sector knowledge, and 

the structure and design of 

investments, while allowing for 

flexibility in GIS resource 

allocation.  

Timeline: End 2017 

initiator / manager of projects 

(previously a key cause of integration 

problems) to one of technical support. 

IPSD staff are also increasingly being 

moved from HQ to country locations, 

which also improves integration. 

INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

10 GGGI should aim to 

increase staff retention 

levels to meet or exceed 

industry benchmarks 

GGGI’s key asset is its 

people. Staff turnover is 

Agree.  

10.1 It is important for GGGI to 

reach industry benchmarks on 

retention.  The Management 

Team is keenly aware of this and 

is moving forward with several 

Being actioned: GGGI has launched 

a staff rotation program in March 

2018 for staff who have completed 3 

years of service. This program was 

also open to staff who had completed 

two years of service and were willing 
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high, creating obstacles to 

continuity and learning 

opportunities. GGGI should 

invest in training 

opportunities to help staff 

upgrade skills as well as 

creating clearer 

opportunities for 

advancement. As part of 

professional development 

provide for increased 

opportunities for rotation 

between country offices, as 

well as between country 

offices and HQ.  

Opportunities for staff 

recognition should also be 

identified.  

 

initiatives to improve staff 

engagement.  

These include staff engagement 

surveys and related action plans, 

an improved performance 

management process, staff 

awards training programs, 

management development 

programs, and a staff rotation 

system. 

Timeline: End 2017 

 

to volunteer in the program. Re-

assignment of staff will start in May 

and continue throughout the following 

months.  

 

GGGI has also started the following 

initiatives to contribute to increased 

retention:  

- Annual Staff engagement survey 

completed early March 2018; 

- Peer-to-peer award;  

- Design of a Leadership 

programme to be implemented in 

2018 covering all people 

managers.  

- Design of a mentoring 

programme that will also give 

more empowerment to junior and 

female staff to be implemented in 

2018; 

- 360-degree feedback from staff 

with managerial responsibilities 

from X11 and above completed in 

March 2018; 
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- Effective feedback training 

delivered in February 2018; 

- Respectful and harmonious 

workplace environment training 

and employee focal group; 

- First event on International 

Women’s day to be held on 

March 08, 2018; 

- Informal women’s empowerment 

group; 

- Collection of more data on 

gender issues in the workplace 

Job Swapping Program for staff in the 

Operations Enabling Division 

between HQ and Country offices with 

staff scheduled for swapping in 

Spring 2018. 

11 The pace of expansion 

should be determined by a 

rational balance between 

available resources, 

contribution of member 

countries and activities. 

Agree. 

11.1 It is important to distinguish 

the issue of expansion of 

programs from the issue of 

Membership expansion.  Any UN 

Member State can become a 

GGGI Member.  GGGI 

Being actioned: WPB 2019-2020 will 

allocate resources in accordance with 

the strategic parameters approved in 

the Refreshed Strategic Plan 2015-

2020, which require that at least 50% 

of resource to be allocated to LDCs.  
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A balanced approach to 

expansion is important 

including LDCs and emerging 

economies. It is also 

important to encourage co-

funding when working with 

emerging large economies. It 

is important for GGGI to see 

which countries can get more 

impact quickly.  GGGI should 

focus on making long lasting 

effects in the countries they 

engage with, rather than 

doing too little in too many 

countries. 

 

management recognized that 

many countries would like to join 

the organization, and in each 

case, GGGI assesses the 

appropriate contribution and/or 

service model. 

Through our LDC expansion plan 

we are looking at alternative 

models of providing services to 

countries to setting up a country 

office. 

The WPB 2017-18 and related 

Planning Directions indicate a 

clear intent to move away from 

allocating core funding to non-

Member Middle Income Countries 

(MICs), except in the case of 

strong South-South cooperation 

programs where Membership 

discussions are progressing. 

In the case of MIC programs, 

agreements should be made on 

graduation to a co-funding path. 

Timeline: April 2018 

WPB 2019-2020 pursues co-funding 

with all partner countries, at minimum 

through in-kind contributions, by LDC 

governments and through financial 

participation of donors and Middle-

Income Countries (MICs) 

governments, representing a move 

toward lower share of core allocations 

by GGGI to MICs. 

 

Update Sep 2020:  This has mainly 

been addressed through explicit 

country programming criteria, 

approved by the Council in Oct 2019. 

GGGI’s entry and exit into countries is 

now managed in accordance with 

these criteria, which consider funding, 

political commitment and impact 

potential. 
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12 GGGI must sharpen its 

approach to resource 

mobilisation 

Until relatively recently 

responsibility for resource 

mobilisation was diffuse. 

Progress in defining a clearer 

model for seeking new 

funding sources has been 

made but needs additional 

emphasis, resources and 

senior management time. 

GGGI should aggressively 

explore funding opportunities 

from non-traditional sources 

(foundations, High Net Worth 

Individuals and the private 

sector and university 

endowment funds, pension 

funds). GGGI should define a 

clear role for their Council in 

supporting fundraising 

efforts.   

 

Agree.  

12.1 GGGI has started work on 

strengthening resource 

mobilization efforts, particularly in 

relation to increasing and 

strengthening earmarked funding 

efforts. 

Until recently, the Office of the 

Director General (ODG) was 

running all resource mobilization 

activities from the headquarters. 

GGGI is now moving to a more 

decentralized model of resource 

mobilization, with country teams 

responsible for resource 

mobilization efforts to deliver their 

CPFs.  ODG will support resource 

mobilization efforts through 

coordination and capacity 

building. 

GGGI has not sought funding from 

private sector and High Networth 

Individuals (HNIs) in the past, 

Being actioned: GGGI is preparing a 

Resource Mobilization (RM) Action 

Plan by April 2018. This will outline the 

strengthened role of the country 

representatives in resource 

mobilization, through which GGGI will 

assess resource mobilization 

opportunities for all projects. The 

action plan will also review strategic 

partnerships and new opportunities 

with a view to longer term funding 

possibilities.  

Update Sep 2020: As noted above, 

GGGI has invested heavily in 

strengthening its capacity/efforts to 

mobilize earmarked resources. This 

has driven a significant increase in 

new signed earmarked commitments 

were $0.7 million in 2016, increasing 

to $4.7 in 2016 in 2017, $30 million in 

2018, $37 million in 2019, and this has 

risen to $41 million YTD in 2020. The 

number and diversity of earmarked 

funders has also risen. 
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therefore the organization is not 

currently geared in that direction. 

Management recognizes the need 

to explore alternative sources of 

funding and have already started 

to assess opportunities. GGGI will 

develop an approach to targeting 

private sector funding going 

forward, with careful consideration 

of conflicts of interests.  

Timeline: Table Resource 

Mobilization (RM) Action Plan by 

April 2018 

13  GGGI should invest in 

partnerships with 

organizations that 

recognize its added value 

and comparative 

advantage. 

GGGI has initiated formal and 

informal partnerships. It has 

not crystalized the 

opportunity to collaborate 

systematically with specific 

Agree. 

13.1 The Management Team 

agrees that GGGI must improve 

efforts to obtain co-funding or 

payment for services.  This is 

closely linked to the drive to 

increase earmarked funding. In 

cases where GGGI is the 

preferred provider of services 

relating to green growth, countries 

Being actioned: GGGI is preparing a 

Resource Mobilization Action Plan for 

the endorsement of the Management 

and Program Sub-Committee in April 

2018, which will look into short and 

long-term resource mobilization 

issues. This plan includes a proposal 

for ‘mandate’ letter, under which its 

feasibility work would be refunded by 

the investor at cost.  
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partners, especially in 

GGGI’s role in project 

preparation. For partnership 

to be successful GGGI needs 

to clearly define its role and 

avoid the pitfall of being 

perceived as providing “free 

consulting”. Furthermore, 

GGGI should leverage its 

status as UN observer to 

influence the green growth 

debate, at the global level and 

also to forge partnerships. 

should fund or co-fund depending 

on their level of resources. 

However, it must be recognized 

that GGGI is not equivalent to a 

consulting firm.  As an 

international organization, it is 

important to remain neutral and 

independent.   

Timeline: Table RM Action Plan 

by April 2018 

  13.2 Thus far, GGGI’s Observer 

Status has enabled participation. 

GGGI has a presence at the 

Conference of the Parties (COP) 

every year and has sponsored 

initiatives at the World Economic 

Forum (WEF) and Davos. 

GGGI is making a conscious effort 

to influence the green growth 

debate through a Climate 

diplomacy initiative, and initial 

Being actioned: The 

Communications Unit maintains an 

annual listing of events to which GGGI 

contributes. Its posting to the website 

is imminent.  
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work with Article 6. TL will be 

tasked with developing a body of 

evidence on green growth stories 

to stimulate discussion.   

GGGI will utilize every 

opportunity, such as the High 

Level Political Forum, or other 

United Nations (UN) meetings to 

advocate green growth 

approaches to UN 

representatives.  These could 

take the form of side-events, 

policy briefs, individual briefings, 

participation in drafting 

committees and other such high-

profile opportunities. 

An annual listing of the key events 

and proposed contribution by 

GGGI will be kept up to date in the 

annual event calendar and posted 

on the website. 

Timeline: January 2018 

14 GGGI should recognize that 

some countries have 

Agree. Being actioned: GGGI is preparing a 

Resource Mobilization Action Plan for 
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greater potential to 

transition to green growth 

and should be given 

additional support and fast-

track status.  

In line with above 

recommendations regarding 

innovation and entrepreneurial 

behaviour, GGGI should 

recognize countries that meet 

the criteria for fast-track status 

and provide for additional 

resources through a global 

“challenge fund”.  

 

14.1 GGGI’s management 

recognizes that in cases where 

countries are leaders in green 

growth the organization could enter 

at the ‘right hand side’ of the value 

chain. 

There is a sound argument in 

allocating additional resources to 

countries with strong commitment 

to green growth, while GGGI will 

continue to engage with all Member 

countries and countries of 

operation.  

There is a strong interest to further 

explore the “Challenge fund” 

concept, whereby GGGI could 

make additional resources 

available for ‘fast track’ countries.  

In this way, lagging countries could 

see such additionality as an 

incentive to expedite their green 

growth agendas and Member 

countries that are ready for 

immediate implementation of 

the endorsement of the Management 

and Program Sub-Committee in April 

2018, which will look into short and 

long-term resource mobilization issues. 

This plan includes a proposal for trust 

fund, intended to serve as a challenge 

fund in support of countries that are 

prepared to take progressive and ‘fast-

tracked’ steps toward mainstreaming 

green growth solutions in their planning 

and investments.  

Update Sep 2020:  GGGI does not 

have the (core) resources to establish 

a Challenge Fund of any significant 

size on its own.  The ‘fast track’ 

concept is reflected in the country 

programming criteria, approved by the 

Council in Oct 2019, as one of the 

criteria includes impact potential – 

meaning that GGGI seeks to prioritise 

resources partly based on where it can 

make the biggest difference.  
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priority green growth activities can 

access resources. 

Timeline: April 2018 

15  GGGI should strengthen its 

Results Based 

Management with 

reference feedback 

mechanism from project 

monitoring and evaluation 

to project design. 

GGGI should systematically 

capture lessons learned 

during project implementation 

and feed these into future 

project design. Periodically 

these lessons should be 

synthesized into guidance 

notes for project cycle 

management. 

With increased attention to 

green investment and 

GGGI’s stated intention to not 

go beyond financial closure it 

is recommended that GGGI 

Agree. 

15.1 GGGI’s PCM Manual sets out 

the mandatory internal processes, 

quality standards and 

responsibilities for managing 

projects throughout each stage of 

the life cycle.  Implementation and 

review of projects is also governed 

by procedures in the PCM Manual 

relating to the monitoring, 

evaluation and reporting for all 

projects. 

GGGI is in the process of 

preparing an Evaluation Policy 

outlining our proposed approach 

to key issues such as governance 

arrangements, principles and 

standards, the types of evaluation 

products/services and 

implementation approaches, 

publishing and communication 

Being actioned: GGGI is in the 

process of revising its Program Cycle 

Management (PCM) policies and 

systems, with the aim of striking a 

better balance between staying 

focused on well targeted, measurable 

outcomes in the medium term, and 

flexibility to adapt to changed 

circumstances and new opportunities 

in the short term.  

As part of this revision, work will 

remain to be done to ensure the new 

PCM policies/systems closes the 

learning loop from implementation of 

past or ongoing projects to design of 

new ones.   

A dedicated evaluation unit (IEU) has 

now been operational for a year, and 4 

independent evaluations 

commissioned to date (1 completed at 

time of this update). This work is 
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enters into some form of 

agreement with project 

implementing agencies on 

monitoring and feedback of 

results during and after 

implementation. GGGI 

should seek agreement from 

project funding bodies that 

staff who are involved in 

investment project design 

preparation should be 

allowed to participate in 

supervision missions and/or 

post-evaluation missions as 

part of staff capacity building. 

This mechanism should be 

defined in GGGI’s Evaluation 

and Monitoring policy.  This 

may also include guidance for 

project, sectoral and thematic 

evaluations. 

activities and mechanisms to 

facilitate the implementation of 

recommendations.   

Timeline: End 2017 

 

beginning to generate a body of 

lessons from internal experience, that 

can be fed back into the design of new 

projects.  

In addition, IEU has commenced work 

to develop an internal evidence base 

on green growth, to make impact-

related lessons from outside GGGI 

more easily accessible within the 

organiation. 

Update Sep 2020:  As discussed 

verbally with Trond, GGGI has made 

significant progress on RBM since 

2017.  This includes: formally adopting 

a set of impact targets in Strategy 

2030; taking steps to measure and 

report against these, commencing as 

early as 2021; establishing an in-

house evaluation unit; introducing key 

innovations to how country program 

results are tracked/reported (i.e.: 

“impact pathways”).  

  15.2 The recommendation to 

include a mechanism for 

Being actioned: The success 

indicator for GGGI’s work on 
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monitoring and feedback of results 

of green investment beyond 

financial closure will be 

considered and management will 

undertake scoping analysis for a 

mechanism.  

Timeline: April 2018 

 

mobilizing finance by making projects 

bankable is “proven investor 

commitment”. GGGI is not engaged in 

projects until they reach financial 

closure, let alone project execution. 

This limits GGGI’s ability to monitor the 

results of green investment, but GGGI 

will nevertheless strive to, in as many 

instances as possible, find ways to 

stay involved in the project such that 

monitoring can be possible. Such a 

scoping report will be produced in April 

2018. 

Update Sep 2020:  Completed. GGGI 

now runs an annual process to follow 

up on the status of investments 

previously supported by GGGI, to 

track progress from “investment 

commitment” to “finance mobilized”.  

An evaluation by IEU in 2019 found 

that 2/3 ($357m) of investment 

commitment obtained with GGGI 

support had successfully progressed 

to financing. The remaining 1/3 was 

also progressing to that point. In short, 
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GGGI’s approach to mobilizing green 

finance is in fact working well. 

STRATEGIC PLAN 

16  Mid-term revision of 
Strategic Plan is 
recommended. 

Some of the areas identified 
for inclusion in the revision, 
inter alia, are: 

a) Incorporation of the 
proposed six additional 
outcomes; 

b) Inclusion of updated CRF 
and grandfathering of 
earlier CRF and existing 
project log frames; 

c) Intended role of TL; 

d) Impact statement reflects 
global ambition as in 
vision (beyond member 
countries); 

Agree.  

16.1 In the first draft revised 
Strategic Plan: six updated 
strategic outcomes have been 
included, the intended role of TL 
has been described and the 
direction and clarity on Strategic 
Engagement and partnerships has 
been strengthened. 

An updated CRF will be developed 
over the coming months and 
included in the final version of the 
revised Strategic Plan.  
Management agrees that the 
earlier CRF and existing project log 
frames should be grandfathered. 

The revision of the Impact 
Statement to reflect global ambition 
beyond Member countries makes 
sense and will be considered. 

 

Completed: The Refreshed Strategic 
Plan 2019- 2020 includes a clearer 
reference to the definition of policy vs 
investment project. 

Being actioned: Corporate Results 
Framework will be updated in the 
context of the new WPB 2019-2020, for 
Council approval in 2018.  

Update Sep 2020:  Completed. Most of 
these suggestions by the evaluators 
were incorporated into the Refreshed 
Strategic Plan 2015-20. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE  

July 2017 

STATUS OF MANAGEMENT 

RESPONSE  

February 2018 

e) Strengthen 
direction/clarity on 
partnership; and 

f) Differentiation of various 
aspects of 
implementation. 

 

 

The Strategic Plan will include a 
clearer definition of GGGI’s role in 
implementation on policy projects 
vs. investment (bankable) projects 
in the next revision of the Strategic 
Plan.  

Timeline: October 2017 

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

 
CoP:   Community of Practice 

CPFs:   Country Planning Frameworks  

CRF:   Corporate Results Framework 

CRs:   Country Representatives 

DG:   Director General 

GIS:   Green Investment Services 

GGGI:   Global Green Growth Institute 

GGPI:   Green Growth Planning and 
Implementation 

HoPs:   Head of Programs 

HNIs:   High Net Worth Individuals 

IPSD:   Investment and Policy Solutions Division 

IEU:   Impact and Evaluation Unit 

KPIs:   Key Performance Indicators 

KEPCO:  Korea Electric Power Corporation 

LDCs:   Least Developed Countries 

MICs:   Middle-Income Countries 

MOU:   Memorandum of Understating 

MPSC:   Management and Program Sub-
Committee  

NDRC:   National Development and Reform 
Commission 

NFVs:   National Financing Vehicles 

ODG:   Office of the Director General 

PCM:   Project Cycle Management 

RM:   Resource Mobilisation 
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SPC:   Strategy, Partnership and Communications 

TL:   Office of Thought Leadership 

UMICs:  Upper Middle-Income Countries 

WEF:   World Economic Forum 

WPB:   Work Program and Budget
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Annex 4. People interviewed 

 

First name Last name Position Institution/firm 

GGGI Headquarters 

Christopher Dickinson Head of Sustainable 
Landscapes 

GGGI (HQ) 

Warin Nitipaisalkul Head of Impact and 
Evaluation Unit 

GGGI (HQ) 

Gerry O’Donoghue Assistant Director General 
and Head of Operations 
Enabling Division 

GGGI (HQ) 

Susanne Pedersen Assistant Director General 
and Head of Investment 
and Policy Solutions 

GGGI (HQ) 

James Sheppard Head of Partnerships GGGI (HQ) 

Ingvild  Solvang Head of Climate Action 
and Inclusive 
Development Unit 

GGGI (HQ) 

Mahamadou Tounkara Director, Office of the 
Director General 

GGGI (HQ) 

Saki  Tuisolia Head of Strategy and 
Results 

GGGI (HQ) 

Colombia 

Santiago Aparicio Director Directorate of Environment 
and Sustainable 
Development, National 
Department of Planning 

Silvia Calderon Project Management 
Specialist, former National 
Dir of Environment  

Currently USAID, formerly 
National Department of 
Planning 

Carolina Jaramillo Country Representative  GGGI 

Tatiana Mendoza 
Salamanca 

Advisor on Climate and 
Forests 

Royal Norwegian 
Embassy 

David Olarte Chief of International 
Relations 

Ministry of Environment 
and Sustainable 
Development 

Camilo Ortega Senior Country Officer GGGI 

Aura Robayo 
Castañeda 

Advisor on Climate and 
Forests 

Royal Norwegian 
Embassy 

Clara Leticia Serrano 
Castillo 

Executive Director Association for the 
Development of Orinoquia 
(ASORINOQUIA), private 
s.  

Peru 

José L. Capella Director, Forests and 
Ecosystems Services 
Program 

Peruvian Society for 
Environmental Legislation 
– SPDA 
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Aaron Drayer Country Representative  GGGI 

Alexis 
Miguel 

Echevarría Coordinator of NDC 
processes 

General Directorate of 
Climate Change and 
Desertification – 
(DGCCD), Ministry of 
Environment 

Manuel 
Enrique 

Garcia-
Rosell 
Rodriguez 

Technical Specialist  Directorate of GHG 
mitigation, DGCCD, 
Ministry of Environment 

Daniela Pogliani Regional Manager for 
Latin America 

ICRAF 

Milagros Sandoval 
Diaz 

Director Directorate of GHG 
mitigation, DGCCD, 
Ministry of Environment 

Indonesia 

Fakhrul Aufa Head of Business 
Development and 
Strategic Partnership 

Sarana Multi Infrastruktur 
(PT SMI) 

Dayu Nirma Amurwanti Program Advisor Royal Norwegian 
Embassy 

Rizaldi Boer Director / Professor Centre for Climate Risk 
and Opportunity Mgmt in 
SE Asia Pacific 

Puti Faraniza Project Development 
Advisor 

Sarana Multi Infrastruktur 
(PT SMI) 

Marianne Johansen Counselor Royal Norwegian 
Embassy 

Robert  Maass Deputy Country 
Representative 

GGGI 

Efrian Muharron Environmental Specialist World Bank 

Juliarta Ottay Program and Policy 
Advisor 

Rainforest Foundation 
Norway (RFN) 

Dudi Rulliadi Indonesia’s NDA for GCF Center for Climate 
Finance and Multilateral 
Policy 

Marcel Silvius Country Representative GGGI 

Budi Wardhana Deputy for Planning and 
Cooperation 

Peatland Restoration 
Agency 

Arief Wijaya Senior Manager - Forests, 
Climate and the Oceans  

World Resources Institute 
(WRI) 

Norway 

Anne Seim-
Haugen 

Audit Contact Point for 
GGGI 

Norad 

John Erik Prydz Senior Advisor Ministry of Climate and 
Environment 

Marianne Skaiaa Senior Advisor, Results 
Management Section 

Norad 
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Ingelin Årseth 
Ladsten 

Senior Advisor, Section 
for Climate, Forest and 
Green Economy 

Norad 

Australia 

Peter Elder Acting Assistant 
Secretary, Economic 
Growth and Sustainability 
Division 

Department of Foreign 
Affairs and Trade (DFAT) 

Denmark 

Tine Anbæk Chefkonsulent, Grønt 
Diplomati / GDI 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
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Annex 5: Documents reviewed 

  
Agreement on the Establishment of the 
GGGI: http://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2017/10/Agreement-on-the-Establishment-of-the-
GGGI.pdf  

Country Programs and Business Plans for Colombia, Peru and Indonesia 

Grants from NICFI [Grant Scheme Rules], https://www.regjeringen.no/en/topics/climate-
and-environment/climate/climate-and-forest-initiative/kos-innsikt/tilskudd-fra-klima--og-
skoginitiativet/id2565438/ 

DFID Annual Review 2019 (Feb 2020), https://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/projects/GB-1-
204248/documents 

Draft summary of the 12th MPSC meeting (July 2020)  

Independent Evaluation of Colombia-GGGI Green Growth Program 2017-2019 (Mancala 
Consultores) 

Independent Evaluation of the Global Green Growth Institute’s Progress against the 
Strategic Plan 2015-2020 (2017), https://gggi.org/results-evaluation/evaluations/ 

Evaluation of GGGI’s Green Investment Services, https://gggi.org/results-
evaluation/evaluations/ 

Evaluation of Mongolia using the “impact pathway” 
framework  https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2019/12/Mongolia-IPR-Main-report-final.pdf 

Follow-up of strategic plan evaluation – update 2018 and Sept 2020. Update 2018: 
https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2018/04/Follow-up-of-Strategic-Plan-evaluation-Final-
.pdf   

GGGI Recent evaluations and Past Joint Donor Reviews – 2015 and 
2013, https://gggi.org/results-evaluation/evaluations/ 

GGGI Regulations, Policies, and Guidance Notes, https://gggi.org/policy-documents/    

GGGI Risk Management Framework, https://gggi.org/risk-management-framework/  

GGGI Roadmap 2021-2025 (draft; final version will be adopted by Assembly/Council end 
of October 2020) 

GGGI Strategy 2030, https://gggi.org/gggis-strategy-2030/ 

GGGI, 2016. GGGI Annual Report 2016, 
https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2017/06/GGGI_annual_report_2016-1.pdf 

GGGI, 2017. Evaluation Policy https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2017/11/GGGI-
Evaluation-Rules-version-1.0.pdf 

GGGI, 2019a. Greening Urban Planning & Growth: Annual Report 2019, 
https://report.gggi.org/2019/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/20027_Annual_Report_2019-
FINAL_v05_JM_fullreport_Web.pdf  

GGGI, 2019b. Independent evaluation of the Peru country 
programme https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2019/03/GGGI-Peru-Evaluation-
Report_full-report.pdf 

http://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2017/10/Agreement-on-the-Establishment-of-the-GGGI.pdf
http://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2017/10/Agreement-on-the-Establishment-of-the-GGGI.pdf
https://www.regjeringen.no/en/topics/climate-and-environment/climate/climate-and-forest-initiative/kos-innsikt/tilskudd-fra-klima--og-skoginitiativet/id2565438/
https://www.regjeringen.no/en/topics/climate-and-environment/climate/climate-and-forest-initiative/kos-innsikt/tilskudd-fra-klima--og-skoginitiativet/id2565438/
https://www.regjeringen.no/en/topics/climate-and-environment/climate/climate-and-forest-initiative/kos-innsikt/tilskudd-fra-klima--og-skoginitiativet/id2565438/
https://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/projects/GB-1-204248/documents
https://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/projects/GB-1-204248/documents
https://apc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgggi.org%2Fresults-evaluation%2Fevaluations%2F&data=01%7C01%7Cjames.sheppard%40gggi.org%7Cf1f7c859760e4305b4f208d834adc7aa%7Cee5f3549e4804cf795af5105528fc786%7C0&sdata=TniArIuPzZSpZUKfPwQbixI4Wrn9z8p6Do18R2Y3UcU%3D&reserved=0
https://gggi.org/results-evaluation/evaluations/
https://gggi.org/results-evaluation/evaluations/
https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2019/12/Mongolia-IPR-Main-report-final.pdf
https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2018/04/Follow-up-of-Strategic-Plan-evaluation-Final-.pdf
https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2018/04/Follow-up-of-Strategic-Plan-evaluation-Final-.pdf
https://gggi.org/results-evaluation/evaluations/
https://gggi.org/policy-documents/
https://gggi.org/risk-management-framework/
https://apc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgggi.org%2Fgggis-strategy-2030%2F&data=01%7C01%7Cjames.sheppard%40gggi.org%7Cf1f7c859760e4305b4f208d834adc7aa%7Cee5f3549e4804cf795af5105528fc786%7C0&sdata=NVbIru3C6z24bVj5dCRD7HrkGkTOxZv486pcGfZ2u2Y%3D&reserved=0
https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2017/06/GGGI_annual_report_2016-1.pdf
https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2017/11/GGGI-Evaluation-Rules-version-1.0.pdf
https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2017/11/GGGI-Evaluation-Rules-version-1.0.pdf
https://report.gggi.org/2019/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/20027_Annual_Report_2019-FINAL_v05_JM_fullreport_Web.pdf
https://report.gggi.org/2019/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/20027_Annual_Report_2019-FINAL_v05_JM_fullreport_Web.pdf
https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2019/03/GGGI-Peru-Evaluation-Report_full-report.pdf
https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2019/03/GGGI-Peru-Evaluation-Report_full-report.pdf
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GGGI, 2019c. Sessional documents of GGGI from the 8th Session of the Assembly and 
12th Session of the Council: https://gggi.org/session/assembly8_council12/  

GGGI, 2019d. Summary of 8th Assembly and 12th Council (October 2019): 
https://gggi.org/gggis-8th-session-of-the-assembly-and-12th-session-of-the-council/ 

GGGI, 2019e. Annual report 2019, https://report.gggi.org/2019/ 

GGGI, 2019f. Financial Statements 2019: https://report.gggi.org/2019/wp-
content/uploads/2020/04/GGGI_Annual-Report_2019_financial_statements.pdf 

GGGI, 2020a. 12th Management and Program Sub-Committee meeting (July 2020)│E-
Consultations and Virtual Meeting 

GGGI, 2020b. Evaluation Approach Paper - Sustainable Landscapes (July 2020). 15 pp.  

GGGI, 2020c. Summary of 11th Management and Program Sub-Committee meeting (April 
2020): https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2020/06/Summary-of-the-Eleventh-Meeting-of-
the-MPSC_FINAL.pdf 

GGGI, 2020d. Annual Evaluation Workplan 
2020 https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2020/01/GGGI-Annual-Evaluation-Workplan-
2020.pdf 

GGGI, 2020e. Work Program and Budget 2021-2022 (Final Draft) 

GGGI, 2020f, Can GGGI Weather the COVID-19 Storm and Support its Members in 
Greening Recovery? DG Progress Report to MPSC. April 2020: 
https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2020/04/DG-Progress-Report_FINAL-V1.pdf     

GGGI’s Approach to Results Based Management: https://report.gggi.org/2018/approach-
to-results-based-management/ 

Green Investment Services evaluation https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2020/03/GGGI-
Green-Investments_Main-Evaluation-Report_FINAL.pdf 

Haaskjold, H., Andersen, B.S.; Lædre, O.; Aarseth, W. 2019. ‘Factors affecting transaction 
costs and collaboration in projects’, p. 3, in International Journal of Managing Projects in 
Business. NTNU, Trondheim, Norway.  

Impact Pathway Review: Mongolia Program, pp. 20-21, GGGI Impact & Evaluation Unit, 
2019: https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2019/12/Mongolia-IPR-Main-report-final.pdf 

Impact Pathway Review: Viet Nam Program, GGGI Impact & Evaluation Unit, 2020: 
https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2020/09/Vietnam-IPR-Key-findings-and-
recommendations.pdf  

Norwegian agreements with GGGI (Core support, Indonesia, Colombia, Peru, Article 6) 

Recent paper to MPSC on how GGGI is scaling up use of the impact pathway framework 

Review of GGGI Programme in Indonesia (2012-2017), LTS International for Norad, 2018. 

Scanteam AS 2019. Report to Norad: Organizational review of Organización de los 
Pueblos Indígenas de la Amazonía Colombiana (OPIAC), Colombia.  

https://apc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fgggi.org%2Fsession%2Fassembly8_council12%2F&data=01%7C01%7Cjames.sheppard%40gggi.org%7Cf1f7c859760e4305b4f208d834adc7aa%7Cee5f3549e4804cf795af5105528fc786%7C0&sdata=pcuhWYo%2FIlxuVnJGgrRCmg26BQdyS8QuTpjeLR1QN9M%3D&reserved=0
https://gggi.org/gggis-8th-session-of-the-assembly-and-12th-session-of-the-council/
https://report.gggi.org/2019/
https://report.gggi.org/2019/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/GGGI_Annual-Report_2019_financial_statements.pdf
https://report.gggi.org/2019/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/GGGI_Annual-Report_2019_financial_statements.pdf
https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2020/06/Summary-of-the-Eleventh-Meeting-of-the-MPSC_FINAL.pdf
https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2020/06/Summary-of-the-Eleventh-Meeting-of-the-MPSC_FINAL.pdf
https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2020/01/GGGI-Annual-Evaluation-Workplan-2020.pdf
https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2020/01/GGGI-Annual-Evaluation-Workplan-2020.pdf
https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2020/04/DG-Progress-Report_FINAL-V1.pdf
https://report.gggi.org/2018/approach-to-results-based-management/
https://report.gggi.org/2018/approach-to-results-based-management/
https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2020/03/GGGI-Green-Investments_Main-Evaluation-Report_FINAL.pdf
https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2020/03/GGGI-Green-Investments_Main-Evaluation-Report_FINAL.pdf
https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2019/12/Mongolia-IPR-Main-report-final.pdf
https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2020/09/Vietnam-IPR-Key-findings-and-recommendations.pdf
https://gggi.org/site/assets/uploads/2020/09/Vietnam-IPR-Key-findings-and-recommendations.pdf


 

 

 


