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[bookmark: _Toc181887342]1 Introduction
[bookmark: _Hlk178616669]Ipsos was commissioned by the UK Department for Energy Security and Net Zero (DESNZ) to be the monitoring, evaluation, and learning (MEL) partner for the Market Accelerator for Green Construction (MAGC). Value for Money (VfM) is one of the three strands of the evaluation, directly responding to the evaluation question “To what extent is MAGC investment providing Value for Money for HMG?”.
MAGC is funded through Official Development Assistance (ODA) and delivered by the International Finance Corporation (IFC), member of the World Bank Group (WBG). It forms part of DESNZ’ International Climate Finance (ICF) portfolio. The UK’s contribution to the MAGC programme has a total value of £139m over the life of the programme, committed by DESNZ to IFC to deliver four programme components. 
Component 1: Firm-level technical assistance and blended finance to financial intermediaries (FIs). This incentivises creation of green building portfolios by providing concessional investment finance and technical assistance for certified energy efficient green buildings. £102m of DESNZ funding is provided for investment services (blended concessional finance co-investments invested alongside IFC into FIs). A further £7.46m of DESNZ funding is provided for advisory services to FIs.
Component 2: Country level capacity building with stakeholders. This strengthens the enabling environment to promote and raise green construction standards at country level. This is done through certification by using IFC’s Excellence in Design for Greater Efficiencies (EDGE) standard and other leading certification systems. £11m of DESNZ funding are allocated to country level capacity building activities.
Component 3: EDGE certification platform maintenance, operations, and improvement. £11.63m of DESNZ funding are allocated to EDGE activities. 
Component 4: A research programme to generate and disseminate insights and evidence on market intelligence and green building performance. £6m of DESNZ funding are allocated to MAGC research activities.
The below presents a separate VfM evaluation annex, accompanying the Interim Outcome evaluation report of the MAGC programme and building on the findings presented therein. It follows the methodology and approach to the VfM designed during the evaluation’s scoping stage in autumn 2023 (a brief summary thereof is provided in section 2 of this report) and outlines the key findings in section 3. An interim conclusion is reached in section 4. 


[bookmark: _Toc181887343]2 Methodology 
The Value for Money assessment follows the ‘5E approach’, building on the ‘3e’ approach taken by DESNZ to assess Value for Money in the MAGC business case. However, it expands on this by adding the dimension of ‘equity’ (reflecting DFID’s (now FCDO’s) approach to VfM assessments for international development programmes[footnoteRef:2]) and splitting out cost-effectiveness and effectiveness.[footnoteRef:3]  [2:  https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/49551/DFID-approach-value-money.pdf DFID’s Approach to Value for Money is designed to support a better understanding of costs and results to inform more evidence-based choices on investment and helping ensure the best value for money at the desired quality.]  [3:  The inclusion of cost-effectiveness was made in October 2024, taking on learnings from a paper published by Oxford Policy Management ] 

[bookmark: _Hlk178616768]Within the 4e approach, the four criteria of economy, efficiency, effectiveness, and equity are explored separately and triangulated to form a coherent assessment of overall value for money. During the evaluation’s inception phase in late 2023, a VfM framework was created that defines each of the criteria specific to the MAGC programme:
Economy: This criterion refers to the amount of money spent to procure the programme activity, looking at achievement of the least cost for the relevant level of quality.
Efficiency: This criterion looks at the level of resources (time, money, people) the programme takes to convert inputs into outputs. This aims to assess whether activities are being delivered with the least resources, or (more commonly) being delivered with the level of resources initially set aside for the activities.
Effectiveness: This criterion assesses how much impact was achieved. 
Cost-effectiveness: This criterion compares costs to the outcomes and impact achieved (assessing how much impact was achieved relative to the inputs). 
Equity: This criterion refers to how costs and benefits of the programme are distributed, specifically assessing how successfully the programme activities have engaged with different relevant marginalised groups. Whether the programme’s benefits ultimately are distributed amongst these. A key focus will be on the gender distribution in the capacity building context. 
Within the VfM framework for each criteria the sub-criteria, indicators and evidence sources and methods that will be used to deliver an assessment against them were defined. 
As the overall evaluation is taking a theory-based, realist approach and considering that outcomes of technical assistance programmes, and especially outcomes and impacts related to transformational change are difficult to quantify, the value for money assessment is qualitative. Considering this, a VfM assessment rubric was developed during the inception phase, which defines the conditions under which each criterion’s performance is rated.
The VfM framework and the VfM assessment rubric are both included in the Technical Annex.
[bookmark: _Toc181887344]3 Key findings per criterion to date
This section presents the key findings per criterion to date, following the VfM framework. At this interim stage, value for money cannot yet be established. Instead, a judgement is given (from poor to excellent, with the conditions to be met for each criterion defined in the VfM assessment rubric in the technical annex to the technical report) rating the extent to which the programme is ‘on track’ to deliver value for money.  
[bookmark: _Toc181887345]Economy
The criterion of economy assesses whether DESNZ and IFC have adequate and effective procurement processes in place. This is to ensure that Overseas Development Aid (ODA) is spent economically and whether decision-making on costs supports this. To assess this, three judgement criteria are considered: 
Administrative costs (administration fees, concessional finance fees, costs for programme management, and costs for evaluation) are kept low.
Administrative costs are comparable and ‘standard’ for a programme such as MAGC.
Evidence of processes and efforts in place to ensure costs are being kept as low as possible.
The MAGC programme is currently on track to deliver ‘good’ value for money in the economy criterion. Costs for administration and management are exceeding the budget only slightly (in this case, DESNZ staff time required is higher than originally estimated), and these deviations are justified.  
Extent to which costs are kept low
The total of administrative costs for the MAGC programme comprises the following: 
DESNZ staff time to oversee and manage the programme. In the initial business case, it was estimated that total staff time within BEIS (now DESNZ) would amount to 1.15 Full-Time Equivalent (FTEs), split across different levels. Current estimates provided by DESNZ show that the programme requires approximately 1.7 FTEs (48% more than initially estimated). 
Administrative costs for IFC to deliver the programme is comprised of two parts. As detailed in the administration arrangement, IFC’s management fee for the Investment Services amounts to seven percent (7%) of disbursement (on the £102m of DESNZ funding allocated to investment services). IFC’s administration fee for the delivery of advisory services, to cover administrative and management expenses incurred, amounts to five percent (5%) of the total amount of the respective funding received from DESNZ (which is £36.1m).
The cost for this evaluation, which was procured for a total value of £873,450, with an additional £100,000 set aside as contingency.  
The staff time required by the programme within DESNZ is currently more than was originally estimated in the business case, as detailed in table 1 below. In particular, more time is required of the Monitoring and Evaluation Lead and the Economist, and a new role of ICF Programme team Lead. However, this needs to be caveated by the fact that the original business case estimates were produced amid uncertainty concerning how the programme would look, This was considering its novel approach as a bilateral partnership as well as new sectoral focus. Feedback from DESNZ stakeholders suggests that these resources are proportionate to the size, scope and also importance of the MAGC programme. 
Additionally, it is worth noting that the most resource-intensive role at DESNZ (programme lead) became more junior, thus expected to partially balance out the increased cost of time increases in other roles.
Table 1: DESNZ staff time spent on MAGC programme
	[bookmark: _Hlk181107893]Level and role
	DESNZ staff time (FTE): Business case estimate
	DESNZ staff time (FTE): Current estimate

	ICF Policy Analyst, now called Programme lead (SEO, now HEO)
	0.7
	0.7

	ICF Programme team Lead
	N/A
	0.4

	ICF Head of Decarbonisation, now called Head of Mobilising Private Finance and Construction (G6)
	0.05
	0.05

	Monitoring and Evaluation lead (G7)
	0.2
	0.3

	Economist (G7)
	0.1
	0.2

	Head of ICF Analysis (G6)
	N/A
	0.05

	Commercial Advisor (G6)
	0.05
	<0.05


Source: MAGC Business case and data provided by DESNZ MAGC Programme Lead
IFC stakeholders report that programme management costs internally are as expected.
The costs for the evaluation are also fixed. Furthermore, by setting aside a portion of the overall evaluation budget to contingency, DESNZ ensures that costs are kept low and this funding is only used when a need is identified.  
Comparison of costs to other programmes
As DESNZ does not track time spent on individual projects, comparative data on DESNZ staff time spent on other programmes within the ICF portfolio was not readily available. Additionally, comparisons of staff time spent have to be contextualised considering the organisational set-up, scope and stage of each programme. 
Administrative costs for IFC are fixed in the administration arrangement at 7% of the total amount of funding for the investment services and 5% for the advisory services.
The 5% advisory services fee is comparable to the administrative fees charged by other multilateral institutions. Furthermore, development banks for other projects and considered ‘standard’ in several business cases of other ICF portfolio programmes. For example, administrative fees charged by the World Bank, IFC and ADB to deliver relevant pillars of the Clean Energy Innovation Facility (CEIF) are 5% each and similarly, administrative fees charged by IDB to deliver the UK Sustainable Investment Programme (UKSIP) are 5% for Technical Assistance activities (and 2.5% for blended finance activities).  
A comparison of the management fee for the investment services (7%) is more difficult to benchmark. This is because services provided often differ and fees can be structured to include management fees as well as carry fees (e.g., shares of Return on Investment). As stated in the DESNZ Annual Review Value for Money assessments, the investment services fee commanded by IFC for the MAGC programme is ‘judged to be around the same or slightly higher than the average of some comparator programmes when they are expressed on a consistent basis’.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  DESNZ (2023). MAGC Annual Review 2021 – 2022. ] 

Stakeholders in both IFC and DESNZ agree that the size and scope of the programme warrants the management fee, and DESNZ stakeholders are satisfied with the quality of programme management and delivery delivered by IFC and feel the MAGC programme is well-resourced.    
Processes and efforts in place to keep costs low
No formal processes are in place to monitor time spent on projects within DESNZ. However, stakeholders reported that informally, staff are managing time spent on projects and prioritising as needed. Internal reviews and re-estimations are also happening, although not in formal processes. 
IFC stakeholders report strict internal processes being in place to ensure activities are delivered within programme budget, which extends to keeping administrative and management costs low.
[bookmark: _Toc181887346]Efficiency
The criterion of efficiency assesses whether the programme is delivering its activities to the expected quality, expected timeframe and expected costs. To assess this, three judgement criteria are considered: 
Programme outputs are delivered on time.
Activities are delivered within budget.
Costs per output are comparable to other, similar programmes
Evidence of processes and efforts to improve efficiency.
The MAGC programme is currently on track to deliver ‘adequate’ value for money in the efficiency criterion. The programme has achieved most outputs in a timely manner, and delays or non-delivery have been (partially) caused by COVID-19, an external factor. In recent years, delivery has moved to be back on track and milestones are being achieved. Outputs and outcomes are delivered in line with budget expectations. A funding increase in 2023 was used to respond to new opportunities to increase the impact of the programme. This was further facilitated by budget availability on DESNZ’s side due to underspend within the wider ICF portfolio. However, a small proportion of the additional funding was used to enhance budget availability for an existing activity in order to still achieve the intended results. This suggests that the originally planned budget was not sufficient.[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  This refers to the Smart Metering workstream, a core study to the MAGC Research Component. After the Pilot Phase in South Africa, it emerged that the initially planned sample size of 2,000 housing units would be too small to deliver the expected insights, thus necessitating additional resources to be able to deliver research findings of the expected quality and robustness. ] 

Delivery of programme outputs on time
MAGC annual reviews, annual reports and accompanying Logframes detail the extent to which the programme is achieving its output indicator targets. Overall, the first three years of the programme were marked by significant delays in achievement of programme milestones, especially regarding Component 1 and Component 4, but progress in recent years led to most programme outputs being delivered on time. 
Achievement of programme output indicators according to the targets set has improved over time. 
Milestones for Component 1 (Firm-level technical assistance and blended finance) were not achieved in the first two years of the programme (FY18/19 and FY19/20), but performance has positively progressed in recent years. Milestones related to investments under Component 1 were not met in the initial years of the programme. In turn, this had an impact on delivery of outputs related to residential and non-residential floor space financed by MAGC FIs receiving post-design certification. Milestones related to investments were met in FY 21/22 and 22/23. The original milestones related to private sector financing were not achieved for the programme before FY23/24 (in which year they were achieved for the first time). This was largely attributed to ambitious expectations and assumptions at the outset (compounded by the fact that MAGC was a new kind of programme at the time)[footnoteRef:6]; in response to this, timelines for several targets were updated in a revision of the logframe in FY24 and some, but not all revised milestones for output indicators under Component 1 were met.   [6:  Delays in reporting of data through the CAFI (Climate Assessment for Financia Institutions) tool also contributed to an underreporting of private sector funding leveraged, which has been addressed from FY24 onwards] 

Additionally, the use of performance-based incentives (PBIs) for the majority of investments to commercial banks, was identified as a significant contributor to the delay in the amount of finance disbursed to financial institutions. This is because PBIs require verified results to be paid out and require time to be spent validating reporting by financial institutions before funding (in the form of PBIs) can be disbursed.[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  As indicated further below, the use of PBI on the other hand is deemed efficient as it requires a smaller amount of MAGC funds for any given investment due to its high leverage ratio. 
] 

Achievement of milestones for Component 2 (country level capacity building) were negatively impacted in the initial years of the programme by COVID-19 but have been successfully met in recent years. Delays to achievement of milestones in FY 19/20 and FY 20/21 were linked to the impacts of COVID-19 and associated delays to progress under Component 1 (due to interdependencies of outputs). DESNZ annual reviews since FY 19/20 scored either an A or A+. In FY 24, all milestones for Component 2 were achieved, and output indicator targets were exceeded in all cases. 
Milestones for Component 3 (EDGE and CAFI – Climate Assessment for Financia Institutions - tool improvements) were mostly achieved as planned over the course of the programme. Two programme milestones were achieved with delays. First, the establishment of a robust process to incorporate additional green buildings standards into the programme’s eligibility was finalised in FY 2019/20 instead of FY 2018/19. Second, the launch of the EDGE-CAFI interface tools was delivered in 2023 instead of 2021 as originally planned. Suggestions in March 2021 by IFC to re-schedule this milestone to FY23 were initially rejected by DESNZ (then BEIS).
Achievement of milestones in Component 4 (research programme) experienced significant delays over the course of the programme. The first milestone (MAGC Research Panel formulated and operational) was achieved in 2019 with a two-week delay. However, the milestone ‘Component 4 has been launched after having been quality assured by DESNZ Research and Evidence Committee’ was significantly delayed “due to the expansion of the consultative phase of the program and additional steps in the design process, staff changes at BEIS, and finally COVID-19”.[footnoteRef:8] In FY20/21, the milestone to agree a workplan submitted to deliver stakeholder assessment, market assessment and smart metering research workstreams was met as planned. In more recent years, output indicators related to the number of core reports quality assured and published were not (fully) achieved. However, milestones regarding stakeholder engagement and reception were exceeded.  [8:  MAGC Program Report 2020 ] 

Activities are delivered within budget
As detailed in the VfM Framework and methodology included in the technical annex in the technical report, assessment of the extent to which activities are delivered within budget and delivered efficiently is limited to activities related to MAGC Advisory services. It does not consider costs related to the MAGC investment services (as the use of this funding is determined by IFC’s investment advisors, based on commercially sensitive information). The UK Government’s contribution to advisory services (the ‘activities’ which IFC delivers under Component 1 – 4 and which exclude the investment services) amounts to £36.1m.
The UK’s contribution to the MAGC programme has a total value of £139.1m over the life of the programme, committed by DESNZ to IFC. The original programme budget was £102.9m. In March 2023, DESNZ committed an additional £12.2m of new resource departmental expenditure limit (RDEL) funding to deliver seven new modules to build on and enhance the existing programme. In addition, with the timelines of the programme being extended from 2025 to 2033 (2027 for the investment period) in December 2023, £2 million were committed for advisory and £22 million for the investment component.
The justification and benefits of the seven additional modules to be funded is detailed in the MAGC Change Request Form. While most of these modules comprise new elements (e.g., expansions of the EDGE tool), some can be considered expansions of existing services that are needed to generate the planned outputs and outcomes. Namely, the expansion of the smart metering sample size under Component 4, which is funded with an additional £0.9m,  does not correspond to additional outputs. Rather, it is deemed necessary ‘to allow MAGC to maintain the originally envisioned robustness and anticipated statistical significance’, although it will also increase the likelihood of more granular insights. 
Additionally, due to some delays in investments (and subsequent knock-on effects to delivery of other outputs in the advisory components) project spend is below expectations as of 2023 data. These delays have also been identified as a risk to efficient delivery of outputs to time in the 2021-22 Annual Review conducted by DESNZ. 
Evidence of processes and efforts to improve efficiency
The choice of IFC as a delivery partner is a key contributor to ensure efficient delivery. As consistently stated by key stakeholders consulted, as well as reported in MAGC programme Annual Reviews (produced by DESNZ), IFC is uniquely qualified to deliver the programme given their expertise and experience, established resources, knowledge, skills and networks and relationships, and its capacity to leverage these. IFC also has streamlined processes in place to allow for efficient delivery.[footnoteRef:9] DESNZ and IFC meet regularly to discuss progress on delivery of the investment pipeline and TA activities, identifying and mitigating issues.  [9:  DESNZ (2023). MAGC Annual Review 2021 – 2022.] 

However, some inefficiencies in the collaboration between DESNZ and IFC for Component 4 were identified. As previously explained, progress on Component 4 has been significantly delayed during the programme. Stakeholders pointed out that work on this stream was initially delayed due to significant delays and a lack of clarity from DESNZ’s side regarding the scope of the planned research programme. These have been addressed, however, and delivery is now reportedly progressing efficiently.  
One interviewee from IFC reported that strict internal processes are in place to ensure that the programme is being delivered within budget. Specifically, regarding Component 4 several processes were implemented to ensure efficiency, namely competitive procurement processes and granular contracting to allow competitive pricing and detailed budget monitoring within IFC’s internal systems. Additionally, IFC leverages its existing robust internal systems and controls, particularly those related to quality assurance and financial safeguarding, to contribute to the responsible and efficient use of resources. 
At the country level, one IFC Office interviewed reported that activities are delivered within the budgeted time. They further credited the flexibility to adjust targets and outcomes as necessary as a further element that facilitates efficient decision making and delivery. 
Costs per output are comparable to other, similar programmes
It is currently too early to assess whether the costs of outputs (e.g., cost per research output under Component 4, or cost of green building square meter financed by MAGC FIs under Component 1) is proportionate and comparable to other, similar programmes as these outputs are yet to materialise fully while costs in some cases are already committed or spent. 
Therefore, this assessment will be deferred until the final outcome and economic evaluation report.  
[bookmark: _Toc181887347]Effectiveness
The criterion of effectiveness assesses whether the MAGC programme achieves the intended programme outcomes and impacts. 
Due to the interim nature of this assessment, and especially due to the fact that programme activities are still ongoing, and the time required for the outcomes and impacts to come to fruition, an assessment of value for money generated under the effectiveness criteria is premature. Due to some initial delays, achievement of outputs and outcomes in some areas of the programme is delayed, but it remains to be seen whether these will be achieved at a later date or not.  
Achievement of outcomes and impacts
As reported at the interim outcome report, evidence of early outcomes indicates that the programme is on track to create benefits, although with some delays due to shifting of the original timelines envisaged for Components 1 and 4. 
Energy and GHG emissions savings 
The main expected impact of the MAGC programme activity in the selected countries is to increase savings in energy as well as water savings and to reduce emissions through the construction of new green buildings. 
In most countries considered within the scope of this evaluation, there is evidence of EDGE certifications gaining traction. The cumulative green building floor space with EDGE post construction certification (m2) has increased from 3,252,109 in FY19/20 to 31,166,327 in FY23/24. In FY24, the average GHG emissions of buildings attaining EDGE preliminary certification each year worldwide has decreased to 0.0329 tCO2e per m2 per year compared to 0.0364 in 2019. Figures achieved for FY24 were a reversal to the previous downward trend in FY22/23 (0.0210), which will need to be monitored over the next years.
However, due to delays in getting investments off the ground and delays in getting construction started (including due to COVID-19), achievement of outcomes directly tied to MAGC financing is not yet reported In some cases outcomes are below initial expectations. As indicated further above, however, optimistic expectations and assumptions at the business case stage also contributed to the setting of (in hindsight deemed) unrealistic targets. Subsequently timelines to achieve these were revised in a review of the logframe in FY24. 
The cumulative energy use expected to be avoided from post-design certified green buildings financed by the proceeds of MAGC Blended Finance supported investments was reported as 8,563 MWh per year in FY24, slightly above the revised target of 8,259. The cumulative GHG emissions expected to be avoided from post-design certified buildings financed with other capital after exhausting MAGC blended finance is 5,275 tons CO2 per year in FY24, exceeding the revised target of 83 for FY24. Cumulative costs expected to be avoided from design certified green buildings financed with MAGC blended finance were reported at £185 million in FY23/24, exceeding the revised target of £771,224. 
Green buildings market changes
The MAGC programme aims to achieve transformational change in the form of a shift from a state in which countries lack the uptake of green building practices and construction to another in which green buildings are financed and constructed and enable achievement of energy and emissions savings. 
The capacity building component of MAGC was effective in increasing awareness of green buildings across stakeholder types, contribute to professional development, and create meaningful connections and partnerships. As of FY24, 21 investments were committed, and IFC is developing a robust pipeline for further investments. It is too early to provide an assessment to which transformational change in the Green Buildings market (e.g. growth in market share of green certified floor space) has been achieved. Though emerging evidence signals that there are some early signs of raised interest in green buildings in the market and plans for further action amongst banks and developers. In FY24, two new entrants to the market (additional financial intermediaries entering green building markets) were reported. 
Outputs from Component 4 of the programme and their effectiveness were not considered as part of the interim outcome evaluation as this element of the programme is still in early stages. As such an impact onto wider market transformation due to increased evidence and knowledge base is not yet detectable. 
[bookmark: _Toc181887348]Cost-effectiveness
The criterion of cost-effectiveness assesses whether the MAGC programme creates more value than it costs. To do so, the following judgement criteria are considered:
Resource consumption.
Value creation.
Due to the interim nature of this assessment, and especially due to the fact that value creation is ongoing, an assessment of value for money generated under the effectiveness criteria is premature.
 
Resource consumption
The UK’s contribution to the MAGC programme has a total value of £139.1m over the life of the programme, committed by DESNZ to IFC.[footnoteRef:10] This includes:  [10:  The original programme budget was £102.9m. In March 2023, DESNZ committed an additional £12.2m of new RDEL funding to deliver 7 new modules to build on and enhance the existing programme. In addition, with the timelines of the programme being extended from 2025 to 2033 (2027 for the investment period) in December 2023, £2 million were committed for advisory and £22 million for the investment component.] 

£102m for blended concessional finance co-investments invested alongside IFC into Financial Intermediaries (investment services). 
£36.1m for advisory services to support business strategy, capacity building, market enabling and research to scale green construction finance. 
Additionally, £1m is allocated to the external evaluation. 
As of June 2023, £55m of the funding committed to MAGC investment services has been encashed, of which £47m have been allocated. As of September 2023, £20.24m of funding committed to MAGC advisory services have been encashed, £10.3m (a little over half) of which has been disbursed and £0.9 have been allocated. 
Additionally, it is important to highlight that the use of PBIs for investments has proven a very effective delivery mechanism, contributing to a strong leverage ratio for MAGC.[footnoteRef:11] As quoted by one stakeholder consulted in 2023, the high volume of funding mobilised (over $1.5 billion) off the back of the funding committed ($56.3 million) “speaks to that very positive delivery model. [The] ratio is around 34:1”. This was considered an outstandingly good ration compared to other programmes within the ICF portfolio. Most investments made so far under the MAGC programmes have been made to commercial banks, using PBIs. Most of the additional finance leveraged so far has been public funding (specifically IFC funds).  [11:  Private sector financing provided to MAGC funded green building projects has increased in recent years but is still only a small proportion of overall financing provided to MAGC funded green building projects.] 

Value creation
Stakeholder feedback indicates that the value generated by the programme, while not monetised, exceeds the costs. However, considering the interim nature of this report and as indicated above, the fact that outcomes and impacts of the programme still require time to materialise, it is too early to provide a full assessment of the value created and comparison thereof to costs. 
[bookmark: _Toc181887349]Equity
The criterion of equity assesses how well programme benefits are distributed to also benefit women and marginalised groups. To assess this, three judgement criteria are considered: 
Extent to which the programme management and delivery employs women (internal).
Evidence of the programme activities resulting in benefits to women and marginalised groups (external).
At this interim stage, the MAGC programme is on track to delivering ‘good’ Value for Money in the equity dimension. No assessment can be made to the extent to which the MAGC programme employs women in programme management and delivery (due to a lack of data available). Overall IFC as an organisation is has put in place measures to improve gender equality and representation of women at senior levels but is not yet achieving its targets in that regard. This can be assumed to apply to the MAGC programme as well. There is evidence of programme activities resulting in benefits to women and marginalised groups; the share of investment allocated to social housing is more than the minimum stipulated (whether the number of social housing units in the invested projects are built cannot be said yet), and benefits to women are also reported with the share of female EDGE Experts and Auditors in MAGC countries being higher than in non-MAGC countries. However, these shares are still below 50%. 
There is evidence that GEDSI learnings generated throughout the programme will be taken into consideration going forwards, with DESNZ and IFC actively looking for learnings from this evaluation to inform decisions on GEDSI indicators in the next phase of the programme. 
Employment of women in programme management and delivery
Data on the number and share of women employed within IFC for MAGC programme management and delivery is not available. 
However, IFC is committed to gender equality at an organisational level, as one of their three DEI (Diversity, Equality and Inclusion) priorities. Through its Gender Action Plan, IFC aims to further gender equality by improving the representation of women at senior levels in the organisation. In 2023, IFC achieved a Gender Balance Index (GBI[footnoteRef:12]) score of 0.87, nearing the target of 0.89 and marking a 2.8% increase compared to 2022. Female representation in senior and technical roles and in management roles increased over the past five years to varying degrees.[footnoteRef:13]     [12:  GBI is a weighted composite value to measure gender distribution across four grade groups at IFC. A score of one indicates gender parity at IFC overall.]  [13:  IFC (2023). The Culture Is Us: Gaining Momentum Across IFC - FY23 Diversity, Equality, and Inclusion Annual Report. ] 

Evidence of programme activities resulting in benefits to women and marginalised groups
It is important to state that benefits to women and other marginalised groups are not specific objectives of the MAGC programme, with the exception of a target of a minimum of 17.5% of housing to be affordable housing (which was a late addition to the programme in 2023). Activities are therefore not geared towards generating these but may result in co-benefits. 
Programme data shows that the MAGC programme delivered the following benefits to women and other marginalised groups at current stage:
In May 2023, DESNZ and IFC agreed to set a target of 17.5% of MAGC housing to be affordable housing. As reported in the MAGC Annual Report 2023, the programme is on track to align with this, having committed approximately 21% of MAGC funding to be used for affordable housing. Furthermore, as stated in the 2023 Annual Report, IFC is confident in the existing pipeline to promote the affordable housing agenda and is in active discussions with clients across Africa and Asia. 
The share of green building floor space financed by MAGC FIs with EDGE post-construction certification that is social housing cannot yet be reported on due to the early stage of construction of much of the MAGC portfolio. 
To date (FY 2023), 627 female EDGE Auditors and Experts are registered, of which the vast majority (617, or 98%) are in MAGC countries. Within MAGC countries, women make up 42% of all EDGE Auditors and Experts, compared to 30% worldwide. Looking specifically at the number of EDGE Auditors, 106 women are accredited as EDGE Auditors in MAGC countries, accounting for 44% of all EDGE Auditors in those countries compared to a share of 39% worldwide. The number of female EDGE Auditors in non-MAGC countries is 19.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  MAGC Programme data FY23. ] 

Non-audited data shared by IFC shows that in FY23, the number of female key stakeholders attending MAGC workshops was 3,003, accounting for 26% of all participants. It is assumed by IFC that the number of women attending MAGC workshops however is underestimated, as gender-disaggregated data on workshop attendance was not collected consistently across the programme due to the fact that the programme itself does not have gender targets. As such, only the only the MAGC Research Component reports this indicator for MAGC research dissemination events. Conversely, this indicator is collected from workshops in Components 1 and 2 only for the purpose of internal monitoring and in some cases, e.g., when working with partners, this data was not obtained. 
Data disaggregated by country is not available. 
[bookmark: _Toc181887350]
4 Conclusion
At this stage, the assessment identified some shortcomings which prevent a ‘good’ rating in two criteria. Importantly, an assessment of value for money under the effectiveness criterion (whether the values generated exceed the costs of the programme) is not possible at this stage due to the fact that the benefits and impacts of the programme are yet to materialise. As such no overall assessment of value for money of the programme can be made. Nevertheless, stakeholders are confident that the programme overall is delivering good value for money, especially as they are positive on the value created through the programme’s activities.
The main barrier preventing the programme from achieving good value for money at this stage is the delays the programme experienced in the early years of delivery. Subsequently delayed achievement of outputs to time. More recently, however, the programme has made significant progress and is now achieving and even exceeding milestones and output targets. A continuation of this progress could well ensure that the final rating will be improved. Slight increases in both administrative costs on DESNZ’s end and in costs for specific activities also did not support achievement of a ‘good’ value for money rating at this stage. 
	Criterion
	Rating
	Justification

	Economy
	Good
	Costs for administration (operational expenditure) were mostly as budgeted (deviations were reportedly more due to uncertainty when initial business case estimates were developed rather than to overspend compared to what is considered reasonable).  

	Efficiency
	Adequate
	Most outputs were achieved in a timely manner, and delays have been (partially) caused external factors. Outputs and outcomes are generally delivered in line with budget expectations. 

	Effectiveness
	N/A
	Due to the interim nature of this assessment, an assessment of value for money generated under the effectiveness criteria is premature.

	Cost-effectiveness
	N/A
	Due to the interim nature of this assessment, an assessment of value for money generated under the cost-effectiveness criteria is premature.

	Equity
	Good
	Evidence exists of organisational efforts to improve gender equality within IFC. Additionally, there is evidence of programme activities resulting in benefits to women and marginalised groups, and of GEDSI learnings generated throughout the programme to be taken into consideration. 
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