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1. Executive summary 

Description of the project 

The GCF-IUCN Funded Activity: FP087 “Building livelihood resilience to climate change in the 

upper basins of Guatemala’s highlands” (the “project”) seeks to increase the resilience of 

livelihoods and peoples and of ecosystem and ecosystem services in Guatemala’s highlands. It 

aspires to do so by reducing the impacts of climate change on the hydrological cycle in target 

watersheds through improved land use practices. This will lead to improved water recharge and 

productivity and contribute to the population´s and ecosystem´s increased resilience to climate 

change. 

The Project was approved by the Green Climate Fund (GCF) in 2018 and the Funded Activity 

Agreement (FAA) was signed on 18 April 2019. The financing structure of the Project includes 

USD  22 million from the GCF (grant), USD 4.59 m from the KOICA (grant), USD 5 m Government 

of Guatemala – PROBOSQUE (grant), and USD 6 m from the Government of Guatemala (In-kind).  

The Project implementation period is from the FAA date of effectiveness - 08 April 2020- to 8 

April 2027 (total implementation period: 7 years). At the time of the evaluation, the Project was 

3 years into its implementation.  

Context and purpose of the Interim Evaluation Report 

This interim evaluation addresses the requirements of the GCF under the FAA – evaluating the 

period from the signing of the FAA through 28 February 2024.  The interim report aims to 

identify whether the Project is on track to achieve its objectives, promotes accountability for 

the achievement of GCF objectives, promotes learning, feedback, and knowledge sharing.  

Methodology 

The evaluation strategy was based on a mixed methods approach to address the specific 

requirements of the evaluation, the availability of data and the feasibility of data collection and 

analysis. The data collection was based on focus groups, key informant interviews, document 

reviews, and project data. The analytical procedures included critical document analysis, 

qualitative analysis of interviews and focus groups, quantitative analysis, assessment of 

calculation methodology for the logframe indicator with validation of intervention on field, 

scorecard approach to assess GCF criteria, and comparison of adopted management practices 

and technology with other available practices and technology. 

Results Presentation 

The report uses a traffic light system for the presentation of results. The traffic light system has 

four categories (red, amber, green, and deep green) for all criteria 

Findings  

Relevance: The project objectives and design respond to beneficiaries’, global, country, and 

partners’ needs, policies, and priorities, and continue to do so, since circumstances have not 
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changed significantly. The project is responsive to climate related needs and direct and indirect 

beneficiaries receiving support are consistent with climate vulnerability criteria.   

Effectiveness: The indicators are consistent with the definition and methodology specified in the 

previous result framework and the current IRMF and data are appropriately disaggregated. The 

theory of change logically presents the pathway(s) to the changes that the project intends to 

achieve, and it is clear how the activities and outputs bring about the adaptation outcomes. Based 

on the latest project data available, the Project has not been able to achieve the fund-level mid-

term targets. In all but one, the progress in fund level indicators  is behind of what was envisioned 

in the funding proposal.  

Efficiency: Based on the comparison of fund-level indicators achievement for the final target with 

the budget utilization rate for all fund level indicators but indicator 4.3, the project appears to 

be overutilizing resources. On component level the assessment is more positive. Almost all 

indicators are assessed positively (i.e. budget utilization rate and achievement rate do not have 

significant divergencies).  

Impact:  The impact was assessed based on the extent that the project contributed to a paradigm 

shift pathway based on the relevant GCF sectoral guidelines i.e. the Sectoral guides on i) 

Agriculture and food security, ii) Water Security, iii) Ecosystems and ecosystem services, and iv) 

Climate information & early warning systems. The project has partial alignment with the GCF 

Sectoral guidelines for Agriculture and food security, Water Security, and Ecosystems and 

ecosystem services. Is has stronger potential for alignment with the GCF sectoral guidelines on 

Climate information & early warning systems1. . It should be noted that the project initiated 

before the  development of development of the GCF sectoral guidelines. 

Sustainability: The project did not include in its scope a financial mechanism for the continued 

support of the proposed investment. One of the key national incentives mechanisms has not 

secured continued funding. The project does incorporate national institutions which could support 

sustainability and acts on the enabling environment through public policy influencing. The change 

in government may hinder such initiatives that can contribute to the sustainability of the project 

interventions. 

Coherence in climate finance delivery with other multilateral entities: Based on the desk 

research, interviews with key stakeholders, and field implementors the project (i) is compatible 

with and does not duplicate other climate finance funding and (ii) avoids creating parallel systems 

through creating synergies in funding mechanisms and interventions. 

Gender (Indigenous Peoples and Youth): Qualitative and quantitative data strongly supports the 

finding of active participation of women in project activities. The project is situated in areas 

predominantly inhabited by Indigenous Peoples and includes an indigenous peoples’ organisation 

in the project steering committee. Moreover, the project has included indigenous people within 

the evaluation criteria for the grant mechanism. The project design and implementation does not 

include specific activities aimed at engaging youth. However, the project is assessed positively in 

the engagement of youth.  

 

1 https://www.greenclimate.fund/projects/sectoral-guides 
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Country ownership: Country ownership can be strengthened. The project utilises government 

structures of MAGA, MARN, and INSIVUMEH for the implementation, but a large part of project key 

interventions (EWS) lies outside of the government. Moreover, the necessary coordination between 

the different elements for the EWS does not appear to be in place with important elements still 

missing. The project interventions are well aligned with key beneficiary entities (INAB, INSIVUMEH) 

and executing entities planning (MARN, MAGA). 

Innovation: The project has the potential to provide key innovation in the country, but this 

potential has not yet been fulfilled. The AFS interventions and the agroclimatic technical 

roundtables are innovative within the country context. The EWS has innovation potential but is 

delayed in implementation.  

Replication: The project interventions can be replicated in areas in Guatemala and the 

Mesoamerica that are facing similar climatic risks. The project should work stronger to ensure 

exchange within and between components and develop synergies with FP 145 RELIVE to ensure 

cross fertilisation and experience exchange. 

Scalability: The end beneficiaries are highly motivated to implement project EbA interventions 

and to expand their implementation in their communities but have very limited resources and 

capacities. The interventions cannot be scaled up without additional costs due to the absence of 

a financial mechanism. IUCN should advocate for the replenishment of the national incentives’ 

schemes. 

Unexpected results: There is a concern for the potential effect of the vegetable gardens 

intervention might have beyond of the project implementation. Monitoring potential unintended 

negative result pathways will provide significant insights for the development and implementation 

of GCF projects/programmes.   

Lessons learned 

GCF: The use of the new IRMF and the evaluation guidelines for project that were designed prior 

to their development leads to issues of misalignment and lower assessment of certain criteria.  

AE and EE: The engagement of grassroots organizations has been key to leverage additional (in 

kind resources) while the project has capitalized successfully on the favourable context in terms 

of engagement for gender, IPLC and youth. The AE and EE have been fast to take corrective action 

and improve the grant call ToR, something that would not be equally feasible with a more detailed 

operational manual.  

Recommendations 

The AE and the EE should consider an extension to ensure that it will be possible to achieve final 

targets. This appears to be possible with the current budget utilisation rate.  

The AE and EE should accelerate the implementation (especially for component 3). The alignment 

of Component 3 with the sectoral guidelines would improve the assessment of the project for 

several criteria. 

The project should enhance coordination within the project stakeholders and FP 145 RELLIVE. The 

institutionalisation of key interventions will strengthen the sustainability of the project.   
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The AE and the GCF should consider updating the impact-level beneficiaries’ definition following 

the new IRMF guidelines and account for the project’s indirect beneficiaries. The project has 

created substantial adaptation benefits for indirect beneficiaries that currently are not taken into 

consideration. 
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2. Introduction 

2.1 Description of project 

Table 1 below provides an overview of the key project details, including information on the 

Project financing structure. 

Table 1 Overview of the Building livelihood resilience to climate change in the upper basins of 

Guatemala’s highlands, extracted from the Project website on the GCF webpage2 

Project Summary Table 

Project Title 
Building livelihood resilience to climate change in the upper basins of Guatemala’s 

highlands 

GCF Project ID FP087 

Approval of the Project by GCF 

Board 
20 October 2018 

Signing of FAA 18 April 2019 

Effectiveness of FAA 08 April 2020 

Duration of 
Project 

7 Years 
Country Guatemala 

Region Latin America and Caribbean 

Focal area Adaptation  GCF Results Area 

- Most vulnerable people and 
communities 

- Ecosystem and ecosystem 
services 

Project Financing (USD) 

GCF Financing Grant: 22,035,512 

Co-Financing  

Grant (KOICA): 4,587,156 

Grant (Government of Guatemala - PROBOSQUE): 5,000,000 

In kind (Government of Guatemala): 6,031,872 

Total co-
financing  

15,619,028 

Total project 
costs 

37,654,540.00 

 

 

2 https://www.greenclimate.fund/project/fp087  
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2.1.1 Problems that the Project seeks to address 

The project seeks for the reduction of climate change on hydrological cycle and then to water 

security as a mean of improving vulnerable livelihoods located in the upper part of selected 

basins. The project aims at improving technical assistance, access to sound information, 

governance and investment related to agroforestry, silvopastoral and forest sustainable 

management systems.  

The project works at local, landscape and national levels to strength enabling conditions at 

short, medium, and long term. Ultimately, the project is expected to impact on the capacity of 

related stakeholders as they will adopt water security approach to promote sound climate 

resilient sustainable development. To achieve its objectives, the project includes three 

interconnected components:  

1. Climate-smart integrated watershed management adapted to the local context of the 

highlands. This component aims to: Improve territorial management and promote 

ecosystem restoration to provide goods and services suitable for adaptation (water 

provision and reduction of soil erosion), providing evidence for public policies. To do so, 

the Forest incentive program led by the Government of Guatemala is complemented by 

the Green Climate Fund to increase institutional capacity. Restoration actions are being 

carried out in key hydrographic micro-watersheds, whose degradation in the context of 

climate change threatens the supply of basic ecosystem services (mainly water), thus 

affecting livelihoods.  

2. Community-led watershed management systems promoted through grants. The objective 

of this component is to: Strengthen and increase community participation in ecosystem-

based adaptation, with a focus on the effective participation of women, indigenous 

peoples, and other vulnerable sectors. It focuses on the implementation of climate 

actions by communities in priority areas. The main activities in this component are: a) 

award and execution of medium-sized grants to second-tier community organizations; b) 

award and execution of small grants for grassroots organizations.  

3. Delivery of climate information to farmers and other stakeholders for watershed 

management. The objective of this component is to: Reduce vulnerability to negative 

climate events by improving knowledge of hydroclimatic threats and actions to address 

those threats. It is expected that the improvement of agricultural practices including 

water management will benefit from better collection, interpretation, and dissemination 

of reliable climate information for local producers who are implementing agricultural, 

forestry and agroforestry practices, as well as in the management of water resources and 

landscape restoration.  

The main goal of the project is to benefit 132,000 people (emphasis on women and female 

single-parent households) and restoring or improving the management of 22,500 hectares of 

forest and agroforestry systems for the provision of ecosystem services in the upper part of 

selected watersheds in the Guatemalan highlands. 

The project’s intervention area includes the upper part of the Samalá, Salinas, Coyolate and 

Motagua basins, in the departments of Quetzaltenango, Chimaltenango, Totonicapán and 

Quiché. The intervention area includes 48 watersheds, of which 24 were prioritized for specific 

project actions.  
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Figure 1: Map with location of the intervention and the influence area of the project. 

 

2.1.2 Intervention logic of the Project 

The GCF-IUCN Funded Activity: FP087 “Building livelihood resilience to climate change in the 

upper basins of Guatemala’s highlands” (the “project”) seeks to increase the resilience of 

livelihoods and peoples and of ecosystem and ecosystem services in Guatemala’s highlands. It 

aspires to do so by reducing the impacts of climate change on the hydrological cycle in target 

watersheds through improved land use practices. This will lead to improved water recharge and 

productivity and contribute to the population´s and ecosystem´s increased resilience to climate 

change. 

The GCF-IUCN project seeks to support Guatemala to achieve these via three outputs3:  

• OUTPUT 1. Integrated climate smart watershed management (GCF, GoG) 

o Activity 1.1. Improved local capacities for climate action and watershed 

management (GCF) 

o Activity 1.2. Government forestry and agroforestry incentives supporting water 

recharge and productivity (GoG) 

• OUTPUT 2. Community – led watershed management systems promoted through grant 

facilities. (GCF, KOICA) 

 

3 Please note that the project structure is not following the latest IRFM guidelines. In the current 
nomenclature Outputs would correspond to Outcomes/Components and Activities to Outputs.  
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o Activity 2.1. Awarding and implementation of medium grants for second level 

CBOs (GCF) 

o Activity 2.2 Awarding and implementation of small grants for grassroots 

organizations (KOICA) 

• OUTPUT 3. Climate related information provided to farmers and other target 

stakeholders for watershed management (GCF) 

o Activity 3.1 Strengthened meteorological and hydrological information systems 

through investment in equipment for data collection, modelling, forecasting, and 

archiving (GCF) 

o Activity 3.2 Design and implement a participatory early warning system for 

agricultural practices and water management. (GCF) 

o Activity 3.3 Capacity building for relevant actors at community, municipal and 

national levels for operation and maintenance, data interpretation, modelling, 

and forecasting. (GCF) 

2.1.3 Main stakeholders 

The main stakeholders in the Project include: 

• Government of Guatemala: 

o Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources (Executing Entity) 

• IUCN (Accredited Entity) 

• Implementing Entities: 

o Fundación para la Conservación de los Recursos Naturales y Ambiente en 

Guatemala FCG 

o Instituto de Agricultura, Recursos Naturales y Ambiente IARNA 

o IUCN Guatemala (Executing Entity) 

• Benefiting organisations 

o National Forest Institute INAB 

o National Meteorological Authority INSIVUMEH 

o Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock MAGA 

o Local Municipalities 

o Community based organizations and cooperatives 

o National Protected Areas Council CONAP 

2.2 Evaluation scope 

This interim evaluation aims to address the evaluation needs of the GCF and to satisfy the 

assessment requirements under the FAA between the AE, IUCN, and the GCF. The evaluation 

covers the period from the Effective Date i.e. 08 April 2020 and 28 February 2024 (the date of 

reporting from the most recent Annual Performance Report (APR)).  

The interim report shall address the following objectives: 

• Identify whether the Project is on track to achieve its objectives and pinpoint what actions 

can be taken to improve the delivery of outputs, the achievement of outcomes and 

impacts, and/or improved monitoring of the Project’s progress to assist in planning and 

carrying out activities effectively. 
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• Promote accountability for the achievement of GCF objectives through the assessment of 

the performance of the funded activities against the fund’s evaluation criteria: 

o Relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and sustainability of projects. 

o Coherence in climate finance delivery with other multilateral entities. 

o Gender equity. 

o Country ownership of the project. 

o Innovativeness in result areas – the extent to which interventions may lead to 

paradigm shift. 

o towards climate-resilient development pathways. 

o Replication and scalability – the extent to which the activities can be scaled up in 

other locations within the country or replicated in other countries. 

o unexpected results, both positive and negative. 

• Promote learning, feedback, and knowledge sharing on results and lessons learned among 

the GCF, the implementing agencies and other GCF partners, as a basis for decision making 

on policies, strategies, program management, projects, and programs; and to improve 

performance. 

The evaluation assesses the Project’s design, material changes in the baseline that may have 

occurred during project implementation, and material changes related to key stakeholders that 

impact implementation progress. The evaluation report identifies where improvements could be 

made regarding project implementation and, where feasible, provide recommendations to 

improve the effectiveness of results and impacts. 

 

2.3 Evaluation methodology 

The methodology of this evaluation was informed by the relevant GCF policies and guidelines. In 

particular: 

• the GCF Evaluation Policy; 

• the Green Climate Fund Evaluation Standards ; 

• the Monitoring and accountability framework for Accredited Entities; 

• the Evaluation Operational Procedures and Guidelines for Accredited Entity-led 

Evaluations;  

• the Mitigation and adaptation performance measurement frameworks; and  

• the Integrated Results Management Framework  

In additionally took into consideration the Funded Activity Agreement (FAA) between the GCF and 

the IUCN, the Accreditation Master Agreement (AMA) between the same parties.  

The evaluation strategy is based on a mixed methods approach to address the specific 
requirements of the evaluation, the availability of data and the feasibility of data collection and 
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analysis. The approach utilises a number of data collection methods and corresponding 
analytical procedures for each of the criteria and evaluation questions presented below.  

 

2.3.1 Data collection methods 

The data collection methods used were the following: 

● Focus groups with project beneficiaries. Groups included indigenous peoples and women. 

Specialized focus groups with women were also conducted to ensure that gender 

considerations were addressed.  

● Key informant interviews with government officials, executing entity representatives, co-

financing representatives 

● Document reviews 

● Project document reviews 

o Project M&E framework and feedback collection mechanism 

o Logframe, learning strategy. 

o Project Communication Strategy and SEP KPIs 

● Project data (administrative data and project management data) 

● Secondary data (e.g. economic, demographic) 

2.3.2 Analytical procedures 

The proposed analytical procedures for the interim evaluation are the following: 

● Critical desk-based document analysis  

● Qualitative analysis of interview transcripts for semi-structured interviews and focus 

groups with triangulation of information given by different respondents and respondent 

types. 

● Quantitative analysis for logframe indicators with disaggregation of beneficiaries by 

gender 

● Assessment of calculation methodology for the logframe indicator with validation of 

intervention on field 

● Scorecard approach to assess GCF criteria.  

● Comparison of adopted management practices and technology with other available 

practices and technology. 

2.3.3 Presentation of results 

The report uses a traffic light system for the presentation of results. The traffic light system has 

four categories (red, amber, green, and deep green) for all criteria. The overall assessment of 

each criterion is based on the triangulation of quantitative and qualitative data (including 

interviews and focus groups analysis, desk research etc.) 

For the quantitative data the traffic light system is organised as follows: 
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Table 2: Traffic light categorization of quantitative data 

Assessment Range  

Red Less than 70% of the target 

Amber 70-90% of the target 

Green 90-100% of the target 

Deep Green >100% of the target 

 

For qualitative data the categorization criteria vary but are based on the respective guidelines 

of the GCF Evaluation Guidelines and the IRMF. 

 

2.3.4 Ethical considerations 

Before the start of the interviews/focus groups with the selected participants, the interviewer 
got the participants’ consent. When asking for consent, the interviewer provided information 
about themselves, the company they represent and the purpose of the data collection process. 

For the collection, no ethical clearance with a local or international research body (e.g. an 
institutional review board) was requested. Nevertheless, the participants in data collection 
followed specific protocols for the interviews/focus groups and the handling of data. Therefore, 
there is no strong reason of concern regarding the ethics of the interim evaluation.  

Given that the interview guides did not include sensitive questions on topics such as child labour 
or domestic violence, the integrity of participants was not threatened. The questions in the 
interview/focus groups guidelines were related to socioeconomic variables (education, income, 
assets, food security) and participants’ access to natural resources, knowledge of agroforestry 
and agricultural practices, use of early warning systems, and risk perception of climate change. 
The interviews did not involve sensitive topics as the information received was intended to 
enhance land management and does not involve or generate any risks to participants. 

An addition the integrity of participants was ensured since participants were able to stop taking 
part in the data collection process at any time if they felt uncomfortable. The data collectors 
communicated the length of the data collection process and that all information provided during 
the process will remain anonymous and confidential.  

Data was collected only from households/participants that gave consent to participate in the 
process. Likewise, the participants were informed that their personal information will be stored 
in a confidential manner. 

 

2.4 Methodological limitations and mitigation measures 

The evaluation strategy was based on a mixed methods approach to address the specific 
requirements of the evaluation, the availability of data and the feasibility of data collection and 
analysis.  
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Nevertheless, the methodological approach has a number of methodological limitations. In 
particular: 

• Limitations in terms of data collection and analysis: Taking into consideration that the 

project is part of the LORTA portfolio and that one of the limitations identified in the 

baseline report was sample attrition, we opted not to collect survey data from the 

beneficiaries. To avoid methodological weakness (e.g., lack of statistical inference), 

consultants began with the construction of a general framework (based on data review) 

and then implemented a data collection process based on interviews with key 

stakeholders and beneficiaries. It allowed to deep the analysis in key areas of the 

project. Thus, the report and the overall reliability of the process are robust and strong. 

 

• Limitations to assess the effectiveness of the project during the implementation 

period: As the project interventions are still under way or just recently implemented the 

assessment of their effectiveness can only be limited. While this is true for most 

interventions, it is especially true for interventions supported by the project, as 

agricultural investments and particularly agroforestry systems have a significant lag 

phase.  

• Limitations in assessing possible unexpected results: Similarly to the limitations 

mentioned above, unexpected results can manifest beyond the period of the project 

implementation. Taking the above into consideration the evaluation highlights potential 

unexpected results following the precautionary principle.  

2.4.1 Quality Assurance 

During the preparation of data collection, the interview and focus group guides were reviewed 

by IUCN and the evaluation team. The guides were assessed and amended where needed after 

the first structured interview and focus group to ensure that the questions are understood and 

that the respondents are prompted to share the data needed.  

During the collection phase the evaluation team monitored data-collection activities identifying 

and correcting atypical inputs. For each interview and focus groups notes were taken4.  

In order to achieve high-quality data, interviewers took a critical stance and asked interviewees 

to elaborate on positions, themes and issues that are were corroborated and triangulated by 

other data sources. Inconsistencies were highlighted and discussed with the AE and EE to take 

into consideration their feedback. 

 

2.5 Audience, and dissemination plan 

The target audience for this interim evaluation report includes:  

• GCF as a donor 

• KOICA as a co-financier 

• Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources – Guatemala as the NDA 

 

4 Notes are available upon request to safeguard the anonymity of the participants. 



Draft Evaluation Report 

21 

E Co.   

• IUCN as an AE 

• the EE (IUCN - Guatemala, Ministry of Environment and Natural Resources – Guatemala)  

• the IE (Fundación para la Conservación de los Recursos Naturales y Ambiente en 

Guatemala -FCG, Instituto de Agricultura, Recursos Naturales y Ambiente – IARNA, IUCN 

Guatemala) 

• the benefiting organisations (National Forest Institute-INAB, National Meteorological 

Authority-INSIVUMEH, Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock- MAGA, Local Municipalities, 

Community based organizations and cooperatives supported by the project, National 

Protected Areas Council -CONAP) 

Additional stakeholders include (but are not limited to): final beneficiaries; relevant national 

authorities (e.g. relevant ministries); other AEs implementing GCF projects/programmes in the 

country or region; GEF agencies implementing projects/programmes in the country and/or the 

region; organisations and networks representing or working with IPLC and/or youth, experts and 

youth researchers; civil society actors; institutions, and other relevant entities or citizens. 

Table 3 presents the proposed dissemination actions for the dissemination of the Interim 

evaluation report. 

Table 3: Proposed dissemination level 

Audience Level Mechanism 

GCF and Co-financiers 
Full Interim Evaluation Report Share full Interim Evaluation 

Report 

NDA 
Full Interim Evaluation Report Share full Interim Evaluation 

Report 

AE 
Full Interim Evaluation Report Share full Interim Evaluation 

Report 

EE 
Full Interim Evaluation Report Share full Interim Evaluation 

Report 

IE 
Full Interim Evaluation Report Share full Interim Evaluation 

Report 

Benefiting organizations  

(INAB, INSIVUMEH, MAGA)  

Full Interim Evaluation Report Share full Interim Evaluation 

Report 

Benefiting organizations  

(Component 2 Grantees) 

Summary of key findings Share a one-page summary 

through project 

communication channels 
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Audience Level Mechanism 

Other stakeholders 

Summary of key findings Share a one-page summary 

through project 

communication channels 
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3. Findings 

 

3.1 Relevance 

The relevance of the project is assessed as deep green.  

The following sub-section assess the relevance of the project using the OECD-DAC definition5. The 
project was assessed for relevance based on a desk research and interviews with key informants.  

Based on the assessment the project objectives and design respond to beneficiaries’, global, 

country, and partners’ needs, policies, and priorities, and continue to do so, since circumstances 

have not changed significantly. The project is responsive to climate related needs and direct and 

indirect beneficiaries receiving support are consistent with climate vulnerability criteria.   

In particular, based on the desk research and the discussion with EE and beneficiaries, the project 

interventions address the barriers identified by the project.  

Moreover, the project is aligned with national and sectorial policies, including but not limited 

to: 

• NDCs  

• NAP 

• Climate Change Policy 

• National Plan for Innovation and Development 2020-2024  

• Sectoral policies 

o MAGA Strategic Plan 2021-2026: Forestry restoration strategy 

o INSIVUMEH strategy 

o National Forest Landscape Restoration Strategy 2015-2045 

o Institutional Gender Equality Policy 2022-2026 (MARN) 

Similarly, the key informants corroborated the continuous relevance of the project with national 

policies. Moreover, while there were changes in government, the priorities of the project have 

continued to be assessed by the policy makers as pertinent to the country priorities.  

Lastly, the project interventions, complement other interventions in the country. The assessment 

did not identify any duplication of the project with other climate financing in the country. On the 

contrary both Component 1 activities and especially Component 3 activities can be beneficial to 

other areas and projects in the country, namely the FP145: RELIVE FAO project. Specific replicable 

 

5 Relevance – the extent to which the project/programme objectives and design respond to beneficiaries’, 
global, country, and partners’/institutions’ needs, policies, and priorities, and continue to do so if 
circumstances change. For GCF-funded projects/programmes, it is important to assess the 
responsiveness of a project/programme to climate-related needs, and how direct and indirect 
beneficiaries were identified and targeted are important elements under this criterion. 
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activities are the technical agroclimatic committees, as well as elements of the EWS for small-

holder farmers. 

3.2 Effectiveness 

The effectiveness of the project is assessed as amber. 

The effectiveness6 of the project was assessed based on the Project Monitoring and Evaluation 
System, the validation of the interventions on the field, key informant interviews, and focus 
groups with beneficiaries.  

 

3.2.1 Logical framework  

Based on the project FP and logframe the indicators are consistent with the definition and 

methodology specified in the previous result framework and the current IRMF and data are 

appropriately disaggregated.  

Direct beneficiaries7 supported by the project receive i) targeted support from a GCF-funded 

intervention and ii) a measurable adaptation benefit from a GCF-funded intervention.  

That said, currently the impact-level direct beneficiary definition is very strict. Currently, 

beneficiaries need to have support from components 1 or 3 and component 3 to be accounted as 

an impact level beneficiary. Nevertheless, based on the updated IRMF definition support from only 

one of the three components would suffice.  

Indirect beneficiaries are not included in the project M&E system. Taking into consideration 

significant number of indirect benefits, through especially the watershed management plans, a 

substantial contribution of the project to the fund adaptation results is not taken under 

consideration.  

In terms of Improved resilience of ecosystems and ecosystem services 8 the indicator is also 

consistent with both result frameworks.  

Some of the assumptions that led to the targets’ estimation (e.g. land tenure per household) 

appears to have been misestimated, which is leading to difficulties in their achievement.  

 

 

6  According to the OECD-DAC definition effectiveness refers to the extent to which the 
project/programme achieved, or is expected to achieve, its objectives, and its results, including any 
differential results across groups. 

7 Reported under indicators A1.0 Increased resilience and enhanced livelihoods of the most vulnerable 
people, communities, and regions; A7.0 Strengthened adaptive capacity and reduced exposure to 
climate risks. 

8 Reported as 4.1 Agroforestry Systems (AFS); 4.2 Silvopastoral systems and management of natural 
plantations, reforestation, and rehabilitation; and 4.3 Restored ecosystems established or enhanced with 
Ecosystem-based adaptation strategies. 
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3.2.2 Theory of change  

The project theory of change logically presents the pathway(s) to the changes that the project 

intends to achieve. Moreover, it is clear how the activities and outputs bring about the 

adaptation outcomes. The project implementation is consistent with the theory of change with 

the activities implemented supporting the project outputs and outcomes and there is no need 

for revisions to reflect implementation realities. The project identified risks, barriers and 

assumptions hold and they do not need to be revised significantly.  

 

3.2.3 Indicator progress 

The data assessed are based on the 2023 APR submitted to the GCF in February 2024 and is the 
most recent complete project implementation snapshot9.  

Based on the latest project data available, the has not been able to achieve the fund-level mid-

term targets. In all but one, fund level indicators the progress is far behind of what was envisioned 

in the funding proposal.  

Table 4: Fund-level impact core indicators achievement 

Fund-level impact Core 

indicators for Adaptation 

Baseline Current Value (%based 

on midterm target) 

Target 

(mid-term) 

Target 

(final) 

4.1. Area of Agroforestry 

systems. 

2,806.86 ha 1,456.99 ha +2,875 ha 

50% 

+13,257 ha 

11% 

4.2. Silvopastoral systems 

and management of natural 

plantations, reforestation, 

and rehabilitation. 

33,507.26 ha 388.60 ha +1,725 ha 

22% 

+4,385 ha 

8% 

4.3. Restored ecosystems 

established or enhanced 

with Ecosystem based 

adaptation strategies. 

45,789.25 ha 6,639.53 ha +1,150 ha 

577% 

+4,858 ha 

137% 

Number of males and 

females adopting diversified, 

climate resilient livelihood 

options. 

134,087 people (18,135 

Single female parent 

households 13.52%) 

22,362 +35,000 people 

(10,500 women) 

64% 

+132,000 people 

(39,600 women) 

17% 

Outcome Indicators 

7.1. Number of vulnerable 

households, local 

organizations and 

technicians at local level 

using totally or partially 

1,374 (wholly) people 

2,473 (partially) people 

18,405 +50,000 people 

(30% women = 15,000) 

+132,000 people 

(30% women = 39,600) 

 

9 The APR offers a snapshot of both the financial and activities implementation that can provide useful 
insights on both the effectiveness and efficiency of the project. When relevant the report provides more 
recent data from other sources of the project documentation.  
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Fund-level impact Core 

indicators for Adaptation 

Baseline Current Value (%based 

on midterm target) 

Target 

(mid-term) 

Target 

(final) 

climate related tools, 

information, and practices.  

36% 13% 

-Soil erosion 

(ton/hectare*yr) 

 

 

Coyolate: 58.94 

Motagua: 58.96 

Salinas: 37.02 

Samalá: 41.43 

2050 Projection 

 

Coyolate: 97.47 

Motagua: 88.72 

Salinas: 50.08 

Samalá: 65.13 

 

 

N/A 

 

Less than the 

2050 BAU Projection  

Coyolate: 99.04 

Motagua: 89.5 

Salinas: 51.12 

Samalá: 66.96 

-Hydrological balance 

(mm/yr) 

 

 

Evapotranspiration: 

984.49 

Local Recharge: 435.98 

Quick flow: 189.25 

2050 Projection 

 

Evapotranspiration: 

1.425.42 

Local recharge     26.51 

Quick flow: 187.08 

 

 

N/A 

 

2050 BAU Projection  

 

Evapotranspiration: 

1.425.27 

Local recharge     26.61 

Quick flow: 187.34 

 

The only exception is indicator “4.3. Restored ecosystems established or enhanced with Ecosystem 

based adaptation strategies” which is an outlier. For this indicator the project appears to 

overperform exceptionally achieving 577% of the mid-term target and already exceeding the final 

target. The exceptional performance for this indicator is due to the activities implemented under 

Component 1 and will be discussed in further detail in this section. 

Table 5: Component-level indicators achievement 

Progress Update On Project/Program Level Indicators Of The Logic Framework (Impact 

Indicators). 

Project/Program indicators 

(Adaptation) 
Baseline Current 

Target 

(mid-term) 

Target 

(final) 

Component 1 

1. Integrated climate smart watershed management. 

1.01. Integrated watershed 

management plans under 

EbA criteria 

6 plans 14 
+10 plans 

140%  

+20 plans 

70%  



Draft Evaluation Report 

27 

E Co.   

Progress Update On Project/Program Level Indicators Of The Logic Framework (Impact 

Indicators). 

Project/Program indicators 

(Adaptation) 
Baseline Current 

Target 

(mid-term) 

Target 

(final) 

1.02. Area under EbA. 4,523.57 ha 6,656.61 ha 
+7,000 ha 

95% 

+12,500 ha 

55%  

1.03. Number of men and 

women with improved 

capacities for climate action 

and watershed management 

and benefitting from forest 

incentives. 

306 people (77 

women and 229 

men) 

13,116  

+28,000 

people (30% 

women with 

emphasis on 

women being 

head of 

household = 

8,400) 

47%  

+50,000 

people (30% 

women 

with 

emphasis 

on women 

being head 

of 

household = 

15,000) 

26%  

Component 2 

2. Community – led watershed management systems promoted through grant facilities. 

2.01. Amount of 

grants/average size. 

 

0 
11 medium 

size grants  

$4,087,349.20  

8.5 grants 

(medium 

scale) 

equivalent to 

US$3.4M 

129% 

120% 

17 grants 

(medium 

scale) 

equivalent 

to US$6.8M 

64% 

60% 

0 
16 small-size 

grants  

$ 940,80810 

30 grants 

(small-scale) 

equivalent to 

US$1.4M 

52 grants 

(small-

scale) 

equivalent 

 

10 Based on the December 2023 and January 2024 Project Steering Committee minutes, eleven additional 
sub-projects were approved in November 2023 and started implementation in January-February 2024. 
This brings the total number of small grant projects to 27. These are not presented in the current table 
as the evaluation takes into consideration the latest APR that provides a simultaneous snapshot of 
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Progress Update On Project/Program Level Indicators Of The Logic Framework (Impact 

Indicators). 

Project/Program indicators 

(Adaptation) 
Baseline Current 

Target 

(mid-term) 

Target 

(final) 

53%  

67%  

to 

US$2.34M 

31%  
40% 

2.02. Number of people 

benefitting from the grant 

facility. 

0 15,159  
20,000 

people (30% 

women = 

6,000) 
75%  

50,000 

people (30% 

women = 

15,000) 

30% 

2.03. Area under EbA. 0 1,828.51 ha 
3,000 ha 

60% 

10,000 ha 

18% 

3. Climate related information provided to farmers and target stakeholders for watershed 

management. 

3.01. Number of people with 

access to improved climate 

information (disaggregated 

by gender). 

6,320 people 

(1,099 Single 

female parent 

households) 

14,939  
+50,000 

people (30% 

women = 

15,000) 

30%  

+132,000 

people 

(30% 

women = 

39,600) 

11%  

 

In Component 1 the project lags only in indicator 1.03. which refers to the number of 

beneficiaries. The project has been successful in developing integrated watershed management 

plans and implementing EbA. The latter indicator success is mainly due to the inclusion of areas 

contributing to “4.3. Restored ecosystems established or enhanced with Ecosystem based 

adaptation strategies”. In particular, 81% of the area is forest under different EbA management 

regimes (plantation, restoration, natural forest for production or protection) 73% of the area 

(4,847.15 ha) is natural forest under protection. The above is reflected to the achievement of 

indicator 1.03 that in only 47%.  

In Component 2 the project is on track only for indicator 2.01. Amount of grants/average size for 

the medium sized grants. The program is not on track in implementation for indictors 2.01. Amount 

of grants/average size for small sized grants, 2.02. Number of people benefitting from the grant 

 

financial and activity progress. That said, the additional projects are taken into consideration in the 
evaluation of the criterion. 



Draft Evaluation Report 

29 

E Co.   

facility, and 2.03. Area under EbA. As in Component 1 the majority of the area under EbA is again 

forest (90%) with 1,225.71 ha being natural forest for protection purposes. This is reflected in the 

achievement of 2.02. Number of people benefitting from the grant facility which only reached 75% 

of the target, despite the extremely small areas owned by small-holder framers in the project 

area.  

In Component 3 the project is also lagging in the achievement of indicator 3.01. Number of people 

with access to improved climate information (disaggregated by gender) with only 11% of the mid-

term target reached. 

The IUCN Guatemala as an EE has devised a plan to accelerate the achievement of the indicators 

in all three components. The plan takes into consideration the targets of the sub-projects 

implemented under Component 2 for beneficiaries and area under EbA as well as an accelerated 

implementation for Components 1 and 2. The EE is confident that will be able to achieve its targets 

by 2026.  

For Component 1 the plan aspires to accelerate the implementation considering that all the 

preparatory groundwork has been completed 11 . The focus of the plan is on reaching the 

beneficiaries targets as well as to accelerate the investments contributing to indicators 4.1 

Agroforestry Systems (AFS) and 4.2 Silvopastoral systems and management of natural plantations, 

reforestation, and rehabilitation.  

For Component 2 eleven additional sub-projects were approved in November 2023 and started 

implementation in January-February 2024. This brings the total number of small grant projects to 

27. Moreover, in the more recent calls of proposals for small and medium-sized grants have been 

planned and include minimum indicators for the implementation of proposals, detailing the 

minimum number of beneficiaries as well as the minimum number of hectares. Especially for the 

case of the third and fourth call, the focus has been on agroforestry systems.  

Nevertheless, based on the current implementation rate the annual implementation targets for 

Component 1 and 2 are overambitious. This is also corroborated by the fact that the project has, 

up until now, focused on forest areas which contribute heavily to the indicators of “Area under 

EbA”. 

Based on the small land area owned by the potential beneficiaries it is expected that the 

achievement of the Areas under EbA will not be accelerated enough to reach the targets within 

the current timeframe. Beneficiary targets are expected to be reached more easily, but still 

appear overambitious based on the current implementation rate. 

Concerning Component 3 the project is lagging both in terms of reaching beneficiaries, but also 

in terms of the development of a fully functional early warning system. Currently the project has 

been able to deliver fully only one of the four EWS key elements (Disaster risk knowledge based 

on the systematic collection of data and disaster risk assessments – Improved meteorological 

stations network) and partly a second one (Detection, monitoring, analysis and forecasting of the 

hazards and possible consequences – increased forecast capacity of INSIVUMEH that is not 

operationalized for the needs of the final beneficiaries). The project is working towards the 

 

11 Prioritization of micro-watersheds and types of forest landscape restoration interventions, coordination 
alliances with MAGA and INAB,  
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development of the rest of the key elements i.e. providing information to end beneficiaries 

through community radio, weather app, text messaging (Dissemination and communication) and 

by developing preparedness at all levels to respond to the warnings.  

The project is facing significant challenges especially concerning the communication and 

dissemination, since large numbers of the population cannot be informed through written means 

(including the app) and indigenous communities in the project area use three different Mayan 

languages. While the project has already taken efforts for the provision of climate information in 

preferred languages and mediums, there is still significant progress to be made.   

Taking into consideration the above the project should accelerate the implementation 

significantly.  

3.3 Efficiency 

The efficiency of the project is assessed as amber. 

The project efficiency 12  is assessed quantitatively based on the comparison of the budget 

utilization rate with the final target achievement ratio. This comparison can provide insights on 

whether the project is delivering according to planned costs. Key findings were discussed with 

IUCN as an AE and an EE and with the other EE and IE to ensure that the analysis is robust and to 

further analyse key efficiency factors. 

The overall budget utilisation rate is 25% with the different components ranging between 21% and 

33%. The PMC are the only costs that are at 51% and are comparable to the implementation 

timeframe. Component 3 has the second highest utilization rate, which is expected based on the 

activities included (procurement and installation of meteorological stations). 

Table 6: Total budget utilization rate per component 

SUB-OUTPUT / SUB-COMPONENT 
TOTAL BUDGET UTILIZATION 

RATE % 

Component 1 27% 

Component 2 21% 

Component 3 33% 

PMU 51% 

 Project total:   25% 

 

12  According to the OECD-DAC definition effectiveness refers to the extent to which the project 
delivers, or is likely to deliver, results in an economic and timely way. For GCF projects/programmes, 
efficiency refers to the degree to which resources have been optimized to maximize the impact of 
resources spent on climate adaptation and mitigation results. 
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Based on the comparison of fund-level indicators achievement for the final target with the budget 

utilization rate for all fund level indicators apart from indicator 4.3 the project appears to be 

overutilizing resources 13 . While this is to some extent expected as usually projects are 

characterized by an initial lag phase, the inconsistency between budget use and target 

achievement is a point of concern. On the contrary, 4.3 Restored ecosystems established or 

enhanced with Ecosystem-based adaptation strategies costs appear to have been extremely 

overestimated at the proposal level.  

Table 7: Comparison of the fund level indicators with the Project total budget utilization rate.  

   Indicator 
Achievement rate 

(final) 

A4.0 Improved 

resilience of 

ecosystems and 

ecosystem services 

4.1 Agroforestry Systems (AFS): 11% 

4.2 Silvopastoral systems and 

management of natural plantations, 

reforestation, and rehabilitation 9% 

4.3 Restored ecosystems established or 

enhanced with Ecosystem-based 

adaptation strategies: 137% 

Cumulative 38% 

A1.0 Increased 

resilience and 

enhanced 

livelihoods of the 

most vulnerable 

people, 

communities, and 

regions 

Number of males and females adopting 

diversified, climate-resilient livelihood 

options 

17% 

A7.0 Strengthened 

adaptive capacity 

and reduced 

exposure to 

climate risks 

7.1: Number of vulnerable households, 

local organizations and technicians at 

local level using totally or partially 

climate-related tools, information, and 

practices 14% 

 

 

13 Budget utilization rate (budget spent/budget available) is higher than the final target achievement rate 
(indicator achievement /final indicator target) 
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On component level the assessment is more positive. All indicators are assessed positively (i.e. 

budget utilisation rate and achievement rate do not have significant divergencies) with the 

exception of 2.03. Area under EbA, and 3.01. Number of people with access to improved climate 

information (disaggregated by gender) which are of concern. Indicator 2.03. Area under EbA has 

been lagging behind due to the small agricultural area of beneficiaries while indicator 3.01 is 

lagging behind due to the issues mentioned above in the effectiveness section and due to the 

significant contribution of equipment (meteorological stations) in the budget. Based on the 

component level analysis the project might be lagging behind in terms of implementation but is 

on track in terms of budget to indicator achievement ratio. 

Table 8: Comparison of the Component level indicators with the component budget utilization rate. 

Progress Update On Project/Program Level Indicators Of The Logic Framework  

Project/Program indicators 

(Adaptation) 
Baseline Current 

Target 

(final) 

Component 1 (Budget utilisation rate 27%) 

1. Integrated climate smart watershed management. 

1.01. Integrated watershed 

management plans under EbA 

criteria 

6 plans 14 
+20 plans 

70%  

1.02. Area under EbA. 4,523.57 ha 6,656.61 ha 
+12,500 ha 

55%  

1.03. Number of men and women 

with improved capacities for 

climate action and watershed 

management and benefitting 

from forest incentives. 

306 people 

(77 women 

and 229 men) 

13,116  

+50,000 people 

(30% women 

with emphasis 

on women being 

head of 

household = 

15,000) 

26%  

Component 2 (Budget utilisation rate 21%) 

2. Community – led watershed management systems promoted through grant 

facilities.  
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2.01. Amount of grants/average 

size. 

 

0 
11 medium 

size grants  

$4,087,349.20  

17 grants 

(medium scale) 

equivalent to 

US$6.8M 

64% 

0 
16 small-size 

grants  

$ 940,808 

52 grants 

(small-scale) 

equivalent to 

US$2.34M 

31%  
40% 

2.02. Number of people 

benefitting from the grant 

facility. 

0 15,159  
50,000 people 

(30% women = 

15,000) 

30% 

2.03. Area under EbA. 0 1,828.51 ha 
10,000 ha 

18% 

3. Climate related information provided to farmers and target stakeholders for 

watershed management (Budget utilisation rate 33%) 

3.01. Number of people with 

access to improved climate 

information (disaggregated by 

gender). 

6,320 people 

(1,099 Single 

female 

parent 

households) 

14,939  +132,000 people 

(30% women = 

39,600) 

11%  

 
 

Analysing implementation data at the component level the findings are key in terms of efficiency. 

For Component 1 implementation costs for the achievement of indicator 1.02 Area under EbA 

appear to have been overestimated. This is linked with the overall efficiency of indicator 4.3. 

With 73% of the area under 1.02 corresponding to “Forest conservation” the intervention costs per 

hectare have been very small. The efficiency in this indicator is mainly driven by the minimal 

investments needed to conserve already existing forest areas. 

For Component 2 it appears that small-size grants have a much better cost to beneficiary ratio 

that the medium-size grants. The difference is partly attributed to underestimation of costs by 

the less experience grassroots organisations and the different focus on the interventions. 

Nevertheless, grassroots organisations appear to be more efficient as they can leverage in kind 

contributions from community members.  

The above corroborate the key takeaways of the effectiveness section i.e. that the project will 

need additional time to achieve its targets.  
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3.4 Impact 

The Impact of the project is assessed as amber. 

The impact14 was assessed based on the extent that the project contributed to a paradigm shift 

pathway based on the relevant GCF sectoral guidelines i.e. the Sectoral guides on i) Agriculture 

and food security, ii) water security, iii) Ecosystems and ecosystem services, and iv) Climate 

information & early warning systems.  

Based on the assessment of the project activities through desk research, field visits, interviews 

with key stakeholders, beneficiaries focus groups the project was assessed as contributing to the 

following pathways: 

• Agriculture and food security  

• Transformational planning & programming 

• Integrated agricultural development planning that mitigates the risks of 

maladaptation & maximizes joint adaptation-mitigation synergies & co-

benefits 

• Enabling community-responsive policies, frameworks, and practices 

• Coalitions & Knowledge to scale up success 

• Promoting public awareness and capacity building at scale 

• Water security  

• Catalysing climate innovation 

• Mainstream rainwater catchment harvesting and storage systems 

• Coalitions & knowledge to scale up success 

• Support catchment-based initiatives to promote water stewardship 

• Empower communities into the decision-making process 

• Ecosystems and Ecosystem Services  

• Transformational planning & Programming 

• Ecosystem-based solutions improving NDCs or projects by ecosystem type 

and geography (water regulation and soil erosion prevention)  

 

14 According to the OECD-DAC definition impact refers to the extent to which the project has generated or 
is expected to generate significant, positive, or negative, intended or unintended, higher-level effects. 
In the current report, Impact has been operationalized as to which extent did the project/ programme 
contribute to a paradigm shift, taking into consideration that unintended effects are being assessed in a 
different criterion.  
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• Climate information & early warning systems 

• Catalysing climate innovation 

• Enhance hydromet service provision, optimising infrastructure through 

regionalisation and gap-filling. 

• Build e-infrastructure to reduce cost and enhance efficiency 

The project has additional potential under Component 3 if it aligns the activities with the 

“Climate information & early warning systems” sectoral guidelines. Such an alignment can 

increase the assessment of the Impact as green 

It should be noted that the project has been developed long before the relevant sectoral guidelines 

have been developed. Based on the above the assessment of the project as amber should be 

considered a success of the project as it has been incorporating key elements in its design in 

advance. 

3.5 Sustainability 

The project sustainability is assessed as amber. 

Based on a desk research, interviews with key stakeholders, and field trips, the assessment 

concerning sustainability is that there is limited evidence that institutional structures and 

behavioural norms required to sustain the climate adaptation benefits are sufficiently robust to 

exist without external funding and support. That said, there are some examples of good practice 

and interventions that support the overall sustainability of the adaptation benefits, in terms of 

influencing public policy. Therefore, the sustainability is assessed low to medium.  

In particular, the project has not developed a viable financial mechanism for the continued 

support of the proposed investment, as this was not part of its original scope. Moreover, according 

to the evaluators' assessment, the project has not yet created significant changes concerning the 

implementation mandate and scope of the national institutions involved in the project 

implementation. 

The project does incorporate national institutions which could potentially support sustainability, 

scalability, and replicability after the completion of the project, but currently, these structures 

would not be capable of taking over project interventions without external resources and technical 

support. In particular, the two incentives that are key for the continued implementation of the 

project interventions are facing constraints including lack of trust from indigenous communities 

(PROBOSQUE) and limited funds (PINPEP). The Technical Agroclimatic Committees need to be 

further embedded in the government structure as currently the roles, responsibilities, and 

financial support needed have not been concretised. Moreover, the different government agencies 

linked with the implementation (MAGA, MARN, INAB, INSIVUMEH) do not share a common 

understanding of the project scope. While this could be partly due to the changes in the 

government, it has a significant impact on sustainability.  

Additionally, the project has so far influenced public policy with the following key interventions: 

• Assessment of Guatemala's forest policy to 2020. 
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• Development of the Social Participation Policy with a Gender and Peoples' focus of CONAP. 

• Institutionalisation of EbA measures in the Country´s Gender and Climate Change Action 

Plan15, in coordination with other IUCN initiatives, in this case AGENT. 

• Proposal for a "Computer system for the estimation of potential water recharge zones to 

facilitate their inclusion in the PROBOSQUE Programme". 

• Water resources management policy in the municipality of Totonicapán. 

• Training of MAGA personnel (technicians, middle management, and high-level decision 

makers) on the approach to water and soil parcel management with a key line approach 

(with the potential to extend the impact to the national level). 

Nevertheless, the change in government may hinder such initiatives that can contribute to the 

sustainability of the project interventions. 

3.6 Coherence in climate finance delivery with other 

multilateral entities 

The project ‘s coherence in climate finance delivery is assessed as deep green.  

Based on the desk research, interviews with key stakeholders, and field implementors the project 

(i) is compatible with and does not duplicate other climate finance funding and (ii) avoids creating 

parallel systems through creating synergies in funding mechanisms and interventions. 

As also mentioned in the relevance criterion, the project interventions, complement other 

interventions in the country. The assessment did not identify any duplication of the project with 

other climate financing in the country. On the contrary, both Component 1 activities and 

especially Component 3 activities can be beneficial to other areas and projects in the countries, 

namely the FP145: RELIVE FAO project. Specific replicable activities are the technical agroclimatic 

committees, as well as elements of the EWS for small-holder farmers.  

The project to a large extent utilizes pre-existing structures and processes to implement its 

actions (MAGA, INSIVUMEH, etc.) avoiding the creation of parallel structures and working towards 

creating synergies. The new administration of MARN is also extremely interested in coordinating 

the different interventions taking place in the country, an incentive that will further facilitate the 

identification and remedy of possible duplication. 

3.7 Gender equity 

Gender, youth, and Indigenous Peoples mainstreaming is assessed as deep green 

The following section addresses the extent to which the project demonstrates understanding of 

the differentiated impacts of climate change by gender and other markers of difference, as well 

as the role of behavioural changes and various groups in responding to climate challenges. 

 

15 https://www.marn.gob.gt/wp-admin/admin-
ajax.php?juwpfisadmin=false&action=wpfd&task=file.download&wpfd_category_id=820&wpfd_file_id=25
979&token=&preview=1 
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The project design included a comprehensive assessment of the women's situation in Guatemala. 

The project's gender assessment in Guatemala revealed a notable gender disparity among small 

non-agricultural households, with 73.8% led by females compared to 47% led by males16. This 

emphasizes the disadvantaged position of rural women in productive activities and underscores 

the need for targeted initiatives, particularly for female-headed households. Field observations 

during the Interim evaluation confirmed this finding, attributing it partly to high levels of male 

migration for income-generating activities in urban areas and abroad. 

The project's gender assessment underscores the disproportionate impact of climate change on 

women, primarily due to diminished water resources. Field observations during the interim 

evaluation affirmed that women are more affected by climate change, given their responsibility 

for numerous household chores, including childcare and cooking. 

The project integrated a Gender Assessment and Action Plan (GAAP) with the objective of 

enhancing the resilience of at least 15,000 women in the project area. This involves improving 

their abilities to utilize early warning systems for agricultural and agroforestry practices, as well 

as water management, climate-smart agriculture, and agroforestry practices. The GAAP comprises 

specific activities under each output, accompanied by detailed disaggregated indicators and 

targets17. 

Regarding the extent of implementation of gender action plans and monitoring, the project has 

been successful in ensuring gender inclusion, with both quantitative and qualitative data 

confirming active participation of women (see below). Additionally, the project demonstrates a 

strong commitment to the inclusion of indigenous peoples and youth, as evidenced by the targeted 

support and activities tailored to these groups. 

In terms of stakeholder consultation and input utilization, the project has engaged with key 

stakeholders effectively. Indigenous peoples and youth, as well as women, are actively involved 

in project activities, indicating that their inputs have been considered in both design and 

implementation processes. 

Overall, the project has made notable progress in implementing its gender action plan and 

consulting key stakeholders, ensuring their inputs are incorporated into project activities and 

outcomes. This is corroborated both by qualitative and quantitatively data, collected during the 

field country visit.  

 
a) Gender Inclusion 

Quantitative data suggests that the project is exceeding expectations in reaching women 
beneficiaries. 

Qualitative data strongly supports the finding of active participation of women in project 

activities, 52% of project beneficiaries at the impact level are women (total project beneficiaries 

22,362)18. Their involvement is attributed to the effective engagement efforts by the Executing 

 

16  Annex 16 

17 Ibid.  

18 Reported in the project Dashboard. 
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Entities, alongside the high number of women-headed households identified in the initial gender 

assessment. Notably, the project has included gender within the evaluation criteria for the grant 

mechanism and has made a concerted effort to prioritize women's participation in capacity-

building activities, going as far as scheduling sessions at times convenient for them to balance 

household duties; of a total of 7,368 capacity building beneficiaries 70% are women19. The project 

is also coordinating with, among others, the Presidential Secretariat for Women (SEPREM), the 

Interinstitutional Coordination Groups for Gender and Indigenous Peoples, and the Municipal 

Women's Directorates (DMM). 

During focus group discussions, women have expressed feeling empowered by the project, citing 

increased learning opportunities and reduced dependency on male income. Encouragingly, there 

have been no observed conflicts within households regarding project participation, and women 

generally feel supported by men in their involvement. Furthermore, the project includes activities 

aimed at enhancing men's understanding of the importance of women's participation, including 

initiatives addressing "nuevas masculinidades"20  to raise awareness of gender issues among men. 

 

b) Indigenous Peoples Inclusion: 

The project is situated in areas predominantly inhabited by Indigenous Peoples and includes an 

indigenous peoples’ organisation the project steering committee. Moreover, the project has 

included indigenous people within the evaluation criteria for the grant mechanism There is active 

support from the project to strengthen the governance capacity of indigenous peoples and the 

incorporation of ancestral knowledge in the project-supported EbAs. Lastly, the project has 

provided support for indigenous organizations, such as associations and cooperatives, through the 

grant schemes. 

 

c) Youth Inclusion: 

Final beneficiaries and grantee organizations recognize the critical importance of incorporating 

youth inclusion in the project activities. The project design and implementation does not include 

specific activities aimed at engaging youth and the grans mechanism does not explicitly include 

youth consideration in the evaluation criteria. However, two small-size grantee organisations are 

youth organisations and in general grantee organizations are actively seeking strategies, such as 

implementing activities with schools and exploring innovative approaches, to better engage the 

youth demographic. Also, during focus group discussions and interviews, there was a growing 

concern about the need to involve more youth, particularly to address the issue of migration to 

other areas. Component 3 of the project presents an opportunity to enhance youth inclusion, given 

its potential for innovation and integration of technologies that may appeal to this specific 

demographic. 

 

19 Ibid. 

20 In a nutshell the concept of “Nuevas Masculinidades” proposes a new model that seeks an alternative to 
the traditional hegemonic masculinity concepts and incorporates a gender perspective. A short 
presentation of the notion can be in the UN Women training model “Nuevas Masculinidades y su relación 
con la autonomía económica.” 
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3.8 Country ownership of projects and programmes 

The project’s country ownership is assessed as amber. 

Based on the desk research, interviews with key stakeholders, and field implementors the project 

is aligned with national plans and strategies as is also highlighted in the relevance section. The 

project interventions are well aligned with key beneficiary entities (INAB, INSIVUMEH) and 

executing entities planning (MARN, MAGA). 

That said, country ownership is less strongly embedded in the project governance, coordination, 

and consultation mechanisms. While the project tries to utilise the structures of MAGA and MARN 

(the project involves a significant number of local staff e.g. MAGA extensionists, INSIVUMEH 

personnel etc.), for the implementation, a large part of project key interventions (EWS) lies 

outside of the government. Moreover, the necessary coordination between the different elements 

for the EWS does not appear to be in place with important elements still missing.  

Also, based on the interviews with implementing personnel on the field capacity building on the 

staff is limited, which is potentially one of the reasons that the project does not appear to be 

fully coordinated at all levels.  

Lastly, the project M&E system is harmonised with the country's requirements, the project has its 

own mechanisms to collect and validate data. 

3.9 Innovativeness in result areas 

The project’s innovativeness is assessed as amber. 

Based on the desk research, interviews with key stakeholders, and field implementors the project 

has the potential to provide key innovation21 in the country, but this potential has not yet been 

fulfilled. 

In terms of business models, the project is introducing innovative practices regarding AFS that 

support community livelihoods, including the Keyline model. Nevertheless, within the context of 

the project areas and the resources of the beneficiaries there is limited capacity to enable the 

development of financially sustainable business models. There is only a limited number of 

associations that could use the project proceeds these ends, but such interventions are not within 

the project scope. In general, the project does not develop a financial mechanism for the 

promotion of climate resilient interventions and as mentioned in the impact criterion the 

contribution to the GCF transformative pathways. 

In terms of project’s governance, the project has been innovating in promoting and establishing 

key coordination bodies such as the watershed councils and the technical agroclimatic 

roundtables. Also, the project is promoting the incorporation of ecosystem-based adaptation (EbA) 

 

21 The extent to which the project/programme creates opportunities for targeting innovative solutions, 
new market segments, developing or adopting new technologies, business models, modal shifts and/or 
processes that are appropriate to a given context and which can bring about a paradigm shift.  
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as a tool of forest and agricultural policies. The interventions in public policies and the increased 

capacity have been key towards developing the enabling environment. 

The project will have additional capacity if it manages to coordinate the different innovative 

elements (watershed councils, technical agroclimatic committees and an operationalised EWS for 

farmers). Moreover, these interventions appear to be the most easily replicable and scalable in 

the country. 

3.10 Replication 

The project ‘s replicability22 is assessed as amber. 

Based on the desk research, interviews with key stakeholders, field implementors, and 

beneficiaries of the project, the project activities are relevant for a wider area in Guatemala and 

Mesoamerica, but they have little potential to be replicated without external support. 

The project interventions can be replicated in areas in Guatemala and the Mesoamerica that are 

facing similar climatic risks. The interventions are relevant for the population living in the 

Guatemala Highlands and the Dry Corridor including areas of the FP 145 RELIVE project. Project 

interventions (e.g. Keyline model) have been implemented previously in other areas in the region 

but is an important innovation for the country. A systematic knowledge management strategy, 

beyond the capacity building of the MAGA technical personnel in the project area, can increase 

their replicability23.  

Nevertheless, the project appears to need to strengthen its internal identification of good 

practices and knowledge exchange. Currently, project stakeholders and beneficiaries have 

mentioned that they have limited exchange between them. While some key outputs of the projects 

(watershed plans) are already incorporated in the decision-making process, the Component 3 

platform, has not been communicated and incorporated in the technical agroclimatic roundtables. 

As mentioned, the EWS is a key intervention with significant potential for replicability and 

scalability. 

Additionally, the project should increase its efforts to ensure that the promoters and 

demonstrative plots beneficiaries can work as dissemination multipliers. Currently, these key 

project beneficiaries appear not to have a clear understanding of their role and responsibilities. 

Taking into consideration the significant investment that the demonstration plots require, and 

their limited numbers supported by the project, it is imperative that they continue fulfilling these 

functions. 

Based on the provided information the project has initiated interactions to identify and promote 

synergies with the FP 145 RELIVE project, the first coordination meeting took place in October 

2023. 24  The development of close coordination  and the identification of specific outputs for 

 

22 Within this report’s context replicability refers to the extent to which the activities are replicated in 
other countries or other locations within the same country and.  

23 Such activities include but are not limited to the development of specific knowledge management 
outputs and lessons learned that can be directly capitalized from the FP 145 RELIVE project.  

24 The inception workshop of the FP 145 RELIVE project took place in August 2023 
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capitalization during the implementation of FP 145 RELIVE can greatly improve the effectiveness 

of both projects in terms of increasing community resilience. Lessons learned from the project 

can be of great use in the RELIVE project, both in terms of water management, implementation 

of forest restoration and AFS interventions and climate information.  

 

3.11 Scalability 

The project’s scalability25 is assessed as red. 

Based on the field visit and focus groups, it is evident that the end beneficiaries are highly 

motivated to implement project EbA interventions and to expand their implementation in their 

communities but have very limited resources and capacities. 

That said, the project does not include in its interventions the development of a viable financing 

mechanism (e.g. reimbursable grants, revolving fund) to support the ongoing implementation of 

the proposed investments and the communities in the Guatemalan highlands do not have the 

financial means or capacity to take over such investments on their own.  

In addition to the above, the AE should advocate for the replenishment of the INAB incentive tools 

to support the implementation of such actions after the project’s implementation period. Taking 

into consideration possible delays and changes in the strategic focus of the new government, the 

exit and scalability strategy of the project may be at risk. 

 

3.12 Unexpected results, both positive and negative 

Unexpected results26 are assessed as green. 

Currently, the project has not led to identified unexpected results. Nevertheless, there is a 

concern, based on the field visits and the discussion with the beneficiaries, that some of the field 

investments may lead to increased water demand.  

In particular, beneficiaries are in significant need to support and diversify their livelihoods and a 

significant focus of MAGA extensionists (with the cooperation with the Ministry of Health) and the 

grassroots organizations was to support food security and revenue generation. The most common 

strategy communicated was family vegetable gardens which may to lead to increased water 

demand. It is understood that this is part of the integrated watershed management according to 

the project objectives and their operationalization in the field through the micro-watershed plan. 

 

25 Within this report’s context replicability to the extent to which the project/programme has expanded 
its scale and impact without increasing the total costs of implementation 

26 Within this context what is assessed is the degree to which unforeseen and unintended results, both 
positive and negative, and which were not anticipated as part of the planning or articulated in the 
original theory of change, were captured and from which relevant lessons were identified and utilized to 
adaptively manage the project/programme and improve project/programme implementation and 
decision-making. 
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Additionally, it is understood that there are multiple benefits from the implementation of such 

interventions for vulnerable populations like those supported by the project, in terms of increasing 

food security and creating revenue streams. Nevertheless, there is a concern that small-holder 

farmers may opt to replicate the most beneficial measure that is also the most water intensive.  

It should be clarified that this unexpected result may arise from investments that are not 

supported by the project but are independent from it. Moreover, taking into consideration the 

limited resources of the population the probability is relatively small. Nevertheless, due to the 

important impact of such a possibility and the fact that it is counter to the objectives of the 

project, we consider that the project should include a way to monitor the related risks within its 

M&E system.  

The evaluation team considers that monitoring potential unintended negative result pathways will 

provide significant insights for the development and implementation of GCF projects and 

programmes.   
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4. Lessons learned 

 

This section outlines crucial lessons learned and best practices that can significantly enhance the 

success of future projects and ongoing implementation efforts. These insights are gleaned from a 

comprehensive evaluation of project performance, stakeholder feedback, and contextual 

considerations, offering valuable guidance for optimizing project outcomes and fostering 

continuous improvement. 

Lesson Learned for the GCF: One of the key lessons learned for the Green Climate Fund (GCF) 

pertains to the alignment of the new Integrated Results and Performance Framework (IRMF) and 

evaluation guidelines with the project's structure, Theory of Change (ToC), and logframe. While 

these frameworks have been instrumental in the overall evaluation process, it was observed that 

they could not be fully aligned due to inherent differences. This discrepancy highlighted the need 

for greater flexibility and customization in evaluation methodologies to ensure a more accurate 

assessment of project impact and effectiveness. 

Lesson Learned for the GCF: Another critical lesson learned relates to the evaluation criteria, 

particularly regarding the enabling environment and impact. It was noted that these criteria were 

not entirely aligned with previous requirements and project quality standards, leading to lower 

evaluation scores in certain areas. This discrepancy was especially pronounced for projects lacking 

a financial mechanism to sustain interventions beyond the implementation period, emphasizing 

the importance of aligning evaluation criteria with project-specific contexts and objectives. 

In terms of best practices, the engagement of grassroots organizations in project 

implementation emerged as a valuable strategy. The implementation of small- and medium-

sized grants demonstrated that grassroots organizations possess the legitimacy, motivation, and 

capacity to leverage in-kind contributions from the community effectively. This not only enhances 

the project's reach and impact but also fosters a sense of ownership and empowerment among 

local stakeholders. 

The local context played a significant role in increasing engagement from women and youth. 

Women's participation was partly influenced by contextual factors such as male migration and 

work requirements, leading to successful outcomes both quantitatively and qualitatively. 

Similarly, the local context underscored the importance of including youth in the decision-making 

process, although explicit inclusion in the grants instrument was limited. Nonetheless, the overall 

participation and engagement of young people were positive, highlighting the potential for greater 

youth involvement in future projects. 

The role of a detailed operations manual in project implementation is key during 

implementation. While a more detailed manual for the grant instrument could strengthen 

adherence to climate rationale, it also posed challenges in terms of flexibility for corrective 

action. The Adaptation and Evaluation Entities demonstrated agility in identifying and adjusting 

Terms of Reference for grants, addressing shortcomings promptly. This nimbleness would have 

been constrained if the selection process were rigidly defined in the operations manual, 

underscoring the need for a balanced approach that enables adherence to guidelines while 

allowing for adaptive management practices. 
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5. Recommendations 

Drawing upon a comprehensive analysis of project performance, stakeholder feedback, and 

contextual factors, the following recommendations are designed to optimize project´s 

implementation, foster learning, and innovation, and maximize the project's performance to 

achieving the desired results. Through collaborative efforts and a commitment to continuous 

improvement, the implementation of these recommendations can drive the project towards 

greater success and lasting positive change. 

 

5.1 Relevance 

1. As noted above the project continues to be relevant and in alignment with beneficiaries', 
global, country, and partners' needs, policies, and priorities. It is important to maintain 
this alignment with changing needs and priorities, especially now that the government has 
changed. For this, continued engagement with stakeholders and particularly with the new 
authorities it is very important. This will enhance and ensure sustained positive outcomes. 

 

5.2 Effectiveness 

1. The effectiveness is expected to increase with the provision of Technical Assistance (TA) 
aimed at developing grant proposals. It is expected that TA can significantly enhance the 
quality of submissions and the achievement of project targets. By providing guidance and 
support in proposal development, TA can ensure that proposed activities align closely with 
the project climate rational and project objectives and contribute effectively to desired 
outcomes. This can ultimately enhance the overall effectiveness and impact of the project.  

2. Supported investments can benefit from stricter adherence to the climate rationale. Some 
of the grantee organisations have supported efficient cookstoves and medicinal plants 
which has not been identified as a measure in the project funding proposal. Efficient 
cookstoves can contribute to reducing deforestation drivers and medicinal plants can also 
create and additional revenue stream. That said, such actions would be more effective in 
a project-level streamlined approach.  

3. Simplify the reporting of impact-level direct beneficiaries since it remains within the 
definition of the GCF result framework. 

4. Consider reporting indirect beneficiaries that are currently not captured by the M&E 
system. Indirect beneficiaries from the project include farmers that are not receiving 
direct support but have an adaptation benefit (increased water availability) through the 
watershed management plans and moreover population in the lower parts of the managed 
watershed (increased water availability). 
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5.3 Efficiency 

1. Strengthen mechanisms to prevent duplication of efforts, of both in terms of areas and 
activities. Regarding Project areas provide clear information on areas that are already 
supported by the different organisations including EEs and those support the 
implementation of the Grants. This will ensure efficient resource allocation and maximize 
impact across interventions. Also, continue the positive trend of excluding duplication in 
Early Warning Systems (EWS) development in recent calls. This targeted approach ensures 
that project activities remain focused and aligned with objectives.  

2. Provide Technical Assistance (TA) during the Grants proposal development to improve 
understanding of eligibility criteria, accurate budgeting, and target setting. This ensures 
that proposed activities are feasible and contribute effectively to project objectives and 
enable applicants to submit proposals that closely align with the project goals. 

3. Provide ongoing TA during project implementation to strengthen monitoring, management, 
and investments implementation. This support ensures that project activities are 
effectively executed and contribute to desired project outcomes.  

4. Enhance coordination between and within project components to streamline activities, 
minimize overlaps, and maximize synergies. Furthermore, support coordination between 
grantees through facilitated interactions by IUCN Guatemala, promoting knowledge sharing 
and best practices exchange to optimize project outcomes. 

 

5.4 Impact 

5. Accelerate Implementation of Component 3 to enable the timely delivery of its intended 
outcomes and contribute to achieving the expected project´s impact.  

6. Ensure that the outputs of Component 3 inform the implementation of Components 1 and 
2. By fostering cross-component collaboration and information sharing, the project can 
leverage the insights and outcomes generated from Component 3 activities to enhance the 
impact of other project components. This integration will facilitate a more integral 
approach to project implementation and maximize the synergies between different project 
activities to enhance impact. 

7. Align the implementation of project activities with the GCF sectoral guidelines, as these 
provide information on how targeted GCF investments aligned with country priorities could 
have the most impact for each sector, driving paradigm shifting pathways and 
demonstrating strong climate impact. By aligning the project to these guidelines, the 
project can ensure that its activities maximize the potential for sustainable impact and 
long-term success.27  

 

 

27 In particular for the EWS, please see the GCF Sectoral guide: Climate information & early warning 
systems, p.9. https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/sectoral-guide-climate-information-early-
warning-systems 
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5.5 Sustainability 

1. Enhance coordination among Executing Entities, stakeholders, and project-supported 

projects to streamline efforts. This can be achieved through regular communication 

channels, collaborative planning sessions, and joint decision-making processes. 

2. Develop standardized guidelines for providing TA support across the different project 

activities to ensure consistency and effectiveness. This includes defining clear objectives, 

methodologies, and evaluation criteria for TA interventions to optimize their potential 

sustainability. 

3. Invest in building the capacity of grassroots organizations, particularly those that have 

demonstrated success, legitimacy, motivation, and capacity to mobilize community 

resources. This can be done through tailored training programs, mentoring, and networking 

opportunities to strengthen their ability to sustain project outcomes beyond the project 

duration. 

4. Facilitate the legalization of grassroots organizations, enabling them to access funding 

opportunities and resources independently. Additionally, support efforts to embed project 

activities in strategic planning tools at local and regional levels to institutionalize the 

project and ensure long-term support for project interventions. 

5. Strengthen community governance structures to enhance their capacity to manage and 

sustain project activities. This may involve providing training on effective governance 

practices, facilitating community-led decision-making processes, and promoting 

transparency and accountability in project implementation. By empowering local 

communities to take ownership of project initiatives, sustainability can be achieved more 

effectively. 

6. Continue the promotion and incorporation of the EbA approaches in INAB and MAGA 

policies, for its promotion and scalability through public policies (such as forestry policy, 

irrigation policy, soil management policy) 

7. Promote further the institutionalisation of the agro-climatic technical roundtables as an 

instrument for the sustainability of EWS. 

 

5.6 Coherence in climate finance delivery 

1. Advocate for the establishment of stronger coordination mechanisms among relevant 

stakeholders, including government agencies, non-governmental organizations, and 

community representatives. This can be achieved through using existing coordination 

frameworks, particularly by better engaging and empowering the NDA in its climate 

coherence coordination role. This could facilitate communication and collaboration with 

other climate finance initiative as well as well as identifying replication and scalability 

opportunities for the project.  

2. Advocate for the continuation of strategic technical priorities despite the changes in the 

government leadership. Engage policymakers to integrate project priorities into national 

policies as well as ensuring active involvement of lower-level government staff (that has 

less turnover than higher levels) in project activities for sustainability.  

3. Actively seek out for potential synergies with the FP 145 RELIVE project to ensure that 

lessons learned, and good practices identified throughout the implementation can be 

shared effectively.  
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5.7 Gender, Indigenous Peoples, and youth 

mainstreaming 

1. Maintain and strengthen ongoing efforts to mainstream gender, indigenous peoples, and 

youth considerations throughout project activities, these were well received by 

participants of the focus groups and interviews.   

2. Further enhance the integration of ancestral knowledge and practices of indigenous 

peoples into project activities, beyond the initiatives that are already included. By 

respecting and integrating these cultural beliefs, the project can enhance its relevance 

within indigenous communities. This fosters a deeper connection with the local culture and 

promotes sustainable solutions informed by traditional wisdom. 

 

5.8 Country ownership 

1. Prioritize capacity building initiatives for key technical personnel from government 

agencies such as INSIVUMEH, MARN, MAGA, and INAB, particularly considering changes in 

government leadership. This will ensure continuity and enhance country ownership in 

project implementation. 

2. Enhance coordination mechanisms between project Executing Entities to foster coherence 

and synergy in project activities. This can be achieved through regular meetings, joint 

planning sessions, and the establishment of clear communication channels. 

3. Strengthen the technical agroclimatic roundtables28 to enhance their capacity to support 

project activities related to climate adaptation and resilience-building. Additionally, 

clarify the exit strategy for these roundtables to ensure sustainability beyond the project 

duration. 

4. Strengthen coordination between INSIVUMEH and MAGA at both national and local levels 

on climate information related initiatives. This can be achieved through joint planning, 

sharing of data and expertise, and collaborative decision-making processes. 

 

5.9 Innovation  

1. Expedite the implementation of Component 3, which demonstrates the highest potential 

for innovation. This can be achieved by prioritizing Early Warning Systems (EWS) activities, 

and by fostering collaboration with relevant stakeholders to fast-track the adoption of the 

technologies for EWS. 

2. Enhance the sustainability and exit strategy of watershed councils and technical 

agroclimatic roundtables to ensure the continued adoption of innovative practices beyond 

the project's lifespan.  

 

28 Mesas Técnicas Agroclimáticas 
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5.10 Replicability 

1. Implement a commitment mechanism to ensure the continued participation and 

engagement of project demonstration plot beneficiaries and promoters. This could involve 

formal agreements or defining a minimum target of new beneficiaries to reach for 

replication. 

2. Provide targeted TA to project beneficiaries focused on leadership, communication, and 

other relevant skills to empower them to effectively lead and disseminate project 

outcomes within their communities, enhancing the potential for replication.   

3. Enhance knowledge exchanges within the project (component, beneficiaries, and EEs) and 

between similar initiatives in the country and the region. This can be achieved through 

regular forums, workshops, and peer learning sessions where stakeholders can share 

experiences, best practices, and lessons learned. 

4. Develop a comprehensive strategy for capturing and disseminating project knowledge 

effectively. This may include documenting best practices, creating knowledge-sharing 

platforms, and utilizing innovative communication tools to reach a wider audience. By 

systematically capturing and sharing knowledge, the project can facilitate replication both 

within and beyond its immediate context. 

5. Actively seek out for potential synergies with the FP 145 RELIVE project to ensure that 

lessons learned, and good practices identified throughout the implementation can be 

shared effectively.  

 

5.11 Scalability 

1. Enhance awareness of the scope and implementation of PROBOSQUE and PINPEP incentives 

among beneficiaries. This can be achieved through targeted communication campaigns, 

workshops, and outreach activities to highlight the benefits and eligibility criteria of these 

incentives. 

2. Advocate for increased funds for the PINPEP program. This may involve engaging with 

policymakers to secure additional resources for the program.  

3. Focus on strengthening the implementation and coordination of Component 3, which holds 

the highest potential for scalability, particularly the EWS. 

 

5.12 Unexpected Results 

1. Include monitoring of potential unintended results (water demand) to safeguard the 

positive impact of the project and create key knowledge for other GCF projects.    

2. Provide revenue-generating alternatives, including access to markets, to diversify income 

sources and improve the financial sustainability of the project interventions. This could 

involve supporting entrepreneurship capacities, facilitating market linkages, or providing 

training on income-generating activities to project beneficiaries. 
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3. Increase awareness among project stakeholders about the impacts of climate change on 

water availability and the potential effects on the financial sustainability of water-

intensive investments such as greenhouses for water-intensive crops. 
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6. Annex 

6.1 Evaluation matrix 

 

CRITERION QUESTION SUB-QUESTION  INDICATOR  

DATA SOURCE AND 

COLLECTION 

METHODI 

ANALYTICAL 

PROCEDURE/TRIANGULATION 
STRENGTH OF EVIDENCE 

Relevance: I 

Is there 

continuing 

relevance of the 

project? 

To what extent do the 

proposed interventions address 

the barriers identified by the 

project? 

Percentage of 

beneficiaries who 

believe that the 

interventions 

addressed their 

needs  

Focus groups with 

project 

beneficiaries 

Qualitative analysis of transcripts, 

triangulation of information given 

by different respondents and 

respondent types. 

Strong. 

Are the 

assessments 

made by IUCN 

during the 

Project 

Preparation Phase 

still valid? 

To what extent are the project 

interventions in line with the 

government’s policies and 

priorities? 

Extent to which 

the PROJECT 

INTERVENTIONS 

align with 

government 

policies and 

priorities. 

(On the scale of 1 

= not at all; 2 = 

moderately; 3 = 

fully) 

Key informant 

interviews with 

government 

officials 

(qualitative). 

Qualitative analysis of interview 

transcripts, triangulation of 

information given by different 

respondents and respondent types. 

Strong 
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CRITERION QUESTION SUB-QUESTION  INDICATOR  

DATA SOURCE AND 

COLLECTION 

METHODI 

ANALYTICAL 

PROCEDURE/TRIANGULATION 
STRENGTH OF EVIDENCE 

How does the intervention fit 

in or complement other 

interventions in the area? 

Extent to which 

the PROJECT 

INTERVENTIONS 

complements 

other 

interventions. 

(On the scale of 1 

= not at all; 2 = 

moderately; 3 = 

fully) 

Effectiveness 

How effective 

was the project 

in achieving 

improved 

resilience of 

ecosystems and 

ecosystem 

services? (A4.0) 

To what extent did the project 

deliver on indicators 4.1 to 4.3? 

4.1 Agroforestry 

systems Project M&E system 

Assessment of calculation 

methodology. 

Validation of intervention on field 

Strong 

4.2 Silvopastoral 

systems and 

management of 

natural 

plantations, 

reforestation, 

and rehabilitation 

Project M&E system 

Assessment of calculation 

methodology. 

Validation of intervention on field 

Strong 

4.3 Restored 

ecosystems 

established or 

enhanced with 

Ecosystem based 

adaptation 

strategies. 

Project M&E system 

Assessment of calculation 

methodology. 

Validation of intervention on field 

Strong 
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CRITERION QUESTION SUB-QUESTION  INDICATOR  

DATA SOURCE AND 

COLLECTION 

METHODI 

ANALYTICAL 

PROCEDURE/TRIANGULATION 
STRENGTH OF EVIDENCE 

Number of 

beneficiaries who 

perceive the new 

systems in place 

as improving key 

ecosystem 

services 

(Quantitative 

indicator) 

Focus groups with 

project 

beneficiaries 

Qualitative analysis of transcripts, 

triangulation of information given 

by different respondents and 

respondent types. 

Strong 

How effective 

was the project 

in increasing the 

resilience of 

livelihoods of 

most vulnerable 

people and 

communities? 

(A1.0) 

To what extent did the project 

deliver on indicator A1.0? 

Number of males 

and 

females adopting 

diversified, 

climate 

resilient 

livelihood options 

Project M&E system 

Assessment of calculation 

methodology. 

Validation of intervention on field 

Strong 

Number of 

beneficiaries who 

perceive the new 

systems in place 

as improving key 

ecosystem 

services 

(Quantitative 

indicator) 

Focus groups with 

project 

beneficiaries 

Qualitative analysis of transcripts, 

triangulation of information given 

by different respondents and 

respondent types. 

Strong 

How effective 

was the project 

in strengthened 

To what extent did the project 

deliver on indicator 7.1? 

7.1: Number of 

vulnerable 

households, local 

organizations and 

Project M&E system 
Assessment of calculation 

methodology. Strong 
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CRITERION QUESTION SUB-QUESTION  INDICATOR  

DATA SOURCE AND 

COLLECTION 

METHODI 

ANALYTICAL 

PROCEDURE/TRIANGULATION 
STRENGTH OF EVIDENCE 

adaptive capacity 

and reduced 

exposure to 

climate risks? 

(A7.0) 

technicians at 

local level using 

totally or 

partially climate 

related tools, 

information, and 

practices 

Validation of intervention on field 

Number of 

beneficiaries who 

perceive the new 

systems in place 

as improving key 

ecosystem 

services 

(Quantitative 

indicator) 

Focus groups with 

project 

beneficiaries 

Qualitative analysis of transcripts, 

triangulation of information given 

by different respondents and 

respondent types. 

Strong 

Efficiency: 

How efficient is 

the intervention 

in providing 

improving 

ecosystem 

services? 

To what extent did the project 

deliver the intended outputs 

within budget and schedule? 

Cost per unit (per 

ha) based on 

target and other 

interventions if 

available 

 

Because each 

component, 

activity has a 

budget 

(approved), and 

the project has 

procurement 

Calculations based 

on administrative 

data and project 

management data. 

Efficiency is assessed against 

benchmarks from other comparable 

interventions and/or over time 

within the project. 

Fair – limited number of 

similar interventions 

that can be used as 

benchmark. 

Comparison over time to be 

used as supplementary 

data source. 
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CRITERION QUESTION SUB-QUESTION  INDICATOR  

DATA SOURCE AND 

COLLECTION 

METHODI 

ANALYTICAL 

PROCEDURE/TRIANGULATION 
STRENGTH OF EVIDENCE 

plans… this 

document/inform

ation will be 

useful 

Efficiency of 

cooperation’s, 

governance, and 

learning.  

(Qualitative 

indicator) 

Document reviews 

and key informant 

interviews or 

workshops 

conducted during 

the evaluation. 

Qualitative analysis. Strong 

How efficient are 

the interventions 

in providing the 

vulnerable 

communities with 

resilient 

livelihoods? 

In comparison to similar 

interventions, how efficient is 

the intervention? 

Cost per unit (per 

beneficiary) 

based on targets 

and other 

interventions is 

available 

Calculations based 

on administrative 

data and project 

management data. 

Efficiency is assessed against 

benchmarks from other comparable 

interventions and/or over time 

within the project. 

Fair – limited number of 

similar interventions that 

can be used as benchmark. 

Comparison over time to be 

used as supplementary data 

source. 

Efficiency of 

cooperation’s, 

governance, and 

learning.  

(Qualitative 

indicator) 

Document reviews 

and key informant 

interviews or 

workshops 

conducted during 

the evaluation. 

Qualitative analysis. Strong 

Impact 

To what extent 

did the project 

contribute to a 

paradigm shift? 

  
Overall narrative 

from the 

paradigm shift 

Input from the 

Efficiency and 

Effectiveness 

criteria.  

Fund level indicators effectiveness 

assessment and qualitative 

assessment of contribution to the 

sectoral transformative pathways. 

Strong 
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CRITERION QUESTION SUB-QUESTION  INDICATOR  

DATA SOURCE AND 

COLLECTION 

METHODI 

ANALYTICAL 

PROCEDURE/TRIANGULATION 
STRENGTH OF EVIDENCE 

scorecard 

findings. 

Sustainability 

How likely is it 

that the net 

benefits of the 

project will 

continue beyond 

implementation? 

Has the project generated 

changes in behaviour? 

Paradigm shift 

score on 

Sustainability. 

Focus groups with 

beneficiaries. 

Interviews with 

government 

officials. 

Interview analysis, scorecard 

approach suggested by the GCF to 

assess enabling environment. 

Strong 

Has the programme created an 

enabling environment for 

climate resilient practices? 

Has the programme set up the 

structures necessary to sustain 

benefits over time? 

Coherence in 

climate finance 

delivery with 

other 

multilateral 

entities 

To what extent is 

the intervention 

coherent with the 

climate finance 

delivery of other 

multilateral 

entities?  

To what extent is the 

programme compatible with 

and/or complements (and not 

duplicates) other climate 

finance funding? 

Compatibility of 

intervention with 

other climate 

interventions 

(score from 1 to 

5). 

Government 

documents on 

climate projects in 

the target area; 

interviews with 

Ministry of 

Environment 

officials. 

Desk-based document analysis; 

interview analysis 
Strong 

Does the programme avoid 

creating parallel systems 

through creating synergies in 

funding mechanisms and 

interventions? 
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CRITERION QUESTION SUB-QUESTION  INDICATOR  

DATA SOURCE AND 

COLLECTION 

METHODI 

ANALYTICAL 

PROCEDURE/TRIANGULATION 
STRENGTH OF EVIDENCE 

Gender equity 

To what extent 

has the 

intervention lead 

to more gender 

equity? 

To what extent has the 

intervention lead to more 

gender, youth, indigenous 

people equity/ and 

participation? 

Percentage of 

beneficiaries who 

are women. 
Project M&E system 

Quantitative analysis, 

disaggregation of beneficiaries by 

gender. 

Fair - Project targets 

potentially skew the result 

to ensure delivery 

Women’s 

perception of 

interventions 

addressing gender 

barriers. 

(Qualitative 

indicator) 

Key informant 

interviews with 

female 

beneficiaries 

Interview analysis Strong 

Country 

ownership of 

projects and 

programmes 

To what degree is 

the project 

consistent with 

the capacity to 

deliver 

implementing 

entities 

To what extent does the 

intervention build and use local 

capacity? 

Percentage of 

national/local 

project staff. 

(Quantitative 

indicator) 

Project 

management data. 
Quantitative analysis Strong 

Capacity building 

efforts integrated 

into the project 

implementation. 

 (Qualitative 

indicator) 

Project M&E system 

Key informant 

interviews with 

project staff. 

Interview analysis. Strong 

Innovativeness 

in result areas 

To what extent 

does the project 

create 

opportunities for 

targeting 

innovative 

Has the intervention made use 

of innovative management 

practices or technologies? 

Degree to which 

the intervention 

has made use of 

innovative 

practices and or 

technologies. 

Project M&E system 

Key informant 

interviews with 

project staff. 

Comparison of adopted 

management practices and 

technology with other available 

practices and technology 

Strong 
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CRITERION QUESTION SUB-QUESTION  INDICATOR  

DATA SOURCE AND 

COLLECTION 

METHODI 

ANALYTICAL 

PROCEDURE/TRIANGULATION 
STRENGTH OF EVIDENCE 

solutions, new 

market segments, 

developing or 

adopting new 

technologies, 

business models, 

modal shifts 

and/or processes 

that bring about a 

paradigm shift? 

(Qualitative 

indicator) 

Replication 

To what degree 

can activities be 

replicated in 

other countries or 

other locations 

within the same 

country? 

Have lessons from this 

intervention been generated 

and disseminated to inform 

replication in other 

cities/countries/ sectors? 

Number of 

generated 

knowledge 

products/reports/ 

presentations 

about this 

intervention. 

(Quantitative 

indicator) 

Project M&E system 

Project 

Communication 

Strategy and SEP 

KPIs 

Desk-based document review. Strong 

Have lessons from this 

intervention been perceived as 

useful and taken up by other 

actors? 

Perception of 

usefulness and 

uptake of 

knowledge 

products 

/reports/ 

presentations by 

other actors. 

Key informant 

interviews with 

other actors. 

Interview Analysis Strong 
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CRITERION QUESTION SUB-QUESTION  INDICATOR  

DATA SOURCE AND 

COLLECTION 

METHODI 

ANALYTICAL 

PROCEDURE/TRIANGULATION 
STRENGTH OF EVIDENCE 

(Qualitative 

indicator) 

Scalability 

Does the 

programme have 

the potential for 

expanding its 

scale and impact 

without 

increasing the 

total costs of 

implementation? 

  

Paradigm shift 

score on 

Scalability. 

Economic, 

demographic, price 

data; interviews; 

secondary 

publications 

Economic analysis, narrative 

analysis. 
Strong 

Unexpected 

results, both 

positive and 

negative 

To what degree 

has the project 

generated (or is 

expected to 

generate) 

significant 

positive or 

negative, 

intended, or 

unintended, 

higher-level 

effects? 

Are there any positive or 

negative unintended mitigation 

and/ or adaptation results that 

were generated as an outcome 

of the project? 

Responsiveness of 

the programme to 

unexpected 

results and ability 

to course correct. 

(Qualitative 

indicator) 

Mechanisms for 

beneficiary 

feedback 

Document reviews, 

interviews. Thematic comparison. Strong. 

Does the 

intervention 

integrate M&E as 

a key element of 

project design 

and 

Has the intervention been able 

to identify and respond to 

unexpected consequences? 

M&E Framework, 

Logframe, learning 

strategy.  

Assessment of the M&E framework 

and its integration into the project 

design; assessment of the learning 

strategy. 

Strong. 
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CRITERION QUESTION SUB-QUESTION  INDICATOR  

DATA SOURCE AND 

COLLECTION 

METHODI 

ANALYTICAL 

PROCEDURE/TRIANGULATION 
STRENGTH OF EVIDENCE 

implementation 

to identify and 

respond to 

emerging or 

unintended 

problems or risks 

and/or capitalize 

on positive 

unintended 

results? 

M&E Framework, 

feedback collection 

processes 

 Assessment of feedback collection 

processes. 
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6.2 Field visit documentation 

 

Monday March 4th 

Interview with Ana Cristina Bailey, Vice Minister of Natural Resources and Climate Change, MARN 04/03/2024MARN, 3-

67, 7A Avenida 13, Ciudad. de Guatemala, Guatemala 

 

Interview with Martir Vásquez, Subdirector INAB, 04/03/2024. INAB, 7a Avenida 12-90 Zona 13, oficina interior del 

MAGA. Ciudad. de Guatemala, Guatemala 
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Edwin Rojas Director INSIVUMEH (Beneficiary) 04/03/2024 INSIUMEH Offices, 7A Avenida 14 -57, Cdad. de Guatemala 

01013, Guatemala 
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Tuesday, March 5th 

Ivonne Ramírez, Executive Director, Reginaldo Reyes, Project Officer, Technical Co-ordinator Of The Foundation , 

Alejandro Maeda. Administrative and Operational Coordinator FCG (EE)05/03/2024FCG Foundation Offices, HGV2+RP7, 

Cdad. de Guatemala, Guatemala 

 

Raúl Maas/ Carlos Duarte Jefe Departamento de Tecnología URL – IARNA (EE)05/03/2024HGV8+2V9, Cdad. de 

Guatemala, Guatemala 
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Wilson García, Ex Director de INSIVUMEH (Beneficiary); José Miguel Duro, Ex Vice Minister of Economic Development 

VIDER-MAGA (Beneficiary). 05/03/2024IUCN, Guatemala Offices, Edificio UNIO, zona 14 
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Wednesday, March 6th  

Field visit: Visit to the Alameda ICTA weather station and visit to the MAGA agroforestry nursery. 
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Thursday, March 7th  

Field visit to ecosystem-based adaptation plots 

 

Focus group with project beneficiaries 
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Friday, March 8th   

Focus group with small grant implementers. MAJAWIL, ASOGTURC, ADIRO, IDESAC 
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Focus group with implementers of medium-sized donations: CDRO, ADIPO, ECO, HELVETAS, 

ECOLOGIC 
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Saturday, March 9th   

Focus group of beneficiaries implementing water and soil management plots 
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Weather station Santa Cruz del Quiché  

 

Meeting with MAGA Cooperation Liaison from Quiché 
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Monday March 11th 

Focus groups with project beneficiaries 

 

 

6.3 List of interviewees and focus groups 

Name 
Relevance to the 

project 
Day of interview Place of Interview 

Ana Cristina Bailey 

Vice Minister of 

Natural Resources 

and Climate Change, 

MARN 

04/03/2024 

MARN, 3-67, 7A 

Avenida 13, Cdad. de 

Guatemala, 

Guatemala 

Martir Vásquez 
Deputy Director INAB 

(Beneficiary) 
04/03/2024 

INAB offices, 

HFQ8+QX2 

Metropolitan Area, 

Cdad. de Guatemala, 

Guatemala 

Edwin Rojas 
Director INSIVUMEH 

(Beneficiary) 
04/03/2024 

INSIUMEH Offices, 7A 

Avenida 14 -57, Cdad. 

de Guatemala 01013, 

Guatemala 

IUCN Guatemala team EE 04/03/2024 

IUCN, Guatemala 

Offices, Edificio 

UNIO, zona 14 
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Name 
Relevance to the 

project 
Day of interview Place of Interview 

Ivonne Ramírez, 

Executive Director 

Reginaldo Reyes, 

Project Officer, 

Technical Co-

ordinator Of The 

Foundation  

Alejandro Maeda. 

Administrative and 

Operational 

Coordinator  

FCG (EE) 05/03/2024 

FCG Foundation 

Offices, HGV2+RP7, 

Cdad. de Guatemala, 

Guatemala 

Raúl Maas/ Carlos 

Duarte 

Jefe Departamento 

de Tecnología URL – 

IARNA (EE) 

05/03/2024 

HGV8+2V9, Cdad. de 

Guatemala, 

Guatemala 

Willson García 

Ex Director de 

INSIVUMEH 

(Beneficiary) 

05/03/2024 

IUCN, Guatemala 

Offices, Edificio 

UNIO, zona 14 

José Miguel Duro Ex-Minister MAGA  05/03/2024 

IUCN, Guatemala 

Offices, Edificio 

UNIO, zona 14 

Sangjin Dong,  
Country Director 

KOICA (Co-financier) 
06/03/2024 

KOICA Offices, 

Edificio Europlaza, 

zona 14 

Focus group 

(Including women 

group) 

Project beneficiaries 07/03/2024 
Hotel De Montaña, 

Tecpán 

Focus Group with 

MAJAWIL, ASOGTURC, 

ADIRO, IDESAC 

Small-size grants 

grantees 
08/03/2024 

ASOGTURC. 

Quetzaltenango 

Focus Group with 

CDRO, ADIPO, ECO, 

HELVETAS, ECOLOGIC 

Medium-size grants 

grantees 
08/03/2024 

El Aprisco, 

Totonicapán, 

Guatemala 
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Name 
Relevance to the 

project 
Day of interview Place of Interview 

Focus group with 

beneficiaries 

implementing water 

and soil management 

plots 

Beneficiaries 09/03/2024 

Comunidad Casa 

Blanca, Santa María 

Chiquimula 

MAGA liaison 
Field Extensionists 

MAGA 
09/03/2024 

MAGA Quiché, 

2RPX+QJJ, Santa Cruz 

del Quiché, 

Guatemala 

 

 

6.4 List of documents reviewed 

GCF Guidelines and documents 

1. Evaluation Operational Procedures and Guidelines for Accredited Entity-led Evaluations 

v.1, 2023  

2. Evaluation Policy for the GCF, 2021 

3. Initial Investment framework: activity-specific sub-criteria and indicative assessment 

factors, 2015 

4. Monitoring and Accountability Framework, 2014 

5. Monitoring and accountability framework for accredited entities, 2015 

6. Evaluation Standards, 2022 

7. Integrated Results Management Framework, 2021 

8. Draft Results Handbook, 2022 

Project documentation for FP087: Building livelihood resilience to climate change in the upper 

basins of Guatemala’s highlands 

1. GCF Project Documentation for  

a. Approved funding proposal and annexes  

b. Funded Activity Agreement 

c. Inception Report 

d. Baseline Report 

e. LEARNING-ORIENTED REAL-TIME IMPACT ASSESSMENT (LORTA) Impact evaluation 

baseline report for FP087: Building livelihood resilience to climate change in the 

upper basins of Guatemala’s highlands 

f. Annual Performance Reports 2020, 2021, 2022 

g. Financial reports 

h. Audit reports  

2. Project Operational documents and outputs 
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a. Project grant calls  

b. Small watershed plans 

c. Evaluación de la Política Forestal De Guatemala Período 2010-2020, IUCN 2022 

d.  

3. IUCN Project documentation  

a. Fortalecimiento de la resiliencia de los medios de vida ante el cambio climático 

en las cuencas altas del Altiplano de Guatemala 

b. GEF/GCF Project Monitoring and Supervision Requirements and Guidance 

c. Project M&E database 

d. ORMACC quarterly reports 

Accredited entity GCF documentation 

1. Accreditation Master Agreement between GCF and IUCN (First amendment), 2022 

Key strategies and policy documents  

1. Contribución Nacionalmente Determinada de Guatemala (Updated submission)), 2022 

2. Plan Nacional de Acción Cambio Climático, Guatemala, Segunda Edición, 2018 

3. Plan Estratégico Institucional 2016-2021, MAGA 

4. Estrategia para juventud rural, 2016-2020, MAGA 

5. Asesoría y acompañamiento en la elaboración del plan estratégico INSIVUMEH 

6. Plan nacional de respuesta. 2019, Secretaría Ejecutiva De La Coordinadora Nacional Para 

La Reducción De Desastres 

7. Política Forestal de Guatemala, 1999 

8. Decreto No.51-2010, del Congreso de la República de Guatemala -Ley del -PINPEP- 

9. Decreto No.2-2015 Ley de Fomento al Establecimiento, Recuperación, Restauración, 

Manejo, Producción y Protección de Bosques en Guatemala - PROBOSQUE 

 

6.5 Detailed scorecards 

 

DIMENSION LOW MEDIUM 

SCALE 

Currently there is limited evidence 

of a pathway towards quantifiable 

impact in the adaptation measures 

implemented by the project 

beyond existing GCF intervention 

targets. 

The measures are relevant, but 

the absence of a viable business 

model limits the potential for 

scaling up the interventions.  
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DIMENSION LOW MEDIUM 

Lastly, the change in the 

government may jeopardize the 

exit strategy of the project that is 

based on developing the enabling 

environment for scaling up.    

REPLICABILITY 

The project needs to strengthen 

and streamline knowledge 

exchange within and between 

components.  

The project should actively work 

to develop synergies with the FP 

145 RELIVE project. 

The project includes 

interventions that are 

implemented by other 

organization in different context, 

while the interventions have 

significant potential for 

replication in the country and 

the region. 

SUSTAINABILITY 

There is little evidence that the 

institutional structures (e.g. EWS, 

agroclimatic roundtables) are 

embedded and that they will not 

need external funding and 

support. 

Key financial 

 mechanisms (PROBOSQUE, 

PINPEP) have not at the time of 

the evaluation secured financial 

viability  

The project involved government 

institutions in the 

implementation and has 

influenced relevant public policy 

to increase the sustainability of 

adaptation benefits.  

 

 

 


