Climate INvEsTMENT Funds

SREP/SC.4/7
October 25, 2010

Meeting of the SREP Sub-Committee
Washington, D.C.
November 8, 2010

PROGRAM FOR SCALING UP RENEWABLE ENERGY IN LOw INCOME COUNTRIES
RESULTS FRAMEWORK



Proposed Decision by SREP Sub-Committee

The SREP Sub-Committee reviewed document SREP/BGREP Results

Framework,and welcomes the progress made in developingethéts
framework for the program.

In reviewing the document, the Sub-Committee wigbdsghlight the following

for consideration by the SCF Trust Fund Committeéemit is reviewing the
document for approval:




NTRODUCTION

1. Results monitoring and periodic evaluation of parfance and financial
accountability of the MDBs is a core activity oktlelean Technology Fund (CTF) and
the Strategic Climate Fund (SCF) Trust Fund Conaagtas outlined in the governance
frameworks of the CTF and SEFIn its meeting in March 2010, the joint CTF-SCF
Trust Fund Committee approved the logic modelgHerClimate Investment Funds
(CIF), Clean Technology Fund (CTF), Pilot ProgramClimate Resilience (PPCR) and
Scaling-Up Renewable Energy in Low Income Countf®REP). The Forest Investment
Program (FIP) logic model has been presented ia 20d0 to the FIP Sub-Committee
and is currently finalized. The CIF harmonizedutessframeworks formalize the
commitment of Trust Fund Committees and its pasth@accountability for this program
and to achieving results. This results frameworkifie SREP is outlined in this
document.

2. Low income countries face a dual challenge of iasireg the availability of
electricity and other commercial fuels needed tmm®mic development and increasing
access to the 1.5 billion people who have no adeceskectricity and are dependent
almost entirely on biomass fuels for energy ses/icEhe majority of the low income
countries and populations are in Sub-Saharan AfinchAsia, and 585 million people in
Sub-Saharan Africa and 799 million in developingafack access to electricify Low
income countries are well endowed with renewabirgnresources, though they use a
tiny fraction of their potential. The need to ranpmodern energy use in low income
countries coupled with the availability of excepiéb renewable energy resources provide
a fertile opportunity to help countries develogeaawable energy base that will allow
them to leap-frog into a new pattern of energy gatien and use. Increased financing is
vital to catalyze such a transformative use of waide energy.

3. The aim of the SCF Program for Scaling-up RenewBhkrgy in Low Income
Countries (SREP) is to pilot and demonstrate, @sponse to the challenges of climate
change, the economic, social and environmentailitiabf low carbon development
pathways in the energy sector by creating new eoanopportunities and increasing
energy access through the use of renewable en&R¥P will assist low income
countries to initiate a process leading towardssi@mational change to low carbon
energy pathways by exploiting their renewable epeential in place of fossil-based
energy supply and inefficient use of biomass.

4, The proposed logic model and results frameworkHerSREP is submitted to the
SCF Trust Fund Committee for approval. The docurnsebased on (i) approved policy
documents; (ii) formal and informal discussionshvitie SCF Trust Fund Committee and
SREP Sub-Committee members; (iii) consultation& whe MDBs; and (iv) stakeholder
consultations at the country and global level.

! See CIF. 2008G0overnance Framework for the Clean Technology Fpagagraphs 17 and 25 and CIF. 2008.
Governance Framework for the Strategic Climate Fystagraphs 20 and 55.
2 See OECD/IEA. 2010. Energy Poverty — How to makelenn energy access universal?, page 9.
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5. It is important to recognize the limitations of gw@posed results framework.
The main objective is to provide the SCF Trust FQoanmittee and SREP Sub-
Committee with a strategic monitoring and evaluatmol. The results framework
provides reassurance to the Committees that cesrdre progressing as intended.

6. The results framework communicates in a transpanetitcoherent approach the
expectations of the SCF Trust Fund Committee anfF58ub-Committee for projects-
funded under the CIF. The results framework dagseplace managing for
development results (MfDR) at the program, progeatountry level. Projects and
programs still need to develop comprehensive re$tdimeworks to manage projects
towards the CIF or national development objectiidswever, projects and programs
need to demonstrate clearly how operations aredink SREP’s output/outcome and
catalytic replication level.

7. The main purpose of the suggested results frameisddkestablish a basis for
future monitoring and evaluation of the impact,cmumes and outputs of SREP-funded
activities. In addition, the document is desigt@duide pilot countries and MDBs in
developing their own results frameworks to enshat SREP-relevant results and
indicators are integrated in their own monitorimgl @valuation (M&E) systems at the
country or the project/program level.

8. Section 2 of this report describes briefly the psxcof establishing the CIF and
SREP M&E system. Section 3 introduces the SRERdbgrodel which has been
approved by the CTF-SCF Trust Fund Committees inrch@010. Based on the logical
model section 4 outlines the SREP results framesvaiikh result statements and
indicators. Section 5 focuses on the performaneasurement strategy. The concluding
section outlines the next steps in establishingmprehensive CIF M&E system.

M EASURING RESULTS — A THREE STEP APPROACH

9. The process of establishing a comprehensive mamji@nd evaluation system
for the CIF has three steps:

a. Agreement on the results- This is a strategic, high level process with som
technical discussions to develop the causal reshéigr and develop results
statements.

b. Agreement on the indicators -This is a more technical process with
definitions of indicators articulated, researchdaa availability, and
specification of measurement methodologies.

c. Agreement on a performance measurement strategy This is a technical
process for the collection of baseline data, dexjia process for setting
targets of expected performance, and a technioakgs determining how
data will be collated, aggregated, and reported.



10.  Following harmonization and integration of the destrameworks there is a need
to agree on an approach to measure performancériance measurement includes
definitions of indicators and identification of theeans by which progress on results will
be measured. Typically this includes the souragbeidata, the methodology by which
the data will be collected, and the responsibflitydata collection.

11. Associated with these details about performancesareaent is performance
reporting. This includes how information will belleded or “rolled-up” and then
reported. Given the structure of the funds andjenms performance reporting will take
place at a number of different levels — individpedject and program, country, CIF
program and Fund (CTF, SREP, PPCR, and FIP), aachb\CIF level.

THE SREPLOGIC M ODEL

12.  The logic model is a diagram intended to demorestitse cause and effect
“chain” of results from inputs and activities thghuto outputs, higher level outcomes,
and impacts. The logic model is not intended mashow these results will be measured
through indicators. One of the strengths of tlggdonodel is the flexibility with which it
can be applied to a variety of circumstances amtiests. For the CIFs it is an ideal tool
for demonstrating the results chain since the @y the following characteristics:
1. Multiple programs that converge towards a singighhievel result.
2. Multiple funds that converge towards a high leesuit.
3. An overall “mechanism”, the CIF, which is greatean the sum of its parts,
but that also, encapsulates the funds and progizahsonstitute it.
4. Programs and funds that are implemented by mutd&tievelopment banks
(MDBs), each with their own results framework stures.

13.  As with all results frameworks these logic moddisidd not be seen as a
blueprint for implementation, but rather a framekvtirat can be adjusted as progress is
made and lessons are learnt, especially at thegirand country levels of the results
chain.

14. The SREP logic model has been approved by the COF-Bust Fund

Committees in March 2010. It is suggested to chaingéogic model slightly with

respect to broadening the country level outcomesrariude results statements on the
SREP’s role as pilot to learn from its operationd apply these lessons learned in low
carbon development within the country, across tRES countries, other non-SREP
countries and at the global level. In additions isuggested to add a results statement on
“increased energy security” to better reflect tbeig-economic dimension of the SREP
program.

15. The ultimate impact of SREP is to transform thergy supply and the use of
renewable energy for production to low carbon dewelent pathways. This
transformation is to be achieved through increasesnewable energy (RE) investments,
supported by an improved enabling environment fier $pecifically the implementation



of RE related reforms. The transformation in egengpply and use will also be aided by
the increased viability of the RE sector and insegbaccess to RE. Co-benefits will
include improved respiratory health as increasegsscto RE will mean decreased air
pollution from energy production and consumptiod anproved energy security.

16.  MDB projects will contribute to these results thgbuprojects that build
infrastructure, develop capacity, and provide feiag. The RE infrastructure and
financing for RE production increases the GWh etticity and heat from low carbon
sources which also avoids GHG emissions. The tiatens also that this energy is more
reliable and at lower cost considering projectchfge analysis that from high carbon
sources. Importantly this also increases acceg®ofen and men in low income
countries to energy



Figure 1. Logic model —Scaling Up Renewable Energy Program in Low Income @untries (SREP
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SREPRESULTS FRAMEWORK

17.  The following tables contain the results from tbgit models and the indicators
that are proposed to measure them.

18. Itis important to note that the main monitoringlavaluation function in the first
couple of years will focus on the project/programdicators at the country level because
achieving results at the outcome or impact levdinequire that a substantive part of the
overall program is implemented or under implemeotaas discussed in paragraphs 23
and 24. Nevertheless, efforts will be made to egate data across projects, programs

and MDBs for SCF Trust Fund Committee and SREP Gaitsimittee reporting.

19.  The results framework in table 1 summarizes the et@ments of the
performance measurement system. It combines sudtsestatements with the indicators.
The first two columns represent the results statesn@s stated in the logic model. The
results framework starts with the SREP Transforveaiinpact, then the SREP Catalytic
Replication Outcomes, and concludes with the SRiRe& Outputs and Outcomes.

The framework does not include activities, prodactd services because these are
managed within a project management approach. &uepproach emphasizes also the
commitment to a managing for development resultfbR) approach with emphasis on
impact and outcomes.

20.  The columns three to six represent the indicatmrgéch result. The
performance indicators together with the baselimgttarget column are what the
program will use to measure expected results. é&gsnt in an early stage on the
performance indicators, baselines and targetspsitant for the design of the SREP and
particularly the investment programs because thasalso need to develop results
frameworks to demonstrate how operations are liriidte overall objectives of the
SREP. Efforts have been made to ensure a mix keteealitative and quantitative
indicators. The target and baseline column istdihk and can only be filled in close
cooperation with the MDBs and particularly the coyteams. As mentioned above
some of these indicators have very different tiraenes. Baselines might only be
established in the medium-term (1-2 years) andaitnpact reporting is probably not
possible for a significant time span (10-15 yeai®)e sixth column raises some issues
related to the reliability or validity of the inditors and the difficulties operations might
face when addressing these. The last column brefijnes the means of verification or
data source.



Table 1 Results Framework — Scaling Up Renewable Energy Pgoam in Low Income Countries (SREP)
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PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT STRATEGY

21. The performance measurement strategy outlines hewldta for all the indicators
should be collected, collated, analyzed and redofiteere is a need to be consistent
across the results frameworks in terms of the tiameés in which different levels of
results can be expected, the levels of contribudiweh attribution, how measureable
change will be, and potential measurement stragdgredata collection.

22. Table 2 takes each level of results from the logozlels for the funds and
programs and indicates the timeframe for resuliesgment. In addition the table
provides a sense of the attribution and contrilouteoresults. In terms of measurement
that table also shows the likely performance measant strategy and the purpose / use
of the performance information that is gatheredusleach level. It is worth noting that
the majority of data collection conducted regardiesults attributable to the CIF will be
done in the context of MDBs programs and projedigst data on impacts, relevant for
future strategic planning, will be collected aftiee CIF has ended.

23.  Projects and programs will have other project dmeionpact, outcome and output
indicators but depending on the objective of thgqmt, there is a requirement to report
against the proposed indicators to ensure thag tisea strong link between operations at
the country level and the higher order CIF objesgiv

24.  The results frameworks also do not include openatidata such as resource
inputs, activities, disbursements, contract awagtts,Such operational data is collated
through the portfolio or pipeline management sysaemh reported on a regular basis to
the CIF Administrative Unit through the MDBs.

25. A performance measurement strategy is a plan tocdhiection of the data

necessary to measure progress on results. Foiredichtor it is necessary to indicate
through what method the information will be colksttby whom and how often.
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Table 2 Timeframe and attribution

nt

nt

nt

Time Contribution of CIF to Measurement and Purpose / Use of Performance
Result Levels . . L Measurement Strategy .
Dimension Results Attribution Information
CIF Final +15-20 CIF makes a small Indicators are National statistics Long-term strategic planning
Outcome years contribution along with measureable but not ablg - Global data collection
many other factors. to attribute change to CIR
Transformative + 10-15 years| CIF makes a small Indicators are National statistics Medium-term strategic
Impacts contribution along with measureable, it may be Global data collection planning
many other factors. possible to attribute some - Post-CIF evaluation
change to CIF
Catalytic + 5-10 years | CIF has some influence| Indicators are National statistics Learning
Replication along with many other measureable, it should be - Global data collection Future program design
Outcomes factors possible to link some Post-CIF evaluation Medium-term strategic
change to CIF MDB evaluation planning
MDB Project + 2-7*years | CIF interventions directly Indicators are MDB project monitoring Project Management
Outcomes and influence outcomes measureable and changg - MDB evaluation Fund / Program Manageme
Outputs through the delivery of | is attributable to CIF Special CIF evaluation Learning
outputs Future program design
Activities + 1-7* years Undertaken by CIF Measurement and MDB Project monitoring Project Management
projects attribution are routine Fund / Program Manageme
Learning
Future program design
Inputs Start of Provided to CIF Measurement and CIF Admin. Data Fund / Program Manageme
intervention attribution are routine
G#3 = A8H
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26. Table 3 summarizes the performance measuremetegstrior the SREP. As indicated,
results at the transformative and catalytic repilicalevel occur at the country level. Data for the
proposed indicators can only be collected whemuaifszant part of the country’s SREP
investment plan has been implemented. Mid-termfiuad evaluations provide the opportunities
to assess the impact of the SREP program with pthdgata analysis. However, it is already
now useful for the countries to establish baselarebstargets to the extent possible in order to
allow for progress reporting. Such a process Mslb &elp the countries to identify data gaps or
capacity deficits which they might like to addrésfore a full mid-term evaluation of the SREP
is envisaged. Investing in developing capacity iifiching national M&E systems is justified
considering that moving towards a low carbon dgwelent growth path is a long-term exercise
which requires long-term commitment, engagemert,amership.

27. Reporting against the SREP Transformative ImpadtSREP Catalytic and Replication
Outcomes is the responsibility of the respectiv&BRountry. Ideally, the SREP results
statements help countries to shape their own seswhitoring and evaluation system and
indicators are integrated within the national resstrameworks. For instance, the monitoring and
evaluation framework of an SREP country may incltiaefollowing 13 indicators:

Percentage (%) share of energy services from modamewable, low carbon sources
Percentage (%) of population (rural/urban) consgneinergy services from RE
sources (country level) (women/men)

Level of household “energy poverty”

Change in the Energy Development Index (EDI)

Percentage (%) of RE investment of total energyosecvestment

Percentage (%) of private sector RE investmentstaf energy investments
Adoption and implementation of low carbon energyedepment plans

Enactment of policies, laws and regulations foexeable energy

Change in percentage (%) of total investment insR&or from private sector
Change in percentage (%) of total energy employmenking in RE (women/men)
Cost of RE $/MWh compared to cost of fossil fuglgl®/h

Increase in percentage (%) of total energy suppin fRE sources in the power
industry and in the energy sector

Prevalence of Acute Respiratory Infections (ARM) ¢hildren under 5 years)
(rural/urban)

28. Reporting against SREP Project Outputs and Outéndieators is mainly the
responsibility of the MDBs. In designing SREP-fudgeojects, these key performance
indicators provide a mandatory set of indicatoraigf which reporting is required. However,
not all projects will have to report against ak findicators. For instance, the MDB monitoring
and evaluation framework of an SREP project walé to include the following nine
indicators:

3 The proposed indicators are mandatory but it teempected that all projects will report againstte proposed indicators.
Project or program M&E results frameworks will omgflect the project/program-specific, relevantigadors. For instance, a
capacity development project in the Energy Ministily not include indicators related to energy puotion.
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29. Th
include m

Percentage (%) change in number of project beaeiis with access to ener
services from RE

Percentage (%) change in number of GWh from REpenatapit.

Number of jobs (women and men) in RE servicreated

Percentage (%) irohs (millions) of C(;-equivalent mitigated and $ cost per
Percentage (%) change in $ cost/GWIrenewable energipr project beneficiarie
grid-connected

Number and type of knowledge assets (e.g., pulitsit studiesknowledge sharin
platforms, learning briefs, communities of practiete.) create

Number of nonSREP countries replicate SREP project approach {svgstmen
documents citing SREP pilot project docume

Evidence of use of knowledge as:

Leveragdactor of SREP funding; $ financing from other sms (contribution
broken down by MDBs, governments, multilaterals bitaterals, CSOs, priva
sector)

e actual project monitoring and evaluation frarmewnof the respective MDB ce
any otheindicators, as many as the respective MDB may wagtursue, but th

SREP proposed indicators in table 1 are mandatoensure consistency and linkas

Figure 2:

Data management
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Characteristics | Then” causality | constituent components| components to totalsat | countries / programs

Causal chain, each | Assignmentofresult/ | Summation / aggregation | Roll-up of data for
level linked in “If- | target down to | of data across constituent | comparison across

\ | each level, for purpose of | to facilitate learning /
| getting an overall sum. understanding

When to Use strategic planning | Target setting and

and analysis and analysis

\ \

Top-down | Operational planning | High level reporting | High level reporting
\ |
| |

| assighment
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30. The MDBs will include these indicators within theivn reporting systems and provide
updated project implementation and results regortse CIF Administrative Unit (AU) on an
annual basis. The CIF AU will consolidate the mpof the MDBs and provide feedback to the
Trust Fund Committees within the CIF Annual Reortl occasionally in thematic results
reports. Such an approach will ensure that thet Fusd Committees receive an annual update
on the status of the implementation and achievemwiergsults by projects at the CIF
programmatic level.

31. Figure 2 outlines the process of data aggregatidneaalysis. The main data collection
units are the projects/programs and the countibega will be aggregated across projects, when
feasible, and presented at the country level. dnlsequent step, data at the country level can be
either aggregated at the SREP level or comparesda@ilot countries, depending on the overall
SREP objective. Figure 2 shows examples of thega®of consolidating data on the number of
additional renewable energy connections; numbgrlsf for women and men in renewable
energy services created; and CIF learning aboatwahle energy connection success across
SREP countries.

32. Data management requires that baselines and tangeéstablished for each results
statement and indicator. This can be either demimg the development of the investment plans
or as a separate exercise in a stakeholder cotisalfaocess. It is suggested that the MDBs
work closely within the next 12-24 months (fieldtiag phase) with the governments to assess
carefully the capacity and capability of the coiggtrown reporting system and to assess how
the MDBs reporting system can be aligned with ihentry systems as agreed in the Paris
Declaration?

* See Paris Declaration at
http://www.oecd.org/document/18/0,3343,en_2649 328635401554 1 1 1 1,00.html.
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Table 3 Performance Measurement Strategy — SREP

Results Indicators Data Source/ | Responsibility
Collection for collection o
Method Timing/Frequency
Ongoing| Mid-term Fin
Evaluation
1 | |
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Results Indicators Data Source/ | Responsibility
Collection for collection o
Method Timing/Frequency
Ongoing | Mid-term Fin
Evaluation
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Results Indicators Data Source/ | Responsibility
Collection for collection o
Method Timing/Frequency
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Results Indicators Data Source/ | Responsibility
Collection for collection o
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CONCLUSION

33. The proposed results framework is submitted td&&G€& Trust Fund Committee for
approval with the understanding that the resutsmiéwork needs to be flexible to allow for
adjustments based on actual SREP program impletrngxperience. The current framework
is a model and based on broad assumptions. Theaeptions need to be tested, verified and
reviewed. As a result of this process some indrsamight change over time. An important first
step in this process is for the MDBs to start takweith the frameworks, because only on this
basis will it be possible to refine the indicators.

34. This approach calls for an iterative process. @ielg new indicators may lead to some
re-articulation of the results statements. Indicatnay then need to be revised as the process of
developing the performance measurement strategyleadyto alternate indicators being
proposed or some indicators being de-selected.céj¢he following process is proposed:

a) Field Testing The SREP results framework provides the basssai the monitoring
process and to field test the validity and cost@f’eness of some of the indicators.
MDBs will need clear guidance on how to link pragsaand projects to the CIF
frameworks. The CIF Administrative Unit will dewg guidelines, in close
cooperation with the MDB Committee, and the redpeaesults specialists. After
experimenting with cascading down indicators, @dld be possible to assess whether
the assumptions implied in the logic model are cetiewith the reality at the field
level. This process will require operations todéeen initiated at all levels. Itis
expected, therefore, that early lessons will noamElable before 2011. Field testing
is crucial because no other development organizias yet established a set of key
performance indicators for promoting renewable gyén low income countries
which the CIF can adapt. The proposed SREP refsaiteework is a first attempt by
the MDBs to establish a set of common indicatoresgcountries.

b) Monitoring and Evaluation. The monitoring and evaluation strategy needake t
into account the long term nature of many of th&BResults. For example, many
MDB projects and also projects of other developnpamtners are 5 to 8 years in
length. This is the amount of time that will bgue&ed to produce the fund and
program outputs and outcomes. The process ofyeatglchanges and spurring
replication may take an additional 1 to 5 yearkishas implications for the relative
emphasis of monitoring versus evaluation. Monitgiis more likely to provide
valuable performance information on an ongoing$asihe MDB project output and
outcome levels. The catalytic replication levedl aransformational levels will
probably be better served through ex-post evalnatice resources for, and
management of, these evaluations needs to be evedidarly on in the process to
ensure that they are planned and take place.

c) Setting up a results monitoring system takes timeral requires resources It will
take at least 2-3 years for the CIFs to establisystem which can provide reliable
data for consistent monitoring at the Trust Fundn@uttee level. This is not unusual,
and probably quite an ambitious target, considettiegearly stages of some of the
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programs. However, the earlier the process isestathe more time is available for
testing and improving the proposed frameworks.

35. The MDB Committee agreed to seek the SCF Trust iordmittee’s approval at this
stage with a view to moving forward, recognizingttthe SREP framework will continue to
evolve and will need to be kept under review by3ig# Trust Fund Committee and SREP Sub-
Committee.
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