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[bookmark: _Toc189154942]1 Introduction
Learning about how Gender, Equality, Disability and Social Inclusion (GEDSI) can be designed and delivered in future similar programmes is an objective of the early outcome evaluation as well as the outcome and impact evaluation. 
Ipsos has been commissioned by the UK Department for Energy Security and Net Zero (DESNZ) to be the monitoring, evaluation, and learning (MEL) partner for the International Climate Finance (ICF) programme Market Accelerator for Green Construction (MAGC). It is funded through Official Development Assistance (ODA) and delivered by the International Finance Corporation (IFC), member of the World Bank Group (WBG). MAGC aims to combat climate change in emerging markets by crowding in public and private sector financing for certified green buildings. The overall objectives of the contract are to assess whether the MAGC programme is having the intended benefits, whilst maximising the learning and transformation potential, and informing future strategic decisions.
The evaluation is split into two phases: 
The interim evaluation, which includes a process evaluation (phase 1a, published here)[footnoteRef:2] and an early outcome evaluation (phase 1b), the object of this report. [2:  Undertaken in early 2024 ] 

The final evaluation, which will be conducted in 2026/2027. 
This report is an annex to the early outcome evaluation main report which includes the findings and recommendations. The specific objectives of phase 1b are to:
Improve the ongoing MAGC delivery of results effectively. 
Learn for future similar programmes, e.g., green construction, mixed blended finance, and technical advisory. 
Assess the value-for-money approach. 
Learn about GEDSI in MAGC delivery for future similar programmes. 
[bookmark: _Hlk187324272]As laid out in the scoping report, GEDSI was not a consideration in MAGC’s business case[footnoteRef:3] and design phase. Thus it is not an objective for IFC nor embedded into monitoring processes. However, there are opportunities for identifying GEDSI learnings through the evaluation. This annex includes findings and learnings on GEDSI implications of green construction, as well as overarching learnings to inform future programme design. [3:  MAGC Business Case, IFC, 2018] 

The annex is structured as follows:
Section 2 presents a summary of the methodology used for the GEDSI analysis.
Section 3 presents the findings on the links between green construction and GEDSI and insights for future programme design.
Section 4 presents the conclusions, recommendations and lessons from this analysis. 
[bookmark: _Toc189154943]2 Methodology 
The early outcome evaluation has involved identifying key audiences that could benefit from unintended GEDSI outputs and outcomes. In addition, it has included hypotheses of what GEDSI outcomes could be achieved through green construction. Data collection has involved stakeholder mapping, interviews with stakeholders at programme level, in countries with highest MAGC activity to date, and case study countries and focus groups with EDGE building residents.
To inform the early outcome evaluation, we sought to map the in-country stakeholders who could benefit from unintended MAGC GEDSI outputs and outcomes.  Furthermore, green construction initiatives generally, to inform learnings for future programme design. This mapping was informed by the findings from the inception and process evaluation stages, as well as the T3 stakeholder mapping. Through this, we identified the following key audiences, which we have separated into two groups: 
Community level audiences, including people from lower socio-economic backgrounds, single parent families, people with disabilities, people from ethnic minority groups.
The invested firm level, comprised of women in the green building sector. 
With the key audiences identified, we identified some key hypotheses to be tested through the early outcome evaluation. Since the majority of MAGC-funded green buildings have not yet been built, it is not possible at the early outcome evaluation phase to identify unplanned GEDSI outcomes at the community level. Instead, we have focused on understanding what GEDSI outcomes can be achieved from green construction. This is to provide a framework to understand what opportunities arose/were missed during MAGC delivery on GEDSI and inform learnings for future programme design. These hypotheses have been developed at the early outcome phase and were therefore not included in the ToC/ GEDSI learning questions. We have also included some questions at the invested firm level relating to emerging MAGC outcomes. The hypotheses were identified based on evidence from the inception and process evaluation stages, experience of what GEDSI-related outcomes other DESNZ/ICF programmes seek to achieve, and our expertise of how GEDSI principles can be applied to international development programming. The key outcomes hypotheses are detailed below.

Table 1: Outcomes hypotheses
	Evaluation questions
	Sub-questions/ hypotheses on green construction and GEDSI

	Community level

	[bookmark: _Hlk178082386]What opportunities arose/were missed during MAGC delivery on GEDSI? How could we address GEDSI in future programme design?
	Overarching hypothesis 1: Green buildings reduce the cost of living for marginalised groups (with findings split by different marginalised groups).

	
	Overarching hypothesis 2: Green buildings are more accessible for people with disabilities.

	
	Overarching hypothesis 3:  Green buildings improve the standard of living for people from marginalised groups (with findings split by different marginalised groups).

	Invested firm level

	What opportunities arose/were missed during MAGC delivery on GEDSI? How could we address GEDSI in future programme design?
	Overarching hypothesis 4: MAGC has encouraged more women to become EDGE experts accredited. 

	
	Any other outcomes observed in relation to GEDSI and MAGC.


Learning questions 
We also sought to answer the following learning questions:
Table 2: Learning questions
	Evaluation questions
	Sub-questions

	What opportunities arose/were missed during MAGC delivery on GEDSI?
	What aspects (if any) of MAGC supported (or prevented) GEDSI benefits from occurring, and any external factors?

	
	What indicators would it have been useful to include in the original logframe to monitor GEDSI objectives?

	How could we address GEDSI in future programme design?
	To what extent have GEDSI lessons been systematically captured and shared to support onward and wider sector learning for supporting GEDSI in green construction globally?

	
	How feasible is it for future programming on green construction to include social impact as a key aim (including business case development, ToRs, programme design, design of monitoring and evaluation (M&E) processes)?

	
	How can different stakeholder groups in future programming facilitate the inclusion of GEDSI in design and delivery?

	
	Which GEDSI indicators would it be useful to include in future programme monitoring processes?


Key evidence sources in the interim (early outcome) phase have included:
T3 stakeholder mapping: Mapping to identify the main in-country stakeholders (both participants and non-participants in MAGC) who could benefit from GEDSI outputs and outcomes. 
T2 and T3 interviews with in-country stakeholders[footnoteRef:4] and T0 level interviews: Questions sought to understand whether unplanned GEDSI outputs and interim outcomes had been achieved and explored learnings for future delivery, including barriers and enablers, and the role of context. [4:  T2 interviews took place with stakeholders from Egypt, Ghana, Indonesia, Philippines, Indonesia, Mexico and Peru, T3 interviews took place with stakeholders from Colombia, South Africa, India, Kenya and Vietnam.] 

T3 focus groups with EDGE building residents: Questions were included to understand if unplanned GEDSI outputs and interim outcomes had been achieved.
Key evidence sources in the final evaluation phase will include:
	T2 and T3 interviews with in-country stakeholders[footnoteRef:5]: Questions will explore whether unplanned GEDSI outcomes have been achieved, and explore learnings for future delivery, including barriers and enablers, and the role of context. [5:  Stakeholders will be from the same countries included in the early outcome phase ] 

T3 focus groups with EDGE building residents: Questions will explore whether unplanned GEDSI outcomes have been achieved.
At this early outcome phase, we have structured our analysis and findings around the hypotheses and sub-questions to identify key learnings. During the final evaluation phase, we will seek to understand what unintended outcomes have been achieved. In addition, we will examine what changed, for whom, when, where, why it matters, MAGC’s contribution and whether there were any unintended effects. This will support a detailed understanding of what changes may have occurred, and how different audiences have been affected.


[bookmark: _Toc189154944]3 Findings
As outlined in the methodology, this annex analyses the findings relating to hypotheses about how GEDSI outcomes can be achieved through green construction. It also provides evidence against the learning questions outlined in the scoping report.
[bookmark: _Toc189154945]3.1 Green construction and GEDSI
This section provides evidence against four key hypotheses on how GEDSI outcomes can be achieved through green construction, as well as summarising the additional evidence relating to other potential outcomes. 
[bookmark: _Toc178618221][bookmark: _Toc179906716][bookmark: _Toc181887381][bookmark: _Toc189154946]Overarching hypothesis 1: Green buildings reduce the cost of living for marginalised groups 
[bookmark: _Hlk186804343][bookmark: _Hlk193990908]A key hypothesis expressed by stakeholders at the T0, T2 and T3 levels in Colombia, Ghana, Kenya, Peru and Vietnam is that green buildings can reduce the cost of living for marginalised groups. This could be any group that faces discrimination due to the interplay of their personal characteristics, including gender, sex, ethnicity, sexual orientation, social class etc. in the society. The evidence shows this to be complex and context-dependent; while green buildings can reduce living costs, marginalised groups are not necessarily benefitting from this. 
Firstly, stakeholders at the T0 level hypothesised that green buildings can potentially reduce the cost of living through increased energy and water efficiency. This efficiency translates into lower utility bills, which can make housing more affordable for lower-income households, a positive unintended social benefit. For example, residents of green buildings in Colombia confirmed that their homes are more cost-effective in terms of energy and water consumption. They also noted reduced upkeep costs related to homeowner association fees. In Vietnam, EDGE residents highlighted that they rarely needed to use air conditioning, resulting in their energy bills reducing by half. 
Another way in which green construction can reduce the cost of living for marginalised groups is through providing financial support to people from lower income backgrounds to buy or build a home. For example, the EDGE self-build certificate programme in India[footnoteRef:6] provides financial support to self-build green homes to people who would not normally get a mortgage due to lower incomes. This is an example of how targeted financial mechanisms can make green housing accessible to marginalised groups.  [6:  This may also be extended to two additional countries.] 

Evidence from across the stakeholders interviewed for this evaluation demonstrates that the benefits of green buildings are highly context-specific, influenced by local housing markets and trends in construction sectors. 

Case study: India, integration of green building practices into housing finance packages 
Aadhar Housing is a housing financial intermediary catering to the lower income segment of India, covering those who are economically vulnerable and lower income groups. They provide home loans and technical advisory to customers. Aadhar Housing received support from MAGC and IFC to pilot the integration of green building practices into their portfolio. This support included:
· Capacity building support from IFC to the technical and sales teams to enhance their knowledge of green building technologies and certification processes. The training and support were designed to enable participants to pitch green products to customers and answer questions. 
· Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) framework development support from IFC, focusing specifically on environment to support their green building initiatives.
· Financial subsidies from MAGC for customers adopting green building technologies.
[bookmark: _Hlk178678191]To supplement the financial subsidies, Aadhar Housing offered concessional interest rates for customers choosing green building certification.
Through the initiatives, staff reported that their customers’ awareness of green construction increased. Furthermore, while overall adoption remained low, they had supported the construction and certification of a small but growing number of green homes, with plans to adopt and scale up this strategy. To support this, staff flagged the importance of government support to incentivise green building and ensure there is a wider enabling environment, for example through standardised and more flexible certification processes, financial incentives and awareness campaigns. 
This case study demonstrates how green construction can be integrated into affordable housing programmes and highlights how providers who are currently supporting this market segment are well placed to enact this.
Despite the opportunities presented by green buildings, there are significant limitations and challenges to ensuring that the cost savings from green buildings actually reach marginalised groups. Interviews with T2 and T3 level stakeholders demonstrated that GEDSI is often not integrated into the design of green building programmes (although all new DENZ ICF programmes are now required to incorporate GEDSI into programme design), meaning organisations do not have to ensure that green buildings are accessible for marginalised groups. In the T2 stakeholder research in Ghana and Egypt, several participants were confused about the relevance of discussing GEDSI considerations, indicating that GEDSI integration is uncommon within these country’s green building sectors. Some countries have legislation that ensures building of social housing is prioritised, but these rules can vary widely both within and between countries. In Colombia, while the majority of properties constructed are social housing, stakeholders reported that these are often bought by individuals who can afford to buy other forms of housing, or by those intending to resell or rent them. This results in fewer green buildings being available to those from lower-income households. In the Philippines, stakeholders reported that green buildings are predominantly high-end residential properties, thus not accessible to lower-income groups.
Another key challenge raised by stakeholders at the T0 level, T2 level in Peru, and T3 level in Kenya and Vietnam is the higher upfront costs associated with green construction. Despite the long-term savings green construction can offer, the initial investment required can be prohibitive, especially for marginalised groups. Recent years have seen increased building costs due to inflation, further exacerbating this issue. Several stakeholders in Vietnam flagged that there was a lack of affordable green housing for low-income groups.  
Findings from residents demonstrated that green construction does not necessarily offer cost savings for end-users. In Kenya, some residents noted that they have saved on electricity bills, although this did not necessarily offset the higher overall costs of living in a green building. In South Africa, residents reported that there were limited cost savings. This highlights the importance of efficiency savings being passed on to end-users in order to benefit lower-income groups.
[bookmark: _Hlk193990720]One of the reasons green building programmes are more likely to focus on mid-end and luxury buildings is that these buildings reportedly offer the opportunity for higher mitigation outcomes. Several stakeholders at the T0 level reported that mitigation outcomes for affordable housing are minimal compared to high end and commercial buildings which typically have much higher energy usage, meaning the savings associated with green buildings are higher. This suggests that different approaches are needed when considering green construction for affordable housing compared to mid-end and luxury housing. This is especially significant given the risk of costs being prohibitive for lower-income groups.
Some stakeholders at the T0 level and the T3 level in Kenya noted that for green building programmes such as MAGC to focus on affordable housing, more heavily subsidised government funding is needed. 
“I think there is a gap in the MAGC model, where it's not designed to target that very bottom layer, which would need much more heavily subsidised government funding to rebuild that housing stock, which is fine, I think it's just being clear about that in the objectives, which is around growing the private sector market and growing the green buildings market. That's the big chunk of the market, I think." (DESNZ stakeholder)
Discussion amongst stakeholders at all levels of how green buildings can reduce the cost of living for marginalised groups tended to centre on people from lower income backgrounds. This also included some references to female-headed households also benefitting. This suggests that other marginalised groups are rarely considered as potential beneficiaries of green construction. 
There is evidence that green buildings can reduce the cost of living through increased efficiency and targeted financial support mechanisms. However, in practice these benefits often do not reach marginalised groups. 
[bookmark: _Toc178618222][bookmark: _Toc179906717][bookmark: _Toc181887382][bookmark: _Toc189154947]Overarching hypothesis 2: Green buildings are more accessible for people with disabilities
Some stakeholders at the T0 level and T3 level in Kenya and Vietnam hypothesised that green buildings could be more accessible for people with disabilities (a potential unintended social benefit that could be achieved by MAGC) but did not provide detail on why they thought this or the mechanisms that could support this outcome. To gather evidence to further understand this hypothesis, we conducted desk research to identify best practices and examples of how green buildings can be made more accessible for people with disabilities, to provide learnings for future programme design. Ensuring green buildings are accessible and provide a high quality of living for people with disabilities is important. This is to ensure they can adapt to climate change and gain from lower energy costs and nature-enhanced benefits associated with green buildings.[footnoteRef:7] Climate change is experienced unevenly, with poorer regions and nations facing more negative consequences, and people with disabilities living in these areas facing intersecting disadvantages. Disabilities or health conditions can make people more vulnerable to the effects of climate change, for example ventilation needs are different for wheelchair users and people with prosthetics.[footnoteRef:8]  [7:  Bhakta, A. and Pickerill, J., Making space for disability in eco-housing and
eco-communities, 2015. Available at: https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/89517/3/Making%20space.pdf ]  [8:  Gissen, D., The Architecture of Disability: Buildings, Cities, and Landscapes Beyond Access,
University of Minnesota Press, 2023. ] 

Disabled and neurodivergent environmental activists have coined the term ‘eco-ableism’ to name and highlight the issue of ableism (discrimination toward disabled people) which arises in environmental policy, planning, and activism.[footnoteRef:9] Two key issues to challenging eco-ableism and ensuring accessibility in green construction were highlighted in the reviewed documentation: [9:  Schleck, G. and Ben-Alon, L., Eco-ableism and access circularity in natural building, 2024. Available at: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2095263523001048#bib20] 

Architects, designers and developers of green construction programmes often assume that buildings will be used by able-bodied people.
Architects, designers and developers of green construction programmes can be so focused upon the ecological aspects of construction, that insufficient focus is placed on accessibility and making the environments as liveable and as comfortable as possible for people with wide ranging abilities.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  Bhakta, A. and Pickerill, J., Making space for disability in eco-housing and
eco-communities, 2015. Available at: https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/89517/3/Making%20space.pdf] 

Several documents highlighted the need for collaboration between architects, designers, and accessibility experts to ensure that inclusive design principles are incorporated into building projects. Accessibility experts can provide valuable insights into the needs and challenges faced by people with disabilities. This is to ensure that architects and designers can create spaces that are accessible, as well as being aesthetically pleasing and functional.[footnoteRef:11] Another key stakeholder involved in this process should be people with disabilities. An article on eco-ableism and access circularity in natural building described how people with disabilities should be involved throughout: [11:  De Burca, J., Accessibility and Sustainability in Building Projects, 2023. Available at: https://constructive-voices.com/accessibility-and-sustainability-in-building-projects/ ] 

At the design phase, involving people with different budgets and needs.
During the building phases, using accessible workshops to inform the approach. 
During the occupation phase, where projects should receive and respond to feedback from occupants.[footnoteRef:12] [12:  Schleck, G. and Ben-Alon, L., Eco-ableism and access circularity in natural building, 2024. Available at: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2095263523001048#bib20] 

If future MAGC programming is to include social impact as a key aim, representatives of these key stakeholder groups should all be involved in design and implementation.   
Several articles discussed how green buildings can integrate accessibility features, highlighting key features that could be recommended for inclusion in future green construction programmes. This included:
Accessibility of key building features, e.g. strategically placed entrances and exits; level or ramped thresholds; large doorframes; energy-efficient windows and doors that are easy to operate; accessible switches and sockets; accessible toilets and showers; accessible door handles. [footnoteRef:13][footnoteRef:14] [13:  Bhakta, A. and Pickerill, J., Making space for disability in eco-housing and
eco-communities, 2015. Available at: https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/89517/3/Making%20space.pdf]  [14:  Giri, S., Sustainability and Universal Design: Accessibility of Green Buildings, 2024. Available at: https://www.re-thinkingthefuture.com/sustainable-architecture/a12977-sustainability-and-universal-design-accessibility-of-green-buildings/] 

Consideration of acoustics, texture, and lighting for neurodivergent people.[footnoteRef:15] [15:  Schleck, G. and Ben-Alon, L., Eco-ableism and access circularity in natural building, 2024. Available at: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2095263523001048#bib20] 

Consideration of accessibility beyond the thresholds of buildings e.g. gardens, community spaces.[footnoteRef:16] [16:  Bhakta, A. and Pickerill, J., Making space for disability in eco-housing and
eco-communities, 2015. Available at: https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/89517/3/Making%20space.pdf] 

Case study: Ed Roberts Campus at Berkeley in California, USA 
The Ed Roberts Campus in Berkeley, California, integrates green construction with universal design, creating an accessible and sustainable environment. In terms of accessibility features, the campus features clear building organisation and signage to accommodate all users, including those with disabilities. Key accessibility features include a ramp, wide corridors, and specialised controls in large lifts level. The campus offers various public transport options with coordinated access, specialised vehicle access, and accessible parking. Toilets cater to a range of abilities, and hand-free access is facilitated by automatic doors with long-range card readers. To aid individuals with Photosensitive Epilepsy, low-pattern flooring and low-frequency fire alarm lights are used. Innovative acoustical design supports those with hearing disabilities, and Braille maps are available upon request. The building's design also incorporates occupancy-sensor-controlled lighting and high-contrast interior finishes to make buildings easier to navigate.
· Sustainability is a core consideration at the campus, with a range of features in place including: Solar control and daylighting. 
· Natural ventilation; Reflective roofing. 
· Energy-efficient mechanical systems e.g. energy-efficient lighting integrated with occupancy and time controls. 
· Enhanced indoor air quality achieved through the use of non-toxic materials and filtered outside air, supported by an Indoor Air Quality program initiated during construction. [footnoteRef:17] [17:  Giri, S., Sustainability and Universal Design: Accessibility of Green Buildings, 2024. Available at: https://www.re-thinkingthefuture.com/sustainable-architecture/a12977-sustainability-and-universal-design-accessibility-of-green-buildings/] 

Evidence from the focus groups suggests that while the green buildings participants lived in had some accessibility features, more could be done. Green building residents in Colombia described how the building had ramps at most entrances and lifts. However, they did not feel the building was accessible for those with visual impairments and there was no evidence that people with disabilities were living in the building. EDGE residents in Vietnam reported that there were people with disabilities living in the building. However, they could not identify any accessibility features, suggesting more could be done to improve accessibility and ensure disabled people had the opportunity to live in these buildings. In Kenya, residents described how a shared amenity space was only accessible via stairs, excluding people with disabilities from enjoying and participating in the social activities and events held in that space. They also described how the use of access cards or keys rather than automatic doors or accessible entry systems may be difficult for individuals with limited mobility or dexterity to operate independently. Other issues included inadequate provision of accessible parking spaces near the entrances of the buildings and the absence of audible announcements in lifts. These ongoing gaps in accessible design disadvantage disabled people and may deter them from choosing to live in these buildings.
The final evaluation report will include further analysis of how commonly accessibility is considered in the design of green buildings how often green buildings are used by people with disabilities, and some key enablers and barriers. It will also consider learnings about whether improving accessibility for people with disabilities should be a priority for future MAGC programming if GEDSI outcomes are to be integrated into programme objectives. 
[bookmark: _Toc178618223][bookmark: _Toc179906718][bookmark: _Toc181887383][bookmark: _Toc189154948]Overarching hypothesis 3:  Green buildings improve the standard of living for people from marginalised groups 
Green buildings have the potential to significantly improve the standard of living for people from marginalised groups through environmental benefits, thoughtful design, improved health and well-being, and community engagement. This could be a potential unintended positive social benefit of the MAGC programme. This was highlighted by stakeholders at the T0 level, at the T2 level in Ghana, Mexico, Peru, Philippines. This was also highlighted at the T3 level in Colombia, Kenya and Vietnam, although some only stated that these benefits could support residents rather than marginalised groups specifically. The realisation of these benefits is contingent upon the inclusive and person-centric design of green buildings, as well as the presence of supportive community programmes.
[bookmark: _Hlk187232545]Stakeholders at the T0 level and the T3 level in Colombia highlighted how people-centric, thoughtful design is key if green buildings are to improve the standard of living for marginalised groups. T0 level stakeholders described a green building project in Johannesburg, South Africa which has supported single mothers. The project offered a safe environment with a controlled access and a clean environment, low utility costs, and proximity to job opportunities, improving their quality of life. This demonstrates how designing green buildings with end-users’ needs in mind can improve the quality of living for people in marginalised groups Furthermore it highlights that this should be a key consideration for green building programmes aiming to have a social impact. 
High-quality, person-centred green construction can also significantly improve the standard of living by offering improved ventilation and thermal control. Although not referenced by stakeholders, this could benefit individuals with long-term health conditions and provide a healthier and more comfortable living environment. However, for marginalised groups to benefit from this, they need to be able to access green buildings – linking back to concerns around green buildings not being accessible to those from lower incomes. Other marginalised groups are often likely to fall into low-income categories due to intersecting disadvantages. 
Green buildings also offer key opportunities for community buy-in and engagement, which can enhance the standard of living. Stakeholders in Colombia, Ghana, Kenya and Peru described several projects targeted at lower-income groups living in green buildings. This includes initiatives aimed at encouraging residents to care for the buildings, children’s activities and improvements to public spaces. These programmes not only enhance the physical living environment but also promote social cohesion and community well-being.
Case study: Colombia sustainable housing initiative 
One T3 level stakeholder in Colombia in the construction and EDGE sector described an initiative being run by a partner organisation which specialises in building sustainable social housing projects, catering to middle and low-income groups. 
The organisation has implemented several initiatives to support their residents and promote sustainability:
· Involvement of future residents in the construction of their homes, creating a strong sense of community and ownership. This involvement extends from the initial stages of acquiring the house to participating in social activities that promote sustainability.
· A comprehensive programme to assist residents to acquire a property, including support accessing subsidies and guiding them through bureaucratic procedures.
· Ongoing support to residents e.g. social activities promoting sustainable living practices.
This innovative approach has reportedly led to several positive outcomes:
· Increased awareness about sustainable living practices amongst residents.
· Fostering community cohesion amongst residents, supporting them to be active participants in maintaining and improving their living environment.
This model demonstrates how sustainable social housing can benefit low and middle-income groups while fostering community involvement and environmental stewardship. Their approach highlights the importance of integrating residents into the construction and sustainability processes, ensuring that they are not just passive beneficiaries but active participants. 
Beyond potential benefits for residents, green buildings can also address wider environmental issues that indirectly improve the standard of living for marginalised communities. For example, in Lima, where water scarcity is a key issue, green buildings can save water which can then be redirected to communities in need and improve their overall living conditions. However, this is another example of 'trickle-down' outcomes, and highlights a need for marginalised populations to be primary beneficiaries of green construction.
Future green construction initiatives should prioritise these elements to ensure that the advantages of sustainable living are accessible to all, particularly the most marginalised.
[bookmark: _Toc178618224][bookmark: _Toc179906719][bookmark: _Toc181887384][bookmark: _Toc189154949]Overarching hypothesis 4: MAGC has encouraged more women to become EDGE Experts accredited and has encouraged increased participation from women in the green building sector
Construction is traditionally a male-dominated field in many countries, and women often face significant barriers to entering and advancing in the sector. Becoming EDGE accredited is seen as a route to help women to overcome these barriers. Gender disaggregated data has been collected by IFC on the number of EDGE auditors and experts in MAGC countries. It shows that since MAGC’s inception, 642 out of 1,348 EDGE Auditors and Experts in MAGC countries were women (48%). In total, 68.5% of Edge Auditors and Experts are in MAGC countries. There is a need for continued engagement and support to women on this.
To date, several initiatives have been undertaken to encourage more women to become EDGE Experts accredited. Women are able to take the EDGE Prometric exam for free. A range of training sessions have been run for women in the construction sector through the MAGC programme. This includes IFC-run training sessions in Ghana and South Africa through the Association of Female Architects. These targeted initiatives aim to reduce the financial and educational barriers that women face in entering the construction sector.
More widely, there is some evidence that MAGC is encouraging participation from women in the green building sector through its dissemination events. Non-audited data gathered by IFC shows that in FY2023, 3,003 female key stakeholders attended MAGC workshops, accounting for 26% of participants. However, IFC believes that this figure has been underestimated. This is because gender-disaggregated data on workshop attendance was not collected consistently across the programme, due to the fact that this was not a programme objective. It should be noted that IFC does not consider assessing the number of women attending workshops to be an appropriate metric to assess whether the programme has addressed gender inequalities. The IFC prefers to report to report on the number of female EDGE experts/auditors to assess whether MAGC contributes to reducing gender gaps. While this indicator could be seen to demonstrate improved gender balance in the green construction sector, it does not provide sufficient evidence of how MAGC has contributed to this. Additionally, arguably marginalised populations should be the primary focus rather than stakeholders. 
[bookmark: _Hlk187233728]While continued support for women to enter and succeed in the building sector through targeted programmes will be crucial, broader cultural changes within the industry also need to be addressed in order to achieve stronger outcomes.
[bookmark: _Toc178618225][bookmark: _Toc179906720][bookmark: _Toc181887385][bookmark: _Toc189154950][bookmark: _Hlk178242566]Other potential GEDSI outcomes of MAGC 
Evidence at the early outcome phase has indicated several additional potential unintended outcomes from green construction related to GEDSI. This highlights the opportunities and challenges in integrating GEDSI principles more deeply into green construction initiatives. 
Some stakeholders in Vietnam, Kenya and at the programme level felt there was an opportunity for MAGC to prioritise working with women-led companies in the green building sector. By promoting and supporting women-led enterprises, the MAGC programme could contribute to greater gender equality in the sector. While this change would not help the programme to achieve its end goal of combating climate change in emerging markets, DESNZ have made commitments to including GEDSI components in ICF programme aims, meaning that this opportunity to engage with women-led companies is relevant for future programme iterations at least. An alternative option could be for MAGC investments to be blended with other IFC blended finance facilities that prioritise supporting women-led companies, such as the Women Entrepreneurs Finance Initiative (We-Fi), Women Entrepreneurs Opportunity Facility (WEOF) and the Advancing Gender Equality, Resilience, Opportunity, and Inclusion Worldwide (GROW) Facility. Given the need for future iterations of the MAGC programme to integrate GEDSI considerations, there will be a need for close collaboration between IFC and DESNZ to avoid duplication across IFC’s blended finance programmes. 
Stakeholders noted that recognising and promoting programmes committed to addressing gender barriers, such as networks of women in sustainable construction and empowerment programmes for women, are essential for increasing women's access to the sector, including in leadership roles. 
Case study: Colombia gender inclusion programme
Several stakeholders in Colombia described an innovative programme aimed at promoting gender inclusion within the construction sector. The programme is not MAGC funded or supported but is a useful example of how programmes can support the integration of women into the construction sector. The programme recognises and addresses the challenges women face in an industry where there is a much higher representation of men, aiming to create a more balanced and equitable workforce.
The programme actively encourages the inclusion of women on construction sites. It highlights women’s valuable qualities and challenges the stereotype that physical strength is the primary requirement for construction work. It also emphasises the importance of women having management and leadership positions within construction companies, and supports companies to include women in decision-making roles, fostering a more inclusive and diverse leadership structure.
According to stakeholders, the programme has been successful in encouraging other companies within the sector to develop and implement their own gender equity programmes.  
[bookmark: _Hlk187233802]Green construction, when integrated into wider urban regeneration projects, has the potential to contribute to unintended broader social benefits. Stakeholders at the T0 level, at the T2 level in Ghana, and at the T3 level in Colombia and Kenya described how these projects can revitalise neighbourhoods, improve safety, and create job opportunities for local workers. For example, projects can provide opportunities for upskilling and supporting construction workers, such as a programme in Colombia providing literacy training on construction sites. These broader impacts, often the result of comprehensive urban regeneration efforts, can have a more significant social impact than green construction alone. In addition, they can foster community engagement and support for green construction initiatives. This highlights the opportunity to maximise social benefits by situating green building projects within larger urban development frameworks.
One potential unintended negative outcome of green construction identified is the displacement of local communities. Displacement could occur when green building projects result in increased property values and living costs, making it unaffordable for existing residents. When integrating GEDSI considerations into MAGC, considering this risk is crucial to ensure that green construction projects benefit rather than harm local communities. While developers bear primary responsibility for mitigating this risk, MAGC can play a role by rigorously monitoring project adherence to affordable housing targets, ensuring they reflect local affordability needs.


[bookmark: _Toc189154951]3.2 Insights for future programme design
This section provides responses to the learning questions outlined in the scoping report.
What aspects (if any) of the MAGC supported (or prevented) GEDSI benefits from occurring, and any external factors?
[bookmark: _Hlk178085315]Evidence from stakeholders demonstrates that several key aspects of MAGC have supported potential GEDSI outcomes. DESNZ and IFC agreed in May 2023 to a target of 17.5% of MAGC housing to be affordable housing. The programme was described as being on track to achieve this in the MAGC Annual Report 2023, having committed approximately 21% of MAGC funding to be used for affordable housing.[footnoteRef:18] MAGC has provided financial subsidies and concessional interest rates to support lower-income groups, including female-headed households, to adopt green building technologies. For instance, the EDGE self-build certificate programme offers financial support to individuals who typically would not qualify for a mortgage, making green housing more accessible to marginalised groups. The case study of Aadhar Housing in India demonstrates how capacity-building support from IFC and financial subsidies from MAGC and We-Fi[footnoteRef:19] can enable organisations to integrate green building practices into their portfolios.  [18:  The share of green building floor space that is social housing and was financed by MAGC FIs with EDGE post-construction certification cannot yet be reported on, due to the early stage of construction for much of the MAGC portfolio.]  [19:  To note that the MAGC and We-Fi facilities were used complementarily, with MAGC providing subsidies to support the programme to combat climate change, and We-Fi subsidies supporting female-headed households.] 

MAGC has also supported capacity-building initiatives targeting women in the construction sector. Training sessions specifically for women, such as those conducted in Ghana and South Africa, aim to reduce financial and educational barriers, encouraging more women to become EDGE experts accredited.
Stakeholders also identified some barriers to GEDSI benefits occurring. Firstly, GEDSI principles not being integrated into the programme design is a key barrier. The current MAGC approach does not ensure that green buildings are accessible to marginalised groups due to this not being the programme’s objective, meaning often GEDSI benefits are limited to ‘trickle-down’ effects. 
An additional barrier relates to GEDSI often being conceptualised in terms of income and gender. Stakeholders identified a need for additional research to understand how other groups, such as people with disabilities, could benefit from green construction. 
A key external factor is that higher upfront costs of green construction mean these are unattainable for many marginalised groups. Inflation and increased building costs in recent years have exacerbated this issue, making it difficult for lower-income groups to access green buildings.
Additionally, legislation mandating accessibility and social housing varies widely within and between countries. For example, stakeholders in Colombia noted that national legislation has a requirement that the majority of properties constructed are social housing, although further safeguards are reportedly needed to ensure social housing is reaching groups with the highest levels of need as currently there are no eligibility requirements. Policies that prioritise social housing can significantly impact the inclusion of marginalised groups in green building projects. This demonstrates the benefits of aligning programme design with and advocating for supportive policies and regulations.
[bookmark: _Hlk189208692][bookmark: _Hlk178085338]To what extent have GEDSI lessons been systematically captured and shared to support onward and wider sector learning for supporting GEDSI in green construction globally?
Given GEDSI was not a consideration in MAGC’s design phase and is therefore not part of the programme objectives, minimal GEDSI lessons have been systematically captured and shared to support onward and wider sector learning. Several T0 stakeholders highlighted how focusing on GEDSI considerations risked there being insufficient focus on achieving the intended objectives.
“Our resistance, a little bit… in this programme was that [GEDSI related outcomes are] not what we were aiming for, that wasn't what we said we would do upfront, and we don't want to take our eye off the goals a little bit... If we suddenly start aiming at four different things, rather than the one or two that we were, that makes it more complicated and provides additional risk." (IFC programme team)
The MAGC Logframe includes information on numbers of women gaining EDGE experts/auditors accreditation. However this data was not collected before the 2022/2023 financial year, limiting analysis of change over time. The FY2024 Logframe[footnoteRef:20] also tracks how many women have attended MAGC research dissemination events in FY2022, FY2023 and FY2024, and is referenced in the MAGC Year 4 Annual Review (2021/2022)[footnoteRef:21]. In order to provide additional learnings on this, more detailed analysis and discussion around the involvement of women in the sector would be beneficial.  [20:  FY24 Annual Report – Logframe and Disaggregated Data, IFC, 2024]  [21:  UK-IFC Market Accelerator for Green Construction Partnership (MAGC) Annual Review Year 4, IFC, 2023] 

IFC reportedly also tracks which MAGC investments are used to support affordable housing projects, but this data is not currently included in the Logframe . The MAGC Year 4 Annual Review[footnoteRef:22] does reference one investment with an affordable housing component. Again, however, analysis and discussion of how the programme could support lower-income households would be beneficial for onward and sectoral learnings.  [22:  Ibid] 

[bookmark: _Toc178618229][bookmark: _Toc179906724][bookmark: _Toc181887389]
How feasible is it for future programming on green construction to include social impact as a key aim (including business case development, ToRs, programme design, design of monitoring and evaluation processes)?
Evidence from the early outcomes phase indicates that incorporating social impact as a key aim in future programming on green construction is both feasible and necessary to ensure that the benefits of sustainable building practices are equitably distributed. This aligns with the broader UK government context. As set out in the UK International Climate Finance Strategy, ‘Together for People and Planet’ in 2023, the UK government is committed to integrating social inclusion benefits into its investments and targeting those most vulnerable to climate impacts.[footnoteRef:23] They committed to strengthening the gender-responsiveness and inclusivity of UK climate finance for adaptation and mitigation. This is not expected to change under the new government. This sits within the broader context of the UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) which calls for the systematic mainstreaming of gender perspectives across all goals.[footnoteRef:24] The UK government has also committed to achieving the SDGs. [23:  Together for People and Planet: UK International Climate Finance Strategy, 2023, UK Government. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/uk-international-climate-finance-strategy/together-for-people-and-planet-uk-international-climate-finance-strategy ]  [24:  UN Sustainable Development Goals, Available at: https://sdgs.un.org/goals ] 

Several T0 stakeholders described the importance of making changes to future iterations of MAGC to incorporate social impact and boost its overall impact beyond sustainability objectives. These stakeholders saw integration into design as a valuable opportunity to move away from a ‘trickle-down’ approach which does not actively promote social inclusion. The quote below illustrates the key considerations informing conversations about future programme changes.  
“Are we comfortable potentially supporting a large hotel group to green its estate, recognizing that that will have vast visibility, but do virtually nothing for social inclusion or gender equality? Or do we want to focus much more on disadvantaged communities and making sure they live in good quality housing, with energy efficient housing that reduces their energy costs over the lifetime of their tenancy. And that's obviously a much bigger opportunity." (DESNZ stakeholder) 
Nevertheless, some stakeholders remained sceptical about whether GEDSI outcomes should be integrated into a green building programme and were concerned about this affecting the achievement of the original objectives. This disagreement amongst stakeholders highlights the need for a policy decision to determine the programme's stance on GEDSI and social impact.
If social impact is to be effectively integrated into green construction programming, it needs to be embedded in the initial design and programme objectives. Stakeholders at the T0 level highlighted how trying to retrofit GEDSI considerations into MAGC has caused tensions. It is crucial to include these elements as part of the programme requirements from the outset to avoid these issues. This view was echoed amongst some stakeholders from financial institutions in Vietnam, who were opposed to adding affordable housing requirements to MAGC delivery. They felt that given the fact that this is a relatively new industry in Vietnam, additional requirements could complicate the rating system, making it less accessible and appealing to developers. One counterpoint is that embedding these requirements from the outset would allow it to be integrated as standard, rather than it being seen as an additional burden. 
One IFC stakeholder recommended separate funding for GEDSI initiatives within the MAGC programme, particularly on the advisory side, to ensure adequate resources are dedicated to achieving social impact outcomes. As noted above, this would require careful collaboration with the delivery partner, if they are already delivering against social inclusion objectives in other areas of work. 
As discussed under the next question, working with experts to identify key entry points for GEDSI outcomes is essential. One approach suggested is to prioritise specific objectives such as increasing the participation of women in the workforce amongst IFC clients or enhancing social housing initiatives, rather than setting broad objectives that are harder to achieve.
There was support for integration of GEDSI considerations into programming objectives across all stakeholder groups, and for some organisations already aligns with their objectives and approaches.  
“Maybe we can define certain income categories, and maybe women, or maybe widows[footnoteRef:25], or more marginalised groups, and we provide them with more incentives and more subsidies related to green houses and their deliveries to them." (Policy stakeholder, Egypt)  [25:  To note that IFC’s and its clients’ existing systems do not have data collection methodologies that can identify widows.] 

How can different stakeholder groups in future programming facilitate the inclusion of GEDSI in design and delivery?
The inclusion of GEDSI in the design and delivery of green construction programmes is feasible with the active participation of diverse stakeholder groups and a collaborative, multi-stakeholder approach. 
A multi-stakeholder approach involving collaboration among experts in different fields is critical for the successful integration of GEDSI objectives. T0 stakeholders cited the importance of IFC and DESNZ working with the following groups to support re-design and delivery approaches where possible:
Experts in international climate finance.
GEDSI experts.
Government ministries.
Financial institutions.
Community organisations. 
In particular, T0 stakeholders highlighted the need to incorporate GEDSI advisory support into the programme. One suggested approach was to hire one or multiple dedicated social development advisors to work with DESNZ and IFC and provide the necessary expertise to integrate GEDSI aims into programme design and implementation. As previously noted,  if MAGC were to integrate GEDSI aims into its design and implementation, this would need to be carefully designed in collaboration with the delivery partner, who may already be delivering against social inclusion objectives in other areas of work.
Stakeholders also described how developers and investors play a key role in driving the business case for green building projects and influencing social outcomes. For example, financial institutions can incorporate GEDSI features into green building financial products. Developers can commit to minimum quotas for women and other underrepresented groups in their project workforce and supply chain, partner with local SMEs and community organisations, and adopt universal design principles for accessibility.
In terms of next steps, a stakeholder mapping activity would support ICF and DESNZ to ensure the right experts are involved in designing future iterations of the programme. If GEDSI principles are to be further integrated into future programme design, working with experts will be key to ensuring this is done appropriately, feasibly and in line with best practice. 
What indicators would it have been useful to include in the original logframe to monitor GEDSI objectives? Which GEDSI indicators would it be useful to include in future programme monitoring processes?
[bookmark: _Hlk181092716]Stakeholders identified a range of GEDSI indicators that would support monitoring processes and ensure that green construction initiatives are inclusive and equitable. These indicators are summarised below:
Gender representation in training and events: Tracking the gender representation of participants in MAGC training sessions, workshops, and events.
Contextually relevant project indicators: Indicators relating to specific marginalised groups who would be most likely to benefit from a project, e.g. proportion of affordable houses built, proportion of female heads of household accessing green finance packages. Given the presence of other IFC facilities which have social inclusion aims, contextual information would need to be recorded to provide information on MAGC’s potential attribution.
Women-led or owned SMEs in green building projects: Monitoring the involvement of women-led or owned SMEs in green building projects supported by MAGC, to understand whether MAGC is encouraging the participation of women entrepreneurs in green construction. Currently IFC has no access to information about developers’ suppliers and sub-contractors. However, it could be explored whether adding these metrics to suppliers’ monitoring information reports could be feasible.
Affordable housing allocation: As MAGC now includes an affordable housing allocation, measuring the proportion of affordable housing units within MAGC-supported green developments allocated to low-income families and other marginalised groups. Reviewing monitoring systems to make it easier to track the impact of affordable housing on marginalised groups.
Local community enterprise contracts: Monitoring the number of green building contracts won by local community enterprises linked to MAGC investments to assess whether the benefits of green construction projects are being shared with the local community.
Access to green spaces, clean energy, and safe water: Tracking improvements in access to green spaces, clean energy, and safe water for underserved communities living near MAGC project sites.
Awareness and capacity building: Measuring whether awareness and capacity of developers, policymakers, and financial institutions on inclusive green building strategies has increased.
As discussed previously, the involvement of GEDSI experts to identify key indicators would be a key step if GEDSI outcomes are to be integrated into future MAGC programming.

[bookmark: _Toc189154952]4 Conclusions and recommendations
A key finding from this early outcome phase is that the potential for green buildings to reduce the cost of living for marginalised groups is highly context specific. While increased energy and water efficiency can lower utility bills, these benefits do not always reach marginalised groups. Furthermore, the wider policy context is a key factor in determining who receives savings. Financial support mechanisms, such as the EDGE self-build certificate programme, have shown promise in making green housing more accessible. 
There is currently insufficient evidence on whether improved accessibility for people with disabilities could be an outcome of green buildings. Further research is needed to understand how green construction can benefit different marginalised groups. The final phase of this evaluation will seek to gather more evidence against this through additional desk research and T2/T3 interviews with in-country stakeholders.
Green buildings can be seen to improve the standard of living for marginalised groups through thoughtful design, improved health and well-being, and community engagement. Person-centric and community-focused initiatives can enhance quality of life, though accessibility remains a concern.
MAGC has the potential to promote broader social benefits, such as revitalising neighbourhoods and creating job opportunities through urban regeneration projects. However, risks such as community displacement need to be carefully managed.
The following recommendations have been identified:
[bookmark: _Hlk179819661]Integration of GEDSI into programme design: A clear policy decision is needed on whether to prioritise GEDSI outcomes in future iterations of MAGC. If this is agreed upon, GEDSI principles need to be integrated from the outset, rather than retrofitting them later on. Separate funding for GEDSI initiatives would help ensure adequate resources for achieving social impact outcomes, without losing the reportedly higher mitigation outcomes associated with green construction of mid-end and luxury buildings. This would reduce the risk of climate disbenefits and ensure the programme aligns with government priorities on the integration of social inclusion benefits into climate finance programming. IFC and DESNZ should work closely with GEDSI experts to identify key entry points and develop contextually relevant indicators and strategies.
Promoting women's participation: Expanding targeted training and support for women to become EDGE Experts accredited would support greater take-up and tackle sectoral barriers. Mentorship and support programmes could reduce barriers to entry.
Inclusive policies: IFC can encourage EDGE certification providers to include inclusive policies. For example this can be achieved through including this in initial information sharing, including guidance and recommendations in the administration agreements signed with IFC, and integrating discussion into catch ups and information sharing/updates. IFC may also be able to encourage financial institutions to incorporate GEDSI features into their green building projects and products. This includes setting quotas for women in the workforce for green building projects and working with and supporting women-led SMEs as part of projects. This can also be a recommendation for developers and financial institutions directly.
If future iterations of MAGC include GEDSI outcomes, increased monitoring and evaluation of GEDSI outcomes will be needed: There will also be a need to systematically capture and share GEDSI lessons to support wider sector learning and improve future programming.
Prioritise a collaborative, multi-sectoral approach to facilitate the inclusion of GEDSI: Strong partnerships between IFC, DESNZ, GEDSI experts, developers, investors, communities, and government agencies are crucial for aligning green building initiatives with broader social goals and maximising positive impact.
By addressing these recommendations, future green construction programmes may be able to help distribute the benefits of sustainable building practices more equitably, promoting inclusivity and improving the standard of living for marginalised groups.
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