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Summary of the 23rd Meeting of the
Management and Program Sub-Committee

Part I. E-Consultations

Item 1. Draft Work Program and Budget 2027-2028 (Part 1)

1.

The Republic of Korea (ROK) welcomed the alignment of the Work Program and Budget
2027-2028 with Strategy 2030 and the updated Corporate Results Framework (CRF) 2026-
2030, and supported the focus on consolidation, delivery quality, and operational effectiveness.
The Secretariat expressed appreciation for the support, and reiterated that Management
remains committed to ensuring that strategic ambition is matched by capacity, resources, and
country demand through a coherent results-oriented framework.

The ROK emphasized the importance of prudent financial management and rebuilding reserve
levels over time. The Secretariat agreed and noted that any future operating surpluses would
be used, where possible, to gradually restore reserve levels toward the recommended
benchmark.

Australia and Norway sought clarification on how the WPB’s focus on consolidation would be
operationalized in practice, including the implications for prioritization, trade-offs, and
organizational growth in the current funding environment. The Secretariat noted that
consolidation does not imply the reduction or discontinuation of specific activities, but reflects
a more moderate growth trajectory, while emphasizing the continued centrality of country
programs to GGGI’s operating model. The Secretariat highlighted the role of the revised
Country Planning Frameworks in aligning country ambitions with delivery capacity, available
resources, and Strategy 2030, and noted that consolidation should not preclude continued
innovation and the development of new service offerings.

Item 2. Corporate Results Framework 20262030 (Part 1)

4,

S.

Australia welcomed the strengthened, outcome-oriented architecture of the CRF and sought
clarification on how GGGI would ensure credible attribution of finance mobilization results
while avoiding over-claiming. The Secretariat noted that finance mobilization reporting is
governed by the Sustainable Finance and Investment Results Guidelines, which include
safeguards relating to additionality, causality, evidence, verification, and post-mobilization
tracking.

Norway welcomed the alignment of the CRF with Strategy 2030 and the incorporation of
lessons from the Mid-Term Evaluation and internal consultations.
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Item 3. Update on Host Country Agreements (Part 1)

6.

Australia sought clarification on how GGGI is managing operational, legal, reputational, and
staff security risks in countries where HCAs remain unresolved. The Secretariat noted that it
is taking a risk-based and country-specific approach, including regular risk assessments,
engagement with government counterparts, interim operational arrangements where necessary,
and continued follow-up through diplomatic and senior-level channels to advance outstanding
HCAs.

The ROK welcomed the progress made in concluding HCAs and encouraged Member States
to accelerate their HCA procedures. Korea also sought clarification on the closure of the
Hungary country office, to which the Secretariat explained that the decision was driven by
portfolio and operational considerations, including the scale of activities and future project
pipeline, rather than Hungary’s HCA status.

Item 4. Review of Country Office Operations in Light of the Status of HCAs (Part 1)

8.

10.

The ROK clarified that it is not calling for the immediate closure of country offices but rather,
where operations are to be scaled down to a project-based modality, a phase-out process should
be pursued. The ROK further emphasized that the two-year grace period provided under
Council Decision [C/2024/DC/7] should be respected and indicated that it would be difficult
to support any further extension. The Secretariat noted that it is broadly aligned with this
interpretation and reiterated that the Council decision provides for a transition from program
operations to project operations, rather than the automatic closure of country offices.

The ROK requested clarification as to whether Tier 3 countries should be understood as
countries where the transition to a project-based modality would entail the withdrawal of
country offices. The Secretariat clarified that Tier 3 would refer to countries that have
transitioned from program operations to project operations pursuant to Council Decision
C/2024/DC/7, while noting that any implications for country office presence would need to be
assessed on a case-by-case basis. The Secretariat further indicated that additional analysis will
be presented to the Council in October.

Australia and ROK sought clarification on how the proposed Transitional Country Program
(Tier 2) would remain time-bound and avoid weakening incentives to conclude HCAs by the
December 2026 deadline. The Secretariat clarified that the arrangement is intended to be
temporary, applied on a case-by-case basis, and implemented in phases, with an indicative
transition period of up to two years currently under consideration. The Secretariat also clarified
that Tier 2 does not substitute for meeting the HCA requirements

Item 5. Update on the New Frontier Group

1.

Australia, welcoming the proposed restructuring of the NFG into differentiated sub-groups,
inquired about the consistency of governance-linked benefits with existing governance
arrangements. The Secretariat noted that the GGGI Establishment Agreement already provides
for the participation of five Expert/Non-State Actors as Council Members, and clarified that
the proposal does not create new governance rights for non-Members, but rather explore
opportunities for more systematic engagement within existing governance arrangements,
subject to Members’ guidance and any approvals required by the Council.
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12.

13.

The ROK sought clarification on whether observer participation in Assembly and Council
meetings would be subject to separate eligibility criteria or minimum financial contribution
thresholds. The Secretariat clarified that observer participation is governed by the Assembly-
approved Criteria for Observers of Governance Organs [A/2016/DC/4] rather than by
contribution levels, while noting that the current observer framework may warrant review in
light of GGGI’s evolving governance structure and stakeholder engagement modalities.

Norway welcomed the accession of Pohang City as the first NFG member and expressed
support for efforts to reduce barriers to NFG entry and better align the structure with partner
expectations. The Secretariat expressed appreciation and indicated that revised Terms of
Reference for the NFG would be submitted to the Council for review and approval.

Item 6. Update on Carbon Transaction Facility

14.

15.

Australia, Norway, and the ROK welcomed the continued progress of the Carbon Transaction
Facility (CTF), including the scaling of its activities, strengthened risk management
arrangements, support for Article 6 implementation, the development of mitigation activity
pipelines, the conclusion of the MOPA between Zambia and Norway, and the mobilization of
additional contributions to the Readiness Facility. Members recognized GGGI's growing
leadership and comparative advantage in carbon markets and Article 6, and emphasized the
importance of continued delivery, international cooperation, knowledge sharing, and
coordination with other organizations. The Secretariat expressed its appreciation for Members'
support and reaffirmed its commitment to supporting partner countries while promoting
collaboration and avoiding duplication across the evolving Article 6 landscape.

Norway congratulated GGGI on securing new contributions from the United Kingdom and
Singapore, noting that these contributions reflect GGGI’s strong results, responsiveness to
Member priorities, and ability to adapt to a changing global climate landscape. The Secretariat
expressed its appreciation for Norway’s recognition and support.

Item 7. Terms of Reference for the Evaluation of Just and Inclusive Energy Transition

16.

17.

Australia welcomed the evaluation’s focus on learning, contribution, and GGGI's comparative
niche, and sought clarification on how the evaluation would assess the durability of results
beyond initial outputs. The Secretariat noted that GGGI’s results framework captures not only
outputs, but also intermediate outcomes, including policies adopted and investment
commitments secured, supported by follow-up implementation data. The Secretariat further
noted that the evaluation would draw on multiple sources of evidence and place particular
emphasis on earlier outcomes where sufficient time has elapsed to assess implementation
progress, downstream effects, and durability.

The ROK welcomed the launch of the JIET thematic evaluation and emphasized the
importance of assessing GGGI’s comparative advantage and strategic positioning to strengthen
the focus, effectiveness, and resource mobilization potential of its thematic portfolios. The
Secretariat took note of these observations.
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Item 8. Upcoming Elections of Members to Governance Organs

18.

19.

Australia welcomed the structured approach to the proposed governance organ elections and
sought clarification on how regional balance, Member representation, and continuity of
expertise would be reflected in the final composition. The Secretariat noted the importance of
maintaining a balanced governance structure, while emphasizing that elections and
appointments are ultimately Member-driven processes conducted in accordance with the
Establishment Agreement and relevant Rules of Procedure.

Norway inquired whether there had been any expressions of interest or potential candidates
identified to succeed President and Chair Ban Ki-moon. The Secretariat noted that preliminary
discussions had taken place with some Members following the circulation of the election notice,
but that no formal nominations had been received to date. The Secretariat further indicated that
Members would be kept informed as the process develops and potential nominations become
clearer.

Item 9. Update on Global Green Growth Week 2026 and 15th Session of the Assembly and

20.

19th Session of the Council (Joint Session)

Members took note of the update, and the ROK suggested that the review of country office
operations be included as an agenda item for the upcoming Assembly and Council meetings.
The Secretariat responded that the agenda would be included in the Joint Session e-
consultations, together with further analysis and recommendations.
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Part II. Hybrid Meeting

Agenda 1. Opening of the Meeting and Adoption of the Agenda

21. The Hybrid Meeting of the 23rd MPSC Meeting was chaired by Mr. Billy Katontoka, National
Coordinator from the Ministry for Green Economy and Environment from Zambia. Members
that participated include the MPSC Members of Norway, the Republic of Korea (ROK), and
Zambia. Observing Member States included Algeria, Burkina Faso, Cambodia, Colombia, Costa
Rica, Ecuador, Jordan, Kenya, Mexico, Pakistan, and Philippines. 0 provides the full list of
participants and Annex 2 provides the list of sessional documents.

22. Members of the MPSC adopted the Provisional Agenda as outlined in Annex 3.

Agenda 2. Summary and Discussions on the E-Consultations Items

23. The Deputy Executive Director and Head of the Directorate of Green Finance and Corporate
Services Directorate (DED-DFCS) provided the summary of the e-consultations as provided
in Part [ of this document. Annex 4 provides the complete set of e-consultation questions from
Member States and corresponding responses from the GGGI Secretariat).

24. Norway welcomed GGGI’s continued focus on its mandate countries and on supporting the
sustainable growth of Least Developed Countries (LDCs) and Small Island Developing States
(SIDS). In response, the DED-GFCS confirmed that GGGI remains fully aligned with this
view and will continue to focus on its mandate countries, LDCs and SIDS, and areas where
GGAQGI has a clear comparative advantage.

25. The ROK underscored the importance of efficient management of GGGI’s budget, including
Core resources, to enhance organizational efficiency. The ROK reiterated its support for
strengthening GGGI’s research and policy advisory work, including through the Center for
Thought Leadership (CTL).

26. Members also supported the Secretariat’s proposed direction for the New Frontier Group (NFG)
and noted the upcoming updates regarding NFG Members’ possible participation in GGGI’s
governance organs.

27. Members of the MPSC took note of the update on Carbon Transaction Facility; terms of
reference for the evaluation of Just and Inclusive Energy Transition; upcoming elections of
members to governance organs; and update on Global Green Growth Week 2026 and 15th
session of the Assembly and 19th session of the Council [MPSC/2026/24].

28. Furthermore, Members of the MPSC took note of the proposed operational structure of the
New Frontier Group for Council’s consideration and approval [MPSC/2026/19].

Agenda 3. Update on 2026 Operational Budget

29. The Director of Finance presented an update on the 2026 Operational Budget, noting that the
budget projects income and expenditure of USD 141 million, representing a balanced
(breakeven) budget. The Director highlighted continued growth in both revenue and
expenditure compared to 2025, driven primarily by an increase in project- and program-
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30.

31.

earmarked activities. While GGGI projects no operating surplus in 2026 and reserve levels are
expected to remain below the recommended benchmark, the organization maintains a strong
cash position and a substantial portfolio of unspent earmarked contracts, reflecting overall
financial resilience despite the challenging global funding environment.

Norway, noting the challenging funding context, encouraged GGGI to undertake careful
financial planning in order to rebuild its reserve levels. The ROK echoed Norway’s comments,
noting that, as the projected number of reserve days remains below the recommended
benchmark, prudent financial management is essential to ensure financial soundness and
institutional stability, and encouraged GGGI to accumulate operating surpluses to gradually
increase its reserves. The Secretariat acknowledged Members’ comments and agreed on the
importance of prudent financial management.

Members of the MPSC took note of the updates on GGGI’s 2026 Operational Budget
[MPSC/2026/25].

Agenda 4. Draft Work Program and Budget 2027-2028 (Part 2)

32.

33.

34.

The Senior Strategy Officer presented the Draft Work Program and Budget (WPB) 20272028,
outlining the proposed strategic priorities, expected results, and resource framework for the
biennium. The presentation highlighted the continued alignment of the WPB with Strategy
2030, the Corporate Results Framework, and GGGI's strategic priorities.

Norway welcomed the strong alignment of the Draft WPB with Strategy 2030 and its
coherence with GGGI's operational planning. Norway reiterated the importance of
strengthening reserve levels and financial resilience, welcomed the continued prioritization of
carbon finance, recognizing GGGI's well-established expertise in this area and emphasized
GGGT's strong country presence, local expertise, and long-term relationships with Member
governments as key institutional strengths. Norway also underscored the importance of robust
risk management systems and proactive risk mitigation. In response, the Secretariat thanked
Norway for its constructive comments and confirmed that Members' feedback would be
reflected, as appropriate, in the final draft of the WPB.

Members of the MPSC endorsed the draft Work Program and Budget 2027—2028 to be
presented to the Council for approval in October 2026 [MPSC/2026/15].

Agenda 5. Corporate Results Framework 2026-2030 (Part 2)

35.

36.

The Senior Results Officer presented the Corporate Results Framework (CRF) 2026-2030,
noting that the updated framework is aligned with Strategy 2030 and designed to strengthen
outcome-oriented reporting, improve data quality, simplify reporting processes, and support
organizational learning and accountability.

Members sought clarification on whether the MPSC was expected to endorse the CRF at the
present meeting or whether a further opportunity for endorsement would be provided prior to
Council consideration. The Secretariat clarified that MPSC endorsement was sought at the
present meeting, with Council approval to be sought in July, in order to enable rollout of the
updated CRF in the second half of 2026. Norway, the ROK, and Zambia expressed their
support for forwarding the CRF to the Council for approval.
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37. Members of the MPSC took note of and endorsed the CRF 2026—2030 for submission to the
Council for approval [MPSC/2026/16].

Agenda 6. Update on Host Country Agreements (Part 2)

38. The Deputy Executive Director and Head of the Directorate for Green Growth Implementation
presented an update on the status of Host Country Agreements (HCAs), including progress on
the ratification of signed agreements and ongoing efforts to conclude additional HCAs.

39. Zambia welcomed the progress made on HCAs, noting that GGGI's greatest strength lies in its
Member States. Zambia commended the Secretariat for its efforts, described the progress as
encouraging, and expressed its support for the continued advancement of the remaining HCAs
in the pipeline.

40. Members of the MPSC took note of the updates on the HCA [MPSC/2026/17].

Agenda 7. Review of Country Office Operations in Light of the Status of HCAs (Part 2)

41. The Deputy Executive Director and Head of the Directorate for Green Growth Implementation
presented the Secretariat’s review of country office operations in countries without an effective
HCA, including the proposed three-tier framework for country operations to support the
implementation of Council Decision [C/2024/DC/7].

42. The ROK understood that Council Decision [C/2024/DC/7] does not prescribe the closure of
country offices but noted that the withdrawal of program operations may naturally entail
operational adjustments. The ROK encouraged the Secretariat to continue reviewing country
operations to ensure that GGGI's field presence remains aligned with programmatic needs,
operational requirements, and the efficient use of resources. Norway welcomed the
Secretariat's risk-based, country-specific approach and supported a gradual, case-by-case
transition from program to project operations in countries without an effective HCA by the end
0f 2026. In response, the Secretariat thanked Members for their comments and confirmed that
it would undertake a thorough case-by-case review, maintain engagement with countries
throughout any transition, and present more detailed analysis and options to the Council later
in the year.

43. The ROK welcomed the Secretariat’s plan to present further analysis and options to the Council
and expressed its willingness to engage with the Secretariat before the Council session. The
Secretariat welcomed the ROK’s offer and confirmed that it would continue consultations as it
further develops its analysis and recommendations before the Council.

44, Members of the MPSC took note of the analysis and proposed approach [MPSC/2026/18].

Agenda 8. Update on Gender Equality and Social Inclusion

45. The Senior Officer for Gender, Conflict Management, and Social Development provided an
update on Gender and Social Inclusion, including the Gender Equality and Social Inclusion
(GESI) Strategy 2026-2030.


https://gggi.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/MPSC202616_Item-2-and-Agenda-5-Corporate-Results-Framework-2026%E2%80%932030.pdf
https://gggi.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/MPSC202617_Item-3-and-Agenda-6-HCA-Updates.pdf
https://gggi.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/C2024DC7-Decision-on-Host-Country-Agreements-and-Country-Programming.pdf
https://gggi.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/C2024DC7-Decision-on-Host-Country-Agreements-and-Country-Programming.pdf
https://gggi.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/MPSC202618_Item-4-and-Agenda-7-Country-Office-Operations-Review.pdf

For Official Use MPSC/2026/27

46. Norway welcomed the updated GESI Strategy and its alignment with Strategy 2030 and the
Corporate Results Framework, noting that it would help ensure that gender equality and social
inclusion are systematically integrated across GGGI's operations.

47. Members of the MPSC took note of the updates on Gender Equality and Social Inclusion and
the draft GESI Strategy 2026-2030 [MPSC/2026/26].

Agenda 9. Any Other Business
48. No other business items were raised.
Agenda 10. Closing of the Meeting

49. MPSC Members noted that the 15th Session of the Assembly and 19th Session of the Council
(Joint Session) will take place on October 30, 2026.

50. The Chair adjourned the meeting.

/End/
Annex
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2. List of Meeting Documents
3. Agenda of the Meeting
4. Full List of Questions/Comments from Delegates and Responses from GGGI
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Colombia
- Mr. Andres Rincon, First Secretary, Ministry of Foreign Affairs
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Annex 2. List of Meeting Documents
Title No.
Provisional Agenda MPSC/2026/AG/2
Draft Work Program and Budget 2027-2028 MPSC/2026/15
Corporate Results Framework 2026-2030 MPSC/2026/16
Update on Host Country Agreements MPSC/2026/17
Review of Country Office Operations in Light of the Status of HCAs MPSC/2026/18
Update on the New Frontier Group MPSC/2026/19
Update on Carbon Transaction Facility MPSC/2026/20
Terms of Reference for the Evaluation of Just and Inclusive Energy Transition MPSC/2026/21
Upcoming Elections of Members to Governance Organs MPSC/2026/22
Update on Global Green Growth Week 2026 and 15th Session of the Assembly | MPSC/2026/23
and 19th Session of the Council (Joint Session)
Summary and Discussions on the E-Consultations Items MPSC/2026/24
Update on 2026 Operational Budget MPSC/2026/25
Update on GGGI’s Environmental and Social Safeguards MPSC/2026/26

Documents available for download at:
https://gggi.org/session/mpsc23/

Password: 23mpsc2026
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Annex 3. Agenda of the Meeting

Agenda for the 23rd Meeting of the
Management and Program Sub-Committee

E-Consultations — June 11-19, 2026

E-Consultations Items
Draft Work Program and Budget 2027-2028 (Part 1)
Corporate Results Framework 2026-2030 (Part 1)
Update on Host Country Agreements (Part 1)
Review of Country Office Operations in Light of the Status of HCAs (Part 1)
Update on the New Frontier Group
Update on Carbon Transaction Facility
Terms of Reference for the Evaluation of Just and Inclusive Energy Transition
Upcoming Elections of Members to Governance Organs

Update on Global Green Growth Week 2026 and 15th Session of the Assembly and 19th Session
of the Council (Joint Session)

el el el Fal Rl Pl ol I o

Hybrid Meeting — June 25, 2026

Time (KST) Meeting Agenda
16:00-16:05 1. Opening of the Meeting and Adoption of the Agenda
16:05-16:30 2.  Summary and Discussions on the E-Consultations Items
16:30-16:50 3. Update on 2026 Operational Budget

16:50-17:10 4. Draft Work Program and Budget 2027-2028 (Part 2)

17:10-17:20 Break

17:20-17:40 5. Corporate Results Framework 2026-2030 (Part 2)
17:40-18:00 6. Update on Host Country Agreements (Part 2)
18:00-18:20 7. Review of Country Office Operations in Light of the Status of HCAs (Part 2)
18:20-18:40 8. Update on Gender and Social Inclusion
18:40-19:00 9. Any Other Business
19:00 10. Closing of the Meeting
Seoul Oslo Lusaka Dakar
16:00—19:00 09:00-12:00 09:00-12:00 07:00-10:00
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Annex 4. Full List of Questions/Comments from Delegates and Responses from GGGI

1. Draft Work Program and Budget 20272028 (Part 1)

Questions/Comments from Delegates Responses from GGGI

Australia

Australia supports the continued emphasis on strategic
alignment and planning realism and welcomes the clearer
presentation of Base and Plus scenarios. However, it remains
unclear how prioritisation trade-offs will be made explicit
where scenarios diverge, particularly given some Plus
scenario funding is not expected to fully materialise. How
will management articulate which activities or engagements
are scaled, deferred, or prioritised under the Base scenario?

Thank you for acknowledging the emphasis on strategic alignment and planning
realism of the updated WPB process.

As a reminder:

e The Base Scenario reflects committed and near-certain resources
available during the biennium, including signed agreements and grant
agreements currently at an advanced stage of negotiation.

e The Plus Scenario includes additional funding opportunities currently
under active development, such as proposals under discussion with
donors and other resource mobilization opportunities that have a
reasonable likelihood of success. It provides an indication of the
potential funding envelope available should these opportunities
materialize.

The two scenarios do not represent different strategic priorities or levels of core
institutional capacity. Both scenarios assume the same level of Core funding.
The difference between the scenarios relates to the volume of earmarked
resources that may become available during the biennium.

As a result, the Base and Plus scenarios should not be interpreted as alternative
sets of activities requiring trade-offs or reprioritization. If some Plus Scenario
resources do not materialize, the impact would be on the scale of additional
earmarked activities that could be undertaken, rather than requiring reductions
to activities already planned under the Base Scenario. Prioritization under the
Base Scenario will continue to be guided by country demand, strategic
alignment with the CRF, and delivery commitments under existing agreements.

Korea

The Republic of Korea welcomes that the WPB 2027-2028
is developed in alignment with Strategy 2030 and in
conjunction with the update of the CRF 2026-2030. We
expect that this approach will further strengthen the linkages
among strategic planning, budgeting, implementation,

We appreciate the Republic of Korea's recognition of the efforts to strengthen
alignment between Strategy 2030, the CRF 20262030, and the WPB 2027-
2028. Management deliberately developed the WPB, CRF, and updated Country
Planning Frameworks in parallel to ensure greater coherence across strategic
planning, resource allocation, implementation, monitoring, and reporting.
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Questions/Comments from Delegates Responses from GGGI

monitoring, and reporting, thereby contributing to a more
coherent and results-oriented operating framework.

MPSC/2026/27

This integrated approach is intended to strengthen institutional alignment while
ensuring that ambition is matched with delivery capacity, available resources,
and country demand. Together, these frameworks provide a clearer line of sight
from Strategy 2030 priorities to country-level implementation and
organizational results, supporting a more coherent, realistic, and results-oriented
operating model.

Korea also supports the proposed focus of the WPB 2027—
2028 on consolidation, delivery quality, operational
effectiveness over the next biennium. In light of the recent
internal and external environment, we believe it is important
to place greater emphasis not on quantitative expansion, but
on strengthening the strategic alignment, implementation
capacity, and results management of the existing portfolio.

We appreciate and welcome the Republic of Korea’s support for the WPB’s
focus on consolidation, delivery quality, and operational effectiveness.

Korea further expects GGGI to make active use of the CTL,
established as a strategic think tank, to more effectively
advance the dissemination of green growth, which is one of
the organization’s core objectives. We hope that the CTL will
support Member and partner countries in the formulation
and implementation of green growth policies through
applied research, strategic foresight, knowledge leadership,
and policy discourse, while also contributing to
strengthening GGGI’s comparative advantage and
international standing.

We acknowledge and share the Republic of Korea’s remarks about the
importance of CTL in the formulation and implementation of green growth
policies through applied research, strategic foresight, knowledge leadership, and
policy discourse.

From a financial perspective, as the projected number of
reserve days appears to be below the recommended
benchmark, Korea considers it important for GGGI to
continue prudent financial management in order to ensure
financial soundness and institutional stability. We also
encourage GGGI, where possible, to accumulate operating
surpluses and gradually restore its reserve level.

We agree that prudent financial management is paramount at this time for
financial soundness and institutional stability. Should there be room for an
operating surplus, GGGI will prioritize restoring the reserves to the
recommended benchmark.
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Lastly, the document refers to the ‘“Partnerships and | The Partnerships and Resource Mobilization Strategy 2030 has been developed
Resource Mobilization Strategy 2030.” Korea would | and is currently guiding GGGI's resource mobilization, partnership engagement
appreciate clarification as to whether the development of this | efforts and the development of Country Planning Frameworks.

strategy has already been completed.

Norway Overall: While we agree with management that this should | We appreciate and welcome the Norway’s support for the WPB’s focus on
be a period of consolidation, we would welcome greater | consolidation, delivery quality, and operational effectiveness. We take note of
clarity on how this will be operationalised in practice, | the comments. Additional explanation on the approach to consolidation will be
including management’s priorities and trade-offs. How does | provided in the next submission.

this draft work program reflect consolidation over
expansion? Consolidation primarily means that management recognizes, given the current
funding environment, that GGGI will no longer grow by on average 15-20% per
year. We are currently projecting a 10% growth to 2027.

The following points are important to ensure a correct understanding of GGGI's
operating model:

e 75% of core resources are allocated directly to existing country
programs - to maintain critical delivery capacity and cover operating
costs that cannot be financed through earmarked funding — and HQ
support functions required for the organization’s effective operation. By
comparison, Global Initiatives account for approximately 2% of GGGI's
core resource allocation.

e 83% of GGGI's workforce is located in country offices.

e 80% of the organization’s total budget is managed and/or deployed by
country teams.

It is also important to recognize that GGGI's growth has historically been, and
will continue to be driven primarily by country programs. This is precisely why
we have introduced revised Country Planning Frameworks, which are designed
to better align Member States and Partner Countries’ ambitions with delivery
capacity, available resources and the Strategy 2030.

The Management Team is prioritizing consolidation over expansion. At the same
time, consolidation should not be interpreted as an absence of innovation or
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institutional development. The organization must continue to identify and test
new service offerings that can become future drivers of impact and growth.
Carbon finance is a good example, having originated as a small core-funded
global initiative before evolving into one of GGGI's largest and most successful
areas of work.

Overall: GGGI has become a key actor in the carbon field | We appreciate and welcome Norway’s recognition of GGGI’s leadership in the
thanks to (among other things) your local expertise and | carbon field.

strong country offices and the expertise of the carbon team.
From our perspective, consolidation should focus on | We agree that consolidation should build on GGGI's areas of comparative
GGGI’s comparative advantages such as these. advantage. One of which is certainly GGGI’s country presence, local expertise,
and long-term relationships with member governments. This remains one of
GGGI's most distinctive features as demonstrated by the majority of the
organization's financial and human resources being managed by and deployed
in Member States and Partner Countries.

At the same time, many of GGGI's strongest service offerings did not emerge
organically from existing country operations but required deliberate, forward-
looking investments to build institutional expertise, credibility, and market
positioning. Carbon finance is a prime example. What is today one of GGGI's
most successful and differentiated areas of work originated as a core-funded
global initiative and required several years of sustained core-funding investment
before reaching scale or securing earmarked funding. These investments were
also made during a period of declining ODA trends, before there was a clearly
established market demand for such services and before having established local
expertise.

Consolidation therefore requires both protecting and strengthening existing
areas of comparative advantage while retaining capacity to develop new
capabilities that may become future sources of impact, relevance, and growth.
This is precisely the role of GGGI's global initiatives: to incubate and test
emerging service offerings, build institutional expertise, and assess their
potential relevance and scalability before they become established areas of work.
Carbon finance provides a clear example of this approach.
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2.1: Prior consultations with the MPSC has raised the
complexity of GGGI’s strategy as a concern. Having 6 key
priorities, 4 thematic areas and 7 strategic directions (plus 4
global initiatives) is a complicated structure to follow. It is
hard to grasp the message in this section.

Strategy 2030, including its six priorities, four thematic areas, and seven
strategic directions, was approved by Council in October 2025. As such, the
WPB and Country Planning Framework (CPF) are focused on advancing its
effective implementation within the agreed structure.

To support implementation, the Country Planning Framework (CPF) has been
designed to translate the Strategy into a practical and manageable delivery
framework at the country level. Rather than requiring country programs to
address all elements of the Strategy equally, the CPF helps prioritize areas of
focus based on country context, comparative advantage, available resources, and
delivery capacity. As outlined in the response below, the CPF provides a
structured approach to matching ambition with implementation capacity,
ensuring that strategic objectives are translated into realistic and executable
country-level plans.

2.3 The draft country planning frameworks are encouraging
to read and reflect a positive shift towards a more
investment-oriented and results-focused approach.

We appreciate and welcome Norway’s recognition of CPF’s shift towards a more
investment-oriented and results-focused approach.

2.3: It would also be useful to understand how the country
planning frameworks ensure that ambition is matched with
delivery capacity, and how they will support a shift from
pipeline development towards implementation and
execution.

The updated Country Planning Framework is specifically designed to ensure that
ambition is matched with planning and delivery capacity, while supporting a
shift from pipeline development toward implementation and execution.

Each CPF is structured in two complementary parts:

* Part A — Strategic Direction (the “What”): This section defines GGGI’s
priorities at the country level, identifies GGGI’s strategic niche and comparative
advantage, and establishes governance and coordination arrangements. It
provides a clear articulation of the outcomes and areas where GGGI will focus
its support over the planning period.

* Part B — Delivery Framework (the “How”): This internal component
translates strategic ambition into an operational delivery model. It outlines how
country programs will deliver against the agreed priorities over a rolling three-
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year period by strengthening the critical enablers required for implementation,
including:
¢ Flexible funding and innovative partnerships;
Managing for learning, results, and quality of delivery;
Anticipating and managing risks;
Empowered people and workforce capacity;
Consolidated strategic focus and prioritization;
Brand, visibility, and stakeholder engagement;
Agile processes and efficient ways of working.

Together, these two components provide a more realistic and execution-oriented
planning framework. Rather than focusing solely on pipeline generation, the
CPF requires country programs to assess whether the necessary resources,
capabilities, partnerships, funding, and operational systems are in place to
deliver results. This creates a stronger link between strategic ambition,
institutional capacity, and implementation readiness, helping ensure that country
programs are positioned not only to develop opportunities, but also to execute
and sustain them.

2.4 Norway is happy to see that global south-north
collaboration is at the heart of the hydrogen global initiative.
However, we point back to our question about consolidation
on GGGI’s key strength and comparative advantage.

Addressed above.

3. As you note, this is a challenging time for ODA budgets.
However, the document does not yet clearly set out the
strategic choices required to shift from expansion to
consolidation. The assumptions underpinning both the Base
and Plus scenarios remain uncertain, and it is not evident
how prioritisation decisions will be made in practice. In
particular, we would welcome greater clarity from
management on what GGGI will focus on going forward,
and where activities may need to be scaled back. These are

Trade-off considerations primarily relate to the allocation and use of core
resources, which provide the organization with the greatest degree of flexibility.
However, as a reminder, both the Base and Plus Scenarios assume the same level
of core funding and institutional capacity.

The Base Scenario reflects committed and near-certain resources available
during the biennium, including signed agreements and grant agreements at an
advanced stage of negotiation. The Plus Scenario includes additional funding
opportunities currently under active development that have a reasonable
likelihood of success.
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important considerations that we would expect to be more | The two scenarios consider the same level of core funding availability, and
explicitly addressed in a draft work program. should therefore not be interpreted as alternative strategic priorities requiring
different trade-offs or reprioritization. The difference relates to the volume of
earmarked resources that may become available during the biennium. Should
some Plus Scenario resources not materialize, the impact would be on the scale
of additional earmarked activities undertaken, rather than requiring reductions
or trade-offs with activities planned under the Base Scenario.

Consolidation primarily reflects management's recognition that, given the
current funding environment, GGGI is unlikely to continue growing at its
historical average rate of 15-20% per year. Current projections indicate growth
of approximately 10% through 2027.

Prioritization will continue to be guided by country demand, alignment with
Strategy 2030 and the CRF, and delivery commitments under existing
agreements. Country-level prioritization is reflected in the Country Planning
Frameworks (CPFs), designed to translate the Strategy 2030 into a practical and
manageable delivery framework at the country level. Rather than requiring
country programs to address all elements of the Strategy equally, the CPF helps
prioritize areas of focus based on country context, comparative advantage,
available resources, and delivery capacity. As outlined in the response above,
the CPF provides a structured approach to matching ambition with
implementation capacity, ensuring that strategic objectives are translated into
realistic and executable country-level plans.

We note Norway’s request and will provide additional detail in the resubmission.

4.1 what are the front offices that have been added in the | The organizational chart includes the DGGI Front Office, which falls under the
organizational chart? Do they represent a change from past | Deputy Executive Director of DDGI and is part of the revised organizational
organizational structure? arrangement presented in the ED progress report in October 2025. It supports
coordination among existing functions, including compliance (covering ESS
and GESI), project development, project quality, and organizational learning.
These arrangements reflect an internal realignment of responsibilities across
regions and technical units, as already shared in October 2025, rather than a new
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structural change. These changes suggest a stronger emphasis on compliance,
quality control, cross-regional coordination, and the effectiveness of program
delivery.

We look forward to reading the updated People Strategy
2030

Noted.

4.3 It is positive to see that you keep a focus on risk
management. We see this as crucial in order to keep and
strengthen GGGI’s reputation.

We appreciate and welcome Norway’s recognition of the WPB’s focus on risk
management.

2. Corporate Results Framework 20262030 (Part 1)

Member |

Australia

Questions/Comments from Delegates
Australia welcomes the strengthened, outcome-oriented
architecture and clearer definitions supporting evidence-
based reporting. How will the Secretariat ensure consistent
and credible attribution of results—particularly for large-
scale finance mobilisation—while avoiding risks of over-
claiming?

Responses from GGGI
Thank you for acknowledging the updated CREF’s strengthened outcome-
oriented architecture and emphasis on evidence-based reporting.

The reporting methodology for finance mobilization results is backed by
GGGQGI’s Sustainable Finance and Investment Results Guidelines, which include
several safeguards to ensure credible attribution and avoid over-claiming.

Below is a summary of the Guidelines:

o Definition and guiding principles: All finance mobilization results
must demonstrate the principles of i) Strategic Alignment, ii)
Government Mandate, iii) Additionality, iv) Causality, and v) Formality.
In particular, the principles of additionality and causality require GGGI
to demonstrate a clear and material contribution to the reported result.

e GGGI sustainable finance role and service offering: GGGI’s
contribution must be linked to one or more recognized intervention
areas, namely 1) Sustainable Finance Instruments, ii) Bankable Projects,
iii) Carbon Finance, iv) National Financing Vehicles, or v) International
Climate Funds and Multilateral Development Banks.
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e Timing of reporting: Finance mobilization results are reported only
when a transaction reaches financial close or a formal investment
commitment is secured. This ensures that mobilization is reported based
on actual commitments rather than projected investments.

¢ Volume of reporting: The reported volume reflects the total capital
committed to the project, instrument, or financing mechanism, ensuring
consistency and comparability across reporting categories and
alignment with international practice. Depending on the intervention,
this may correspond to the project capital expenditure (CAPEX), the
notional value of a financial instrument, or the capitalization value of a
fund or financing vehicle.

e Means of verification and evidence: All reported results must be
supported by evidence of both i) GGGI’s contribution (e.g., financing
framework, feasibility study, funding proposal) and ii) the investment
commitment itself (e.g., bond prospectus, capitalization agreement,
mitigation activity design document, or equivalent documentation).

¢ Five-step verification process: Reported finance mobilization results
undergo i) conceptual verification, ii) evidence gathering and
preparation, iii) screening and clarification, iv) verification and
recommendation, and v) approval prior to inclusion in corporate
reporting.

e Post-mobilization follow-up: GGGI maintains a structured post-
mobilization institutionalization phase to support accountability,
transparency, learning, replication, and scale-up. Through the annual
End-of-Year Reporting process, all investment mobilization results
reported since 2017 are tracked and updated, including the
implementation status of the underlying projects and investments.

Together, these measures provide a robust framework for ensuring that finance
mobilization results are evidence-based, attributable to GGGI’s interventions,
and protected against risks of over-claiming or double counting.
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Norway

Questions/Comments from Delegates
Good to see that the corporate results framework has been
developed to align with GGGI’s updated strategy and that it
incorporates lessons from the MTE and extensive internal
consultations.

Responses from GGGI
Noted.

3. Update on Host Country Agreements (Part 1)

Member
Australia

Questions/Comments from Delegates
Australia notes progress on Host Country Agreements and
the December 2026 deadline. How is management assessing
and mitigating operational and reputational risks in countries
where HCAs remain unresolved, particularly to ensure
continuity of delivery and staff security?

Responses from GGGI
Thank you for the comment and question. Management is taking a risk-based
and country-specific approach to the remaining HCAs, with the objective of
completing all outstanding agreements by December 2026.

The Secretariat recognizes the operational, legal, financial, security, and
reputational risks in countries where HCAs are not yet effective and is closely
monitoring these risks through regular country-level assessments and reviews.
To mitigate them, GGGI continues to engage closely with government
counterparts and relevant partners to advance the HCA process, with support
from regional and headquarters teams as needed. In parallel, interim
arrangements are in place in certain countries, including the use of established
MOUs to support ongoing operations and ensure continuity of delivery.

At the institutional level, GGGI has also issued Note Verbales to relevant
counterparts to follow up on pending HCAs, in line with Council Decision
[C/2024/D/7] and is pursuing structured engagement and senior-level outreach
where appropriate.

Staff security remains our highest priority. We continue to work closely with the
teams to ensure appropriate safeguards are in place and that any emerging

concerns are addressed promptly.

The overall trend remains positive, with several HCAs concluded recently.
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Korea Korea positively notes the progress made in concluding

HCAs and, recalling that the 2024 Council decision already
provided a two-year grace period, encourages Member
States to accelerate their respective HCA procedures.
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Thank you.

Korea also notes that the closure of the country office in
Hungary was explained as having been driven not by its
HCA status, but by portfolio-related operational
considerations. In this regard, Korea would appreciate
further clarification on the specific reasons behind the
closure.

Thank you for the comment. The closure of the Hungary country office was not
related to its HCA status. It was driven by portfolio and operational
considerations, including the scale of activities, the pipeline of future projects,
and the need to align GGGI's field presence with programmatic requirements.
Following a portfolio review, it was determined that a standalone country office
was no longer justified, and alternative arrangements were put in place to
support continued engagement in a more cost-effective manner.

4. Review of Country Office Operations in Light of the Status of HCAs (Part 1)

Member
Australia

Questions/Comments from Delegates
Australia notes the proposed tiered framework, including the
introduction of a Transitional Country Program. However, it
remains unclear how time-bound these arrangements will be
in practice. How will management ensure the transitional
category remains temporary and does not weaken incentives
to finalise HCAs by the December 2026 deadline?

Responses from GGGI
Thank you for your question. The Secretariat recognizes the importance of
ensuring that transitional arrangements remain time-bound and do not weaken
incentives to finalize HCAs in line with the December 2026 deadline.

The proposed Transitional Country Program is intended as a temporary and
structured category, to be assessed and applied on a case-by-case basis. As a
preliminary consideration, the Secretariat is assessing an indicative transition
period of up to two years, subject to further refinement. Any such transition
would be implemented in phases, taking into account ongoing project
commitments and government engagement. This approach aims to balance the
timely implementation of the Council Decision [C/2024/DC/7] with the need to
manage operational continuity and associated risks.

Korea

Korea wishes to clarify that it is not calling for the immediate
withdrawal or closure of country offices. Rather, Korea’s
position is that, where operations are to be scaled down to a

Thank you for the clarification. Management notes Korea's position that country
offices should not be closed immediately, but that where HCA negotiations
remain unresolved, a phased transition to a project-based modality should be
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project-based modality, a phase-out process should be
pursued. At the same time, given that a two-year grace
period has already been provided for the conclusion of
HCAs, Korea is of the view that, if an HCA is not concluded
by the end of this year, operations should be scaled down to
the project level, and that it would be difficult to support any
further extension of the grace period.
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considered. Management is broadly aligned with this interpretation and notes
that Council Decision [C/2024/DC/7] provides for the downscaling of program
operations to project operations by 31 December 2026 in countries without an
effective HCA. The decision does not prescribe the immediate closure of country
offices, but rather a transition in operational modality. Management recognizes
the importance of the HCA framework and will continue to work closely with
member countries to conclude outstanding agreements.

Any decisions regarding future operational modalities will be guided by the
status of ongoing projects in the pipeline and programmatic needs, country
context, legal considerations, human resource implications, and the objective of
ensuring effective and efficient delivery of GGGI's mandate.

Even in countries where a country office is currently in
place, if an HCA is not concluded by the end of this year,
operations should be transitioned to a project-based
modality. In such cases, since a standing country office
would no longer be necessary in that country, it would be
natural for the transition to be accompanied by the
withdrawal of the country office.

Management recognizes that the implications of a transition from program
operations to project operations may vary across countries depending on factors
such as the project portfolio, funding arrangements, staffing requirements, and
operational needs. Management will therefore undertake further analysis and
present options to the Council in October to support informed decision-making
regarding the implementation of the Council decision.

Korea has no objection to the proposed three-tier
classification system of Tier 1, Tier 2, and Tier 3 countries.
However, we would like to underscore that Tier 2 should
remain a transitional arrangement, rather than becoming a
mechanism for extending program-level presence in the
absence of an effective HCA.

Thank you. Management agrees that Tier 2 is transitional and does not substitute
for meeting the HCA requirements.

Korea would also appreciate clarification as to whether Tier
3 countries should be understood as countries where the
withdrawal of the country office would be accompanied and
as to whether Tier 2 countries refer to the 14 program
countries that currently do not have effective HCAs.

Management's current thinking is that Tier 3 would refer to countries that have
transitioned from program operations to a project-based modality in accordance
with Council Decision [C/2024/DC/7]. Such countries may or may not maintain
a GGQGI presence on the ground, depending on the requirements of ongoing and
pipeline projects, operational needs, and the most efficient modality for project
delivery.
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Tier 2 countries would include: Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Guyana, India,
Kenya, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Paraguay, Peru, Thailand, Togo, and Viet
Nam.

For Tier 2 countries, if an HCA is not concluded by the end
of this year, Korea considers it necessary to develop a plan
for the withdrawal of the country office, taking into account
the status of projects, personnel, and other relevant
operational considerations in the country. This does not
mean immediate withdrawal or closure by the end of this
year, but rather the preparation of a structured, long-term
phase-out plan.

Management notes that Council Decision [C/2024/DC/7] provides for the
downscaling of program operations to project operations, rather than the closure
or withdrawal of country offices per se. The implications for country office
presence would therefore need to be assessed on a case-by-case basis, taking
into account the status of ongoing and pipeline projects, operational
requirements, funding arrangements, and human resource considerations.

Management will provide the Council with further analysis and options in
October to support informed decision-making regarding the implementation of
the Council decision and any associated transition arrangements.

5. Update on the New Frontier Group

Member |
Australia

Questions/Comments from Delegates

Australia welcomes the proposed restructuring of the New
Frontier Group into differentiated sub-groups. However, the
governance-linked benefits proposed for Sub-Group 1 raise
questions around consistency with existing governance
arrangements. How will management ensure these
modalities maintain clear distinctions between Member and
non-Member roles?

Responses from GGGI

The Establishment Agreement already provides for the participation of non-state
actors in GGGI’s governance framework. Article 8§ establishes that the Council
may comprise up to seventeen members, including five Contributing Members,
five Participating Members, the Host Country, and up to five Experts or Non-
State Actors who can contribute substantially to the objectives of GGGI. This
reflects the founding vision of GGGI as a multi-stakeholder international
organization that engages not only governments, but also a broader range of
actors in advancing green growth and sustainable development.

In this context, the proposal does not seek to create new governance rights for
non-Members, but rather to explore whether sub-national governments and other
non-state actors could be more systematically engaged within existing
governance frameworks (the already-existing Non-State Actor seats on the
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Council), subject to Members’ guidance and any approvals required by the
GGGI Council.

Korea With regard to Sub-group 1, Korea would appreciate | There is no minimum financial contribution threshold for observer participation
clarification on whether there are separate criteria for | in GGGI Assembly or Council meetings. Observer participation is governed by
observer participation in Assembly and Council meetings, | the Criteria for Observers of Governance Organs, adopted by the Assembly
such as a minimum financial contribution threshold of USD | through Decision [A/2016/DC/4], rather than by the level of financial
500,000 or USD 1 million. contribution.

The Secretariat notes that the current observer framework was adopted in 2016
and may warrant review to reflect GGGI's evolving governance structure and
stakeholder engagement modalities. Subject to Assembly guidance, the
Secretariat intends to consider possible updates to the criteria.

For Sub-group 1 members, the Secretariat proposes to simplify the membership
structure by establishing a single contribution level of USD 300,000 per year,
rather than maintaining multiple tiers. Experience from discussions with
prospective members suggests that contribution levels of USD 500,000 or USD
1 million are generally not realistic for sub-national governments and have
limited the attractiveness of the model.

Norway Congratulations on the accession of Pohang City as the first | Thank you.
member of the NFG.

We understand the need to reduce barriers to entry into the | Thank you.
NFG, as well as the need to find a structure that better
matches the expectations of potential partners. In this regard,
we trust that your proposed restructuring of the NFG into
sub-groups could provide clearer and more targeted value
propositions for different categories of partners.

We look forward to reading your proposing of a revised | The Secretariat will revise the Terms of Reference of the NFG and submit to the
structure for the NFG. Council for review and approval.
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Australia

Australia welcomes the continued scaling of the Carbon
Transaction Facility and the strengthened risk management
arrangements. However, as GGGI’s role spans readiness,
pipeline development, and transaction facilitation, it remains
unclear how boundaries between advisory and transactional
functions are operationalised in practice. How will
management ensure clear role delineation to manage
conflicts of interest and safeguard institutional integrity as
activities scale?

MPSC/2026/27

Thank you for the question. There are measures in place to address potential
conflicts of interest and delineation between the readiness activities and
transactional funds. Firstly, the Readiness Facility operates as a pooled fund with
currently five (5) contributors, covering those with carbon purchasing funds
(Norway, Sweden, Singapore) and those with none (New Zealand and UK).
Decisions on where to direct readiness funding are taken by the Readiness
Facility Committee which consists of representatives of all contributors. The
Carbon Funds are each managed separately and separate from the Readiness
Facility. As the Readiness Facility incubates project pipelines, potential
transactions are shown to all the current three (3) Carbon Funds at the same time,
for each of the Carbon Funds interested in purchasing to show potential terms
of an offtake to the seller. This process is termed ‘Matchmaking’. If the seller
wishes to accept the terms of one of the funds they are ‘matched’ and further
support, if needed, is offered by the Carbon Fund to complete the transaction.
This process has been deemed particularly appealing to potential host countries
as a clear move by the Carbon Transaction Facility to ‘even up the playing field’.
There is no obligation for projects supported by readiness to sell to the funds of
the CTF.

Further to the structural boundaries established within the CTF, a set of
Governance Principles is in place to guide the work of the CTF (shared with
Council for feedback A/2023/5-C/2023/5) which includes ‘ensuring integrity
and accountability’.

Please refer to https://gggi.org/finance-facilities/ctf/ for further on the structure
of the CTF and details of the Governance Principles.

Korea

Korea congratulates the CTF on its key achievements,
including its support for the conclusion of the MOPA
between Zambia and Norway, as well as the mobilization of
approximately USD 10 million in additional contributions to
the Readiness Facility.

Thank you. We are particularly proud to have brought these new donors to
GGQGI, Singapore and Department of Energy Security and Net Zero (DESNZ)
of the UK.
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Korea also notes that, through the Readiness Facility, GGGI
has been generating tangible results in research and policy
advisory work, including the establishment of country-level
Article 6 governance frameworks, the development of
strategies and operational guidelines, and the publication of
relevant reports.

MPSC/2026/27

Questions/Comments from Delegates Responses from GGGI

Thank you. As the Article 6 market structure emerges we are able to articulate
our work in further detail on the ground to support governments. We aim to share
the knowledge and lessons learned as widely as possible subsequently in order
to scale impact and accelerate the opening of the market.

Going forward, Korea expects GGGI to further consolidate
its comparative advantage in carbon markets and Article 6
transactions by continuing to strengthen international
cooperation and coordination efforts to avoid duplication of
activities with other organizations.

We acknowledge that Article 6 is becoming crowded with other implementing
entities. We have always, and will continue, to cooperate and coordinate with
those willing to do the same.

Korea has also been informed that GGGI is providing
support to relevant Korean ministries and agencies,
including those responsible for climate, industry, and oceans
and fisheries, as well as KOICA, in relation to the conclusion
of Article 6-related MOUs, the implementation of
international mitigation activities, and readiness activities.
Korea appreciates GGGI’s support for the Government of
Korea in this regard.

The Carbon Finance Department has an ongoing program with the Ministry of
Oceans and Fisheries related to Blue Carbon, under which GGGI has supported
meetings between the Republic of Korea and the Government of Indonesia
focused on blue carbon potential under Article 6.

In Uzbekistan, the project titled “Enhancing Uzbekistan’s Paris Agreement
Implementation and Supporting Cooperative Action with the Republic of Korea
under Article 6,” is scheduled to commence in Q3/Q4 2026 with funding from
KOICA. The project aims to strengthen Uzbekistan’s capacity to implement
mitigation activities by establishing the institutional, technical, and regulatory
foundations required for voluntary cooperation with the ROK under Article 6.

Korea would also like to inquire how GGGI assesses recent
examples of country-level risks, or sovereign risks, related
to international mitigation activities. These include cases
where host countries have strengthened controls over carbon
credit transactions, including through amendments to
domestic laws and regulations, or have declined to approve
certain projects.

Thank you for the question. The CTF has been established by the Council to
support its members in preparing to participate in international carbon markets
under Article 6. We are empowering potential host countries by supporting the
explanation and possible practical implementation of the Rules which may mean
they change laws and regulations, to ensure compliance with the participation
requirements for Article 6 trading.

Activities are ongoing under CTF related to supporting host countries to have
Article 6 Strategies, what and how much they may decide to authorize for
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transfer as ITMOs. It is of course completely at the discretion of the host country
government what approach and strategy they adopt.

Recent articles in the press have portrayed the reluctance of granting
authorization by a country for one project to be rather arbitrary. Our
understanding is very different. The country had not granted any authorizations
as they are still finalizing their Article 6 Strategy. Once complete and adopted it
will be publicly available to ensure full transparency. Additionally, the project
seeking authorization was using a methodology that was not compliant with
UNFCCC Article 6 guidance and thus was not eligible for authorization.

Thus, we see the current changes in domestic laws and regulations, along with
strict compliance to Article 6, as a reduction of risk. It ensures the highest levels
of environmental integrity are maintained and robust governance.

Going forward, we are carefully explaining through our capacity building the
potential damage for a country to both reputation and associated trading value
and volume of any further changes that could result in a reduction of high
standards.

Norway

It is encouraging to see the strong focus on delivering
concrete results, particularly in generating a pipeline of
mitigation activities. This is something that, as you know, we
are paying close attention to. GGGI is a front-runner in the
article 6 field and the CTF’s work is strategically important
for Norway.

Thank you very much. We sincerely appreciate Norway’s carbon market
leadership on the international stage and support for GGGI’s work in this
innovative area.

We recognize and appreciate GGGI’s
collaborating effectively with external partners.

strength in

Thank you very much.

We agree that GGGI is increasingly being recognized as a
global leader on Article 6, and it is positive to see continued
efforts to maintain and strengthen this position.

Thank you very much for your support and acknowledgement.
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Point 7: We note that many institutions are currently
producing best practice guides across the Article 6 space. It
will therefore be important to avoid duplication and clearly
assess the added value and specific gap this report aims to
address. GGGI’s Readiness Facility is doing important
work, and we are particularly looking forward to the results
of the Global Incubator and the first global call for
Expressions of Interest for carbon projects.

MPSC/2026/27

Responses from GGGI
Thank you very much. We fully acknowledge the increasingly crowded space in
which we work. For this very reason the first two diagnostic reports will first
attempt to identify gaps, to specifically not repeat work. We will identify best
practices on the ground, rather than a theoretical guide so overlap should be
avoided via this approach. Such practices will cover not just work of the CTF
but other implementers where appropriate.

The Global Incubator global call is progressing well and we look forward to
sharing results when appropriate.

Point 8: GGGI’s carbon team has done excellent work in | Thank you.
facilitating bilateral agreements.
Point 11: Congratulations on securing new contributions | Thank you very much.

from the UK and Singapore. This is a testament to the strong
results GGGI delivers and its institutional ability to respond
to member country priorities and adapt to a changing global
climate landscape.

Point 15: It is positive to see the continued emphasis on
collaboration and coordination with other actors in the
Article 6 field.

Thank you for the acknowledgment. Through both global and in-country
projects, we will continue to develop collaboration and coordination.

7. Terms of Reference for the Evaluation of Just and Inclusive Energy Transition

Member |
Australia

Questions/Comments from Delegates
Australia welcomes the strong learning focus and emphasis
on clarifying GGGI’s contribution and comparative niche.
However, given acknowledged limitations in outcome
evidence beyond initial outputs, how will the evaluation
ensure sufficiently robust assessment of downstream results
and their durability across the portfolio?

Responses from GGGI
Thank you for the comment and the question. GGGI’s annual results reporting
process does not report only on outputs delivered. It also reports on intermediate
outcomes, such as policies adopted and investment commitments secured, as
well as estimated strategic outcomes or impacts. GGGI also has follow-up data
on implementation. Since 2021, GGGI has sought to track the status of

30



For Official Use

MPSC/2026/27

Questions/Comments from Delegates Responses from GGGI

investment commitments. This provides one source of evidence on what
happened after the intermediate outcome was reported.

The evaluation will triangulate this corporate results evidence with other
implementation evidence, and interviews with government and external
stakeholders. In addition, some energy-related results, including in Burkina Faso
and Vanuatu, have already been subject to independent evaluations, and the
Evaluation Team will draw upon this evidence as part of the assessment. This
will allow the evaluation to distinguish between reported intermediate outcomes,
evidence of implementation or uptake, and plausible contribution to longer-term
strategic outcomes.

At the same time, the evaluation will be mindful of timing. Some reported
outcomes are too recent to support a robust assessment of downstream effects or
durability. Of the 47 reported energy-related policies adopted between 2020 and
2025, 10 were adopted in 2025. Of the 77 reported energy-related investment
commitments between 2020 and 2025, 20, totaling approximately US$2.2
billion, were reported in 2025. The evaluation will therefore give particular
attention to earlier intermediate outcomes, where there has been more time for
implementation, follow-on action, and evidence of durability to emerge.

Korea

Korea welcomes that, following the adoption of the “2026—
2028 Evaluation Approach” at the last MPSC, an actual
evaluation is to be undertaken with JIET as its thematic
focus. In particular, with regard to Evaluation Question 3,
Korea considers it important to clearly identify what
strategic positioning and comparative advantage GGGI can
bring to major thematic areas, including JIET. Through this,
Korea expects GGGI to further strengthen areas where it can
provide distinctive value, while reducing activities that
overlap with those of other institutions. Korea also hopes
that this will contribute to enhancing the strategic focus,
effectiveness, and resource mobilization potential of GGGI’s

Thank you for this comment and interest in evaluation question 3, regarding
GGGI’s positioning and comparative advantage. This is noted.
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Korea would appreciate clarification on who will be
responsible for preparing the MRAP, including whether it
will be outsourced to an external institution or prepared
directly by GGGI, as well as on the structure and key
components of the MRAP.

The Management Response and Action Plan (MRAP) constitutes the formal
response to the evaluation conclusions, recommendations, and lessons learned.
It is prepared by GGGI and not outsourced. In accordance with the revised
GGGI Evaluation Rules shared with the MPSC in April 2026, the Management
Team overseas the preparation of the MRAP. The key components of the MRAP
are outlined in Evaluation Rule 5.5(3)-5.5(6). This is further elaborated in
GGGI’s Evaluation Quality Standard and Guidance on MRAPs.

Norway

We take note of the ToRs for the evaluation of GGGI’s just
and inclusive energy transition portfolio

Thank you. This is noted.

8. Upcoming Elections of Members to Governance Organs

Member |
Australia

Questions/Comments from Delegates

Australia welcomes the clear and structured approach to the
proposed governance organ elections, including the early
articulation of nomination procedures, timelines, and
sequencing ahead of the October 2026 Joint Session.
However, while the process is well-defined, it remains
unclear how considerations such as regional balance,
Member representation, and continuity of expertise will be
factored into the outcomes. How does the Secretariat intend
to ensure these elements are reflected in the final
composition of governance bodies?

Responses from GGGI
The Secretariat recognizes the importance of maintaining a balanced and
effective governance structure that reflects the diversity of GGGI’s membership
and stakeholder community. In preparation for the 2026 elections, the Secretariat
will conduct broad outreach to all Member States.

At the same time, the elections and appointments are ultimately Member-driven
processes. The final composition of the Council, MPSC, and other governance
bodies is determined by Members through the nomination/expression of interest,
election, and appointment processes set out in the Establishment Agreement and
the relevant Rules of Procedure.

Norway

Norway takes note of the fact that the GGGI secretariat will
reach out ahead of the session in October on member states’
interests to serve on the governing organs of GGGI, or to
make nominations of Experts/Non-State Actors to serve on
the Council.

Thank you.



https://gggi.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/Signed-GGGI-Evaluation-Rules.pdf
https://gggi.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/05/GGGI-Eval-Standards-and-Guidance_MRAP_2026.pdf
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Can management share any reflections around potential | The Secretariat recognizes the importance of identifying a successor who can
candidates to replace Ban Ki-moon? Have there been any | provide strong leadership and visibility to the organization, as P&C Ban Ki-
expressions of interest? moon has provided to GGGI over the years. The Secretariat is having
preliminary discussions with some Members that have reached out after the Note
circulated to Assembly Members on the P&C elections, although it would be
premature to comment on any specific names or prospects at this stage. At this
stage, the Secretariat has not received formal nominations - other than similar
enquiries from some Members. As the process develops and there is greater
clarity regarding potential nominations, the Secretariat will keep Members
appropriately informed in accordance with the established governance process.

9. Update on Global Green Growth Week 2026 and 15th Session of the Assembly and 19th Session of the Council (Joint Session)

Member Questions/Comments from Delegates Responses from GGGI
Australia | Australia notes the scheduling of the 15th Assembly and | Thank you.
19th Council Joint Session on 30 October 2026, including
the preceding e-consultations and alignment with Global
Green Growth Week.

Korea With regard to Agenda 7 of the MPSC 23, Korea notes that | Noted, we will add the “Review of Country Office Operations in Light of the
a more detailed analysis and recommendations are expected | Status of HCAs” to the Agenda for the Assembly and Council meeting e-
to be presented to the Assembly and Council. In this context, | consultations, with detailed analysis and recommendations.

Korea considers it necessary to include a review of country
office operations as an agenda item for the upcoming
Assembly and Council meetings.

Norway We take note of the update and don’t have feedback to the | Thank you.
agenda at this current stage.




