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Foreword by the EBA

In 2009, the Swedish government decided to start using ODA to
deal with climate change and its negative effects. With a primary
focus on the poorest countries, and mainly on their adaptation to
climate change, Sweden set aside 4 billion SEK to be used over a
four-year period. Furthermore, this constituted a major part of
Sweden’s 7 billion SEK contribution to the internationally agreed
‘fast-start’ of climate finance.

Ten years later, this surge of climate finance, including the
bilateral, regional and multilateral activities to which it was put to
use, has been evaluated. This report contains a synthesis of the
evaluation, together with the learning and the recommendations
emanating out of it. The ten case study reports that underpin the
evaluation are all published on-line and may be found at
https://eba.se/en/ebarapport/. A separate summary of the
evaluation is also available on-line and in print.

It is our hope that this evaluation may provide guidance for the
future use of ODA in the efforts to curbe climate change. The
intended users of the evaluation are primarily staff at the MFA and
Sida who engage in this challenge on a daily basis.

The evaluation has been accompanied by a reference group. This
group has taken active part in a particular learning process the
evaulation has facilitated. The reference group has been chaired by
Johan Schaar, vice chair of the EBA. The responsibility of the
analysis and the recommendations rests entirely with the evaluators.

Helena Lindholm, chair


https://eba.se/en/ebarapport/

Introduction

Over the past decade there has been a rapid escalation in the gravity
of the climate change challenge. The issue has become existential,
with some national and many local governments declaring a climate
emergency. Responses reflect the very serious warnings from the
scientific community,' as well as the rapid emergence of social
movements, such as the school strikes and Extinction Rebellion.
The Wotld Economic Forum’s (WEF) annual risks report for 2020
finds that, for the first time in its 15-year history, climate and
biodiversity fill three of the top five places in the list of concerns
likely to have a major impact over the next decade.” Interwoven with
the climate crisis is a biodiversity crisis, with e.g. plummeting insect
numbers, widespread biodiversity loss and increasing ecosystem
collapse with potentially irreversible consequences.” These crises
require both domestic and international responses.

This report focuses on how Sweden’s international response has
evolved. It is an evaluation of international climate investments by
the Swedish government over the period 2009-2012, known as the
Swedish Climate Change Initiative (CCI), and their long term
impacts. As part of a broader government initiative on climate and
energy, totalling about SEK 7 billion, the CCI amounted to SEK 4
billion of ODA. Around two thirds were allocated through
multilateral organisations (via the Swedish Ministry for Foreign
Affairs, MFA) and one third was allocated to bilateral and regional
efforts (via Sida).

The goal of the CCI was to “effectively contribute to long term
adaptation efforts, especially in the poorest countries, and to
developing countries’ efforts to reduce greenhouse gas levels.”*

Given the ambition, length and size of the initiative as well as the
Government's continued focus on international climate aid, the
EBA commissioned Emerald Network I.td to undertake an
evaluation of the CCI with the aim of gaining an in-depth

1IPCC (2018).

2 World Economic Forum (2020).

3 IPBES (2019).

4 Swedish Ministry of the Environment (2013).



understanding of the long-term effects and sustainability of the CCI
and to generate lessons to inform Swedish climate aid ahead.

This is the main report of the evaluation, presenting the main
findings, followed by discussion, learning and recommendations.
Eleven (online) case studies underpinning the main report provide
more elaborated treatment of, and in-depth answers to, the
evaluation questions.

Rationale of the CCI

In the early years of climate financing (the 1980s and 1990s) the
main focus was on funding climate mitigation. The 2000s saw an
acceleration of financing for climate mitigation but also new funding
mechanisms to support climate change adaption (CCA) — the main
focus of this evaluation. However, the pace of operationalizing the
new CCA funds was slow, and these funds had relatively low impact
for much of the decade.

In 2009, significant shifts in the levels and patterns of CCA
investment took place. Despite the high-profile failings of the
climate change summit COP 15 in Copenhagen in December 2009,
developed countries did agree a financial pledge of USD 30 billion,
known as “fast-start” climate change finance, in support of
immediate climate change actions in the developing countries over
the period 2010-2012.” This was patt of a larger commitment made
at COP 15, that by 2020, USD 100 billion should be mobilised for
additional climate finance.

Sweden was able to make an early commitment to the fast-start
climate finance initiative, because its own CCI had already been
developed, informed by the work of the international Commission
on Climate Change and Development (CCCD), launched by the
Swedish Government in 2007.° As the evaluation highlights,

5 During COP15 developed countries pledged to provide new and additional
resources, including forestry and investments, approaching USD 30 billion for the
period 2010 - 2012 and with balanced allocation between mitigation and adaptation.
This collective commitment has come to be known as fast-start finance.

6 The main task of the CCCD was to make proposals on how integration of disaster
risk reduction and CCA into the development and poverty reduction plans of poor
countries might be achieved.
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Sweden’s presidency of the EU during the second half of 2009,
combined with this early financial commitment, put Sweden in a
leadership position vis a vis the wider fast-track climate finance
initiative and led to Sweden making significant contributions in both
the medium and longer term.

“There was a huge effort in the build-up to Copenbagen. The climate issue
had risen rapidly up the agenda, with pressure from civil society, leading to
expectations from the political leadership that we were seen in the EU as leaders
on climate.” (Former official, Swedish Ministry for Foreign Affairs)

Set-up and implementation of the initiative
The CCI had a number of distinguishing features:

1. It was a spread across a portfolio of investments,
implemented through 17 multlateral funds/ programmes,
managed by the Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA),
in two regions (African and Asian) and five countries,
(Bangladesh, Bolivia, Burkina Faso, Cambodia and Mali)
managed by Sida (Figure 1; Annex 1).

2. It represented a ‘surge’ of new investments, placing new
demands on the MFA and Sida.

3. The objective was to “effectively contribute to long term
adaptation efforts, especially in the poorest countries, and
to developing countries’ efforts to reduce greenhouse gas
levels.””

7 Swedish Ministry of the Environment (2013).

11



Figure 1: The CCl portfolio (2009 — 2012)

17% of total CCI
funding was allocated
to five bilateral
programmes

11% of total CCI
funding of was
allocated to two
regional programmes

72% of total CCl funding
was allocated to 17
multilateral programmes

Figure 2: Multilateral allocations within the CCI portfolio, 2009-2012

m International Development Association (IDA)

m Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF)

= Adaptation Fund (AF)

= CGIAR

m Adaptation for Smallholder Agriculture Program (ASAP)
m Global Facility for Disaster Risk and Recovery (GFDRR)

m World Food Program (WFP) i
m Bureau for Crisis Prevention and Delivery (BCPR)

m International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (ISDR)

m Green Cimate Fund (GCF)

m Clean Technology Fund (CTF)

m Global Environment Fund (GEF)
m Scaling Up Renewable Energy in Low Income Countries (SREP)
m Forest Investment Program (FIP)
m Program for Market Readiness (PMR)
Sustainable Energy for All (SE4AIl)
m Climate and Clean Air Coalition (CCAC)
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Figure 3. Regional and bilateral allocations within the CCl portfolio,
2009-2012

m Bangladesh

= Bolivia

u Burkina Faso
Cambodia

u Mali

= Regional

Africa

m Regional
Asia

4. CCI was guided by a set of seven principles, which
constituted a principles-based approach to programme
planning (Box 1).2

“The principles represented a set of political signals — internally and
excternally — that were important for the government to send: P1-P3 represented
general government policy; P4 was a recognition of the role of the Ministry of the
Environment that was in charge of negotiations and led by a minister from
another party;, and P5-P7 signalled a recognition of the importance of the
CCCD initiative, chaired by minister Carlsson, and its recommendations.”
(Former official, Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs)

Box 1: Principles guiding the CCl allocations and design

k| The funds reserved for adaptation interventions should go primarily

to the poorest countries.
2| The Swedish contributions should have a tangible added value.
P3

Contributions should work towards the implementation of the Paris
agenda principles on aid effectiveness.

/| Consideration should be taken to the ongoing international climate

negotiations regarding timing and choice of channels.

& A principles-based approach integrates a set of agreed principles into all aspects of
decision-making, planning, implementation and follow-up. The seven principles
guiding the CCI are shown in Box 1.

13



53| The allocation should reflect the ongoing work of the Commission
on Climate Change and Development (CCCD).

45| Sustainable adaptation to climate change requires that the climate
perspective is integrated into the countries' own development
strategies. Central areas are water-and land-use in urban as well as
rural areas.

7/ A proportion of the Swedish contributions should focus on disaster
risk reduction as an integral part of climate adaptation.

The fast-track period 2010-2012 represented a flowering of CCA
investments and actions. This was a period of intense
experimentation and learning, as a vast variety of actors sought to
work out how CCA might best be operationalized.

There were many challenges in implementing CCA. Should CCA
(and mitigation) be understood as something separate to
development, or integral to mainstream development pathways?
Part of the challenge was to demonstrate that additional funding for
CCA — for example the USD 30 billion committed to fast-start
finance in 2009 — was indeed additional, as opposed to traditional
ODA that had simply been rebranded.

To address this challenge, reference was often made to a
continuum of adaptation activities, concerned at the one end with
activities seeking to address impacts associated exclusively with
climate change (‘confronting climate change’) and at the other end with
activities seeking to reduce poverty and other non-climatic stressors
that make people vulnerable (‘addressing the drivers of vulnerability’), with
a continuum of activities between (Figure 4).”

9 McGray et al. (2007).
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Figure 4: Continuum of adaptation activities

Vulnerability focus Impacts Focus
Addressing the Building Managing Confronting
drivers of response climate risks climate change
vulnerability capacity

Activities seek to  Activities seek  Activities seek Activities seek to

reduce poverty to build robust  to incorporate address impacts
and stressors systems for climate associated

that make problem information exclusively with
people solving into decision- climate change
vulnerable making

Addressing some of these challenges head on, the CCI was
committed to addressing the full continuum of adaptation activities,
building on the recommendations of the CCCD."

The CCCD argued that a ‘new development path’ was needed
which sought integration between mainstream development
pathways, disaster risk reduction and climate change adaptation, as
well as recognizing that there were many synergies between CCA
and mitigation activities, which should also be integrated into
mainstream development.'' This new development pathway also
recognized the urgency of climate change — happening faster than
the science had predicted — and that there was no time to waste in
developing effective mitigation and adaptation responses. Focus
should be on managing risks, building the resilience of the poorest
and enhancing the ecosystem functions on which they depend.
There was a need to address solutions at scale. Given the growing
numbers of people in danger, development must decrease the
vulnerability of all of the planet’s poorest, and especially the
“bottom billion”.

All these ideas were adopted by the CCI, which as one of its

guiding principles stated that “the allocation should reflect the

ongoing work of the Commission on Climate and Developrnent”.12

10 Sida (2009).
11 CCCD (2009.

12 See footnote 7.
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This was significant, showing that CCI sought something of a
paradigm shift away from business as usual. Instead, the CCI set the
bar high in terms of facilitating new development pathways —
challenging the established international development cooperation
system to adjust and indeed to transform. The challenge was
especially significant, given the active debate at the time regarding
the need to ensure additionality in climate finance.

The context and purpose of the evaluation

This evaluation was commissioned ten years after the start of the
CCI. Given only limited previous reporting and follow up on the
CCI (Box 1) and the ambition, length and size of the initiative as
well as the Government’s continued focus on international climate
aid, Sweden’s Expert Group of Aid Studies (EBA) decided in 2017
that is was timely, relevant and highly justified to evaluate the CCI
in a long-term perspective.

Box 2: Previous reporting and follow up on the CCI

For the bilateral and regional parts of the CCI, Sida reported annually
to the MFA on the implementation, volume and results per project or
programme. A final report was submitted to the MFA in April 2013.1?
For the multilateral part of the CCI no additional reporting
requirements in addition to the customary procedures for the MFA’s
activities were made. No specific results framework was established for
the initiative, neither for Sida and the MFA separately, nor for the CCIL

However, in November 2013, the MFA submitted an internal
analysis of the entire four-year petiod, including the multilateral
contributions.'* The report outlined the activities, results, conclusions
and lessons learned from the CCI, covering both Sida’s and the MFA’s
management of the initiative. Also, in 2013, Sida’s helpdesk was
commissioned to prepare for a large and broad evaluation of the CCI
which resulted in two preparatory reports.!> However, no regular ex-
post evaluation of the CCI was ever done.

13 Sida (2013).
14 Nilsson L (2013).
15 Wingqvist et al. (2013) César et al. (2013).
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In its ToR the EBA specified the aim and main questions of the
evaluation as follows:

“The aim of the evaluation is (i) to gain in-depth
understanding of the long-term effects and sustainability of
the CCI and (ii) generate lessons to inform Swedish climate
aid ahead. The EBA expects the evaluation to deepen the
knowledge and understanding of how to manage, develop and
secure effective climate change adaptation and mitigation measures
in poor countries and to highlight lessons learned that may inform
current Swedish climate aid.

Two main evaluation questions shall guide the evaluation:

Has the CCI contributed to sustainable climate change
adaptation and mitigation in poor countries? If so, why, in
what way, and to what extent?

What lessons from the CCI can inform Swedish climate aid
today?”

Guided by these two main evaluation questions and in discussion
with the evaluation reference group (ERG), these questions were
broadened over the course of the evaluation to cover the following:

How and to what extent did the initial investments of the
CCI translate into sustainable impacts over the longer
term?

What did the CCI contribute to the bigger picture of
adaptation and mitigation work over this period?

What was the value of the ‘surge’ of fast track funding
represented by the CCI?

What was the value of taking a principles-based approach
to guide this CCI investment & its implementation?
What can be learned that can inform climate and other aid
today?

Inevitably, there are limits to what such an evaluation can tell us.
The climate policy landscape has developed considerably since the
Copenhagen CoP, with the adoption of the Sendai Framework for

17



Disaster Risk Reduction'’, the Addis Ababa Action Agenda'’, the
United Nations Sustainable Development Goals' and the Paris
Climate Change Agreement”, all in 2015, significant landmarks in
this journey. Yet despite these agreements, the world is currently on
course for global heating of between 2.6 and 4.8°C by the end of
this century”, with the chances of keeping within a maximum of
1.5°C warming rapidly receding.

This means that the evaluation has had to consider carefully how
the insights from looking back over 10 years can be applied to
planning for the future and particularly to the next 10 years, a unique
period in human history.

¢ The Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030 was adopted at
the Third UN Wotld Conference in Sendai, Japan, on 18 March 2015.

7 The Addis Ababa Action Agenda on financing for development was agreed on 16
July 2015. See: www.un.org/esa/ffd/ffd3/press-release/countries-reach-historic-
agreement.html

¥ The UN Sustainable Development Goals were adopted on 25 September 2015.
See: www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/sustainable-development-goals/

¥ The Paris Climate Change Agreement was adopted by consensus on 12 December
2015. The agreement went into effect on 4 November 2016.

2 JPCC (2018).
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Methodology

A significant challenge of undertaking the evaluation lay in the
complexity of what we were secking to assess. Beneath the
overarching evaluation questions — to gain in-depth understanding
of the long-term effects and sustainability of the CCI and to
generate lessons to inform Swedish climate aid ahead — lay many
relevant questions concerning these long-term effects, as well as a
variety of methodological challenges in assessing these.

In many ways, the complexities faced in undertaking the
evaluation mirrored the complexities faced by the CCI and other
actors in shaping new development pathways that could address the
challenges of climate change adaptation. For this reason, assessing
governance and coordination issues lay at the heart of our
evaluation. A further key theme was the need for learning. This
theme was underlined in part since it is so essential for adaptation
and resilience, with many scholars arguing that ‘adaptation’, as the
name implies, is very limited in the absence of learning taking place.
We were also interested in the process of learning through and from
the evaluation itself. Thus, we sought to go beyond “generating
lessons to inform Swedish climate aid ahead”, to engaging key
stakeholders in a process of learning that sat behind — and informed
— the process of evaluation.

To bring these various aspects of the evaluation — complexity,
governance and learning — together it has been necessary for us to
draw on a set of systemic design principles. Regarding complexity
and governance, these design principles enabled us to link elements
from case studies and portfolio analysis at various levels, including
country, regional and global levels. Findings are built on several case
studies and the synthesizing of them. Regarding complexity and
learning, we worked throughout the evaluation with a carefully
selected evaluation reference group (ERG), starting a collaborative
process of co-design and co-learning early in the assignment and
meeting and/or engaging remotely at regular intervals throughout.
In this way, insights and learning build on findings and joint
processing where several perspectives from the ERG have
contributed. Alongside these insights, to maintain independence,
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the recommendations are from the consultant team only. It is these
different elements of the evaluation, underpinned by design
principles, that makes this evaluation story different from the
mainstream of development cooperation evaluations.

A utilisation focus

Aligned with the learning focus of the evaluation — what lessons
from the CCI can inform climate aid today? — an early decision in
the design of the evaluation was to work closely with an evaluation
reference group (ERG) to help shape the evaluation design and to
ensure effective and comprehensive learning on the part of different
stakeholders through an extended process of engagement with the
evaluation process over several months.

While it has been accepted practice for EBA-commissioned
evaluations to work with an ERG, ERG meetings are normally quite
brief (2 hours) and provide a mechanism for creative input and
review rather than for participatory design and learning. The
approach taken in this evaluation was innovative for the EBA in
several respects:

- The role of ERG members was extended to that of primary
and secondary users, responsible for the co-design of the
evaluation and co-creation of learning (with clear agreement
of the relative contributions of the evaluation team and
ERG members);

- The ERG meetings extended to two half days rather than 2
hours. This allowed time for in-depth reflection, sense-
making, discussion and agreement of design decisions;

- The ERG met at three key moments in the evaluation,
selected to maximise opportunities for the evaluation to
benefit from ERG inputs and reflections on design, and for
ERG members to benefit from an iterative and deepening
learning process.?'

21 The ERG comprised the following participants: Ulrika Akesson, Sida, Elisabeth
Folkunger, Sida, Kim Forss, Evaluation specialist, Member, EBA, Mats Harsmar,
EBA secretariat, Stefan Isaksson, MFA, Nicolina Lamhauge, Evaluation specialist,
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The potential value of this learning opportunity was highlighted in
some of the statements made by ERG members during the first
meeting of the reference group:

Sweden’s budget for ODA is the same as our defence budget. Globally, this
is unique. We don’t need more spending — what we need is better knowledge.
For example, how should we best work with multilaterals? Why should we and
how should we?”; “Most of our knowledge resides in Sida not in MEFA. To
what extent is it possible to create a systemic knowledge base to ensure
effectiveness and impact in onr resource allocation?”; “How might we evolve
broader learning and use to inform practices in Europe and beyond?”

To aid the design of the evaluation and learning process, the
ERG agreed the following categories of evaluation ‘users™

Primary intended users of the evaluation: Policy makers from the
MFA and Sida. Secondary intended users of the evaluation: (i) The
EBA and other climate and evaluation specialists in the evaluation
reference group, who are in a position both to support use by the
primary intended users and to influence wider networks of policy
makers, both in Europe and internationally; (i) targeted policy
makers in CCl-recipient countties and/or regions.

In addition to the ERG meetings, the evaluation used a number
of other mechanisms to engage primary and secondary intended
users in the evaluation and learning process:

e  Workshops for MFA and Sida staff immediately following
the second meeting of the ERG and again at the end of the
evaluation;

e C(irculation of early versions of the Mali and Cambodia
bilateral case studies for comment to Swedish Embassy staff
in Bamako and Phnom Penh.

e A public seminar was also held in Stockholm at the end of
the evaluation.

OECD, Eva Mineur, EBA secretariat, Joakim Molander, Evaluation specialist,
IDEA, Lars Roth, MFA, Johan Schaar, Vice chair, EBA and chair of the ERG
Lisa Schipper, Climate change adaptation specialist, University of Oxford.
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Evaluation focus and evaluation questions

Two main evaluation questions were specified in the evaluation ToR
(see above). A key purpose of the first ERG meeting was to discuss
and agree the focus and design of the evaluation and associated
evaluation sub-questions. Several different themes were discussed
(Annex 2), leading to the addition of evaluation sub-questions and
helping to shape the evaluation protocols.

Following the first meeting of the evaluation reference group,
these themes became formalised as the first two sub-questions
beneath the first main evaluation question. A third sub-question was
added following the second ERG meeting.

(Q1) In what ways and to what extent has the CCI contributed
to sustainable climate change adaptation the poorest countries, and
to developing countries’ efforts to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions?

a) what was the value of taking a principles-based approach to
guide CCI investments & implementation?

b) how and to what extent did this translate into sustainable
impacts over the longer term?

c) what was the value of the ‘surge’ of fast track funding
represented by the CCI?

Design approach

As highlighted in discussions from the first meeting of the ERG,
the evaluation opportunity presented the following challenges: (i)
how best to evaluate the sustainability of a multi-country, multi-
scale, dynamic and complex portfolio and its contribution to
impacts over the long-term; (i) how to evaluate a portfolio that was
principles-based rather than embedded in a results framework of
theory of change; and (iii) how to design the evaluation in a way that
might maximise opportunities for learning?
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The response of the evaluation team was to propose a principles-
based design approach that allowed for flexibility when it came to
methods, and was also open to co-design, with certain elements of
the design being specified eatly on and others emerging in response
to interaction with key evaluation stakeholders and early findings
from the evaluation process. The evaluation drew on eight design

principles (Box 3):

Box 3: Principles guiding the evaluation methodology

Utilization focus. Focus on intended use by EBA’s target groups
and users from beginning to end, facilitating the process to ensure
actual use. Support learning and reflection among intended users as
required during the evaluation process.

Principles  focus.  Select  principles-focused  evaluation
methodologies to match the principles-based approach of the CCI,
ensuring that these principles are the evaluand (focus of the
evaluation).

Contribution focus. Utilize and adapt contribution analysis
principles and methodologies to ensure rigorous, resonant and
utilizable conclusions to the evaluation.

Co-creation. Work with key evaluation stakeholders and/or EBA’s
target groups to agree and adapt elements of the design as it proceeds,
enabling responsiveness to new insights and understandings as these
emerge.

Feasibility. Provide sufficient budget and capability to work with
the other seven principles, and/or address key tradeoffs between this
and the other principles to ensure that the design is feasible.

Inclusiveness. Ensure meaningful engagement of actors including
EBA’s target groups with diverse rights, stakes and perspectives to
enhance credibility of the evaluation through triangulation and cross-
validation of evidence, and to support utilization focus.

Evaluation rigour. Focus on the quality of thought put into the
methodological design and conduct of each step in the evaluation —
including sampling, triangulation of methods, facilitation of processes,
data collation, cross-validation and causal analysis. This is to ensure
consistency and responsiveness to the purposes and constraints of the
evaluation.

Interconnections. Recognise the potential interconnections
between the seven principles above. Agree eatly on a prioritisation of
principles, addressing key tradeoffs between these.
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(a) Utilisation focus. This design principle recognised Sida’s
commitment to utilisation-focused evaluations. * Framing the
evaluation and its purpose, the purpose of this design principle was
to ensure that the design and facilitation of the evaluation was
directed towards utility and actual use, as articulated in the
evaluation question: What lessons from the CCI can inform climate
aid today? The design principle was operationalised through
working closely with the ERG and through agreement with the
ERG of the primary and secondary intended users of the evaluation.

(b) Principles focus. This design principle was selected in
recognition of the agreement at the first meeting of the ERG that
the CCI principles and principles-based approach were an important
evaluand. The evaluation approach therefore drew on principles-
focused evaluation methods, which treat principles as the evaluand
and assess whether they are being followed and/or leading to
desired results.”

(c) Contribution focus. Evaluating long-term sustainability and
contribution were both key challenges of the evaluation, suggesting
contribution focus as a third design principle** Linking contribution
analysis and sustainability evaluation remains an underdeveloped
field of evaluation inquiry. The purpose of this design principle was
to foster innovative design thinking to ensure that an effective
combination of contribution and sustainability analysis questions
and practices were selected to support rigorous, resonant and
utilizable conclusions to the evaluation.

Contribution analysis is a theory-based evaluation approach
whose main value lies in making credible causal claims between a
particular intervention and observed results, as well as the roles
played by that intervention and by other influencing factors

22 Sida’s commitment to utilisation focused evaluations includes an emphasis on
intended users and intended use, process use and how to 'disseminate’ lessons to
different categories of end users. See: Sida, 2018.

23 Patton, (2018).

% In Swedish an intervention or an investment is often referred to as a
‘contribution’. Care was needed throughout the evaluation to distinguish between
this everyday use of the term, and the way this term is used in the evaluation
literature to make a distinction between ‘attribution’ and ‘contribution’ in causal
analysis.
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including other actor. ® The evaluation adapted contribution

analysis by applying it to the principles-based approach of CCI,
drawing on process tracing * and outcome harvesting *’
methodologies. To a limited extent the evaluation also drew on
Sustained, Emerging Impact Evaluation (SEIE). SEIE underlines
the need to look for sustained impact of investments, that is, the
continuation of benefits or durability of change of an intervention
after its termination.

(d) Co-creation. The purpose of this design principle was to
maximise customisation of the evaluation design, both at the outset
and throughout the evaluation process. Working with the ERG was
central to the enactment of this principle and was embedded in the
roles agreed for the ERG and the evaluation team and ways of
working together. Trust is a key issue underlying this principle. As
design complexity increases, co-creativity can be harder, but also
increases the overall value of the process. The ERG approach
proved key to building up the trust required given the complexity of
this evaluation.

(e) Feasibility. The purpose of this design principle was to
ensure that the proposed and unfolding design was practical and
feasible given available budget, time and capabilities. As budget and
time were fixed elements within the evaluation, this principle
provided an important reality check when considering tradeoffs
between other principles.

(f) Inclusiveness. The purpose of this design principle was to
ensure an appropriate combination of breadth and depth of
stakeholder involvement to answer the main evaluation questions.
The main criteria determining stakeholder selection included robust
sampling, triangulation and cross-validation of evidence, meaningful
engagement of multiple level CCI stakeholders with diverse rights,
stakes and perspectives, depth and credibility, and the need to
support utilisation. A set of criteria for selecting stakeholders was
developed with the ERG and the first ERG meeting and

25 Mayne, J. (2012).

26 Befani B and Mayne J (2014); Punton M and Welle K (2015).
27 Wilson-Grau, et al. (2015).

2 Zivetz, et al. (2017).
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subsequently applied in the development of stakeholder sampling
approaches for the bilateral, regional and multilateral case studies
and portfolio analyses (section 2.4).

(¢) Evaluation rigour. The purpose of this design principle was
to ensure sufficient quality of thinking to answer the evaluation
questions and ensure that the conclusions form the basis for
effective use, learning and reflection among target groups. To
ensure consistency and responsiveness to the purposes and
constraints of the evaluation, the principle of rigour or quality was
applied to the design and conduct of each step in the evaluation —
including sampling, triangulation of methods, facilitation of
processes, data collation, cross- validation and causal analysis. This
principle therefore cross-cut the other seven.

“Rigorous thinking [is] more important than reliance on
methodological rigour...contribution analysis depends on critical
thinking...””

“Rigorous evaluative thinking combines critical thinking, creative
thinking, design thinking, inferential thinking, strategic thinking, and
practical thinking.”*’

For Sida, quality in terms of process and methodology (which it
refers to as ‘reliability’) is one of its three pillars of evaluation - the
other two are usefulness (i.e. utilisation focus) and the integrity (or
impartiality) of the evaluator. These three pillars are seen as
interdependent.”

In this evaluation there was a key role for the ERG in supporting
and challenging the consultant team to ensure sufficient quality of
thinking. Taking a reflexive approach, the consultant team sought
to make the quality of their thinking and practice transparent
throughout the evaluation by documenting it and by reviewing
assumptions, approaches and frameworks at ERG meetings.

(h) Interconnections. This final design principle enabled
consideration of the many interconnections between the seven

» Patton (2012).
 Patton, (2016).
3 Sida, (2018).
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principles above. This principle was used to highlight the systemic
nature of the evaluation process, ensuring that it worked effectively
with these interconnections, seeking synergies at some moments,
addressing tradeoffs at others. This principle also supported a
complexity-based approach to evaluation, mirroring the complexity
of the multilevel system under evaluation.”

Sampling & Coherence

From a systems perspective the CCI investment portfolio can be
considered as a multi-layered case with feedback between the layers

(Figure 5).

Figure 5: The CCI investment portfolio as a multi-layered case
with feedback between the layers

Global layer

Regional layer

Fegional Regional aY 17 x
portfolio Africa § portfolio Asia multilayered

multilateral

Country layer programmes

Bilateral country | Bilateral country
programme 1 programmes
le.g. Mali) 2-5b

To investigate different dimensions of this multi-layered case we
used a purposive stratified sampling approach which drew on a
number of considerations (Box 4). Discussions drawing on these
considerations at the ERG meetings led to agreement at the first
ERG meeting of two portfolio analyses (regional and bilateral) and
three case studies (Table 1). Following review of these at the second

32 Williams et al. (2017).
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meeting of the ERG, a further portfolio analysis (multilateral) and
four case studies were agreed.

Box 4: Considerations in selection of case studies

Type of development cooperation: judgments about the relative
importance of the multilateral, regional and bilateral portfolios in the
context of the whole CCI portfolio;

Geo-political scales: ensuring engagement at both global, regional
and country levels including an interest to explore vertical governance
dynamics, reflecting CCI principle 5.3;33

Geo-political regions and social-ecological zones: secking a
balance across regions and zones as well as well as comparison of
countries within regions, reflecting CCI principle 5.7;3

Thematic areas: ensuring coverage of CCI’s priority areas of change:
(i) adaptation; (i) climate-related DRR, (iii) water and land-use
investments, (iv) mitigation

Prior history of development cooperation in the environment and
climate sector: recognising Sweden’s prior history and policy of long-
term engagements in particular countries.

The value of combining both broad and deep analysis: to
investigate different evaluation questions, including different CCI
principles.

Resource constraints: in terms of time, availability and budget.

3 Coordination of institutions through effective governance
34 Context matters when considering climate risks; political economies; and
appropriate solutions
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Table 1: Selection of CCI portfolio analyses and case studies

CCI multilateral CCl regional portfolio CCl bilateral portfolio
portfolio

Studies agreed at the first ERG meeting

- GFDRR case study - Regional Africa - Bilateral portfolio
(including GFDRR portfolio analysis analysis

Ethiopia case study) (including Regional - Mali case study
FIP case study Africa case study of

river basin investments

Studies agreed at the second ERG meeting

- Multilateral portfolio - Cambodia bilateral
analysis case study

- AF case study

- AF Cambodia case

study

- CTF case study

The full reports of each of these studies can be found online at
https://eba.se.

Methods

While there was variation in the mix of methods employed for each
portfolio analysis or case study, the following data generation
methods were applied across the evaluation as a whole:

Inception and review meetings: The evaluation team and the
EBA held a series of inception meetings near the beginning of the
assignment to agree on the focus, scope and process of the
evaluation. Regular review meetings were held throughout the
evaluation.

Document analysis: Depending on the study, we analysed a
wide range of documents. For the regional and bilateral studies, a
large number of documents internal to Sida was available to review,
including investment documents, as well as published reports. For
the multilateral studies access to decision and reporting documents
internal to the MFA was much more restricted, so the data
generation relied mainly on fund-specific meeting, operational and
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results reports. Fund-specific evaluation and learning reports were
also reviewed. Studies also drew on a wide range of independent
reviews and reports on climate finance, adaptation and mitigation,
as well as country and fund-specific strategies and studies. The full
range of documents analysed for each study is set out in Annex 5.

Evaluation meetings: For the Mali bilateral case study, the
Cambodia bilateral case study and the AF Cambodia case study, a
small number of focus group meetings were held. For the two
bilateral case studies, focus group discussion meeting were held with
community members who had taken part in CCI. These discussions
focused on processes and outcomes, and the relevance of these to
climate change adaptation. For the AF Cambodia case study,
separate focus group discussions were held with national and
provincial government officials connected with the AF project, with
forest dwelling communities inside the project area and with forest
dwelling communities outside the project area.

In-depth interviews: Across all the studies, and guided by sets
of questions, which we adjusted and refined in the field, we
interviewed a carefully selected set of key informants to generate
relevant information, experiences and perspectives. These
interviews were used to supplement and triangulate data from
document reviews. In some cases we also solicited material through
email exchanges, primarily with MFFA and Sida staff. The full range
of organisations interviewed for each study is set out in Annex 4.

Feedback and reflection spaces: As a 