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[bookmark: _Toc233019995]Executive summary
The purpose of this study is to evaluate the performance of the UK International Climate Finance (ICF) Knowledge, Evidence and Engagement Programme (KEEP), delivered by the Department for Energy Security and Net Zero (DESNZ).[footnoteRef:1] UK ICF is Official Development Assistance (ODA) that the UK provides to help developing countries reduce greenhouse gas emissions, biodiversity loss, and damage to the environment, and adapt to the effects of climate change.  [1:  International Climate Finance: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/international-climate-finance  
] 

KEEP funds research and engagement projects that build the evidence base for stronger ICF programme design and decision-making and support the UK to respond effectively to strategic engagement opportunities that advance ICF objectives. KEEP addresses an ongoing gap in the ability of ICF and colleagues working on ICF objectives to obtain approval efficiently and quickly for (1) high-quality research to inform programmes and policy or (2) effective communication or engagement to influence wider climate objectives. No other instrument is available to support these requirements in such a targeted and responsive way. The ultimate impact that KEEP aims to generate is improved delivery and increased ambition of UK ICF activities to support developing countries to tackle climate change.
KEEP was first approved for funding in March 2018. The total amount spent to date is £14 million, with a further £2 million expected to be spent by the end of the current funding period.[footnoteRef:2]  This evaluation provides key learning to support the effective implementation of the current phase of funding that concludes at the end of March 2027, and to inform the design of the next phase of the programme. [2:  Business cases for KEEP are available on FCDO’s Development Tracker (DevTracker): DevTracker Programme GB-GOV-13-ICF-0029-KEEP Documents. Development Tracker is a site hosted by FCDO which shares information on the international development programmes led by FCDO and other government departments and partners responsible for delivering international development programmes with the aim of making development assistance more transparent.] 

The evaluation
The Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning team within ICF Analysis were asked to deliver an evaluation between March 2025 and November 2025 to assess the extent to which KEEP’s intended impact is being achieved and whether anything can be learned from how the intervention is being delivered. This was an internal evaluation conducted by the team intended to generate useful insights to inform programme design and delivery. The evaluation has been externally peer-reviewed.
[bookmark: _Int_E5eZVZA5]The evaluation took a theory-informed approach, whereby the validity of the KEEP Theory of Change (ToC) was assessed with reference to multiple evidence sources. It also explored how different types of KEEP projects (both in terms of their size and their research or engagement focus) faced unique challenges and opportunities. 
Evidence for this evaluation was collected between June 2025 and August 2025 through interviews with 21 current and former KEEP project leads and KEEP programme management, programme documentation review, and a selection of publicly available sources associated with KEEP projects. Some interviews covered multiple projects or multiple leads to minimise burden on project teams.
Key findings
Overall, the evaluation finds that KEEP is a well-functioning and valuable programme that delivers timely, high-quality research and engagement resources. An area for improvement is to further develop its monitoring and learning systems and to further improve the ability to assess and maximise longer-term impact.
Process Findings
· The KEEP Theory of Change clearly articulates how research and engagement activities are intended to contribute to impact. It is only partially integrated into KEEP’s monitoring system, however, which focuses primarily on outputs and early outcomes.
· The commissioning and approvals process works well overall, following significant improvements, but guidance on business case development and supplier selection could be clearer. Further improvements can be made to lower the burden for projects requesting relatively small amounts of funding.
· KEEP projects encounter a range of delivery challenges, some linked to inherent scale and complexity constraints. While project teams are generally well-supported by programme management and relevant specialists and achieve their objectives through strong oversight and expert input, there is scope to strengthen support further by clarifying roles and responsibilities and providing more targeted, proactive input to ensure projects consistently produce high-quality outputs, and to help teams anticipate and manage risks.
· KEEP project leads broadly expect their projects to lead to transformational change, either through continued engagement with evidence or further developments to communities of practice that KEEP projects helped to facilitate. The KEEP monitoring system, however, is not set up to sufficiently monitor these impacts, limiting assessment against ICF KPI 15: Extent to which ICF intervention is likely to lead to transformational change. Any changes must be proportionate, however, recognising monitoring burden for smaller projects and teams with competing priorities.
· KEEP projects are required to meet ODA and Equality Act requirements, including undertaking a Public Sector Equality Duty assessment and meeting stringent safeguarding requirements. These are addressed at design and approval stages, and progress is reported through routine monitoring (including on Gender Equality, Disability and Social Inclusion (GEDSI)). However, GEDSI is not tracked as a separate programme objective, limiting visibility on whether commitments made at the bid stage are delivered in practice. 
Output, outcome and indicative impact findings
· KEEP is funding research and engagement resources that are timely and high-quality, with the majority of KEEP projects achieving their intended objectives. 
· ICF colleagues and wider stakeholders working on international climate objectives have been able to access KEEP resources - supported by wide engagement and proactive dissemination across multiple platforms. 
· [bookmark: _Int_Wpg62n2B]KEEP shows the potential to achieve its intended impacts, but there is limited substantial evidence to support an assessment of the impact that projects have had beyond delivering their outputs. Some improvements could be made to the way KEEP monitors and reports impact data. While beyond the scope of this evaluation, interviews with wider stakeholders and audiences would likely reveal further evidence of impact and identify opportunities for impacts to be strengthened.
Recommendations
The following recommendations were developed through a review of project documentation and insights gathered during interviews with KEEP project leads and stakeholders. 
1. Develop a repository of KEEP concept notes and business cases, categorised by project type and budget, to provide clear examples of proportionate, high-quality submissions for those new to KEEP. 
2. Review KEEP’s repository of guidance documents and approach to dissemination to ensure that project leads have clear, consistent, and up-to-date information throughout the project lifecycle. 
3. Review the provision of external specialist support to ensure project teams are consistently equipped to achieve project outcomes and manage risks.
4. Develop a more granular approach to monitoring engagement and dissemination to better assess whether research and engagement outputs are reaching and influencing the most relevant stakeholders.  
5. Consider introducing an optional, light-touch framework to support more structured monitoring and risk management for larger or more complex KEEP projects.
6. Improve the way KEEP captures evidence of outcomes, impacts, and lessons that accrue after project completion, to strengthen the evidence base on longer-term influence and the likelihood that KEEP projects will lead to transformational change. 
7. Monitor Gender Equality, Disability and Social Inclusion as a separate objective. 

[bookmark: _Toc233019996]Part 1: Introduction
The evaluation was conducted in-house by the DESNZ ICF Analysis team. KEEP is a £16 million programme funded by ICF and delivered by DESNZ. The programme began in March 2018 and has been extended until March 2027. The evaluation’s objectives are to identify and assess the overall performance of the KEEP programme, focusing both on the process of designing, approving, and delivering KEEP projects and their indicative outcomes and impact.
The primary audiences for this evaluation are KEEP’s programme management team, who stand to benefit from learning surrounding how best to manage and ensure the success of KEEP, and ICF programme teams, who stand to benefit from learning surrounding how best to make use of KEEP resources and from learning that might be applied to other ICF programmes. 
The evaluation is also delivered in the interests of accountability and transparency, as set out in HM Treasury’s Central Government Guidance on Evaluation (known as the ‘Magenta Book’), in line with the UK Government’s responsibility to inform the public about the outcomes and value of the initiatives they put in place. 
The report is structured as follows:
· Part 2 provides an overview of the KEEP programme within the wider DESNZ ICF ambition to deliver high-impact, evidence-based international climate finance—supporting global emissions reductions, resilience, and UK climate leadership.
· Part 3 presents the evaluation scope and methodology, including limitations.
· Part 4 presents the findings of the evaluation, against impact and process questions.
· Part 5 presents the recommendations from the evaluation.


[bookmark: _Toc233019997]Part 2: The KEEP Programme 
[bookmark: _Toc233019998]Background
UK ICF is Official Development Assistance (ODA) the UK provides to help developing countries reduce greenhouse gas emissions, biodiversity loss, damage to the environment and adapt to the effects of climate change. The portfolio is focused on both climate change mitigation and adaptation, defined respectively as action taken to limit or mitigate climate change by reducing emissions of greenhouse gases or removing those gases from the atmosphere, and changes to processes, practices and structures to adjust to the current or expected effects of climate change. The DESNZ ICF portfolio is primarily focused on mitigation. 
The ICF portfolio is currently delivered jointly across four UK government departments, including DESNZ, the Foreign, Commonwealth and Development Office (FCDO), the Department for Science, Innovation and Technology (DSIT), and the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra). The portfolio was launched in 2011 with commitments amounting to £3.9 billion from 2011/12 to 2015/16 (ICF 1), £5.8 billion from 2016/17 to 2020/21 (ICF 2), and £11.6 billion from 2021/22 to 2025/26 (ICF 3). Over 2026/27 to 2028/29 (a shorter timeframe) ICF 4 includes a commitment to deliver £6bn of ODA as ICF, £6.7bn of wider UK backed investments in climate and nature and mobilise billions more in private finance for climate and nature.[footnoteRef:3] UK ICF is a key mechanism for delivering the UK’s obligations under the Paris Agreement and contributing to the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) by promoting low-carbon, climate-resilient development.  [3:  ICF 4 was announced in March 2026, after the completion of the research informing this evaluation but prior to publication.] 

[bookmark: _Toc233019999]The KEEP Programme
KEEP is a flexible ICF programme that enables UK Government teams to generate and deploy high-quality evidence and engagement at pace to support climate finance objectives. It funds a wide range of research and engagement activities designed to inform policy and programme design, strengthen capability, and increase the reach and influence of UK climate finance. Alongside funding, KEEP provides dedicated analytical and programme management support to ensure projects are robust, timely, and aligned with strategic priorities. Through this combined offer, KEEP aims to improve the delivery and increase the ambition of UK ICF, supporting developing countries to tackle climate change (see Annex 1: KEEP Programme Theory of Change). 
Project type
The programme has two distinct pillars: research and engagement. While most projects fall into only one category, a selection of projects are combined research and engagement projects. 
KEEP research projects have typically entailed:
· Primary and secondary research to inform the development of guidance or ways of working.
· Primary and secondary research to inform policy design, mechanisms for delivery, or understanding of the local context. 
· Development of training materials to improve capability and capacity, especially among ODA-eligible candidates  
· Synthesising data to improve portfolio design and inform strategy. 
KEEP engagement projects have typically entailed:
· Attending and delivering conferences, workshops, or award ceremonies
· Engagement with wider stakeholders at the programme or portfolio level to expand the reach or impact of ICF. 
· Capability and capacity building, especially for ODA-eligible candidates
· Innovative approaches to disseminating knowledge or influencing wider climate objectives, e.g. through the development and dissemination of playbooks.
KEEP projects can request funding for travel and subsistence, but if included it must adhere to relevant Departmental and Governmental policies.
Project demand
The demand for KEEP has increased from 4 projects approved in 2019/20 to 12 projects approved in 2024/25 (see Figure 2). 


Figure 2. Total number of KEEP projects approved in each year of implementation.
[bookmark: _Toc1339510517]

[bookmark: _Toc233020000]Part 3: Evaluation scope and methodology
[bookmark: _Toc233020001]Purpose and scope of the evaluation
The findings from the evaluation of KEEP will help to:
· Inform the delivery and strategy of KEEP.
· Build the evidence-base. 
· Inform strategic decisions about the future. 
· Generate learning on best practice, including how to build more effective structures for monitoring and evaluation.
The evaluation answers the following impact and process evaluation questions:
Table 1. Evaluation Questions.
	Theme
	Question/s

	1. Commissioning and Approvals
	A) Has the commissioning and approvals process for KEEP projects ensured an appropriate portfolio of projects, aligned with the Theory of Change?
B) [bookmark: _Int_eyXrpbxv]What role does the Theory of Change play in project design, monitoring and evaluation?

	2. Value-for-Money
	A) Has the commissioning and approvals process on KEEP been efficient?
B) What, if any, challenges have projects faced achieving VfM? Do project characteristics affect these challenges? 

	3. Provision of support
	A) Has support to project leads been sufficient to deliver the intended outcomes/impacts? 
B) Where, if relevant, has support been insufficient? How have project or team characteristics affected these experiences?

	4. Monitoring and Reporting: Outputs and outcomes
	A) Have monitoring systems been fit for purpose? Do they support reporting against the Theory of Change and intended project outputs/outcomes? Are they proportionate to project size and resources? Do they enable programme-level learning?
B) Can improvements be made?

	5. Monitoring and Reporting: Gender Equality, Disability and Social Inclusion
	(A) Is KEEP effectively monitoring Gender Equality, Disability and Social Inclusion?

	6. Monitoring and Reporting: 
Impact and Transformational Change
	(A) Do monitoring systems, and associated methodologies, support a robust assessment of impact and the likelihood of transformational change?

	7. KEEP Project Outcomes
	A) Has KEEP achieved the expected outcomes? 
B) [bookmark: _Int_rHWTqBZx]What are the different ways projects have delivered these outcomes? 
C) What, if any, barriers have projects faced to achieving the intended outcomes? How do project characteristics shape these barriers? 

	8. KEEP Project Impact
	A) Is there evidence that KEEP projects are having the intended impact, and that these impacts have been sustained? 
D) Have KEEP projects helped to progress wider UK ICF objectives?



[bookmark: _Toc233020002]Evaluation approach
[bookmark: _Int_SuHOCQku]This evaluation adopted a theory-informed approach, assessing the extent to which KEEP’s Theory of Change holds in practice by examining how different types of projects contribute to outputs, outcomes, and impact. Given the diversity of projects funded by KEEP, this approach enabled the evaluation to consider what works, for whom, and under what circumstances, while identifying common themes across project types where possible.
[bookmark: _Toc233020003]Data collection and analysis
Sampling
Projects were purposefully sampled, focusing on projects that were approved, or in delivery, during KEEP’s second extension phase (2022-2025) to maximise consistency in programme design context and data availability. Given the diversity of projects, the evaluation prioritised cross-case thematic analysis rather than direct comparison. While this approach supports robust insights into how KEEP operates, it constrains the extent to which findings can attribute differences in outcomes to specific project characteristics.
Document review
A structured review of programme and project documentation was undertaken to inform both evaluation design and analysis. This included project-level materials (e.g. concept notes, business cases, interim surveys—which collect evidence from KEEP projects during delivery, and after reports—which collect evidence from KEEP project leads upon the completion of their projects) and programme-level documentation (e.g. Theory of Change, logframe, KPI 15 methodology, results notes, annual reviews, evaluation reports, and guidance). Evidence from document review was assessed against the evaluation questions and triangulated with interview data.
Quantitative data
The evaluation drew upon quantitative monitoring data from interim surveys and after reports. These data feed into the KEEP logframe (see Box 3 and Annex 2: KEEP Programme Logframe) and KPI reporting and were used as a complementary source of evidence on project performance and reported outcomes. Findings were triangulated with qualitative evidence to assess consistency and identify gaps.
Qualitative data 
The evaluation included 16 semi-structured interviews with KEEP project leads, covering 21 KEEP projects, and 1 interview with KEEP’s interim programme manager. Where a project is an extension of a previous KEEP project, it is counted as a single KEEP project. The interview questions were drafted with reference to the KEEP ToC and wider academic literature on qualitative research.[footnoteRef:4] [footnoteRef:5]  The approach taken aligned with the Magenta Book and aimed to elicit the views of those with direct experience of the programme.[footnoteRef:6]    [4:  H. Russell Bernard, Amber Wutich. 2026. Research Methods in Anthropology: Qualitative and Quantitative Approaches. Seventh Edition. Bloomsbury Publishing. ISBN: 9781538190944]  [5:  Jennifer Mason. 2017. Qualitative Researching. Third Edition. Sage Publications.]  [6:  The Magenta Book - The Magenta Book - GOV.UK] 

The decision to conduct interviews, rather than conduct a survey, was led by the need to explore issues in depth and tailor questions to maximise our understanding of the issues that matters most for specific projects or teams. Annex 3 includes the topic guides used for each pillar – one for research projects, and one for engagement projects. Combined projects were asked to reflect separately on the research and engagement aspects of their projects.
Data were organised and analysed thematically, enabling identification of patterns across projects and comparative analysis against the evaluation questions. The thematic analysis followed a six-step process based on conventional approaches to thematic analysis adapted for use in qualitative research that helped to identify patterns across the interviews, according to different project types and against the evaluation questions. 
Use of project examples
A small number of illustrative examples are included to demonstrate how KEEP projects deliver outputs, outcomes, and impact in practice. These were selected purposively to reflect variation in project type, scale, and delivery model, and draw on the same evidence base as the wider evaluation.
Limitations
Findings should be interpreted considering the following limitations:
· Self-reporting bias: A significant proportion of data is self-reported, which may affect consistency and reliability. This was mitigated through triangulation across multiple data sources.
· Question order bias: The sequencing of interview questions may have influenced responses relating to monitoring improvements, since questions concerning possible improvements to the monitoring systems followed questions relating to monitoring outcomes and impacts. To address this, the team carried out an assessment of how feasible and/or valuable it would be to track outcomes and impacts for different types of KEEP projects. 
· Positionality: The evaluation was conducted internally. While the team is not directly involved in commissioning or managing projects, this positioning may have influenced how participants responded. To mitigate this, interviews were conducted using open-ended questions, mostly oriented around understanding the opportunities or barriers for achieving their intended outcomes. 
· Scope and coverage: The evaluation prioritised breadth across projects and did not include comprehensive engagement with external users, limiting assessment of longer-term outcomes and impacts.
· Timing: For some earlier projects, interview data may reflect processes that have since evolved. Notably, in 2023, KEEP programme management introduced several changes to the way KEEP was managed, including the introduction of detailed guidance. 4 projects included in this review predate these changes and findings are interpreted accordingly.
· Data availability: For some projects, data (e.g. regarding the commissioning and approvals process or the use of project outputs) was partially unavailable due to staff turnover. In some instances, documentation was not consistently available or easily accessible, due to organisational changes or document storage structures. While this did not affect the overall analysis, it limited the ability to triangulate evidence for specific projects in a small number of cases.
· Generalisability: The evaluation focuses on the experiences of projects that were awarded KEEP funding. It does not include perspectives from teams that chose not to apply for, did not progress through the commissioning and approvals process, or were not awarded funding. As a result, the findings provide robust insights into how KEEP operates in practice for participating projects but are less able to speak to barriers to accessing the fund or how KEEP compares to alternative funding routes. 

[bookmark: _Toc233020004]Part 4: Findings
	[bookmark: _Box_1:_The]Box 1: The KEEP Theory of Change
As set out in the KEEP Theory of Change, the programme funds the timely production of high-quality research and engagement products and services, including but not limited to research reports, evaluation reports, modelling activity, communication products, and workshops/roundtables, as well as effective communications and engagement activities, both within UK Government and with external stakeholders.
Through these activities, KEEP aims to: 
· inform ICF programme design, policy, or strategy, 
· Inform UK Government strategic and policy positions,
· increase capacity amongst colleagues and more widely to make climate initiatives more effective, 
· influence global climate priorities, and
· demonstrate UK climate leadership
To meet these objectives, in addition to providing funding for research and engagement activities, KEEP supports project applicants and managers with dedicated:
· analytical resource to ensure projects are designed and delivered effectively,
· programme management to ensure projects are delivered on time, to budget, and in line with KEEP’s intended outcomes and impact. 
The ultimate impact that KEEP aims to generate is the improved delivery and increased ambition of UK International Climate Finance activities, supporting developing countries to tackle climate change.



This section presents the findings of the evaluation, organised into process and impact findings. To clearly present evidence, findings are presented under sub-headings aligned with each of the evaluation questions.
[bookmark: _Toc233020005]Process Findings
Evaluation Question 1: (A) Has the commissioning and approvals process for KEEP projects ensured an appropriate portfolio of projects, aligned with the Theory of Change (ToC)? (B) What role does the Theory of Change play in project design, monitoring and evaluation? 
As set out in Box 2, the KEEP commissioning and approvals process follows a three-step process that includes (1) assessing eligibility, (2) developing a business case and gaining additional approvals, and (3) procuring a delivery partner and preparing for delivery. A crucial part of the first step is checking alignment with the KEEP ToC (see Box 1 and Annex 1: KEEP Programme Theory of Change).
During interviews, we asked project leads a series of questions aimed at assessing whether the project was sufficiently aligned to the ToC, as well as whether the ToC is sufficiently broad to encompass a wide range of project objectives and sufficiently ambitious to positively inform the design of the project.
Many project leads stated that the ToC influenced the direction or design of their projects, either by encouraging them to consider a broader set of outcomes or by strengthening alignment with UK climate finance objectives. In some cases, this involved expanding project scope to increase the likelihood of longer-term impact, for example through stronger emphasis on in-country ownership, stakeholder engagement, or capacity-building elements. Evidence from interviews thus suggests that the ToC plays a useful role in shaping both portfolio composition and individual project design – especially by prompting project teams to consider how their activities contribute to wider impact pathways. The core impact areas—programme and policy influence, capacity building, and UK climate leadership—appear to be sufficiently broad to accommodate a diverse range of project types and delivery models.
As the evaluation focuses on funded projects, it is less able to assess whether the ToC fully reflects the needs or perspectives of those who did not pursue or receive KEEP funding and how it might be revised to do so.




	[bookmark: _Box_2:_Overview]Box 2: Overview of the commissioning and approvals process on KEEP

Step 1: Completing a ‘fundamentals checklist’ to assess eligibility for KEEP funding.
· To qualify for funding under KEEP, projects must align with the KEEP Theory of Change; fit UK Government and ICF strategic objectives; be eligible for ODA; comply with the Equality Act 2010; and have an effective dissemination and engagement plan.
· Projects should also demonstrate that there are no alternative sources of funding; that their project offers VfM; that there is sufficient resource to manage the project; and that the project is urgent.

Step 2: Developing a business case and gaining additional approvals.
· KEEP projects under £10k (excl. VAT) complete the fundamentals checklist and submit a short form. 
· KEEP projects over £10k (excl. VAT) complete a concept note and business case. The business case covers key details of the project; a review of the project from key specialists; a detailed rationale for investment; plans for monitoring and evaluation; and a short Public Sector Equality Duty (PSED) assessment.
· Research projects are required to gain approvals through the DESNZ central approvals processes which includes reviewing ITT and any modelling elements.

Step 3: Procuring a delivery partner and preparing for delivery.
· Once approved for KEEP funding and allocated a budget, the project lead will work with commercial colleagues to establish an appropriate procurement route and draft an ITT. 
· Once a delivery partner has been identified, the project lead will work with commercial, finance, and payment colleagues to carry out due diligence and draw up a contract, grant agreement, or memorandum of understanding to begin work with the supplier.

The target timeline for approval of a KEEP project proposal is 12-13 weeks from the concept note being submitted. This timeline may be shorter or longer depending on the scale and complexity of the project, the speed with which the project lead can develop the business case, how many rounds of feedback are needed, the procurement timeline, whether the project is a ‘research’ project, and any competing priorities that affect when colleagues are able to review.

Step-by-step guidance on all stages of approvals, commissioning, and delivery of a KEEP project is provided to potential project leads by the KEEP programme manager at the point of initial contact. This guidance was developed by the KEEP programme management team and formally introduced in 2023.




Evaluation Question 2: (A) Has the commissioning and approvals process on KEEP been efficient? (B) What, if any, challenges have projects faced achieving VfM? Do project characteristics affect these challenges? 
One of the primary ways KEEP tracks the efficiency of the commissioning and approvals process, including procurement processes where these apply, is via the programme logframe, which draws upon data from project after reports and interim surveys. 
The after report includes two relevant questions:
1. Question 1: How efficient did you find the approvals process?
2. Question 3: How efficient did you find the procurement process?
The logframe then tracks these results under:
1. Output Indicator 1.1 “Percentage who found the approvals process efficient”
2. Output Indicator 2.1 “Percentage who found the procurement process efficient”
KEEP has scored consistently well across both indicators, achieving 83%, 100%, and 100% in Output Indicator 1.1 and 67%, 80%, and 100% in Output Indicator 2.1, in the years 2023, 2024, and 2025, respectively. These results were supported by project teams during interviews, with many praising the efficiency of the process – especially the constructive feedback provided by KEEP programme management, and their timely guidance on compliance and ODA eligibility. The KEEP Annual Review for 2023 notes that the lower score of 67% in 2023 was due to changes in the research approvals process brought on by the machinery of government changes.
To assess the commissioning and approvals process in greater depth, we asked project leads to share their experiences – asking specifically about unintended challenges and how they overcame them. We focused on their experiences of the approvals process (the process up to when the business case has been approved), the commissioning or procurement process (of securing a delivery partner and drafting/signing an agreement), and the delivery process (once the former steps have been completed, as applicable). 
[bookmark: _Int_MU8YZ4rW]With respect to the approvals process, several projects reported experiencing difficulties. These ranged from having limited experience of writing business cases and finding the process onerous, to uncertainty over the approval process for research projects, and a lack of clarity over eligibility of proposed spend. These issues were often compounded by the tight timelines. Taken together, qualitative evidence provides additional context to the positive scores reported through programme monitoring, suggesting that while the process is generally viewed as effective, experiences vary depending on familiarity with KEEP and the complexity of the project.
[bookmark: _Int_LQEkJT1T]With respect to the commissioning and procurement process, some project leads also reported challenges. These most commonly related to the time required to identify delivery partners and put contractual or administrative arrangements in place, as well a lack of guidance on the most appropriate procurement routes and delays in accessing specialist input. As with the approvals stage, these issues were often amplified by tight timelines. 
While some of these challenges are to be expected on complex projects, the findings suggest that additional support may be beneficial for teams who are less familiar with KEEP processes or government procurement more broadly.
Project teams described a range of ways of addressing these challenges, including working closely with KEEP programme management, collaborating with other teams in UK Government, undertaking training or seeking specialist support when needed, hosting workshops and coordinating steering groups to resolve issues, and leveraging networks and diplomatic channels for stakeholder engagement. This suggests that, in most cases, projects are generally able to progress despite challenges, and that programme management support plays a key role in enabling delivery. This is further supported by the high ratio of projects that submit a concept note and/or business case and make it to the delivery stage. However, it also indicates that the process can place differing levels of administrative burden on teams, depending on project type and experience.
[bookmark: _Int_Dc4uDQde][bookmark: _Int_j9otzlGI]Interviewees also suggested practical improvements that could further strengthen the commissioning and approvals process. Most notably, project leads suggested clearer onboarding support for first-time users, including setting up a repository of different types of KEEP projects to highlight best practice and provide guidance. One project suggested a clearer articulation of approval routes and requirements, but the project took place in 2021/22, before the current KEEP guidance had been developed, and so this issue has been largely addressed. There was also some suggestion that a more proportionate approach could be considered for smaller or time-sensitive requests.
While it was beyond the scope of the evaluation to conduct a full VfM assessment, evidence from interview and monitoring data suggests that VfM considerations are embedded in the commissioning and approvals process. Projects are required to demonstrate that proposed activities will be delivered efficiently and in line with objectives, and to set out how risks will be managed. 
[bookmark: _Int_CTnK5fXW]Procurement processes appear to play a key role in how project teams seek to achieve value for money. Project leads described using a mix of competitive procurement and direct award approaches, depending on the nature of the project. Competitive processes were seen as appropriate where there was a broad supplier base, while direct award was often used where projects required highly specialised expertise or depended on organisations that were naturally integrated in the project, making them the only viable choice to deliver the project. 
The wider commissioning and approvals process also plays a key role, with any delays, uncertainty, or additional administrative burden impacting the overall efficiency of delivery, particularly for smaller or time-sensitive projects. As such, any improvements to clarity, proportionality, and access to support within the process may contribute to strengthening value for money across the portfolio.
Evaluation Question 3: (A) Has support to project leads been sufficient to deliver the intended outcomes/impacts? (B) Where, if relevant, has support been insufficient? How have project or team characteristics affected these experiences?
[bookmark: _Int_XoNyjEQ4]KEEP project teams receive different types of support throughout the lifetime of their projects. The KEEP programme management team provide support and oversight throughout the project, with commercial, legal, and analytical teams providing supporting during approvals and commissioning, as well as during delivery depending on the project’s needs. 
As above, KEEP assesses the provision of specialist support via the programme logframe, which draws upon data from project after reports and interim surveys. 
The after report includes one question that allows programme management to assess how effective specialist support has been during the commissioning and approvals process and during delivery:
· Question 2: How useful did you find specialist (commercial, legal, analytical) support during the approvals process?
The logframe then tracks these results under:
· Output Indicator 1.2 “Percentage of project leads for completed KEEP projects who found specialist support ‘useful’ or ‘very useful’ during the approvals process”
KEEP has scored consistently well on this indicator, achieving 83% in 2023, 80% in 2024, and 100% in 2025.
[bookmark: _Int_ZBUW4dIm]To assess the provision of specialist support in greater depth, we asked project leads to describe the support they received during different stages of their project and whether any further support would valuable (and if so, what would this look like and what impact would it have). The results confirm that while specialist support has largely been useful, there is room for improvement.
While the forms of support highlighted should not be taken as exhaustive, and the absence of reference to a particular type of support does not imply it was not received, the findings below illustrate the types of support most frequently described as valuable, as well as areas where additional support may have been beneficial.
Many project leads highlighted the support received from commercial teams within UK Government, particularly during the commissioning and approvals process. This was often associated with early-stage guidance, including support with business cases, concept notes, and contracts, as well as timely responses to queries. Commercial teams were also valued for providing constructive feedback and helping to ensure clarity and quality in documentation. Finance colleagues were similarly described as helpful in clarifying spend eligibility and, during delivery, in resolving misunderstandings with delivery partners. In a small number of cases, projects described facing difficulties where the nature of the request was less typical or where there was limited precedent for the type of expenditure proposed.
Some project leads described challenges in accessing legal support when needed. These included delays in receiving input, a perceived lack of responsiveness, or difficulty navigating contractual processes. In a small number of cases, the process of resolving legal issues was described as burdensome, particularly where projects involved more complex or unfamiliar arrangements. At the same time, there were instances where legal teams were noted to have provided thorough meticulous contract review and support alongside commercial colleagues.
Support from KEEP programme management, including analytical input, was frequently highlighted as important across both the approvals and delivery phases. Project leads described this support as particularly valuable in guiding them through business case development, navigating programme requirements, and addressing issues as they arose, especially for more complex projects. Programme management’s understanding of the programme’s remit and their role in helping projects align with KEEP objectives were also emphasised as key strengths. 
[bookmark: _Int_SQvKofMm]Despite widespread satisfaction with KEEP programme management and analytical specialists, and perhaps indicative of bias, several project leads reported feeling support from programme management and analytical specialists could be improved. This, they noted, would lead to greater efficiency – especially in early-stage processes in terms of reducing delays and drafting business cases, but also in the delivery phase with the effective use of evidence and findings and increased relevance of project outcomes. One project suggested that programme management could also advertise KEEP more to programme leads - a finding similarly reported in KEEP’s previous evaluation of engagement projects. 
Some project leads also highlighted the importance of support from delivery partners and external stakeholders. Delivery partners were valued where they brought specialist expertise and strong integration within relevant policy or stakeholder networks, contributing to the quality of outputs. External stakeholders, including governments, NGOs and research institutions, were described as vital to ensuring the success of the project through assisting with securing venues, overcoming logistical issues, ensuring security, or providing strategic oversight including financial monitoring.
With respect to whether further support would be valuable (and if so, what this would look like and the impact it would have), responses varied. Some project leads identified a need for clearer guidance or stronger support at the business case development stage, particularly for those unfamiliar with KEEP or government processes more broadly. Others suggested more support to strengthen the use and dissemination of findings, including integration into wider ICF strategy or engagement with stakeholders. There were also calls for clearer articulation of roles and responsibilities across stakeholders, and for opportunities to bring together relevant teams early in the process to align expectations.
Additional suggestions included enhanced support for monitoring and reporting design, particularly for more complex or multi-context projects, and greater engagement from policy colleagues to support the uptake of evidence. Some project leads also highlighted the value of clearer guidance for delivery partners on spend eligibility and more flexible financial processes to reduce administrative burden, particularly for engagement activities.
[bookmark: _Int_npoKK3vb]Taken together, these findings suggest that specialist support is generally valued and plays a key role in enabling delivery, particularly in relation to navigating approvals, ensuring compliance, maintaining quality, and supporting engagement. At the same time, they indicate that the experience of accessing and using that support varies, and that there may be opportunities to strengthen consistency, clarity, and accessibility—particularly for first-time users, more complex projects, or projects operating under tighter constraints.
Evaluation Question 4: (A) Have monitoring systems been fit for purpose? Do they support reporting against the Theory of Change and intended project outputs/outcomes? Are they proportionate to project size and resources? Do they enable programme-level learning? (B) Can improvements be made?
KEEP’s monitoring system encourages reporting either broadly against the ToC or against intended outputs, outcomes, and impacts that are specific to the individual project. While this ensures that KEEP maintains a proportionate monitoring burden on project teams, and can report broadly against its programme objectives, it limits opportunities for programme management to facilitate the gathering and sharing of lessons learned across similar types of KEEP projects. As noted in the background section to this report, KEEP projects can be categorised not only according to whether they are ‘research’ or ‘engagement’ projects, but whether they are specific types of research and engagement projects.
To assess whether there might be opportunities for improving monitoring systems on KEEP, we asked project teams during interview to share their reflections on indicators that are appropriate for measuring project outcomes/impact. We then assessed whether any of the outcome and impact indicators mentioned could be easily reported within the current monitoring system, and if not, whether there would be sufficient added value in making changes to the monitoring system to allow projects to report against these. 
For engagement projects, the key outcome and impact indicators listed aimed to assess the strength of the networks established and how this increases the likelihood of achieving transformational change within specific policy areas. 
For several engagement (or combined research/engagement) projects, it was less the specific engagement that led to the intended outcomes or impact, and more the collective efforts of the network that the engagement activities helped to strengthen. The successes associated with the project (e.g. increasing NDC ambition), cannot be solely attributed to the network, but the engagement activities are assumed to contribute to the outcomes and impact of the network even if this contribution is indirect and difficult to estimate. 
For research projects, the key outcome and impact indicators listed aimed to assess the extent to which research outputs have been engaged with and, in turn, specific ways in which evidence has informed programmes, policy or strategy within and beyond UK Government. With respect to engagement with research outputs, several research projects mentioned being interested in how many times research outputs had been used, by whom, and for what purposes or in what ways, but few tracked this systematically. 
	[bookmark: _Box_3:_The][bookmark: _Box_3:_The_1]Box 3: The KEEP Programme Logframe
KEEP’s logframe (see Annex 2) features one 1 impact, 2 outcomes, and 3 outputs and draws upon data gathered in the interim survey, after report, and programme management tools. 

At the impact level, the logframe tracks whether projects have achieved one or more of the following impacts:
· Evidence used for ICF programme design, policy, or strategy.
· Evidence used to inform UK Government strategic and policy positions.
· Built capacity to make climate initiatives more effective.
· UK climate goals alignment/influence global climate priorities 
· UK government climate leadership demonstrated

At the outcome level, the logframe tracks whether projects have:
· Kept to the dissemination plan set out in the project business case, including any plans for engagement (for research projects) or reached the right stakeholders (for engagement projects)
· Met milestones for key project deliverables

At the output level, the logframe tracks whether projects have:
· Found the approvals process efficient.
· Found specialist support “useful” or “very useful” during the approvals process.
· Found the procurement process efficient.
· Not exceeded the original costs set out in the contract with delivery partners, except where the scope of the project expanded

Additionally, at the output level, KEEP tracks whether there is sufficient forecast spend for projects that have either been approved or where a business case is in progress, in order to assess whether there is sufficient demand for KEEP translating into a strong portfolio of projects.



[bookmark: _Int_2bYFDmUo]Question 5 in the KEEP after report asks the project lead to:
· List the outputs or objectives of your project as stated in the KEEP Business Case and provide a brief description on how these objectives or goals were met or the outputs were delivered. 
This section gives the project the flexibility to report outcomes and impacts that are relevant to the project, which may include the role the project has played in creating or sustaining a network and the impacts of this network on climate priorities or when/how research outputs have been used and by whom. The after report, however, is typically completed at the end of the project delivery period, which may be too early to meaningfully assess these outcomes and impacts. 
[bookmark: _Int_SU6lvZgj]Question 6 in the KEEP after report, which feeds into logframe reporting at the impact level, asks the project lead to:
· Reflect on whether the project has achieved one or more of outcomes/impacts as set out in the KEEP ToC, and to provide evidence of how. 
Within this section, project leads typically report outputs and their associated outcomes/impact. While there is typically robust evidence to assess whether outputs have been delivered, evidence of outcomes/impact is less frequent as these are expected to be achieved some time after the closure of the project – especially where the intended outcomes/impacts are focused on external stakeholders.
In addition to the above assessment of whether the monitoring system is sufficient, we asked a selection of project leads directly: 
· whether they felt the monitoring system allowed them to report progress against their project’s outcomes and impacts, and 
· whether they would propose any changes to what KEEP monitors and when/how it does so.
[bookmark: _Int_goYSDMob]Several project leads provided reflections on KEEP’s monitoring system and its ability to capture outcomes and impacts. Many described aspects of the current system as working well for tracking delivery of outputs but suggested that it could be strengthened to better capture outcomes/impacts, unintended outcomes/impacts or contextual factors shaping these, or outcomes/impacts achieved some time after the project submits an after report. As noted in the limitations section of the report, however, the decision to ask this question directly after the previous question on tracking outcomes/impacts likely skewed the results towards a focus on longer-term outcomes/impacts.
[bookmark: _Int_WJqKpDaa]A few project leads, however, mentioned the importance of keeping the monitoring system proportionate given both the relatively small amounts of funding most KEEP projects apply for and whether the resource demands would be proportionate. To this end, there was interest in more detailed or flexible approaches to monitoring that could account for complexity, unintended outcomes, and impacts that emerge over time – a recommendation that also appears in KEEP’s previous evaluation of engagement projects.
Evaluation Question 5: Is KEEP effectively monitoring Gender Equality, Disability and Social Inclusion?
As noted in KEEP’s 2022 Equalities Impact Assessment,[footnoteRef:7] during the approvals process (see Box 4) project leads are asked specifically about safeguarding culture, policies, procedures, and measures; compliance with the Equality Act; and the gender-balance of partner organisations. Once a project is approved, in line with Commercial best practice, the procurement process also needs to adhere to UK Government commercial principles, including those on PSED.  [7:  Annex B of the KEEP Extension Business Case 22-25, Available at: https://science-and-innovation-network.s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/BEIS+ICF/KEEP/KEEP+Extension+Business+Case+22-25.docx] 

[bookmark: _Int_X6aB0pEf]The guidance given to KEEP project leads also specifically points out the importance of ensuring that gender is considered at all points of the programme lifecycle and align to the official guidance on integrating Gender, Equality, Diversity and Social Inclusion (GEDSI) in ICF programming. There is also scope for KEEP to fund projects which explicitly explore protected characteristics in the climate context.
In 2022, when the Equalities Impact Assessment (EIA) was undertaken, it was reported that there were “no known negative impacts of KEEP on protected characteristics groups,” though this was likely “due to the fact that KEEP does not deliver activities on the ground, but is a supporting programme that provides evidence and engagement to inform on the ground activity, and potentially due to the due diligence that is undertaken for suppliers.” There are no specific GEDSI targets for KEEP, and the EIA notes that these would be difficult to set as “KEEP is a responsive programme” and KEEP projects are typically “fairly small scale” and “answering quite specific questions/information gaps, so it might not always be appropriate.” As it is not considered appropriate to set GEDSI targets for KEEP, the logframe does not feature GEDSI-specific indicators.
[bookmark: _Int_qmni0Uuj]While there is not a requirement to carry out gender equality, disability and social inclusion analysis, either at the programme- or project-level, KEEP’s commissioning and approvals process includes sufficient steps to identify potential safeguarding risks that may arise and ensure steps are taken to address or mitigate these. In response to an internal survey assessing GEDSI integration across the ICF portfolio, the interim programme manager noted that while KEEP seeks to be “GEDSI Empowering” and increase equal access to assets, resources and capabilities for women and marginalised groups, “it is hard to monitor the extent to which EDI goals from the bid stage continue to be exemplified through the process of putting the work into action. We are rather reliant on project leads to assure that good practice is undertaken.” The interim survey and after report do not ask project leads to share information on GEDSI outcomes/impacts, though, as noted above, these may be included in response to questions 5 and 6 covering project outcomes/impacts and many KEEP projects do report against GEDSI outcomes/impacts in these sections.
	[bookmark: _Box_4:_Gender]Box 4: Gender Equality, Disability and Social Inclusion on KEEP	
As with all ODA funding, the overarching objective of KEEP is to reduce poverty and support economic growth in ODA eligible countries. As noted in the KEEP extension business case, producing and understanding evidence is essential to maximising the impact of ICF investments and ensuring that they deliver the required climate, poverty reduction, and economic outcomes. As part of the fundamentals checklist during the concept note and/or business case stage, all KEEP projects must:
1. Outline whether the project complies with the Equality Act 2010 and complete a Public Sector Equality Duty (PSED) assessment that gives due regard to the need to eliminate unlawful discrimination, advance equality of opportunity, and foster good relations between those who share a characteristic and those who do not (including in relation to age, gender, disability, race, religion, pregnancy, and sexual orientation)
2. Consider how to integrate diversity and inclusion in their projects.
3. Outline how the project satisfied the spending requirements of the International Development Act 2002, which states that “before providing development assistance under subsection (1), the Minister shall have regard to the desirability of providing development assistance that is likely to contribute to reducing poverty in a way which is likely to contribute to reducing inequality between persons of different gender”. 

In line with ICF safeguarding policy, KEEP projects must proactively consider the potential safeguarding risks of their project and how to mitigate them. This applies both to the actions taken by UK Government and any organisations funded by UK Government. At the procurement stage, further due diligence is therefore undertaken in line with Commercial best practice and in adherence with UK Government commercial principles, including reviewing the safeguarding policy of respective delivery partner/s and ensuring it aligns with the Common Approach to Protection from Sexual Exploitation, Sexual Abuse and Sexual Harassment (CAPSEAH) and other safeguarding frameworks. This is to ensure that appropriate social safeguards are in place and require suppliers that we fund to factor equality-related considerations into the use of DESNZ funds. All potential KEEP projects will need to outline in their small business case or research assessment form how the project meets the Equality Act 2010. KEEP underwent an Equalities Impact Assessment at the programme-level as part of the business case approvals process.



Evaluation Question 6: Do monitoring systems, and associated methodologies, support a robust assessment of the likelihood of transformational change?
The ways in which KEEP projects are expected to lead to transformational change varies depending on the type of project. KEEP projects can be organised into 3 broad categories, based on the types of outputs or activities they support:
1. KEEP projects with discrete outputs or activities, e.g. a specific report or engagement.
2. KEEP projects with discrete outputs that are regularly updated, e.g. annual or regular reports or events, methodological tools.
3. KEEP projects that are ongoing and consist of multiple, related outputs and activities, e.g. research groups, networks, funds for specific purposes.

Most KEEP projects are those funding discrete outputs or activities, such as specific engagements or pieces of evidence that are not regularly updated (except for models that are discrete outputs but can be updated as new data becomes available). Of these, most expect impacts they achieved to be sustained through continuous engagement with the tools or evidence, or through communities of practice KEEP projects helped to facilitate. Some projects funding discrete outputs or activities, however, do not expect impacts achieved to be sustained (or not considerably) beyond the initial use. This is either because the project outputs had a specific, time-bound purpose, e.g. to feed into specific business cases or activities within the policy area or negotiations, or due to challenges such as limited ongoing resource, barriers to dissemination, or concerns about the quality or completeness of outputs.

A few KEEP projects are those funding either discrete outputs that are regularly updated, or those that are ongoing, typically expecting renewed funding each year – all of which expect the impacts they achieved to be sustained. It is worth noting that while some projects may not expect sustained impacts, KEEP projects may nevertheless contribute towards different outputs, outcomes, and impact pathways in the KEEP ToC that help KEEP achieve its overarching impact.

The KEEP Results Notes from 2023, 2024, and 2025 (internal programme reporting documents to record programme performance against relevant UK ICF KPIs for publication in the annual ICF Results publication)[footnoteRef:8] provide further insights into the extent to which KEEP is likely to lead to transformational change (see Box 5: KEEP’s approach to assessing the likelihood that projects will lead to transformational change). KEEP achieved an ICF score of 4 – Partial evidence transformational change is likely in 2023, followed by scores of 5 – Substantial evidence transformational change is likely or already occurring in 2024 and 2025.This assessment is carried out by the programme’s analytical specialist, and further quality assured by analytical specialists within the wider team. These analytical specialists are not members of the KEEP programme management team. These scores are based on evidence that KEEP projects have:
 [8:  UK International Climate Finance Results: UK International Climate Finance results 2025 - GOV.UK ] 

· Analysed new sectors, mechanisms, or policy approaches towards achieving emissions reductions and/or influenced ICF programmes, strategy, and/or wider UK Government climate objectives, and therefore led to innovation.
· Successfully developed team capacity and capability to deliver team goals or respond to urgent priorities and/or shared project results with other donors, think tanks, or government authorities, and therefore increased capacity and capability.
· Published reports on DevTracker and/or hosted or contributed to impactful engagement events and therefore shared evidence to make climate initiatives more effective.

Recognising the disproportionate burden that requests to monitor longer-term impacts would have on teams managing small projects, the KPI 15 methodology focuses on early-stage activities, such as outputs delivered and evidence shared. To review whether events can be judged as ‘impactful,’ it uses evidence from after reports, rather than more granular assessments of the extent to which engagement activities have fostered or sustained communities of practice or climate networks. 

This reduces the monitoring burden on KEEP projects but may lead to an over-estimation of the extent to which KEEP projects are likely to lead to transformational change. It could also mean that insufficient scrutiny is given to the transformational potential of larger KEEP projects, where it may be reasonable to expect evidence to be gathered to support an assessment of the likelihood of transformational change. 

A trade-off may be necessary between maintaining a proportionate monitoring burden and generating robust evidence on transformational change. A tiered approach may be required, whereby projects of larger scale or complexity are expected to provide greater evidence to support an assessment of the likelihood of transformational change, e.g. qualitative data on the ways in which reports are used, while smaller projects are expected to adopt light-touch measures, e.g. gathering data on downloads, views, or citations – rather than simply tracking the number of reports published across both. This would provide a partial indication of reach without increasing the reporting burden. 

This may pose issues for the consistency of reporting across KEEP projects to feed into an assessment of KPI 15, so should be considered carefully as part of a review of whether improvements can be made to the programme’s approach to assessing the likelihood of transformational change. 
	[bookmark: _Box_5:_KEEP’s][bookmark: _Box_5:_KEEP’s_1]Box 5: KEEP’s approach to assessing the likelihood that projects will lead to transformational change 
KEEP seeks to enable transformational change through two complimentary routes: 
· By facilitating the production of high-quality, timely evidence that informs ICF portfolio and programmes, and
· By facilitating engagement activities which support UK Government climate objectives.
By design, KEEP is a flexible, facilitative programme that aims to enable other programmes to be designed better or to deliver engagement activities that ensure the enabling conditions for success. KEEP therefore does not map neatly onto the ICF KPI 15 criteria, which are used to assess the extent to which ICF programmes are likely to lead to transformational change. 
Three criteria have been selected, with minor modifications to how each are interpreted to ensure they remain relevant to KEEP. KEEP’s progress towards transformational change is assessed using the following indicators under each criterion: 
1. Innovation
a. Number of research projects that analyse new sectors, mechanisms, or policy approaches towards achieving emissions reductions.
b. Number of KEEP research projects that have influenced ICF programmes, strategy, and/or wider UK Government climate objectives.
2. Capacity and Capability
a. Information gathered from ‘after reports’ on capability and capacity.
b. Number of project results shared with other donors, think tanks, and/or government authorities. 
3. Evidence of Effectiveness Shared
a. KEEP reports published in DevTracker (total number of reports in KEEP evidence log compared to ones published on DevTracker)  
b. Number of engagement events which reached the right stakeholders







[bookmark: _Toc233020006]Outputs, Outcomes, and Indicative Impact Findings
The KEEP ToC lists two outputs, covering whether research and engagement resources are timely and high-quality, and two outcomes corresponding to whether:
· ICF colleagues and other colleagues and external stakeholders working on international climate objectives have access to high-quality research to inform ICF programmes and policy and to support wider climate objectives.
· ICF colleagues and other colleagues and external stakeholders working on international climate objectives have access to high-quality engagement to inform ICF programmes and policy and to support wider climate objectives.

[bookmark: _Int_nehwyS0X]Evaluation Question 7: (A) Has KEEP achieved the expected outcomes? (B) What are the different ways projects have delivered these outcomes? (C) What barriers, if any, have projects faced to achieving the intended outcomes? How do project characteristics shape these barriers?
To assess the extent to which KEEP projects are achieving their intended outcomes and impacts, the KEEP programme team gathers data via questions 5 and 6 of the interim survey and after report. These questions ask specifically for evidence to support an assessment of whether projects have met their intended outcomes and objectives and had any of the intended impacts set out in the KEEP ToC. 

Building on data gathering during the programme and project documentation review, we asked project leads during interviews to provide evidence of whether it achieved its intended outcomes and objectives and whether it had any of the impact set out in the KEEP ToC, as well as what barriers it faced to achieving these impacts. We also gave project leads the opportunity to clarify the gaps the project sought to fill and how it complemented or developed other work within the policy area.

[bookmark: _Int_WgpWdLS5]Project leads generally reported that their projects had achieved their intended outcomes by delivering high-quality research and engagement resources and ensuring the right stakeholders had access to them. In a small number of cases, project leads described only partial achievement of intended outcomes, most often where delays affected dissemination or where outputs were only partially delivered and did not meet the required standard. In one case, the project did not achieve its intended outcomes because the contract was terminated before delivery was completed due to poor-quality outputs. These findings are based primarily on self-reported evidence from project leads, triangulated where possible with wider project documentation and evidence collected by the KEEP programme manager. 

[bookmark: _Int_ITdgGCkA]Project leads also described a range of barriers encountered during delivery. Tight timelines emerged as the most commonly cited challenge, particularly where approval or delivery schedules were affected by internal pressures, such as staff availability, or external factors, such as coordination or security. Some project leads also reported unclear roles and responsibilities, either within UK Government or between government and delivery partners, leading to communication difficulties or insufficient engagement at key stages of delivery. Where this occurred, it resulted in project leads having to take on additional work to ensure projects progressed as planned. 

These delivery challenges were not reported evenly across the portfolio. They were more salient for larger or more complex projects. This was driven primarily by project scale, analytical intensity, and coordination demands across multiple delivery partners, rather than by project expansion or project leads managing multiple KEEP projects in parallel.

As part of the process of validating whether KEEP projects achieved, or are achieving, their expected outcomes, we asked project leads directly about how they ensured that research and engagement resources were timely, how they ensured that research and engagement resources were high-quality, and how they ensured that ICF colleagues and wider stakeholders working on international climate objectives have been able to access and use these resources. While timeliness and quality indicate whether KEEP projects achieved their expected outputs, access and use indicate whether KEEP projects achieved their expected outcomes.

Have KEEP projects produced high-quality research and engagement resources?
[bookmark: _Int_sNSILuKm]Project leads generally reported that research outputs and engagement were delivered to a high standard, based on their own assessment or on those of wider stakeholders overseeing delivery, such as project managers and policy experts or consultants tasked with formally assessing the quality of the outputs. In a small number of cases, outputs were reported to fall below expected standards, either due to challenges related to delivery partner performance or to the management of complex projects. One project lead also reported having limited contractual levers to manage or correct quality issues once delivery was underway. 

While it was beyond the scope of this evaluation to independently verify the quality of research or engagement resources, we did assess the approaches taken to ensuring quality during delivery and, where possible, validated self-reported assessments against project documentation and further evidence gathered by the KEEP programme manager. Approaches to ensuring quality most often involved ongoing monitoring of outputs and activities, iterative review processes, and seeking input from subject matter experts or specialists for quality assurance. In some cases, ensuring quality was also described as beginning at the design stage, for example through careful consideration of supplier capability, assessment of value for money, and identification of risks and mitigation strategies at the business case stage.

[bookmark: _Int_KMA70Stk]Some project leads nevertheless reported experiencing barriers to ensuring high-quality outputs or achieving effective engagement. These barriers varied in both form and impact. In several cases, challenges—such as difficulties engaging stakeholders or accessing required inputs to ensure quality was sufficient—were managed effectively and did not ultimately affect delivery. Four projects experienced issues that created disruption but were partially mitigated through additional effort, such as drawing upon external expertise or strengthening oversight during delivery. These issues included: sufficient engagement with the relevant policy team, a lack of necessary data, missed engagement opportunities, or weaknesses in initial outputs. 

These findings suggest that that while many projects can maintain quality through active management and adaptive responses to challenges, this can require additional time and resource. They also indicate that the ability to ensure high-quality outputs is influenced by factors such as supplier capability, access to necessary data and inputs, and clarity of roles and responsibilities. 

[bookmark: _Int_koWk4yMa]Taken together, the evidence suggests that KEEP is generally effective in enabling the delivery of high-quality research and engagement resources, consistent with its ToC. At the same time, the barriers listed highlight areas where KEEP could strengthen support further, particularly in relation to how risks are identified and monitored, ensuring timely access to data and inputs required for delivery, and potentially in relation to supplier selection and management.

Have KEEP projects ensured that research and engagement resources are timely?
In addition to ensuring that research and engagement resources are high-quality and colleagues and stakeholders have access to these, KEEP aims to ensure that these are timely – in other words, that these resources are available at the time they are needed to meet their intended outcomes and have the greatest impact. A primary concern for the management of KEEP is therefore ensuring that project teams do not face significant barriers with respect to ensuring the timely delivery of research and engagement resources. 

To assess whether projects faced delays that impacted on the timeliness of the research and engagement resources, we asked whether delivery/spending was ‘on time’ and assessed whether any delays were ‘minor’ or ‘major’ based on the impact these delays had on the timeliness of the resources. While this did not allow us to verify self-reported assessments of timeliness, it allowed us to reflect on the barriers that KEEP projects might face with respect to timeliness and how project teams are, or might be, supported. 

[bookmark: _Int_qhbqCZV7][bookmark: _Int_b3ZEe4Qf]Project leads generally reported that KEEP projects experienced no or minor delays, and that these did not have a significant impact on the achievement of intended outcomes. Where minor delays were reported, these were most commonly linked to the time required to establish more complex projects, undertake quality assurance of outputs, or coordinate with stakeholders and delivery partners with differing schedules. These delays were experienced across both research and engagement projects and across projects of varying sizes and not related to specific project characteristics, though they were sometimes influenced by the complexity of project delivery or the number of actors involved. 

Project leads reported a range of approaches to managing delivery timelines effectively. These included establishing realistic timelines at the outset, setting clear milestones, maintaining regular communication with delivery partners, and engaging stakeholders at key moments in the project lifecycle. Many project teams also reported benefitting from the existing expertise of delivery partners, many of whom were either familiar with UK Government processes or had expertise relevant to the intended outcomes of the project. 

In a smaller number of cases, project leads reported more substantial delays. These were associated with a range of factors, including the time taken to set up contractual or administrative agreements, challenges in coordinating with new or unfamiliar stakeholders, political upheaval within the supported country, and time needed to revise or improve outputs that did not meet the expected standards. The impacts of these delays varied. In some cases, projects were able to absorb delays without affecting overall outcomes, particularly where timelines were flexible or outputs remained relevant. In others, delays were described as having significant impacts on project outcomes or project continuation. 
Several major and minor delays could not easily have been reduced or avoided – e.g. issues posed by political upheaval in supported countries or the restrictions posed by pre-election period of sensitivity ahead of a snap election. There is evidence to suggest that in some cases, however, delays could have been reduced or avoided. This may be achieved by setting realistic milestones - including allocating more time to quality assurance, setting clearer expectations of engagement between stakeholders, and managing implications when milestones are not met. Project leads also noted that limited internal capacity or competing responsibilities could contribute to delays, particularly where projects were complex or required significant coordination effort – a finding similarly reported in KEEP’s previous evaluation of engagement projects and by project leads who nevertheless reported no delays. 
Taken together, these findings suggest that most projects are delivered in a timely way. They also suggest, however, that closer attention could be given to the timing of key project milestones, ensuring these are revisited in the event of busy periods or staff turnover during the delivery phase. More attention could also be given to how to ensure KEEP project leads are sufficiently supported to manage the project alongside their core responsibilities, especially where team structures or responsibilities change during the lifetime of a project. 
Have KEEP research and engagement resources reached the right stakeholders?
Once research and engagement resources are assessed to be timely and of high-quality, it is crucial that ICF colleagues and wider stakeholders working on international climate objectives can access and use these to ensure they can have the intended impacts. 
To assess the extent to which ICF colleagues and wider stakeholders working on international climate objectives have been able to access and use research and engagement resources funded by KEEP, question 7 and 8 of the KEEP after report asks:
· Research projects - “Was the dissemination plan for project outputs kept to?” 
· Engagement projects - “Did the project reach the right stakeholders?” 
Respondents are provided with a yes/no tick box and a text box where they can provide further details. For research projects, the dissemination plan is included in the management section of the project’s business case.
These results are then tracked in the KEEP logframe under Outcome Indicator 1.1 and 2.2 (see Annex 2: KEEP Programme Logframe). KEEP reported that 100% (2023), 75% (2024), and 89% (2025) of research projects had kept to their dissemination plan and 100% of engagement projects felt that they had reached the right stakeholders in 2023, 2024, and 2025. 
To gain a more granular understanding of the extent to which research and engagement are being accessed or used, we asked project leads during interview to elaborate on the approach they took to disseminating research outputs or of engaging the right stakeholders as part of engagement activities. 
[bookmark: _Int_Fu16VQGF][bookmark: _Int_sAD2NIU7][bookmark: _Int_NPEOOftn]Project leads generally reported that KEEP projects were successful in ensuring that ICF colleagues and wider stakeholders had access to research and engagement resources. This was achieved in different ways, but most commonly through online platforms and repositories to share outputs, as well as in-person and virtual engagement with diverse stakeholders to maintain transparency and accessibility. KEEP projects also achieved this by engaging diverse stakeholders, including partner countries, UK government, multilaterals, research bodies and NGOs, thereby helping to build the relevance, visibility, and uptake of their outputs and activities. 

[bookmark: _Int_6xH8ZF7c][bookmark: _Int_oSh2PjFA]Many project leads also reported efforts to maximise learning beyond the life of individual activities. These efforts included organising workshops and training, supporting or participating in communities of practice and alumni networks, engaging with colleagues posted in other countries, and making use of established or specialist networks—particularly those with multilateral reach—to extend dissemination. While KEEP’s monitoring system offers few formal mechanisms for tracking long-term impacts of dissemination and outreach, internal monitoring data suggests that KEEP project teams work proactively to ensure knowledge transfer and stakeholder alignment.

Despite these efforts, project leads also reported a range of barriers to ensuring effective dissemination and reach. These included difficulties securing engagement from target audiences, both within the UK and in partner countries, as well as challenges related to publishing or disseminating outputs through the intended channels. Evidence from this evaluation suggests that senior engagement within UK Government plays a key role in minimising these barriers by helping to ensure outputs remained aligned with wider ICF priorities, supporting quality assurance, and increasing the likelihood that findings are taken up in policy processes such as business case development or programme strategy. While this evaluation did not specifically interrogate whether projects could have benefitted from more senior-level engagement, some projects noted the value of senior-level engagement and indicated that they would have benefitted from greater involvement. Future evaluations may wish to specifically interrogate whether there is room for improvement in senior-level engagement to improve outcomes/impact of KEEP projects.

[bookmark: _Int_DFXBz0gO]Taken together, these findings suggest that KEEP projects are generally effective in facilitating access to research and engagement resources, supported by a range of proactive dissemination approaches. At the same time, they highlight variability in the extent to which planned dissemination and engagement activities are fully realised and point to opportunities to strengthen support in areas such as stakeholder engagement, publication processes, and the tracking of longer-term uptake and influence.

Evaluation Question 8: (A) Is there evidence that KEEP projects are having the intended impact, and that these impacts have been sustained? (B) Have KEEP projects helped to progress wider UK ICF objectives?
By ensuring that ICF colleagues and other colleagues and external stakeholders working on international climate objectives have access to high-quality research and engagement resources, KEEP projects aim to contribute to one or more of the following impacts which support its overarching aim to improve delivery and increase the ambition of UK ICF activities, supporting developing countries to tackle climate change:
· Evidence used for ICF programme design, policy, or strategy.
· Evidence used to inform HMG strategic and policy positions.
· Capacity is built amongst colleagues and more widely to make climate initiatives more effective.
· UK climate aims are aligned with, and influence, global climate priorities.
· UK climate leadership is demonstrated.

To assess the extent to which KEEP projects are having their intended impact, the KEEP programme team gathers data via two survey instruments: the interim survey and after report. Questions 5 and 6 of both survey instruments ask specifically for evidence to support an assessment of whether projects have met their intended outcomes and objectives and had any of the intended impacts set out in the KEEP ToC. 
While the after reports provide valuable data on the progress of KEEP projects towards their intended outcomes and impact, these are completed as part of the project closure process, before enough time has passed to capture evidence of impact. The projects selected for this evaluation completed after reports between 3 years and 1 month prior to carrying out the evaluation and therefore vary with respect to how much further evidence is available to support an assessment of impact. 
In addition to gathering evidence from after reports and reviewing project business cases to better understand intended impacts, we asked KEEP project leads during interview the extent to which the project has achieved one or more of the impacts listed in the KEEP ToC, what barriers they faced to achieving these impacts, and specifically which of these had not been captured in the after report. Combined with evidence taken from project documentation, findings from interviews suggest that many KEEP projects contribute to one or more of the programme’s intended impact areas. 
Many of these findings, however, are based on self-reported evidence from project leads. To address the risk of bias, the team assessed evidence gathered by KEEP programme management’s monitoring of the downstream use of outputs alongside internal evidence of dissemination or engagement. While these examples are indicative of the range of impacts KEEP projects are having, further evidence is needed to support a more robust and detailed assessment of the programme’s impact overall. 
Have KEEP research and engagement resources informed ICF programme design, policy or strategy and UK Government policy or strategy?
With respect to the first two impact pathways, project leads reported contributing to ICF programme design, policy or strategy and HMG strategic and policy positions by generating and disseminating evidence that informed decision-making processes, including business case development, programme design, and strategic discussions (e.g. that fed into negotiations at COP). This included both the direct use of tools, frameworks or analysis for programme design, and more indirect contributions, such as by shaping the wider evidence base underpinning decision-making. For example:
· The International Initiative for the Development of Article 6 Methodology (II-AMT) was a project partially funded by KEEP that sought to develop practical tools and guidance for countries and project developers to support the implementation of global carbon market rules agreed at COP26. The initiative also helped influence the final rules of the Paris Agreement Crediting Mechanism. It was led by Perspectives Climate Research, with oversight and strategic direction from UK Government, alongside others in the advisory group. Outputs from the project were used by policy and programme teams in IFU to design programmes, such as Scaling Climate Action by Lowering Emissions.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  Scaling Climate Ambition by Lowering Emissions (SCALE): DevTracker Programme GB-GOV-25-ICF-0053-SCALE1] 

· Mitigation Options on ICF4 project was a KEEP-funded research initiative designed to update and strengthen the evidence base on global climate mitigation opportunities. The project was led by DESNZ, alongside an externally procured research partner. Project evidence directly informed DESNZ ICF 4 priorities, including on sectoral focus and the right programming in a more streamlined portfolio, and shaped the DESNZ ICF Strategic Delivery Framework. Feedback from wider users included analysts within the German government, who provided feedback that they had used this as the main evidence base for the prioritisation of their mitigation climate programming in their next funding round.

[bookmark: _Int_EfMuFhny]Have KEEP research and engagement resources built capacity amongst colleagues and more widely to make climate initiatives more effective?
With respect to building capacity, project leads reported achieving this through a range of mechanisms, including the development of publicly accessible tools and reports, targeted training and support, and activities that facilitated knowledge sharing across stakeholders. While much of this capacity and capability building was via direct engagement with partner countries to support negotiations or programme implementation, some projects reported achieving this through broader efforts to facilitate relationship building and knowledge exchange. 

· Ashden: Climate Solutions in Action is an international climate charity that works to identify and support innovative climate solutions, particularly through its flagship Ashden Awards which gives winning organisations funding, visibility, and connections, building their capacity to scale their impact in the UK and globally. Through the 2022 – 2024 Award windows, 6 initiatives working in clean energy and land-use sectors were supported by KEEP funding. There were over 1500 in-person attendees at the awards ceremony, 100 pieces of media coverage for the winners globally and follow-on funding secured by the winners. Since the 2024 awards, KEEP funding has shifted to the follow-on Connect & Scale programme which works more systematically with a pipeline of initiatives seeking to secure finance for scaling-up activities.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  The Ashden Awards] 

· Electricity Transition Playbook Engagement is a project that focuses on strengthening the capacity of public-sector stakeholders in ODA‑eligible countries to design and implement electricity transition strategies. The project has so far delivered a series of in‑person training events across multiple regions—including Africa, Asia, Europe, and Latin America—and led the development of an open-access knowledge product hosted online that policymakers could use to inform energy planning and climate mitigation efforts. It is working to integrate additional analytical tools to further empower policy makers to develop enhanced transition plans. Qualitative feedback from training highlights that participants found peer learning and sharing country experiences highly valuable, suggesting that the project created important communities of practice and collaborative learning environments.

In some cases, project leads also reported building capacity by publishing reports or tools for public use and actively disseminating or showcasing these, but there was limited evidence to support an assessment of engagement with these resources to understand their role in building capacity and capability.

Have KEEP research and engagement resources influenced global climate priorities and demonstrating UK climate leadership?
With respect to the final two impact pathways, project leads generally reported that they felt research and engagement resources had influenced global climate priorities and/or demonstrated climate leadership by supporting the evidence base for climate action or by convening key stakeholders through workshops, events and dialogue towards positive outcomes. Through these activities, project leads felt that the UK was able to signal its priorities in international climate discussions, helping to shape agenda and facilitate collaboration. For example:

· Economics of Energy Innovation and System Transition (EEIST) is a KEEP-funded project delivered by an international consortium of technical specialists and policy professionals. The project combines complexity-based modelling, policy briefs, and stakeholder engagement to support low-carbon transitions across sectors such as transport, steel, and hydrogen. In addition to direct engagement with policymakers including those from India and Brazil to support sector transitions, the project supported the production of several reports to support evidence-based decision-making and the development of the Future Technology Transformations (FTT) modelling approach which has informed World Bank modelling and country-level policy advice.[footnoteRef:11][footnoteRef:12] [11:  Economics of Energy Innovation and System Transition]  [12:  Future Technology Transformation (FTT)] 

· The CPI Global Landscape of Climate Finance Report, delivered by Climate Policy Initiative with funding from KEEP, is an annual report that offers a comprehensive overview of global climate finance flows, covering how much climate finance is flowing, where it is coming from, where it is flowing to, and how it is being delivered. Supported by the most rigorous methodologies in the field, the GLCF lays an evidence-based foundation for identifying trends, contextualizing gaps, and tracking progress. The 2025 report achieved strong uptake, surpassing 10,000 unique downloads, and was cited in major policy outputs, contributing to international high-level climate finance discussions and priorities.


[bookmark: _Toc233020007]Part 5: Recommendations
This section sets out a series of practical, evidence-based recommendations aimed at strengthening the design, commissioning, delivery, monitoring, and learning processes of KEEP. Drawing on findings from across the evaluation, the recommendations focus on improving clarity and consistency in approvals and guidance, ensuring project leads are appropriately supported with specialist expertise, strengthening approaches to monitoring outcomes and impact, and enhancing knowledge management and use of evidence at both project and programme level. Taken together, these recommendations are intended to support more effective delivery and maximise the contribution of future KEEP projects to wider ICF and UK Government objectives. 

Recommendation 1
Develop a repository of KEEP concept notes and business cases, categorised by project type and budget, to provide clear examples of proportionate, high-quality submissions for those new to KEEP.
A lack of experience among some project leads, coupled with uncertainty around approval or procurement processes, has contributed to delays and inefficiencies. Currently, examples are shared on an ad hoc basis, potentially limiting consistency and placing additional demands on programme management.
A structured repository would improve consistency, support new project leads and streamline the commissioning process, particularly given the tight timelines facing many KEEP projects. This could be complemented by concise guidance addressing familiar challenges and frequently asked questions (see Recommendation 2).

Recommendation 2
Review KEEP’s repository of guidance documents and approach to dissemination to ensure that project leads have clear, consistent, and up-to-date information throughout the project lifecycle.
KEEP provides comprehensive guidance and templates. At the start of commissioning, programme management share the guidance, templates, and examples that are relevant to the project. This ensures that project leads follow examples that are appropriate to their project and supports a hands-on approach to ensuring project leads consult the most up-to-date guidance at the start of their project. 
This can also create risks for more complex and longer projects, however, if not complemented by more regular check-ins with KEEP project applicants and award-holders to ensure they are working to the most up-to-date guidance and that they revisit this to reduce the likelihood of issues further down the line.
Through more structured engagement with project leads throughout commissioning and delivery, programme management would have the opportunity to identify and address challenges and/or provide answers to frequently asked questions – including setting out roles and responsibilities, ensuring alignment with spend and delivery requirements, and clarifying (for project leads with prior experience of business cases) the key similarities and differences between the commissioning process on KEEP and wider ICF processes.

Recommendation 3
Review the provision of external specialist support to ensure project teams are consistently equipped to achieve project outcomes and manage risks.
For research projects, analysts provide support during project development and project delivery – reviewing plans for the delivery of high-quality outputs, developing the criteria for evaluating and selecting suppliers, and quality assuring outputs that are delivered by suppliers. While not widespread, a small number of research projects reported experiencing issues with the quality of outputs delivered by suppliers. 
For projects involving complex grant or administrative agreements, finance and legal specialists typically provide ad hoc support to minimise risk and uncertainty. Some project leads reported facing difficulties navigating legal issues, often causing delays that negatively impacted the timeliness of the research or engagement resources. 
Programme management should therefore review whether steps, such as the development of guidance that sets out familiar challenges and ways to address these or the provision of external specialist support, might be taken to prevent or mitigate this. 

Recommendation 4
Develop a more granular approach to monitoring engagement and dissemination to better assess whether research and engagement outputs are reaching and influencing the most relevant stakeholders. 
Current monitoring relies heavily on self-reported, binary assessments (e.g. whether dissemination plans were followed or the ‘right’ stakeholders were reached). While free text boxes provide project leads with the opportunity to share further information, these are not filled out consistently, limiting insight into the quality, depth and effectiveness of dissemination and engagement. Evidence from interviews and project documentation suggests that engagement was sometimes partial or uneven, but this is not well captured through existing tools. This constrains KEEP programme management’s ability to compare performance across projects, assess the validity of reported outcomes, and identify where additional support or learning is needed.
By introducing opportunities to provide more granular reporting – such as capturing partial achievement, strengthening the link between reporting and original dissemination plans, incorporating reflections on the effectiveness of engagements or the relative importance of stakeholders reached, and any lessons learned – KEEP would ensure more reliable reporting and the development of a more robust evidence base. 
Any revised approach should remain proportionate and flexible, recognising that projects may adapt dissemination or engagement plans in response to emerging opportunities or constraints.

Recommendation 5
Consider introducing an optional, light-touch framework to support more structured monitoring and risk management for larger or more complex KEEP projects.
KEEP already requires projects to identify risks and demonstrate value for money at the business case stage, and ongoing monitoring takes place through regular engagement between project teams, delivery partners and KEEP programme management (e.g. monthly updates, meetings, and internal tracking). However, evidence from the evaluation suggests that project-level monitoring and risk management are often managed through a combination of informal approaches and project-specific tools, which are not consistently documented or accessible at the programme level.
This creates challenges for maintaining oversight, identifying emerging risks early, and comparing progress across projects—particularly for larger, longer-running, or more complex projects involving multiple stakeholders or delivery partners. In some cases, detailed monitoring information exists but is held in dispersed locations (e.g. team-level systems or analyst files), limiting visibility for programme management.
Introducing an optional, proportionate template (e.g. a simplified logframe or structured tracker) for higher-value or higher-risk projects would support more consistent tracking of milestones and proactive risk management, without imposing unnecessary burden on smaller projects. This would also support more systematic learning across the portfolio.

Recommendation 6
Improve the way KEEP captures evidence of outcomes, impacts, and lessons that accrue after project completion, to strengthen the evidence base on longer-term influence and the likelihood that KEEP projects will lead to transformational change.
Current monitoring tools (e.g. after reports and interim surveys) are effective at confirming delivery of outputs but are often completed too early, and are not sufficiently set up, to capture downstream outcomes or longer-term impacts – particularly where influence depends on uptake by policy teams or external stakeholders. There is also inconsistency in how project leads report outcomes and impact, where this evidence is available, limiting internal assessment, including against ICF KPI 15. 
[bookmark: _Int_MaveU037]To improve consistency in reporting and provide a more complete picture of project impact over time, KEEP programme management should refine the approach to capturing evidence of outcomes and impact in after reports and interim surveys. When tracking evidence of whether projects influence programme design, policy, or strategy, whether projects build capacity and capability, and whether research/engagement resources are shared effectively, project leads are typically prompted on whether they did so, but not on how well they did so. By introducing prompts that support an assessment of quality and providing separate fields for different types of impact and/or scales of influence or engagement, KEEP programme management would support the development of a more robust evidence base for assessing programme outcomes and impact. 
KEEP programme management should also take additional steps to quality assure responses and ensure that key information is provided. KEEP programme management should also consider introducing a short ex-post survey to capture evidence that emerges after project closure. 
Together, these refinements would improve the consistency, comparability, and depth of evidence available while maintaining a proportionate reporting burden.

Recommendation 7
Monitor Gender Equality, Disability and Social Inclusion as a separate objective.
KEEP currently takes a light-touch approach to GEDSI, reflecting the small scale and responsive nature of many projects. While projects are required to consider risks and opportunities related to GEDSI at the business case stage, there is limited visibility over how commitments made are implemented in practice, particularly for larger or more complex projects.
To address this, KEEP programme management could monitor GEDSI at the project-level as a separate objective. This can be achieved by revising the after report to track whether risks identified at the business case stage were adequately mitigated against and any additional steps were taken to improve gender equality, disability, and social inclusion and eliminate unlawful discrimination and/or advance equality of opportunity. 
To increase ambition further and improve reporting at the programme-level in line with the GEDSI Ambition Matrix set out in the guidance note, KEEP programme management could consider ways to ask project leads:
· whether any further analysis was conducted to support GEDSI, 
· to assess against the OECD DAC gender equality marker, 
· to share whether the project considers and empowers people with disabilities, and 
· to set out how GEDSI has been considered at each stage of the project.

At the programme-level, KEEP programme management could introduce an indicator to the logframe that tracks the proportion of KEEP projects that meet project-specific commitments to do no harm and/or take steps to empower women and other marginalised groups – ensuring accountability but maintaining a proportionate approach to monitoring across projects of different sizes and scope.
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[bookmark: _Toc233020008][bookmark: _Annex_1:_KEEP]Annex 1: KEEP Programme Theory of Change
[bookmark: _Annex_2:_KEEP][image: The KEEP Programme Theory of Change, showing inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes and impact as referenced in the main body of the evaluation. ]
[bookmark: _Toc233020009][bookmark: _Annex_2:_KEEP_1]Annex 2: KEEP Programme Logframe
	Impact 1
	Impact Indicator 1.1

	Improved delivery and increased ambition of UK international climate finance activities, supporting developing countries to tackle climate change.
	The project achieved one or more of the following things: 
- Evidence used for ICF programme design
- Evidence used to inform UK Government strategic and policy positions
- Built capacity to make climate initiatives more effective
- UK climate goals alignment/influence global climate priorities 
- UK government climate leadership demonstrated

	Outcome 1
	Outcome Indicator 1.1

	ICF colleagues, and other colleagues and external stakeholders working on international climate objectives have access to high quality and timely research to inform ICF programmes and policy and to support wider climate objectives
	% of latest engagement project deliverables milestones that are met

	
	Outcome 1.2

	
	% of engagement projects that reached the right stakeholders
 

	Outcome 2
	Outcome 2.1

	ICF colleagues, and other colleagues and external stakeholders working on international climate objectives have access to high quality and timely engagement resources to inform ICF programmes and policy and to support wider climate objectives
	% of latest engagement project deliverables milestones that are met
 

	
	Outcome Indicator 2.2

	
	% of engagement projects that reached the right stakeholders
 

	Output 1
	Output Indicator 1.1

	KEEP approval processes enable effective and timely approval of funding for KEEP engagement and research projects
	'% who found the approvals process efficient

	
	Output Indicator 1.2

	
	% of project leads for completed KEEP projects who found specialist support 'useful' or ‘very useful’ during the approvals process

	Output 2 
	Output Indicator 2.1

	KEEP procurement and contract management processes enable effective and timely procurement and delivery of KEEP research and engagement projects
	% who found the procurement process efficient

	
	Output Indicator 2.2

	
	% of projects that have not exceeded the original costs set out in the contract with delivery partners, except where the scope the project has expanded

	Output 3
	Output Indicator 3.1

	Sufficient demand for KEEP translates into a strong portfolio of projects
	[bookmark: _Int_njqM87Vh]Sufficient forecast spend for projects that have either been approved or where business case is in progress

	
	Output Indicator 3.2

	
	Number of concept notes submitted






[bookmark: _Annex_3:_Topic][bookmark: _Toc233020010]Annex 3: Topic Guide for Interviews
Process
1. [bookmark: _Int_aZXasSD6]Has the commissioning and approvals process for KEEP projects ensured an appropriate portfolio of projects, aligned with the KEEP Theory of Change? What role does the Theory of Change play in project design, monitoring and evaluation?
a. What was your experience of the commissioning/approval process for your project? What was the workload like? Did you face any challenges during this phase? If so, what were they? Did you manage to overcome them? If so, how? 
b. Were you familiar with the KEEP programme objectives and Theory of Change? If so, how did they inform the development of the project – for better or worse? Were you able to use KEEP funding to do what you intended? Did the commissioning/approval process pose any barriers?
c. Would you recommend any changes to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the commissioning/approvals process?

2. Has the commissioning and approvals process on KEEP projects been efficient? What, if any, challenges have projects faced achieving VfM? Do project characteristics affect these challenges?
a. When deciding a delivery route, how did you ensure the best value for money? What was the process for identifying and managing risks?
b. Did you face any challenges during the commissioning or delivery phase? If yes, what were these? To what extent did you manage to overcome these challenges? [ask for detail] What was the process for identifying and managing risks?

3. Has support to project leads been sufficient to deliver the intended outcomes/impacts? Where, if relevant, has support been insufficient? How have project or team characteristics affected these experiences?
a. What support did/have you receive/d [from analysts/programme manager/commercial/other] during the commissioning and approvals process? What support did/have you receive/d [from analysts/programme manager/commercial/other] during delivery? If relevant, in what way/s did this support shape the outcomes/impacts of the project?
b. [bookmark: _Annex_3:_KEEP]Do you think further support would be valuable? If so, what would this support look like? Who is best placed to provide it? How might it affect/have affected the outcomes/impacts of the project?

4. Have monitoring systems been fit for purpose? Do they support reporting against the Theory of Change and intended project outputs/outcomes? Are they proportionate to project size and resources? Do they enable programme-level learning? Can improvements be made? 
a. What indicators are appropriate for measuring outcomes/impact of your project? To what extent do you feel KEEP's monitoring system allows you to report progress against your project's outcomes/impacts? Is this proportionate?
b. What changes would you propose to what KEEP monitors, and when/how it does so, to improve the process?

Impact
1. [bookmark: _Int_9yfU1PBF]Has KEEP achieved the expected outcomes? What are the different ways projects have delivered these outcomes? What, if any, barriers have projects faced to achieving the intended outcomes? How do project characteristics shape these barriers?
a. Can you give us some background on your project? How was your project conceived? What gaps did it seek to fill and how? What were the intended outcomes of the project, and did it achieve these? How does this KEEP project complement other projects/work in your policy area? 
b. For research projects only: What approach was taken to ensure research/evidence was high quality? How did you assess the quality of outputs?
For engagement projects only: What approach was taken to ensure engagement was effective? How did you assess the effectiveness of engagement activities?
c. For research and engagement projects: Was delivery/spending on time? If yes, how did you monitor progress to ensure delivery/spending was on time? Did you face any delays? 
d. For research projects only: To what extent did colleagues and other stakeholders have access to evidence generated by the research? What approach to dissemination was taken to ensure colleagues and other stakeholders had access? What approach was taken to learning to ensure evidence could inform programmes/policy and support wider climate objectives?
e. For engagement projects only: How did you ensure the right stakeholders were engaged as part of the project? How did you engage the targeted stakeholders?
f. For research and engagement projects: What kinds of stakeholders or audiences did you reach? How, if at all, did you measure how effective the project's dissemination/learning strategy has been? 

2. Is there evidence that KEEP projects are having the intended impact, and that these impacts have been sustained? Have KEEP projects helped to progress wider UK ICF objectives?
a. The KEEP Theory of Change lists 3 broad impacts for KEEP projects – i) informing ICF programme design, policy, or strategy, ii) increasing capacity amongst colleagues and more widely to make climate initiatives more effective, and iii) influencing global climate priorities and/or demonstrated UK climate leadership. 
b. For research projects only: To what extent has the evidence generated by the research project had these impacts? What, if any, were the barriers to achieving these impacts? Was there anything that held your project back?
c. For engagement projects only: To what extent have engagement activities had these impacts? What, if any, were the barriers to achieving these impacts? Was there anything that held your project back?
d. Were these impacts captured in the after report, or were some/all sustained after it was submitted?
e. To what extent, and in what ways, do you expect the impacts of your project to be sustained further? Is the project likely to continue to have impact, beyond the end of the project? If so, in what ways? 
f. For research projects only: What engagement with the research can you expect?
g. For engagement projects only: What further engagement can you expect?
Field2	
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