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Current Strategic Results Framework

®» Goal: Assist developing
country Parties to the KP and
the PA that are particularly
vulnerable to the adverse
effects of climate change in
meeting the costs of concrete
adaptation projects and
programmes in order to
implement climate-resilient
measures.

= |mpact: Increased resiliency at
the community, national, and
regional levels to climate
variability and change.

et ssam | ;
Reduced exposure at é 7.6%
national level to climate-

related hazards and threats

OUTCOME 2: o
Sengthened capactyforeduce e

risks associated with climate-induced
socioeconomic and
environmental losses

OUTCOME 3:
Strengthened awareness and m@ 9.3%

ownership of adaptation and climate
risk reduction processes at local level

26.7%

©

OUTCOME 4:

Increased adaptive capacity within
relevant development sector services
and infrastructure assets

US$273.3M

OUTCOME 5:

Increased ecosystem resilience in
response to climate change and
variability-induced stress

US$197.5M

@ 19.3%
@ 19.8%

OUTCOME 6:

Diversified and strengthened
livelihoods and sources of income for
vulnerable people in targeted areas

OUTCOME 7:

Improved policies and regulation
that promote and enforce resilience
measures

OUTCOME 8:

Support the development and
diffusion of innovative adaptation
practices, tools and technologies

Official Use Unly



Current core impact indicators and portfolio
results aggregation

Impact-level results Core Indicators

Number of beneficiaries (direct

Increased adaptive capacity of
communitfies to respond to the
impacts of climate change

Increased ecosystem resilience
inresponse to climate change-
induced stresses

and indirect)

Number of Early Warning
Systems

Assets produced, developed,

improved, or strengthened

Increased income, or avoided

decrease in income

Natural assets protected or
rehabilitated

OUTCOME 1

/f

IMPACT 1:

Reduction in vulnerability
of communities and increased
adaptive capacity of communities to
respond to the impacts of
climate change

Number of direct beneficiaries is a
conservative estimate, as it is not
consistently reported (i.e. some projects
report as no. of households)

Includes projects targeting several
small- scale EWS at the local level
as well as those targeting one large
regional system

OUTCOME 7

OUTCOME 5

/

IMPACT 2:

Strengthened policies that
integrate climate resilience strategies
into local and national plans

ncludes any policy whether
at the local, regional or
national level

IMPACT 3:

Increased ecosystem r
esilience in response to climate
change induced stresses




Rationale for revisions and gaps to

address through the revised SRF

Last revision was in 2019; since that time Medium Term
Strategy I (2023-27) was approved; the innovation
portfolio is more mature; there is enhanced focus on
locally based and locally led adaptation.

Need for better alignment with GGA (and other global
developments)

Need for more flexibility to meet local conditions and
realities

Need for more clarity on measurement and attribution
challenges

THE TRUTHIS, MOST
OF US DISCOVER
WHERE WE ARE
HEADING WHEN

WE ARRIVE.




We are not overhauling the entire SRF
system and process

= The current SRF is still broadly aligned with the Fund’s goals
= We are in the middle of the current MTS period

= Experience from other funders shows the challenges and
complications of overhauling results systems mid-strategy

= We need to continue to report on impacts and results at the
portfolio level in a comparable way
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Overall, the SRF is alighed with the MTS 2023-2027
objectives, with opportunities for better alighment with the
MTS cross-cutting themes

= Multiple indicators align with the strategic pillars: Action, Innovation, and Learning
and Sharing and goal to protect “people, livelihoods, and ecosystems” from impacts
of climate change.

= Enhanced focus on locally led and locally based adaptation is needed: gaps
include key principles of locally led adaptation such as devolving decision-making to
the lowest levels, addressing structural inequalities faced by vulnerable/marginalized
groups, and investing in local capabilities. Further disaggregation needed on existing
indicators, such as those related to strengthened policies, strategies, and plans.

= Disaggregation to capture results related to gender and vulnerable groups
needed across indicators. This will help align the objective to empower and benefit
the most vulnerable people and communities and advance gender equality.

Official Use Only



Sectoral disaggregation can bolster coherence with
GGA targets

= GGA targets are organized by 7 sectors/thematic areas and 4 dimensions of
the iterative adaptation cycle whereas the Fund’s SRF is organized by
‘outcome areas’, several covering multiple sectors

= Progress on identification of GGA indicators currently 100 (Further reading)

= Secretariat proposes retaining its sector-agnostic approach and enhancing
alignment by:
" |ncorporating sectoral disaggregation through revisions in multiple
outcome and output indicators of the SRF

= Making (minor) changes to current indicators to align with the language
of GGA dimensions and targets on impact, vulnerability and risk
assessment, and planning.

Official Use Only


https://unfccc.int/topics/adaptation-and-resilience/workstreams/gga#Background
https://unfccc.int/topics/adaptation-and-resilience/workstreams/gga#Background

Challenges that need to be further addressed through
activities outside the revisions to the SRF

1. Limited data availability (especially baselines), measurement, and attribution
challenges (e.g. indicator related to income)

2. Need for clearer methodological guidance to improve reporting, especially on
the beneficiaries core indicator (hew guidance on how to report on core
indicators will be developed)

3. Strengthening capacities of |[E national and local monitoring and evaluation
teams, including through improved communication and collaboration with the
Secretariat

4. Need for collaboration between the Secretariat and IE teams to promote the
use of more participatory approaches for data collection

Official Use Only



Mapping AF outcomes to GGA targets

Food and Agriculture

Indicator 1.2: No. of Early Warning Systems
Indicator 1.2.1: % of target population covered by
adequate risk-reduction systems

Indicator 3.1.1: % of targeted population
awareness of predicted adverse impacts of climate
change, and of appropriate responses

Indicator 4.2: Physical infrastructure improved to
withstand climate change and variability-induced
stress

Indicator 7.1: No. of policies introduced or
adjusted to address climate change risks
Indicator 7.2: No. of targeted development
strategies with incorporated climate change

\Rriorities enforced /

Water

Indicator 1: Reduced exposure to climate-related
hazards and threats

Indicator 2.1.1: No. of staff trained to respond to,
and mitigate impacts of, climate-related events
Indicator 2.1.2: No. of targeted institutions with
increased capacity to minimize exposure to climate
variability risks

Indicator 4.1.1: No. and type of development sector
services modified to respond to new conditions
resulting from climate variability and change
Indicator 4.1.2: No. of physical assets strengthened
or constructed to withstand conditions resulting
from climate variability and change

Indicator 5.1: No. of natural resource assets created,
maintained or improved to withstand conditions
resulting from climate variability and change
Indicator 7.1: No. of new policies introduced or

\

GGA Target
Areas

Poverty and Livelihoods

Indicator 6.1: % of households and communities
having more secure access to livelihood assets
Indicator 6.2: % of targeted population's
sustained climate-resilient alternative livelihoods
Indicator 6.1.1: No. and type of adaptation
assets created or strengthened in support of
individual or community livelihood strategies
Indicator 6.2.1: Type of income sources for
households generated under climate change

stress
Indicator 4.1.2: No. of physical assets
strengthened or constructed to withstand

change
Indicator 7.1: No. of policies introduced or
\adjusted to address climate change risks

Indicator 4.2: Physical infrastructure improved to
withstand climate change and variability-induced

conditions resulting from climate variability and

/

Health

Indicator 3.1.1: % of targeted
population awareness of predicted

adverse impacts of climate change, and
of appropriate responses

Ecosystems and Biodiversit
- Y

Indicator 1.1: No. of projects/ programmes that conduct
and update risk and vulnerability assessments

Indicator 4.1: Responsiveness of development sector
services to evolving needs from changing and variable
climate

Indicator 5: Ecosystem services and natural resource
assets maintained or improved under climate change and
variability-induced stress

Indicator 5.1: No. of natural resource assets created,
maintained or improved to withstand conditions resulting

a\djusted to address climate change risks )

scenario
NS J

Qom climate variability and change /




The structures of the four frameworks differ notably
but there are some similarities between the MDB Common Approach and the MCFs

N
MDB

Common Approach

Adaptation and Resilience

e Level 1: Global country context
e Level 2: Results from operations
e Level 3: Institutional efforts

e Level 1: Global country context
e Level 2: Results from operations
e Level 3: Institutional efforts

Country and Client Transitions

e Level 1: Global country context
e Level 2: Results from operations
e Level 3: Institutional efforts

CUMATE DESULTS H

- J

| 0 GCF’s A

CLIMATE

IRMF

 Paradigm shifting potential
* Scale
* Replicability
e Sustainability

* Adaptation - Increased
resilience

e 4 result areas

e Core and supplementary
indicators

* Enabling environments

 Qualitative and quantitative
indicators

* Project or programme level
outputs

4 N

(ZIF g GEF RF
gef |}

LDCF & SCCF Adaptation

Strategy

e 3 Strategy Objectives
¢ 4 Core Indicators

Revised Indicator Framework

* 3 Objectives
* 6 Outcomes

Output Indicators

e Outputindicators and sub-
indicators

o )

" J

ADAPTATION FUND

Level 12: Impact

* 2 impact-level results
e 5 core indicators

Level 2: Outcome

¢ Increased resilience
e 8 Qutcomes
e Supplementary indicators

Level 3: Output

e Outputs and associated
indicators

Official Use Only



PROPOSED
REVISIONS TO THE
CORE INDICATORS




Revision Process

= Document and literature review

= Analysis of alignment between the SRF and MTS 2023-2027 and
between the SRF and GGA

= Analysis of results frameworks from other adaptation funders
and initiatives

= Analysis of monitoring and reporting challenges and promising
practices by other adaptation funders

= Consultations with external sectoral and thematic experts
= Multiple workshops at the Adaptation Fund Secretariat level
= Consultations with the Implementing Entities



Core Indicators

The AF core indicators allow the Fund to aggregate quantitative indicators for a portfolio that is, by
nature, diverse. Minor revisions are recommended to the core indicators to:

a) Support better alighment with the MTS Il, GGA, and other adaptation funders’ results
frameworks through introducing disaggregation and slight modifications to indicator
language.

b) Improve the ability of IEs to report on the core indicators and the ability of the
Secretariat to aggregate results by modifying the units of measurement for indicators
related to income and physical infrastructure assets, addressing key challenges identified
through consultations.

c) Introduce a new core indicator on policies, strategies, and/or plans, given that the
Secretariat is already reporting aggregated results on this theme and given the alignment
with the GGA planning dimension of the iterative adaptation cycle.

Paper to be presented to the Board: https://www.adaptation-fund.org/wp-
content/uploads/2025/03/AFB.B.44.11-Update-to-the-Strategic-Results-Framework-of-the-

Adaptation-Fund.pdf
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Current core Proposed core Rationale
indicator indicator
Number of Number of Further disaggregation recommended, with guidance on direct versus
beneficiaries beneficiaries indirect beneficiaries and identification of vulnerable groups and sectors.
fdir.ect and [# of people, Alignment: Number of beneficiaries is a common core indicator between
indirect) disaggregated by GCF, GEF, and CIF. Supports GGA reporting on the implementation
direct and indirect dimension and addresses the “people” part of the MTS goal.
beneficiaries, by Disaggregation supports alignment with the MTS cross-cutting themes on
gender, by vulnerable gender, most vulnerable people, and LLA.
groups, and by sector]
Number of Early warning Changes clarify that the early warning systems are those that are newly
Early Warning systems established established orimproved through Fund activities. Disaggregation by hazard
Systems or improved (including multi-hazard systems) and scale (such as local, sub-national,

[# of systems,
disaggregated by
hazard and scale]

national, and regional) recommended. Projects reporting on this should
also report on “People covered by new or improved early warning systems
[# of people, disaggregated by gender].”

Alignment: Highly relevant for reporting on the GGA impact, vulnerability,
and risk assessment dimension. “People covered” indicator is consistent
with the WMO Early Warnings for All Initiative and GCF IRMF Outcome 2.4.




Assets Physical assets Changes to use more specific language. “Produced” and “developed” are

produced, improved or similar, as are “improved” and “strengthened.” Reporting on physical

developed, constructed to assets should be disaggregated by asset type.

improved, or  withstand climate  A(jsnment: Indicator relevant for GGA implementation dimension and

strengthened variability and GGA target (e) on infrastructure and human settlements. Required
change reporting by specific asset types, such as: no. of public buildings, no. of

[disaggregated by km irrigation or water structures, no. of fishery or aquaculture structures, no.
of linear infrastructure of bridges, ports, or landing sites, km of roads, km of riverine or coastal

and # of point assets will support GGA sector-specific reporting.
infrastructure, and by
sector]
Increased Households with Revising this indicator to respond to reporting challenges and feedback
income, or increased income, received from IEs. The |IEs have recommended counting number of
avoided or avoided decrease households with increased income, which could be measured through
decreasein inincome surveys and interviews frequently done at the household level.
income [# of households, Alignment: Disaggregated reporting consistent with the MTS gender
disaggregated by # of theme. Indicator enables GGA reporting against target (f) poverty
female-headed eradication and livelihoods and GGA implementation dimension of the
households] iterative adaptation cycle.

Official Use Only



Natural
assets
protected
or
rehabilitated

Ecosystems and natural
resources brought
under protection,
restoration, or
improved management
in response to climate
variability and change

[# of hectares,
disaggregated by land,
marine, coastal, and
cultural heritage area]

Changes reflect common strategies for enhancing ecosystems and
natural resources. Reporting disaggregated by land, marine, coastal, and
cultural heritage area, to help with interpretation of area values and GGA
reporting.

Alignment: “improved management” consistent with indicators in the
GCF IRMF, MDB Common Approach, and GEF LDCF. Ecosystems and
natural resources would be inclusive of terrestrial, inland water,
mountain, marine and coastal areas, consistent with GGA target (d) on
ecosystems. Disaggregated reporting will enable reporting against GGA
target (g) on cultural heritage, and indicator is useful for reporting on GGA
implementation dimension and address “ecosystems” part of the MTS.

N/A

Policies, strategies,
and/or plans introduced
or adjusted to integrate
climate risk
considerations

[# of policies, strategies,
and/or plans,
disaggregated by scale]

New core indicator- Fund has already been tracking aggregated policy-
related results. Over 70 percent of |[E survey respondents supported
including a policy indicator as a core indicator.

Alignment: In line with the delivery model highlighted in the MTS. The
proposed indicator language of “policies, strategies, and/or plans” is
directly aligned with that of the GGA planning dimension of the iterative
adaptation cycle.

Official Use Only



Next Steps

A8 3

Po

These revisions will be presented and discussed at the 45" BM (October 2025) for
approval by the Board.

A Guidance Note will be developed to help implementing entities use the new SRF.

Webinars will be held to onboard the implementing entities to the new SRF and guidance
note.

A ‘helpdesk’ service will be made available to implementing and executing entities to help
answer customized questions that they might have, for a minimum period of 6 months.
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Proposals
need to
demonstrate
alignment with
the Fund’s SRF
(PartIll F)

one output) with AF Strategic results
framework

* Target figures are given for each of the
five core indicators, if relevant to the
particular project

Step1:At

project/programme
design

m\lignment (at least one outcome and \

\.

* Annual Project Performance Report

PPR) - includin r ker
needs to be filled :
completion
* at mid-term

* at project/programme completion

* Mid Term review

Step 2 : At

project/programme
Implementation

<

mroject completion summary \

* Final Evaluation report
« Final audited financial statement

Step 3 : At

project/programme
completion

Baseline information

Impact: Increased resiliency at the
community, national, and regional
levels to climate variability and
change

Core Indicator: No. of beneficiaries

Total (direct + indirect beneficiaries) g::‘ﬂbﬂﬁﬁ'ﬂﬁ supported by the xg beneficiaries supported by the
Total N . ,
% of female beneficiaries 0.00% 0.00% o
e 0.00%

% of Youth beneficiaries 0.00%




Project Alighment Table - Example

Project Objective(s) Project Objective Indicator(s) Fund Outcome Fund Outcome Indicator Grant
Amount
(USD)
Strengthened ability of coastal Number of risk-exposed coastal Outcome 2: Strengthened 2.2 No. of people with reduced 500,000
communities to undertake concrete actions | communities protected through adaptation | institutional capacity to reduce risk to extreme weather events
to adapt to climate change-driven hazards | measures risks associated with climate-
induced socioeconomic &
environmental losses
Strengthened ability of coastal Number of communties with improved Outcome 3: Strengthened 3.1 Percentage of targeted 250,000
communities to make informed decisions climate-related planning and policy awareness and ownership of population aware of predicted
about climate change-driven hazards frameworks in place adaptation and climate risk adverse impacts of climate
affecting their specific locations reduction processes at local level | change, and of appropriate
responses
Project Outcome(s) Project Outcome Indicator(s) Fund Output Fund Output Indicator
Reduced exposure and increased adaptive | Number of national and sub-national Output 2.1: Strengthened capacity | 2.1.1. No. of staff trained to 200,000
capacity of coastal communities to flood- institutions with improved capacity to of national and sub-national respond to, and mitigate impacts
related risks and hazards respond to extreme weather events centres and networks to respond of, climate-related events (by
rapidly to extreme weather events | gender)
Number of communities covered by Output 2.2: Targeted population 2.2.1. Percentage of population 300,000
improved warning system and weather groups covered by adequate risk covered by adequate risk-
information reduction systems reduction systems
Improved awareness of adaptation and Percentage of population involved in Output 3: Targeted population 3.1.1 No. and type of risk 250,000

climate change-related hazards affecting
coastal communities

developing improved cliamte-related
planning and policy frameworks

groups participating in adaptation
and risk reduction awareness
activities

reduction actions or strategies
introduced at local level
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