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延迟至 2021 年 3 月 8 日至 12 日1 
 

 

增编 

 

秘书处的活动 
 

 

1. 印发本增编是为了提供资料，借以说明秘书处自执行委员会第八十六次会议建立的

闭会期间批准程序（IAP-86）结束以来的活动领域。2 

通知第八十六次会议闭会期间批准程序（IAP-86）的结果 

2. 关于第八十六次会议闭会期间批准程序的报告3已提交执行委员会所有成员、各执

行机构和臭氧秘书处，并已放在多边基金网站特许阅读区内。此外，还向 110 个第 5 条国

家以及相关双边机构和执行机构送交了第八十六次会议闭会期间批准程序与双边机构和执

行机构进度报告、具体报告规定的项目、拖延申请付款和延长项目期限有关的结果。  

                                                      
1 由于 2019 冠病毒疾病（COVID-19）。 
2 由于 2019 冠状病毒病（COVID-19）被宣布为大流行病之后的疫情肆虐情况，执行委员会无法按照先前作

出的决定举行其第八十五次和第八十六次会议；但是，认识到维持多边基金运作的重要性，其成员通过了

一项“动态”的应急计划（根据需要对其进行了多次修改和调整），使他们能就两次会议议程的以下若干项

目做出决定，包括通过两个闭会期间批准程序（一个是第八十五次会议设立的闭会期间批准程序和另一个

是第八十六次会议设立的闭会期间批准程序），批准基金的双边机构和执行机构代表第 5 条国家政府提交

的项目提案的供资。 
3 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/86/IAP/3。 
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执行委员会 2021 年会议的筹备工作 

3. 根据关于 2021 年多边基金成员资格的第 XXXII/9 号决定，主任致函每位成员，欢

迎他们加入执行委员会，并要求他们提供其政府处理与多边基金/执行委员会相关事务的

官方联络人员的姓名和协调方式。  

4. 秘书处不断监测世界各地 2019 冠状病毒病（COVID-19）的蔓延流行情况。2021

年 2 月 5 日，执行委员会成员获悉，由于遏制魁北克省病毒肆虐所采取的措施、前往加拿

大的旅行受限以及除关键人员外无法进入国际民航组织大楼的会议场所，延迟举行的第八

十五次会议和第八十六次会议再度延后举行。委员会成员还获悉修订后的应急计划的主要

内容，其中包括： 

(a) 扩大第八十六次会议闭会期间批准程序的范围（称为 IAP-86ext），以审议

第八十六次会议议程中尚未结束的项目或未在第八十六次会议闭会期间批准

程序审议的项目，指出推迟审议其中许多项目可能对多边基金的运作产生重

大影响； 

(b) 设立 2021 年化工生产行业分组（由四个第 5 条国家成员和四个非第 5 条国

家成员组成），审议第八十六次会议间隙期间举行的分组会议议程未能处理

的问题； 

(c) 将第八十六次会议议程未处理的问题推迟到第八十七次会议；和 

(d) 2021 年 6 月 28 日至 7 月 2 日在加拿大蒙特利尔举行背靠背的第八十五次、

第八十六次和第八十七次会议。 

5. 嗣后，主任将修订后的应急计划草案包括举行推迟的第八十五次会议和第八十六次

会议的程序通知执行委员会主席和副主席。经主席同意，主任于 2021 年 2 月 15 日将修订

后的应急计划草案送交委员会成员，供其审议和评论。在编写本文件时，秘书处正在根据

收到的评论意见最后确定修订后的应急计划，并为各种会议方式做出相应的初步安排。  

6. 秘书处继续进行筹备工作并以阿拉伯文、中文、英文、法文和西班牙文在多边基金

网站发表第八十六次会议的剩余会议文件。 

参加会议和出访 

7. 由于 2019 冠状病毒病（COVID-19）爆发，没有进行任何出访。但是，秘书处参加

了以下各次虚拟会议。 

虚拟会议，2020 年 11 月 16 日至 27 日 

 

8. 主任与一些高级方案管理干事以及高级基金管理和行政干事一起参加了维也纳公约

缔约方大会第十二届会议（第一部分）和缔约方第三十二届会议的合并会议。秘书处还参

加了履约委员会第六十五次会议并作了发言，此外，主任参加了缔约方会议主席团会议。

秘书处工作人员参加了相关联络小组，并参加了若干会外活动。 
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虚拟会议，2021 年 2 月 22 日 

 

9. 一名高级方案干事参加了拉丁美洲和加勒比区域网络组织的一次网络研讨会，并以

包括氢氟碳化物数据在内的新格式介绍了国家方案数据报告。 

虚拟会议，2021 年 2 月 23 日 

 

10. 主任和一名高级方案管理干事参加了关于协调淘汰氟氯烃和逐步减少使用氢氟碳化

物的国家战略的南亚和东南亚联合网络专题会议。秘书处对平行或合并执行淘汰氟氯烃和

逐步减少使用氢氟碳化物活动的影响的分析作了说明（UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/84/65 号文

件）。 

人员配置和征聘 

11. 遴选副主任（D-1）的过程已经完成，环境署执行主任选出 Rossana Del Carmen 

Silva-Repetto 女士担任这项职务，任期从 2021 年 4 月开始。 

12. 根据第 84/6 号决定，将数据库助理干事（BL 1116）的职位级别从 P 2 级升到 P-3

级、将小组助理（BL 1309）职位的级别从 G-4 级升到 G-5 级以及将财务和预算助理（ BL 

1312）职位的级别从 G-6 级升到 G-7 级之后，已经组成遴选小组并已完成遴选工作，

Ngoc Thuy Duong 女士晋升到 P-3 级、Grace Nyoike 女士晋升到 G-7 级和 Edmundo Cuellar

先生晋升到 G 5 级。征聘高级监测和评价干事的遴选小组已经完成工作，并已向环境署执

行主任提交建议，供其在中央审查机构进行审查后作出最后遴选决定。  

征聘主任 

 

13. 在第八十六次会议闭会期间批准程序期间，执行委员会除其他外指出，征聘多边基

金秘书处主任的问题将列入第八十六次会议议程，请秘书处根据第 67/37 号和第 68/46 号

决定，更新与征聘多边基金秘书处主任这项职位有关的文件，并将其提交执行委员会第八

十七次会议，供其审议；作出必要安排，使执行委员会就多边基金秘书处主任这项职位采

取通常的征聘程序。4 

14. 因此，主任将上述决定通知了环境署执行主任办公室，并开始与她的办公室就环境

署参与该员额的遴选过程进行磋商，以期开始这项进程，以便在他 2022 年 1 月退休前及

时选出第四任主任。 

15. 根据执行委员会的要求，秘书处审查了相关文件，并注意到秘书处为执行委员会作

出了重复使用其征聘第三任主任的通常征聘程序和订正后的空缺通知的安排，5对此曾在

第六十八次会议和第六十九次会议进行实质性讨论，并已与环境署执行主任进行磋商，以

                                                      
4 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/86/IAP/3 号文件第 16 段。 
5 Documents UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/68/51 号文件(第 II 部分)和 Add.1，和 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/69/37 号文

件(第 5 段至第 7 段)。 
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便确保遴选进程符合 Inspira 征聘系统、仍然符合需要并能为聘雇第四任主任作出调整。

为促进对该问题的审议，本文件附件一载有 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/68/51 号文件的摘要

（第 24 至 32 段），其中解释了征聘过程的安排，并指出后来 Inspira 对第 28 段提到的评

价准则作出的修改；6第 68/46 号决定作为进行该过程所需行动的参考，包括批准和启动

空缺公告、设立和提名遴选小组，以便审查所有申请、约谈主要人选和提出建议；环境署

在整个过程给予的协助；以及第六十九次会议核准的空缺通知（第 69/26 号决定（b）

段）。  

16. 为启动征聘进程，谨请执行委员会： 

(a) 赞赏地注意到环境署执行主任的一名代表参加了第四任主任的遴选进程； 

(b) 请秘书处为第四任主任的遴选进程组织进行环境署执行主任的代表与执行委

员会之间的虚拟会议： 

(一) 根据 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/86/2/Add.1 号文件附件一中的通告在必要时修

订和批准第四任主任职位的空缺通告； 

(二) 请环境署在执行委员会批准上文（b）（i）分段所指的空缺通知后立

即在 Inspira 公布这份空缺通知，以利遴选进程； 

(三) 设立一个遴选小组，组成成员包括：三名第 5 条国家的代表、三名非

第 5 条国家的代表和两名环境署的代表，他们将对所有申请进行审

查、与主要人选进行面谈并提出建议，但有一项谅解： 

a. 秘书处将在休会期间与执行委员会成员合作，确定第 5 条国家

的三名代表和非第 5 条国家的三名代表，包括执行委员会主

席，担任遴选小组成员； 

b. 执行委员会将在第八十七次会议决定遴选小组的成员组成； 

c. 遴选小组将由环境署的代表和具有主任职位第一报告员身份的

执行委员会 2021 年主席共同主持； 

d. 环境署将在遴选人选的整个过程中向遴选小组提供协助，并将

简要介绍联合国内部使用的既定面谈方法；和 

(c) 请秘书处在第八十七次会议报告征聘进程取得的进展。  

工作人员发展和培训 

17. 高级基金管理和行政干事参加了复原力建设方案；两名行政人员接受了特许采购与

供应协会的（CIPS）文凭（正在进行中）；一名高级工作人员接受了联合国组织的职业

过渡和模拟面试培训。 

                                                      
6 本文件附件一所载的摘要反映了这项更动。 
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18. 两名高级方案管理干事参加了下表所示的网络研讨会。 

名称 组织者 

面对世界变暖的挑战：为净零冷却筹措资金 冷却技术联盟/环境署 

结构火灾中 A2L 制冷剂的表现 空调、取暖与制冷研究所（AHRI） 

将可持续冷却技术纳入复原政策中，以实现更环保

的未来 

冷却技术联盟 

不采用被动式冷却技术 冷却技术联盟、基加利冷却效率方案、全民可持续

能源和 CEA 咨询 

 

与多边环境协定和其他组织的合作 

19. 依照第 79/1 号决定（b）段的规定，秘书处在本文件附件二全面概述了与多边环境

协定和其他相关组织的所有讨论情况。 

多边环境协定 

 

《蒙特利尔议定书》 

 

20. 应技术和经济评估小组（技经评估组）工作队的要求，秘书处继续向工作队报告与

2021-2023 三年期多边基金充资数额有关的问题。 

联合国系统组织 

 

内部监督事务厅（OIOS） 

21. 监督厅正在对秘书处进行审计，其目的是评估秘书处向多边基金提供服务的效率和

效力。审计范围涵盖 2018 年 1 月 1 日至 2020 年 12 月 31 日期间。一旦完成审计，秘书处

将向执行委员会通报监督厅的审计结果。 

减少短期气候污染物气候与清洁空气联盟（CCAC） 

 

22. 主任和几名高级方案管理干事参加了基加利工作流讨论会。在讨论会上，主任还就

多边基金对实施基加利修正案的支助作了说明。 

其他组织 

法国政府 

 

23. 主任继续对与法国对多边基金捐款进行回顾性评估有关的问题以及基金的概况和所

涉的不同行为体提供信息和作出答复。  
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多边组织业绩评估网 （MOPAN） 

24. 秘书处已收到多边组织业绩评估网对执行《蒙特利尔议定书》的多边基金的评估的

最终版本和附于本文件的评估摘要。收到评估报告后，计划在两个秘书处之间举办双边讨

论，对多边基金、所用的方法以及使其适应未来待评估的组织类型的潜在灵活性进行评

估。  

25. 发送给执行委员会成员的修订后的应急计划草案建议，可以通过虚拟会议提交多边

组织业绩评估网的评估报告，多边组织业绩评估网秘书处将在虚拟会议上向双边机构和执

行机构成员和代表介绍该报告。秘书处根据成员的评论，将举行一次关于多边组织业绩评

估网评估的虚拟会议。  
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Annex I 
 

REFERENCE MATERIALS FOR THE RECRUITMENT PROCESS FOR THE POSITION OF 
CHIEF OFFICER OF THE MULTILATERAL FUND SECRETARIAT: 

 
EXTRACT FROM DOCUMENT UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/68/51 

DECISION 68/46 
VACANCY ANNOUNCEMENT APPROVED AT THE 69TH MEETING (DECISION 69/26(b)) 

 
 

Extract from document UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/68/51 

Outcome to meetings with UNON representatives on issues related to Inspira  

24. Effective from April 2010 a new online application and selection system has been introduced with 
a new set of rules on the recruitment and selection process of UN personnel as governed by ST/AI/2010/3 
on the staff selection system (Attached as Annex IV). 

25. In its discussion with UNON staff on initiating and finalising the selection and recruitment process 
of the third Chief Officer through Inspira, the Secretariat identified three issues that need to be addressed 
as soon as possible to avoid any potential delays in the selection process.  

Hiring Manager  

26. Under the new system of Inspira, the Hiring Manager takes the lead role in the recruitment and 
selection process from the time the post is advertised in Inspira till the review of applicants online and the 
final recommendation. The Hiring Manager plays, in principle, the role of the Chair of the selection panel 
who would lead on tasks related to establishing short lists and interview lists, and making a recommendation 
on the most suitable candidate. This role is normally delegated to the first reporting officer for the post, 
which in the case of the post of the Chief Officer, and based on precedents, had been the Chairman of the 
Executive Committee since inception of the Fund.  

27. Discussions with UNON indicated that under Inspira, the Hiring Manager should be a UN staff 
member. The Secretariat reminded UNON that the Chairman of the Executive Committee is not a UN staff 
member but is the first reporting officer of the Chief Officer, the UNEP Executive Director being the second 
reporting officer. As such, Chairs of the Executive Committee have always been granted access to the 
previous on line appraisal Galaxy system as a special case for the purpose of appraising the Chief Officer. 
Based on the access to Galaxy, the Secretariat has arranged for the current Chair of the Executive 
Committee to be granted access to Inspira. It seems therefore that it is technically possible to grant the 
Chairman access in Inspira, but the access right to Inspira for the purpose of leading a selection process in 
the system may constitute a policy issue that needs to be clarified with UNEP.  

28. As soon as the issues of granting to a non-UN staff member the role of the Hiring Manager in 
Inspira is resolved, building a Job Opening in Inspira requires setting up the evaluation criteria in advance. 
The evaluation criteria include a set of pre-screening questions and an assessment methodology. For each 
Job Opening in Inspira, a series of questions (between 10 and 15) from the pre-screening questions library 
of Inspira is associated with the Job Opening. These are yes/no or true/false questions that are objective and 
related to the job and will assist in filtering applicants. A threshold of 80 per cent is required to pass. 
Obtaining this grade is a prerequisite for releasing an applicant to the Hiring Manager for review. The 
evaluation criteria include a Job-Fit Questionnaire (JFQ) and an assessment methodology. For each 
Job Opening, a JFQ, which includes customizable pre-screening questions that allow the Hiring 
Manager to elicit targeted open text responses from candidates on how they meet the evaluation 
criteria in the Job Opening. This information facilitates the evaluation of candidates’ eligibility and 
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suitability. The JFQ lists the required and desirable work experience criteria which will be displayed 
in the job opening (at least 1 “required”). It also includes up to two optional custom questions related 
to the responsibilities, professionalism, education, language, skills, and/or duty station of the position. 
Candidates who report in the JFQ that they do not meet a required criterion or do not fill in the JFQ 
for a required criterion, are not released to the Hiring Manager for further assessment. In addition to 
interviews, a written test can be envisaged and is left at the discretion of the Hiring Manager. In this regard 
the Executive Committee may consider delegating to the Chairman of the selection panel the authority to 
make decisions on the assessment method and select the pre-screening questions as part of the 
administrative process of finalising the Job Opening of the next Chief Officer.  

Panel composition  
 
29. As indicated earlier, Inspira only allows UN staff members to have access to the recruitment 
system. Moreover it allows only UN staff members to be panel members. As such, Executive Committee 
members may be denied the role of being panel members under Inspira. However, based on advice from 
UNON on another recruitment case, and considering that Executive Committee members are not UN staff 
members, it would be possible to have the list of panel members set outside Inspira. Hard copies of 
applicants can be made available outside the Inspira system for the panel’s review. 

30. ST/AI/2010/3 on the selection and appointment process in Inspira states that “For positions at the 
D-2 level, heads of department/office/mission shall submit to the Senior Review Group a shortlist normally 
containing three names of qualified and suitable candidates, including at least one female candidate. The 
shortlist will be prepared following interviews by an interdepartmental assessment panel. In making such 
submission, due regard shall be given to candidates with diverse experience, including career mobility. The 
submission to the Senior Review Group from the head of department/office shall be transmitted to the 
Chairperson of the Senior Review Group through the Secretary of that body and shall include a 
comprehensive evaluation of the shortlisted candidates justifying their qualifications and suitability for the 
position. The submission shall also include the personal history profile of the shortlisted candidates and 
statistics on staff at the D-1 and D-2 levels in the department/office/mission, including information on 
nationality and gender.” 

31. In addressing the issue of the Hiring Manager of the Chief Officer post, who should normally be 
the Chair of the Executive Committee in the capacity of first reporting officer, the Secretariat has been 
advised by UNON that the recruitment panel report would need to be submitted to the UNEP Executive 
Director for his submission to and examination by the Senior Review Group. The Senior Review Group 
would review the process and make its recommendation to the United Nations Secretary General. 

Competency Based Interview training 

32. The Secretariat was advised that under Inspira panel members should be trained in competency 
based interviews. The Secretariat brought to UNON’s attention the fact that panel members for the selection 
of the MLF Chief Officer are Executive Committee members representing governments and are unlikely to 
have undergone the training. Some alternatives were offered including a quick training at the margin of the 
Executive Committee prior to the first meeting of the panel. Alternatively, competency based interview 
training materials could also be made available to the panel members. The Secretariat also requested a list 
of D-2 staff members that had carried out such training should it be necessary to call on some UNEP staff 
members to sit as panel members, since only UNEP staff at D-2 levels or higher could serve in a selection 
panel for a D-2 level post. 
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Decision 68/46 

The Executive Committee decided: 

(a) To take note of documents UNEP/Ozl.Pro/ExCom/68/51 and Add.1; 
 

(b) To approve the vacancy announcement for the post of third Chief Officer as approved at 
the 68th meeting and attached as Annex XXVII to the present report;  

 
(c) To request UNEP to expedite the launching of the vacancy announcement, as approved by 

the Executive Committee at its 68th meeting, in INSPIRA and to facilitate the selection 
process; 
 

(d) To approve the establishment of a selection panel consisting of: three representatives of 
Article 5 countries, three representatives of non-Article 5 countries and two representatives 
of UNEP, who would review all applications, interview leading candidates and make a 
recommendation, if possible, to the 69th meeting of the Executive Committee, it being 
understood that: 

 
(i) The Secretariat would work expeditiously with Executive Committee members 

intersessionally to identify the three representatives of Article 5 countries and the 
three representatives of non-Article 5 countries, including the Chair of the 
Executive Committee, to serve on the selection panel; 

 
(ii) The Executive Committee would take a decision intersessionally on the 

composition of the selection panel;  
 
(iii) The selection panel would be co-chaired by a representative of UNEP and the Chair 

of the Executive Committee in 2013 in her capacity as first reporting officer; 
 

(iv) UNEP would assist the selection panel throughout the process of selecting the 
candidates and would provide a briefing on the use of the established interviewing 
method within the United Nations;  

 
(v) One of the two UNEP representatives on the selection panel would be the Executive 

Secretary of the Ozone Secretariat; 
 
(vi) The selection panel should provide its recommendations to the Executive 

Committee, if possible, at the 69th meeting; 
 
(vii) After considering the recommendations of the selection panel, the Executive 

Committee should forward its decision on the recommendations to the hiring 
manager;  

 
(e) To request the Executive Director of UNEP to work with the Chair of the Executive 

Committee to keep the Executive Committee informed of progress made throughout the 
hiring process; and  
 

(f) To request the Secretary-General of the United Nations and the Executive Director of 
UNEP to expedite the timely appointment of the Chief Officer in order to ensure continuity 
of the work of the Multilateral Fund. 
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 Job Opening  

    

 

Job Title: CHIEF OFFICER, Secretariat of the Multilateral Fund for the 
Implementation of the Montreal Protocol, D2 
 

Department/ Office: 
 
Duty Station: 
 
Posting Period: 
 
Job Opening Number: 

United Nations Environment Programme 
 
MONTREAL 
 
13 February 2013-24 April 2013 
 
13-PGM-UNEP-26476-D-MONTREAL (X) 

 

  

 

 
 

   
 

United Nations Core Values: Integrity, Professionalism, Respect for Diversity  
     

 
 

   

 

 Org. Setting and Reporting       
        

 

The United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) is the United Nations system's designated entity for 
addressing environmental issues at the global and regional level. Its mandate is to coordinate the development of 
environmental policy consensus by keeping the global environment under review and bringing emerging issues to 
the attention of governments and the international community for action. The Secretariat of Multilateral Fund 
(MFS) for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol is dedicated to reversing the deterioration of the Earth's 
ozone layer. It was established in 1991 to assist developing countries to meet their Montreal Protocol 
commitments in complying with the control measures of the ozone-depleting substances. The Fund Secretariat in 
Montreal assists the Committee in this task. The Secretariat is administered by UNEP. This post is located in 
UNEP/MFS at the Montreal duty station. Under the guidance and instruction of the Executive Committee of the 
Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol, the Chief Officer will assist the Executive 
Committee in the discharge of its functions and report to it.  

   

       
 Responsibilities     
       

 

Directing the development of the Multilateral Fund strategic plan, operational policies and guidelines. Developing 
three-year budgets and plans for the Multilateral Fund for consideration by the Executive Committee. Managing 
the financial resources and developing plans and strategies on the basis of available financial resources. 
Managing relations with, and coordinating the work of the implementing agencies of the Multilateral Fund:  
UNDP, UNEP, UNIDO and the World Bank. Establishing and managing effective relations with Article 5  
countries to promote environmental issues and ensure the achievement of the Montreal Protocol phase-out 
targets. Directing the assessment of activities and projects established on the basis of developing countries’ 
compliance needs. Effectively managing the Secretariat by providing leadership in fostering UN values and 
principles through setting performance objectives and standards, conducting performance appraisals, assessing 
staff training needs, and establishing short and long term goals and objectives.  

  

      
 Competencies    
      

 

Professionalism: Demonstrates professional competence and mastery of subject matter, is conscientious and 
efficient in meeting commitments, observing deadlines and achieving results. Accountability: Operates in 
compliance with organizational rules and regulations, delivers outputs within prescribed time, cost and quality 
standards. Communication: Listens to others, correctly interprets messages from others and responds 
appropriately. Demonstrates openness in sharing information and keeping people informed. 
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Leadership: Is proactive in developing strategies to accomplish objectives. Drives for change and improvement;  
does not accept the status quo. Empowers others to translate vision into results. Managing performance: 
Delegates the appropriate responsibility, accountability and decision-making authority. Makes sure that roles, 
responsibilities and reporting lines are clear to each staff member. Monitors progress against milestones and 
deadlines.  
     
 Education   
     
 
Advanced university degree at masters or preferably Ph.D. level would be required with preference in economics, 
business administration, finance, public administration or any other relevant field.  
    
 Work Experience  
    

 

A minimum of 15 years of professional working experience related to policy development, project evaluation  
and implementation, with at least 7 years at a senior level. Qualifying years of experience are calculated  
following the receipt of the first-level university degree recognized by the United Nations. Experience in dealing 
with international organizations and national governments as well as extensive knowledge of UN and UNEP policy 
and decision making structure is desirable.  
    
 Languages  
    
 
English and French are the working languages of the United Nations Secretariat. For the post advertised, fluency 
in oral and written English is required. Working knowledge of another UN languages is an advantage.  
    
 Assessment Method  
    
 
Evaluation of qualified candidates for this position may include substantive assessment which may be followed by 
a competency-based interview.  
    
 Special Notice  
    

 

Staff members are subject to the authority of the Secretary-General and to assignment by him or her. In this 
context, all staff are expected to move periodically to new functions in their careers in accordance with established 
rules and procedures. 
  
All applicants are strongly encouraged to apply on-line as soon as possible after the job opening has been posted 
and well before the deadline stated in the job opening. On-line applications will be acknowledged where an email 
address has been provided. 
  
If you do not receive an e-mail acknowledgement within 24 hours of submission, your application may not have 
been received.  In such cases, please resubmit the application, if necessary.  If the problem persists, please seek 
technical assistance through the Inspira “Need Help?” link.  
    
 United Nations Considerations  
    

 

The United Nations shall place no restrictions on the eligibility of men and women to participate in any capacity and 
under conditions of equality in its principal and subsidiary organs. (Charter of the United Nations - Chapter 3, 
article 8). The United Nations Secretariat is a non-smoking environment.  
    
 No Fee  
    

 
THE UNITED NATIONS DOES NOT CHARGE A FEE AT ANY STAGE OF THE RECRUITMENT PROCESS 
(APPLICATION, INTERVIEW MEETING, PROCESSING, OR TRAINING). THE UNITED NATIONS DOES NOT 
CONCERN ITSELF WITH INFORMATION ON APPLICANTS’ BANK ACCOUNTS. 
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附件二 

 

多边基金秘书处向非《蒙特利尔议定书》机构提供的咨询和/或信息 

 

秘书处的建议/举行的讨论/互动 会议  

适应基金 

解释多边基金对所获利息的政策。秘书处提供的信息见道德和财务委员会第十八次会议文件

AFB/EFC.18/10，查阅地址 https://www.adaptation-fund.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/AFB-

EFC-18.10-Investment-income-doc.pdf。 

76 

阿拉伯环境与发展论坛 

为阿拉伯环境与发展论坛 2018 年报告撰写一篇文章，介绍多边基金在阿拉伯区域的经验。  81 

气候和能源解决方案中心（前称皮尤气候变化中心） 

UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/37/59、UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/38/54 & Add.1 号文件；第 37/62 号和

第 38/63 号决定案文; 非公共领域技术供资指南 （UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/38/70/rev.1 附件十

四）; 对不同类型项目的技术转让许可费和特许费的意见（液态二氧化碳、计量吸入器、 烟

草膨化、 制冷行业的 HFC-32、超临界二氧化碳、 氟氯烃生产行业）。 

75  

减少短期气候污染物气候与清洁空气联盟（CCAC） 

在基加利工作流讨论中概述多边基金对实施《基加利修正案》的支持 86 

就 CCAC 工作组临时批准的高效冷却新倡议与 CCAC 秘书处进行非正式磋商，帮助建立高

层领导能力，促进利益攸关方之间的合作，以期在各国根据《蒙特利尔议定书》逐步减少使

用氢氟碳化物制冷剂的同时，促进提高冷却行业的能效。 

83 

已核准氟氯烃示范项目概览以及其他气候友好型和节能型氟氯烃替代技术示范项目备选方案

（UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/72/40）。多边基金资助的消耗臭氧层物质（ODS）替代品调查简

报；CCAC 在经济转型国家的可能机会；对 CCAC 项目技术审查程序和供资周期可能有用

的多边基金的经验教训。 

75  

第 72/40 号文件，已核准氟氯烃示范项目概览以及其他气候友好型和节能型氟氯烃替代技术

示范项目备选方案（第 71/51（a）号决定），其中总结了多边基金迄今核准的氟氯烃示范项

目的结果。 

74 

气候技术中心和网络 

介绍多边基金下的能力建设，作为咨询委员会第六次会议的参考材料。多边基金的一般信息

和背景文件。 
75 

https://www.adaptation-fund.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/AFB-EFC-18.10-Investment-income-doc.pdf
https://www.adaptation-fund.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/AFB-EFC-18.10-Investment-income-doc.pdf
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秘书处的建议/举行的讨论/互动 会议  

欧洲联盟/欧洲议会 

第二十五次缔约方会议期间，主任收到欧洲议会的要求，就多边基金的相关问题进行双边讨

论，包括多边基金充资所需的资源和为气候惠益提供额外捐款的建议。应此要求主任向欧洲

议会的两位代表简要介绍了多边基金的运作情况。 

71 

德国经济合作与发展部 

多边基金取得的成就，德国作为双边机构执行的核准项目的总结。 77 

全球环境基金 （全环基金） 

秘书处参加了由科学和技术咨询小组组织的关于“通过化学品和废物的无害管理带来多种全

球环境效益”的讲习班，并在讨论时就已确定的联系特别是在臭氧消耗方面的联系进行了讨

论。 

86 

对经济转型国家的扶持活动、体制强化和支持批准《基加利修正案》有关的干预措施作出说

明，并审查塔吉克斯坦的一项计划。 
86 

秘书处与全环基金工作人员就能源效率事项进行进一步合作的可能性进行了非正式的在线讨

论。 
86 

审查一个项目: 印度室内空调的能效 84 

审查一个项目：加速采用可持续热舒适性：印度向节能和气候适应型城市过渡 82 

审查四个项目：白俄罗采用低 GWP 技术完成淘汰氟氯烃的消费，全环基金项目编号 6046；

哈萨克斯坦通过推广零 ODS 低 GWP 能效技术淘汰氟氯烃，全环基金项目编号 6090；塔吉

克斯坦通过推广零 ODS 低 GWP 能效技术完全淘汰氟氯烃，全环基金项目编号 6030；乌兹

别克斯坦通过推广零 ODS 低 GWP 能效技术完全淘汰氟氯烃，全环基金项目编号 6003。 

80 

审查哈萨克斯坦农业和收获后部门采用 ODS 替代品项目（全环基金项目编号 9184） 76 

对哈萨克斯坦甲基溴项目提案（全环基金供资）的评论； 

就非第 5 条经济转型国家使用全环基金第 6 次充资（GEF-6）的资金淘汰 ODS 提供了想

法。《蒙特利尔议定书》最近会议上就《议定书》修正提案进行的讨论情况。  

75 

对照多边基金的政策和指南审查一个项目（哈萨克斯坦农业和收获后部门采用 ODS 替代

品）。  
72 

基金秘书处收到邀请出席 2013 年 11 月 5 日至 7 日举行的全环基金理事会第四十五次会议。

在致新任主任的另一封邀请函中，全环基金首席执行官兼主席欢迎恢复过去的合作，向缔约

方提供援助，履行《蒙特利尔议定书》的义务，并恢复历史联系。对此主任通知首席执行

官，由于筹备第七十一次会议，基金秘书处将不能出席理事会会议；但他告诉首席执行官，

他期待与她会面，以加强与全环基金秘书处的关系。 

71 
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秘书处的建议/举行的讨论/互动 会议  

秘书处参加了全环基金化学品和废弃物技术咨询小组的会议，为指导全环基金第六次充资

（GEF-6）的化学品和废弃物重点领域战略草案提供反馈。战略草案包括全环基金涉及《蒙

特利尔议定书》的活动。 

69 

第六十七次会议以来，就两种供资机制之间的合作问题与全环基金首席执行官交换了信函。

考虑了由多边基金和全环基金共同刊文介绍过去 25 年来《蒙特利尔议定书》执行情况的可

能性。 

68 

法国政府 

主任参加了关于法国对基金秘书处的捐款的回顾性评估提案的访谈，并回答了关于基金概况

和所涉不同行为体的后续问题。 
86 

对法国经济和财政部进行了礼节性访问。讨论的问题除其他外包括法国政府的双边合作以及

多边基金 2021-2023 三年期的充资。 
83 

关于向多边基金额外捐款方式的信息。 77 

绿色气候基金  

由于 2019 冠状病毒病（COVID-19），原定于 2020 年 2 月 27 日至 28 日举行的关于制定绿

色气候基金能源效率部门指南的协商会议被取消，秘书处与绿色气候基金工作人员就进一步

合作的可能性进行了非正式在线讨论。 

85 

绿色气候基金的一名代表访问了秘书处，与秘书处工作人员举行了几次会议，就两个基金的

运作方式和进一步合作的可能性进行了交流。 
84 

联合国环境大会第四届会议期间，主任与绿色气候基金副执行秘书就两个基金感兴趣的事项

进行了非正式讨论。 
83 

关于执行机构行政费用报告方式的会议文件，包括： UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/26/67、 

UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/34/52、UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/38/59、UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/55/48、

UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/80/43。 

81 

电话会议，提供多边基金优惠贷款和增量费用做法的信息。 80 

在臭氧秘书处网站提供技术和经济评估小组、科学评估小组、环境影响评估小组相关文件的

链接，并介绍臭氧秘书处的传播干事；    

提供的文件包括：执行委员会简介；多边基金政策、程序、指南和标准；题为“多边基金：

治理结构、商业模式、成就与挑战”的报告；业务规划和项目提案等会前文件示例；监测与

评估工作方案和项目完成报告；业务计划模板；进度报告指南；关于体制强化的两个评估报

告；监测与评估工作方案。  

77 

基金秘书处与执行机构建立法律安排和多边基金进度报告制度方面的经验。 76 
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秘书处的建议/举行的讨论/互动 会议  

为多边基金制定的业绩指标； 

《蒙特利尔议定书》近期会议上关于《议定书》修正提案的讨论；  

多边基金的监测与问责框架，包括多边基金政策、程序、指南和标准的第十一章（监测与评

估）；  

多边基金下的能力建设工作。 

75 

关于多边基金的报告，包括秘书处活动、基金状态、综合业务计划和进度报告等关键文件示

例，项目提案和政策文件示例。关于多边基金的其他细节和讨论。 
74 

概述多边基金的目标和运作，包括项目审查流程、政策制定、会议流程、执行委员会决议的

执行。  
72 

2013 年 9 月 24 日绿色气候基金临时秘书处致函多边基金，邀请多边基金作为观察员参加绿

色气候基金理事会第五次会议，不过信函指出多边基金的观察员身份尚未得到批准。由于筹

备第七十一次会议，基金秘书处未能参加 10 月 8 日至 10 日举行的理事会会议。2013 年 10

月 21 日绿色气候基金又发函告知基金秘书处，理事会下次会议于 2014 年 2 月 19 日至 21 日

在印尼召开，已通过第 B.04/15 号决议修订案批准多边基金的观察员身份，请基金秘书处提

名一位联系人。  

71 

格勒诺布尔管理学院 

介绍多边基金的政策和程序以及项目批准流程，用于研究技术学习曲线。  80 

生物多样性和生态系统服务政府间平台  

介绍向与会者/代表提供财务支持的做法。 75 

国际能源署 

本秘书处和臭氧秘书处执行秘书会见了国际能源署的代表。秘书处解释了《基加利修正案》

背景下的能效工作。国际能源署的代表表示，国际能源署汇编了不同国家的能效政策和标准

并已提供秘书处。该代表还分享了国际能源署编写的关于冷却问题的报告。 

83 

联合国联合检查组 

秘书处完成了关于审查联合国系统各组织的环境可持续政策和做法的调查表。 86 

多边基金对小岛屿发展中国家的技术援助和供资信息的最新摘要，此前已于 2015 年 2 月提

供。2016 年 10 月 20 日和 11 月 7 日提供了进一步澄清。 
77 

对题为“审查联合国系统各组织应对气候变化专项活动和资源”的文件草案的评论； 

实质性信息，包括多边基金对小岛屿发展中国家的技术援助和供资摘要，以及为各国核准的

多边基金项目的全面信息。 

 

74 

秘书处填写了一份问卷，审视应对气候变化的专项活动和资源。 73 

对“里约+20 后联合国系统内环境治理审查”报告中关于多边基金的信息的评论和事实更正。 72 
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秘书处的建议/举行的讨论/互动 会议  

关于 2013 年“里约+20 后联合国系统内环境治理评估/审查”报告，秘书处为联合检查组提供

了各种信息，包括基金结构、供资水平、会议数量和特点、会议参与者、项目核准流程、支

助费用、秘书处员工人数、2006-2013 年核准记录、执行模式、合规、治理框架、战略规

划、与其他多边环境协定的协同作用和协调、科学评估、宣传和外联、行政、执行委员会和

秘书处的性别分布及地域平衡等。 

70 

基加利冷却效率基金（K-CEP） 

参加 2020 年 1 月 28 日举行的有关为高效、气候友好型制冷的国家自主贡献（NDC）支助设

施网络研讨会（NDC 支助设施）– 这是一项新举措，旨在为支持国家将制冷解决方案集成

到下一回合的 NDC 的实体提供资金和指导。 

应秘书处的要求，说明提交的项目提案是否包括保障措施，以避免采用基于全球升温潜能值

高的制冷剂的高能效制冷应用；K-CEP 保证通过 NDC 支助设施推广低全球升温潜能值的技

术。 

85 

秘书处应要求向 ITAD（ITAD 是一个组织，受委托帮助拟定办法更好地了解 K-CEP 在促进

冷却行业能效方面的作用）提供反馈，与 ITAD 一名工作人员举行电话会议，通报秘书处在

K-CEP 初创阶段向其提供的投入，秘书处如何理解 K-CEP 活动与《蒙特利尔议定书》项目

活动特别是逐步减少氢氟碳化物的项目活动之间的关联。    

84 

继续以非正式方式分享多边基金的经验。  80 

2017 年 1 月 26 日 K-CEP 主任和另一名代表（负责协调 19 个慈善基金会为执行《基加利修

正案》而在能效和冷却方面开展的工作）访问了秘书处，了解多边基金的更多情况。K-CEP

旨在到 2017 年底从慈善基金会拨款约 5,300 万美元，通过国家方案向少数国家提供有针对

性的支持，并向 100 多个国家提供广泛支持，以提高能效。 

提供的信息包括执行委员会简介；多边基金运作方式概述；进度/财务报告提交指南；项目

提案编制指南；项目完成报告模板；关于审查体制强化和相关第 74/51 号决定的

UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/74/51 号文件。 

78 

劳伦斯伯克利国家实验室 

秘书处对室内空调效率提升和制冷剂转型机会及风险报告草案的评论。  80 

自然资源保护协会 

多边基金气候影响指标，包括工具（Excel 文件）、手册（PDF）和工具说明（Word 文

件）。  
81 

关于汞的水俣公约 

2013 年 7 月，秘书处收到日本政府的邀请，邀请秘书处出席 2013 年 10 月 9 日至 11 日在日

本熊本和水俣举行的通过和签署《关于汞的水俣公约》全权代表会议。但秘书处未能出席。 
71 

多边组织业绩评估网 （MOPAN） 

在收到多边基金的评估报告之后，正在组织一次虚拟会议，由多边组织业绩评估网秘书处

向执行委员会提交该报告，并计划在两个秘书处之间就多边基金的评估、所用的方法以及

使其适应将来要评估的组织类型的潜在灵活性进行一次双边讨论。 

86 

秘书处审查了评估报告草稿并作了事实更正和提出了评论。两个秘书处就最后报告的时间表

以及与执行委员会分享主要结论的可能方式进行了后续沟通。 
86 

秘书处向负责 MOPAN 评估多边基金的顾问提供了与多边基金有关的事项的更多信息和说

明。秘书处与 MOPAN 秘书处进行了进一步讨论，MOPAN 秘书处表示，评估报告草稿处于

编写的最后阶段，将在提交成员国政府之前先提交秘书处进行审查。 

85 
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秘书处的建议/举行的讨论/互动 会议  

MOPAN 秘书处的代表和执行评估的服务提供商的代表访问了秘书处。主任介绍了多边基金

的情况，包括其治理结构、业务模式和成就。MOPAN 的代表提出了一些问题。秘书处获悉

评估人员与基金所有四个执行机构举行了会议。秘书处提供了执行委员会成员的联系方式。

将联系其中一些成员为评估工作提供投入。 

84 

秘书处出席了 MOPAN 秘书处的一次会议，在会上介绍了基金的情况。除其他外，讨论了所

涉利益攸关方的评估范围；多边基金和其他被评估组织之间的主要差异，这将形成量身定制

的评估以确保公平；初次访问基金秘书处的时间和评估小组出席执行委员会会议的可能性。 

83 

从 MOPAN 秘书处收到信函，通知 MOPAN 指导委员会决定在下一个评估周期评估多边基

金。 
82 

可持续联合国 

2019 年 10 月 11 日秘书处应邀在蒙特利尔国际民航组织举行的联合国环境可持续性管理问

题管理小组（IMG）第三十一次会议上发言。秘书处讨论了联合国各办事处可如何与各机构

开展的活动进行合作，在国家、区域和全球层面执行项目，促进采用臭氧友好型和无氢氟碳

化物技术。可持续联合国（一个负责管理和支持 IMG 的办公室）的一名代表访问了秘书处

办公室，向工作人员介绍了该办公室的工作。 

84 

联合国审计师 

提供了信息和文件、对问题作出答复和澄清，以便内部监督事务厅进行审计，目的是评估

2018 年 1 月 1 日至 2020 年 12 月 31 日期间秘书处向多边基金提供服务的效率和效力。 
86 

多边基金的背景资料和其他资料，包括环境规划署关于多边基金的临时财务报表；捐款和拨

付报告；进度报告；2015 年监测和评价工作方案；政策和程序手册链接。 
75 

联合国环境规划署 

多边基金秘书处与臭氧秘书处一道，向环境规划署经济司化学品和健康处提交了对《全球化

学品展望》第二版的评论，包括以下相关信息：加速淘汰氟氯烃、关于氢氟碳化物的《基加

利修正案》、2018 年 Montzka 等人刊文报告 CFC-11 排放量上升问题、遵守《蒙特利尔议定

书》的控制措施和数据报告。  

82 

联合国气候变化框架公约 

对降低非二氧化碳温室气体排放的行动、倡议和选项的减缓效益技术总结草案的评论。  74 

2013 年 10 月初，秘书处收到参加 2013 年 11 月 11 日至 22 日在波兰华沙举行的联合国气候

变化框架公约缔约方大会第十九次会议暨京都议定书缔约方第九次会议的邀请。 

主任告知公约秘书处，由于筹备第七十一次会议，他无法出席。他指出已邀请公约参加蒙特

利尔议定书缔约方第二十五次会议，提议通过非正式会议讨论两个秘书处之间的潜在合作机

会。公约秘书处执行秘书回应称，减缓数据分析方案协调员将参加缔约方会议，会安排他与

主任举行双边会面。 

两个秘书处的代表会了面，非正式讨论了未来需要时双方进行合作的方式。   

71 

布里斯托尔大学   

提供了以下资料：秘书处编写的 HFC-23 文件所载数据的摘要，在 119 个第 5 条国家进行的

ODS 替代品调查中报告的 HFC-23 合计消费量，编写 UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/79/48 号文件期

间从公开资料中获得的数据。 

83 

世界贸易组织贸易和环境司 

更新世贸组织贸易和环境委员会多边环境协定矩阵

（https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/envir_e/envir_matrix_e.htm）。 
75 

注：新案文以粗体标示。 
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Subject: Assessment of MLF by the Multilateral Organisation Performance Assessment Network  
 
 

Dear Mr Ganem, 

 

 
  I have the pleasure to share with you the MOPAN assessment of the Multilateral Fund for the Implementation 
of the Montreal Protocol in its final version alongside the assessment Brief. It will be made available on MOPAN’s 
public website over the coming days (www.mopanonline.org).  
 

On behalf of the MOPAN Secretariat, I would like to express my gratitude for your leadership and collaboration 
throughout the assessment process. You have skilfully coordinated the process and enabled our engagement with 
your Secretariat colleagues. Your efforts have been pivotal for the assessment which I hope presents potential for a 
fruitful engagement with your partners going forward.  

 
Furthermore, I would also like to express appreciation for your constructive engagement with the Institutional 

Lead country, Canada, as well as Canada’s leadership in this assessment, which has also been key for the success of 
the process.  
 

It is my hope that the MOPAN assessment can be seen as an opportunity for the Multilateral Fund to showcase 
its progress, while at the same time drawing the attention of your partners to areas where further active support for 
the Fund would be encouraged.  

 
As you will note, the assessment team has sought solutions to the concerns about the applicability of the 

MOPAN methodology to the Multilateral Fund. We do hope that the assessment does justice to the Fund’s efforts 
and the impressive work it is shepherding. As you may know, over 2021 MOPAN will be working to ‘differentiate’ 
its methodology, separating ‘core’ indicators from others that can be adjusted to organisational characteristics. 
This will allow a more flexible approach, adapted to each specific organisation, while keeping a shared ‘core’ set of 
indicators. In this context, a learning session between the MLF and MOPAN Secretariats in early 2021 would be 
very much appreciated to discuss any lessons from the MLF assessment. 

 
The MOPAN Secretariat also stands ready to brief the Executive Committee at your convenience, should this be 

desired, and looks forward to receiving your management response.  
  

Mr. Eduardo Ganem  
Chief Officer  
Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of 
the Montreal Protocol  
Suite 4100, 1000  
De La Gauchetière Street West  
Montreal, Quebec H2B 4W5  
Canada  
 
Email: eganem@unmfs.org   

 

 
MOPAN/SZ/2020.6 
 

Paris, 22 December 2020 
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I remain available should you have any queries in the meantime. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 

 
             
 
 
Ms. Suzanne Steensen 
Head of the MOPAN Secretariat 
2, rue André-Pascal 
75775 Paris Cedex 16 
France 

 

  
 

 

CC:  

Mr. Yonetani KOJI, 2020 MOPAN Chair, Deputy Assistant Minister, International Cooperation Bureau, Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs, Japan (koji.yonetani@mofa.go.jp) 

Ms. Tara DENHAM, 2021 MOPAN Chair, Director General, Evaluation and Results at Global Affairs Canada 
(tara.denham@international.gc.ca)  

Mr. Philippe CHEMOUNY, Institutional Lead for the MOPAN assessment, and Manager, Montreal Protocol 
Program, Department of Environment and Climate Change Canada (philippe.chemouny@canada.ca) 

Ms. Emilie VALLÉE WATT, Policy Advisor, Department of Environment and Climate Change Canada 
(emily.valleewatt@canada.ca)  

Ms. Elina YUEN, Programme Management Officer, Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal 
Protocol (elina@unmfs.org) 

Mr. Samer HACHEM, Senior Technical Advisor, MOPAN (samer.hachem@mopanonline.org) 

Ms. Jolanda PROFOS, Policy Advisor, MOPAN (jolanda.profos@mopanonline,org)   

 

Enclosed:  
• MOPAN assessment of MLF (2019) 
• MOPAN Brief (2019) 
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The MLF’s performance 
at a glance 
The Montreal Protocol is widely considered one of the most effective 
international environmental treaties to date, and the Multilateral Fund 
for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol (henceforth the MLF, 
the Multilateral Fund or the Fund), as its financial instrument, has been 
key to its success. The Multilateral Fund has significantly contributed 
to the global phase-out of ozone depleting substances (ODS) and 
phase-down of climate-warming hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and to 
enormous environmental, human health and climate change mitigation 
impacts by supporting developing countries in this endeavour. It has 
delivered effectively and efficiently for over 30 years at a total cost 
of around USD 4 billion. The Multilateral Fund has made good use of 
its assets and comparative advantage in this. Nevertheless, there are 
challenges on the way ahead, such as the threat to sustainability that 
unexplained emissions of trichlorofluoromethane (CFC-11) pose, and 
the implementation of the recently adopted gender policy. To amplify 
the impact of the phase-down of HFCs in curbing global warming, 
the Fund is considering how to address the energy efficiency of 
replacement technologies and equipment. As requested by the Parties 
to the Montreal Protocol, the Executive Committee will need to develop 
guidance on relevant issues, and explore the mobilisation of additional 
resources to address this issue, in accordance with decisions of the 
parties to the Montreal Protocol. 

The Multilateral Fund offers important organisational lessons. Its strong 
focus on supporting the compliance of Article 5 countries through the 
phase-out of ODS is coupled with a lean structure and a cost-conscious 
approach. With its expert technical staff, the Fund has proved to act with 
flexibility and agility. While overall decisions are centralised in the MLF’s 
Executive Committee, projects are aligned with countries’ preferences. 
This has improved compliance and further enhanced international 
acceptance of the organisation. Funding modalities have evolved, and 
today national governments have a larger responsibility for managing 
project results. A key part of this success has been the Fund Secretariat’s 
efficient partnerships with national authorities and implementation 
agencies. 

For the Fund to maintain its effectiveness and credibility in the future, 
ensuring the sustainability of its projects will be important. Whether the 
Fund might benefit from developing performance measures for the MLF 
as a whole that allow measuring its progress over time, over and beyond 
the Montreal Protocol compliance schedule, might merit consideration. 
Finally, lessons learned from project completion could feed into the 
design of new projects in a more systematic way.  

MLF KEY FACTS

MISSION AND MANDATE: The MLF is the 
financial instrument of the Montreal Protocol, 
an international agreement from 1987 that 
sets out a timetable for the phase-out of 
ozone depleting substances (ODS) in both 
developed and developing countries. Since 
1991, the MLF has provided financing for the 
incremental costs of the phase-out/phase-
down of substances controlled by the Protocol 
to developing countries that are parties to it 
and meet the criteria established by Article 5 
of the agreement. 

GOVERNANCE: The Multilateral Fund 
operates under the authority of the Parties to 
the Montreal Protocol. The Parties consist of 
Article 5 countries (those receiving assistance 
from the Multilateral Fund, a total of 145 
countries) and non-Article 5 countries (those 
financing the Multilateral Fund). There are 
now 197 signatory countries committed to 
respecting the ODS phase-out schedules.  

STRUCTURE: The MLF has five key structural 
elements: the Parties to the Montreal Protocol, 
who decide on the Fund’s overall policies; 
the Executive Committee, responsible 
for developing operational policies and 
guidelines; the Fund Secretariat, whose 23 
staff assist the Executive Committee and which 
is co-located with UNEP in Montreal; four 
implementing agencies (UNDP, UNEP, UNIDO 
and the World Bank) and a number of bilateral 
agencies that deliver MLF assistance; and the 
Treasurer, a function carried out by UNEP. 

FINANCE: The MLF is funded by non-Article 
5 countries. Over the period 1991-2019, the 
Fund had an income of USD 4 billion of which 
USD 3.8 billion in grants were allocated to 144 
country programmes, hundreds of stand-
alone projects and ODS  phase-out  plans,  
the establishment and the operating costs of 
ozone offices in 145 Article 5 countries. The 
Fund is replenished every three years. For the 
2018-20 triennium, parties agreed a budget of 
USD 540 million, which is relatively constant 
in cash terms vis-à-vis the USD 508 million it 
received for 2015-17, and the USD 450 million 
for 2012-14.
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How to read these charts

PERFORMANCE RATING SUMMARY FOR THE MLF 
(MOPAN 3.0* – new rating scale system1)

1 

1.
1

1.
2

1.
3

1.4

1.5

1.6

1.7

Micro-indicator

Key Performance Indicator

Highly satisfactory 
(3.51-4.00) 

Satisfactory 
(2.51-3.50) 

Unsatisfactory 
(1.51-2.50) 

Highly unsatisfactory 
(0-1.50) 

No evidence / 
Not applicable

Strategic managem
ent                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

           
         

       
       

      
      

     
     

     
     

    
    

    
    

    
    

    
    

    
    

    
    

    
    

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
   

   
    

    
    

    
    

    
    

 Pe
rfo

rm
an

ce

 m
anagement    

       
       

        
           

                  
                                                                                        

Relationship management                                                                                             
           

         
        

       
      

   O
peratio

nal m
anag

em
en

t

7.
Strong and 

transparent results 
focus, explicitly 

geared to function 

8.
Evidence-based 

planning and 
programming 

applied 

7.1 RBM applied

7.2 RBM in strategies

7.3 Evidence-based targets

7.4 Effective monitoring systems

7.5 Performance data applied

8.1 Evaluation function

8.2 Evaluation coverage

8.3 Evaluation quality

8.4 Evidence-based design
8.5 Poor perform

ance tracked
8.6 Follow

-up system
s

8.7 U
ptake of lessons

5.
Operational 

planning and 
intervention design 
support, relevance 

and agility

6.
Works in 
coherent 

partnerships 
5.

1 
A

lig
nm

en
t

5.
2 

Co
nt

ex
t a

na
ly

si
s

6.2 Comparative advantage

6.1 Agilit
y

5.7
 Im

plem
en

ta
tion sp

ee
d

5.
6 

Su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y
5.

5 
Cr

os
s c

utti
ng

5.
4 

Ri
sk

 m
an

ag
em

en
t

5.
3 

Ca
pa

ci
ty

 a
na

ly
si

s
6.8 Joint assessments

6.9 Knowledge

6.3 Use country
 syste

ms
6.4 Synergies

6.5 Partner co-ordination
6.6 Information sharing

6.7 Accountability to beneficiaries

3.
Operating model 

and resources 
support, relevance 

and agility 
4.

Cost and value 
consciousness, 

financial 
transparency 

3.1 Resources aligned to function

3.2 Resource mobilisation3.3 Decentralised 

decision making

4.1 Decision m
aking

4.6 A
nti-fraud procedures

4.3 Results-based budgeting

4.4 International audit standards

4.5 Control m
echanism

s

4.2 Disbursem
ent

3.4 Performance-based 

human resources

2.1a Gender

2.1b Environment

2.1c Good governance

2.1d Human rights

1.
1 

Lo
ng

-t
er

m
 v

is
io

n

1.
2 

O
rg

an
is

ati
on

al
 a

rc
hi

te
ct

ur
e

1.
3 

Su
pp

or
t n

or
m

ati
ve

 

fra
m

ew
or

ks
1.

4 F
in

an
cia

l 

fra
m

ew
or

ks

1.
Organisational 

architecture 
and financial 
framework 

2.
Cross-cutting 

issues 

ORGANISATIONAL
PERFORMANCE 

9.
Achievement 

of results 

10.
Relevance 
to partners

11.
Efficient 
delivery

12.
Sustainability 

9.
1 

Re
su

lts
 

att
ai

ne
d

9.
2 

Be
ne

fit
 

ta
rg

et
 g

ro
up

9.
3 

Im
pa

ct
9.4 G

ender

9.5 Enviro
nment

9.6 Governance

9.7 Human rights

10.1 Target groups

12.1 Sustainable benefits

11.2 Timliness

11
.1

 C
os

t 
effi

ci
en

cy

10.2 National 

objectives

12.2 Sustainable 

capacity

10.3 Coherence

12.3 Enabling 

environm
ent

RESULTS

1. The cross-cutting 
issue “gender 
equality and women’s 
empowerment” 
(Micro-indicator 
2.1) was considered 
applicable in this 
assessment. MOPAN 
decided, however, 
not to apply a rating 
for Key Performance 
Indicator 2, as its rating 
– composed only of 
the gender rating – 
would highlight the 
issue in a way that 
is disproportionate 
to the role it plays in 
the Multilateral Fund, 
with its close focus on 
the phase-out/down 
of the consumption 
and production of 
controlled substances.
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MOPAN ASSESSMENT OF THE MLF 2019

PERFORMANCE RATING SUMMARY FOR THE MLF 
(MOPAN 3.0 – old rating scale system)

Changes to MOPAN 
rating system 
(MOPAN 3.0* scales)
The 2019 Assessment Cycle 
under MOPAN 3.0* includes a 
notable change on how ratings 
(and their corresponding 
colours) are applied based 
on the scores at MI and KPI 
level. Compared to previous 
cycles, the threshold for a 
rating has been raised to reflect 
the increasing demands for 
organisational performance 
in the multilateral system. 
The underlying scores and 
approach to scoring are 
unaffected. Further information 
can be found in the MOPAN 
3.0* methodology manual. 
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The MLF has a well-defined long-term vision in the 
form of the Montreal Protocol Control Schedule. The 
Montreal Protocol sets out a timetable for the phase-out 
of ODS and the phase-down of hydrofluorocarbons in 
both developed (non-Article 5) and developing (Article 
5) countries. The organisational architecture of the 
MLF has maintained a strong focus on the compliance 
targets in this schedule. An elaborate and evolving 
framework of rules, guidelines and decisions has been 
successfully negotiated, modified and agreed between 
parties with very different priorities in order to deliver 
support to nearly 150 countries.

The MLF has been very successful in achieving its 
agenda. In terms of results, the MLF has achieved, 
or is on track to achieve, the vast majority of the 
targets set under the Montreal Protocol for Article 5 
countries. It has supported positive change in national 
policies, legislation and regulatory systems, therefore 
contributing to substantial global-scale environmental, 
human health and climate change mitigation impacts.

Interventions delivered with the support of the MLF 
have been relevant and well-aligned with country 
priorities. The Multilateral Fund uses a country- and 
compliance-driven approach to budget allocations 
and intervention planning. Interventions are guided by 
country progress towards compliance, and countries are 
given the flexibility to choose both the type of approach 
that would best enable them to meet their obligations 
and the bilateral or implementation agency (IA) with 
which they want to work. Bilateral and implementing 
agencies are required to involve national bodies in 
project identification, and all project preparation and 
reporting processes are a joint effort between National 
Ozone Units (NOUs), IAs and the Secretariat. 

Well-functioning partnerships underpin many aspects 
of the Fund’s performance. Its partnerships with NOUs 
are key to the successful implementation of the Montreal 
Protocol. By providing financing for the incremental costs 
in the phase-out of substances, the MLF leverages the 
use of partners’ own resources. Its mechanisms allow for 
changes in programming and for adjustments within 
partnerships as conditions change. Information gaps 

are discussed at, among others, six-monthly Executive 
Committee meetings, annual meetings of the Parties, and 
bi-annual regional network meetings.

Besides being very effective, the MLF has proved 
cost-conscious. The organisation makes efficient use 
of a relatively small budget and a very limited number 
of staff. It is extremely cost-conscious and operates 
through a close network of small professional teams. The 
periodic reporting and independent verification for each 
tranche of the national phase-out plans is one of the key 
strengths of the monitoring and reporting system.

The organisation is staffed with dedicated and 
technical experts ensuring high-quality scrutiny of 
project proposals and monitoring. The operation of 
the Fund is small with highly professional teams in the 
Secretariat. Staff turnover is low, ensuring good and 
long-established and trusting relationships between 
Secretariat staff, Executive Committee members and 
implementing agencies. Mostly, financial and human 
resources are closely focused on the planning, review, 
approval, monitoring and evaluation of projects and 
activities targeted at the remaining production and 
consumption of ODS. 
 
These achievements notwithstanding, there may be 
potential to improve the performance of the MLF in 
the following areas. 

Verifying and ensuring the sustainability of results 
achieved requires greater attention from the MLF. 
Currently, MLF programme proposals do not explicitly 
analyse areas such as partner capacity, risks or the 
critical assumptions that underpin sustainability. 
The potential harm to the reputation of the Montreal 
Protocol represented by the unexpected emissions of 
CFC-11 will force greater attention to post-programme 
verification and monitoring which could be an 
important tool to ensure results sustainability. 

There is no ‘classic’ results framework for the MLF as 
a whole, separate from the Montreal Protocol Control 
Schedule. There is no results framework with a clear 
set of performance measures that would also address 
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the overall quality or sustainability of results. Linked 
to this, monitoring and reporting is less developed 
for institutional strengthening and capacity building 
than it is for investment projects. Also, while the results 
framework of the Fund focuses on targets defined by 
the Montreal Protocol Control Schedule, there is no 
consolidated intermediate results statement for the 
Fund as a whole. The Fund collects data and reports 
on a range of medium-term targets applicable to 
implementing agencies and implementing partners, but 
has no corporate scorecard of any sort, be it annual or 
for the replenishment triennium. In sum, for an external 
observer, there is no clear way of seeing whether the 
performance of the Fund is improving over time.

Related to this, cross-cutting issues could gain more 
attention from the MLF. The Multilateral Fund has 
been relatively slow to address gender equality as a 
cross-cutting issue, although each of the implementing 
agencies applies gender policies. The assessment found 
no cross-cutting policies, apart from a newly approved 
gender policy. While a strong focus on the mandate of the 
Fund is creditable, this makes it all the more important 
that implementing agencies ensure that all their own 
cross-cutting policies and minimum standards are indeed 
applied in addition to those required by the Fund.

Several aspects related to evaluation merit 
strengthening. Currently, lesson learning is tacit rather 
than explicit and systematic. Despite recommendations 
from the Executive Committee that project proposals 

should build on lessons learned, there is limited 
documentary evidence that this is happening 
systematically. The MLF’s lessons database is not 
user-friendly and is largely a descriptive depository of 
lessons. This has to do with the fact that the evaluation 
function is insufficiently challenging and analytical. 
Although the small number of staff and continuity 
in the composition of the Secretariat staff facilitate 
informal lesson learning, new project proposals do not 
incorporate lessons systematically. No annual report 
exists that would inform on the use and implementation 
of recommendations from evaluations. Another 
constraint is that the Multilateral Fund’s evaluation 
function – represented by one Senior Monitoring and 
Evaluation Officer – is not fully independent. Although 
this person reports directly to the Executive Committee, 
the administrative control by the Chief Officer of the 
Secretariat limits, to a certain extent, the space for 
innovation or full independence that a Monitoring and 
Evaluation Office would be expected to have.  

Although publicly available, MLF documentation 
could benefit from better communicative value. 
Greater public scrutiny will bring with it the need for 
better, more accessible communication. The Multilateral 
Fund’s policies, plans and progress are embedded 
in multiple detailed technical reports connected 
to Executive Committee meetings. The addition of 
an improved communications function – and an 
updated, user-friendly website – would enhance public 
information and accountability.

MOPAN ASSESSMENT OF THE MLF 2019
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Main areas for improvement identified in the MOPAN 2019 assessment of the MLF

l	 The evaluation function is insufficiently challenging, formative and analytical. Evaluations tend to present 
findings rather than providing analysis and explanations for these findings. Lesson learning is tacit rather 
than explicit and systematic.

l	 The Multilateral Fund has a strong focus on medium- and long-term results as laid out in the Montreal 
Protocol Control Schedule. The Fund does not have a ‘classic’ results framework, separate from the Control 
Schedule, that would include a set of performance measures for the Multilateral Fund as a whole, and that 
would also address the overall quality or sustainability of results. Also, although the Multilateral Fund reports 
on a range of medium-term targets applicable to implementing agencies and recipient countries, it does not 
have a consolidated intermediate results statement for the Fund as a whole, in form of a corporate scorecard 
of some sort, either annual or for the replenishment triennium. In addition, monitoring and reporting is less 
developed for institutional strengthening and capacity building than it is for investment projects. 

l	 Multilateral Fund programme proposals do not analyse explicitly areas such as partner capacity, risks or 
the critical assumptions which underpin sustainability. Verifying and ensuring the sustainability of results 
achieved requires greater attention.

l	 The Multilateral Fund has been relatively slow to address gender equality as a cross-cutting issue, despite 
the existence of gender policies in each of the IAs. A new gender policy has been approved by the Fund. 
While a strong focus on the mandate of the Fund is creditable, IAs should be encouraged to ensure that all 
their own policies and minimum standards are applied in addition to those required by the Fund.

l	 Although publicly available, Multilateral Fund documentation is not clear and accessible to outsiders. 
Fund policies, plans and progress are embedded in multiple detailed and technical reports connected to 
Executive Committee meetings. The addition of an improved communications function – and an updated 
website – would enhance public information and accountability.

Strengths and areas for improvement

Main strengths identified in the MOPAN 2019 assessment of the MLF

l	 The Multilateral Fund is a uniquely focused organisation with an extremely clear set of internationally 
mandated and achievable targets. It has been extremely successful in supporting the compliance of   
Article 5 countries in phasing out controlled substances that affect the ozone layer and global climate.

l	 In terms of results, the Multilateral Fund has achieved, or is on track to achieve, the vast majority of the 
targets set under the Montreal Protocol for Article 5 countries. It has contributed to substantial, global-scale 
environmental, human health and climate change mitigation impacts.

l	 The organisation makes efficient use of a relatively small budget and limited staff. It is very cost-conscious 
and operates via a close network of small professional teams. The periodic reporting and independent 
verification for each tranche of the national phase-out plans is one of the key strengths.

l	 The Multilateral Fund is staffed with dedicated and technically-focused professionals ensuring high-
quality scrutiny of project proposals and monitoring. Staff turnover is low, resulting in long-established 
and trusting relationships between Secretariat staff, Executive Committee members and implementing 
agencies.



The Multilateral Organisation Performance Assessment 
Network (MOPAN) is a network of 19 countries1 that 
share a common interest in assessing the effectiveness of 
the major multilateral organisations they fund, including 
UN agencies, international financial institutions and 
global funds. 

The Network generates, collects, analyses and presents 
relevant and credible information on the organisational 
and development effectiveness of the organisations it 
assesses. This knowledge base is intended to contribute 
to organisational learning within and among the 
organisations, their direct clients and partners, and other 
stakeholders. Network members use the reports for their 
own accountability needs and as a source of input for 
strategic decision-making.

The MOPAN 3.0* methodology employed in this 
assessment uses a framework of 12 key performance 
indicators and associated micro-indicators. It comprises 
standards that characterise an effective multilateral 
organisation. As part of MOPAN’s efforts to ensure its 
assessments remain relevant to stakeholders and aligned 
to international best practice, the MOPAN methodology 
is always evolving. The methodology used in the 2019 
Assessment Cycle includes two notable changes from 
the previous iteration. The first is that the threshold for 
the ratings (and their corresponding colours) applied 
has been raised to reflect the increasing demands for 
organisational performance in the multilateral system. The 
underlying scores and approach to scoring are unaffected. 

The second is greater flexibility in the selection of 
partners and geographies for the survey line of evidence. 

About this assessment

1.  	Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Korea, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, 
	 the United Arab Emirates, the United Kingdom and the United States. 

2.  	Available at www.mopanonline.org

3.	 The online survey was sent to 89 possible respondents from governments, private sector and non-governmental organisations working with the MLF. 
	 Among the 36 responses received were 14 from Article 5 countries, 20 from non-Article 5 countries, and 2 without indication of country.

This approach allows for a more relevant sampling 
of organisations’ external partners and geographic 
coverage. More details are available in MOPAN’s 
methodology manual 3.0*.2   

This was the first MOPAN assessment of the MLF. It 
was championed by Canada on behalf of the Network. 
The assessment addresses organisational systems, 
practices and behaviours, as well as results achieved 
during the period 2017 to mid-2019. It relies on three 
lines of evidence: a document review, interviews with 
staff at the Multilateral Fund Secretariat in Montreal, 
and Implementation Agency interviews with staff in the 
Montreal Protocol units at UNDP, UNEP, UNIDO and the 
World Bank, as well as an online partner survey.3 The 
assessment covers the MLF’s Executive Committee, Fund 
Secretariat, bilateral and implementing agencies, and 
Treasurer.
 

This brief accompanies the full assessment which can be 
found on MOPAN’s website at www.mopanonline.org. 
The MLF’s management response will be made available 
on that website as well.

MOPAN’s evidence lines for the MLF 

l	 Review of 64 documents

l	 27 interviews conducted among headquarter-level 
and implementing agency employees

l	 36 partner survey results across 26 countries

Organisations assessed by MOPAN in 2019: 

l	CGIAR
l	MLF

l	UNCTAD
l	UNIDO

l	UNODC
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Preface
ABOUT MOPAN

The Multilateral Organisation Performance Assessment Network (MOPAN) comprises 19 countries1 that share a 
common interest in assessing the effectiveness of the major multilateral organisations they fund. These include United 
Nations agencies, international financial institutions and global funds. The Network generates, collects, analyses and 
presents relevant and credible information on their organisational and development effectiveness. This knowledge 
base is intended to contribute to organisational learning within and among the organisations, their direct clients 
and partners, and other stakeholders. Network members use the reports for their own accountability needs and as a 
source of input for strategic decision-making. 

MOPAN 3.0, first applied in 2015-16, is the latest operational and methodological iteration of how the Network 
assesses organisations. It builds on the former version, the Common Approach, which the Network implemented from 
2009 through 2014. In 2019, MOPAN members agreed to a change in the rating scale, with the overall framework 
unchanged. To distinguish the new approach from the initial one, the methodology applied in 2019 is called MOPAN 
3.0* (see Chapter 1, Introduction to this assessment). 

In 2019-20, MOPAN assessed five organisations, including the Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the 
Montreal Protocol (the Multilateral Fund). The other four are:

l CGIAR
l United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD)
l United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO)
l United Nations Office for Drugs and Crime (UNODC).

Operating principles
MOPAN generates assessments that are credible, fair and accurate. Credibility is ensured through an impartial, 
systematic and rigorous approach. MOPAN seeks an appropriate balance between coverage and depth of information 
from a variety of sources and through multiple streams of evidence. The Network gives priority to quality of information 
over quantity and uses structured tools for enquiry and analysis. An audit trail of findings ensures transparency. 
MOPAN applies efficient measures of assessment practice through building layers of data, with a view to limiting the 
burden on organisations assessed. A focus on organisational learning aims to ensure utility of the findings by multiple 
stakeholders.

Objectives of the MOPAN methodology
MOPAN seeks to provide a diagnostic assessment, or snapshot, of an organisation. It tells the story of an organisation’s 
current performance. MOPAN is guided by framing questions which serve to understand the relevance, efficiency 
and effectiveness of multilateral organisations, while also garnering a sense of the sustainability of their results. The 
empirical design of MOPAN is based on a theory of change. 

The methodology’s key elements include a set of five performance areas against which the assessment takes place. 
The first four cover strategic, operational, relationship and performance management. The fifth area includes the 
organisation’s contribution to development, humanitarian and normative results. These areas are captured in the 

1.	 Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Korea, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, the 
United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom and the United States.



MOPAN indicator framework against which performance is measured using three evidence streams − a document 
review, surveys, and interviews and consultations − brought together in a combined approach.

A MOPAN assessment is not an external audit of an organisation, nor is it an institutional evaluation. MOPAN does not 
comprehensively assess all operations or all processes of an organisation, nor can it provide a definitive picture of all 
the organisation’s achievements and performance during the time period of the assessment. Neither does MOPAN 
offer comprehensive documentation nor analysis of ongoing organisational reform processes. 
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Executive summary
In 2019, MOPAN, the Multilateral Organisation Performance Assessment Network, assessed the performance of the 
Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol (the Multilateral Fund). The assessment looked at 
the Fund’s organisational effectiveness (strategic, operational, relationship and performance aspects) and the results 
it achieves against its objectives. This is the first MOPAN assessment of the Fund.

CONTEXT

The Multilateral Fund was established in 1990 to help developing countries comply with their obligations under the 
Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer. The Montreal Protocol has been universally ratified 
and, subject to full implementation of its provisions, projections suggest that that the ozone layer should return to 
pre-1980 levels by the middle of the 21st century. The actual and potential contribution of the Montreal Protocol and 
the Multilateral Fund to addressing climate change is increasingly recognised. Most ozone depleting substances (ODS) 
– and some replacements such as hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) now covered by the Kigali Amendment to the Montreal 
Protocol – are powerful greenhouse gases. The long-term targets for hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFC) up to 2040 
and for HFCs up to 2047, and the potentially significant contribution of the Kigali Amendment to mitigating climate 
change  should ensure continued international support for the Multilateral Fund. At the same time, recent evidence 
concerning large-scale unexplained trichlorofluoromethane (CFC-11) emissions and illegal trade in ODS makes for a 
particularly challenging context. Addressing important and more complex issues such as energy efficiency, alternative 
lower global warming potential refrigerants and refrigerant management adds to the challenges.

KEY FINDINGS

The Montreal Protocol has been described as probably the most effective international environmental treaty to date. 
As the financial mechanism responsible for supporting the implementation of the Protocol in developing countries, 
the Multilateral Fund can be credited with significantly contributing to phasing out ODS, initiating the phase-down 
of climate-warming HFCs, and to largely improving the environment, human health and climate change mitigation. It 
has supported positive change in national policies, legislation and regulatory systems.

The Multilateral Fund has an clear and well-defined long-term vision in the form of the Montreal Protocol Control 
Schedule. The organisational architecture of the Multilateral Fund has proved to be effective and enduring. It has 
maintained a strong focus on the compliance targets in this Schedule. An elaborate and evolving framework of rules, 
guidelines and decisions has been successfully negotiated, modified and agreed between parties with very different 
priorities in order to deliver support to nearly 150 countries. This has required flexibility, agility and consensus. It 
has also proved cost-conscious and – until the recent CFC-11 revelations – sustainable. The Fund operates in small, 
highly professional teams within the Secretariat and within the bilateral and implementing agencies, thus promoting 
relevance and agility. Interventions delivered with the support of the Multilateral Fund have been relevant and well-
aligned with country priorities, and partnerships between the Fund and National Ozone Units have been key to the 
successful implementation of the Montreal Protocol.

The Multilateral Fund has been slow to address gender as a cross-cutting issue. This is in part because gender is less 
relevant to the Fund than to most multilateral organisations and in part because of its strong focus on phasing out 
ODS and phasing down HFCs. 
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The assessment identified other challenges and successes. Challenges include delays in programme implementation, 
onerous reporting procedures, outdated information technology and cumbersome documentation. Performance 
management is satisfactory, and periodic reporting and independent verification of national phase-out plans is a key 
and successful element of the monitoring and reporting system. The Fund is commendably focused on specific long-
term results; while results targets and monitoring for the Fund as a whole are less developed for shorter-term periods 
and for institutional and capacity building interventions. Lesson learning is tacit rather than explicit and systematic. 
Evaluation tends to be narrowly results-oriented rather than analytical and challenging. 

The assessment identifies several key strengths of the Multilateral Fund:

l	 The Multilateral Fund is a uniquely focused organisation with an very clear set of internationally mandated and
achievable long-term targets. It is extremely successful in supporting the compliance of Article 5 countries (those 
with an annual per capita consumption of ODS of less than 0.3 kg, as defined in Article 5 of the Protocol) in 
phasing out controlled substances that affect the ozone layer and global climate. 

l	 In terms of results, the Multilateral Fund has achieved, or is on track to achieve, the vast majority of the targets set
under the Montreal Protocol for Article 5 countries. It has contributed to substantial, global-scale environmental, 
human health and climate change mitigation impacts.

l	 The organisation makes efficient use of a relatively small budget and limited staff. It is very cost-conscious and
operates via a close network of small professional teams. The periodic reporting and independent verification for 
each tranche of the national phase-out plans is one of the key strengths of the monitoring and reporting system.

l	 The Multilateral Fund is staffed with dedicated and technical experts ensuring high-quality scrutiny of project
proposals and monitoring. Staff turnover is low, resulting in long-established and trusting relationships between 
Secretariat staff, Executive Committee members and implementing agencies.

The assessment also finds a number of areas for improvement:

l The evaluation function is insufficiently challenging, formative and analytical. Evaluations tend to present findings
rather than providing analysis and explanations for these findings. Lesson learning is tacit rather than explicit and 
systematic. 

l The results framework focuses on long-term Montreal Protocol targets. The Multilateral Fund collects data and
reports on a range of medium-term targets and indicators applicable to implementing agencies and recipient 
countries, but for the Fund as a whole, there is no intermediate results statement, nor a ‘classic’ results framework 
that would also address the quality or sustainability of results. There is no corporate scorecard of any sort, 
neither annual nor for the replenishment triennium. Monitoring and reporting is less developed for institutional 
strengthening and capacity building than it is for investment projects. A results framework, separate from the 
Montreal Protocol Control Schedule, that includes a clear set of performance measures for the Multilateral Fund 
itself may be beneficial.

l Multilateral Fund programme proposals do not explicitly analyse areas such as partner capacity, risks or the critical
assumptions which underpin sustainability. Verifying and ensuring the sustainability of results achieved requires 
greater attention from the Multilateral Fund.
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l The Multilateral Fund has been relatively slow to address gender equality as a cross-cutting issue, despite the
existence of gender policies in each of the implementing agencies. A new gender policy has been approved 
by the Fund. While a strict focus on the mandate of the Fund is creditable, implementing agencies should 
be encouraged to ensure that all their own policies and minimum standards are applied in addition to those 
required by the Fund.

l Although publicly available, Multilateral Fund documentation is not clear and accessible to outsiders. Fund
policies, plans and progress are embedded in multiple detailed technical reports connected to Executive 
Committee meetings. The addition of an improved communications function – and an updated, user-friendly 
website – would enhance public information and accountability. 

METHODS OF ANALYSIS

The MOPAN 3.0* methodology entails a framework of 12 key performance indicators and associated micro-indicators. 
It comprises standards that characterise an effective multilateral organisation. The methodology, including recent 
updates and any adaptations for this particular assessment, is further explained in Section 1.3 of this report.

The assessment of performance covers the Multilateral Fund Secretariat, the four implementing agencies, and the 
Executive Committee as the management body. It addresses organisational systems, practices and behaviours, as well 
as results achieved during the period 2017 to mid-2019. It relies on three lines of evidence: a review of 64 documents; 
interviews with staff members at the MLF Secretariat in Montreal, the World Bank in Washington, DC, UNDP in New 
York, UNEP in Paris, and UNIDO in Vienna carried out in the period July-September 2019; and an online survey carried 
out among partners from 26 countries. 

MOPAN conducted the assessment with support from IOD PARC, a consulting company located in the United 
Kingdom that specialises in results-based performance assessment in international development. Canada acted as 
the institutional lead country, representing MOPAN members in this assessment process.
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PERFORMANCE RATING SUMMARY FOR MLF 
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(MOPAN 3.0* scales)
The 2019 Assessment Cycle 
under MOPAN 3.0* includes a 
notable change on how ratings 
(and their corresponding 
colours) are applied based 
on the scores at MI and KPI 
level. Compared to previous 
cycles, the threshold for a 
rating has been raised to reflect 
the increasing demands for 
organisational performance 
in the multilateral system. 
The underlying scores and 
approach to scoring are 
unaffected. Further information 
can be found in Chapter 1, 
Section 1.4 Methodology 
changes in the 2019 Cycle. 
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1	 See Section 1.3 for further 
detail.
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Chapter 1. Introduction
1.1. STRUCTURE OF THE REPORT

This report has three chapters and three annexes. Chapter 1 introduces the Multilateral Fund for the Implementation 
of the Montreal Protocol (MLF) and the MOPAN 3.0 assessment process. Chapter 2 presents the main findings of the 
assessment in relation to each performance area. Chapter 3 provides the conclusions of the assessment. Annex 1 
summarises the evidence gathered against each indicator with the detailed scores. Annex 2 lists the documents used 
for the analysis. Finally, Annex 3 provides an overview of the results of MOPAN’s partner survey.

1.2. THE MULTILATERAL FUND AT A GLANCE 

Mission and mandate: The Vienna Convention for the Protection of the Ozone Layer signed in 1985 provided the 
framework for the Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer. The Montreal Protocol was agreed 
in September 1987 and entered into force on 1 January 1989. The Multilateral Fund was set up by the Parties to the 
Montreal Protocol to assist developing countries to comply with the terms of the Montreal Protocol, an international 
agreement that sets out a timetable for the phase-out of ozone depleting substances (ODS) in both developed and 
developing countries.1 The Multilateral Fund provides financing for the incremental costs of the phase-out/phase-
down of substances controlled by the Montreal Protocol to countries that are Parties to the Protocol and whose 
annual consumption and production of chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) and halons was less than 0.3 kilogrammes 
per capita on the date of entry into force of the Montreal Protocol or any time thereafter until 1 January 1999. The 
developing countries that meet these criteria are referred to as Article 5 countries. The Fund also provides finance for 
technical assistance and capacity building in these countries.

1	 The Kigali Amendment adopted in 2016 expanded the scope of the Protocol to cover the phase-down of controlled substances that are not ozone depleting, 
notably HFCs.
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Figure 1. Structure of the Multilateral Fund

Source: Multilateral Fund for the implementation of the Montreal Protocol, http://www.multilateralfund.org/aboutMLF/default.aspx.
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Governance: The Multilateral Fund operates under the authority of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol. The Parties 
consist of Article 5 countries (those receiving assistance from the Multilateral Fund) and non-Article 5 countries (those 
financing the Multilateral Fund). There are now 197 signatory countries committed to respecting the ODS phase-out 
schedules.2

Organisational structure: The key structural elements of the Multilateral Fund are as follows: 
l	 the Parties to the Montreal Protocol
l	 the Executive Committee
l	 the Fund Secretariat
l	 the bilateral and implementing agencies
l	 the Treasurer. 

The Parties to the Montreal Protocol decide on the overall policies of the Multilateral Fund, on the composition of 
the Executive Committee and, every three years, on the level of replenishment of the Fund.

The Multilateral Fund is managed by the Executive Committee. The Committee is responsible for developing 
operational policies and guidelines, drawing up the three-year plan and budget for the Multilateral Fund, approving 
country programmes and specific projects, and monitoring their implementation.  

The role of the Fund Secretariat is to assist the Executive Committee in the discharge of its functions. The Secretariat 
is based in Montreal, Canada, and consists of 13 professional staff and 10 support staff. The Secretariat is headed by 
the Chief Officer, who reports directly to the Executive Committee. The Fund Secretariat is co-located in the United 
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), and its staff is administered by UNEP (in line with UNEP policies and 
procedures). UNEP itself is part of the United Nations (UN) Secretariat. 

The Multilateral Fund works together with four implementing agencies and a number of bilateral agencies to 
deliver its financial and technical assistance. The implementing agencies (IAs) are the United Nations Development 
Programme (UNDP), UNEP, the United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO) and the World Bank. 
Each of the IAs has a Montreal Protocol unit or similar responsible for MLF-funded activities. Contributing parties can 
use up to 20% of their annual contribution to carry out activities with developing countries via their bilateral agencies. 

UNEP is also the Treasurer of the Fund (a function that is carried out separately from UNEP as an implementing 
agency). The Treasurer is responsible for receiving and administering the financial contributions from non-Article 5 
countries, for disbursing funds to the Fund Secretariat and the implementing agencies, and for recording bilateral 
contributions based on the directives of the Executive Committee.

Strategy: The Multilateral Fund has a three-year rolling business plan, which lists programmes by country and bilateral 
and implementing agency, to facilitate compliance with the Montreal Protocol Control Schedule. This Schedule details 
compliance targets by date and substance for Article 5 countries. It does not have a separate strategy document. 

Finances: Contributions to the Multilateral Fund are provided by the non-Article 5 countries. Over the period 1991-
2019, the Fund had an income of USD 4 billion of which USD 3.8 billion were allocated to Article 5 countries through 
bilateral agencies and the four implementing agencies for carrying out approved projects and activities. To facilitate 
phase-out by Article 5 countries, the Executive Committee has approved 144 country programmes, hundreds of 
stand-alone projects and ODS phase-out plans and the establishment and the operating costs of ozone offices in 145 

2.	 The Kigali Amendment has not yet been ratified by all countries.



Article 5 countries. Funds are provided as grants to cover the incremental costs of phasing out the use of ODS on an 
agreed schedule. The Fund is replenished every three years, most recently for the 2018-20 triennium for which the 
Parties agreed a budget of USD 540 million. This compares with a budget of USD 508 million for 2015-17 and USD 450 
million for 2012-14.

Organisational change initiatives: No organisational change initiatives were identified during the assessment, and 
none are planned. The organisation of the Multilateral Fund has evolved incrementally via the decisions made by the 
Executive Committee under the overall direction of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol. 

One topic area that will be covered by MOPAN in the future is how organisations prevent and respond to cases of 
sexual exploitation and abuse and sexual harassment (SEAH). Although no assessment was made of MLF on this issue, 
Box 1 contains some key facts related to SEAH safeguarding in relation to the Fund. MLF is subject to UN rules when 
it comes to protecting its staff from exposure to sexual harassment and other forms of misconduct, and protecting 
others from sexual exploitation and abuse.

1.3. THE ASSESSMENT PROCESS

Assessment framework
This MOPAN assessment covers the period from 2017 to mid-2019. It addresses organisational systems, practices 
and behaviours, as well as results achieved. It focuses on the five performance areas presented in Box 2. The first four 
relate to organisational effectiveness, and each has two key performance indicators (KPIs). The fifth performance area 
relates to effectiveness of development, humanitarian and normative work, and comprises four KPIs. The assessment 
was conducted in line with the MOPAN 3.0* methodology, which can be found on MOPAN’s website.3

Methodology changes in the 2019 Cycle 
As part of MOPAN’s efforts to ensure its assessments remain relevant to stakeholders and aligned to international best 
practice, the MOPAN methodology is always evolving. Lessons from each assessment cycle inform the next, and work 
is always being undertaken to explore how best to cover salient issues. In addition to relatively minor lessons learned 

3.	 MOPAN 3.0* Methodology Manual, 2019 Assessment Cycle, www.mopanonline.org/ourwork/ourapproachmopan30 
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Box 1: Preventing sexual exploitation, abuse and harassment1

The MLF Secretariat is part of UNEP. UNEP is a subsidiary organ of the United Nations General Assembly and, as 
such, part of the UN Secretariat. UNEP is accordingly required to implement the misconduct and SEAH rules, 
regulations, policies and procedures of the United Nations. MLF Secretariat staff have received training on sexual 
harassment and abuse. 

UNEP documents relevant to SEAH include:
l	 the Secretary-General’s Bulletin on prohibition of discrimination, harassment, including sexual harassment,

and abuse of authority (ST/SGB/2008/5)
l	 the Secretary-General’s Bulletin on special measures for protection from sexual exploitation and sexual abuse

(ST/SGB/2003/13).

1	 The 2019 MOPAN assessment does not assess the organisation’s performance with regard to preventing and responding to sexual exploitation and abuse 
and sexual harassment (SEAH). However, this topic will become an area of assessment in MOPAN starting 2020 under the 3.1 MOPAN methodology. In the 
meantime, the assessment team simply collected key facts related to SEAH safeguarding as pertinent to the organisation, given the positioning of the MLF 
Secretariat as part of UNEP, but it did not verify the actual implementation of the instruments outlined therein or analyse their effectiveness.

http://www.mopanonline.org/ourwork/ourapproachmopan30
https://documents-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N08/238/36/PDF/N0823836.pdf?OpenElement
https://documents-dds-ny.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N03/550/40/PDF/N0355040.pdf?OpenElement


1: INTRODUCTION . 17

Box 2. Performance areas and key performance indicators*

Aspect Performance area Key performance indicator (KPI)

Organisational 
effectiveness

Strategic 
management

KPI 1: The organisational architecture and the financial framework enable 
mandate implementation and achievement of expected results

KPI 2: Structures and mechanisms support the implementation of global 
frameworks for cross-cutting issues at all levels

Operational 
management

KPI 3: The operating model and human and financial resources support 
relevance and agility

KPI 4: Organisational systems are cost- and value-conscious and enable 
financial transparency and accountability

Relationship 
management

KPI 5: Operational planning and intervention design tools support relevance 
and agility within partnerships

KPI 6: Partnership working is coherent and directed at leveraging and/or 
ensuring relevance and the catalytic use of resources

Performance 
management

KPI 7: The focus on results is strong, transparent and explicitly geared towards 
function

KPI 8: The organisation applies evidence-based planning and programming

Development/
humanitarian 
effectiveness

Results

KPI 9: Development and humanitarian objectives are achieved, and results 
contribute to normative and cross-cutting goals

KPI 10: Interventions are relevant to the needs and priorities of partner 
countries and beneficiaries, and the organisation works towards results in 
areas within its mandate

KPI 11: Results are delivered efficiently

KPI 12: Results are sustainable

*	 The MOPAN indicator framework was developed by MOPAN’s Technical Working Group and draws on international standards and reference points, as 
described in Annex C of the Methodology Manual.

from the 2017-18 Cycle conducted under the MOPAN 3.0 methodology, the MOPAN 3.0* methodology applied for the 
2019 Assessment Cycle includes two notable changes. 

The first is on how ratings (and their corresponding colours) are applied based on the scores at micro-indicator 
(MI) and KPI levels. Compared to previous cycles, the threshold for a rating has been raised to reflect the increasing
demands for organisational performance in the multilateral system.4 The underlying scores and approach to scoring 
are unaffected. 

The second is that organisations had greater flexibility in selecting relevant partners and countries for the survey line 
of evidence. This approach allows for a more relevant sampling of organisations’ external partners and geographic 
coverage.5

4.	 For example, previously if all elements for a MI were scored as a 2 and only one was scored a 3 (averaging above 2.01 at the MI level), this would have been rated 
satisfactory. Now, more than half of the elements need to score 3, averaging above 2.51, to achieve the same rating. More details on scoring and rating scales can 
be found in Annex 1.

5.	 This increased flexibility was enabled by a streamlined data collection process for the partner survey, which was carried out directly by the MOPAN Secretariat, 
rather than an external service provider, for the first time in the 2019 Cycle.



18 . MOPAN 2019 ASSESSMENTS . MULTILATERAL FUND

Applying the MOPAN methodology to the Multilateral Fund
The Multilateral Fund has three features that distinguish it from most of the multilateral organisations assessed by 
MOPAN: it is a financial mechanism that supports the implementation of a single international agreement; it has a 
very defined focus on the phase out/phase down of specific controlled substances; and it is a relatively small fund, 
both in terms of financial expenditure and staffing. 

This assessment of performance covers the Multilateral Fund in its entirety: the Executive Committee, Fund Secretariat, 
bilateral and implementing agencies, and Treasurer. As MOPAN assessments do not cover governing bodies, the 
Parties to the Montreal Protocol are not included in this assessment even though they are part of the Fund structure. 
While this performance assessment covers the Multilateral Fund as a whole, the assessment process focused on the 
Executive Committee, the Fund Secretariat, and the bilateral and implementing agencies. Most of the documentary 
evidence used was produced centrally by the Fund Secretariat and/or published as Executive Committee documents. 
The latest available MOPAN assessments of UNDP, UNEP, UNIDO and the World Bank were also used. 

The MOPAN 3.0 methodology was applied with some minor adjustments in indicator application or interpretation to 
reflect the realities of the MLF mandate and operating systems (see also Annex 1).

l	 Strategic plan supports […] wider normative frameworks and associated results […] (MI 1.3): As the
Montreal Protocol is an international normative framework in its own right, with the objective to assist Article 
5 countries to meet their obligations under the Protocol, alignment with, and achievement of, other normative 
frameworks was considered non-applicable.

l	 Environment and climate change (MI 2.1b): This was considered to be not applicable as a cross-cutting issue
because the environment is core to the mandate of the Multilateral Fund. Still, some of the results are implicit in 
MI 9.1; others have been assessed explicitly under MI 9.5.

l	 Good governance (MIs 2.1c and 5.5): This was considered to be not applicable as a cross-cutting issue because
governance is core to the mandate of the Multilateral Fund. The Montreal Protocol has a global and national 
governance role in respect of ODS,6 and the MLF supports both institutional strengthening projects and a 
Compliance Assistance Programme. These were assessed under Results (MIs 9.3 and 9.6).

l	 Human rights (MIs 2.1d and 9.7). The Multilateral Fund does not have an explicit human rights policy statement
or strategy. No evidence of human rights issues connected with the implementation of the Fund was found in 
documents or discussions. Human rights were therefore considered to be not applicable.

l	 Partnerships (MI 6.2): This assessment acknowledges the partnerships that exist between the IAs and national
authorities. The links between the Secretariat and IAs are seen as internal to the Fund and are not generally 
considered to be partnerships. Therefore MI 6.2 on the comparative advantage dimension of partnerships was 
considered to be non-applicable for the rating purposes of this assessment. 

l	 Busan Partnership (MI 6.3): The Montreal Protocol and the MLF are not listed among the parties adhering to the
Busan Partnership for Effective Development Co-operation, and thus this MI was considered to be not applicable. 

l	 Beneficiaries (MI 6.7): The beneficiaries of the Multilateral Fund work are general and universal: Article 5 countries
and humanity as a whole. This MI was considered to be not applicable to this assessment for this reason.

6.	 The Kigali Amendment covers HFCs which are not ozone depleting substances.



l	 Results (MI 9.1): This indicator usually measures whether interventions were “assessed as having achieved their
stated development and/or humanitarian objectives and attained expected results”. Since the MLF’s primary 
mandate is neither humanitarian assistance nor development, the direct achievements of the MLF have to be 
measured in terms of targets reached in the areas of stopping the use and production of ODS (and, in due course, 
the phase-down of hydrofluorocarbons); thus, MOPAN looks at the indicator through this lens.

The cross-cutting issue ‘gender equality and women’s empowerment’ (MI 2.1) was considered applicable in this 
assessment. This is not only because the MLF, as part of the UN, must abide to international norms, but also because 
evaluations of the MLF confirmed that some MLF projects may have gender dimensions, and because the EXCOM 
has, with its adoption of a gender policy for the MLF in December 2019, recognised the relevance of the issue for the 
Fund. However, as MI 2.1 is the only cross-cutting issue considered under KPI 2, its score would have also determined 
the score at KPI level. MOPAN has therefore decided not to apply a rating at KPI level, as gender equality and women’s 
empowerment would have otherwise been elevated to occupy a prominent place in the assessment that would be 
disproportionate to the role the issue plays in the Multilateral Fund. Its role is limited largely because of the Fund’s 
strong focus on phasing-out ODS and phasing down climate-warming hydrofluorocarbons. 

Lines of evidence
This assessment relies on three lines of evidence: a document review, a partner survey, and staff interviews and 
consultations. The assessment team collected and analysed these in a sequenced approach, whereby each layer of 
evidence was informed by, and built on, the previous one, wherever possible.

The assessment team collected and reviewed a significant body of evidence: 

1.	 A document review. The 64 documents reviewed included:
l	 policies, procedures and guidelines
l	 business plans
l	 work programmes
l	 progress reports
l	 Executive Committee meeting reports
l	 evaluation reports
l	 project completion reports
l	 MOPAN assessment reports covering the Implementing Agencies.

2.	 An online survey was conducted with government, private sector and non-governmental organisation partners
working with the Multilateral Fund, including members of the Executive Committee. The survey was sent to 87 
possible respondents – 42 from Article 5 countries and 45 from non-Article 5 countries. The response rate was of 
41% with 36 responses. Respondents were mostly government representatives (over 80%) of which 40% were from 
Article 5 countries and 60% from non-Article 5 countries. More information can be found in Annex 3 of this report.

3.	 Interviews and consultations. Twenty-seven interviews were conducted with individuals and groups. They were
undertaken at two levels:
l	 headquarter-level interviews with staff at the Multilateral Fund Secretariat in Montreal
l	 Implementation Agency interviews with staff in the Montreal Protocol units at UNDP in New York, UNEP in

Paris, UNIDO in Vienna and the World Bank in Washington, DC.

Discussions were held with the institutional lead of the Multilateral Fund assessment, as part of the analytical process. 
These served to gather insights on current priorities for the organisation from the perspective of MOPAN member 
countries.

1: INTRODUCTION . 19
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General information about the sequence and details related to these evidence lines, the overall analysis, and scoring 
and rating process can be found in the MOPAN 3.0* methodology.

Limitations 
The MOPAN methodology had to be adapted to the MLF’s special mandate and characteristics. The MLF is a financial 
mechanism rather than a single organisation. It carries out its programmes through four implementing agencies (and 
a number of bilateral agencies), each with its own policies and procedures. The MLF also has a particularly focused 
mandate. It is mandated by international treaty to concentrate on phasing out a limited number of specific controlled 
substances.

Resource limitations required assessing documentation produced by the Secretariat and the Executive Committee 
as a priority, and severely restricted the extent to which it was possible to review project- and programme-level 
documentation. Including a fully representative sample of programme and project documents in addition to the 
documents reviewed was not possible, as each six-monthly Executive Committee meeting alone produces over 60 
documents. 

Although face-to-face interviews were held with representatives of all four implementing agencies, much of 
the evidence is based on documents produced by, or interviews with, the Fund Secretariat. The 2015-16 MOPAN 
assessments for UNDP, UNEP and the World Bank were used, but these were slightly dated. In addition, these 
assessments and the 2019 MOPAN assessment for UNIDO refer to the entire organisation, rather than the Montreal 
Protocol units specifically. However, as staff in these units are administratively part of these organisations, the MOPAN 
assessments of these organisations were judged to be valid evidence sources for this assessment. 
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Chapter 2. Detailed assessment of  
the Multilateral Fund’s performance

The performance is assessed on four dimensions of organisational effectiveness – strategic, operational, relationship 
and performance management – and on the results achieved by the organisation. These findings are constructed 
against the organisation’s own strategic plan and performance indicators. 

In this way, organisational effectiveness relates to a blended assessment of intent, effort and response. Organisational 
intent is expressed through commitments, strategies, policies and plans. The organisational effort is that which the 
organisation puts behind a particular agenda for performance and improvement including guidance issued. The 
organisational response is its reaction to the effects of this effort in relation to changing organisational direction, 
practice and behaviour. 

Organisational effectiveness is juxtaposed alongside development effectiveness. The latter refers to the extent to 
which the organisation is making a difference in ways that reflect its strategic objectives and mandate. 

2.1. ORGANISATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

PERFORMANCE AREA: STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT
Clear strategic direction geared to key functions, intended 
results and integration of relevant cross-cutting priorities. 

The Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the 
Montreal Protocol (MLF) is the financial mechanism 
for the Montreal Protocol and is mandated to provide 
financing for the incremental costs of the phase-out/
phase-down of nearly 100 substances controlled by 
the Protocol. The Control Schedule for these substances 
provides a clear long-term, time-bound vision and 
intended results for the MLF. The Fund and its four 
implementing agencies operationalise the vision and 
intended results through three-year rolling business 
plans. The financial framework is regularly reviewed 
by the Executive Committee of the MLF and by the 
Parties to the Protocol in order to ensure that it provides 
appropriate and effective support to compliance under 
the terms of the Protocol. The organisational architecture 
of the Multilateral Fund has proved to be effective and 
enduring.

The Multilateral Fund has had a narrow and effective focus on the phase-out/phase-down of controlled substances. 
Partly as a result, the Fund’s approach to gender has been weak but is now improving. 

2.1a Gender

2.1b Environment

2.1c Good governance

2.1d Human rights
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KPI 1: The organisational architecture and the financial framework enable mandate implementation and 
achievement of expected results.

This KPI focuses on the extent to which the MLF has articulated a coherent and strategic vision of how and for what 
purpose it has organised its human activity and capital assets to deliver both long- and short-term results.

The Multilateral Fund has an extremely clear and defined long-term vision in the form of the Montreal Protocol 
Control Schedule. The Multilateral Fund was established by the Parties to the Montreal Protocol to assist developing 
countries to comply with the terms of the Montreal Protocol. This international agreement sets out a timetable for 
the phase-out of ozone depleting substances (ODS) and the phase-down of hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) in both 
developed (non-Article 5) and developing (Article 5) countries. This timetable is the Montreal Control Schedule. The 
Schedule sets out specific reductions to be achieved for each group of chemicals. For example, Article 5 countries 
were due to achieve a 35% reduction from the baseline of hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) by 1 January 2020. The 
Montreal Control Schedule provides the Multilateral Fund with time-bound objectives extending into the 2040s.

The objective framework has been adjusted a number of times since the Montreal Protocol entered into force 
in 1989. Revisions to the Montreal Protocol have amended the phase-out targets and added different chemicals to 
the Control Schedule. Most recently, the Kigali Amendment adopted in 2016 added HFCs, non-ODS gases that do not 
damage the ozone layer but are extremely potent greenhouse gases. The Kigali Amendment entered into force in 
January 2019. 

The objective framework provided by the Montreal Control Schedule is legally mandated and enjoys universal 
international support. Since opening for signature in 1987, the Montreal Protocol has attracted the participation 
of all the United Nations member countries. It now has 197 signatories. The Kigali Amendment currently has 81 
signatories. This level of international support among both developed and developing countries gives the targets set 
out in the Control Schedule considerable normative as well as legal weight. 

The three-year rolling business plan for the Multilateral Fund effectively operationalises the vision and defines 
detailed activities by country. A country is in compliance when it meets the provisions set out in the Control Schedule 
and other requirements (e.g. reporting, licensing). Multi-year performance-based agreements are established with 
countries to assist them to meet their phase-out and phase-down targets for each chemical. These compliance-
driven national plans and other activities eligible for funding are consolidated into business plans for each of the four 
implementation agencies (IAs) and into a single consolidated three-year rolling business plan for the Multilateral Fund. 

The financial framework is regularly reviewed by the Parties to ensure that it is sufficient to support progress 
towards compliance by Article 5 countries. The Multilateral Fund provides financing for the incremental and other 
costs of the phase-out or phase-down of substances controlled by the Montreal Protocol. Since 1991, the Fund has 
received contributions of almost USD 4 billion and has allocated USD 3.8 billion. The Fund is replenished every three 
years by the Parties to the Montreal Protocol based on an assessment of the funding needs and status of compliance 
prepared by the Technology and Economic Assessment Panel (TEAP). This ensures a triennial budget that is sufficient 
to maintain progress towards the targets set in the Montreal Control Schedule for Article 5 countries. 

The organisational architecture of the Multilateral Fund has proved to be effective and enduring. The key 
structures of the Multilateral Fund – the Parties, Executive Committee, Secretariat, bilateral and implementing 
agencies, and Treasurer – have remained broadly unchanged for almost 30 years. Individual agreements with the four 
implementing agencies – the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), the United Nations Environment 
Programme (UNEP), the United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO) and the World Bank – date 
from 1991 and 1992. 
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KPI 2: Structures and mechanisms support the implementation of global frameworks for cross-cutting issues 
at all levels.

This KPI looks at the articulation and positioning within the MLF structures and mechanisms of the cross-cutting 
priorities to which the organisation is committed, in pursuit of its strategic objectives. This section only considers a 
single cross-cutting issue: gender. Human rights, environment and climate change, and good governance, the other 
three cross-cutting issues MOPAN usually assesses, were considered to be non-applicable as cross-cutting issues 
for the MLF. Human rights was not identified in documents or discussions as a significant issue. Environment and 
climate change are core to the MLF mandate and therefore not cross-cutting. Good governance is also considered 
to be core to the MLF and to the Montreal Protocol. A small but significant part of the MLF funding is directed at 
institutional strengthening and capacity building in Article 5 countries.  The assessment team judged that the cross-
cutting issue ‘gender equality and women’s empowerment’ is applicable in this assessment. It decided, however, not 
to apply a rating for KPI 2, as its rating – based only of the gender score – would highlight the issue in a way that is 
disproportionate to the role it plays in the Multilateral Fund, with its strong focus on phasing-out ODS and phasing 
down HFCs.

The Multilateral Fund has been relatively slow to address gender as a cross-cutting issue. The Fund operates 
under the mandate provided by the Montreal Protocol. As explained above, this focuses on the phase-out and 
phase-down of specific chemicals. While this clear focus has many merits, the fact that the Fund exists to deliver on 
one particular international normative framework does not, arguably, mean that it does not need to consider other 
international norms, even if it has not explicitly committed to these. The MLF accepts that, as part of the United 
Nations, it must abide by international norms, even though the Fund was established for the sole reason of assisting 
Article 5 countries to comply with the Protocol.

The Multilateral Fund’s approach to gender equality and women’s empowerment has been weak but is now 
improving. All four of the IAs have new or updated gender policies. In December 2017, the Executive Committee 
approved the terms of reference for an evaluation of gender mainstreaming in Fund projects and policies. This desk-
based evaluation found a number of weaknesses in the Fund’s approach to gender, including the lack of a dedicated 
policy statement on gender; a scarcity of dedicated resources for gender mainstreaming; and, despite the existence of 
IA gender policies, the fact that gender mainstreaming was not generally taken into account in the design of projects. 
These findings are echoed by the handful of survey respondents who commented on gender issues in the Montreal 
Protocol. Three survey respondents questioned whether a gender approach is central to the Montreal Protocol. The 
desk study findings led to the discussion of a potential gender policy for the Multilateral Fund at the May 2019 meeting 
of the Executive Committee and to the decision to prepare a draft policy. A gender equality policy for the Multilateral 
Fund was approved by the Executive Committee in December 2019. However, as this post-dated the time period for 
this assessment, the new gender policy could not be taken into account in the scoring and rating. 

Know it very well Know a fair amount about it Know just a little about it

Heard of but know almost nothing about it Never heard of it

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

The gender equality strategy of MLF

Source: Based on responses to the 2019 MOPAN Partner Survey: MLF, August-September 2019.

Figure 2. Cross-cutting issues
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PERFORMANCE AREA: OPERATIONAL MANAGEMENT
Assets and capacities organised behind strategic direc-
tion and intended results, to ensure relevance, agility and 
accountability.

The Multilateral Fund works exceptionally well as the 
financial mechanism of the Montreal Protocol. Staffing 
and resource allocations are well-aligned to the functions 
required. Small, highly technical teams within the Fund 
and within its bilateral and implementing agencies 
support relevance and agility. Resource allocation is 
matched to the needs of Article 5 countries, is regularly 
reviewed and is adjusted on a three-year basis in line 
with a country compliance-driven approach. Decision-
making for resource allocation is centralised, but clear, 
transparent and strongly driven by country needs. 
Costing has been and remains extremely thorough and 
results-focused. External and internal audit controls are 
satisfactory and conform to international standards.

KPI 3: The operating model and human and financial 
resources support relevance and agility.

This KPI focuses on how key operational functions (e.g. human resources, resource generation and programming) are 
continuously geared to support strategic direction and deliver results.

The Multilateral Fund works exceptionally well as the financial mechanism of the Montreal Protocol. Staffing 
and resource allocations are well-aligned to the functions required. The sole purpose of the Fund is to provide 
financing to Article 5 countries for the incremental and other costs associated with the phase-out and phase-down of 
substances controlled by the Montreal Protocol. Financial and human resources are tightly focused on the planning, 
review, approval, monitoring and evaluation of projects and activities targeted at the remaining production and 
consumption of controlled substances. Guidelines governing the operations of the Multilateral Fund have been 
elaborated and revised in the decisions made by the Executive Committee in 84 meetings since 1991. The 2012 ICF 
Evaluation of the Financial Mechanism of the Montreal Protocol concluded that “the overall model for the financial 
mechanism of the Montreal Protocol works exceptionally well and could be considered a model for other multilateral 
environmental agreements (MEAs); it has clear objectives, universal participation, and directly links funding and 
compliance”.

Resource allocation is matched to the needs of Article 5 countries, is regularly reviewed and is adjusted on a 
three-year basis in line with a country compliance-driven approach. The Multilateral Fund has been replenished 
every three years since 1994 by contributions from non-Article 5 countries. The level of each replenishment is 
negotiated by the Parties to the Montreal Protocol, taking into account a report by the Protocol’s Technology and 
Economic Assessment Panel (TEAP) assessing the work required to maintain progress against the Control Schedule. 
Resources are allocated according to the phase-out or phase-down as needed. 

Virtually all contributions are provided as core funding which supports relevant and flexible resource 
allocation. Contributions from non-Article 5 countries are provided as core funding, which allows for maximum 
flexibility in business planning. Contributing Parties are able to use up to 20% of their annual contributions to carry 
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out activities with developing countries on a bilateral basis, but all such activities become part of the consolidated 
business plan and subject to both review by the Secretariat and approval by the Executive Committee. Bilateral 
contributions and projects depend on the same approval, monitoring and reporting requirements as contributions 
and projects managed by the implementing agencies.

The operation of the Multilateral Fund in small, highly technical teams supports relevance and agility. The 
Fund Secretariat consists of 13 professional and 10 general service staff members. This team works with small-size 
Montreal Protocol Units in the IAs. The IAs collaborate in turn with National Ozone Units (NOUs) in each Article 5 
country. This network of small teams fosters effective operation and communication within the Multilateral Fund. 
There is also an exceptional staff continuity, which facilitates communication and co-operation. 

Although strongly driven by country needs, decision-making within the Multilateral Fund is centralised. There 
is limited evidence on the extent to which the delegated decision-making to IAs and countries has been sufficient. 
Different procedures apply, depending on whether necessary changes to a project or plan are minor or major. Minor 
changes to an approved project or annual implementation plan can be made and reported ex post. Major changes 
need to be referred to the Executive Committee for approval ex ante. The country-driven approach does, however, 
allow countries to decide on their strategies and plans for approval by the Executive Committee.

KPI 4: Organisational systems are cost- and value-conscious and enable financial transparency and 
accountability.

This KPI examines how the Multilateral Fund uses its external and internal control mechanisms to meet the standards 
it sets on financial management and transparency.

Decision-making for resource allocation is clear and transparent. The Executive Committee allocates resources 
in three stages. The first stage is a financial planning exercise based on the adopted triennial budget. This generates 
an annual allocation for the Fund. The second stage is a three-year rolling business planning process. Business plans 
produced by bilateral and implementing agencies are combined into a consolidated business plan. The third stage is the 
approval of detailed project and programme plans based on those business plans. In 2017, MLF published a document on 
Policies, Procedures, Guidelines and Criteria which outlines in detail how projects and plans are reviewed and approved. 
All these stages are detailed in the documents published in connection with Executive Committee meetings. 

Budget allocations are consistent with strategic priorities and aligned with Article 5 countries’ progress 
towards agreed compliance targets. Each Article 5 country reports annually to the Montreal Protocol Secretariat 
and the Fund Secretariat with data on the production (where applicable) and consumption of controlled chemicals. 
These are used to compile a report for consideration by the Executive Committee on Country Programme Data and 
Prospects for Compliance. Bilateral and implementing agencies meet with the Secretariat to co-ordinate their annual 
business plans in line with this assessment of progress towards compliance. Compliance-driven budget allocations 
are the result. 

Costing has been and remains particularly thorough, and there is little scope for improving the system. One of 
the key principles of the Multilateral Fund is that funding for investment projects is only provided for the incremental 
costs of the phase-out/phase-down of substances controlled by the Montreal Protocol. MLF funding does not 
cover costs associated with benefits to an enterprise converting to an alternative technology when these benefits 
are not strictly related to replacing the controlled substance concerned. The total costs of conversion to alternative 
technologies are not fully covered. Discussions with Secretariat and bilateral and implementing agency staff confirm 
that this principle is rigorously adhered to. Reviews of project proposals are extremely cost-conscious. All unused 
funds are required to be returned to the Fund.
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By virtue of the Multilateral Fund’s close attention to specific controlled substances, budgeting can be 
regarded as results-focused. All project proposals detail target levels of the controlled substances to be phased out 
and the level of funds required. Costs per kilogramme of ODS as a group are reported, and the annual Consolidated 
Progress Report identifies the allocation and cost-effectiveness of phase-out by sector. Costs per tonne removed and 
destroyed are also reported in a number of documents, and the funds allocated to HCFCs and HFCs are summarised 
in the consolidated business plan. However, the Fund has no single document which includes the cost per tonne of 
each chemical removed or destroyed. 

External and internal audit controls are satisfactory and conform to international standards. Minutes of the 
Executive Committee confirm that the audited financial statements for the Multilateral Fund are prepared annually as 
part of the UNEP Financial Report and Audited Statement in accordance with International Public Sector Accounting 
Standards. No internal audits of the Fund Secretariat were carried out during the assessment period. The last internal 
audit was by the Internal Audit Division of the United Nations (UN) Office of Internal Oversight in 2013. The 2015-16 
MOPAN assessment of UNEP – of which the Fund Secretariat is administratively part – rated external and internal 
audit standards as satisfactory. Previous MOPAN assessments rated the other implementing agencies (UNDP, UNIDO 
and the World Bank) as either satisfactory or highly satisfactory for the same indicators. UN and UNEP documents, as 
well as interviews with the Secretariat, confirmed that satisfactory policies and procedures exist to effectively prevent, 
detect and sanction any cases of fraud or other financial irregularity. All staff at the Fund Secretariat have completed 
UN online anti-fraud training.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Excellent Very good Fairly good Fairly poor Very poor Extremely poor Don't know / No opinion 

MLF has transparent criteria for financial resource allocation

MLF has predicatble financial allocations and disbursements

MLF’s financial cooperation is coherent/not fragmented

MLF has flexible resources

Source: Based on responses to the 2019 MOPAN Partner Survey: MLF, August-September 2019.

Figure 3. Financial resources
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PERFORMANCE AREA: RELATIONSHIP MANAGEMENT
Engaging in inclusive partnerships to support relevance, to 
leverage effective solutions and to maximise results (in line 
with Busan Partnerships commitments).

Well-functioning Partnerships underpin many aspects 
of the Multilateral Fund’s performance, although a few 
aspects can still be improved. Interventions delivered 
with the support of the Multilateral Fund have been 
relevant to country priorities and well-aligned with 
them. Partnerships between the Fund and NOUs, as 
well as relationships within the Fund, have worked well. 
The Fund has adequately analysed country contexts. 
Measures to ensure sustainability have been reasonable 
and are receiving increased attention. However, MOPAN 
found less evidence of i) systematic risk and capacity 
analysis as part of intervention design and ii) recent 
systematic analysis of implementation delays. The Fund’s 
analysis of gender in project design has been weak. 
While all relevant information is available on the Fund 
website, documents are not as accessible as they could 
be for partners and external audiences.

KPI 5: Operational planning and intervention design tools support relevance and agility within partnerships.

This KPI focuses on the scope and robustness of the Multilateral Fund’s processes and practice to support timely, 
flexible and responsive planning and intervention design for partnerships.

Interventions delivered with the support of the Multilateral Fund have been relevant and well-aligned with 
country priorities. The Multilateral Fund plans its interventions using a country- and compliance-driven approach. 
Interventions are guided by country progress towards compliance, and countries are given the flexibility to choose 
both the type of approach that would best enable them to meet their obligations and the bilateral and implementing 
agencies with which they want to work. Bilateral and implementing agencies are required to involve national bodies 
in project identification. Project documents are developed by the agencies in conjunction with NOUs. However, 
the project design documents reviewed provide little evidence of explicit lesson learning from previous or related 
interventions (although MLF staff emphasised that all stakeholders continuously learn lessons and adapt their 
modalities accordingly). Project completion reports, on the other hand, include lessons learned; these are captured 
on a database which is available for consultation.

Interventions are adequately informed by contextual analysis within the country concerned, but there is less 
evidence of systematic risk and capacity analysis. Contextual information is required for all country programmes 
and national phase-out plans, and all interventions funded by the Multilateral Fund require a statement that positions 
the intervention within the operating context. According to the Secretariat, risk and capacity analysis is an integral 
part of project review. However, there is no formal risk analysis, no risk register and no risk mitigation plan. Reviews of 
policy and guidance documents found no analysis of the capacity of national partners, although MOPAN was informed 
that the Secretariat and the responsible bilateral and implementing agencies explicitly consider the capacities of 
enterprises and national institutions and systems.
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Analysis of gender in project and programme designs is weak. Project proposal templates require information on 
climate and environmental impacts but not on gender.1 The 2018 desk evaluation of gender mainstreaming found 
that gender issues were seldom taken into account in project design. 

Measures to ensure sustainability have been reasonable. The Fund emphasises incorporating Montreal Protocol 
obligations in national legal and policy frameworks. Policies and procedures governing the design of interventions 
require a thorough analysis of the issues associated with long-term sustainability prior to being submitted for 
approval. Funding under the Montreal Protocol is based on a commitment by the country concerned to sustainably 
and permanently reduce the consumption and production of controlled substances. 

Given efforts to detect and prevent illegal production and use of controlled substances, it had been assumed that 
the results achieved would be permanent once the substances were phased out under the terms of the Montreal 
Protocol. The unexpected scale of the emissions of trichlorofluoromethane (CFC-11) and its associated illegal use 
and production in one country have undermined this assumption to some extent and forced the Meeting of the 
Parties to request that “all parties take appropriate measures to ensure that the phase-out of CFC-11 is effectively 
sustained and enforced”.2 In addition, the Secretariat of the Multilateral Fund was asked to prepare an overview of 
current monitoring, reporting and verification procedures; this was first presented to the 83rd Meeting of the Executive 
Committee in May 2019 and will continue to be discussed. A desk evaluation of sustainability has also started. It must 
take into consideration that the monitoring of all countries’ compliance with the phase-out schedules of the Montreal 
Protocol is the task of the Meeting of the Parties and its Secretariat based at UNEP in Nairobi which collects and 
compiles the relevant data and reports. 

1	  Since the assessment, project proposal templates have been updated to include gender. 

2	  Matters relevant to the Multilateral Fund arising from the 40th Meeting of the Open-Ended Working Group and the Thirtieth Meeting of the Parties, Annex 1 (UNEP, 
December 2018).

Source: Based on responses to the 2019 MOPAN Partner Survey: MLF, August-September 2019.

Figure 4. Design and implementation of interventions
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Speed of implementation is tracked, and there is evidence of systematic action on programme delays. Regular 
reports to the Executive Committee track and explain any implementation delays, and action is taken on all project 
and programme delays identified. The average time from approval to disbursement is also reported. However, 
while information on delays by country, IAs and projects exists and is reported, there is little evidence of any recent 
systematic analysis of the reasons for the delays, the wider steps taken to address them or lesson learning from other 
delayed programmes. MOPAN identified no evidence of benchmarking the speed of implementation, either internally 
or externally. It is important to point out that none of the implementation delays have led to a country becoming non-
compliant or to the overall Montreal Protocol Control Schedule being missed.

KPI 6: Partnership working is coherent and directed at ensuring relevance and the catalytic use of resources.

This KPI looks at how the Multilateral Fund engages in partnerships to maximise the effect of its investment resources 
and its wider engagement. This assessment considers the partnerships that exist between the IAs and national 
authorities. The links between the Secretariat and IAs are seen as internal to the Fund and are not considered to be 
partnerships. 

Partnerships between the Fund and NOUs are key to the successful implementation of the Montreal Proto-
col. All project preparation and reporting processes are a joint effort between NOUs, IAs and the Secretariat. Fund 
mechanisms allow for programmatic changes and adjustments within partnerships as conditions change. Informa-
tion gaps are discussed at, among others, six-monthly Executive Committee meetings, annual meetings of the Parties 
and bi-annual regional network meetings. 

While all relevant information is available on the Fund website, documents are not as accessible as they could 
be for partners and external audiences. Executive Committee minutes and meeting documents are extremely 
detailed and comprehensive, and they meet the needs of the Parties, Executive Committee and Secretariat. However, 
they are not written to be accessible to partners and external audiences. Information can be difficult to find. For exam-
ple, significant discussion of the CFC-11 issue – seen by some as the major threat to the success and reputation of the 
Montreal Protocol – is contained in a document entitled “Matters relevant to the Multilateral Fund arising from the 40th 
Meeting of the Open-Ended Working Group and the Thirtieth Meeting of the Parties” (December 2018) and in a later 
document on monitoring, reporting and verification.3 The Multilateral Fund does not invest significantly in creating 
knowledge products based on its activities. 

3.	 UNEP (2019). Overview of current monitoring, reporting, verification and enforceable licensing and quota systems
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PERFORMANCE AREA: PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT
Systems geared to managing and accounting for develop-
ment and humanitarian results and the use of performance 
information, including evaluation and lesson learning.

The Multilateral Fund has a strong focus on medium- and 
long-term results as outlined in the Montreal Protocol 
Control Schedule. These results are clear, transparent, 
measurable and time-bound. The periodic reporting and 
independent verification for each tranche of national 
phase-out plans has been a key and successful element 
of the Fund. At the same time, the results framework 
does not address the overall quality or sustainability of 
results, in the form of a set of performance measures for 
the Fund as a whole. 

Evaluations have covered a wide range of issues and 
countries and reflect Executive Committee priorities. While 
formally independent, the evaluation function is not fully 
independent in practice and is insufficiently challenging 
and analytical. Evaluations tend to present findings rather 
than explanations, analysis, lessons learned or specific 
recommendations. Although lessons are learned by the 
Fund, there is limited evidence demonstrating the use of 
evaluations in designing new interventions. 

KPI 7: The focus on results is strong, transparent and explicitly geared towards function.

This KPI looks at how the Multilateral Fund transparently interprets and delivers an organisation-wide focus on results.

The Multilateral Fund has a strong focus on medium- and long-term results as outlined in the Montreal Protocol 
Control Schedule. These results are clear, transparent, measurable and time-bound. For example, Article 5 countries 
are to achieve a 67.5% reduction of HCFCs (based on a baseline of the average of 2009 and 2010 production and 
consumption) by 1 January 2025, a 97.5% reduction by 1 January 2030 and a total phase-out by 1 January 2040.4 All 
interventions financed by the Fund – with the exception of institutional strengthening projects and the Compliance 
Assistance Programme – are similarly directed at specific, time-bound targets. The Montreal Protocol allows these 
targets to be revised over time in the light of new scientific evidence and economic developments. 

The periodic reporting and independent verification for each tranche of national phase-out plans has been 
a key and successful element of the Fund. The plans are set up so that funding for an entire plan is approved 
in principle, but funding is provided over several tranches spread out over a number of years. In order to receive 
approval for a tranche of funding (except for the initial one), a comprehensive report on progress and results needs to 
be provided, usually together with an independent verification report that shows that targets have been met.

While the results focus is strong, the Multilateral Fund as a whole lacks any clear intermediate results statement. 
Shorter-term targets for each individual country phase-out plan are reflected and updated in the three-year business 

4.	 Technically, Article 5 countries are to achieve 100% phase-out by 2030 with a 2.5% average over ten years (2030-40) for specific uses.
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plan spreadsheet. Also, the Fund reports on a range of medium-term targets applicable to implementing agencies and 
recipient countries. However, there is no consolidated intermediate results statement for the Fund as a whole, and no 
results framework in the classic sense of a hierarchy of objectives and indicators linking activities to long-term results, nor 
is there a clear way of seeing whether the performance of the Fund is improving over time. A large gap exists between the 
activities as defined in the consolidated business plan for the Fund and the long-term results as outlined in the Montreal 
Protocol Control Schedule. It could be argued that this is not necessarily a significant drawback for the MLF, because the 
same types of results are valid and measurable over all time periods. While this is true, it would be both possible and 
desirable for the Fund to include consolidated annual or triennial targets within its business plans, in addition to clear 
annual or triennial reporting of results achieved (as well as other organisational performance measures).

Results targets and monitoring are less developed for institutional strengthening (IS) projects and the 
Compliance Assistance Programme (CAP). The majority of the costs – USD 140 million or 95% – in the 2019 
consolidated business plan relates to phase-out projects which contribute to specific results in the Control Schedule. 
However, there are significant expenditures on IS projects (USD 10.4 million) and the CAP (USD 11.3 million). The 
Fund has no consolidated results targets for these expenditures (by year, by business plan period or for the long term) 
and has limited specific reporting. The performance indicators for the CAP contained in the UNEP business plan are 
undeveloped. It is recognised that defining effective indicators for capacity building is a more challenging task than 
it is for technology investment projects.

KPI 8: The organisation applies evidence-based planning and programming.

This KPI focuses on the evaluation function and its positioning within the MLF structures, attention to quality, 
accountability and putting learning into practice.

Evaluations have covered a wide range of issues and countries and reflect Executive Committee priorities. 
Draft monitoring and evaluation work programmes are presented to the Executive Committee for approval on an 
annual basis. This ensures that evaluation activities are relevant and reflect current Fund and Protocol priorities. For 
example, the Nineteenth Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol gave priority to the phase-out of HCFCs 
in the foam sector. Thus, the 2014-15 evaluation programme involved foam sector projects. However, the link is not 
usually as direct, and the timing and topics proposed for evaluation depend on many factors, such as the number 
of projects completed in the sectors or when specific issues might have come to light.5 Recent evaluation activities 
have included gender, energy efficiency and sustainability, all of which are important issues. The evaluation of the 

5.	 Interviews with the MLF in July 2019
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MLF prioritises a results-based approach

MLF uses robust performance data when designing
and implementing interventions

MLF bases its policy and strategy decisions on robust
performance data

Source: Based on responses to the 2019 MOPAN Partner Survey: MLF, August-September 2019.

Figure 5. Performance management 
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sustainability of achieving the Montreal Protocol is particularly relevant in the light of the unexplained increase in 
CFC-11 emissions since 2012 and the reported ongoing emissions of carbon tetrachloride (CTC).

The evaluation function is formally independent, reporting directly to the Executive Committee, but is not 
fully independent in practice. The evaluation function is provided by a single member of staff in the Secretariat: the 
Senior Monitoring and Evaluation Officer (SMEO). While the SMEO reports directly to the Executive Committee (as 
per his or her terms of reference decided by the Executive Committee), in practice the Chief Officer of the Secretariat 
maintains a level of administrative control. The SMEO implements the evaluation work programme as guided 
and approved by the Executive Committee. This was confirmed in 2009 at the 58th Executive Committee meeting. 
Nevertheless, the Chief Officer maintains some control over the SMEO’s mission requests, for example the selection 
of consultants, and how documents are submitted to the Executive Committee. This limits to some extent the space 
for innovation or full independence. 

Evaluations tend to present findings rather than explanations, analysis, lessons learned or specific recomm
endations. All evaluations follow the same process. Evaluation reports provide limited details on the methodology 
used for data collection or analysis and do not routinely include a management response. Reports focus on presenting 
findings rather than on providing analysis and explanations for these findings. While evaluation reports include a section 
on lessons learned and recommendations, the lessons tend to be articulated as the evaluator’s perceptions rather than 
being substantiated by analysis. This is partly due to the fact that evaluations are more designed to check that results 
are achieved rather than ask analytical evaluative questions. Similarly, the evaluation reports reviewed tend to make 
recommendations of an administrative nature (e.g. recommending that the Executive Committee approve the findings 
of the reports) rather than technical suggestions as to how to resolve issues or shortcomings identified in the reports. 
There is no annual report on the use and implementation of evaluation recommendations.

Source: Based on responses to the 2019 MOPAN Partner Survey: MLF, August-September 2019.

Figure 6. Evidence-based planning and programming
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Although lessons are learned, there is limited evidence demonstrating the use of evaluation evidence in 
designing new interventions. Despite recommendations from the Executive Committee that project proposals 
should build on lessons learned, MOPAN found limited documentary evidence that this happens consistently. Lessons 
learned are available in a lessons database, but the tool is not user-friendly and is largely a descriptive depository 
of lessons. On the other hand, interviews suggest that an informal system of lesson learning does exist within the 
Fund and that lessons learned are incorporated into project proposals and policies. The central role of the Secretariat 
in reviewing all funding proposals, regular meetings involving the Secretariat and IAs, and the limited number of 
individuals involved are conducive to tacit lesson learning. Two qualitative survey responses pertinent to this 
performance area identified the need to identify and apply lessons more specifically. 

2.2. DEVELOPMENT/HUMANITARIAN EFFECTIVENESS6 

PERFORMANCE AREA: RESULTS
Achievement of relevant, inclusive and sustainable contributions to humanitarian and development results in an efficient way.

The Multilateral Fund has contributed to the environmental success of the Montreal Protocol in repairing the damage 
to the ozone layer. The reduction in ODS, to which the Fund has contributed through its support for Article 5 countries, 
has had significant human health and climate change mitigation impacts and has contributed to a number of other 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). It has promoted positive change in national policies, legislation and regulatory 
systems, and its results have been highly relevant to partner countries.

6.	 Since the MLF’s primary mandate is neither humanitarian nor development, the achievements of the MLF have to be measured in terms of targets reached in the 
areas of stopping the use and production of ODS (and, in due course, the phase-down of hydrofluorocarbons); thus, MOPAN looks at the indicator through this lens.
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The Multilateral Fund is a highly cost-conscious and cost-efficient facility. Projects have generally taken longer than 
planned, but this has not affected compliance with the Montreal Protocol Control Schedule. Most of the results of 
the Multilateral Fund – the phase-out of ODS – are intended to be permanent and therefore inherently sustainable. 
However, following recent controversy over continued CFC-11 and CTC emissions, the Multilateral Fund has recognised 
that additional measures will be required to ensure sustainability. 

KPI 9: Development and humanitarian objectives are achieved, and results contribute to normative and cross-
cutting goals.
This KPI examines the nature and scale of the results the Multilateral Fund is achieving against the targets it sets and 
its expectations on making a dif﻿ference.

The Multilateral Fund has contributed to the environmental success of the Montreal Protocol in repairing 
damage to the ozone layer. Increasing concern regarding the effects of ODS on the ozone layer led to the Vienna 
Convention in 1985 and then to the Montreal Protocol in 1987. The Protocol has since achieved a 99% phase-out in 
the reported levels of production and consumption of ODS.7 Global observations have confirmed the reduction in 
atmospheric levels of key ODS and, subject to the full implementation of the Protocol’s provisions, ozone is expected 
to recover to early 1970 levels around the middle of the century. For these reasons, the Montreal Protocol has been 
described as “perhaps the single most successful international environmental agreement to date”.8 As the financial 
mechanism that has supported the implementation of the Protocol in Article 5 countries, the Multilateral Fund has 
made a significant contribution to this achievement. 

While the Montreal Protocol and Multilateral Fund do not have specific development and humanitarian 
objectives, the reduction in ODS has had very significant human health and climate change mitigation 
impacts. The human health impacts stem from the role of the ultraviolet layer in protecting the earth from harmful 
ultraviolet radiation. Modelling by the United States National Aeronautics and Space Administration showed that full 
implementation of the Montreal Protocol is expected to avoid more than 280 million cases of skin cancer, approximately 
1.6 million skin cancer deaths and more than 45 million cases of cataracts in the United States alone.9 UNEP reported 
that, globally, up to 2 million cases of skin cancer may be prevented each year by 2030.10 While the MLF has helped 
reduce ODS use and emissions solely in Article 5 countries, it has contributed to these global health and climate change 
benefits. In addition, it has led to other health benefits (e.g. decreasing worker exposure to dangerous fumes).

The Montreal Protocol has also delivered substantial climate benefits. As well as depleting the ozone layer, CFCs and 
other ODS are potent greenhouse gases, thousands of times more potent than the equivalent mass of carbon dioxide. A 
recent paper estimated that the Montreal Protocol has avoided global mean warming of at least one degree centigrade 
by 2050 and three to four degrees over parts of the Arctic. This makes it eight times more effective at mitigating global 
warming than the Kyoto Protocol.11 In addition, the phase-down of HFCs under the Kigali Amendment is estimated 
to avoid additional emissions equivalent to 25 to 78 gigatons of carbon dioxide12 and up to 0.4°C of global warming 
by the end of the century.13 The phase-out of CFCs has greatly contributed to reducing global warming, although this 
positive impact has been somewhat diminished by the fact that some replacements were HCFCs and HFCs, which 
tend to have significantly lower but still substantial global warming potentials than CFCs. 

 7.	 In adjusted tonnes of ozone depleting potential. See the latest developments under the Montreal Protocol. Ozone Secretariat, UNEP, July 2017

 8.	 Kofi Anan, UN Secretary-General, 1997-2006

 9.	 United States EPA(2017). Stratospheric Ozone Protection. 30 years of progress and achievements

10.	 UNEP (2017). The latest developments under the Montreal Protocol. Ozone Secretariat, July 2017

11.	 Goyal, R. et al. (2019). Reduction in surface climate change achieved by the 1987 Montreal Protocol. Environmental Research Letters, December 2019

12.	 www.drawdown.org/solutions/materials/refrigerant-management

13.	 UN Environment (2019). The Kigali Amendment comes into force. January 2019 
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The Multilateral Fund has supported positive change in national policies, legislation and regulatory systems. 
Numerous reports show that legislation and policy have changed and adapted in all the countries supported by the 
Fund and that the Protocol provided the impetus and resource for institutional changes at the national level. Governance 
has been improved in terms of developing legislation and maintaining compliance. The ICF evaluation of the Montreal 
Protocol in 2012 mentioned a number of positive legislative and institutional outcomes, with many stakeholders regarding 
institutional strengthening activities as a fundamental component contributing to the Protocol’s overall success. Institutional 
strengthening funding and capacity building efforts to help Article 5 countries achieve and maintain compliance are a 
particular strength of the mechanism. These efforts will continue to be important for HCFC and HFC phase-down. 

There is no evidence of results in terms of gender equality (Sustainable Development Goal 5), but the 
Multilateral Fund has contributed to other Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). At the time of this assessment, 
the MLF did not yet have a gender policy14 but had relied on IAs having gender policies in place. In fairness, it could be 
argued that gender is less directly relevant to the Fund than to other more traditional development or humanitarian 
interventions. For example, while men and women are unequally represented in the refrigerant sector, both benefit 
from the repair of the ozone layer and the reduction in the use of chemicals with high global warming potential. An 
analysis for UNDP found clear linkages between work funded by the Multilateral Fund and SDGs 1, 2, 3, 7, 9, 12 and 13 
but noted that the Montreal Protocol needed to report on its contributions to the SDGs.15 The TEAP 2018 Assessment 
Report concluded that the Protocol had made a major and effective contribution to sustainable development.16

KPI 10: Interventions are relevant to the needs and priorities of partner countries and beneficiaries, and the 
organisation works towards results in areas within its mandate.

This KPI centres on the relevance of the Multilateral Fund engagement given the needs and priorities of its partner 
countries and its results focus.

The Multilateral Fund has helped deliver a coherent, global response to a major identified problem. The 
Montreal Protocol was a response to a global problem affecting all countries: the loss of ozone resulting from the use 
of CFCs and other ODS. It represents “one of the biggest collective action efforts in human history with very effective 
stakeholder engagement on an international scale”.17 It has been universally ratified by 197 Parties. 

The Fund has been highly relevant to partner countries. It has responded effectively to the needs of Article 5 
countries, enabling them to meet their obligations under the Montreal Protocol. Funding from the Multilateral Fund 
has depended on demonstrated relevance between funded activities and compliance with specific Montreal Protocol 
control measures. The Fund has followed a country-driven approach and has responded to the particular needs of 
each Article 5 country to phase out the production and/or consumption of specific ODS. The ODS phase-out has been 
achieved or is near to being achieved in all countries, the deadline for the last HCFCs being 2030. The health, climate 
mitigation and other benefits outlined above are relevant to all countries.

The Fund has been singularly focused on the results mandate provided by the Montreal Protocol. Unlike most 
multilateral organisations, the Multilateral Fund has had a specific focus: the phase-out of ODS and phase-down of 
HFCs. To date, the Fund has solely worked towards this mandate. In 2018, the Parties directed the Fund to explore 
co-operation and co-funding with other funds and financial institutions to maintain or enhance the energy efficiency 

14.	 A new gender policy was approved by the Executive Committee in December 2019.

15.	 UNDP. The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and the Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer, based on Jacques Van Engel, “The 
Sustainable Development Goals and the Montreal Protocol”, an analysis prepared for UNDP’s Montreal Protocol/Chemicals Unit, 20 August 2017.

16.	 UNEP (2019). Technology and Economic Assessment Panel (TEAP) - 2018 Assessment Report. Montreal Protocol 

17.	 Schaefer, L. (2019). The Montreal Protocol. Great Policy Successes Case Study, September 2019
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of cooling equipment in parallel with the mandated phase-down of HFCs; their decision potentially diversifies 
the Fund’s mandate. The addition of energy efficiency as an objective would, if approved, need to be matched by 
developments in guidance (to maintain or enhance energy efficiency of equipment when phasing down HFCs18), 
resourcing,19 and in the results framework, monitoring, reporting and evaluation of the Fund. 

KPI 11: Results are delivered efficiently.

This KPI looks at the extent to which the Multilateral Fund is meeting its own aims and standards on delivering results 
efficiently.

The Multilateral Fund is a highly cost-conscious and cost-efficient facility. Incremental cost allocations and 
expenditures are tightly scrutinised by the Secretariat. Executive Committee documents report that, on average, the 
actual cost-effectiveness of projects has been close to planned cost-effectiveness at the time of Executive Committee 
approval. In terms of project costs, most projects have used slightly less funding than initially planned.

Cost guidelines are the subject of intensive discussion in the Executive Committee. A recent example is the development 
of cost guidelines for the phase-down of HFCs in Article 5 countries. The administrative cost regime has also been 
recently reviewed by the Executive Committee, as have cost-effective options for controlling trifluoromethane (HFC-
23) by-product emissions. The Secretariat closely scrutinises the costs and cost-effectiveness of programme proposals 
and tightly monitors all programme expenditure. The appropriate level of incentives for adopting new technologies is 
considered in evaluations. Comparisons of cost-effectiveness (USD per kilogramme of chemical removed or destroyed) 
are included in relevant project documents.

While projects have generally taken longer than planned, this has not affected compliance with the Montreal 
Protocol Control Schedule. On average, projects take 31 months to reach completion compared with a planned 
implementation time of 24 months. However, judged against the overall timetable of the Control Schedule, results in 
terms of compliance have been, and are being, achieved on time. As at their Twenty-Ninth (2018) and Thirtieth (2019) 
Meetings, the Parties did not find any Article 5 countries in non-compliance with their obligations under the Montreal 
Protocol. 

KPI 12: Results are sustainable.

This KPI looks at the degree to which the Multilateral Fund successfully delivers results that are sustainable in the 
longer term.

MLF support has helped to build the legal, regulatory and institutional capacity for sustainability. The emphasis 
on capacity building and institutional strengthening would suggest a strong likelihood that efforts to comply with 
the Montreal Protocol will be sustained in most countries. Some countries have already added the financial support of 
NOUs to their national budget, which is evidence of commitment. However, for other countries, it is not clear whether 
NOUs will continue to be funded beyond Montreal Protocol support. 

Most of the results of the Multilateral Fund – the phase-out of controlled substances – are intended to be 
permanent and therefore inherently sustainable. According to UNEP, by 2010 virtually all Parties had reported 
compliance with their phase-out obligations in respect of ODS, and the Protocol has now achieved the phase-out of 
99% of the historic levels of production and consumption of ODS. These phase-outs were intended to be permanent. 

18.	 Decision XXVIII/2: Decision related to the amendment phasing down hydrofluorocarbons, 28th Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol, 2016

19.	 Decision XXX/5: Access of parties operating under paragraph 1 of Article 5 of the Montreal Protocol to energy-efficient technologies in the refrigeration, 
air‑conditioning and heat-pump sectors, 30th Meeting of the Parties to the Monotreal Protocol, 2018
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The bulk of the phase-outs reported under the Montreal Protocol is indeed permanent. Atmospheric readings confirm 
the repair to the ozone layer. 

However, two anomalies have been reported. The first concerns CTC, production and consumption of which was 
recorded as 100% phased out by 2010.20 A 2014 report found that emissions of CTC have continued since at a higher 
level than would be expected; it calculated a significant discrepancy between report-based emissions and those 
derived from atmospheric observations.21 A more recent report has confirmed the discrepancy, albeit smaller but still 
sizeable.22 However, it is important to note that there is nothing to suggest that the discrepancy is related to the work 
of the Multilateral Fund in phasing out the production and consumption of CTC. In fact, recent scientific and technical 
reports suggest that the additional emissions of CTC stem from unaccounted emission sources unrelated to the 
production of CTC reported under the Montreal Protocol, and therefore, are not within the current scope and mandate 
of the Multilateral Fund.23 The second, and more serious anomaly for the Multilateral Fund, was the unexpected 
increase in global emissions of CFC-11 (reported as phased out by January 2010). This increase probably resulted 
from a reversion to CFC-11 use from dichloro-1-fluoroethane (HCFC-141b) in closed-cell foam production in eastern 
Asia. According to the TEAP report, between 40 000 to 70 000 tonnes per year of CFC-11 production would have been 
required from 2012 onwards to account for the increased CFC-11 emissions; between 45 000 and 120 000 tonnes 
of CTC would have been necessary to produce them.24 While it appears these are isolated incidents, this anomaly − 
between the results that were reportedly achieved with the Fund’s support and the evidence of continued production 
and use of CFC-11 − challenges the assumed sustainability of the results achieved and the wider reputation of the 
Montreal Protocol.

Following recent controversy over continued CFC-11 emissions, the Multilateral Fund has recognised that 
additional measures will be required to ensure sustainability. Both the Multilateral Fund and the Parties to the 
Montreal Protocol have responded strongly to the challenge. In addition to the TEAP report referred to above, the 
Fund Secretariat produced an overview of current monitoring, reporting, verification, and enforceable licencing and 
quota systems for the 83rd Executive Committee meeting in May 2019. A desk evaluation of the sustainability of the 
Montreal Protocol achievements was also commissioned. A report on this desk study was produced in December 
2019 for the 84th Executive Committee meeting. 

20.	 Continued production of CTC for feedstock uses and other exempted uses is permitted under the Montreal Protocol. 

21.	 Unlike the case with CFC-11, the discrepancy observed with respect to CTC emissions does not necessarily point to illegal production or consumption of CTC. 
CTC can be unintentionally by-produced, it can continue to be used under the Montreal Protocol as a chemical feedstock, and there are some uncertainties 
surrounding its atmospheric lifetime. 

22.	 Sherry, D. et al. (2018). Current sources of carbon tetrachloride in our atmosphere, Environmental Research Letters, January 2018.

23.	 The SPARC 2016 report which looked into the issue of unexplained CTC emissions attributed the emissions to various sources, such as legacy emissions from 
landfills and contaminated soil; several industrial processes characterized as “unreported”, namely use of chlorine, chloromethane plants, and PCE/CCl4 plants; 
and feedstock usage, which is reported under the MP but not controlled. See SPARC (2016), SPARC Report on the Mystery of Carbon Tetrachloride. Q. Liang, P.A. 
Newman, S. Reimann (Eds.), SPARC Report No. 7, WCRP-13/2016.

24.	 UNEP (2019). Report of the Technology and Economic Assessment Panel, Volume 1, September 2019.
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Chapter 3. Overall performance of 
the Multilateral Fund
The performance conclusions first consider four key attributes of an effective organisation: (i) whether it understands 
future needs and demands; (ii) whether it is organised and makes use of its assets and comparative advantages; 
(iii) whether it has mandate-oriented systems, planning and operations; and (iv) whether it makes consistent
developments according to its resource level and operational context. The journey of the organisation is then mapped 
- when available - against external assessments of the Multilateral Fund.

Lastly, the assessment report presents the key findings: the observed strengths and areas for improvement.

3.1. CURRENT STANDING AGAINST THE REQUIREMENTS OF AN EFFECTIVE ORGANISATION 

Is the Multilateral Fund future facing?
The Montreal Protocol – for which the Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol (MLF) is the 
financial mechanism – has evolved over the years in the light of scientific, technical and economic developments. 
In its early years, the Protocol primarily focused on the production and consumption of chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs). 
Over the past 30 years, the Protocol has been amended to address the use of additional chemicals and to adjust the 
timeframes for phasing out chemicals. The most recent amendment (2016) – the Kigali Amendment – added a global 
phase-down of hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs). These were introduced as non-ozone depleting alternatives to CFCs and 
hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) but are powerful greenhouse gases. 

The Multilateral Fund is fortunate in having a long-term set of targets as detailed in the Montreal Protocol Control 
Schedule. These include targets for HCFCs up to 2040 and for HFCs up to 2047. This gives the Fund a very long and 
definite future perspective. The potentially very significant contribution of the Kigali Amendment to climate change 
mitigation puts the Fund at the centre of this key global issue.

The Protocol and the Multilateral Fund have shown an awareness of two developing challenges. The first relates to 
energy efficiency. Phasing down HFCs under the Kigali Amendment could potentially avoid up to 0.5 °C of warming 
by the end of the century, as HFCs are a potent global warming agent. According to the Technology and Economic 
Assessment Panel (TEAP), “[I]f this amendment resulted in the use of more energy-efficient equipment, the total 
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions both from direct and indirect sources, could double that”.1 At the request 
of the Parties, the Executive Committee is discussing the options for co-operating with other funds and financial 
institutions to maintain or enhance the energy efficiency of replacement technologies and equipment that have low 
or zero global warming potential, when phasing down HFCs. It will need to develop guidance to maintain or enhance 
energy efficiency of equipment when phasing down HFCs,2 and explore the mobilisation of additional resources to 
address this issue,3 in accordance with decisions of the parties to the Montreal Protocol.

The second developing challenge relates to the unexplained trichlorofluoromethane (CFC-11) emissions and the wider 
implications for the sustainability of the results and reputation of both the Montreal Protocol and the Multilateral 
Fund. As outlined above, the Protocol and the Fund have recognised the severity of the problem presented by the 
CFC-11 emissions. As the TEAP 2018 Assessment Report concluded, “[C]ontinued vigilance through atmospheric 

1.	 UNEP (2018). Report of the  Technology and Economic Assessment Panel, September 2018

2.	 Decision XXVIII/2: Decision related to the amendment phasing down hydrofluorocarbons, 28th Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol, 2016

3.	 Decision XXX/5: Access of parties operating under paragraph 1 of Article 5 of the Montreal Protocol to energy-efficient technologies in the refrigeration, 
air‑conditioning and heat-pump sectors, 30th Meeting of the Parties to the Monotreal Protocol, 2018
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monitoring and regular assessments of ODS consumption and use and inventories (banks) is needed to monitor the 
progress and achievements under the Montreal Protocol”.4

Is the Multilateral Fund making best use of what it has?
The Multilateral Fund is organised as a hierarchy and network of small-size teams of professionals under the 
management of the Executive Committee: the Fund Secretariat, Montreal Protocol units in four implementing 
agencies and in several bilateral agencies, and National Ozone Units. The Fund is replenished every three years based 
on a detailed assessment of funding requirements by the TEAP; these replenishments have remained approximately 
constant in cash terms since 1994 and therefore decreased in real terms. The Fund’s policies and procedures are 
extremely cost-conscious. As an organisation, it has delivered effectively and efficiently for over 30 years at a total 
cost of around USD 4 billion. It is difficult to see how the Fund could make better use of its assets and comparative 
advantage.

Is the Multilateral Fund a well-oiled machine?
The Multilateral Fund has, over the years, maintained a strict focus on the compliance targets set and amended by 
the Parties of the Montreal Protocol. It has been very successful in supporting the compliance of Article 5 countries 
through the phase-out of ODS – and in this respect has proved to be very effective in delivering on its mandate. This 
is not to say that it is as efficient as it might be in some respects. The complexities of implementing new technologies 
mean that programmes tend to take longer to deliver than planned, even if overall compliance targets are achieved 
on schedule. Reporting procedures can be more onerous than informative, and there is scope to update the Fund’s 
information technology and website.

Is the Multilateral Fund making a difference?
As the financial mechanism of the Montreal Protocol, the Multilateral Fund only supports the implementation of 
the Protocol in Article 5 countries. It is therefore important to distinguish the impact of the Multilateral Fund with 
the larger impact of the Montreal Protocol as a whole. That said, the Multilateral Fund has made a very significant 
contribution to the achievements of the Montreal Protocol via its support for Article 5 countries. The Multilateral Fund 
can therefore be credited with significantly contributing to the phase-out and phase-down of controlled substances 
and to the enormous environmental, human health and climate change mitigation impacts detailed above, even 
if most ODS were phased out in non-Article 5 countries. It is no exaggeration to refer to the Montreal Protocol as 
probably the most effective international environmental treaty to date. Likewise, the almost USD 4 billion contributed 
to the Multilateral Fund over the period 1991-2019 (an average of just USD 137 million per year) could possibly be 
considered the most effective international expenditure to date.

When talking about the Montreal Protocol, United Nations Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon said that “the manner in 
which this instrument for repairing and recovering the Earth’s protective shield has been financed and implemented 
serves as an inspiring example of what is possible”. The Multilateral Fund has played the key role in that financing and 
implementation.

3.2. PERFORMANCE JOURNEY

The Montreal Protocol and the Multilateral Fund have evolved since the treaty was adopted in 1987 and the 
interim fund was established in 1991. The policies and procedures of the Fund have been developed and amended 
incrementally in 84 meetings of the Executive Committee operating under the overall direction of the Parties. An 
elaborate and evolving framework of rules, guidelines and decisions have been successfully negotiated, modified 
and agreed between parties with very different priorities in order to deliver support to nearly 150 countries. This 

4.	 UNEP (2019). Technology and Economic Assessment Panel (TEAP) – 2018 Assessment Report. Ozone Secretariat
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has required flexibility, agility and consensus. Funding modalities also have changed over time. For example, since 
2000, the Fund has placed less emphasis on stand-alone investment projects and moved towards multi-year national 
phase-out plans where national governments have a greater responsibility for managing progress towards Montreal 
Protocol compliance targets.

The periodic reporting and independent verification for each tranche of the national phase-out plans is one of the 
strengths of the Fund; in other respects, results monitoring and evaluation have arguably evolved less than required. 
While admirably and singularly focused on clear, long-term compliance targets, the results framework provided 
by the Montreal Protocol Control Schedule does not provide a broad, multi-level performance framework for the 
Fund. Monitoring and evaluation of the institutional strengthening and capacity building work are under-developed 
compared with the main work of the Fund, partly reflecting the preponderance of investment projects. Lesson 
learning is tacit rather than explicit and systematic. Evaluation is excessively results-oriented rather than analytical 
and challenging.

The Multilateral Fund has now approved its own gender policy; this assessment came across no evidence that other 
cross-cutting norms – such as human rights – were an issue for the type of programmes supported by the Fund. 
However, all the implementing agencies (IAs) have policies and guidelines relating to other cross-cutting norms, as 
they have for additional matters such as evaluation and audit standards. This raises the question as to which policies 
and standards should apply to programmes supported by the Fund: only those required by the Fund, or also those 
required by each IA? The better approach for the Multilateral Fund going forward would be the latter. IAs should be 
encouraged to ensure that all their own policies and minimum standards apply to programmes supported by the 
Fund, as was expected when the agencies were invited to be part of it. 

The performance journey of the Multilateral Fund is set to become more challenging in at least four respects. First, 
phasing down HFCs while taking into account energy efficiency may represent a greater challenge than was phasing 
out ODS. Second, the discovery of the unexpected emissions of CFC-11 will force greater attention to post-programme 
verification and monitoring. The sustainability of results can no longer be taken as a given. Greater public scrutiny 
will bring with it the need for better, more accessible communication. Third, the pressure on the Fund to consider 
explicitly other cross-cutting issues – as in the case of gender – will only increase. And fourth, if approved, the addition 
of objectives besides the phase-out or phase-down of specific substances – notably energy efficiency – will require 
attention to the results framework and reporting.  

Main strengths and areas for improvement from previous external assessments
The Multilateral Fund has not been previously assessed by MOPAN. The most recent external assessment (ICF, 2012) 
reported the following strengths and weaknesses. 
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Box 3. Main strengths and areas for improvement from previous external assessments

Strengths in the 2012 ICF assessment

l	 The Multilateral Fund has a remarkable record of ODS phase-out and compliance achievements.

l	 MLF-funded activities have fundamentally transformed industry sectors, producing sustainable results.

l	 The Fund’s approach is truly country-driven and includes funding for building in-country capacity for ozone
issues.

l	 Procedures to develop, review and approve project proposals are effective, transparent and generally
efficient.

l	 The Fund provides straightforward and relatively fast access to project grants.

l	 Policies and guidelines adapt to changing circumstances well.

l	 Agencies and countries have a track record of success that can be leveraged for HCFC phase-out.

Areas for improvement in the 2012 ICF assessment

l	 Reporting could be further streamlined.

l	 Tight schedules for project proposal submission to meet review deadlines allow little time to incorporate
lessons learned into project design.

l	 The compliance-oriented approach limits the MLF’s ability to address other relevant issues.

l	 HCFC Phase-Out Management Plans guidance sometimes appears to be inconsistent.

Boxes 4 and 5 (see below) present strengths and areas for improvement identified in the current assessment. They 
show that the pattern of strengths and weaknesses for the MLF has remained largely consistent overall. The nature 
of the challenges now facing the Multilateral Fund makes it important that the organisation addresses the areas of 
weakness identified.



Box 4. Main strengths identified in the MOPAN 2019 assessment of the MLF

l	 The Multilateral Fund is a uniquely focused organisation with an extremely clear set of internationally
mandated and achievable long-term targets. It has been extremely successful  in supporting the 
compliance of Article 5 countries in phasing out controlled substances that affect the ozone layer and 
global climate.

l	 In terms of results, the Multilateral Fund has achieved, or is on track to achieve, the vast majority of the
targets set under the Montreal Protocol for Article 5 countries. It has contributed to substantial, global-scale 
environmental, human health and climate change mitigation impacts.

l	 The organisation makes efficient use of a relatively small budget and limited staff. It is very cost-conscious
and operates via a close network of small professional teams. The periodic reporting and independent 
verification for each tranche of the national phase-out plans is one of the key strengths.

l	 The Multilateral Fund is staffed with dedicated and technically focused professionals ensuring high-
quality scrutiny of project proposals and monitoring. Staff turnover is low, resulting in long-established 
and trusting relationships between Secretariat staff, Executive Committee members and implementing 
agencies.

Box 5: Main areas for improvement identified in the 2019 assessment

l	 The evaluation function is insufficiently challenging, formative and analytical. Evaluations tend to present
findings rather than providing analysis and explanations for these findings. Lesson learning is tacit rather 
than explicit and systematic.

l	 The results framework of the Multilateral Fund focuses on long-term Montreal Protocol targets. The Fund
does not have a ‘classic’ results framework, separate from the Montreal Protocol Control Schedule, that 
would include a set of performance measures for the Multilateral Fund as a whole, and that would also 
address the overall quality or sustainability of results. Also, although the Multilateral Fund reports on 
a range of medium-term targets applicable to implementing agencies and recipient countries, it does 
not have a consolidated intermediate results statement for the Fund as a whole, in form of a corporate 
scorecard of some sort, either annual or for the replenishment triennium. Also, monitoring and reporting is 
less developed for institutional strengthening and capacity building than it is for investment projects. 

l	 Multilateral Fund programme proposals do not analyse explicitly areas such as partner capacity, risks or
the critical assumptions which underpin sustainability. Verifying and ensuring the sustainability of results 
achieved requires greater attention.

l	 The Multilateral Fund has been relatively slow to address gender equality as a cross-cutting issue, despite
the existence of gender policies in each of the IAs. A new gender policy has been approved by the Fund. 
While a firm focus on the mandate of the Fund is creditable, IAs should be encouraged to ensure that all 
their own policies and minimum standards are applied in addition to those required by the Fund.

l	 Although publicly available, Multilateral Fund documentation is not clear and accessible to outsiders.
Fund policies, plans and progress are embedded in multiple detailed and technical reports connected to 
Executive Committee meetings. The addition of an improved communications function – and an updated 
website – would enhance public information and accountability.
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Annex 1. Performance ratings and evidence table

Methodology for scoring and rating
The approach to scoring and rating under MOPAN 3.0* is described in the 2019 Methodology Manual. It draws from 
the OECD Handbook on Constructing Composite Indicators: Methodology and User Guide (OECD/EU/JRC, 2008). It uses a 
rating scale that has been adjusted from previous MOPAN assessments. Each rating, ranging from highly unsatisfactory 
to highly satisfactory, still represents the averaged numerical score attributed to each element, micro-indicator (MI), 
and key performance indicator (KPI). However, the threshold for each rating has been raised by 0.5 points compared 
to assessments prior to 2019.  

In this assessment, in line with the 2019 Methodology Manual, each of the key performance indicators (KPIs) is rated 
according to the following rating scale: 

3.51-4.00 Highly satisfactory

2.51-3.50 Satisfactory

1.51-2.50 Unsatisfactory

0.00-1.50 Highly unsatisfactory

Each of the 12 KPIs contains a number of micro-indicators (MIs), which vary in number. The KPI rating is calculated by 
taking the average of the ratings of its constituent MIs. 

For KPI 1-8, the MIs are made up of elements representing international best practice. The number of elements also 
varies. The rating of MIs is calculated by taking the average of the constituent elements’ scores. At element level, 
scores ranging from 0 to 4 are assigned, according to the extent to which an organisation implements the element. 
The following criteria frame the scores for elements:

4 = Element is fully implemented/implemented in all cases

3 = Element is substantially implemented/implemented in the majority of cases

2 = Element is partially implemented/implemented in some cases

1 = Element is present, but not implemented/implemented in zero cases

0 = Element is not present

For KPIs 9-12, the rating of MIs is based on thresholds defined in the methodology, rather than on elements. 

A score of “N/E” means “no evidence” and indicates that the assessment team could not find any evidence but was 
not confident of whether or not there was evidence to be found. The team assumes that “no evidence” does not 
necessarily mean that the element is not present (which would result in a zero score). 
Elements rated N/E are excluded from any calculation of the average. A significant number of N/E scores in a report 
indicates an assessment limitation (see the Limitations section at the beginning of the report). 

A note indicating “N/A” means that an element is considered to be “not applicable”. This usually owes to the 
organisation’s specific nature. 
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1.4 Financial frameworks

1.3 Supports normative frameworks

1.2 Organisational architecture

1.1 Long-term vision

KPI 1: Organisational and financial framework

2.1d Human rights

2.1c Good governance

2.1b Environment

2.1a Gender equality

KPI 2: Structures for cross-cutting issues

Strategic management

3.4 Performance-based HR

3.3 Decentralised decision-making

3.2 Resource mobilisation

3.1 Resources aligned to functions 4.1 Decision-making

4.2 Disbursement

4.6 Anti-fraud procedures        

4.5 Control mechanisms

4.4 International audit standards

4.3 Results-based budgeting

KPI 4: Cost-effective and transparent systemsKPI 3: Relevance and agility

Operational management

9.7 Human rights results 

9.6 Good governance results

9.5 Environment results

9.4 Gender equity results

9.3 Policy/capacity impact

9.2 Benefits for target groups

9.1 Results deemed attained

KPI 9: Achievement of results

10.3 Coherence 

10.2 National objectives

10.1 Target groups

KPI 10: Relevance to partners

12.3 Enabling environment

12.2 Sustainable capacity

12.1 Sustainable benefits

KPI 12: Sustainability of results

11.2 Timeliness 

11.1 Cost efficiency

KPI 11: Results delivered efficiently

Results 8.7 Uptake of lessons 

8.6 Follow-up systems

8.5 Poor performance tracked

8.4 Evidence-based design

8.3 Evaluation quality

8.2 Evaluation coverage

8.1 Evaluation function

KPI 8: Evidence-based planning

Performance management

6.1 Agility

6.2 Comparative advantage

6.9 Knowledge deployment

6.8 Joint assessments

6.7 Accountability

6.6 Information sharing

6.5 Partner coordination

6.4 Synergies

6.3 Country systems

KPI 6: Partnerships and resources

Relationship management

7.5 Performance data applied 

7.4 Effective monitoring systems

7.3 Evidence-based targets

7.2 RBM in strategies

7.1 RBM applied

KPI 7: Results focus

Highly satisfactory

Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory

Highly unsatisfactory

No Evidence/Not Assessed

KPI 5: Relevance and agility in partnership

5.7 Implementation speed

5.6 Design includes sustainability

5.5 Design includes cross-cutting

5.4 Risk management

5.3 Capacity analysis

5.2 Context analysis

5.1 Alignment
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STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT
Clear strategic direction geared to key functions, intended results and integration of relevant cross-cutting 
priorities.

KPI 1: The organisational architecture and financial framework enable mandate 
implementation and achievement of expected results KPI score

Highly satisfactory 3.85

Performance for this KPI is rated as highly satisfactory. The Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol 

(MLF) is the financial mechanism for the Montreal Protocol (MP) and is mandated to provide financing for the incremental 

costs of the phase-out of nearly 100 substances controlled by the MP. The Control Schedule for these substances provides an 

extremely clear long-term, time-bound vision and intended results for the MLF, which the Fund and its four implementing 

agencies operationalise through three-year rolling business plans. The MLF is the sole international financial mechanism for the 

phase-out of ozone depleting substances and for the phase-down of hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) under the Kigali Amendment.

The organisational architecture of the MLF was established under the MP in order to assist Article 5 countries (recipients) to 

comply with the terms of the Protocol. The Fund is not a programme but a financial mechanism under the authority of the 

Meeting of the Parties to the MP with the programmatic responsibility entrusted to the Executive Committee (EXCOM). Its 

programmes are carried out through four implementing agencies – the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), 

the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), the United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO) and 

the World Bank – and a few bilateral agencies. As structured, it is fully congruent with a clear long-term vision and associated 

operating model.

The MP is an international normative agreement in its own right, and the MLF is mandated solely to provide financing for Article 

5 countries under this agreement. The extent to which the strategic plan of the MLF supports wider normative frameworks is 

therefore considered to be non-applicable for this assessment.

The MLF is replenished every three years by the Parties to the MP. Financial and budgetary planning under the Montreal 

Protocol is based on a three-year rolling business plan approved by the EXCOM. Virtually all funding is non-earmarked. The 

financial framework is regularly reviewed by the EXCOM and by the Parties in order to ensure that it provides appropriate and 

effective support to compliance under the terms of the MP.

MI 1.1: Strategic plan and intended results based on a clear long-term vision and analysis of 
comparative advantage

Score

Overall MI rating Highly satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.75

Element 1: A publicly available strategic plan (or equivalent) contains a long-term vision 4

Element 2: The vision is based on a clear analysis and articulation of comparative advantage 4

Element 3: A strategic plan operationalises the vision, including defining intended results 3

Element 4: The Strategic Plan is reviewed regularly to ensure continued relevance 4

MI 1.1 Analysis Source document

The Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer, created under the Vienna 

Convention for the Protection of the Ozone Layer and adopted in 1987, is equivalent to a strategic 

plan for the MLF. The MLF produces a publicly available consolidated three-year business plan 

based on the business plans prepared by the four implementing agencies (IAs) and a few bilateral 

agencies. These are designed to help Article 5 countries comply with the control targets of the 

Montreal Protocol. The MP provides the long-term vision for the business plans, which in turn 

distribute the financial resources available under the MLF among Article 5 countries.
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The Montreal Protocol, subsequent amendments and the replenishment studies (which indicate 

the level of funding required to achieve the immediate phase-out targets of the MP) prepared by 

the Technology and Economic Assessment Panel for the Parties to the MP provide a clear analysis 

of the vision and the comparative advantage of the MLF in providing support to Article 5 countries. 

In response to the survey question “Strategies and policies demonstrate clarity of vision and good 

understanding of comparative advantage”, 40% of respondents answered “excellent” and 50% 

“very good”. 

The bilateral and implementing agencies’ three-year business plans operationalise the vision of the 

MP and define intended activities. However, the consolidated business plan for the MLF – and the 

individual business plans produced by the bilateral and implementing agencies – contains budgets 

by activity and country in Excel spreadsheets but not intended consolidated results. Intended 

results are detailed in the project proposals and in the Montreal Protocol Control Schedule. 

Tonnages planned to be phased out are listed by country and activity in the Excel business plans. 

The MLF consolidated business plan, as well as the bilateral and implementing agencies’ 

business plans, are reviewed once a year by the Executive Committee. Reports on the status of 

implementation of the consolidated business plan are considered in every Executive Committee 

meeting.

5, 31, 52

MI 1.1 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 1.2: Organisational architecture congruent with a clear long-term vision and associated 
operating model

Score

Overall MI rating Highly satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.80

Element 1: The organisational architecture is congruent with the strategic plan 4

Element 2: The operating model supports implementation of the strategic plan 4

Element 3: The operating model is reviewed regularly to ensure continued relevance 4

Element 4: The operating model allows for strong co-operation across the organisation and with 

other agencies
3

Element 5: The operating model clearly delineates responsibilities for results 4

MI 1.2 Analysis Source document

The organisational architecture of the MLF is congruent with the Montreal Protocol. The MLF is a 

financial mechanism established under Article 10 of the MP.

The Meeting of the Parties takes place annually to review progress and implementation of the 

MP. The Executive Committee meets twice a year to review progress with the business plan. The 

operating model of the MLF was favourably evaluated in 2012. In response to the survey question 

on whether MLF “Defines and adapts its organisational architecture in a way that allows full 

support to the vision”, 28% of respondents answered “excellent” and 53% “very good”.

The EXCOM discharges its tasks and responsibilities with the co-operation and assistance of 

the Secretariat as well as the four IAs and bilateral agencies. Programmes are implemented 

individually or jointly by the IAs and bilateral agencies. These agencies attend the EXCOM 

meetings. While co-operation was assessed to be strong by interviewees, there is an element of 

competition for MLF funding between agencies.

1, 5, 6, 8, 29, 30, 50
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The implementing agencies are assessed annually against targets set in their business plans. 

A document evaluating the performance of the IAs against their business plans is reviewed by 

the EXCOM at the same meeting where bilateral and implementing agencies’ progress reports 

are presented. Article 5 countries are ultimately responsible for delivering against the Control 

Schedule under the terms of the MP.

1, 5, 6, 8, 29, 30, 50

MI 1.2 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 1.3: Strategic plan supports the implementation of wider normative frameworks 
and associated results, including Agenda 2030 and others where applicable (e.g. the 
quadrennial comprehensive policy review (QCPR), replenishment commitments, or other 
resource and results reviews)

Score

Overall MI rating

Overall MI score

Element 1: The strategic plan is aligned to wider normative frameworks and associated results, 

including Agenda 2030, and others, such as the QCPR and the Grand Bargain (where applicable)
N/A

Element 2: The strategic plan includes clear results for normative frameworks, including Agenda 

2030, and others, such as the QCPR and the Grand Bargain (where applicable)
N/A

Element 3: A system to track normative results is in place for Agenda 2030, and any other relevant 

frameworks, such as the QCPR and the Grand Bargain (where applicable)
N/A

Element 4: The organisation’s accountability for achieving normative results, including those of 

Agenda 2030, and any other relevant frameworks, such as the SDGs and their targets and indicators, 

the QCPR and the Grand Bargain (where applicable), is clearly established

N/A

Element 5: Progress on implementation on an aggregated level is published at least annually N/A

MI 1.3 Analysis Source document

The MP is an international normative framework in its own right. Its subsidiary bodies (Secretariat, 

Executive Committee etc.) have been established with the sole objective of delivering the 

Montreal Protocol and its more recent amendments. As described in the 2019 MLF management 

document, the Multilateral Fund: Governance, Business Model, Accomplishments, the objective 

of the MLF is as follows: “Assist Article 5 countries (developing countries) to meet their obligations 

under the Montreal Protocol.” Alignment with, and achievement of, other normative frameworks is 

considered to be not applicable in this assessment, although it clearly contributes to frameworks 

such as the SDGs (see Results below).

29

MI 1.3 Evidence confidence

MI 1.4: Financial Framework (e.g. division between core and non-core resources) supports 
mandate implementation

Score

Overall MI rating Highly satisfactory

Overall MI score 4.00

Element 1: Financial and budgetary planning ensures that all priority areas have adequate funding 

in the short term or are at least given clear priority in cases where funding is very limited
4

Element 2: A single integrated budgetary framework ensures transparency 4

Element 3: The financial framework is reviewed regularly by the governing bodies 4
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Element 4: Funding windows or other incentives in place to encourage donors to provide more 

flexible/un-earmarked funding at global and country levels
N/A

Element 5: Policies/measures are in place to ensure that earmarked funds are targeted at priority 

areas
N/A

MI 1.4 Analysis Source document

Financial and budgetary planning under the Montreal Protocol is based on a triennial assessment 

by the Parties and a three-year rolling business plan approved by the Parties (the 197 countries that 

have ratified the Protocol). As at May 2019, the total value of the 2019-21 consolidated business 

plan was USD 517 million. The total value of the 2019 consolidated business plan was USD 175 

million, of which UNDP planned USD 32 million, UNEP USD 28 million, UNIDO USD 60 million, and 

the World Bank USD 46 million. At the end of each year, the cycle starts with the preparation of 

business plans for the following year by bilateral and implementing agencies. These plans propose 

target levels of controlled substances to be phased out and the level of funds to be disbursed, 

together with other performance indicators which provide the basis for the evaluation of the 

agencies’ performance. The business plans of the agencies reflect the activities that need to be 

financed and implemented during the year. These are reviewed by the EXCOM, and a consolidated 

business plan is produced. Meetings of the EXCOM include discussion of funding levels.

At the third meeting of the Executive Committee, it was decided that the budget of the MLF 

Secretariat should be in two separate parts: “the administrative budget, and the budget for 

operational activities (meetings, equipment and premises components)” (MLF, year unknown, 

Relevant Information on the Multilateral Fund). Financial and budgetary planning under the 

Montreal Protocol is based on a three-year rolling business plan approved by the EXCOM.

Documents and interviews confirm that the financial framework is regularly reviewed by the 

EXCOM and by the Meeting of the Parties. In response to the MOPAN partner survey question 

“Financial framework supports the effective implementation of the mandate and strategy”, 36% of 

respondents answered “excellent” and “44% “very good”.

Virtually all funding provided to the MLF by non-Article 5 countries is non-earmarked. Elements 4 

and 5 are considered as not applicable for this reason. Non-Article 5 countries can use 20% of their 

annual contributions for bilateral projects. Only one non-core contribution was offered from the 

United Kingdom, but it was not accepted at that time. During 2017 and 2018, 17 donor countries 

(including Canada and the United Kingdom) did make voluntary “additional contributions” to the 

MLF for the purpose of assisting countries’ “fast-track” implementation of the Kigali Amendment.

1, 5, 6, 12, 19, 22, 25, 30

MI 1.4 Evidence confidence High confidence
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KPI 2: Structures and mechanisms support the implementation of global 
frameworks for cross-cutting issues at all levels

KPI score

N/A

This KPI was not rated. 

Environment and climate change, good governance, and human rights were considered to be not applicable as cross-cutting 

issues. Environment and climate change, and governance, are core to the mandate of the Multilateral Fund. Human rights 

was not assessed as documents and discussions indicated no evidence of human rights issues being connected with the 

implementation of the Fund, and the Fund does not have an explicit human rights policy statement or strategy.

The only cross-cutting issue considered applicable to MLF was considered to be gender equality and women’s empowerment. 

It was found to be applicable  not only because the MLF, as part of the UN, must abide to international norms, but also because 

evaluations of the MLF confirmed that some MLF projects may have gender dimensions, and because the EXCOM has, with its 

adoption of a gender policy for the MLF in December 2019, recognised the relevance of the issue for the Fund. 

MOPAN decided, however, not to apply a rating for KPI 2, as its rating – composed only of the gender rating – would highlight 

the issue in a way that is disproportionate to the role it plays in the Multilateral Fund, with its close focus on phasing-out ODS 

and phasing down HFCs.

MI 2.1 Corporate/sectoral and country strategies to respond to and/or reflect the intended 
results of normative frameworks for cross-cutting issues 

MI 2.1a: Gender equality and the empowerment of women Score

Overall MI rating Highly unsatisfactory

Overall MI score 0.33

Element 1: Dedicated policy statement on gender equality available and showing evidence of use 2

Element 2: Gender equality indicators and targets fully integrated into the organisation’s strategic 

plan and corporate objectives 
0

Element 3: Accountability systems (including corporate reporting and evaluation) reflect gender 

equality indicators and targets 
0

Element 4: Gender screening checklists or similar tools used for all new Interventions 0

Element 5: Human and financial resources (exceeding benchmarks) are available to address gender 

issues
0

Element 6: Capacity development of staff on gender is underway or has been conducted 0

MI 2.1a Analysis Source document

The 2018 Desk Study for the Evaluation of Gender Mainstreaming in the Montreal Protocol identifies 

several weaknesses in the MLF’s approach to gender, including the fact that the MLF does not have 

a dedicated policy statement on gender. However, all the IAs do have such a statement. The 2018 

desk evaluation acknowledged that some MLF projects may have important gender dimensions. A 

gender mainstreaming policy has since been adopted by the EXCOM, in December 2019 (outside 

the time period for this assessment).

The MLF has no gender equality indicators or targets within its business plans. Gender is not included 

in mandatory reporting. No gender disaggregated data are collected on projects and programmes. 

A 2018 evaluation survey found no formal gender screening checklists but recognised that more 

efforts might be happening in practice. 

48, 59
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The 2018 desk study reported a scarcity of dedicated resources for gender. The 2018 desk study on 

gender reports that “the scarcity of dedicated resources makes the gender impact of MLF projects 

unaccounted for, even if the MLF projects may have some important gender dimensions such as 

the creation of job opportunities for both men and women; the training of farmers exposed to toxic 

chemicals to better handle such unhealthy conditions; and the introduction of better occupational 

practices for both men and women”. There is no gender training for project staff and little or no 

collaboration with IA gender focal points/advisers.

The survey found that the majority of respondents knew “just a little” or ”almost nothing” about the 

gender equality strategy of the MLF.

A gender analysis of the MP conducted in three countries in 2019 found similar issues regarding 

the role of women in the refrigeration sector and the constraints women face at entry points in 

projects design.

48, 59

MI 2.1a Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 2.1b: Environmental Sustainability and climate change Score

Overall MI rating

Overall MI score

Element 1: Dedicated policy statement on environmental sustainability and climate change 

available and showing evidence of use
N/A

Element 2: Environmental sustainability/ climate change indicators and targets are fully integrated 

into the organisation’s strategic plan and corporate objectives 
N/A

Element 3: Accountability systems (including corporate reporting and evaluation) reflect 

environmental sustainability and climate change indicators and targets 
N/A

Element 4: Environmental screening checklists / impact assessments used for all new Interventions N/A

Element 5: Human and financial resources (exceeding benchmarks) are available to address 

environmental sustainability and climate change issues
N/A

Element 6: Capacity development of staff on environmental sustainability and climate change is 

underway or has taken place
N/A

MI 2.1b Analysis Source document

Environmental sustainability and climate change are core to the mandate and objectives of the MP 

and MLF, particularly since the Kigali Amendment. This cross-cutting issue is therefore considered 

to be not applicable.

MI 2.1b Evidence confidence

MI 2.1c: Good governance (peaceful and inclusive societies for sustainable development, 
reduced inequality, provide access to justice for all and build effective, accountable and 
inclusive institutions at all levels)

Score

Overall MI rating

Overall MI score

Element 1: Dedicated policy statement on the principles of good governance and effective 

institutions available and showing evidence of use
N/A

Element 2: Indicators and targets related to the principles of good governance and effective 

institutions are integrated into the organisation’s strategic plan and corporate objectives
N/A
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Element 3: Accountability systems (including corporate reporting and evaluation) reflect the 

principles of good governance and effective institutions
N/A

Element 4: New interventions are assessed for relevant governance/institutional effectiveness 

issues
N/A

Element 5: Human and financial resources are available to address the principles of good 

governance and issues related to effective institutions
N/A

Element 6: Capacity development of staff on the principles of good governance and effective 

institutions is underway or has taken place
N/A

MI 2.1c Analysis Source document

Good governance is core to the mandate of the MP and MLF and therefore considered to be not 

applicable for this assessment as a cross-cutting issue. The MP is an international environmental 

governance programme. Supporting and monitoring compliance with the Protocol is central to 

MLF work and reporting. The MLF also funds two governance-related activities – institutional 

strengthening (IS) projects and a Compliance Assistance Programme (CAP) through UNEP – both 

of which are integrated into the consolidated business plan.

MI 2.1c Evidence confidence

MI 2.1d: Human rights Score

Overall MI rating

Overall MI score

Element 1: Dedicated policy statement on human rights issues available and showing evidence of 

use
N/A

Element 2: Human rights indicators and targets fully integrated into the organisation’s strategic 

plan and corporate objectives 
N/A

Element 3: Accountability systems (including corporate reporting and evaluation) reflect human 

rights indicators and targets 
N/A

Element 4: Human rights screening checklists or similar tools used for all new interventions N/A

Element 5: Human and financial resources (exceeding benchmarks) are available to address human 

rights issues
N/A

Element 6: Capacity development of staff on human rights is underway or has been conducted N/A

MI 2.1d Analysis Source document

Human rights are considered to be not applicable as a cross-cutting issue for the MLF. While the 

right to health is an internationally agreed human right and MP has had significant environmental 

health benefits, no evidence was found in documents or interviews indicating a connection 

between human rights and the implementation of MLF-funded activities.

Human rights was not assessed as a cross-cutting issue in previous MOPAN assessments of the 

World Bank, UNDP or UNEP. The promotion of human rights is not explicitly stated as policy for 

UNIDO or integrated in its strategic plan.

MI 2.1d Evidence confidence
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OPERATIONAL MANAGEMENT
Assets and capacities organised behind strategic direction and intended results, to ensure relevance agility and 
accountability.

KPI 3: The operating model and human and financial resources support relevance 
and agility

KPI score

Highly satisfactory 3.58

The organisational structures and staffing of the MLF ensure that human and financial resources are continuously aligned to the 

delivery of the functions of the MLF under the Montreal Protocol. Independent evaluations and interviews with IAs suggest the 

overall model of the MLF is well-suited to its role and provides an effective structure.

Resource mobilisation efforts of the MLF are explicitly aligned to assisting Article 5 countries to meet their obligations under the 

Protocol. The MLF produces a publicly available consolidated three-year business plan based on the business plans prepared 

by the four IAs and a few bilateral agencies. These are designed to assist Article 5 countries to comply with the control targets 

of the Montreal Protocol. The MP provides the long-term vision for the business plans. 

As the MLF is a financial mechanism, it is not applicable to consider whether aid reallocation/programming decisions responsive 

to need can be made at a decentralised level in terms of country or regional offices. Instead, this assessment considers the 

extent to which IAs delivering activities under the Protocol are able to make responsive reallocation/programming decisions. 

The document review and interviews with MLF staff and IAs suggested that there is flexibility to make minor changes to 

implementation plans as required. The requirement for the MLF to review every request for a new tranche of funding creates 

a “self-cleaning mechanism” which allows for close monitoring of fund allocations and for well-informed adjustments to be 

made. It is noted, however, that the MLF reporting documents reviewed for this assessment provided limited commentary and 

analysis of this process.

Due to its co-located nature, the MLF uses the human resources (HR) systems and policies of UNEP. As such, this assessment 

replicates the findings of the 2015-16 MOPAN assessment of UNEP. That assessment found UNEP’s HR function to be satisfactory 

but noted potential areas for improvement in the consistent and rigorous application of HR systems. The latest available MOPAN 

assessments for UNDP, UNIDO and the World Bank also reported satisfactory performance. 

MI 3.1: Organisational structures and staffing ensure that human and financial resources 
are continuously aligned and adjusted to key functions

Score

Overall MI rating Highly satisfactory

Overall MI score 4.00

Element 1: Staffing is aligned with, or being reorganised to, requirements set out in the current 

strategic plan
4

Element 2: Resource allocations across functions are aligned to current organisational priorities 

and goals, as set out in the current strategic plan
4

Element 3: Internal restructuring exercises have a clear purpose and intent, aligned to the priorities 

of the current strategic plan 
N/E

MI 3.1 Analysis Source document

The MLF does not publish a specific strategic plan. For the purposes of this review, the Montreal 

Protocol for the Protection of the Ozone Layer, created under the Vienna Convention, is considered 

the relevant strategic plan. Staffing and resource allocations appear to be aligned to the Protocol.

The MLF Executive Committee Primer (2018) clarifies that the Multilateral Fund is not a programme 

but a financial mechanism under the authority of the Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal 

Protocol with programmatic responsibility entrusted to the Executive Committee. It has a legal 

personality to provide financial and technical assistance to Article 5 countries to comply with the

1, 5, 6, 8, 27, 30, 50



56 . MOPAN 2019 ASSESSMENTS . MULTILATERAL FUND

control measures set out in the Protocol. Responsibilities include deciding on overall policies and 

furnishing policy guidance on the implementation of the Protocol, including guiding principles, 

control measures and incentives for environmental benefits (The Multilateral Fund: Governance, 

Business Model, Accomplishments, 2019). The MLF Consolidated Text of the Montreal Protocol 

(2016) describes the role of the Executive Committee in the organisational structure. It states that 

“the Parties shall establish an Executive Committee to develop and monitor the implementation 

of specific operational policies, guidelines and administrative arrangements, including the 

disbursement of resources, for the purpose of achieving the objectives of the Multilateral Fund”. 

This document also describes the role of IAs under the Montreal Protocol.

Although it falls outside the standard age range for documents considered for this review (a 

more recent equivalent was not available), the 2012 ICF Evaluation of the Financial Mechanism 

of the Montreal Protocol provides a positive assessment of the operating model of the ICF, which 

suggest it meets strategic requirements. “Some of the key features of how the MLF operates have 

been instrumental to its success, including: a compliance oriented approach, straightforward 

and relatively fast access provided to project funds, consistent application of the principle of 

incremental costs, a transparent and collaborative business planning process, continued support 

for institutional strengthening and capacity building efforts, and decision-making informed by 

comprehensive technical analysis”. This evaluation goes on to report that “the overall model for the 

financial mechanism of the Montreal Protocol works exceptionally well and could be considered 

a model for other multilateral environmental agreements (MEAs); it has clear objectives, universal 

participation, and directly links funding and compliance.”

While the document is far outside the typical age-range of documents included in this review (a 

more recent version of the document was not available), the 2009 UNIDO Manual on Operations 

under Multilateral Environmental Agreements provides a similarly positive assessment of the 

operating model of the Montreal Protocol: “The Montreal Protocol and the MLF embody a simple 

but highly effective administrative structure”.

The review process found no evidence of significant internal restructuring exercises.

1, 5, 6, 8, 27, 30, 50

MI 3.1 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 3.2: Resource mobilisation efforts consistent with the core mandate and strategic 
priorities

Score

Overall MI rating Highly satisfactory

Overall MI score 4.00

Element 1: Resource mobilisation strategy/case for support explicitly aligned to current strategic 

plan
4

Element 2: Resource mobilisation strategy/case for support reflects recognition of need to diversify 

the funding base, particularly in relation to the private sector
N/A

Element 3: Resource mobilisation strategy/case for support seeks multi-year funding within 

mandate and strategic priorities
4

Element 4: Resource mobilisation strategy/case for support prioritises the raising of domestic 

resources from partner countries/institutions, aligned to goals and objectives of the strategic plan/

relevant country plan

N/A

Element 5: Resource mobilisation strategy/case for support contains clear targets, monitoring and 

reporting mechanisms geared to the strategic plan or equivalent
4
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MI 3.2 Analysis Source document

The document review suggests that the resource mobilisation strategy is explicitly aligned to the 

strategic plan and core mandate. The 2018 MLF Executive Committee Primer reports that “the 

Multilateral Fund provides financing for the incremental costs of the phase-out of substances 

controlled by the Montreal Protocol”. The Executive Committee Primer (2018) describes how 

“proposals for investment projects and activities are submitted to the Executive Committee with a 

recommendation based on a review of the project by the Secretariat”. The MLF Policies, Procedures, 

Guidelines and Criteria (2017) document, particularly the chapter on Project Proposals, provides 

detailed guidance on how funding is allocated. The MLF Multilateral Fund: Governance, Business 

Model, Accomplishments (2019) management document offers a useful overview concerning 

replenishment periods of the MLF. A 2015 evaluation by the World Bank, Resource Mobilisation for 

HCFC Phase-out and Climate Mitigation Co-Benefits, reported some of the challenges of securing 

long-term funding for obligations under the Montreal Protocol. 

Diversification of the funding base is considered non-applicable to this review. The 2012 ICF 

Evaluation of the Financial Mechanism of the Montreal Protocol suggested a possible means of 

diversifying the funding base of the Montreal Protocol; however, it is too old to fall within the 

range of documents considered for this review. The evaluation reported that “co-funding may be 

available through the voluntary carbon market to support the recovery and destruction of ODS 

[ozone depleting substances] in Article 5 countries. The Voluntary Carbon Standard (VCS) has 

recently approved a new methodology for these ODS destruction project activities. The Executive 

Committee should consider encouraging National Ozone Units (NOUs) and agencies to look at and 

pursue these synergies and linkages, as they serve to further the ozone agenda. It is important 

to note, however, that the pursuit of these synergies has associated costs and challenges; some 

“resource mobilisation” activities have already been approved”.

Multi-year funding is sought and obtained. The MLF has been replenished every three years since 

1994 by the Parties to the MP.

Resource mobilisation prioritising the raising of domestic resources from partner countries/

institutions was considered non-applicable in the context of this review, given the nature of the 

Montreal Protocol and MLF receiving a level of resources determined by treaty.

The MLF resource mobilisation strategy contains clear targets, monitoring and reporting 

mechanisms. Resource mobilisation is monitored through annual agency progress reports, annual 

accounts reconciliation, special reports on delays, reports on specific projects, procedures for 

cancellation, project competition reports, return of balances from completed projects, return of 

balances from completed projects and thematic evaluations by independent monitoring and 

evaluation (M&E) (MLF, 2019, The Multilateral Fund: Governance, Business Model, Accomplishments).

1, 5, 16, 29, 53

MI 3.2 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 3.3: Aid reallocation/programming decisions responsive to need can be made at a 
decentralised level

Score

Overall MI rating Satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.33

Element 1: An organisation-wide policy or guidelines exist which describe the delegation of 

decision-making authorities at different levels within the organisation
4
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Element 2: (If the first criterion is met) The policy/guidelines or other documents provide 

evidence of a sufficient level of decision-making autonomy available at the country level (or other 

decentralised level as appropriate) regarding aid reallocation/programming 

4

Element 3: Evaluations or other reports contain evidence that reallocation/programming decisions 

have been made to positive effect at country or other local level, as appropriate
2

Element 4: The organisation has made efforts to improve or sustain the delegation of decision-

making on aid allocation/programming to the country or other relevant levels 
N/E

MI 3.3 Analysis Source document

The MLF is a financial mechanism to support developing countries in complying with their 

obligations under the Montreal Protocol. As such, this MI considers “the delegation of decision-

making authorities at different levels” to refer to the extent to which IAs can make responsive 

resource allocation/programming decisions with the funds provided to them by the MLF. 

The 46th meeting of the Executive Committee (2005) decided that, consistent with the flexibility 

provisions in the relevant agreement, any annual implementation plan prepared and submitted 

to the Executive Committee for approval could include changes to the scope and nature of 

the activities and that minor changes to a project or “an annual implementation plan could be 

incorporated, as implementation proceeded during the year,” and subsequently reported (see 

Phase-out agreements:  flexibility conditions, decision 46/37 of the 46th EXCOM Meeting). Proposed 

major changes to the scope and nature of activities foreshadowed in the project document should 

be referred to the Executive Committee for approval as part of the annual implementation plan for 

the subsequent year (MLF, 2017, Policies, Procedures, Guidelines and Criteria. 9. Project Proposals).

The 24th meeting of the Executive Committee (1998) agreed that “that some flexibility should 

be shown in how countries used the funds approved under projects for renewal of institutional 

strengthening” (MLF, Policies, Procedures, Guidelines and Criteria – Institutional Strengthening, 

2017). Different procedures apply depending on whether the change is considered major or minor. 

Where there is doubt as to the nature of a proposed change, the agency should seek the views of 

the Secretariat (MLF, 2017, Policies, Procedures, Guidelines and Criteria. 9. Project Proposals).

No documentary evidence was found regarding whether evaluations or other reports contain 

evidence that reallocation/programming decisions have been made to positive effect at the 

country or other local level, as appropriate. While the monitoring system generates quality and 

useful performance data, documentation does not make explicit what adjustments have been 

made and the impact they have had, beyond a “Lessons Learned” section in project completion 

reports.

No evidence was found regarding whether the MLF has made efforts to improve or sustain the 

delegation of decision-making on aid allocation/programming to the country or other relevant 

levels.

16, 17, 62

MI 3.3 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 3.4: HR systems and policies performance based and geared to the achievement of 
results

Score

Overall MI rating Satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.00

Element 1: A system is in place which requires the performance assessment of all staff, including 

senior staff
4
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Element 2: There is evidence that the performance assessment system is systematically and 

implemented by the organisation across all staff and to the required frequency
4

Element 3: The performance assessment system is clearly linked to organisational improvement, 

particularly the achievement of corporate objectives, and to demonstrate ability to work with 

other agencies

1

Element 4: The performance assessment of staff is applied in decision-making relating to 

promotion, incentives, rewards, sanctions, etc.
N/E

Element 5: A clear process is in place to manage disagreement and complaints relating to staff 

performance assessments
3

MI 3.4 Analysis Source document

The MLF Secretariat is a co-located entity and is administratively part of UNEP. Headquarters (HQ) 

interviews confirmed that the MLF Secretariat uses the HR systems and policies of UNEP, including 

the performance assessment system. Therefore, this assessment refers to the MOPAN assessment 

of UNEP produced in 2015-16. The UNEP assessment provided an overall rating of satisfactory for 

this MI, on the following basis:

“There is evidence that UNEP has designed comprehensive HR systems and policies that are 

performance-based and geared to the achievement of programme results, including with regard 

to gender and evaluation. UNEP applies the United Nations (UN) Performance Management and 

Development System and the UN Performance Appraisal System and has systems and guidance 

in place to incorporate these into its operating model. UN System-wide Action Plan assessments 

suggest that this is starting to have the desired effect on practice within UNEP. However, the extent 

to which actual practice supports organisational relevance, agility and results delivery is not clear. 

Evidence from interviews suggested that HR systems are not applied rigorously or consistently, 

particularly during staff performance appraisals. As such, performance appraisal is not necessarily 

performance-based or well linked to organisational results.”

The draft 2019 MOPAN assessment rated UNIDO as satisfactory for this MI. The 2015-16 MOPAN 

assessments for UNDP and the World Bank also rated performance as satisfactory.

57, 62, 63, 64

MI 3.4 Evidence confidence Medium confidence

KPI 4: Organisational systems are cost- and value-conscious and enable financial 
transparency and accountability KPI score

Highly satisfactory 3.51

Decision-making on resource allocation is highly transparent and consistent with the strategic priorities of the Montreal Protocol. 

Allocated resources are generally disbursed as planned, with clear explanations provided to the EXCOM for any variances 

between actual and planned disbursements. However, no evidence relating to causes of any variances was identified, beyond 

the factual explanations given to the EXCOM. Interviews and documents confirm that budget allocations are aligned with the 

objectives of the MP – and specifically Article 5 country progress towards agreed compliance targets –, and the consolidated 

business plan summarises the funds allocated to hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) and HFCs. Interview evidence from both 

the Secretariat and IAs suggests that costing is extremely thorough, with little scope for improving the system.

The Secretariat is administratively part of UNEP, and the MLF Treasurer is UNEP. This assessment suggests that MLF performance 

relating to international audit standards are highly satisfactory, and that relating to internal control mechanisms, and policies 

and procedures relating to fraud or corruption are satisfactory. Interviews with the Secretariat confirmed that these policies 

and procedures were actively applied with respect to Secretariat staff. This assessment is consistent with MOPAN assessments 

of UNDP, UNEP, UNIDO and the World Bank. 
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MI 4.1: Transparent decision-making for resource allocation, consistent with strategic 
priorities

Score

Overall MI rating Highly satisfactory

Overall MI score 4.00

Element 1: An explicit organisational statement or policy exists which clearly defines criteria for 

allocating resources to partners 
4

Element 2: The criteria reflect targeting to the highest priority themes/countries/areas of 

intervention as set out in the current strategic plan
4

Element 3: The organisational policy or statement is regularly reviewed and updated 4

Element 4: The organisational statement or policy is publicly available 4

MI 4.1 Analysis Source document

The MLF Policies, Procedures, Guidelines and Criteria (2017) document, particularly the chapter on 

Project Proposals, provides detailed guidance on how funding is approved and allocated to Article 

5 countries via implementing and bilateral agencies. 

Financial and budgetary planning under the Montreal Protocol is based on a triennial assessment 

by the Parties and a three-year rolling business plan approved by the Parties. A good overview of 

the process of financial and budgetary planning under the Montreal Protocol is provided by the 

2018 MLF Executive Committee Primer. The annual planning cycle starts with the preparation of 

business plans for the following year by bilateral and implementing agencies. These plans propose 

target levels of controlled substances to be phased out and the level of funds to be disbursed, 

together with other performance indicators which provide the basis for the evaluation of the 

agencies’ performance. The business plans of the agencies reflect the activities that need to be 

financed and implemented during the year. 

The MLF Policies, Procedures, Guidelines and Criteria (2017) document and Executive Committee 

meeting minutes, confirm that the financial framework is regularly reviewed.

All documents referred to in relation to this MI are publicly available on the MLF website.

1, 2, 5, 6, 12, 16, 19, 22, 

25, 29

MI 4.1 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 4.2: Allocated resources disbursed as planned Score

Overall MI rating Highly satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.67

Element 1: The institution sets clear targets for disbursement 4

Element 2: Financial information indicates that planned disbursements were met within 

institutionally agreed margins 
3

Element 3: Clear explanations are available in relation to any variances 4

Element 4: Variances relate to external factors rather than internal procedural blockages N/E

MI 4.2 Analysis Source document

The implicit target for disbursement is 100% of the business plan. Disbursement is reported to 

the EXCOM by the Treasurer at each meeting. The accounts of the Fund are presented annually. 

The MLF provides regular reporting on the status of contributions and disbursements to each 

Executive Committee meeting in a document entitled “Status of Contributions and Disbursements. 

Report from the Treasurer”.

5, 24, 25
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Disbursement of funds is monitored and reported at the meetings of the Executive Committee. 

However, there are no institutionally agreed margins as such. Regular reporting on the status of 

contributions and disbursements is provided by the regular reports from the Treasurer referred to 

above.

The progress reports considered at the meetings of the Executive Committee provide explanations 

and/or investigations of variances between actual and planned disbursements. However, no 

evidence relating to causes of any variances was identified, beyond the factual explanations 

referred to above.

5, 24, 25

MI 4.2 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 4.3: Principles of results-based budgeting applied Score

Overall MI rating Satisfactory

Overall MI score 2.75

Element 1: The most recent organisational budget clearly aligns financial resources with strategic 

objectives/intended results of the current strategic plan
3

Element 2: A budget document is available which provides clear costings for the achievement of 

each management result
3

Element 3: Systems are available and used to track costs from activity through to result (outcome) 2

Element 4: There is evidence of improved costing of management and development results in 

budget documents reviewed over time (evidence of building a better system)
3

MI 4.3 Analysis Source document

Detailed financial planning and budgeting is core to the Fund. The inventory of approved project 

proposals records every project that has been approved since 1991. It contains detailed information 

including the substance to be phased out, the amount used and the substance to be phased in. 

Project proposals detail target levels of the controlled substances to be phased out (the results of 

the MP) and the level of funds required. At every meeting of the EXCOM, the Treasurer provides 

a document on the status of contributions and disbursements, as well as a report on balances 

and the availability of resources. Interviews and documents confirm that budget allocations are 

aligned with the objectives of the MP – and specifically Article 5 country progress towards agreed 

compliance targets –, but there is no single budget document that identifies the funds allocated 

to specific substances. 

Costs per tonne of ozone depleting potential (ODP) removed and destroyed are calculated in a 

number of documents. The consolidated business plan shows allocations by each HCFC and HFC 

activity.

 No system was found relating to Element 3 for the MLF. The previous MOPAN assessments reported 

no evidence for the World Bank, a system in development for UNEP and no system for UNIDO. Only 

UNDP has a system of this type. 

Interview evidence from both the Secretariat and IAs suggests that costing has always been very 

thorough, with little scope for improving the system. Costs per tonne are presented over time in 

the annual performance assessment of the IAs and in the progress reports. However, these show 

unexplained variances (possibly due to the different chemicals and programmes) and do not show 

evidence of improved costing over time.

5, 19, 25

MI 4.3 Evidence confidence High confidence
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MI 4.4: External audit or other external reviews certifies the meeting of international 
standards at all levels, including with respect to internal audit

Score

Overall MI rating Highly satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.83

Element 1: External audit conducted which complies with international standards 4

Element 2: Most recent external audit confirms compliance with international standards across 

functions
4

Element 3: Management response is available to external audit 4

Element 4: Management response provides clear action plan for addressing any gaps or weaknesses 

identified by external audit 
4

Element 5: Internal audit functions meet international standards, including for independence 3

Element 6: Internal audit reports are publicly available 4

MI 4.4 Analysis Source document

The Secretariat is administratively part of UNEP, and the MLF Treasurer is UNEP. The Minutes of 

the 82nd Meeting of the EXCOM confirmed that the audited financial statements had been 

prepared in accordance with the International Public Sector Accounting Standards. Final accounts 

for the Multilateral Fund are audited annually as part of the UNEP Financial Report and Audited 

Statements, with a separate schedule for the Fund. 

Reports on the accounts of the MLF are provided annually by the United Nations Board of Auditors. 

These reports are prepared by an external board of auditors appointed by the UN General Assembly 

to audit the UN Secretariat, of which UNEP is part.

The UNEP Financial Report and Audited Statements contain audit observations and recommendations 

for each UNEP fund as necessary. None have been made for the MLF in recent years. Were any to be 

made, a management response would be recorded in the report to the EXCOM. 

Internal audits of the Fund are periodically conducted by the Office of Internal Oversight (OIOS) 

of the UN. However, no internal audits of the Secretariat were conducted during the assessment 

period. The last audit of the Secretariat was conducted on the retirement of the previous Chief 

Officer in August 2013. In conducting its work, the Internal Audit Division is guided by the 

International Standards for the Professional Practice of Internal Auditing promulgated by the 

Institute of Internal Auditors. OIOS reports are publicly available on the OIOS website. 

Previous MOPAN assessments for UNDP, UNEP and the World Bank rated these IAs as highly 

satisfactory against this MI. UNIDO was assessed as satisfactory in the recent MOPAN assessment. 

57, 58, 62, 63, 64

MI 4.4 Evidence confidence Medium confidence

MI 4.5: Issues or concerns raised by internal control mechanisms (operational and financial 
risk management, internal audit, safeguards etc.) adequately addressed

Score

Overall MI rating Satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.33

Element 1: A clear policy or organisational statement exists on how any issues identified through 

internal control mechanisms will be addressed
3

Element 2: Management guidelines or rules provide clear guidance on the procedures for 

addressing any identified issues, including timelines
3
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Element 3: Clear guidelines are available for staff on reporting any issue identified 3

Element 4: A tracking system is available which records responses and actions taken to address any 

identified issues
3

Element 5: Governing Body or management documents indicate that relevant procedures have 

been followed/action taken in response to identified issues, including recommendations from 

audits (internal and external) 

4

Element 6: Timelines for taking action follow guidelines/ensure the addressing of the issue within 

twelve months following its reporting
4

MI 4.5 Analysis Source document

The Secretariat is administratively part of UNEP, and the MLF Treasurer is UNEP. The last internal 

audit of the Fund Secretariat was carried out by the Internal Audit Division of the OIOS in 2013. The 

2014 report on this audit included a management response from UNEP detailing the action taken 

in response to the recommendations. 

The 2017 IAD Internal Audit Manual describes how all recommendations from internal audits are 

maintained in an automated audit management system. Implementation of critical and important 

recommendations are monitored on a quarterly and annual basis, respectively. Long overdue 

recommendations (defined as overdue for more than one year past the target date for critical 

recommendations and three years past the target date for important recommendations) are 

reviewed for potential closure, unless reasonable action plans for full implementation are provided.

The Secretariat has well-established procedures for reviewing all projects, for identifying any issues 

and for making recommendations to the EXCOM for any action proposed. Project amendment 

documents submitted to the EXCOM provide good evidence of actions required and taken to 

address any financial and operational issues identified in implementation. Progress reports are 

submitting annually by the bilateral and implementing agencies, with financial data as of 31 

December of the previous year. Each project is reviewed annually and has a completion date and 

a status code. Once the completion date has been reached and the project has been completed, 

then any balances must be returned to the Fund. This process is well-established with very defined 

steps to be followed. 

The report on the final audited accounts submitted to the EXCOM each year includes a section 

commenting on any audit observations relating to the Multilateral Fund and the action to be taken. 

None of the final accounts during the assessment period have contained any such observations. 

In response to a survey question on whether the MLF adequately addresses concerns raised by 

internal control mechanisms, 28% and 33% of respondents rated the MLF as “excellent” and ”very 

good”, respectively. 

The previous MOPAN assessment for the World Bank rated this MI as highly satisfactory. UNDP, 

UNEP and UNIDO were assessed as satisfactory. 

5, 57, 58, 62, 63, 64

MI 4.5 Evidence confidence Medium confidence

MI 4.6: Policies and procedures effectively prevent, detect, investigate and sanction cases 
of fraud, corruption and other financial irregularities

Score

Overall MI rating Satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.50

Element 1: A clear policy/guidelines on fraud, corruption and any other financial irregularities is 

available and made public 
4
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Element 2: The policy/guidelines clearly define the roles of management and staff in implementing/

complying with the guidelines
3

Element 3: Staff training/awareness-raising has been conducted in relation to the policy/guidelines 4

Element 4: There is evidence of policy/guidelines implementation, e.g. through regular monitoring 

and reporting to the Governing Body 
3

Element 5: There are channels/mechanisms in place for reporting suspicion of misuse of funds (e.g. 

anonymous reporting channels and “whistle-blower” protection policy)
4

Element 6: Annual reporting on cases of fraud, corruption and other irregularities, including actions 

taken, ensures that they are made public
3

MI 4.6 Analysis Source document

The Secretariat is administratively part of UNEP. UNEP, as a constituent part of the United Nations 

Secretariat, complies with General Assembly and Security Council Resolutions, United Nations 

Regulations and Rules, and administrative instructions and guidelines issued by the mandated 

authorities. Issues related to fraud, corruption and financial irregularities are directly addressed 

by OIOS through the UNEP Executive Office and the Corporate Services Division  following UN 

directives and guidelines. More specifically, Information Circular ST/IC/2016/25 on the Anti-Fraud 

and Anti-Corruption Framework of the United Nations Secretariat governs UNEP as part of the 

UN Secretariat. In addition, UNEP issued Interim Anti-Fraud and Anti-Corruption Guidelines to 

operationalise the internal circular. These guidelines define the roles of management and staff. 

While clear, these policies and guidelines are not specific to the Fund. 

Interviews with Secretariat staff confirmed that policies and procedures are effective in practice, 

although there is no evidence of regular monitoring and reporting to the Governing Body. All 

staff at the Fund Secretariat have completed UN online anti-fraud training. No cases of fraud were 

reported to the Committee during the assessment period. Any cases would be handled by OIOS or 

the UNEP Corporate Services Division/Legal Unit on behalf of UNEP Executive Director. 

There are several mechanisms in place for reporting suspicion of misuse of funds. These include 

UNEP internal operating procedures on whistleblowing, training on integrity and prevention 

of fraud and retaliation, and annual financial disclosure by managers and staff with financial 

responsibilities. Furthermore, OIOS has established a reporting facility to provide a confidential 

mechanism for individuals wishing to report waste, fraud, mismanagement, sexual harassment or 

other types of misconduct. The Investigations Division reviews all reports of possible wrongdoing 

it receives to determine whether the report is receivable for investigation. The Division has 

discretionary authority to decide which matters to investigate and, where suitable, may also decide 

to refer a report to another entity for appropriate action, including investigation.

UNEP, as part of the UN Secretariat, obtains oversight services from OIOS. Any fraud or attempted 

fraud would be directed to OIOS for investigation. UNEP does not issue a separate public report 

on fraud and corruption, although fraud, attempted fraud and corruption cases, if any, would be 

disclosed as part of its annual financial statements for audit to the Board of Auditors.

Previous MOPAN assessments for UNDP and the World Bank rated this MI as highly satisfactory. 

UNEP and UNIDO were assessed as satisfactory. 

57, 58, 62, 63, 64

MI 4.6 Evidence confidence Medium confidence

https://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/9935/Anti-Fraud-Anti-Corruption-Framework-UNS.pdf?sequence=1&amp%3BisAllowed=
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RELATIONSHIP MANAGEMENT
Engaging in inclusive partnerships to support relevance, to leverage effective solutions and to maximise results 
(in line with Busan Partnerships commitments).

KPI 5: Operational planning and intervention design tools support relevance and 
agility within partnerships KPI score

Unsatisfactory 2.46

The assessment found that interventions delivered under the Montreal Protocol were suitably aligned with national priorities. 

The MLF employs a country-driven approach to allow national authorities the flexibility to determine their preferred means to 

go about meeting their obligations under the Protocol.

Intervention designs and implementation appear to employ suitable contextual analysis. Planning documents require that 

information be provided on the operating context, including potential climate and environmental impacts. At the time of the 

assessment, MLF did not consider gender in the development of interventions. Project submission guides have since been 

changed to require this.

A review of MLF documentation relating to intervention design and implementation found almost no reference to capacity 

analysis – for example, assessments of national partner capacity. Neither did the document review find a reference to the 

requirements/expectations set by the MLF for the assessment and management of risk. The Secretariat affirmed that the MLF 

always considers capacities at national and enterprise levels and that operational risk analysis is done through project review. 

The extent to which intervention designs take into account cross-cutting issues is currently considered to be unsatisfactory. 

At the time of writing, no attention was paid to gender equality, though it is noted that steps are being taken to improve how 

gender is mainstreamed under the Montreal Protocol. The document review found almost no evidence that monitoring and 

evaluation outputs include attention to cross-cutting issues (see also KPI 2).

Although intervention designs satisfactorily incorporated realistic measures to ensure sustainability, M&E documents were 

found not to explicitly examine the critical assumptions which underpin sustainability. This could be an important area for 

improvement. It is noted, however, that the 83rd meeting of the Executive Committee (2019) approved the terms of reference 

for a desk study on the sustainability of the achievements of the Montreal Protocol.

MLF has suitable procedures in place to track the speed of intervention, although it does not appear to benchmark it – neither 

internally nor externally. It is noted that the 82nd meeting of the Executive Committee (2018) had discussed concerns regarding 

a large number of delays in project implementation under the Protocol and led to decision 84/85 on the cancellation of multi-

year agreements. Documents reviewed during this assessment period found limited analysis from MLF on causes of delays or 

steps taken to address them, although such analysis has been carried out in the past. However, there is a systematic process to 

identify and address delays.

MI 5.1: Interventions aligned with national/regional priorities and intended national/
regional results

Score

Overall MI rating Highly satisfactory

Overall MI score 4.00

Element 1: Reviewed country or regional strategies make reference to national/regional strategies 

or objectives 
4

Element 2: Reviewed country strategies or regional strategies link the results statements to national 

or regional goals
4

Element 3: Structures and incentives in place for technical staff that allow investment of time and 

effort in alignment process
4
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MI 5.1 Analysis Source document

The Montreal Protocol does not produce regional strategies, but individual projects and multi-

year agreements can be considered country strategies – given their explicit focus on helping non-

Article 5 countries comply with their obligation under the Protocol.

Reviewed policy documents at the global level suggest how the implementation of the Montreal 

Protocol is conducted in reference to national strategies and objectives. The Consolidated Text 

of the Montreal Protocol (2016) mandates that “resources under the Multilateral Fund shall be 

disbursed with the concurrence of the beneficiary Party”. The MLF Policies, Procedures, Guidelines 

and Criteria’s Financial Mechanism chapter (2017) describes the intention for a country-driven 

implementation of the Montreal Protocol. This policy document states that “the Executive 

Committee at its Thirty-third Meeting … reached a consensus on the need for a country-driven 

approach, allowing countries to retain the flexibility to determine the type of approach that would 

best enable Article 5 countries to meet their obligations under the Montreal Protocol”. The MLF 

Policies, Procedures, Guidelines and Criteria’s Country Programme chapter (2017) states that “the 

Executive Committee attaches great importance to an effective national strategy in the efforts 

of the Article 5 countries to comply with their obligations under the Montreal Protocol”. IAs are 

required to involve national bodies in project identification (Policies, Procedures, Guidelines and 

Criteria. 9. Project Proposals, 2017). 

HQ staff described how the MLF produces operational guidelines regarding how countries can 

access funds and what types of projects are eligible. These interviews also described how NOUs 

tended to have low capacity, creating an imbalance of power with IAs. An effort has been made to 

rebalance this dynamic and to give countries a more active role in phase-out. Countries are able to 

decide how fast they wish to reduce and phase out a given chemical – thus generating estimated 

levels of funding. The MLF negotiates what is eligible for the envelope of funds. Once this is decided 

on, funding tranches are established – these tranches then determine the business plan. 

As all interventions funded by the MLF have an explicit focus on helping Article 5 parties comply 

with their obligations under the Montreal Protocol, there is a direct link between national goals 

and the goals of an intervention funded under the Protocol. 

The MLF Policies, Procedures, Guidelines and Criteria’s Project Proposals chapter (2017) suggests 

that structures are in place for IA technical staff to invest time and effort in aligning with national 

goals. This document states that “the Implementing Agency will establish the necessary contacts 

with the Article 5 country concerned and elaborate the project documentation to meet all the 

necessary requirements”. MLF project design procedures and guidelines are intended to guide 

MLF and IA staff to ensure all interventions support national goals and respect compliance. An 

HQ interview suggested that once chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) were phased out, the decision was 

made to shift attention to projects with a greater focus on national-level outcomes.

6, 8, 13, 14, 15, 16, 26, 27, 

29, 44, 45

High confidence

MI 5.2: Contextual analysis (shared where possible) applied to shape the intervention 
designs and implementation

Score

Overall MI rating Satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.17

Element 1: Intervention designs contain a clear statement that positions the intervention within 

the operating context
4

Element 2: Context statement has been developed jointly with partners 4
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Element 3: Context analysis contains reference to gender issues, where relevant 1

Element 4: Context analysis contains reference to environmental sustainability and climate change 

issues, where relevant
4

Element 5: Context analysis contains reference to governance issues, including conflict and fragility, 

where relevant
2

Element 6: Evidence of reflection points with partner(s) that take note of any significant changes 

in context
4

MI 5.2 Analysis Source document

Contextual information is required for all country programmes. The MLF Policies, Procedures, 

Guidelines and Criteria’s Country Programme chapter (2017) sets out the following requirements 

for the country programme documentation:

•	 “[a] review of recent production, imports, applications and use of controlled substances by

the main producers, users, and consumers, and links to transnational producers or users (if 

information is available)

•	 a description of the institutional framework governing controlled substances (government

agencies, non-governmental organisations [NGOs], consumer groups, industry associations)

•	 a description of the policy framework and of regulatory and incentive systems.

The MLF obliges interventions funded by the Montreal Protocol to provide a statement that positions 

them within the operating context. The MLF Policies, Procedures, Guidelines and Criteria’s Project 

Proposals chapter (2017) requires that a project document contain information such as sector data, 

implementation arrangements, institutional framework and technical appraisal. Specific guidelines, 

requiring clear statements of operating context, are available for the various intervention types of 

the Montreal Protocol (e.g. The Updated Guide for the Preparation and Submission of Additional 

Projects to Demonstrate Climate-Friendly and Energy Efficient Alternative Technologies to HCFCs 

and Feasibility Studies, 2018). Project documents are developed by IAs, in conjunction with the 

NOU of the country in question according to a set format.

Partners (in this context, NOUs) are involved in the development of context statements. The MLF 

Policies, Procedures, Guidelines and Criteria’s Financial Mechanism chapter (2017) suggests NOUs 

have the flexibility to determine the type of approach that would best enable Article 5 countries 

to meet their obligations under the Montreal Protocol. IAs are required to involve national bodies 

in project identification (Policies, Procedures, Guidelines and Criteria. 9. Project Proposals, 2017).

The 2018 Desk Study for the Evaluation of Gender Mainstreaming in the Montreal Protocol found 

that gender issues are seldom taken into account in project design. Staff at HQ described how 

project gender balance does not currently need to be reported to the Executive Committee, but 

they also stated that the MLF is investigating means of increasing its gender focus in projects. IAs 

have been invited to consider how they could address gender under the Montreal Protocol, with 

the intention that this would be presented to the 84th meeting of the Executive Committee (2019). 

Project proposal templates require submitting detailed information on climate and environmental 

impacts. Management structures and institutional responsibility for M&E are mentioned in 

the guidelines for project proposals, as well as in the agreements between governments and 

the Executive Committee. In addition, the existence of conflict is taken into account in EXCOM 

decisions relating to particular countries when relevant, but the analysis of governance issues is 

less extensive. 

15, 16, 26, 27, 44, 45, 50
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HQ interviews suggested evidence of reflection points between MLF and partners concerning 

funds. Partners submit detailed budgets for review by the MLF for every funding tranche request 

and adjustment (such as a reduction in project funds to make up for a shortfall caused by high 

administrative costs) as needed. Every project is monitored from beginning to end, with deviations 

requiring an explanation and a suitable response. All unused, or unneeded, funds are required 

to be returned – “down to the dollar”. There is some flexibility on how money can be used, but 

significant changes would require the project/multi-year agreement to be reviewed.

15, 16, 26, 27, 44, 45, 50

MI 5.2 Evidence confidence Medium confidence

MI 5.3: Capacity analysis informs intervention design and implementation, and strategies 
to address any weakness found are employed

Score

Overall MI rating Unsatisfactory

Overall MI score 1.80

Element 1: Intervention designs contain a clear statement of capacities of key national implementing 

partners
1

Element 2: Capacity analysis considers resources, strategy, culture, staff, systems and processes, 

structure and performance
3

Element 3: Capacity analysis statement has been developed jointly where feasible 1

Element 4: Capacity analysis statement includes clear strategies for addressing any weaknesses, 

with a view to sustainability
1

Element 5: Evidence of regular and resourced reflection points with partner(s) that take note of any 

significant changes in the wider institutional setting that affect capacity
3

MI 5.3 Analysis Source document

This review considers partnerships as those between the IAs of the Montreal Protocol and national 

authorities while following MLF guidelines and requirements. HQ staff described how project 

documents are developed by IAs, in conjunction with the NOU of the country in question following 

a format set by the MLF. The MLF also prepares guidelines (available online) for IAs to follow when 

developing a project. These are shared at inter-agency co-ordination meetings and updated 

following every Executive Committee meeting. HQ staff described how updates to guidelines 

are based on “learning by doing” and cumulative precedent. Reviews of MLF guidance and policy 

documents (such as Policies, Procedures, Guidelines and Criteria. 9. Project Proposals, 2017; and 

Guide for the Presentation of Stage II of HCFC Phase-Out Management Plans, 2019) found no 

reference to the capacities of national partners or requirements for stating them. 

From document reviews, the extent to which capacity analysis considers resources, strategy, 

culture, staff, systems and processes, structure and performance is unclear. The Secretariat stated 

that MLF activities always take into account capacities at the national level and frequently at the 

regional level and that capacity analysis is promoted by the Secretariat during project review.

The document review found no requirement from MLF on IAs’ jointly developing capacity analysis 

statements with NOUs.

The document review found no requirement for the production of strategies which address 

identified weaknesses in capacity.

The document review found no specific requirement from the MLF for regular reflection points 

between IAs and NOUs. However, HQ interviews suggested evidence of reflection points between
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MLF and partners, as partners submit detailed budgets for review by the MLF for every funding 

tranche request and adjustment (such as a reduction in project funds to make up for a shortfall 

caused by high administrative costs) are made as needed.

26, 27, 44, 45, 48

MI 5.3 Evidence confidence Medium confidence

MI 5.4: Detailed risk (strategic, political, reputational, operational) management strategies 
ensure the identification, mitigation, monitoring and reporting of risks

Score

Overall MI rating Highly unsatisfactory

Overall MI score 1.00

Element 1: Intervention designs include detailed analysis of and mitigation strategies for 

operational risk
3

Element 2: Intervention designs include detailed analysis of and mitigation strategies for strategic 

risk
0

Element 3: Intervention designs include detailed analysis of and mitigation strategies for political 

risk
0

Element 4: Intervention designs include detailed analysis of and mitigation strategies for 

reputational risk
0

Element 5: Risks are routinely monitored and reflected upon by the partnership 3

Element 6: Risk mitigation actions taken by the partnership are documented and communicated 0

MI 5.4 Analysis Source document

No documentary evidence was found on this MI. Key MLF documents relating to the project proposal 

process (such as Policies, Procedures, Guidelines and Criteria. 9. Project Proposals, 2017) provide no 

guidance on how project proposals should address risk or risk management. The Secretariat stated that 

operational risk analysis and mitigation is done through project review. Countries’ risk of compliance is 

closely monitored through documents on country programme data and prospect for compliance and 

tranche submission delays. Risk management is an integral part of project reviews. Risk assessment is 

undertaken by the agencies in consultation with governments during project submission.

5, 12, 16

MI 5.4 Evidence confidence Medium confidence

MI 5.5: Intervention designs include the analysis of cross-cutting issues (as defined in KPI 2) Score

Overall MI rating Unsatisfactory

Overall MI score 1.75

Element 1: Intervention design documentation includes the requirement to analyse cross-cutting 

issues
2

Element 2: Guidelines are available for staff on the implementation of the relevant guidelines N/E

Element 3: Approval procedures require the assessment of the extent to which cross-cutting issues 

have been integrated in the design
2

Element 4: Intervention designs include the analysis of gender issues 2

Element 5: Intervention designs include the analysis of environmental sustainability and climate 

change issues
N/A

Element 6: Intervention designs include the analysis of good governance issues N/A

Element 8: Plans for intervention monitoring and evaluation include attention to cross-cutting issues 1
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MI 5.5 Analysis Source document

Reviews of the UNEP Project proposal: Bahamas (The) (2017), and the UNEP Project proposal: 

Argentina (2017) found no cross-cutting issues specifically addressed in the proposals. The 

document review of MLF guidance documents, policy documents, etc. found no specific reference 

to “cross-cutting issues” or guidance on how they should be addressed by staff in the context of 

project design, approval, or M&E (with the exception of climate and environmental issues).

The document review suggests that approval procedures consider climate and environmental 

issues but not gender or anything else which might be regarded as a “cross-cutting issue”. 

The 2018 Desk Study for the Evaluation of Gender Mainstreaming in the Montreal Protocol found 

that gender issues are seldom taken into account in project design.

Project proposal templates require that information be submitted on climate and environmental 

impacts, but in line with KPI 2 this and good governance are considered to be not applicable as 

cross-cutting issues.

Document review found almost no evidence that M&E outputs include attention to cross-cutting 

issues. The questions in some of the evaluation terms of reference reviewed were worded in such 

a way that they could have incorporated certain cross-cutting issues. MOPAN acknowledges that 

cross-cutting issues were not seen as relevant when the MLF was conceived.

26, 27, 44, 45, 48

MI 5.5 Evidence confidence Medium confidence

MI 5.6: Intervention designs include detailed and realistic measures to ensure sustainability 
(as defined in KPI 12)

Score

Overall MI rating Satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.00

Element 1: Intervention designs include statement of critical aspects of sustainability, including; 

institutional framework, resources and human capacity, social behaviour, technical developments 

and trade, as appropriate

4

Element 2: Key elements of the enabling policy and legal environment that are required to sustain 

expected benefits from a successful intervention are defined in the design
4

Element 3: The critical assumptions that underpin sustainability form part of the approved 

monitoring and evaluation plan
1

Element 4: Where shifts in policy and legislation will be required these reform processes are 

addressed (within the intervention plan) directly and in a time sensitive manner
3

MI 5.6 Analysis Source document

Given the nature of most projects under the Montreal Protocol (the reduction of ODS), intervention 

designs include by default aspects of sustainability, such as technical developments, phase-out 

strategies and impacts on the environment. The Executive Committee Primer (2019) describes how 

funding under the Protocol is “based on a commitment by the country to achieve sustainable, 

permanent reductions in consumption and production of controlled substances”. However, 

the document review found all MLF documents to contain multiple references to sustainable 

reductions but no overarching statement on an approach to/definition of sustainability. The MLF 

Policies, Procedures, Guidelines and Criteria’s Project Proposals chapter (2017) reports that “the 

Fortieth Meeting of the Executive Committee decided to request implementing and bilateral 

agencies to indicate qualitatively in all relevant reports, especially those related to tranches of 

funding, the extent to which reductions in phase-out had been influenced by factors external to

7, 16, 26, 27
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the project in the country concerned”. This policy document also urges bilateral and implementing 

agencies to “complete a thorough analysis of the technical, economic, financial, co-funding and 

environmental issues associated with the replacement, and to demonstrate the economic viability 

and long-term sustainability prior to submitting a request for approval” for their activities.

Interviews with HQ staff described how key elements of enabling policy are defined in intervention 

design as a matter of course in practice. For example, the Guide for the Presentation of Stage II 

of HCFC Phase-Out Management Plans (2019) requires documentation on what relevant HCFC 

regulations are in place.

M&E plans assessed during the document review found no explicit reference to the critical 

assumptions that underpin sustainability. The 83rd meeting of the Executive Committee (2019) 

approved the terms of reference for a desk study on the sustainability of the achievements of the 

Montreal Protocol.

HQ staff described in interviews how project design discussions required shifts in policy or 

legislation as a matter of course.

7, 16, 26, 27

MI 5.6 Evidence confidence Medium confidence

MI 5.7: Institutional procedures (including systems for engaging staff, procuring project 
inputs, disbursing payment, logistical arrangements etc.) positively support speed of 
implementation

Score

Overall MI rating Unsatisfactory

Overall MI score 2.5

Element 1: Internal standards are set to track the speed of implementation 4

Element 2: The organisation benchmarks (internally and externally) its performance on speed of 

implementation across different operating contexts
0

Element 3: Evidence that procedural delays have not hindered speed of implementation across 

interventions reviewed
3

Element 4: Evidence that any common institutional bottlenecks in speed of implementation 

identified and actions taken leading to an improvement 
3

MI 5.7 Analysis Source document

Internal standards are in place to track the speed of implementation in the form of a consolidated 

progress report, which examines and explains any delays. The MLF reports on the average time 

from approval to the first disbursement. The MLF Executive Committee Primer (2018) reports that 

“there were a total of 269 ongoing investment projects under implementation at the end of 2017. 

These projects, on average, are experiencing a delay of 26 months”.

The document review found no evidence of the MLF benchmarking speed of implementation 

internally (e.g. intervention speed in low-income vs. medium-income countries) or externally (e.g. 

implementation speed of Montreal Protocol funded interventions vs. Global Environment Facility 

[GEF] funded interventions).

The MLF Report of the 82nd meeting of the Executive Committee (2018) states that “one member 

said that … she was concerned by the large number of delays in project implementation and 

the consequent need for additional status reports. While some of those delays had been caused 

by security issues in the country, other delays were unrelated and needed to be explained. HFC 

enabling projects had not started yet and action needed to be taken in that respect, and on the 

other projects, as soon as possible”. Interviews with HQ staff described the process of submission, 

5, 6, 24
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comments, redraft and resubmission of project documents as a time-consuming process. An 

interview with the UNDP Montreal Protocol unit suggested that the Montreal Protocol has more 

technical requirements than the Global Environment Facility and is very technical and compliance-

driven. It was suggested that “every change has to be approved by the Secretariat, even very small 

ones”. While time-consuming, this was also referred to in HQ and IA interviews as providing very 

clear guidance on expectations and requirements. On a more negative note, one IA described 

MLF databases as “antiquated and hard to use”. The Secretariat stated that the Fund is extremely 

fast at making the resources available to IAs to operate and implement projects as soon as they 

are approved and that financial procedures have not hindered implementation. The EXCOM has 

exercised flexibility by considering proposals in advance of their due meeting in order to avoid 

hindering the speed of implementation.

There is some evidence from the document review that MLF has taken steps in the past to improve on 

identified bottlenecks. The Twenty-second Meeting of the Executive Committee (1998) introduced 

rules to review and address implementation and completion delays, and a comprehensive review of 

project delays was made in 2002 (EXCOM document 36/15). Documents reviewed for this assessment 

found information on delays by country and IA but very limited information on the explicit steps 

being taken to identify overarching/common causes for the delays, the steps taken to address them 

or on improvement in the speed of implementation over time. The Secretariat affirmed that specific 

reasons for project and tranche submission delays are identified and addressed, and there is evidence 

of a systematic process to identify and address project delays. HQ interviews described how the 

project management unit is essential for any reduction project – it monitors, organises, reports, plans 

etc. – and how this creates a “self-cleaning mechanism”, monitored by the MLF. A detailed budget is 

submitted for each tranche request, and funding adjustments (such as a reduction in project funds 

to make up for a shortfall caused by high administrative costs) are made. Every project is monitored 

from beginning to end, with deviations requiring an explanation and a suitable response. All unused, 

or unneeded, funds are required to be returned – “down to the dollar”. However, the extent to which 

this process successfully addresses identified bottlenecks is not made explicit in the documentation 

reviewed for this assessment. The Secretariat stated that information on how delays were addressed 

is contained in individual project completion reports. 

5, 6, 24

MI 5.7 Evidence confidence Medium confidence

KPI 6: Partnership working is coherent and directed at leveraging and/or ensuring 
relevance and the catalytic use of resources

KPI score

Satisfactory 3.38

Joint working with other organisations is an intrinsic part of how the Montreal Protocol is delivered. The Executive Committee 

Primer (2018) describes how “bilateral cooperation encompasses the full range of projects and activities funded under the 

Multilateral Fund. Project proposals from bilateral agencies are submitted by the donor country and are usually presented 

in a single bilateral cooperation document together with the Secretariat’s reviews of and recommendations on these project 

proposals”. Working with the IAs is central to how the Montreal Protocol is delivered. This review considers partnerships as those 

between the IAs of the Montreal Protocol and national authorities. The MLF has no partners because of its unique role – its sole 

remit is to follow the instructions of the Executive Committee, and it only interacts with the IAs. Mechanisms are in place to 

allow IAs to make programming adjustments as required, and reviews points exist between the MLF and IAs through regular 

meetings and in the reviews of requests for new tranches of funding.

This assessment considers the partnerships that exist between the IAs and national authorities. The links between the 

Secretariat and IAs are seen as internal to the Fund and are not generally considered to be partnerships. The exception relates to 

MI 6.2, where the comparative advantage of the four IAs – in effect “internal partnerships” – was taken as the most appropriate
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interpretation of the methodology. It is uncertain to what extent the internal partnerships between MLF and IAs are aligned to 

comparative advantage. MLF documents provide some details on the differences in roles of the IAs, though without offering 

an explicit statement regarding competitive advantage. In practice, all IAs are expected to perform all types of projects under 

the IA. The selection of an IA to work with is at the discretion of the national authority. Each IA has its own area of expertise, 

although the national authority’s selection of an IA may be based on a number of factors beyond comparative advantage.

Adherence to the Busan Partnership for Effective Developments is considered non-applicable in the context of the MLF.

Key MLF documents make no reference to “leverage” or “synergy”. However, one of the key concepts of the Multilateral Fund is 

that it provides financing for the incremental costs of the phase-out of substances controlled by the Montreal Protocol. This is, 

by definition, leveraging the use of resources.

Joint working with other organisations is an intrinsic part of how the Montreal Protocol is delivered. Shared information gaps 

between the bodies of the Montreal Protocol, IAs and national authorities are addressed at the twice-annual meetings of the 

Executive Committee, at Meetings of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol, and at other meetings/workshops with IAs and NOUs.

All relevant current information is available on the MLF website, although it was the opinion of the assessment team that MLF/

Montreal Protocol documents are not produced in a manner which is clear and accessible to external audiences. All relevant 

information on budgeting, management, etc. is available from the MLF, and there are no indications that it is inaccurate or that 

it is not in line with relevant reporting guidelines. Management information/reporting available from the MLF is weakened by 

a lack of focus on analysis. For example, specific delays in project implementation are reported and acted upon, but no overall 

analysis of underlying causes was identified.

The MLF is a financial mechanism of the Montreal Protocol, with legal personality to provide financial and technical assistance 

to Article 5 countries to comply with the control measures set out in the Protocol. As such, accountability to beneficiaries is 

considered non-applicable to the MLF.

All reporting of results of Montreal Protocol funded activities is a joint enterprise between the MLF and the relevant IA. It is 

unclear from documentation the extent to which national authorities are involved in assessments of interventions. Consolidated 

progress reports summarising progress and financial information provided by bilateral and implementing agencies are 

produced annually. 

The MLF has a number of roles in knowledge production, such as producing fact sheets on demonstration projects. However, 

there is neither a clear statement on the exact role of the MLF in knowledge production nor evidence on how knowledge 

products produced by the MLF have been perceived by partners.

MI 6.1: Planning, programming and approval procedures enable agility in partnerships 
when conditions change

Score

Overall MI rating Satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.50

Element 1: Mechanisms in place to allow programmatic changes and adjustments when conditions 

change 
4

Element 2: Mechanisms in place to allow the flexible use of programming funds as conditions 

change (budget revision or similar)
4

Element 3: Institutional procedures for revisions permit changes to be made at country/regional/

HQ level within a limited timeframe (less than three months)
N/A

Element 4: Evidence that regular review points between partners support joint identification and 

interpretation of changes in conditions
4

Element 5: Evidence that any common institutional bottlenecks in procedures identified and action 

taken leading to an improvement
2
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MI 6.1 Analysis Source document

As noted above, this review considers partnerships as those between the IAs of the Montreal 

Protocol and national authorities. HQ interviews described how the MLF has no partners because 

of its unique role – its sole remit is to follow the instructions of the Executive Committee, and 

only interacts with the IAs. The MLF Policies, Procedures, Guidelines and Criteria (2017) document 

suggests that mechanisms are in place to allow programmatic changes and adjustments, as well 

as the flexible use of programming funds, when conditions change. This policy document reports 

the following: 

“The 46th meeting of the Executive Committee (2005) decided the following:

•	 Consistent with the flexibility provisions in the relevant agreement, any annual implementation 

plan prepared and submitted to the Executive Committee for approval could include changes to 

the scope and nature of the activities foreshadowed in the project document, on which approval 

in principle of the overall phase-out plan was based

•	 To reiterate its expectation that each annual implementation plan would be implemented as

approved and would achieve, as a minimum, the phase-out proposed in the project document 

and the agreement, where relevant

•	 That minor changes to a project or an annual implementation plan could be incorporated,

as implementation proceeded during the year, and reported on in the annual report on 

implementation of the annual implementation plan”.

Changes to use of programmatic funds can be proposed to the Executive Committee through 

annual implementation plans. HQ staff described how there is flexibility over the course of a 

project to make adjustments as needed, on a tranche-by-tranche basis.

The question of whether institutional procedures can be made at a decentralised level within a 

limited timeframe is considered non-applicable to this assessment, as revisions are tied to the 

submission and approval of a new tranche request. 

This process provides regular review points, as each request for a new funding tranche requires a 

review from the MLF to determine its suitability. HQ staff described this process as a “self-cleaning 

mechanism”.

HQ interviews described how this “self-cleaning mechanism” can identify and act on institutional 

bottlenecks in procedures, as a lack of progress must be explained and followed up on and 

funds returned if necessary. Reasons for the delays in the submission of tranches are reported 

to the Executive Committee. However, the extent to which this process, or the report on tranche 

submission delays, successfully addresses commonly identified bottlenecks, or the common 

causes of delays, is not made explicit in documentation reviewed for this assessment.

5, 16, 17

MI 6.1 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 6.2: Partnerships based on an explicit statement of comparative advantage e.g. 
technical knowledge, convening power/partnerships, policy dialogue/advocacy

Score

Overall MI rating

Overall MI score

Element 1: Corporate documentation contains clear and explicit statement on the comparative 

advantage that the organisation is intending to bring to a given partnership
N/A

Element 2: Statement of comparative advantage is linked to clear evidence of organisational 

capacities and competencies as it relates to the partnership
N/A
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Element 3: The organisation aligns its resources/ competencies to its perceived comparative 

advantage
N/A

Element 4: Evidence that comparative advantage is deployed in partnerships to positive effect N/A

MI 6.2 Analysis Source document

This MI considers the four IAs as “internal partners”. The MLF’s Executive Committee Primer (2018) 

provides some (limited) commentary on the roles of the four IAs (UNDP, UNEP, UNIDO and the World 

Bank): “Broadly speaking, UNDP, UNIDO and the World Bank are responsible for the preparations 

and implementation of investment projects. The main thrust of UNEP’s activities is on information 

dissemination, capacity-building, institutional strengthening, networking, and assistance to low-

volume-consuming (LVC) Article 5 countries. However, since 2011, UNEP is also involved in the 

preparation and implementation of investment projects”. 

HQ interviews, as well as interviews with the UNDP and World Bank Montreal Protocol teams, 

described how IAs do slightly different kinds of projects, but in practice all IAs are expected to be 

able to “do the same thing” under the Montreal Protocol. Countries are free to select any IA they 

wish to work with, and interviewees described the process of a country selecting which IA to work 

with on a given project as “ad hoc” and influenced by factors such as IA presence in country and the 

country’s prior relationship with a particular IA. 

The question of whether the organisation aligns its resources/competencies to its perceived 

comparative advantage is considered non-applicable to this assessment. This is because the MLF 

has a singular mandate to act as a financial mechanism for the Montreal Protocol. 

The Secretariat affirmed that external partnerships between IAs and others are part of the day-

to-day work funded under the MLF. These partnerships are generally at the local level and take 

advantage of comparative advantages at that scale/ level, even if this is not clearly and explicitly 

documented.

5

MI 6.2 Evidence confidence

MI 6.3: Clear adherence to the commitment in the Busan Partnership for Effective 
Development Cooperation on use of country systems

Score

Overall MI rating

Overall MI score

Element 1: Clear statement on set of expectations for how the organisation will seek to deliver on 

the Busan commitment/QCPR statement (as appropriate) on use of country systems within a given 

time period

N/A

Element 2: Internal processes (in collaboration with partners) to diagnose the condition of country 

systems
N/A

Element 3: Clear procedures for how organisation to respond to address (with partners) concerns 

identified in country systems
N/A

Element 4: Reasons for non-use of country systems clearly and transparently communicated N/A

Element 5: Internal structures and incentives supportive of greater use of country systems N/A

Element 6: Monitoring of the organisation trend on use of country systems and the associated 

scale of investments being made in strengthening country systems
N/A

MI 6.3 Analysis Source document
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The Montreal Protocol and the MLF are not listed by the OECD as an organisation adhering to the 

Busan Partnership for Effective Development Co-operation. This indicator is therefore considered 

not applicable.

MI 6.3 Evidence confidence

MI 6.4: Strategies or designs identify synergies, to encourage leverage/catalytic use of 
resources and avoid fragmentation

Score

Overall MI rating Highly satisfactory

Overall MI score 4.00

Element 1: Strategies or designs clearly recognise the importance of synergies and leverage 4

Element 2: Strategies or designs contain clear statements of how duplication/fragmentation will 

be avoided based on realistic assessment of comparative advantages
N/A

Element 3: Strategies or designs contain clear statement of where an intervention will add the 

most value to a wider change
N/A

Element 4: Strategies or designs contain a clear statement of how leverage will be ensured N/A

Element 5: Strategies or designs contain a clear statement of how resources will be used catalytically 

to stimulate wider change
N/A

MI 6.4 Analysis Source document

Key MLF documents, such as the Executive Committee Primer (2018) and the Consolidated Text 

of the Montreal Protocol (2016) make no reference to “leverage” or “synergy”. However, one of the 

key concepts of the Multilateral Fund is that it provides financing for the incremental costs of the 

phase-out of substances controlled by the Montreal Protocol. This is, by definition, leveraging the 

use of resources. The work of IAs is co-ordinated by the MLF to ensure co-operation in delivering 

the requirements of the Protocol – there is no evidence of fragmentation. An interview with the 

UNDP Montreal Protocol unit described the twice-yearly inter-agency co-operation meetings, held 

before Executive Committee meetings, and the incentives and mechanisms for sharing information 

and co-operating with other IAs.

All other elements of this MI are considered non-applicable in the context of this assessment. This 

is due to the MLF’s mandated role in serving as a financial mechanism to help developing countries 

meet their obligations under the Montreal Protocol.

5, 6, 19

MI 6.4 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 6.5: Key business practices (planning, design, implementation, monitoring and 
reporting) co-ordinated with other relevant partners (donors, UN agencies, etc.)

Score

Overall MI rating Satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.40

Element 1: Evidence that the organisation has participated in joint planning exercises, such as the 

UNDAF
4

Element 2: Evidence that the organisation has aligned its programme activities with joint planning 

instruments, such as UNDAF
N/A

Element 3: Evidence that the organisation has participated in opportunities for joint programming 

where these exist 
4
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Element 4: Evidence that the organisation has participated in joint monitoring and reporting 

processes with key partners (donor, UN, etc.)
4

Element 5: Evidence of the identification of shared information gaps with partners and strategies 

developed to address these
3

Element 6: Evidence of participation in the joint planning, management and delivery of evaluation 

activities
3

MI 6.5 Analysis Source document

As noted above, this review considers partnership working as the co-operation between IAs 

and national authorities. Joint working with other organisations is an intrinsic part of how the 

Montreal Protocol is delivered. The Executive Committee Primer (2018) describes how “bilateral 

cooperation encompasses the full range of projects and activities funded under the Multilateral 

Fund. Project proposals from bilateral agencies are submitted by the donor country and are usually 

presented in a single bilateral cooperation document together with the Secretariat’s reviews of 

and recommendations on these project proposals”. Working with the IAs is central to how the 

Montreal Protocol is delivered. The mandate of the IAs is to “(a) be requested by the Committee, in 

the context of country programmes to facilitate compliance with the Protocol, to co-operate with 

and assist the Parties within their respective areas of expertise; and (b) to develop an inter-agency 

agreement and specific agreements with the Committee acting on behalf of the Parties” (MLF, 

2017, Policies, Procedures, Guidelines and Criteria – Implementing Agencies). Each IA prepares an 

annual work programme for their delivery on Montreal Protocol activities (MLF, 2018, Report of 

the 81st Meeting of the Executive Committee). The MLF management document, The Multilateral 

Fund: Governance, Business Model, Accomplishments (2019) provides a useful summary of the role 

of the IAs. The document review also suggests that the IAs each have a more strategic role, based 

on their expertise. Recent MOPAN reports are available on the four IAs.

All monitoring and reporting processes under the Montreal Protocol are a joint effort between 

NOUs, IAs and the MLF.

Co-ordination between governments and implementing agencies is provided by regional network 

meetings (MLF, 2017, Policies, Procedures, Guidelines and Criteria. 9. Project Proposals). In 2018, the 

report of the 82nd meeting of the Executive Committee (2018) noted that “one member expressed 

continued concern at the irregular attendance of representatives of the Secretariat at the regional 

network meetings”. The main reason reported was that Secretariat staff were engaged in project 

review while the network meetings were taking place. The Secretariat always attempted to attend 

the meetings, if only remotely.

HQ staff interviews described how shared information gaps between the bodies of the Montreal 

Protocol, IAs and national authorities are discussed at the twice-annual meetings of the Executive 

Committee, at Meetings of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol, and at other meetings/workshops 

with IAs and NOUs. Any actions taken to address such gaps are detailed in the reports which 

are released after each meeting. For example, the Report of the 82nd Meeting of the Executive 

Committee (2018) states that “one member pointed out that paragraphs 1, 2 and 7 of decision 

XXX/5 would require consideration in the context of discussions on energy efficiency and would 

need to be taken up appropriately during consultations. The Secretariat might be requested to 

undertake additional work on some of the elements”.

5, 12, 16, 22, 24, 29
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No evidence was found of MLF participation in joint planning, management and delivery of 

evaluation activities. According to the Secretariat, topics and terms of reference for evaluations are 

discussed with the Secretariat and IAs, and planning is done with the IAs and NOUs.

5, 12, 16, 22, 24, 29

MI 6.5 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 6.6: Key information (analysis, budgeting, management, results etc.) shared with 
strategic/implementation partners on an ongoing basis

Score

Overall MI rating Satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.00

Element 1: Information on the organisation’s website is easily accessible and current 3

Element 2: The organisation has signed up to the International Aid Transparency Initiative or 

reports through the OECD-DAC systems
N/A

Element 3: Accurate information is available on analysis, budgeting, management and is in line 

with IATI or OECD-DAC (Creditor Reporting System, CRS) guidelines
3

Element 4: Evidence that partner queries on analysis, budgeting, management and results are 

responded to in a timely fashion
N/E

Element 5: Evidence that information shared is accurate and of good quality 3

MI 6.6 Analysis Source document

The information on the MLF website is current and accessible. However, it is the opinion of the 

assessment team that the documents and information provided on the MLF website are not 

written and presented in an accessible manner. The view of the Secretariat is that the documents 

are written to be accessible to the Executive Committee and are accessible to bilateral and 

implementing agencies and NOUs.

The MLF is not listed as a signatory of the International Aid Transparency Initiative. Given its unique 

and very specific role in existing to follow the instructions of the Executive Committee of the 

Montreal Protocol, this element is considered not applicable.

All relevant information on budgeting, management, etc. is available from the MLF. There are 

no indications that it is inaccurate or that it is not in line with relevant reporting guidelines. The 

Montreal Protocol and Multilateral Fund do not report through the Creditor Reporting System 

database of the OECD Development Assistance Committee. Management information available 

from the MLF is weakened by a lack of focus on analysis. For example, similar reasons for delays in 

project implementation are reported on in the consolidated project completion report produced 

annually, but without any detailed analysis of the underlying causes. 

No evidence was found during the document review relating to the timeliness of the MLF’s 

responses to partner queries on analysis, budgeting, management and results. The Secretariat 

stated that all comments and responses have to be dealt with upon receipt.

 Information shared by the MLF gives every indication of being accurate and of good quality. 

Written materials assessed during the document review were found to be presented in such a 

manner that was challenging for an external person to gauge.

10, 31

MI 6.6 Evidence confidence High confidence
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MI 6.7: Clear standards and procedures for accountability to beneficiaries implemented Score

Overall MI rating

Overall MI score

Element 1: Explicit statement available on standards and procedures for accountability to 

beneficiary populations e.g. Accountability to Affected Populations
N/A

Element 2: Guidance for staff is available on the implementation of the procedures for accountability 

to beneficiaries
N/A

Element 3: Training has been conducted on the implementation of procedures for accountability 

to beneficiaries
N/A

Element 4: Programming tools explicitly contain the requirement to implement procedures for 

accountability to beneficiaries
N/A

Element 5: Approval mechanisms explicitly include the requirement to assess the extent to which 

procedures for accountability to beneficiaries will be addressed within the intervention
N/A

Element 6: Monitoring and evaluation procedures explicitly include the requirement to assess the 

extent to which procedures for accountability to beneficiaries have been addressed within the 

intervention

N/A

MI 6.7 Analysis Source document

The Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol is a financial mechanism 

established under Article 10 of the Montreal Protocol, with legal personality to provide financial 

and technical assistance to Article 5 countries to comply with the control measures set out in the 

Protocol (MLF, 2019, The Multilateral Fund: Governance, Business Model, Accomplishments). The 

beneficiaries and target group of the Multilateral Fund’s work are general and universal: Article 

5 countries and humanity as a whole. As such, this MI is considered to be non-applicable in this 

review.

29

MI 6.7 Evidence confidence

MI 6.8: Participation with national and other partners in mutual assessments of progress in 
implementing agreed commitments

Score

Overall MI rating Satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.40

Element 1: Evidence of participation in joint performance reviews of interventions e.g. joint 

assessments 
4

Element 2: Evidence of participation in multi-stakeholder dialogue around joint sectoral or 

normative commitments
2

Element 3: Evidence of engagement in the production of joint progress statements in the 

implementation of commitments e.g. joint assessment reports
4

Element 4: Documentation arising from mutual progress assessments contains clear statement of 

the organisation’s contribution, agreed by all partners
4

Element 5: Surveys or other methods applied to assess partner perception of progress 3
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MI 6.8 Analysis Source document

All reporting of results of Montreal Protocol funded activities is a joint enterprise between the MLF 

and the relevant IA. It is unclear from documentation the extent to which NOUs are involved in 

assessments of interventions. 

No evidence was found of MLF participation in multi-stakeholder dialogue (e.g. involving non-

governmental organisations or civil society) around the normative commitments of the Montreal 

Protocol during the period of assessment. However, NGOs have influenced the international 

negotiations in the past and are engaged in lobbying activities related to the Protocol.

Given the MLF’s role in funding incremental costs of investment projects and other activities which 

support countries to meet their obligations under the Protocol, the contributions of the MLF and 

partners are quantified to an exact financial value in reporting documents.

Consolidated progress reports summarising progress and financial information provided by bilateral 

and implementing agencies are produced annually and considered by the Executive Committee. 

The Secretariat sends out a survey to all NOUs annually in order to get their feedback on the 

agencies they work with. The responses are mostly treated as confidential.

12, 23, 24

MI 6.8 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 6.9: Deployment of knowledge base to support programming adjustments, policy 
dialogue and/or advocacy

Score

Overall MI rating Satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.00

Element 1: Statement in corporate documentation explicitly recognises the organisation’s role in 

knowledge production
3

Element 2: Evidence of knowledge products produced and utilised by partners to inform action N/E

Element 3: Knowledge products generated and applied to inform advocacy at country, regional or 

global level
N/E

Element 4: Evidence that knowledge products generated are timely/perceived as timely by partners N/E

Element 5: Evidence that knowledge products are perceived as high quality by partners N/E

Element 6: Evidence that knowledge products are produced in a format that supports their utility 

to partners
N/E

MI 6.9 Analysis Source document

The 2016 Consolidated Text of the Montreal Protocol states that parties to the Montreal Protocol 

shall, individually, jointly or through international bodies, “co-operate in promoting public 

awareness of the environmental effects of the emissions of controlled substances and other 

substances that deplete the ozone layer”. Within two years of the entry into force of this Protocol 

and every two years thereafter, each Party is required to submit to the Secretariat a summary of 

the activities it has conducted pursuant to this Article. Opportunities for knowledge production 

are discussed at Executive Committee meetings; “the Executive Committee has recently decided:

(a) to request that the Secretariat continue to make available through the Multilateral Fund website 

the outcome of the demonstration projects implemented to date

(b) to further share the results of the demonstration projects through dedicated communication

products such as project fact sheets (MLF, 2018, Report of the 81st Meeting of the Executive 

Committee).

6, 12, 16, 22
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Regional networks and workshops are used as a tool for sharing knowledge: “The Executive 

Committee agreed that, given the opportunities provided through the regional networks, other 

regional and national training workshops, the process of country programme preparation and 

institutional strengthening activities, there should normally not be a need for regional workshops 

specifically on data collection and reporting. It further agreed that, on the understanding that 

there were no financial implications for the Fund in such a project, UNEP should be invited to 

proceed with the preparation of a manual on data collection” (MLF, 2017, Policies, Procedures, 

Guidelines and Criteria. 9. Project Proposals). HQ interviews described how a major role of the 

MLF in knowledge management is the experience it gains from reviewing all projects under the 

Montreal Protocol and sharing this learning with IAs and NOUs.

An information strategy for the MLF was produced in 2003. HQ staff described how the MLF 

website provides a “wealth of information”, how reporting is generated after each meeting of the 

Executive Committee (to be shared with all parties) and how the MLF produces a colloquial report 

which it provides to UNEP – which then distributes it to all countries. HQ interviews suggested that 

the unique role of the MLF in knowledge production is supporting demonstration projects for new 

technologies and generating factsheets on the results. Guides produced by the Secretariat are also 

knowledge products.

Within the MLF, it is principally the role of UNEP to produce knowledge products and assess their 

utility. UNEP has a clearinghouse function under the Montreal Protocol and occasionally produces 

knowledge products for technicians involved in the phase-out of ODS, as well as for other 

audiences. UNEP has produced many products over the years for a wide range of stakeholders.

The document review found no evidence regarding how MLF knowledge products have been used 

by partners to inform action.

The document review found no evidence regarding whether MLF knowledge products have been 

applied to inform advocacy at country, regional or global level.

The document review found no evidence regarding whether knowledge products have been 

perceived as timely by partners.

The document review found no evidence regarding whether knowledge products have been 

perceived as high quality by partners.

6, 12, 16, 22

MI 6.9 Evidence confidence Medium confidence

PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT
Systems geared to managing and accounting for development and humanitarian results and the use of 
performance information, including evaluation and lesson-learning.

KPI 7: The focus on results is strong, transparent and explicitly geared towards 
function KPI score

Satisfactory 3.32

The objectives of the MP are clear and arguably narrow compared to more traditional multilateral organisations. Hence the 

results framework is also straightforward, and there is no complex theory of change with multiple pathways. The monitoring 

of the MP concerns reducing and phasing out controlled substances and focuses on gathering data to this effect. Target 

indicators, baselines and results targets are clear. While the monitoring system generates quality and useful performance data, 

documentation does not sufficiently make explicit how much planning is done based on performance data or how adjustments 

are decided. It is difficult to assess whether the M&E system is adequately resourced because the activity budget is decided on 

a yearly basis, and there is no overall strategic M&E plan for the MLF besides monitoring the achievement of targets.
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In project documents, there is limited information about how decisions develop or how performance data of previous projects 

may have been used. There is also limited information about how adjustments to projects, if any, are made. Discussions with 

staff describe a process of monitoring performance and addressing issues in practice, but there was limited documentary 

evidence seen by the assessment team.

MI 7.1: Leadership ensures application of an organisation-wide RBM approach Score

Overall MI rating Satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.33

Element 1: Corporate commitment to a results culture is made clear in strategic planning documents 4

Element 2: Clear requirements/incentives in place for the use of an RBM approach in planning and 

programming
4

Element 3: Guidance for setting results targets and developing indicators is clear and accessible 

to all staff 
3

Element 4: Tools and methods for measuring and managing results are available 3

Element 5: Adequate resources are allocated to the RBM system 3

Element 6: All relevant staff are trained in RBM approaches and methods 3

MI 7.1 Analysis Source document

Every year, a draft monitoring and evaluation work programme for the following year is presented 

for consideration by the Executive Committee. For every meeting, the Secretariat produces a 

Consolidated Completion project report which synthesises the results of completed projects in 

various countries. The 2019 document entitled The Multilateral Fund: Governance, Business Model, 

Accomplishments provides a detailed list of areas to consider while monitoring programme impact. 

Chapter 8 of Policies, Procedures, Guidelines and Criteria (MLF, 2017) puts the emphasis on 

expecting IAs to expand the scope of data collection during the country programme preparation to 

cover the base years for respective ODS. “The Committee also agreed that Implementing Agencies 

should also advise Article 5 Parties to report their data to the Ozone Secretariat as required by 

Article 7 of the Protocol following completion of the country programmes.”

The results targets are set by the Executive Committee, and the Secretariat monitors the 

achievement of targets on an annual basis. However, targets are not set on a yearly basis, and each 

project has a specified target within a specified timespan. All this information is clearly laid out in 

each project document and available for all to see.

We have not found any specific document setting out tools and methods in the traditional M&E 

sense. However, in the case of the MLF, the results targets are straightforward, and there exist 

specific methods to measure reductions in ODS consumption. 

It is difficult to assess the “adequacy” of the resources allocated to RBM. Each project reports on 

its results, and every now and then the Executive Committee commissions a thematic evaluation 

covering a number of similar projects across different countries. This evaluation starts with a desk 

review which determines the need to carry out field visits in a small number of countries. Each year 

since 2008, the monitoring and evaluation work programme includes a detailed budget for the 

following year. This annual work programme is submitted to the Executive Committee for approval. 

These budgets are very detailed and show that resources are carefully considered for each M&E 

activity beforehand and that the budget needs to be approved. 

3, 4, 15, 18, 20, 29, 30
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There is also no written evidence that relevant staff have followed specific training. However, all staff 

met seemed highly professional and competent, thus it can be inferred that they are appropriately 

trained. The MLF assesses competence during the recruitment process. 

3, 4, 15, 18, 20, 29, 30

MI 7.1 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 7.2: Corporate strategies, including country strategies, based on a sound RBM focus and 
logic

Score

Overall MI rating Satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.20

Element 1: Organisation-wide plans and strategies include results frameworks 3

Element 2: Clear linkages exist between the different layers of the results framework, from project 

through to country and corporate level
3

Element 3: An annual report on performance is discussed with the governing bodies 4

Element 4: Corporate strategies are updated regularly 3

Element 5: The annual corporate reports show progress over time and note areas of strong 

performance as well as deviations between planned and actual results
3

MI 7.2 Analysis Source document

There is no results framework available in the classic sense of a hierarchy of objectives (e.g. a 

logical framework), nor is there regular reporting against a number of indicators linked to such a 

framework. The results are the targets to phase out ODS, to phase-down HFCs and, in the case of 

non-investments projects targets, to build capacity within countries.

The MLF effectively operates on a single-layer results framework. The MLF policies and procedures 

for IAs include guidelines on indicators and targets given for IA programmes over the history of the 

Montreal Protocol. Business plans for the years 2018-20 of UNDP, UNEP, UNIDO and the World Bank 

also include indicators and targets for the current business plans.

The MLF policies and procedures for countries set out the monitoring arrangements required in 

a country programme’s documentation. The monitoring arrangements for each proposal are as 

follows: 

•	 monitoring the annual consumption of ODS in the country and the extent to which consumption 

is less than Protocol limits

•	 monitoring the effectiveness of government actions in achieving their intended results

•	 monitoring the implementation of projects identified in the Action Plan.

Proposals may include:

•	 reporting by customs of the quantities of ODS at the point of import

•	 arrangements with industry groups and trade associations that they should operate recording

and reporting systems

•	 direct arrangements with major suppliers and their agents to report quantities supplied and

planned, actual supply of substitutes, and user sectors

•	 direct arrangements with user sectors to report quantities used and planned, the actual use of

substitutes and alternatives, and planned phase-out dates.

Each IA reports on project completion every year, and the NOU reports on progress made in the 

reduction of ODS use. Project completion reports are submitted by IAs to the Secretariat. The 

consolidated project completion report (CPCR) is compiled by the MLF Secretariat and is discussed

5, 12, 15, 18, 25, 30, 38, 40 

49, 54, 55
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by the Executive Committee. The CPCR includes data on targets achieved in relation to planned 

targets by sectors, countries, and investment and non-investment projects. 

An annual MLF report is submitted to and discussed by the Parties to the Montreal Protocol.

The MLF works on the basis of policies and procedures rather than corporate strategies in the 

conventional sense. These policies and procedures are discussed and updated regularly.

There is no annual corporate report in the classic sense, although the MLF does produce a 

consolidated progress report as an Executive Committee document and an annual report to the 

Parties of the MP. A consolidated project completion report (7.1.1) includes evidence of progress 

but only for projects completed, with some comments on delays when relevant.

5, 12, 15, 18, 25, 30, 38, 40 

49, 54, 55

MI 7.2 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 7.3: Results targets set based on a sound evidence base and logic Score

Overall MI rating Highly satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.75

Element 1: Targets and indicators are adequate to capture causal pathways between interventions 

and the outcomes that contribute to higher order objectives
4

Element 2: Indicators are relevant to the expected result to enable measurement of the degree of 

goal achievement
3

Element 3: Development of baselines are mandatory for new interventions 4

Element 4: Results targets are regularly reviewed and adjusted when needed 4

MI 7.3 Analysis Source document

The targets of the MP are straightforward given that the objective is the removal of ODS from the 

market and from use (or phase-down in the case of HFCs). Targets are being set for each country, 

and projects are reviewed regularly.

According to the text of the Montreal Protocol, Parties are to assess the control measures provided 

for in Article 2 on the basis of available scientific, environmental, technical and economic 

information. At least one year before each assessment, the Parties convene appropriate panels 

of experts qualified in specific fields and determine the composition and terms of reference of 

the panels. Within one year of being convened, the panels report their conclusions, through the 

Secretariat, to the Parties.

The relevance of expected results is reviewed regularly.

The Secretariat works with the IAs to finalise the criteria and indicators for institutional strengthening 

and clearinghouse activities and to incorporate suggestions received during each meeting of the 

Executive Committee, for submission to the Executive Committee at the following meeting. Some 

indicators for non-investment projects should include more outcome-focused indicators, and 

those for investment projects should be set out in absolute and relative terms. The results and 

outcomes of capacity building projects can be difficult to assess but are not being monitored as 

effectively as they could be. 

Baselines have been established for all controlled substances under the Protocol, except for HFCs 

for which the baseline years are still in the future. Each Party has to provide to the Ozone Secretariat, 

within three months of becoming a Party, statistical data on its production, imports and exports of 

each of the controlled substances, or the best possible estimates of such data where actual data 

are not available.

6, 18, 31, 41, 54
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MLF policies and procedures on M&E make it mandatory “to ensure that sufficient baseline 

information is available to allow for meaningful monitoring and evaluation of projects, 

Implementing Agencies will continue to include project implementation schedules and ODS to 

be phased out in their project documents. They shall also specify which equipment, if any, will 

be destroyed and other relevant parameters in project proposals submitted to the Executive 

Committee.”

Target results are monitored through consolidated progress reports and the Country Programme 

Data and Prospects for Compliance. In the latter, there is a comparison of the consumption and 

production data under consolidated progress reports with the data reported under Article  7 

of the Protocol, and potential data inconsistencies between the two data sets are identified. In 

cases of unexplained data inconsistency, the Executive Committee requests relevant bilateral 

and implementing agencies to assist the governments concerned in clarifying the cause of the 

inconsistency. The two independent data sets and the comparison of data reported under each 

provide a useful quality assurance mechanism.

6, 18, 31, 41, 54

MI 7.3 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 7.4: Monitoring systems generate high quality and useful performance data Score

Overall MI rating Satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.33

Element 1: The corporate monitoring system is adequately resourced 3

Element 2: Monitoring systems generate data at output and outcome level of the results chain 3

Element 3: Reporting structures are clear 4

Element 4: Reporting processes ensure timely data for key corporate reporting, and planning 4

Element 5: A system for ensuring data quality exists 3

Element 6: Data adequately captures key corporate results 3

MI 7.4 Analysis Source document

The monitoring workplan is budgeted each year, and the expenses related to M&E are reviewed 

regularly. The Nineteenth Meeting of the Executive Committee appointed a consultant to design 

the monitoring system. The Twentieth Meeting of the Executive Committee, having taken note of 

the presentation of a draft report decided that the M&E function should not engender excessive 

cost, nor inflate a presently lean and efficient Secretariat.

The results chain for the MLF represents a straightforward link between project investments and 

the phase-out/phase-down of controlled substances. Monitoring systems generate adequate data 

on investment projects – which comprise the major part of expenditure – but produce less data 

on institutional strengthening activities. The periodic reporting and independent verification for 

each tranche of national phase-out plans is a key element of the Fund. The plans are set up so that 

funding for the entire plan is approved in principle, but funding is provided over several tranches 

spread out over a number of years (for instance, five or six tranches over ten years). In order to 

receive approval for a tranche of funding (except for the initial one), a comprehensive report on 

progress/results needs to be provided, usually together with an independent verification report 

that targets have been made. According to the EXCOM members interviewed, this system has 

proved very effective and thorough for monitoring progress and ensures that corrective action is 

taken when needed.

1,6,16,18,24, 36, 41, 44, 

55, 56
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Reporting structures are clear. The Secretariat aggregates information from project completion 

reports. It reports to the Executive Committee on the success of the Fund in meeting Fund 

and project objectives, based on criteria and indicators from the business plan and key project 

parameters. In addition, the Secretariat reports on the performance of each agency using the 

same criteria while considering the special nature of an agency’s portfolio. NOUs and bilateral and 

implementing agencies have the overall responsibility for monitoring the projects. In addition, the 

staff of bilateral and implementing agencies carry out regular evaluation missions and discuss the 

progress of implementation with relevant authorities at the country level. Furthermore, the bilateral 

and implementing agencies report to the Executive Committee in accordance with the reporting 

requirements. Two of the IAs mentioned the heavy reporting burden, and two mentioned that the 

MLF information technology system and databases were antiquated and needed to be upgraded. 

The Secretariat accepts that the website also needs updating. 

The Secretariat submitted to the Executive Committee, for approval, the terms of reference and 

workload for the Senior Monitoring and Evaluation Officer (SMEO). Annex XII.2 of the Policy 

guidelines (M&E Chapter 8) provides a detailed description of the process for commissioning, 

designing and reporting of evaluations. For each evaluation, it is the responsibility of the SMEO to 

prepare terms of reference leading to the contracting of external consultants. The guidelines also 

detail the responsibility of the evaluation team and the IAs.

The desk study for the evaluation of the HCFC phase-out in the refrigeration servicing sector 

pointed out, “The reporting record of some of the countries points to the need for a more focused 

assistance concerning HCFC consumption monitoring and reporting, which is an issue that may 

also affect future endeavours. The analysis of reporting suggests that there may be an excess of 

data not necessarily useful. One solution is to streamline the regular reporting requirements and 

undertake specific data collecting efforts in a database that would allow online consultation. This 

approach would require a more advanced planning of the information needs in order to produce 

timely results, but it would certainly constitute the foundation of a more comprehensive and cost-

effective reporting system for the future.”

The 2019 CPCR reports issues regarding data quality and lists a number of recommendations to 

overcome some shortcomings of the system. Concerns relating to the availability and quality of 

data have been the most recurring lessons from surveys on ODS alternatives. This is due to a wide 

array of reasons, mainly to the flawed methods and non-mandatory collection, recording and 

archiving of data. 

The key corporate results relate to substances phased out or down and to institutional strengthening 

objectives. Data is more adequate for the former than the latter.

1,6,16,18,24, 36, 41, 44, 

55, 56

MI 7.4 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 7.5: Performance data transparently applied in planning and decision-making Score

Overall MI rating Satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.00

Element 1: Planning documents are clearly based on performance data 2

Element 2: Proposed adjustments to interventions are clearly informed by performance data 3

Element 3: At corporate level, management regularly reviews corporate performance data and 

makes adjustments as appropriate 
4

Element 4: Performance data support dialogue in partnerships at global, regional and country level 3
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MI 7.5 Analysis Source document

The wording of this MI is more appropriate to the design and planning of “traditional” interventions. 

The objective of the MP is to phase out ODS (or phase down HFCs) and, as such, project documents 

are not based on performance related to a number of indicators but on the need to comply with the 

MP and to eradicate ODS from the country. Surveys on ODS alternatives assist to better understand 

historical and predicted consumption trends for ODS alternatives in countries, including medium, 

low and high global warming potential alternatives, and their distribution by sector and subsector. 

The surveys provide the countries with a comprehensive overview of their national markets where 

ODS alternatives have been and will be phased in, while taking into consideration other existing 

technologies. It is expected that both consumption and production data will be collected, where 

available. 

Thus, though projects are based on specifically identified targets of ODS to eradicate or on 

numbers of NOU staff to train, there is no performance data collected or analysed as such. There is 

no documentary evidence that adjustments to projects are informed by performance (achieving 

targets), although the Secretariat stated that, for example, under-performance on training targets 

in tranche implementation reports are followed up. Through the project completion reports 

and the CPCR, the Secretariat identifies delays in reaching targets and expects explanation for 

the delays. However, though at times fund disbursement is stopped because of limited progress 

towards targets, ultimately countries have to comply with the MP, and thus projects are not 

adjusted. There is no documentary evidence revealing whether, for example, a different approach 

was considered to speed up a project’s completion in a particular country. The Secretariat stated 

that this had happened in a number of cases: in multi-year agreements, funding tranches have 

been combined to catch up on progress due to delays; a stage could be shortened or a sector 

could be removed from a stage due to technologies not being available, thus allowing remaining 

activities to be included in the next stage. In several cases, enterprises to be converted, that were 

removed from a sector plan, were replaced by other enterprises allowing for additional phase-out 

of controlled substances without delaying the implementation.

The Executive Committee regularly reviews project progress and consolidated completion reports, 

as well as data on compliance. The Twenty-ninth Meeting of the Executive Committee decided to 

“request the Senior Monitoring and Evaluation Officer to organise a workshop, bringing together 

the Implementing Agencies and the Secretariat, to discuss and finalise elements to be included 

in a revised project completion report format, including the issue of improving the quality of 

information contained therein”. 

The performance of IAs is evaluated and reported annually both qualitatively and quantitatively, 

but it is difficult to see from documentary evidence what actions may be taken or are taken as a 

result of this. The Secretariat states that dialogues take place between NOUs and IAs when ratings 

are less than satisfactory. Interviews suggest that progress on projects and compliance more 

generally is regularly discussed between the Secretariat and IAs, between IAs, and with countries, 

and that these discussions inform programming.

7, 18, 42

MI 7.5 Evidence confidence Medium confidence
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KPI 8: The organisation applies evidence-based planning and programming KPI score

Satisfactory 2.66

There is a separate M&E function which has a separate budget line. However, this budget is renegotiated on an annual basis, 

which limits the capacity of the SMEO to plan for the long term or to react swiftly if there is a need to explore an unexpected 

emerging issue. The SMEO does not have total independence since the EXCOM decides on terms of reference for M&E activities. 

Terms of reference for evaluations are specified in the MP handbook and follow a standard format. This leaves limited space for 

innovation or independence.

Evaluation reports consulted include limited information on methodology for data collection. They confuse results with findings 

and do not include recommendations linked to findings. Lessons, when included, are rarely linked to findings. Although every 

year since 2008 the EXCOM has recommended that lessons learned be taken into account in planning, there is no documentary 

evidence that lessons are taken into account. The recurring delays in project completion that are regularly pointed out suggest 

that limited lessons are learned in this respect. On the other hand, interviews with Secretariat and IA staff suggest that lesson 

learning is implicit in the programme planning and review process.

The is no documentary evidence of a management response in evaluation reports, although the Executive Committee 

comments on reports during its meetings.

MI 8.1: A corporate independent evaluation function exists Score

Overall MI rating Satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.00

Element 1: The evaluation function is independent from other management functions such as 

planning and managing development assistance (operational independence)
3

Element 2: The Head of evaluation reports directly to the Governing Body of the organisation 

(Structural independence)
2

Element 3: The evaluation office has full discretion in deciding the evaluation programme 2

Element 4: A separate budget line (approved by the Governing Body) ensures budgetary 

independence
3

Element 5: The central evaluation programme is fully funded by core funds 4

Element 6: Evaluations are submitted directly for consideration at the appropriate level of decision-

making pertaining to the subject of evaluation
4

Element 7: Evaluators are able to conduct their work throughout the evaluation without undue 

interference by those involved in implementing the unit of analysis being evaluated (Behavioural 

independence)

N/E

MI 8.1 Analysis Source document

The SMEO within the Fund Secretariat has some, but not complete, independence. The SMEO 

implements the evaluation programme as approved by the EXCOM which might modify his/her 

proposed annual evaluation programme. The evaluation programme is selected after discussions 

with the Secretariat, IAs and the Executive Committee to ensure that it addresses topics of interest 

in programme implementation. Although reporting directly to the EXCOM as per decision 22/19 

(h) (but not to the Meeting of the Parties), in practice the Chief Officer may exercise some oversight 

and influence over the implementation of the plan, as the SMEO reports administratively to him/

her. A Secretariat member sometimes takes part in evaluation missions. The SMEO does not 

have the freedom to commission any evaluation without approval by the EXCOM in the annual 

evaluation work programme. 

3, 5, 9, 18, 30, 54
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A budget for M&E is approved as part of the M&E work programme document but is not separately 

identified in the budget of the Fund Secretariat. The central evaluation programme is fully funded 

by core funds as part of the work of the Fund Secretariat. Evaluations are submitted to the Executive 

Committee for consideration.

3, 5, 9, 18, 30, 54

MI 8.1 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 8.2: Consistent, independent evaluation of results (coverage) Score

Overall MI rating Satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.40

Element 1: An evaluation policy describes the principles to ensure coverage, quality and use of 

findings, including in decentralised evaluations 
3

Element 2: The policy/an evaluation manual guides the implementation of the different categories 

of evaluations, such as strategic, thematic, corporate level evaluations, as well as decentralised 

evaluations 

3

Element 3: A prioritised and funded evaluation plan covering the organisation’s planning and 

budgeting cycle is available
3

Element 4: The annual evaluation plan presents a systematic and periodic coverage of the 

organisation’s Interventions, reflecting key priorities 
4

Element 5: Evidence from sample countries demonstrate that the policy is being implemented 4

MI 8.2 Analysis Source document

There is no evaluation policy as such, but rather detailed guidelines which have evolved over time. 

The Executive Committee started to address evaluation in 1995 at which time it approved the 

preparation of evaluation guidelines.

Annex XI.2 (p. 43 and p. 63) of the Policies, Procedures, Guidelines and Criteria includes an M&E 

chapter which provides all the procedures for evaluation, including different types of evaluations, 

differentiating between investment and non-investment projects. The Annex also includes online 

information on decision-making and operationalisation. The draft M&E work programme for each 

year (including a detailed budget) is validated by the EXCOM on an annual basis. 

The choice of evaluations follows a logic linked to the different projects and to the assessment 

of targets. Evaluations usually focus on the eradication of substances (results) rather than on 

outcomes.

A review of a number of evaluations shows a similar pattern: the SMEO submits to the EXCOM a 

proposal for evaluation which usually includes, first, terms of reference and, second, a desk study 

on a specific theme. Country case studies are then used to validate (or not) desk study findings. 

The findings of the desk study point towards a set of evaluation questions needing field visits (in a 

sample of countries). 

The SMEO introduces the draft M&E work programme. The Executive Committee decides which 

of them should be included in the work programme and then approves the budget and notes the 

terms of reference for the evaluation to go ahead.

The Executive Committee’s decision to approve an evaluation is linked to the Executive Committee 

priorities. For example, in Decision XIX/6 of the Nineteenth Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal 

Protocol, the Executive Committee gave priority to the phase-out of HCFCs in the foam sector. 

Thus, the 2014-15 evaluation programme involved the evaluation of foam sector projects. The.

2, 3, 5, 18, 24, 30, 35, 43
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evaluation took place in two stages, namely (a) a desk study and (b) a series of field studies in 

a sample of countries. In combination with the desk study, the findings of this report based on 

country case studies helped formulate lessons learned and recommendations for consideration by 

the Executive Committee at its 74th meeting in 2015. 

Evaluations cover a wide range of countries. The desk study on the evaluation of HCFC phase-out 

projects in the refrigeration and air-conditioning manufacturing sector covered 19 countries. The 

final report for the evaluation of the chiller projects with co-funding modalities covered 8 countries.

2, 3, 5, 18, 24, 30, 35, 43

MI 8.2 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 8.3: Systems are applied to ensure the quality of evaluations Score

Overall MI rating Unsatisfactory

Overall MI score 2.40

Element 1: Evaluations are based on design, planning and implementation processes that are 

inherently quality oriented
3

Element 2: Evaluations use appropriate methodologies for data-collection, analysis and 

interpretation
2

Element 3: Evaluation reports present in a complete and balanced way the evidence, findings, 

conclusions, and where relevant, recommendations 
2

Element 4: The methodology presented incudes the methodological limitations and concerns 2

Element 5: A process exists to ensure the quality of all evaluations, including decentralised 

evaluations
3

MI 8.3 Analysis Source document

The evaluation process is harmonised through the evaluation guidelines. All evaluations follow the 

same process.

The Executive Committee stresses the importance of good technical reviews and requests IAs to 

follow Executive Committee guidance and use the format for reviews adopted by the Executive 

Committee. Information on design planning and methodology are consistently presented in the 

evaluation reports in one paragraph as per guidelines in the terms of reference.

However, it is fair to say that evaluation reports provide limited details on the methodology used 

for data collection or analysis. 

Evaluation reports consulted did not provide any details on how data was analysed. It is therefore 

difficult to comment on the appropriateness of methodologies since there is no reflection on 

limitations and the same methodology paragraphs are consistently applied across all evaluations 

reviewed.

Additionally, evaluation reports focus on presenting findings rather than on providing analysis and 

explanations for these findings. This is due to the fact that evaluations are designed to check that 

results are achieved, not to ask analytical evaluative questions. Although there is a recommendations 

section in the reports, these are usually not clearly linked to findings. Recommendations are worded 

more as requests to the EXCOM to “take note” of the findings or to “invite the bilateral and implementing 

agencies to apply, when appropriate, the findings and recommendations of the evaluation”. Every 

evaluation report, however, has specific recommendations related to the projects evaluated. Reports 

are reviewed by the SMEO, and findings are discussed with the relevant stakeholders.

1, 2, 3, 4, 16, 18, 35, 39, 41, 

44, 46, 47

MI 8.3 Evidence confidence High confidence
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MI 8.4: Mandatory demonstration of the evidence base to design new interventions Score

Overall MI rating Unsatisfactory

Overall MI score 2.00

Element 1: A formal requirement exists to demonstrate how lessons from past interventions have 

been taken into account in the design of new interventions
2

Element 2: Clear feedback loops exist to feed lessons into new interventions design 3

Element 3: There is evidence that lessons from past interventions have informed new interventions 2

Element 4: Incentives exist to apply lessons learnt to new interventions 2

Element 5: The number/share of new operations designs that draw on lessons from evaluative 

approaches is made public
1

MI 8.4 Analysis Source document

The MLF has set up a database for collecting lessons learned, but it is difficult to navigate. The 

database is unable to triangulate different keywords, such as types of lessons or geographies. As 

already mentioned, reports also contain a limited number of lessons. Since 2008, there has been 

an annual recommendation that new projects should take into account lessons from previous 

evaluations, but the assessment team found no documentary evidence in project proposals 

that this has happened. Similarly, there is no written evidence of any incentives to apply lessons. 

The Secretariat provided a number of examples of lesson learning: the policy paper on end-user 

incentive schemes led to a new policy being established, and an analysis of low global warming 

potential demonstration projects led to a new window for demonstration projects. Regional 

network meetings also provide evidence of the way lessons from past interventions have informed 

new interventions.

18, 27, 34

MI 8.4 Evidence confidence Medium confidence

MI 8.5: Poorly performing interventions proactively identified, tracked and addressed Score

Overall MI rating Highly satisfactory

Overall MI score 3.75

Element 1: A system exists to identify poorly performing interventions 4

Element 2: Regular reporting tracks the status and evolution of poorly performing interventions 4

Element 3: A process for addressing the poor performance exists, with evidence of its use 3

Element 4: The process clearly delineates the responsibility to take action 4

MI 8.5 Analysis Source document

Each IA produces an annual progress report which highlights poorly performing interventions. 

Performance is also discussed at an annual meeting between the Secretariat and the IA. However, it 

is not clear what happens in cases of poor performance. According to the MLF, when problems are 

identified through the annual progress report, tranche report or verification report, the Secretariat 

usually notifies the EXCOM and proposes a recommendation to address it. An update on the 

project needs to be provided at the following meeting, and the monitoring should continue until 

the problem or performance issue is resolved. Projects can be cancelled, but this rarely happens. 

When it does, the MLF has a clear procedure for project cancellation.

3, 5, 16, 20, 34, 38, 39, 40, 

43, 49, 55

MI 8.5 Evidence confidence High confidence
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MI 8.6: Clear accountability system ensures responses and follow-up to and use of 
evaluation recommendations

Score

Overall MI rating Highly unsatisfactory

Overall MI score 1.25

Element 1: Evaluation reports include a management response (or has one attached or associated 

with it)
2

Element 2: Management responses include an action plan and/or agreement clearly stating 

responsibilities and accountabilities 
0

Element 3: A timeline for implementation of key recommendations is proposed N/A

Element 4: A system exists to regularly track status of implementation 3

Element 5: An annual report on the status of use and implementation of evaluation 

recommendations is made public
0

MI 8.6 Analysis Source document

Evaluation reports reviewed did not include a management response. However, comments are 

requested from all the stakeholders, and Executive Committee comments are included in the 

Executive Committee report. As mentioned under MI 8.3, evaluation reports do not include 

recommendations explicitly linked to findings. Evaluation reports consulted mostly address 

compliance with procedures or phasing-out processes – rather than, for example, including an 

analysis of the reasons for non-compliance –, so it is not surprising that there are no management 

responses. Given the absence of recommendations and management response, no timeline for 

the implementation of a recommendation exists, nor is there an annual report on the use and 

implementation of evaluation recommendations. The Secretariat commented that evaluations 

address what the Executive Committee considers useful or necessary and that evaluation reports 

have contributed to improvements in project design and implementation.

The annual completion report together with the consolidated completion reports regularly track 

the status of implementation. Each IA’s progress is assessed annually against its business plan. The 

annual progress reports together with the consolidated completion reports regularly track the 

status of implementation, and these are available on the MLF website. Thus, although not widely 

advertised, this information is publicly available.

5, 20, 34, 38, 41, 43, 49, 54

MI 8.6 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 8.7: Uptake of lessons learned and best practices from evaluations and other reports Score

Overall MI rating Satisfactory

Overall MI score 2.80

Element 1: A complete and current repository of evaluations and their recommendations is 

available for use
4

Element 2: A mechanism for distilling and disseminating lessons learned internally exists 3

Element 3: A dissemination mechanism to partners, peers and other stakeholders is available and 

employed
3

Element 4: A system is available and used to track the uptake of lessons learned 2

Element 5: Evidence is available that lessons learned and good practices are being applied 2

Element 6: A corporate policy for Disclosure of information exists and is also applied to evaluations N/E
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MI 8.7 Analysis Source document

All final evaluation reports are submitted to the EXCOM and are publicly available on the website. 

A minority of reports are in a restricted access section. Although there is a repository for lessons 

learned, this database is not very user friendly, and there is no documentary evidence that lessons 

are being discussed. One major issue is that evaluation reports consulted did not include any real 

lessons. Though the reports have a “lessons learned” section, in many reports what is indicated 

as a lesson learned is either a result (i.e. whether the target has been achieved) or a lesson not 

substantiated with findings or other evidence.

Although findings are discussed annually with the IA, there is no system in use to track how 

lessons are being used or even evidence that lessons are analysed systematically. According to the 

Secretariat, lessons are used in the project review process on a case-by-case basis.

MI 8.7 Evidence confidence High confidence

RESULTS
Achievement of relevant, inclusive and sustainable contributions to humanitarian and development results in 
an efficient way

KPI 9: Development and humanitarian objectives are achieved, and results 
contribute to normative and cross-cutting goals KPI score

Highly satisfactory 3.67

The objectives of the MLF are very different from those of most multilateral organisations. The standard MOPAN results 

assessment framework is therefore difficult to apply. The MLF assists developing countries to comply with the terms of the 

Montreal Protocol, the aim of which is to address the depletion of the ozone layer. While ozone depletion has large potential 

health and environmental impacts, the MLF itself does not address humanitarian or development results, and thus some of 

the MIs (such as human rights) were considered to be not applicable. There was some debate as to whether gender should be 

considered as applicable or not. Gender as a concept is taken into account by IAs, although in projects and evaluations reports 

there is no evidence that gender was ever considered beyond counting the number of women who may have taken part in 

training. To be fair, the extent to which a gender dimension is directly relevant within the context of most MLF activities can 

be questioned. The achievement of MLF targets does not have an impact on the relationships between men and women. The 

contribution to the repair to the ozone layer, and to the reduction in the use of high global warming potential chemicals, is 

beyond doubt. Interventions funded by the MLF have realised substantial global health and environmental benefits.

MI 9.1: Interventions assessed as having achieved their stated development and/or 
humanitarian objectives and attained expected results 

Score

MI rating Highly satisfactory

MI score 4.00

MI 9.1 Analysis Source document

The MLF does not have development or humanitarian objectives per se, although the repair of the 

ozone layer does provide significant global health and environmental benefits, and the MP makes 

important contributions to several SDGs The direct achievements of the MP have to be measured 

in terms of targets reached in the areas of stopping the use and production of ODS (and, in due 

course, the phase-down of HFCs); thus, MOPAN looked at this indicator through this lens. In this, 

the MLF and the MP have been very successful. 

Implementation of projects and activities by bilateral and implementing agencies for 2017 and 

cumulative from 1991 to 31 December 2017 is summarised as follows:

1, 20, 29, 53
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“(a) Phase-out: In 2017, 1,455.1 ODP tonnes of consumption were phased out and an additional 

261.6 ODP tonnes of consumption were approved for phase-out. Since 1991, 286,176 ODP 

tonnes of consumption and 204,189 ODP tonnes of production had been phased out of an 

expected total of 465,791 ODP tonnes from projects approved (excluding cancelled and 

transferred projects);

(b) Disbursements/approvals: In 2017, US $115.82 million was disbursed and US $110.51

million was planned for disbursement based on the 2016 progress report representing a rate 

of disbursement of 105 per cent of that planned. Cumulatively, US $2.91 billion had been 

disbursed out of the total US $3.16 billion approved for disbursement (excluding agency 

support costs). This represents a rate of disbursement of 92 per cent. In 2017, US $68.37 million 

was approved for implementation;

Number of projects completed: In 2017, 396 projects were completed. Since 1991, 7,197 projects 

of the 7,930 projects (excluding closed or transferred projects) financed by the Multilateral 

Fund were completed. This represents a completion rate of 91 per cent.”

However, a study on Resource Mobilisation for HCFC Phase-out and Climate Mitigation Co-benefits 

by the World Bank reported some limitations. This study sought “to identify potential investment 

opportunities and sources of co-financing to meet the additional costs of energy efficiency 

and climate mitigation benefits associated with HCFC phase-out projects supported by the 

Multilateral Fund of the Montreal Protocol. As it stands, the Multilateral Fund only supports eligible 

incremental costs related to ozone depleting substances and does not fund the additional costs 

of additional energy efficiency related improvements. Currently, therefore, the Multilateral Fund 

does not directly incentivise the uptake of the most energy efficient technology, leading to missed 

opportunities to enhance support to ozone depleting substances phase-out projects which would 

have maximised associated climate mitigation outcomes, and risking technology lock-in.” 

1, 20, 29, 53

MI 9.1 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 9.2: Interventions assessed as having realised the expected positive benefits for target 
group members

Score

MI rating Highly satisfactory

MI score 4.00

MI 9.2 Analysis Source document

The MP does not have people as a direct target group. The direct targets are companies that 

need support to transition to the use of new technologies and staff of NOUs who need training 

to control the implementation of the MP. Given that most targets seem to have been reached and 

NOU officers trained, it can be concluded that interventions have been successful for these target 

groups. 

As the MP is a global international agreement, the ultimate target group of the MP and the MLF is 

the global population. Given the success of the MP in repairing the ozone layer and reducing the 

use of high global warming potential chemicals, interventions funded by the MLF have realised the 

expected global health and environmental benefits.

1

MI 9.2 Evidence confidence High confidence
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MI 9.3: Interventions assessed as having contributed to significant changes in national 
development policies and programmes (policy and capacity impacts), or needed system 
reforms 

Score

MI rating Highly satisfactory

MI score 4.00

MI 9.3 Analysis Source document

Numerous reports show that legislation and policy have changed and adapted in all the countries 

supported by the MLF. The MP provided the impetus and resource for institutional changes at 

the national level. For example, during the second tranche implementation, the Government 

of Armenia updated and amended HCFC legislation to include quotas for HCFC imports from 

2013 based on the Montreal Protocol Control Schedule and a ban on the import of HCFC-based 

equipment as of January 2015. The government also developed a guide on ODS imports and 

exports. Another example is the energy conservation policy adopted by the Government of 

Thailand which included funding mechanisms. It encompassed the early replacement of energy 

non-efficient CFC chillers nationwide by providing low-interest credits.

The ICF evaluation of the MP in 2012 mentions a number of positive outcomes such as these: 

•	 “Support for developing ODS legislation, establishing licensing and quota systems, and

preventing illegal trade are seen as some of the most effective contributions of the Compliance 

Assistance Programme (CAP) managed by UNEP [… The] CAP has facilitated information 

exchange and co-operation among NOUs through regional network meetings, workshops and 

South-South co-operation activities.

•	 Many stakeholders regard institutional strengthening (IS) activities as the most effective of the

non-investment project types and a fundamental component contributing to the overall success 

of the Montreal Protocol.”

The MLF’s country-driven approach promotes capacity building and ownership and has been 

successful at transforming industry and producing sustainable results. IS funding and capacity 

building efforts to help Article 5 countries achieve and maintain compliance are a particular 

strength of the mechanism, and these efforts will continue to be important with HCFC phase-

down. 

Governance has been improved in terms of developing legislation and maintaining compliance: 

“Support for developing ODS legislation, establishing licensing and quota systems, and preventing 

illegal trade are seen as some of the most effective contributions of the [CAP (…). The] CAP has 

facilitated information exchange and co-operation among NOUs through regional network 

meetings, workshops and South-South co-operation activities.

“Many stakeholders regard institutional strengthening (IS) activities as the most effective of the 

non-investment project types and a fundamental component of the Montreal Protocol. While 

CAP assistance is considered particularly important for LVC countries, as well as for countries that 

ratified the Montreal Protocol only recently, even high-volume-consuming Article 5 Parties report 

successful contributions from the CAP related to negotiations for amendment signatures and 

customs training programmes. 

In order to improve the monitoring and control of trade in ODS and other controlled substances, 

it was also necessary to create new customs codes relating to substances controlled under the 

Montreal Protocol in the Harmonised Commodity Description and Coding System (HS) codes.

1, 2, 33, 36, 37, 43, 47

MI 9.3 Evidence confidence High confidence
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MI 9.4: Interventions assessed as having helped improve gender equality and the 
empowerment of women 

Score

MI rating Unsatisfactory

MI score 2.00

MI 9.4 Analysis Source document

At the time of this assessment, the MLF had no gender policy but relied on IAs having gender 

policies in place. The MLF has operated under the assumption that IAs would implement their 

gender policies. There is, however, no documentary evidence showing that the MLF or the SMEO 

have specifically considered gender in their performance assessments or evaluations. Gender has 

only been mentioned in the context of capacity building projects where the number of women 

trained has been reported. However, the Secretariat has become increasingly aware of the need to 

develop its own gender policy. The SMEO commissioned a desk review on gender in 2018 as part of 

the evaluation programme, and the EXCOM approved a gender policy in December 2019.

In fairness, it could be argued that gender is less directly relevant to the MLF than in other more 

traditional or humanitarian interventions. For example, while men and women are unequally 

represented in the refrigerant sector, both benefit from the repair of the ozone layer and the 

reduction in the use of chemicals with high global warming potential. 

MI 9.4 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 9.5: Interventions assessed as having helped improve environmental sustainability/
helped tackle the effects of climate change 

Score

MI rating Highly satisfactory

MI score 4.00

MI 9.5 Analysis Source document

The MLF was set up by Parties to the MP is to assist developing countries to comply with the phase-

out of ODS. The Kigali Amendment in 2016 added HFCs, non-ODS greenhouse gases, to the list of 

substances controlled under the Protocol. Evidence for the positive impacts of the MP on both the 

ozone layer and global temperatures is widely available. Until the recent findings related to CFC-11, 

it had been recognised internationally as an unqualified success.

There are numerous environmental benefits, health benefits and co-benefits associated with 

activities funded by the MLF to phase out ODS:

•	 MLF activities have led to substantial climate benefits given the high global warming potential

of many ODS. The overall reduction in consumption and production of greenhouse gases from 

1993 to 2011, relative to the consumption and production baseline, is estimated at 1 387 million 

metric tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent (MMTCO2eq) and 943 MMTCO2eq, respectively.

•	 Using conservative assumptions about emissions in each end-use and calculating reductions

over a 15-year period, it is estimated that overall GHG emission reductions are 6 700 MMTC02eq.

The phase-out of CFCs contributed significantly to reducing global warming, although this positive 

impact was somewhat mitigated by the fact that some replacements were HCFCs and HFCs, which 

tend to have significantly lower but still substantial global warming potentials than CFCs.

Environmental benefits from ozone layer protection include:

•	 reduced impacts on terrestrial ecosystems, crops and forests, including changes to plant

composition, detrimental effects on some crops and plants, and resulting negative impacts on 

ecosystem processes

1, 60
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•	 reduced impacts on aquatic life, including detrimental effects on phytoplankton, fish eggs and

larvae, and zooplankton

•	 reduced impacts on broader environmental processes and cycles, such as the biological

productivity of oceans.

Below are other environmental benefits from MLF-funded activities:

•	 substantial climate benefits given the high global warming potential of many ODS

•	 greater use of integrated pest management and environmentally sensitive forms of agricultural 

pest control

•	 in the case of some NOUs, realised synergies between ozone and other environmental issues

that improve overall environmental protection efforts

•	 strengthened waste management initiatives and greater consideration given to the life cycle of

products.

“In an estimate by the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the ozone layer would have 

collapsed by 2050 without the Montreal Protocol. Accordingly, the UV [ultraviolet] index measure 

would have increased dramatically. This could have led to an additional 280 million estimated 

cases of skin cancer, 1.5 million skin cancer deaths and 45 million cataracts in the United States 

alone.” This is related to the MP and to non-A5 countries which had the most emissions, while the 

MLF only funded the phase-out in Article 5 countries.

1, 60

MI 9.5 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 9.6: Interventions assessed as having helped improve good governance (as defined in 
2.1c) 

Score

MI rating Highly satisfactory

MI score 4.00

MI 9.6 Analysis Source document

As stated in MI 9.3, governance has been improved in terms of developing legislation and 

maintaining compliance. “Support for developing ODS legislation, establishing licensing and 

quota systems, and preventing illegal trade are seen as some of the most effective contributions 

of the [CAP (…). The] CAP has facilitated information exchange and co-operation among NOUs 

through regional network meetings, workshops and South-South co-operation activities.”

“Many stakeholders regard IS activities as the most effective of the non-investment project types 

and a fundamental component of the Montreal Protocol.” While CAP assistance is considered 

particularly important for LVC countries, as well as for countries that ratified the Montreal Protocol 

only recently, even high-volume-consuming Article 5 Parties report successful contributions from 

the CAP related to negotiations for amendment signatures and customs training programmes. 

1, 2, 33, 36, 37, 43, 47

MI 9.6 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 9.7: Interventions assessed as having helped improve human rights Score

MI rating

MI score

MI 9.7 Analysis Source document

N/A

MI 9.7 Evidence confidence
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KPI 10: Interventions are relevant to the needs and priorities of partner countries 
and beneficiaries, and the organisation works towards results in areas within its 
mandate

KPI score

Highly satisfactory 4.00

Overall, the MP is achieving its intended results and has responded to the needs and priorities of the Parties. It involves the 

targeted stakeholder groups. The MP has influenced policy change and legal adjustments in Article 5 countries, and targets 

have been reached. 

MI 10.1: Interventions assessed as having responded to the needs/priorities of target groups Score

MI rating Highly satisfactory

MI score 4.00

MI 10.1 Analysis Source document

The target groups of the MP have been enterprises producing or importing ODS. After the discovery 

of the ozone hole over the Antarctic in 1985, the scientific and NGO community at large actively 

supported banning CFCs to protect the ozone layer. Contrarily, chemical producers, drawing on 

their previous experience with battling national ozone regulations, realised their economic interest 

in creating a global ozone regulation. They began to see economic benefit in a global even playing 

field for all CFCs producers. At the same time, the development of affordable CFC substitutes 

globally created an incentive for chemical producers to develop a CFC alternative first. During the 

final stage of negotiations of the Montreal Protocol, industry had shifted from its previous position 

towards being supportive of regulations on a global scale.

60

MI 10.1 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 10.2: Interventions assessed as having helped contribute to the realisation of national 
development goals and objectives

Score

MI rating Highly satisfactory

MI score 4.00

MI 10.2 Analysis Source document

The objective of the signatory countries was to phase out ODS. This has been achieved or is being 

finalised in all countries. There is an overall consensus that the MP has delivered its goals and 

objectives (even though these are not development objectives per se) ODS and CFCs reached a 

98% phase-out by 2010 while the remaining 2% are HCFCs. HCFCs are alternatives to CFCs and 

became popular substitutes in consumer products which previously relied on CFCs. HCFCs, 

although still broken down in the atmosphere like CFCs, are a much smaller risk to the ozone 

layer but are still potent greenhouse gases. The worldwide production of ODS has plummeted 

from some 1.2 million tonnes in 1986 to 80 000 tonnes in 2006 to being nearly eliminated in 2016 

at 23  000 tonnes. Global ODS consumption has seen a similar trend dropping from 1.3 million 

tonnes in 1986 to 86 000 tonnes in 2006 and 22 000 tonnes in 2016. Note that these reductions and 

quantities are in ODP-adjusted tonnes.

A 2018 joint assessment by the World Meteorological Organisation, UNEP, the European 

Commission, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and the United States National 

Aeronautics and Space Administration concluded that “actions taken under the Montreal Protocol 

have led to decreases in the atmospheric abundance of controlled ozone-depleting substances 

(ODS) and the start of the recovery of stratospheric ozone”. This means that the Montreal Protocol 

can largely be credited with the ongoing recovery of the Antarctic ozone hole while avoiding much

60, 61
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more severe ozone depletion in the polar regions. Further, the Montreal Protocol has fostered an 

increase in the upper stratospheric ozone of 1-3% per decade since 2000.

A recent analysis for UNDP also identifies how the MP addresses the SDGs. The study confirms 

the contribution of the MP towards climate change mitigation, waste management, numerous 

positive health benefits and strengthening of food security. 

60, 61

MI 10.2 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 10.3: Results assessed as having been delivered as part of a coherent response to an 
identified problem 

Score

MI rating Highly satisfactory

MI score 4.00

MI 10.3 Analysis Source document

The MP represents a coherent global response to the threat to the ozone layer and a political 

commitment by many nation states brought together under the auspices of UNEP. In terms of 

political commitment on the international stage, individual countries as well as groups of countries 

drove the development of the Montreal Protocol by drafting strategic proposals throughout the 

negotiation process. In general, many countries were increasingly willing to commit to addressing 

the serious environmental impact of CFCs and public health concerns that the ultraviolet light was 

posing to their populations.

60

MI 10.3 Evidence confidence High confidence

KPI 11: Results are delivered efficiently KPI score

Satisfactory 3.50

On average, this KPI is rated as satisfactory. Documentary and interview evidence from both the Secretariat and the IAs suggest 

that the MLF is a highly cost-efficient operation. Incremental cost allocations and expenditures are very tightly scrutinised by 

the Secretariat. 

Evidence points to implementation that takes longer than planned but that is still within the overall compliance timetable 

as set out in the MP and subsequent amendments. Judged against this timetable, results in terms of compliance have been 

achieved on time and are on schedule.

MI 11.1: Interventions assessed as resource/cost-efficient Score

MI rating Highly satisfactory

MI score 4.00

MI 11.1 Analysis Source document

Documentary and interview evidence suggests that the MLF is a highly cost-efficient operation. 

Incremental cost allocations and expenditures are very tightly scrutinised by the Secretariat. 

Executive Committee documents report that, on average, the actual cost-effectiveness of MLF 

projects has been very close to planned cost-effectiveness at the time of Executive Committee 

approval. In terms of project costs, MLF projects have in total used slightly less funding than initially 

planned for, since some funds have been returned to the Fund as a result of savings realised during 

project implementation or of cancelled projects. ODS consumption projects have been about 3% 

more cost-effective than planned, while ODS production projects have been about 9% more cost-

effective than planned.

1, 20, 33
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Cost guidelines are the subject of intensive discussion in the Executive Committee. A recent 

example is the development of cost guidelines for the phase-down of HFCs in Article 5 countries. 

The administrative cost regime has also been recently reviewed by the Executive Committee, 

as have cost-effective options for controlling trifluoromethane by-product emissions. The costs 

and cost-effectiveness of programme proposals are closely scrutinised by the Secretariat, and 

all programme expenditure is tightly monitored by the Secretariat. The appropriate level of 

incentives for the adoption of new technologies is considered in evaluations. Comparisons of cost-

effectiveness (USD per kilogramme of chemical removed or destroyed) are included in relevant 

documents, such as the synthesis report on the pilot ODS disposal projects and the evaluation of 

the performance of IAs. 

Interviews with both Secretariat and IA staff point to an organisation where costs and cost-

effectiveness are tightly controlled and monitored. Even very small savings have to be returned 

to the Fund.

1, 20, 33

MI 11.1 Evidence confidence High confidence

MI 11.2: Implementation and results assessed as having been achieved on time (given the 
context, in the case of humanitarian programming)

Score

MI rating Satisfactory

MI score 3.00

MI 11.2 Analysis Source document

Delays are reported regularly. Most are due to delays in signing Memoranda of Understanding 

with countries and various ministerial departments. A regular report on tranche submission delays, 

including the major reasons for the delays and the impact on compliance, is considered by the 

EXCOM. Projects funded under the MLF have generally taken longer to complete than initially 

anticipated. On average, projects have a planned implementation time of 24 months but take 31 

months to reach completion (relative to the date that funding was approved).

Planned versus achieved implementation time vary across time and projects categorised by 

agency, project type and sector. On the other hand, judged against the overall timetable of the 

Montreal Protocol Control Schedule, results in terms of compliance have been achieved on time.	

1, 20, 24, 43

MI 11.2 Evidence confidence High confidence

KPI 12: Results are sustainable KPI score

Satisfactory 3.33

At one level, the results of the MLF can be considered as inherently sustainable. Once a substance has been phased out and its 

use made illegal, it is unlikely, given efforts to control illegal production and use, that it will come back on the market and be 

used on a large scale. Despite the recent controversy around illegal emissions of CFC-11 detected in China, there is no reason to 

question the sustainability of most of the MLF results. In addition to supportive policy and legal changes, there has also been 

investment in capacity development and human resources in the cooling sector. While it is difficult to predict whether NOUs 

will be funded by all Article 5 countries in perpetuity (rather than by the MP), it is likely that some countries will integrate the 

NOU within their national budget. Even where this does not happen, the development of an accreditation scheme for technical 

experts should ensure that the capacity within the sector remains.
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MI 12.1: Benefits assessed as continuing or likely to continue after project programme 
completion or there are effective measures to link the humanitarian relief operations to 
recovery, to resilience and eventually to longer-term developmental results 

Score

MI rating Satisfactory

MI score 3.00

MI 12.1 Analysis Source document

It is important to note that a desk study on the sustainability of the MP has been planned and terms 

of reference discussed at the 83rd meeting of the EXCOM.

Given the fact that ODS have been removed and replaced and that legislation is in place in countries 

to ban certain substances, it can be argued that benefits will be sustainable. The focus on capacity 

building and institutional strengthening would suggest a strong likelihood that efforts to comply 

with the MP will be sustained in most countries.

An ICF evaluation in 2012 of the financial mechanism of the MLF concluded that private entity and 

government sustainability and commitment are critical drivers in the success of GEF investments 

in the ODS focal area, as they also are in the MLF. Strong private sector involvement, including 

through providing co-financing, contributed to the rapid and enduring phase-out of ODS:

•	 “In CEITs [countries with economies in transition], the NOUs ceased to function after GEF support 

ended, which may prevent measures being put in place to address the remaining threats to the 

ozone layer, including the phase-out of HCFCs and destruction of unwanted ODS stockpiles.

•	 GEF operations have been less cost-effective than those of the MLF, in part because GEF projects 

did not always adhere to incremental financing procedures” (IFC, 2012).

The MLF’s country-driven approach promotes capacity building and ownership and has been 

successful at transforming industry and producing sustainable results. IS funding and capacity 

building efforts to help Article 5 countries achieve and maintain compliance are a particular 

strength of the mechanism, and these efforts will continue to be important with HFC phase-

down. Furthermore, the ability to confirm results through reported Article 7 data has proved to 

be an important contributor to demonstrating the success of the Fund, ensuring compliance and 

effectively measuring progress.

At the 83rd meeting, the issue of CFC-11 was discussed and generated a number of questions 

regarding the sustainability of achievements to date and the adequacy of verification and 

monitoring procedures. “During the review process of tranche funding requests submitted to the 

83rd meeting, the Secretariat raised specific questions related to the sustainability of the phase-out 

achieved, including whether a ban on the import of controlled substances that have already been 

phased out and equipment containing those substances is in place; whether the current licensing 

and quota system still includes the monitoring of such substances; whether there have been cases 

of illegal imports of those substances; whether the national ozone officers (NOOs) are aware of 

stocks of such substances in their country; and whether the NOOs were aware of any use of those 

substances in the market, noting that such use would not necessarily constitute consumption.”

1, 54, 55

MI 12.1 Evidence confidence High confidence
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MI 12.2: Interventions assessed as having built sufficient institutional and/or community 
capacity for sustainability, or have been absorbed by government

Score

MI rating Satisfactory

MI score 3.00

MI 12.2 Analysis Source document

Countries have established NOUs which are part of the government structure. 

In a recent evaluation, the NOUs confirmed that post-conversion monitoring is now in place, as 

well as a quota system. This will have an implicit impact on sustainability. It was noted that in 

Ecuador the industry complained about the complexity of the administrative procedures, which 

hindered the efficient control and co-ordination in the foam sector.

An example from South Africa also indicates that institutional arrangements are in place to maintain 

the sustainability of results. Regarding the enforcement of the ban on imports of HCFC141b pure 

and contained in pre-blended polyols, UNIDO indicated that rigid control is maintained on the 

issuance of permits within the quotas, including information submitted by importers signed by 

their chief executive officers to ensure good governance and accountability. Random visits to 

importers to assess compliance with ODS regulations are undertaken by environmental inspectors. 

Converted enterprises are also monitored and visited after conversion. To date, no irregularities 

have been identified.

36, 55

MI 12.2 Evidence confidence Medium confidence

MI 12.3: Interventions assessed as having strengthened the enabling environment for 
development 

Score

MI rating Highly satisfactory

MI score 4.00

MI 12.3 Analysis Source document

Legal changes and capacity building have been assessed as having strengthened the enabling 

environment. Technology development has also increased energy efficiency, which encourages 

market adoption.

Other factors contributing to a strengthened enabling environment as mentioned in different 

sources are:

(a) the inclusion of the subject of good practices in the curricula of technical training schools,

which has become part of the guidelines for the development of such courses

(b) the certification of technicians which, even in its most basic implementation, becomes a well-

respected badge of quality service sought after by technicians and workshops

(c) the widespread adoption of formal codes of practice for the sector, which becomes part of the

certification process.

All of these elements may eventually evolve towards a formal process of national technician 

certification schemes, including formally adopted standards for refrigeration and air-conditioning 

servicing, thus contributing to the professionalisation of the trade.

33, 39, 41, 42, 44, 55

MI 12.3 Evidence confidence High confidence
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The partner survey for the MLF assessment was slightly different from the partner surveys MOPAN usually undertakes 
for its organisational performance assessments, so as to adjust this tool to the MLF’s characteristics. It did not limit 
inputs to partners from a pre-defined, limited number of countries. Rather, the assessment process was supported by 
inputs received from relevant interested parties of the Multilateral Fund, notably Executive Committee members, but 
also staff of National Ozone Units, relevant national Ministry officials, and relevant national industry/trade associations, 
gathered through an online partner survey.

The online survey was administered by MOPAN and was conducted over a period of seven weeks in 2019, starting on 
7 August and closing on 28 September 2019. 

Annex 3. Results of the 2019 MOPAN partner survey

Number of respondents: 36 Effective sample size: 87 Survey response rate: 41%

Non-governmental Government non-Article 5

Government Article 5

20%

47%

33%

Respondent profile:



ANNEX 3 . 107

STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT

MLF’s strategies and policies demonstrate clarity of vision and good understanding of comparative advantage 

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

MLF �nancial framework supports the e�ective implementation of the mandate and strategy 

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

MLF de�nes and adapts its organisational architecture in a way that allows full support to the vision  

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

MLF strategic allocation of resources is transparent and coherent with agreed strategic priorities 

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Excellent Very good Fairly good Fairly poor Very poor Extremely poor Don't know / No opinion
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MANAGING FINANCIAL RESOURCES

MLF provides transparent criteria for financial resource allocation

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

MLF provides predictable financial allocations, disbursements and payments

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

MLF transparently applies principles of results-based budgeting and reports expenditures according to results 

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

MLF adequately addresses issues and concerns raised by internal control mechanisms 

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Excellent Very good Fairly good Fairly poor Very poor Extremely poor Don't know / No opinion
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MLF financial co-operation is coherent/not fragmented

Government article 5

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

MLF has flexible resources

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

Excellent Very good Fairly good Fairly poor Very poor Extremely poor Don't know / No opinion

INTERVENTIONS (PROGRAMMES, PROJECTS, NORMATIVE WORK)

MLF interventions fit national programmes and results of partner countries

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

MLF interventions are tailored to the needs of the local context

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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MLF is realistic in its assessment of national/regional capacities

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

MLF appropriately manages risk in a given context

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

MLF has a clear understanding of its comparative advantage

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

MLF is adaptive to changes in context

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Excellent Very good Fairly good Fairly poor Very poor Extremely poor Don't know / No opinion



Familiarity with the gender strategy of MLF

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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MLF interventions are implemented to sustain impact over time

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Excellent Very good Fairly good Fairly poor Very poor Extremely poor Don't know / No opinion

Know it very well Know a fair amount about it Know just a little about it

Heard of but know almost nothing about it Never heard of it

INTERVENTIONS (CROSS-CUTTING ISSUES)

MLF promotes gender equality

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

INTERVENTIONS (CROSS-CUTTING ISSUES, ORGANISATIONAL PERFORMANCE) 

Excellent Very good Fairly good Fairly poor Very poor Extremely poor Don't know / No opinion
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Excellent Very good Fairly good Fairly poor Very poor Extremely poor Don't know / No opinion

MLF uses robust performance data when designing and implementing interventions

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

MLF bases its policy and strategy decisions on robust performance data

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

MLF has a clear statement on which of its interventions must be evaluated

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

EVIDENCE BASE FOR PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING

MLF prioritises a results-based approach

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT
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Excellent Very good Fairly good Fairly poor Very poor Extremely poor Don't know / No opinion

MLF participates in joint evaluations at the country/regional level

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Where required, MLF ensures that evaluations are carried out

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

MLF intervention designs contain a statement of the evidence base

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

MLF identifies under-performing interventions

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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Excellent Very good Fairly good Fairly poor Very poor Extremely poor Don't know / No opinion

MLF follows up evaluation recommendations systematically

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

MLF addresses any areas of intervention under-performance

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

MLF learns lessons from experience rather than repeating the same mistakes

Government article 5

Government non-Article 5

Non-governmental

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%



For any questions or comments, 
please contact:

The MOPAN Secretariat
secretariat@mopanonline.org

www.mopanonline.org
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