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[bookmark: _Toc207790183]Introduction
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 and published here: [ADD LINK WHEN PUBLISHED]] 

The final evaluation, which will be conducted in 2026/2027. 
This report is the technical annex to the early outcome evaluation main report which includes the findings and recommendations. This annex includes additional information on the methods employed to conduct research as part of this evaluation as well as additional analysis and outputs generated in the evaluation.
The annex is structured as follows:
Annex 1 presents the MAGC Theory of Change, as presented in the scoping report of the evaluation.
Annex 2 presents the evaluation framework (or evaluation matrix).
Annex 3 presents the methodology of this evaluation, including primary data collection methods, analysis and triangulation, and evaluation team composition.
Annex 4 presents the strength of evidence framework to answer the evaluation questions and the limitations of the evaluation.
Annex 5 presents considerations for the KPI15 methodology for MAGC for the review that is scheduled by the end of financial year 2024.
Annex 6 presents the Value for Money framework.
Annex 7 presents the research tools developed for and used in the evaluation.
Annex 8 presents the ethics and safeguards.
Annex 9 presents the use and influence plan for key stakeholder groups for the duration of the evaluation.
Annex 10 presents the Terms of Reference.
Annex 11 presents the Bibliography used to inform the evaluation outputs.
Annex 12 presents the Political Economy Analysis developed in the process evaluation.
Annex 13 presents the key findings from the process evaluation.


[bookmark: _Toc207790184]Annex 1: MAGC Theory of Change
Figure 1. MAGC Theory of Change
[image: A computer screen shot of a computer
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Summary
The MAGC Theory of Change was developed by the IFC and DESNZ teams, building on the Theory of Change of the Green Building Market Transformation Program. A narrative accompanying the Theory of Change was developed in the business case. This set out the major barriers to change, evidence underpinning the Theory of Change, and key mechanisms to the intended impact of the programme. The MAGC Logframe sets out the key outputs, outcomes and impact and corresponding indicators (and which of those correspond to ICF KPIs) and results. As part of the evaluation, the team has conducted a review of the Theory of Change in several steps: (a) at the scoping stage in 2023, to build the evaluation team’s understanding of the ToC and develop a narrative, included here; (b) at the process evaluation stage in 2023/2024, conducting a workshop with the DESNZ and IFC team to review the ToC and assess whether it was still valid and representing the programme correctly (included in the process evaluation report); (c) at the early outcome evaluation stage in 2024, revising the ToC diagram in collaboration with the DESNZ and IFC teams considering the evaluation evidence. The figure above represents the updated Theory of Change diagram of MAGC.
The MAGC programme aims to achieve transformational change, defined by DESNZ ICF as ‘change that catalyses further changes’. This enables either a shift from one state to another (e.g., from conventional to lower carbon or more climate-resilient patterns of development), or faster change (e.g., speeding up progress on cutting the rate of deforestation).[footnoteRef:3] From the first review of the MAGC Theory of Change and familiarisation activities, the type of transformational change anticipated in the programme is a shift from a state in which countries lack the uptake of green building practices and construction to another. In this second state, green buildings are financed and constructed and enable achievement of energy, water and emissions savings. While the programme Theory of Change does not explicitly link outcomes to transformational change mechanisms, there are outcomes (both intermediate and longer-term) that are expected to lead to transformational change. [3:  https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1139441/international-climate-finance_KPI_15_Methodology_Note_Extent_to_which_ICF_intervention_is_likely_to_lead_to_transformational_change.pdf] 

The Theory of Change outlines how the programme activities are expected to lead to increased green building construction. Activities under the four components of the programme (investment and advisory, capacity building, EDGE (Excellence in Design for Greater Efficiencies) certification, and research and evidence) intend to work together. This is to create a market where green buildings are valued and widely adopted, supported by readily available financing and robust policies. This is expected to be achieved through: 
Providing financial support and guidance to financial institutions to catalyse investments towards green building projects.
Awareness raising on the commercial case for green buildings and technical assistance to the private and public sector, to strengthen capacity of the sector and improve the enabling environment.
Providing a certification tool that helps design and build green buildings. 
Generating market intelligence through research in selected MAGC countries to create high-quality empirical evidence. This is to improve MAGC’s delivery and to build the evidence base that has the potential to support scaling up green buildings and market acceleration.
As outlined in the programme business case, the programme aims to make “the commercial as well as environmental benefits of green construction clear for policymakers, builders, bankers and buyers. It also aims to change decision-making patterns, thereby transforming the construction sector market”.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  MAGC Programme business case] 

Detailed description
The Theory of Change starts at the level of inputs and activities. The evaluation team understands the inputs of the MAGC programme to be the following:
Financial support provided by the UK government.
Financial support provided by IFC and private finance in the blended finance investments.
Resources (staff and time) dedicated by DESNZ, IFC, partner institutions (e.g., embassies) and programme participants (Financial Institutions (Fis), public and private sector stakeholders).
The activities and outputs in the Theory of Change are aligned with the four different components of MAGC and types of support it provides. 
As part of the investment and advisory component, the MAGC programme provides blended finance and advisory services to financial institutions. The key outputs for these activities are that:
MAGC finance is secured for green buildings (corresponding to output 1a in the Logframe[footnoteRef:5]). [5:  This section refers to the version of the Logframe that was used up to June 2023.] 

Financial intermediary-level advisory activities are delivered (corresponding to output indicator 1a2 and 1a5 in the Logframe). 
The capacity building component is focused on enabling environment activities. This includes market engagement plans to support the development and strengthening of the enabling environment, and awareness raising of the business case for green buildings. It also includes understanding activities and country-level technical assistance for the policy and public sector. Outputs resulting from these activities are:
The implemented market engagement plans (indicator 2.1). 
The delivered webinars, publications, tradeshows, workshops, trade missions to support the development and strengthening of the enabling environment. 
Architects, designers, and developers being trained to use the EDGE certification platform for green building constructions, and auditors and certifiers being trained to certify green buildings with EDGE.
The regulatory environment is being developed and strengthened (via country-level technical assistance for policy and public sector).
As part of the EDGE component, key activities are related to the EDGE certification platform maintenance, operation, and improvements. Corresponding outputs are[footnoteRef:6]: [6:  Indicators 3.2 and 3.3 are closed as of October 2024.] 

The development and launch of EDGE tool improvements (indicator 3.1). 
Development and launch of the Climate Assessment for Financial Institutions (CAFI) tool improvements (indicator 3.2). 
The development of a robust process to assess whether or not additional standards can be incorporated into the programme (indicator 3.3). 
Indicators 3.2 and 3.3 were revised in the June 2024 version of the Logframe to include tracking the development of the EDGE v.4.0 software, online app, and training materials. They also include the support provided to the different stakeholders on EDGE v.4.0 (output indicators 3.3 and 3.4 in the updated Logframe version).
The Research and Evidence component is referred to in the Theory of Change as Research and Learning, and in the MAGC brochure as Green Building performance report and dissemination. Here key activities include development of systems to monitor and collect data on financial institution[footnoteRef:7] and green buildings performance. It also generates green building market intelligence and outputs related to: [7:  Collecting data on financial institutions was discontinued by DESNZ and did not go ahead. It is still in the Theory of Change that is currently being updated.] 

The successful set up of these systems. 
Delivery of stakeholder, market assessments and EDGE impact evaluations (Smart Metering Study) research workstreams.
In terms of outcomes in the Theory of Change that result from the components’ activities, the evaluation team has distinguished them here into intermediate and longer-term outcomes. This is based on the evaluation team’s current understanding of the Theory of Change. While the exact timeline of expected outcomes is still uncertain, the evaluation team’s current understanding is that intermediate outcomes are expected to be realised within the programme timeframe. This ends in 2033, with its investment period running until 2027, while longer-term outcomes go beyond the end of the programme and refer to wider market transformational change.
The evaluation team understands intermediate outcomes of the MAGC programme to be:
Financial intermediaries are capable and comfortable assessing green building risks.  This outcome is a direct result of the investment and advisory component activities, and links to transformational change criterion “Capacity and capability”. In addition to MAGC investments, the MAGC advisory component aims to contribute to raise awareness on the concept of green buildings. This is both within FIs (to develop internal systems and tools) and more widely in the market.
Pre-certified green buildings secure finance (as a result of blended finance investments).
Green buildings are constructed and certified. This is as a result of blended finance investments and use of the EDGE tool, but also via the country-level technical assistance aimed at more EDGE penetration and more certified buildings.
Four assumptions underpinning the links between outputs and intermediate outcomes were listed in the programme business case:
That the programme will utilise a range of financial instruments designed to maximise impact whilst minimising subsidy in support of proving the commercial case.
That blended finance will be based on market need, barriers and the principle of using minimal concessionality.
That the bulk of the projected construction will be in low to middle income residential buildings, but that the intervention will also include the construction of commercial and mixed-use buildings.
That a robust evidence base will be developed as part of the research component. This can be used to better understand the current green building market, as well as to further enhance green building standards and motivate the uptake of green construction over conventional approaches.
Other key assumptions underpinning the programme, which were highlighted in programme documentation and/or in scoping interviews are:
Financial intermediaries are interested in developing products for green buildings.
A pipeline of demand exists for initial green buildings and finance. 
Private sector stakeholders will understand and agree – through participation in MAGC – that there is an economic value in addition to the climate change perspective of green buildings.
Five key longer-term outcomes result from the interaction between components:
Developers and other green building professionals/market actors and investors (FIs, Multilateral Development Banks (MDBs), Development Finance Institutions (DFIs)) understand and value certified green buildings. The causal links for this outcome refer mainly to the awareness and understanding activities done through the MAGC programme. The evaluation team’s understanding of this causal link is that to engage financial institutions to grow their green construction portfolio, the need is for the broader market to be engaged. This should build the pipelines that will make FIs confident to invest in green buildings. This is also related to the transformational change mechanism “Leverage/incentives for others to act is created”.
Green building policy with enforcement capacity is in place. This outcome is intended to be a result of the country-level technical assistance for the policy and public sector, as well as from the capacity of auditors and certifiers.
Occupied green building stock demonstrating financial and environmental performance.[footnoteRef:8] The causal links for this outcome refer to the successful performance of the green buildings constructed and certified. This is both from an environmental perspective (related to assumptions on the EDGE tool) and financial perspective (related to finance available). The programme aims to achieve transformational change also through innovation, for which this outcome will be relevant in relation to the use of EDGE and CAFI tools.  [8:  Collecting data on financial institutions to measure financial performance was discontinued by DESNZ and therefore is no longer an outcome that MAGC will achieve. The Theory of Change is currently being updated.] 

Competitive green building finance available. This outcome would result from the mobilised finance that supported FIs can raise following MAGC’s support, both through blended finance and through advisory services to increase confidence in green building finance. 
As a cross-cutting outcome, the research component is intended to improve delivery, learn from wider experience, and build the evidence base to support scaling up green buildings and market acceleration.
These longer-term outcomes are also captured in the overarching outcome statement in the Logframe. “An effective green building certification system, proven green building stock financial performance and key stakeholder understand and value certified green buildings drives the expansion of finance to the green buildings sector.”. This is measured through outcome level indicators (Outcome Indicators 1-8) including ICF’s KPI 16 (energy used expected to be avoided from certified buildings). It also includes KPI 6 (GHG emissions expected to be avoided from certified buildings). The transformational change criterion of “Critical mass” is also a key measure of market transformation (both in terms of FIs entering the green building market and certified floor space achieved).
A key assumption at the intermediate-to-longer outcome level in the Theory of Change is that green building certification delivers the projected economic and environmental benefits (also included and further developed in the Logframe). Another key assumption is that developers and other green building professionals / market actors will drive customer awareness and demand. As also reflected in the Logframe assumptions underpinning outcome indicators, the demonstration effect is key to shifting financial institutions towards a greener portfolio. It also assumes that additional financial intermediaries will be interested in entering the green building market when they see others entering. Intermediate-to-longer outcomes are also underpinned by delivery-related assumptions. This includes the effective use of expected financial instruments, the engagement of relevant capacity building stakeholders that can act on recommendations, and the achievement of EDGE platform improvements. Finally, the realisation of programme outcomes is also underpinned by the assumption that a robust evidence base as part of the research component contributes to strengthening the business case for scaling up green finance in this sector.
The overarching impact statement of the Theory of Change is that energy savings and reduced emissions are achieved through the construction of new green buildings in selected countries. This is measured in the Logframe via the proportion of countries where there is an evolution of the Green Buildings market (impact indicator 1). It is also measured by the average greenhouse gas emissions of buildings attaining EDGE preliminary certification each year worldwide [tCO2e per m2 per year] (impact indicator 2).

[bookmark: _Toc207790185]Annex 2: Evaluation framework
The evaluation matrix below summarises the lines of inquiry the evaluation team are investigating for each of the nine evaluation questions (EQs) which were set out in the ITT, with analytical methods mapped against these alongside sub-evaluation questions.  The judgment criteria were developed during the scoping phase of the evaluation in 2023 and agreed with the DESNZ team. 
Table 1. Evaluation matrix
	DAC criteria
	Evaluation Questions
	Judgement criteria
	Data collection methods
	Data sources
	Analytical methods

	Early outcome evaluation

	Effectiveness
	To what extent has MAGC achieved early outcomes as anticipated for the following components?  

a; Investment and Advisory services

b; Capacity building

c; EDGE Green Building Certification
	Delivery of the component
Implementation effectiveness: Extent of challenges faced, how & whether could have been mitigated, whether mitigated or addressed effectively 
Alignment of results: with targets, timelines, scale of achievement, expectations of stakeholders concerned
	Case studies
Stakeholder interviews
Focus groups
Review of programme documentation
	In-depth interviews with IFC (programme level and country level) and DESNZ (programme level)
In-depth interviews with country-level stakeholders
Focus groups with EDGE residents
Programme annual reviews, business case, and other documentation
	Thematic analysis of stakeholder interviews and focus groups
Content analysis of programme documents

	
	
	Early outcomes
Results to date in each area (number of investments, etc.)
Results alignment with the ToC
Extent to which the assumptions underpinning the ToC have been delivered as expected/been validated
	Case studies
Stakeholder interviews
Focus groups
Review of programme documentation
Desk research
	In-depth interviews with IFC (programme level and country level) and DESNZ (programme level)
In-depth interviews with country-level stakeholders
Focus groups with EDGE residents
Programme annual reviews, business case, and other documentation
External data on countries political economy
Pitchbook data
	Content analysis of programme documents
Thematic analysis of stakeholder interviews and focus groups
Longitudinal Political Economy Analysis (PEA)
Financial market analysis
Stakeholder analysis
Pitchbook analysis


	
	
	Validity of CMO statements:
Validity of statements given emerging findings, and extent to which they should be adjusted
	Case studies
Stakeholder interviews
Focus groups
	In-depth interviews with IFC (programme level and country level) and DESNZ (programme level)
In-depth interviews with country-level stakeholders
Focus groups with EDGE residents
	Thematic analysis of stakeholder interviews and focus groups

	
	
	Additionality
Extent to which the MAGC components are: (a) providing a service otherwise unavailable to its target audiences; (b) providing a service that adds value to what is already available; (c) targeting people who would not be able to access the services through other means; (d) creating a system which can become self-sustaining
The outcomes are aligned with longer-term objectives as set out in the ToC, not focussed on the short term only
	Case studies
Stakeholder interviews
Focus groups
Desk research
Review of programme documentation
	In-depth interviews with IFC (programme level and country level) and DESNZ (programme level)
In-depth interviews with country-level stakeholders
Focus groups with EDGE residents
External data on countries political economy
Pitchbook
Programme annual reviews, business case, and other documentation
	Thematic analysis of stakeholder interviews and focus groups 
Longitudinal PEA
Financial market analysis
Stakeholder analysis
Pitchbook analysis
Content analysis of programme documents

	
	
	Perspectives of key stakeholders
Views of key stakeholders of the components as delivered. E.g. To what extent was the Advisory service effective for financial institutions (was it useful); To what extent was capacity building useful for involved stakeholders;
Financial institutions, capacity building stakeholders, and EDGE stakeholders report that MAGC support is addressing their needs
	Case studies
Stakeholder interviews
Focus groups
	In-depth interviews with IFC (programme level and country level) and DESNZ (programme level)
In-depth interviews with country-level stakeholders
Focus groups with EDGE residents
	Thematic analysis of stakeholder interviews and focus groups

	Impact
	To what extent is impact/ transformational change likely to be achieved?
	Early signs of impact
Results to date towards impact and transformational change indicators as per the KPI15 methodology
Evidence of the offer of green construction finance in MAGC markets increasing
Extent of the growth in the market share of green certified floor space in MAGC countries, and in which circumstances (Types of building, location, users)
Perspectives of key stakeholders on market growth, both internal and external to MAGC
	Case studies
Stakeholder interviews
Focus groups
Desk research



	In-depth interviews with IFC (programme level and country level) and DESNZ (programme level)
In-depth interviews with country-level stakeholders
Focus groups with EDGE residents
External data on countries political economy
Pitchbook

	Thematic analysis of stakeholder interviews and focus groups 
Pitchbook analysis
Longitudinal PEA
Financial market review

	
	
	Validity of transformational change hypotheses
Validity of hypotheses and assumptions set out in the Contribution Analysis and Process Tracing framework given the emerging findings, and extent to which they should be adjusted


	Stakeholder interviews
Review of programme documentation
	In-depth interviews with IFC (programme level) and DESNZ (programme level)
Programme annual reviews, business case, and other documentation
	Thematic analysis of stakeholder interviews
Content analysis of programme documents

	Value for Money Assessment

	
	To what extent is MAGC investment providing Value for Money for HMG?
	For the VfM assessment judgement criteria and analytical methods please refer to Annex 6.


	Gender Equality, Diversity, and Social Inclusion Learning Questions

	
	What opportunities did arise/were missed during MAGC delivery on Gender Equality Disability and Social Inclusion (GEDSI)? How could we address GEDSI in future programme design?
	MAGC delivery
Evidence of the realisation of unintended GEDSI benefits: extent to which GEDSI was facilitated or supported (or happened spontaneously) even though it was not a part of the contractual arrangements with IFC.
What aspects (if any) of the MAGC supported (or prevented) GEDSI benefits from occurring, and any external factors
Indicators that it would have been useful to include in the original Logframe to monitor GEDSI objectives
[If GEDSI relevant indicators are added to the Logframe]: To what extent has the addition of [Indicator] led to an increased focus on achieving [Indicator]?
	Case studies
Stakeholder interviews
Focus groups
Desk research
	In-depth interviews with IFC (programme level and country level) and DESNZ (programme level)
In-depth interviews with country-level stakeholders
Focus groups with EDGE residents
Programme annual reviews, business case, and other documentation (for MAGC and other programmes)
External data on countries political economy
	Thematic analysis of stakeholder interviews and focus groups
Longitudinal PEA
Outcome mapping
Content analysis of programme documents

	
	
	Current GEDSI relevant indicators: 
What is the gender split of auditors and experts within the EDGE Gender and Social Inclusion Standard?
Under the updated administrative arrangement for the investment agreement on affordable housing, has the 17.5% target of investments for affordable housing been met/exceeded? 
[Inclusion of new, relevant indicators that are introduced as part of ongoing reviews of the Logframe]
	Case studies
Stakeholder interviews
Focus groups
Desk research
	In-depth interviews with IFC (programme level and country level) and DESNZ (programme level)
In-depth interviews with country-level stakeholders
Focus groups with EDGE residents
Programme annual reviews, business case, and other documentation
	Thematic analysis of stakeholder interviews and focus groups
Content analysis of programme documents

	
	
	Future programme design
Extent to which GEDSI lessons have been systematically captured and shared to support onward and wider sector learning for supporting GEDSI in green construction globally 
Feasibility for future programming on green construction to include social impact as a key aim (including business case development, Terms of Reference (ToRs), programme design, design of Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) processes)
How different stakeholder groups in future programming can facilitate the inclusion of GEDSI in design and delivery
GEDSI indicators useful to include in future programme monitoring processes
	Case studies
Stakeholder interviews
Focus groups
Desk research


	In-depth interviews with IFC (programme level and country level) and DESNZ (programme level)
In-depth interviews with country-level stakeholders
Focus groups with EDGE residents
Programme annual reviews, business case, and other documentation (for MAGC and other programmes)

	Thematic analysis of stakeholder interviews and focus groups
Outcome mapping
Content analysis of programme documents




[bookmark: _Toc207790186]Annex 3: Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc179473985][bookmark: _Toc181883568][bookmark: _Toc188870848][bookmark: _Toc207790187]Aims and scope of the evaluation
The overall evaluation (across the process evaluation, impact evaluation, and Value for Money assessment) has the following key aims and objectives:
To assess whether the programme is achieving its intended benefits through a process, outcome, impact, and Value for Money evaluation. 
To maximise learning from the evaluation to inform the delivery of MAGC, as well as to inform future strategic decisions.
To disseminate lessons learned more broadly on what works, why and in what contexts in interventions that aim to incentivise the green buildings sector.
[bookmark: _Hlk188547122]The early outcome evaluation, focus of this report, is the second phase (phase 1b) of the interim evaluation of MAGC. While phase 1a was focused on the process evaluation, phase 1b focuses on the early results of the programme, and outcome-related questions. It also includes an early Value for Money assessment. The aim of this interim evaluation, timed halfway through the life of the programme, is to provide insights and inform the current delivery of the programme. The figure below shows the timings of the phases of this evaluation.
Figure 2. Timelines of the evaluation
[image: This image is a diagram of the Timelines of the Evaluation. A variety of time periods of the implementation of the project are displayed.]
The early outcome evaluation and Value for Money Assessment, object of this phase of the evaluation, answered the following evaluation questions (EQ4, EQ5, EQ8 in the Evaluation framework outlined in Annex 2):
To what extent has MAGC achieved early outcomes as anticipated for the components of: Investment and Advisory services; Capacity building; and EDGE Green Building Certification?
To what extent is impact/ transformational change likely to be achieved?
To what extent is MAGC investment providing Value for Money for HMG?
And the following learning question (Q9):
What opportunities did arise/were missed during MAGC delivery on Gender Equality Disability and Social Inclusion (GEDSI)? How could we address GEDSI in future programme design?
[bookmark: _Toc179473986][bookmark: _Toc181883569][bookmark: _Toc188870849][bookmark: _Toc207790188]Methodology 
The outcome evaluation took a realist evaluation approach. This is to understand the extent to which the MAGC scheme has achieved early outcomes across its component activities and the extent to which it is likely to achieve transformational change. 
[bookmark: _Toc179468544][bookmark: _Toc179473987][bookmark: _Toc181883570][bookmark: _Toc188870850][bookmark: _Toc207790189]Realist Evaluation approach 
Realist evaluation is a theory-based approach which seeks to understand the context and mechanisms that underpin a programme achieving its proposed outcomes. It asks not ‘what works?’ or ‘by how much does it work’, but ‘what works, for whom, in what respects, to what extent, in what contexts, and how?’.
In realist evaluation, policy interventions are seen as creating opportunities upon which people may choose to act if they are so minded and able. A fundamental concept in realist evaluation is that it is not the intervention itself that causes the outcome. Instead, it is an individual’s response to the resources and opportunities provided by the intervention that causes the outcome. The combination of a programme’s resources and an individual’s response to them is termed in realist evaluation ‘the mechanism’. It is this mechanism that determines the outcome, but it is also the context (i.e. resources, opportunities and constraints) that influences it; as illustrated in the diagram below. Context, Mechanism and Outcome (CMO) within realist evaluation form causal ‘configurations’ that can be tested.
Figure 3. Realist evaluation mechanisms
[image: This image demonstrates the realist evaluation principle explained in the previous paragraph.]
Magenta Book (2020) Supplementary Guidance on Realist Evaluation
CMO configurations can be tested in evaluation in the following way:
Figure 4. Realist evaluation steps
[image: This image outlines how CMO configurations can be tested in evaluation.]
Magenta Book (2020) Supplementary Guidance on Realist Evaluation
In this cycle, the first step is to understand the formal theory upon which the programme is based. The theory is then translated into CMO terminology.
The second step is to develop CMO hypotheses that the evaluator thinks should be tested. The most important hypotheses to be tested are likely to be those that relate to key causal chains in the theory behind the programme. They may also relate to particular gaps in the evidence base underpinning the policy. 
The third step is data collection and analysis (‘observations’ in the figure above). This includes collecting information on how the programme has worked differently for different groups and in what context. 
In the fourth step, findings from the analysis are used to refine the theory of the programme. They also identify how context affects the outcomes of the programme and what the mechanisms may be. This results in a series of ‘final’ CMO statements, i.e. observations with clear implications for policy decisions.
[bookmark: _Toc179468545][bookmark: _Toc179473988][bookmark: _Toc181883571][bookmark: _Toc188870851][bookmark: _Toc207790190]Approach to the early outcome evaluation
In applying the realist evaluation approach to the MAGC early outcome evaluation, the research team aimed to understand the context and mechanisms underpinning any evidence of achievement of outcomes across the individual MAGC components. They also aimed to understand early indications of the likelihood of transformational change across the MAGC eligible countries. This will be through an examination of the in-country enabling and hindering factors and key mechanisms for achievement of key outcomes. This includes the changes to the green building market and changes to the barriers to providing green finance options within the financial sector. It also includes awareness and understanding of green buildings within the wider market. In addition, a key aspect of delivery of the realist approach as part of the early outcome evaluation is the use of case studies. These provide an in-depth analysis of the contextual outcomes for the five case study countries of South Africa, Vietnam, Kenya, India, and Colombia. Table 2 provides the key CMO configurations across the four components of the MAGC programme considered during the early outcome evaluation.
Table 2. CMO Configurations for the early outcome evaluation
	Context
	Mechanism
	Outcome

	Component 1 – Investment and Advisory

	In countries where there is appetite to invest in new sectors such as green buildings, but FIs lack knowledge to assess the risk of the operations…
	… providing advisory services to develop capacity, paired with blended finance…
	… contributes to address barriers to investment and, over time, to reduce the perceived risk, hence increasing the offer of finance towards the sector.

	Component 2 – In-country capacity building

	In countries where there is limited awareness and understanding among policymakers about certified green buildings…
	…providing in-country technical assistance to private and public sector stakeholders…
	…contributes to strengthen the enabling environment and regulatory framework for the development of a green buildings market.

	Component 3 – EDGE certification and platform improvements

	In countries with current low or medium EDGE certification levels…
	…the maintenance, operation, and improvements of the EDGE certification platform…
	…contribute to strengthen the EDGE system in country and encourage green construction standards.

	Component 4 – Research and Evidence[footnoteRef:9] [9:  Component 4 is not a focus of the early outcome evaluation and will be further examined in the final phase of the evaluation.] 


	In countries where systems have been set up to monitor and collect data on green building financial and environmental performance…
	…the collection and dissemination of evidence on the performance of certified green buildings is generalisable and therefore the learning is formulated in such a way that it can be applied beyond the country in which it was collected, and therefore it…
	…contributes to support the understanding of any potential discrepancies between modelled benefits of green technologies and their real world results, supporting the scaling up green building construction and market acceleration.



The project team also generated a map of the green construction journey (Table 3). The purpose of this exercise was to map in one place the steps of the green construction journey, the stakeholders involved, and how MAGC intervenes and its expected outcomes across the different steps. This framework helped to guide the analysis of early outcomes by serving as a reference for the findings of qualitative interviews with the stakeholders consulted. 

Table 3. Map of the green construction journey and MAGC
	Stage of green construction
	Key steps 
	Stakeholders involved
	Contextual factors
	MAGC mechanisms
	MAGC expected intermediate outcomes
	MAGC expected longer term outcomes

	Funding and financing
	Offering green building financial products
	Financial intermediaries
	Availability of green financing options
	FIs receiving blended finance and advisory services
	Financial intermediaries willing and available to assess green building risk
	Competitive green finance is available

FIs understand and value green buildings

	
	Identifying potential funding sources
	Developers and investors
	Availability of green financing options
	Private sector in-country receive technical assistance
	Developers understand and value green buildings
Strengthen enabling environment
	Market capacity is strengthened

	
	Evaluating the financial viability of the project
	Financial intermediaries
	Investor appetite for sustainable investments
	FIs receiving advisory services
	Financial intermediaries willing and available to assess green building risk
	Competitive green finance is available

Investors understand and value green buildings

	
	Offering financial incentives such as tax breaks, grants, or subsidies
	Government
	Government incentives and policies in place
	Public sector in-country receive technical assistance
	Strengthen regulatory environment
	Green building policy with enforcement capacity is in place

	Project conception and design
	Feasibility studies and site selection
	Developers, investors, sustainability consultants, and local authorities
	Local environmental regulations and incentives for green building
	Architects, designers, developers are trained

Local authorities receive technical assistance
	Pre-certified green building secure finance 

Regulatory environment is strengthened
	Developers and green building professionals understand and value certified green buildings

	
	Choosing green building certification system
	Developers, architects, sustainability consultants, and investors
	Availability and cost of sustainable materials and technologies in the region
	Maintenance, operation, and improvements of the EDGE certification platform
	Strengthen EDGE system in country
	Developers and green building professionals understand and value certified green buildings

	
	Design developed and certified
	Architects, engineers, sustainability consultants, and developers
	Complexity of the chosen certification system and its documentation requirements
	Maintenance, operation, and improvements of the EDGE certification platform
	Pre-certified green building secure finance
	Developers and green building professionals understand and value certified green buildings

	
	Obtaining necessary permits and approvals from local authorities
	Developers, architects, and local authorities
	Local environmental regulations and incentives for green building
	Local authorities’ technical assistance
	Green buildings are certified  
	Developers and green building professionals understand and value certified green buildings

	Construction phase
	Implementing the design using sustainable construction practices
	Developers, contractors
	Environmental conditions

Availability and cost of green building materials in local market
	In-country technical assistance

Maintenance, operation, and improvements of the EDGE certification platform
	Green buildings are constructed  
	Volume of green buildings increases

	Certification
	Submitting documentation and undergoing on-site audits by the certification body
	Developers, green building consultants, and certification bodies
	Stringency of the certification requirements and the review process

Changes in building codes and green building standards over time
	In-country technical assistance

Maintenance, operation, and improvements of the EDGE certification platform
	Green buildings are certified  
	Volume of green buildings increases

	Sale and occupancy
	Occupancy and ongoing building management
	Building owners, facility managers, and occupants
	Occupant behaviour and its impact on energy consumption
	In-country awareness raising
	Future residents/occupiers understand and value certified green buildings
	Occupied green building stock demonstrates environmental performance

	
	Monitoring building performance data
	
	Evolving occupant needs and expectations regarding sustainability
	Collection and dissemination of evidence on green building performance
	Delivery is improved and learning is generated
	Evidence based is built to support scaling up green buildings and market acceleration


[bookmark: _Toc179468546]
[bookmark: _Toc188870852][bookmark: _Toc207790191][bookmark: _Toc179473989][bookmark: _Toc181883572][bookmark: _Toc179468547][bookmark: _Toc179473990]Approach to assess Value for Money 
The Evaluation undertook a qualitative Value for Money Assessment, following the ‘5E approach’. This approach builds on the ‘3e’ approach taken by DESNZ to assess Value for Money in the MAGC business case. It expands on this by adding the dimension of, ‘equity’, reflecting DFID’s (now FCDO’s) approach to Value for Money assessments for international development programmes[footnoteRef:10], and splitting out effectiveness and cost-effectiveness.  [10:  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.] 

Within the 5e approach, the five criteria of economy, efficiency, effectiveness, cost-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 Value for Money framework (Annex 6) 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 It 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/least waste.
[bookmark: _Hlk181109118]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 the extent to which costs and benefits of the programme are distributed. It specifically assesses how successfully the programme activities have engaged with different relevant marginalised groups, and to what extent the programme’s benefits ultimately are distributed amongst these. A key focus will be on the gender distribution in the capacity building context. 
Annex 6 provides the Value for Money assessment rubric, which provides an assessment framework for rating the five Value for Money criteria.
[bookmark: _Toc181883573][bookmark: _Toc188870853][bookmark: _Toc207790192]Summary of the research undertaken
Primary research undertaken as part of the outcome evaluation included a total of 95 interviews across the levels of analysis, as presented in the table below.  It also included a total of five focus groups in four case study countries (T3, Colombia, Kenya, South Africa, Vietnam). 
The early outcome evaluation also included the secondary research activities of:
Review of programme monitoring information: The project team conducted a full review of all available historic and current project monitoring information. This included annual reports, annual reviews, Logframe reports and results frameworks up to FY 2024. This fed into the design and implementation of primary research.
Political Economy Analysis: An in-depth analysis of a number of different key secondary data sources. Sources included the World Bank, International Monetary Fund, and United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change. This aims to understand the political, economic and green building market characteristics of each of the five case study countries. This includes an analysis of the political institutions, economic development, climate change priorities, climate investment potential and development of the green building market within each case study country. This also builds on a wider high-level political economy analysis undertaken during the process evaluation that assessed the political economy across the whole list of MAGC eligible countries. This analysis conducted during the process evaluation is provided in annex 12.
Financial Market Analysis: An analysis of the financial market within each case study country, exploring the depth, liquidity, and maturity of the green finance market.
[bookmark: _Toc179468548][bookmark: _Toc179473991]Stakeholder Analysis: Desk-research and analysis of key actors involved in the green building sector in T2 and T3 countries. This included FIs, developers, property managers, policy stakeholders, and related organisations. The stakeholder analysis aimed to identify key actors to be invited to an interview as part of the evaluation.
[bookmark: _Toc181883574][bookmark: _Toc188870854][bookmark: _Toc207790193]GEDSI 
As set out in the Terms of Reference, IFC is committed to continuing to scale up climate solutions that put equality of opportunity and human rights into action. Learning about how Gender, Equality, Diversity, and Social Inclusion (GEDSI) can be designed and delivered in future similar programmes is an objective of the process evaluation, early outcome evaluation and the outcome and impact evaluation. 
The evaluation team’s planned approach to GEDSI has been refined in the scoping phase based on feedback from stakeholder interviews and the desk review findings. The scoping activities highlighted that GEDSI was not a key consideration in MAGC’s design phase and is therefore not an objective for IFC nor embedded into monitoring processes. However, there are opportunities for identifying GEDSI learnings through the evaluation. 
The evaluation team is therefore using findings on GEDSI generated from the early outcome evaluation to identify opportunities to strengthen GEDSI delivery in future DESNZ and IFC programming. The team are also using them to generate learnings for the international development community around consideration of GESI in green construction more widely. GEDSI is increasingly a focus within DESNZ and the government more widely. This allows the evaluation to generate important learnings for future programming without placing undue burden on IFC to deliver on new objectives.
The research activities of the early outcome evaluation informing GEDSI learnings were the following:
A (T1) longitudinal analysis of key activities and results of the MAGC programme. This includes an analysis of GEDSI relevant indicators to inform the development of learnings for future programming, enablers and barriers and understanding different contexts can affect impacts observed in countries. This includes the effectiveness of the inclusion of indicators such as the gender split of auditors and experts within the EDGE Gender and Social Inclusion Standard. It also includes the proportion of investments for affordable housing under the updated administrative arrangement for the investment agreement on affordable housing.
T3 stakeholder analysis to understand who the main in-country stakeholders that could benefit from GEDSI outputs and outcomes are, both participants and non-participants in MAGC.
T2 and T3 interviews with in-country stakeholders to inform outcome mapping through including questions to understand whether unplanned GEDSI outputs and interim outcomes have been achieved. It also explores learnings for future delivery, including barriers and enablers, and the role of context.
T3 focus groups with EDGE building residents to understand whether unplanned GEDSI outputs and interim outcomes have been achieved, informing outcome mapping.
[bookmark: _Toc179468549][bookmark: _Toc179473992][bookmark: _Toc181883575][bookmark: _Toc188870855][bookmark: _Toc207790194]Team
The Evaluation and Learning team consists of evaluators, researchers and climate finance specialists from Ipsos and external experts. The project is managed centrally by a Project Director, Deputy Project Director and Project Manager at Ipsos UK. The team, as shown in the organogram below, is divided into sub-teams for cross-cutting and country specific analysis: The Project Management Team (Ipsos UK), oversees the evaluation technically and operationally. The Project Director is the Team Leader. The Design & analysis team (Ipsos UK) lead the design and analysis of specific thematic strands. The Climate Finance Expert Panel (four external experts) advise the team on technical matters of the climate finance and green construction sector and review draft deliverables. The Case Study/Country research team lead the primary and secondary research in-country and the case study deliverables. This involves five teams in Ipsos country offices for each case study, and five independent green building thematic experts.
Organogram







Figure 5. Team organogram
[image: This organogram demonstrates the Evaluation and Learning team and how they are linked. It highlights the different divisions and how they report back to the Ipsos UK Project Management Team.]
The analysis and reporting of the Early Outcome evaluation was primarily delivered by Ipsos’ UK team. This includes the design and delivery of the qualitative interviews with stakeholders, design of the updated process map, the Theory of Change review, and delivery of the political economy analysis. Ipsos’ in-country teams within the case study countries of Kenya, Vietnam, South Africa, Columbia and India were involved in the delivery of case study primary research. This included interviews with programme stakeholders, financial intermediaries, building sector stakeholders and wider policy stakeholders, and focus groups with EDGE building residents. It also involved delivery of secondary research which included the political economy analysis and financial market analysis conducted at case study country level. 
Throughout delivery of the early outcome evaluation, the Ipsos team (and expert panel) were able to work freely and without interference from DESNZ, IFC or any other relevant stakeholders. The evaluation team was able to maintain full independence throughout design and delivery of the process evaluation.
Conflicts of interest
There were no conflicts of interest identified within the Ipsos team or the expert panel.
[bookmark: _Toc179473993][bookmark: _Toc181883576][bookmark: _Toc188870856][bookmark: _Toc207790195]Primary data collection
[bookmark: _Toc181883577][bookmark: _Toc188870857][bookmark: _Toc207790196][bookmark: _Toc179468551][bookmark: _Toc179473994]Levels of analysis
Tier 0 (T0): This is MAGC programme level, covering the DESNZ and IFC programme teams.
Tier 1 (T1): This level includes all MAGC eligible countries. 
Tier 2 (T2): This level includes MAGC countries with substantial delivery at the time of reporting. This includes the following 10 countries: Colombia, Mexico, Peru, South Africa, Kenya, Ghana, Indonesia, Vietnam, Philippines, India, and Egypt.
Tier 3 (T3): Five deep-dive MAGC countries. This includes Colombia, South Africa, Kenya, Vietnam, and India. At this level, the evaluation has done a more in-depth assessment through case studies to assess outcomes and impact.
[bookmark: _Toc181883578][bookmark: _Toc188870858][bookmark: _Toc207790197]Research tools development
For primary data collection, the evaluation used semi-structured interviews with programme and external stakeholders. Semi-structured interviews were based on the topic guides (included in Annex 7 of this report). The topic guides were developed based on the overarching evaluation questions, specific judgment criteria, and the type of stakeholder consulted. They were finalised in agreement with DESNZ, tested with a first sub-sample of programme stakeholder interviews, and refined for the subsequent interviews. The testing and refinement was conducted in English by the core evaluation team before the research tools were translated and used by in-country teams for T3 case studies. 
The design of the interview topic guides was also informed by the principles of the Qualitative Impact Assessment Protocol (QuIP). This is an evaluation approach that collects and documents narrative causal statements directly from those affected by an intervention.[footnoteRef:11] While this is a qualitative approach to impact assessment, the principles of QuIP were suitable for the early outcome evaluation of MAGC. This is specifically because of the guidance on having questionnaires “tailored specifically to the activities and expected impacts (according to a theory of change) of the project or programme being evaluated. However, they remain open-ended and exploratory, collecting information about all relevant, and even unexpected, influences on change in the selected domains[footnoteRef:12].” [11:  https://www.intrac.org/wpcms/wp-content/uploads/2019/05/QUIP.pdf ]  [12:  Ibid.] 

[bookmark: _Toc207790198][bookmark: _Toc179468552][bookmark: _Toc179473995][bookmark: _Toc181883579][bookmark: _Toc188870859]Interviews
Sampling approach
A purposive sampling[footnoteRef:13] approach has been used to select participants that are most suitable for depth interviews. This is primarily to ensure that, from the available stakeholders identified, participants are selected that have relevant knowledge of the green building sector in the country. [13:  Purposive sampling, also known as judgmental, selective, or subjective sampling, is a form of non-probability sampling in which researchers rely on their own judgment when choosing members of the population to participate in their surveys.] 

IFC & DESNZ Programme Level Stakeholders (T0): IFC & DESNZ programme level stakeholders were purposively sampled to select participants that hold key information about the programme, its history, its rationale and its delivery and important perspectives/viewpoints about the effectiveness and efficiency of delivery. This includes stakeholders involved with the design and setup of the programme from IFC and DESNZ. It also includes stakeholders within IFC responsible for the implementation, delivery and management of MAGC components, and stakeholders with DESNZ responsible for MAGC programme management. DESNZ and IFC have provided contact details for the interview participants, who were contacted by Ipsos to take part in interviews. 
IFC Country Offices & Country Level Stakeholders (T2&T3): Stakeholders in IFC country offices and country level stakeholders were also purposively sampled. This was to involve those holding key factual information about the financial management of programme, as well as perspectives/viewpoints about the extent to which early outcomes have materialised as expected. IFC helped Ipsos to identify stakeholders from T2 and T3 countries with relevant knowledge of the green building sector and/or MAGC.
In-Country Stakeholders (T2&T3): External stakeholders were selected to participate in the research to provide important perspectives/viewpoints on contextual information. This was in regard to the green building sector in the country, early outcomes materialised in the four key components, as well as any early signs of transformational change. These stakeholders were sampled purposively, but – when hard to reach – the evaluation team considered convenience or snowball sampling[footnoteRef:14] as necessary. Stakeholders for these interviews included financial intermediaries, building sector stakeholders (i.e., property managers, developers, EDGE experts) and policy stakeholders (stakeholders in embassies, government departments and government organisations). This sample was generated through an initial stakeholder scoping exercise at the country level, where the project team identified relevant financial intermediaries, building sector stakeholders and wider policy stakeholders. This was through a review of MAGC reporting (identifying the financial intermediaries that had made deals to implement concessional finance/advisory support, or policymakers that had received capacity building support). This scoping exercise also included a review of wider financial and building markets to identify wider stakeholders who may have not been directly involved in MAGC. Any potential bias arising from this sample being non-comprehensive and/or non-representative is highlighted clearly in the limitations section in Annex 4. [14:  Convenience or snowball sampling in qualitative research refers to a non-probability sampling technique where existing study subjects recruit future subjects among their acquaintances. This method is often used when the population is hard to reach or difficult to identify. However, it may not provide a representative sample of the population, which can limit the generalisability of the research findings.] 

Summary of early outcome evaluation and Value for Money assessment interviews
For the early outcome evaluation and the Value for Money assessment, the evaluation team sampled a total of 10 interviews with the MAGC programme team (T0 level) along with 30 country-level wider stakeholder interviews (T2 level)[footnoteRef:15] and 75 country level interviews in case study countries (T3 level) to assess early outcomes and signs of transformation. The interviews lasted for up to one hour. At T2 level, interviews were conducted in English.  At T3, interviews were conducted in English or the language of the case study country. The target sample of these interviews amongst these countries can be found in the table below. This was proposed by Ipsos in the evaluation scoping report and confirmed in consultation with DESNZ and IFC. [15:  Initially 25, then rounded up to 30 in order to have five interviews per T2 country.] 

Table 4. Early outcome and Value for Money qualitative sample target and achieved by level (T0, T2, T3)
	[bookmark: _Hlk188363311]Country
	Financial intermediaries (achieved/ target)
	Building sector stakeholders
	Policy & wider stakeholders
	IFC offices
	DESNZ MAGC team
	Total

	T3
	Colombia
	3/5
	5/5
	5/4
	1/1
	NA
	14/15

	
	India
	3/5
	2/5
	2/4
	1/1
	NA
	8/15

	
	Kenya
	2/5
	4/5
	3/4
	0/1
	NA
	9/15

	
	South Africa
	4/5
	4/5
	5/4
	1/1
	NA
	14/15

	
	Vietnam
	5/5
	4/5
	5/4
	1/1
	NA
	15/15

	
	T3 total
	60/75

	T2
	Peru
	1/2
	3/2
	1/1
	NA
	NA
	5/5

	
	Mexico
	1/1
	2/2
	1/2
	NA
	NA
	4/5

	
	Indonesia
	0/1
	0/2
	2/2
	NA
	NA
	2/5

	
	Philippines
	1/1
	3/2
	1/2
	NA
	NA
	5/5

	
	Egypt
	1/2
	3/2
	1/1
	NA
	NA
	5/5

	
	Ghana
	0/1
	2/2
	2/2
	NA
	NA
	4/5

	
	T2 total
	25/30

	T0
	Programme level
	NA
	NA
	NA
	5/5
	5/5
	10/10

	Total
	21/33
	32/37
	28/30
	9/10
	5/5
	95/115


[bookmark: _Toc179468553][bookmark: _Toc179473996][bookmark: _Toc181883580]
The evaluation team faced challenges in achieving sample due to non-responsiveness from financial intermediaries and building sector stakeholders. The evaluation team mitigated the risk of evidence gaps where possible by supplementing the primary data collection with analysis of appropriate secondary data (including up to date Logframe and annual report data). However, it is worth noting that, despite these challenges, the response rate from financial intermediaries is relatively high when compared to response rates in evaluations of similar scope. The limitations under Annex 4 further explain the impact this might have had on the interim evaluation and how it will be mitigated in the final phase.
[bookmark: _Toc188870860][bookmark: _Toc207790199]Focus group approach
Focus groups were conducted with residents of EDGE-certified buildings to understand their views around living in a green certified building, including their awareness of green buildings and their perceived costs and benefits. The focus groups were recruited and led by the case study leads in case study countries, and conducted in Colombia (10 participants), Vietnam (6 participants), Kenya (6 participants) and South Africa (10 participants). Focus group participants were shortlisted based upon the profile of the buildings in which they resided (see Table below). The main selection criterion for residents is that their building was certified with IFC EDGE. The focus groups sometimes contained residents of the same building, though not always. 
Recruitment for the focus groups was carried out by Ipsos case study leads, with support from green building developers of EDGE certified buildings. Developers were identified and sampled through purposive and snowballing sample approaches (in collaboration with IFC) to participate in the evaluation. To support appropriate selection of sample, initially identified residents were asked to complete a screener questionnaire (see Annex 7) with those not meeting the sample selection criteria being thanked for the participation in the screener questionnaire and removed from the participant list. 
Table 5. Focus groups participants summary
	Characteristics of focus groups
	Colombia
	South Africa
	Vietnam
	Kenya

	N. of different buildings
	5
	2
	1
	4

	N. of participants
	10
	10
	6
	6

	N. of homeowners
	10
	3
	6
	0

	N. of tenants
	0
	7
	0
	6

	N. residents for which it was a new property when started living there
	10
	5
	4
	1

	EDGE/EDGE Advanced
	EDGE 
	EDGE 
	EDGE
	EDGE 

	Location
	Bogota, Pereira 
	Sandton
	Ho Chi Mihn City
	Nairobi

	Type of building
	Complex of apartments (multi-storey)
	Complex of apartments (single or multi-storey)
	Complex of apartments (multi-storey)
	Complex of apartments (multi-storey)



Residents were invited to an in-person focus group of 5 to 10 people lasting 1.5 hours and conducted in the language of each case study country. The groups were facilitated by case study leads and structured against a topic guide (see Annex 7). Facilitators recorded focus group interactions and exchanges in written notes and (where consent was given) through audio-recordings which were there transcribed. Notes and transcriptions in local languages were then shared with the UK project team and translated into English for integration of the findings into the main analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc179473997][bookmark: _Toc181883581][bookmark: _Toc188870861][bookmark: _Toc207790200]List of consultees in primary research
UK Government - Department for Energy Security and Net Zero (DESNZ) (MAGC programme team)
International Finance Corporation (IFC) headquarters (MAGC programme team) 
IFC country offices in Colombia, Kenya, South Africa, Vietnam
UK Policymakers (British Embassy/High commission) in Colombia and South Africa
Policymakers in Colombia, India, Kenya, South Africa, Vietnam, Peru, Mexico, Indonesia, the Philippines, Egypt, Ghana
Stakeholders from financial intermediaries in Colombia, India, Kenya, South Africa, Vietnam, Peru, Mexico, the Philippines, Egypt
Green building experts in India, Peru, Kenya, South Africa, Indonesia
EDGE building residents in Colombia, Kenya, South Africa, Vietnam
To maintain confidentiality in research, the names of the organisations that participated in the interviews will not be disclosed, except for the UK Government and MAGC’s delivery partner.
[bookmark: _Toc179473998][bookmark: _Toc181883582][bookmark: _Toc188870862][bookmark: _Toc207790201]Analysis and triangulation
The analysis approach for the evaluation included primary and secondary data analysis across the key primary data sources of the qualitative interviews with programme and external stakeholders and focus groups with residents; and key secondary data sources including programme monitoring data and publicly available wider literature. The evaluation team then triangulated the findings across the primary and secondary data sources to assess the validity of the CMO configurations as part of the realist evaluation approach and to assess the extent to which programme outcomes have been realised.
[bookmark: _Toc179468555][bookmark: _Toc179473999][bookmark: _Toc181883583][bookmark: _Toc188870863][bookmark: _Toc207790202]Analysis of primary data 
All interviews with programme stakeholders (T0), in-country stakeholders (T2 & T3), and the focus groups with residents (T3), were recorded and transcribed. These transcriptions were collated along with any notes taken during interviews. The evaluation team then performed a thematic analysis of these transcripts, which took the following key steps:
Familiarisation: Researchers involved in the analysis familiarised themselves with the programme, context and content by reviewing the transcripts, programme annual reports and process evaluation report.
Developing an analysis grid: Based on the structure of the evaluation questions, the topic guide questions (Annex 7), and from the initial findings of the familiarisation exercise, the project team created an initial analysis grid and code frame, with themes based primarily on the evaluation questions in columns within the grid. The code frame was then piloted on a sample of transcripts and refined as needed before being applied to the full dataset. The analysis grid used can be found in Annex 7. As the coding progressed, emerging themes were identified and incorporated into the code frame to ensure comprehensive coverage of the data. This code frame served as a guide and ensured consistency in capturing information relevant to the evaluation questions.
Data extraction and coding: The project team (the six team members within the core team) then manually analysed the interview transcripts, extracting relevant quotes, statements, or key excerpts that aligned with each theme. These extracted data points were then systematically organised within the corresponding theme columns. Any emerging themes uncovered within the interview transcripts were also added to the new grid as new columns. Once the emerging themes were identified, the analysis grid was shared with in-country teams for T3 case studies, which completed the grid for their respective countries in English.
To ensure consistency in coding across the team members, guidelines on formatting and data extraction were shared at the beginning of the process. In an analysis session, discrepancies were discussed and resolved to establish a shared understanding of the code frame and its application. The coding of interview transcripts was Quality Assured by the project manager and project director to ensure consistency in analysis and to ensure compliance with ethical procedures (recording consent within the analysis grid, ensuring all quotes were identified correctly).
Theme synthesis and interpretation: This involved the six-member core project team manually reviewing the information compiled under each theme column, which included looking for patterns, trends, and insights emerging from the stakeholder responses. This step involved looking across all of the interview responses and summarising how and why the MAGC components are being achieved. This also includes summarising the key barriers to achievement, or key contextual factors, which are being reported across countries, and the key outliers. The transcripts from the five focus groups were analysed and summarised, with the data used to compare with the themes from the interview analysis grid (which was initially based primarily around the evaluation questions but adapted to also include themes or interesting findings that were uncovered as part of the transcript coding) at the case study level and across the portfolio.   
The analysis grids for the programme stakeholders (T0) and wider stakeholders (T2 & T3) are provided in Annex 7. 
[bookmark: _Toc179468556][bookmark: _Toc179474000][bookmark: _Toc181883584][bookmark: _Toc188870864][bookmark: _Toc207790203]Secondary data analysis
For the case study countries, the evaluation team undertook two distinct analyses: the Political Economy Analysis and the Financial Market Analysis. These were based on a review of secondary data sources including IFC MAGC Annual Reports, IFC Stakeholder Assessments, IFC Market Maturity Assessments, IFC Green Buildings Market Intelligence reports. It also involved a review of wider publicly available data.
Political Economy Analysis (PEA)
The purpose of the PEA was to understand the political and economic context for each case study. This also includes understanding the green construction context, including wider construction sector characteristics, and size and growth of the green construction sector, and the climate change context (including the aims and commitments of the country towards climate change mitigation). The analysis drew on publicly available data on country profiles (e.g. World Bank and UN databases), reports on the green construction sector, trackers of climate commitments (e.g. Climate Tracker). The PEA was carried out in the process evaluation phase, and it is presented in Annex 3 of the process evaluation Technical Report.[footnoteRef:16] For this phase additional PEA was carried out at T3 level and it informed the context analysis that is included in the Case Study Annex.[footnoteRef:17] [16:  Published here.]  [17:  Published here.] 

Financial market analysis (FMA)
The purpose of the Financial Market Analysis was to provide an understanding of the landscape of the overall financial market, investment landscape, regulatory and policy environment, local financing market, developer market, risk analysis and barriers to financing. The analysis drew on data from central bank reports, commercial bank publications, and industry analyses.
[bookmark: _Toc179468557][bookmark: _Toc179474001][bookmark: _Toc181883585][bookmark: _Toc188870865][bookmark: _Toc207790204]Triangulation of data
In line with the realist evaluation approach taken, a key aspect is the triangulation of data across the qualitative and quantitative data strands. The evaluation team have triangulated findings from primary and secondary evidence to form interpretive explanations. This involved triangulating and synthesising data collected at each level (T0 – T3) from multiple sources including stakeholder interviews, focus groups, programme documentation, the PEA and FMA. Once the different data collection activities were completed, all evidence sources were brought together and mapped against the evaluation framework. 
For example, if developers reported facing challenges in accessing green building finance (qualitative data), the evaluation team examined whether this was corroborated by findings from the political economy and financial market analysis (secondary data - access to finance in the country). Where the programme team or delivery teams reported information and views on progress against programme targets, this was checked against the programme annual reports (since the start of the programme) and programme Logframe (also since the start of the programme.
The triangulation of data from across different sources and methods provided greater confidence in accepting findings. It allowed the evaluation team to continually assess whether there was evidence to answer the evaluation questions or whether there were gaps in evidence that needed to be filled through further research. 
The project team took part in an analysis session. This was aimed at both examining the heterogeneity across countries in the qualitative data findings and triangulating the findings of the qualitative and quantitative data. In doing so, this session was used to examine the validity of the CMO configurations identified as part of the realist approach. 
Triangulation of the data was also important for verifying the findings from programme team interviews. Given that consultations with members of the programme team for DESNZ and IFC were a central data source for the evaluation – and are likely to have potential for bias due to their direct involvement – it was important to triangulate data sources to verify findings and mitigate bias. The robustness of the findings of an evaluation are dependent on the extent to which the information sources, both primary and secondary, are free from influence or bias from individuals who have a vested interest in the evaluation’s outcome. 
Both DESNZ and IFC teams reviewed the early outcome evaluation report and annexes (as with all deliverables in MEL contracts) and provided feedback on areas to clarify or investigate more. Findings were also discussed in a workshop led by Ipsos with DESNZ and IFC. All reports reflect those comments and discussions.
[bookmark: _Toc188870866][bookmark: _Toc207790205]Divergence from Terms of Reference
[bookmark: _Hlk187674629]The methodology implemented in this evaluation phase deviated from the Terms of Reference and Scoping Report solely in the number of T2-level interviews conducted during primary data collection. The initial target of 25 interviews was subsequently increased to 30 to ensure a consistent sample size of five interviews per T2 country. 
There is no other divergence from the original Terms of Reference and the Scoping Report.
[bookmark: _Toc207790206]Annex 4: Strength of evidence and limitations
[bookmark: _Toc179474003][bookmark: _Toc181883587][bookmark: _Toc188870868][bookmark: _Toc207790207]Framework
The below strength of evidence framework provides an assessment of the quality and reliability of the evidence used to support findings. Analysis of strength of evidence has been undertaken at the level of the evaluation question for this report. 
Table 6. Strength of evidence rating
	1. Strong
	Evidence comprises multiple (2-3) data sources (good triangulation) which are of decent quality (e.g., reliable and unbiased qualitative data, official programme documentation). Where fewer sources exist, supporting evidence is more factual (e.g., quantitative data with a big enough sample from secondary sources, or reliable qualitative reporting from desk review of activities undertaken).

	2. Moderate
	Evidence comprises multiple (2-3) data sources (good triangulation) of lesser quality (e.g., some high-quality sources, some of lesser quality), or the finding is supported by fewer data sources (limited triangulation) of decent quality but are perception-based (e.g., only qualitative data).

	3. Partial
	Evidence comprises few (1-2) data sources (limited triangulation) and is perception-based (e.g., only qualitative), or based on data sources that are viewed as being of lesser quality (e.g., quantitative data that is estimated, or qualitative data where there are concerns regarding informant bias).

	4. Weak
	Evidence comprises very limited evidence (single source, or a limited number of informants or documents within the sources) or incomplete or unreliable evidence.




[bookmark: _Toc179474004]
[bookmark: _Toc181883588][bookmark: _Toc188870869][bookmark: _Toc207790208]Assessment
Table 7. Strength of evidence assessment
	Evaluation question
	Answer
	Sources of evidence
	Strength of evidence rating
	Rationale

	To what extent has MAGC achieved early outcomes as anticipated?
	Component 1: The MAGC programme has successfully mobilised a significant amount of IFC funding, exceeding initial expectations. The programme seems to start recovering from initial delays on disbursements. Also the advisory component has played a crucial role in supporting investments and generating external interest in green construction.
	Desk research (political economy analysis, financial market analysis, programme documentation review)
In-depth interviews with FIs and other in-country stakeholders (T2, T3)
In-depth interviews with IFC and DESNZ (T0) and IFC country offices (T3)


	Strong
	Evidence comprises multiple data sources (good triangulation) which are of good quality: Qualitative evidence from 21 FIs interviews, triangulated with programme data (annual reports and Logframe) and external secondary data (financial markets analysis).

	
	Component 2: The capacity building delivered as part of MAGC and the strong presence of IFC in countries with country level market engagement plans were key to inform outcomes on understanding and valuing green buildings. Events and workshops have been successful in building understanding and creating connections. Across countries, there is a need for further capacity building efforts focused on end-users (to increase consumer demand through a bottom-up approach), SMEs, policymakers.
	
	Moderate
	The finding is mainly supported by qualitative interviews data (limited triangulation) of decent quality but are perception-based (only qualitative data): 32 interviews with green building sector stakeholders and 28 interviews with policy and wider stakeholders.

	
	Component 3: EDGE is demonstrating its strength as a tool for green certification, gaining traction in many countries and showing potential to drive green construction uptake. Where other certifications are prevalent, such as LEED or national certifications, this is often due to a stronger reputation of other certifications in the country and links with existing financial incentives.
	
	Strong
	Evidence comprises multiple data sources (good triangulation) which are of good quality. Qualitative evidence from 32 interviews with the building sector has been triangulated with programme data (annual report and Logframe) and with external secondary data (PEA – status of the green building sector in the country).

	
	Component 4: Not a focus of the early outcome evaluation, but early indications of the direction of this component and progress towards achieving its desired outcome. Programme stakeholders from the core DESNZ and IFC have expressed in interviews how the outputs of component 4 have provided actionable market intelligence and evidence to support decision-making so far. On the other hand, programme stakeholders from DESNZ and IFC expressed that there is room for improvement in integrating the research component in the broader programme.
	
	Partial 
	Evidence comprises few data sources (limited triangulation with primary and secondary data external to the programme) and is perception-based (only qualitative): <10 interviews at programme level.

	To what extent is transformational change likely to be achieved?
	MAGC's contribution to transformational change in the green building sector shows promising early signs, although the extent of its ultimate impact remains to be fully assessed. The programme's capacity building activities have demonstrably increased awareness and technical skills related to green building practices. While increased market interest and the emergence of green financing solutions indicate growing momentum towards green buildings, further evidence is needed to definitively quantify MAGC's specific contribution to this shift.
	Desk research (political economy analysis, financial market analysis, programme documentation review)
In-depth interviews with FIs and other in-country stakeholders (T2, T3)
In-depth interviews with IFC and DESNZ (T0) and IFC country offices (T3)
	Moderate
	The finding is mainly supported by qualitative interviews data (limited triangulation) of decent quality but perception-based (only qualitative data): 32 interviews with green building sector stakeholders and 28 interviews with policy and wider stakeholders, 10 interviews at programme level

	Learning question: What opportunities did arise/were missed during MAGC delivery on Gender Equality, Disability and Social Inclusion (GEDSI)? How could we address GEDSI in future programme design?
	At this stage, several opportunities to achieve GEDSI outcomes through green construction have been identified. However tailored and targeted support is key to ensuring that marginalised groups receive the benefits associated with green construction and can benefit from EDGE accreditation opportunities. A key overarching missed opportunity is GEDSI principles not being integrated into programme design. There have also been missed opportunities in the prioritisation of women and lower-income groups above other marginalised communities. If GEDSI is to be integrated into future programme design, it needs to be embedded into design with support from experts. One option would be to allocate separate funding to achieve GEDSI-related intended outcomes.
	Desk research (external document review)
In-depth interviews with FIs and other in-country stakeholders (T2, T3)
In-depth interviews with IFC and DESNZ (T0) and IFC country offices (T3)
Focus groups with EDGE residents (T3)

	Moderate
	The finding is mainly supported by qualitative interviews data (limited triangulation) of decent quality but perception-based (only qualitative data): 32 interviews with green building sector stakeholders and 28 interviews with policy and wider stakeholders, 10 interviews at programme level

	To what extent is MAGC investment providing Value for Money for HMG?
	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. This is 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.
	Programme documentation (reporting)
Process evaluation and interim outcome evaluation findings
	Strong
	The findings are primarily based on official programme reporting (including annual reports and programme Logframe), including of financial data. Qualitative insights are used for supporting evidence. 



[bookmark: _Toc179474005][bookmark: _Toc181883589][bookmark: _Toc188870870][bookmark: _Toc207790209]Limitations
The methodology deployed for the early outcome evaluation is subject to the following key limitations:
Smaller sample of qualitative interviews than expected: For some groups of stakeholders, the evaluation research team faced challenges in achieving sample due to non-response from participants. This was particularly the case for financial intermediaries, where the evaluation achieved a total of 19 interviews out of a target of 33. Whilst the sample was sufficient to gain an understanding of the experiences of financial intermediaries, not achieving the sample may have resulted in gaps in the team’s understanding of the achievement of component 1 across all MAGC eligible countries. The evaluation team has mitigated this where possible by supplementing with appropriate secondary data (including up to date Logframe and annual report data). For the final evaluation, the evaluation team will adopt new strategies for achieving the sample of financial intermediaries, which could include the use of incentives. However, it is important to note that, compared to other evaluations of this scale, this evaluation has demonstrated comparatively strong stakeholder engagement, particularly with financial intermediaries, who are especially difficult to recruit.
Self-reported findings: Findings from the qualitative interviews on the achievement of outcomes across the four components and early indications of achievement of transformational change are self-reported, which is likely to introduce some degree of bias on the results. Participants, especially stakeholders involved in MAGC delivery, may overestimate the impact of the programme. The evaluation team has aimed to mitigate this bias by triangulating qualitative findings with relevant secondary data and comparing with qualitative findings from participants not involved in programme delivery.
Differentiating between MAGC stakeholders and non-MAGC stakeholders: Some in-country stakeholders had limited awareness of having received support through the programme, due to the indirect way the support was provided (such as through EDGE workshops and events). This meant that in some cases the evaluators were unable to know if the participant had been involved in MAGC or had received support via a different programme or initiative. Without a clear distinction between these groups, it was challenging to isolate the specific effects and influences of the MAGC programme. This reduced the amount of evidence the team had to evaluate the attribution of MAGC on achieving key positive outcomes.
[bookmark: _Hlk188018405]Attribution of outcomes: Determining the extent to which observed outcomes are directly attributable to MAGC can be complex. External factors, other initiatives, or underlying trends in the economy and construction industry could also contribute to the observed changes, making it difficult to isolate the programme's specific impact. To mitigate this the evaluation team has ensured to, where possible, form evaluation findings by triangulation of qualitative and secondary data sources (e.g. by checking country-level findings from interviews against secondary data from the political economy analysis and financial markets analysis).
[bookmark: _Hlk188018661]Limited data on GEDSI outcomes: The interviews provided relatively limited information on achievement of GEDSI outcomes. Another limitation is that the Logframe of indicators for programme outcomes only includes information on the number of women gaining EDGE accreditation as auditors and experts from FY 2022/2023, with data from FY 2023/2024 not yet available. This limited the extent to which the evaluation team was able to analyse change over time, although the evaluation team will seek to assess this at the final outcome evaluation stage. Additionally, the evaluation team sought to overcome the barrier of limited data on GEDSI outcomes by using interviews to understand how green construction more broadly can lead to GEDSI outcomes, to inform learning and planning for future iterations of MAGC where appropriate.

[bookmark: _Toc207790210]Annex 5: Considerations for the KPI15 Methodology
[bookmark: _Toc188870872][bookmark: _Toc207790211]Overview of the methodology
ICF KPI15 measures the extent to which ICF intervention is likely to lead to Transformational Change.[footnoteRef:18] The KPI15 methodology for MAGC was developed in 2021. As the methodology will likely be reviewed by the end of financial year 2024, this interim evaluation provides some insights on the current criteria and indicators (and current scores considering these criteria and indicators) as well as suggestions for the review. The KPI15 Results note from 2024, developed by DESNZ as an internal note, explains that the methodology design prioritised the most relevant metrics from the Logframe. However, the document also suggests that the methodology review might consider additional metrics. The following points are therefore initial reflections and suggestions for the review of the methodology informed by the findings of the interim evaluation of MAGC. [18:  https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/63fe28fb8fa8f527fb67caf8/international-climate-finance_KPI_15_Methodology_Note_Extent_to_which_ICF_intervention_is_likely_to_lead_to_transformational_change.pdf] 

The current KPI15 methodology for MAGC considers the following four Transformational Change Criteria and weighting:     
Capacity and capability: Where a target country and target communities have the capacities and capabilities necessary to bring about the change.[footnoteRef:19] Current weighting: 25%    [19:  Ibid.] 

Innovation: Where wider and sustained change comes from innovation, such as new technologies, with the potential to demonstrate new ways of doing things. Current weighting: 10%  
Leverage / create incentives for others to act: Where the costs of climate action are reduced to the point that acting on climate change risks and challenges is a sensible decision for public agencies, commercial firms, and private individuals. These cost reductions may need to be steep enough to overcome behavioural inertia. Current weighting: 40%   
Critical mass: Ultimately, many truly transformational changes will require a critical mass, to overcome political, market and other sources of inertia. Many of the points above relate to achieving this critical mass and the more of the above an intervention can promote, the greater the likelihood that it will lead to transformational change. Current weighting: 25% 
The KPI15 methodology includes the following scores:

1: Substantial evidence that suggests transformational change is unlikely or will not occur.
2: Partial evidence that suggests transformational change is unlikely.
3: Not enough evidence yet to assess, or the balance of evidence is inconclusive.
4: Partial evidence that suggests transformational change is likely.
5: Substantial evidence that suggests transformational change is likely or already occurring.

[bookmark: _Toc188870873][bookmark: _Toc207790212]Current KPI15 methodology: scoring for MAGC
When applying the current KPI15 methodology, the score of transformational change for MAGC at this stage of the programme (2024) is 4: Partial evidence that suggests transformational change is likely. A breakdown of each indicator is provided below.
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	Table 8. MAGC KPI15 scoring

	Criteria   
	Metric   
	Data   
FY24 
	Score and Justification   

	Capacity and Capability    
	Output 1a.2 Cumulative number of financial intermediaries only receiving advisory services.   
   
	Expected: 3 
  
Achieved: 4 

	4: Partial evidence that suggests transformational change is likely  
  
Four institutions have been engaged against a target of three. This exceeds[footnoteRef:20] expected targets at this stage of the programme.     [20:  Overall, a score of 5 has been given to the results that exceed the expected target by more than 50%, while a score of 4 has been given to results that exceed the target by less than 50%. The score was also adjusted based on the expected results consider the stage of the programme, and the overall number achieved.] 


	
	Output 1a.5 Cumulative number of key stakeholders in workshops, trainings, seminars, conferences from financial intermediary level activities.   
	Expected: 240  
  
Achieved: 930 
	5: Substantial evidence that suggests transformational change is likely or already occurring    
  
This considerably exceeds expected targets at this stage of the programme, considering targets have been made more ambitious (expected 140 in the previous reporting year).

	
	Output 2.3 Cumulative number of EDGE Auditors and Experts   
	Expected: 1,500
  
Achieved:  1,911
	4: Partial evidence that suggests transformational change is likely  
  
This result slightly exceeds expected targets at this stage of the programme (in the previous reporting year, 1,456 was the number achieved).  

	
	Output 2.4 Global number of active EDGE Users.   
	Expected: 18,758
  
Achieved: 24,210
	4: Partial evidence that suggests transformational change is likely      
  
This exceeds expected targets at this stage of the programme (in the previous reporting year, 19,867 was the number achieved).


	
	Output 2.6 Percent of survey respondents (attending MAGC TA/Research events) reporting increased knowledge of certified green buildings.   
	Expected: 80%  
  
Achieved: 97% 
	4: Partial evidence that suggests transformational change is likely     
  
This exceeds expected targets at this stage of the programme, with the majority of respondents in MAGC countries.  

	Capability & Capacity Average Score (25%)
	4.2   

	   
	   
	   
	   

	Innovation   
   
Low weighting as EDGE already exists and our contribution is less impactful   
	Output 3.1 Development and launch of EDGE tool improvements.   
	Expected:  
● EDGE Retrofit launched.
● EDGE App translations updated for version 3.0
● Edge App V.2 and V.3 maintained
● Zero Carbon new process including reviewers
● Launch EDGE faculty applications process
● Start development of version 3.1 (new engine, not yet as sophisticated as version 4, to reduce bugs) This version will enhance calculation quality of v3. 

Achieved:  
● EDGE Retrofit launched.
● EDGE App translations updated for version 3.0 
● Edge App V.2 and V.3 maintained
● Zero Carbon new process including reviewers
● Started development of version 3.1, with more refined calculations and slight changes to the EDGE baseline
	4: Partial evidence that suggests transformational change is likely  
  
This result meets the majority of expected targets at this stage of the programme.  

	
	Output 3.2 Development and launch of CAFI tool improvements   
	Not in FY24 Logframe

	NA





	
	Output 2.5 Cumulative number of entities that implement recommended changes from EDGE.   
	Expected: 7 
  
Achieved: 11 
  
	4: Partial evidence that suggests transformational change is likely  
  
This exceeds expected targets at this stage of the programme, but overall number still low to be considered substantial evidence of transformational change, therefore score is 4 despite a >50% exceeding target.   

	Innovation Average Score (10%)
	4 

	   
	   
	   
	   

	Leverage / create incentives for others to act.   
   
   
	Outcome 1. Cumulative cost expected to be avoided from design certified green buildings financed with MAGC blended finance.   
	Expected: £771,225 
($988,750)
  
Achieved: NR 
	3: Not enough evidence yet to assess, or the balance of evidence is inconclusive

	   
	Output 1b.1 Cumulative total project cost of green buildings financed related to sub-loans financed with MAGC blended finance.   
	Expected: £133,622,224
($171,310,544)
  
Achieved:  £297,783,681
($381,773,950) 
  
  
	5: Substantial evidence that suggests transformational change is likely or already occurring    
  
This considerably exceeds expected targets at this stage of the programme.

	   
	Output 1b.3 Cumulative total green building project cost financed achieved by replicated finance.   
	Expected: £4,182,024
($5,361,569)

Achieved: £0


	3: Not enough evidence yet to assess, or the balance of evidence is inconclusive    
 
Still no results in this indicator.

	   
	Output 1b.4 Cumulative number of financial intermediaries receiving MAGC blended finance capturing and reporting its full disbursement through the CAFI tool.
	Expected: 2
  
Achieved:  1 
	3: Not enough evidence yet to assess, or the balance of evidence is inconclusive    
 
This does not meet expected targets at this stage of the programme.

	   
	Outcome 2 The proportion of financial intermediaries supported with MAGC blended finance which report that non-performing loans (NPLs) for green building finance are no worse than for traditional building finance.   
	Expected: Monitoring only

Achieved: n/a


	3: Not enough evidence yet to assess, or the balance of evidence is inconclusive    

This target was not planned for this review period, so has not been assessed.   
  

	Leverage Average Score (40%) 
	3.4   

	   
	   
	   
	   

	Critical Mass   
	Impact 1. Proportion of countries where there is an evolution of the Green Buildings market (e.g. growth in market share of green certified floor space).   
	Expected: Monitoring only

Achieved: n/a 
	3: Not enough evidence yet to assess, or the balance of evidence is inconclusive

This target was not planned nor reported for this review period, so has not been assessed.   

	
	Outcome 3. The number of additional financial intermediaries entering green building markets (cumulative).   
	Expected: 0

Achieved: 2


   
	4: Partial evidence that suggests transformational change is likely  
  
This exceeds expected targets at this stage of the programme, but overall number still low to be considered substantial evidence of transformational change, therefore score is 4 despite a >50% exceeding target.   

	   
	Outcome 7. Cumulative green building floor space with EDGE post construction certification (m2)  
	Expected: Monitoring only 
  
Achieved in 2024: 31,166,327 m2. 
Achieved in 2023:  19,042,240 m2,
  

	4: Partial evidence that suggests transformational change is likely      
  
Although this is a monitoring only indicator, progress has been made on this indicator, as the cumulative green building floor space has increased by two thirds compared to last year.  

	 Critical Mass Average Score (25%)
	3.7   


	Criteria   
	Weighting   
	Score   
	Weighted Score   

	Capacity and Capability 
	25%   
	4.2  
	 1 .05 

	Innovation   
	10%   
	4 
	 0.4 

	Leverage / create incentives for others to act   
	40%   
	  3.4   
	1.36

	Critical Mass   
	25%   
	3.7 
	 0.93  

	Total weighted score   
	100%   
	   
	3.7

	KPI 15 score   
	4: Partial evidence that suggests transformational change is likely   



[bookmark: _Toc188870874][bookmark: _Toc207790213]Suggestions for reviewing the KPI15 methodology
Overall, the current criteria for transformational change are relevant for MAGC and they seem to reflect the areas of transformational change that are most appropriate for the programme. However, the findings from this interim evaluation suggest that some changes might be needed to reflect more appropriately the transformational potential of MAGC. Changes outlined below refer to adjustments to weighting, edits to indicators, and a suggestion to replace a transformational change criterion. A key missing criterion is Political will, as the evidence from this evaluation phase (both process and outcome evaluation) highlighted the crucial role of government action in driving transformation in the green building sector (see sections 5.1 and 5.2 in the outcome evaluation report). 
The following sections break down considerations and suggestions per each criterion, and the table at the end of the section presents a suggested revision of the indicators and weightings.
Capacity and capability 
Suggestion: maintain the same weighting (25%), new indicators suggested
From this evaluation of MAGC, which has assessed MAGC relevance and performance, it appears that capacity and capability remain important and relevant dependencies for MAGC to influence transformational change (the Theory of Change, that MAGC can and should support capacity building in order to achieve transformational change appears sound). 
The evaluation evidence also indicates that MAGC is meeting or exceeding its targets for capacity building, and that it is successfully increasing awareness, understanding, and technical skills related to green buildings. However, the Logframe is potentially insufficiently covering the progress that MAGC is making in this area: the only indicators that currently measure this are Output 2.6 and Output 4.8 (Percent of survey respondents (attending MAGC TA/Research events) reporting increased knowledge of certified green buildings). This transformational change criterion would benefit from additional monitoring criteria / metrics at the outcome level to be able to assess results of capacity building (for example, FIs receiving advisory services reporting increased capacity to assess green building risk, or participants to MAGC Technical Assistance (TA) trainings reporting increased capabilities related to building green). For FIs, this could be measured at the end of the advisory services, and for other stakeholders after MAGC workshops. However, as these metrics are not currently in the Logframe and the feasibility of reviewing the Logframe at this stage of the programme is low, this suggestion should be assessed during future Logframe revisions.

Innovation 
Suggestion: replace this criterion with Political Will
The evidence from the outcome evaluation indicates that the innovative aspects of EDGE mainly lie in its ease of use and cost-effectiveness compared to other certifications, and this can drive transformation by encouraging wider adoption of green construction. While EDGE itself is a well-established tool, MAGC's role in its continuous improvement and adaptation to local contexts is valuable. However, these improvements, while innovative, do not necessarily equate to transformational change within the broader system. Among the current indicators, only output 2.5 (Cumulative number of entities that implement recommended changes from EDGE) tracks the impact of these innovations, while Outputs 3.1 and 3.2 (Development and launch of EDGE and CAFI tool improvements) only track the development and launch of the improvements. Therefore, focusing on EDGE's innovation is less relevant for assessing MAGC's transformational impact than other factors, such as political will, which are currently absent from the methodology. A suggestion for the programme would be to replace the innovation criterion with political will.
Leverage/incentives for others to act 
Suggestion: slightly reduce weighting (from 40 to 35%), new indicator suggested
This criterion remains highly relevant to MAGC, as the programme provides incentives for actors to encourage the take up of green construction. However, there is one indicator in the IFC Results Framework (not currently in the Logframe) that could capture, in addition to the current ones, the transformational impact under this criterion, specifically around the number of new financial products launched (IFC Results Framework indicator 18). The indicator is defined as follows: “Indicator 18 (from Results Framework). Number of new financial products launched. Definition: Number of new financial products deployed (e.g. number of financing windows launched by financial intermediaries with the assistance of IFC) to channel investment into green buildings- such as green mortgages or green construction finance.” This can show whether MAGC is influencing market mechanisms beyond its direct investments. It is important to note, however, that from 2025 onwards the results framework will not be provided by IFC anymore, and therefore the data for this indicator will not be available. This would therefore need either an alternative collection of this information, or a revision of the methodology to identify a suitable indicator in the new Logframe. To emphasise the importance of both "leverage" and "critical mass" criteria for MAGC, and to balance them effectively, the evaluation team proposes a slight reduction in the weighting of the former. This adjustment will ensure that critical mass is appropriately considered alongside leverage.
Critical mass 
Suggestion: maintain the same indicators, but increase weighting from 25% to 30%
From the interim evaluation, this criterion emerged as very important to track transformational change in the green building sector. The role that MAGC can play through all its four components in the evolution of the green building market to achieve a critical mass emerged from this phase of the evaluation. The indicators for this criterion are relevant, but current weighting is 25%, so – given its importance – it would be good to increase this weighting to 30%. A suggested revision of the weighting for all criteria is included in the table at the end of this section.
Political will and local ownership[footnoteRef:21]  [21:  Defined as “Where the need for change is agreed locally, and the process is locally owned. Where high-level political buy-in and broad support from across societies, cultures, and interest groups enable widespread changes to patterns of development;”] 

Suggestion: including this criterion at 10% instead of Innovation
This is currently not a criterion in the MAGC methodology, but evidence from the evaluation so far has shown that long-term transformational change in the green building sector needs high-level political buy in and local support across society. The evaluation team would suggest including this criterion in the KPI15 methodology for MAGC, potentially replacing the “innovation” criterion as explained above. An indicator in the current Logframe that could be used for this criterion is Output indicator 2.5: “Cumulative Number of entities that implement recommended changes.” While the previous indicator can capture action from the programme side, this indicator reports the number of entities receiving advisory services that implemented recommended changes (e.g. green building incentives/policies). Entities means cities and local governments, as well as other public bodies or policy makers. MAGC considers a change being implemented when (policies/incentives/ ordinances or decrees/ updates of previous policies/ordinances/decrees) are published. This indicator, under Output 2, can demonstrate a proactive approach to engaging local stakeholders and fostering ownership. 
Another indicator (currently not in Logframe, so only relevant for future revisions) that could be considered for this criterion relates to the level of engagement with policymakers at national and local level and local green building councils (or similar organisations) in MAGC activities. This could include the number of public sector organisations (policymakers at national and local level, local green building councils or similar organisations) reported by the delivery partner as receiving MAGC technical assistance (e.g. supported to develop green building incentives/green building codes), to capture the reach of the programme aimed at influencing political will and local ownership.
Table 9. Potential revised KPI15 criteria and metrics
	Criteria   
	Indicators 
	Comments

	Capacity and capability 
(25%)
	Output 1a.2 Cumulative number of financial intermediaries only receiving advisory services.   
   
	Suggest keeping

	
	Output 1a.5 Cumulative number of key stakeholders in workshops, trainings, seminars, conferences from financial intermediary level activities.   
	Suggest keeping

	
	Output 2.3 Cumulative number of EDGE Auditors and Experts   
	Suggest keeping

	
	Output 2.4 Global number of active EDGE Users.   
	Suggest keeping

	
	Output 2.6 and Output 4.8 Percent of survey respondents (attending MAGC TA/Research events) reporting increased knowledge of certified green buildings.   
	Suggest keeping

	
	[NEW] FIs receiving advisory services reporting increased capacity to assess green building risk. 
	Suggest adding in future Logframe revisions

	
	[NEW] Participants to MAGC Technical Assistance (TA) trainings reporting increased capabilities related to building green.
	Suggest adding in future Logframe revisions

	Leverage / create incentives for others to act.   
(35%, down from 40%)
   
   
   
   
   
	Outcome 1. Cumulative cost expected to be avoided from design certified green buildings financed with MAGC blended finance.   
	Suggest keeping

	
	Output 1b.1 Cumulative total project cost of green buildings financed related to sub-loans financed with MAGC blended finance.   
	Suggest keeping

	
	Output 1b.3 Cumulative total green building project cost financed achieved by replicated finance.   
	Suggest keeping

	
	Output 1b.4 Cumulative number of financial intermediaries with MAGC blended finance commitments.   
	Suggest keeping

	
	Outcome 2 The proportion of financial intermediaries supported with MAGC blended finance which report that non-performing loans (NPLs) for green building finance are no worse than for traditional building finance.   
	Suggest keeping

	
	[NEW] Indicator 18 (from Results Framework). Number of new financial products launched. Definition: Number of new financial products deployed (e.g. number of financing windows launched by financial intermediaries with the assistance of IFC) to channel investment into green buildings- such as green mortgages or green construction finance.
	Suggest adding to KPI15 methodology, but source will need to be replaced, as the Results Framework won’t be provided after 2025.

	Critical Mass   
(30%, up from 25%)
   
	Impact 1. Proportion of countries where there is an evolution of the Green Buildings market (e.g. growth in market share of green certified floor space).   
	Suggest keeping

	
	Outcome 3. The number of additional financial intermediaries entering green building markets (cumulative)
	Suggest keeping

	
	Outcome 7. Cumulative green building floor space with EDGE post construction certification (m2)  
	Suggest keeping

	Political will and local ownership [NEW, as a suggested replacement of Innovation]
(10%)
	Output 2.1: Cumulative number of market-level engagement plans in implementation.
	Suggest adding to KPI15 methodology

	
	Output 2.5: Cumulative Number of entities that implement recommended changes
	Suggest adding to KPI15 methodology

	
	[NEW]: Number of public sector organisations (policymakers at national and local level, local green building councils or similar organisations) receiving MAGC technical assistance (e.g. support with green building incentives/green building codes)
	Suggest adding in future Logframe revisions



[bookmark: _Toc207790214]Annex 6: Value for Money Framework
The table below outlines the detailed VfM framework for the MAGC programme evaluation. For each criterion assessed as part of VfM, it provides a set of sub-criteria (dimensions of the criterion) and defines which indicator will be used to assess these. Finally, it also lists the evidence and data sources expected to provide the relevant information. The VfM framework is followed by a VfM assessment rubric which defines the conditions under which each criterion’s performance will be rated. 
Table 10: Value for Money framework
	[bookmark: _Hlk181112981]Criteria
	Definition
	Sub-criteria
	Indicator
	Indicator Type
	Evidence sources & methods

	Economy
	Whether DESNZ/IFC have adequate and effective procurement processes in place to ensure that ODA is spent economically and whether decision-making on costs supports this
	Evidence of costs being kept as low as possible
	Efforts have been made to keep costs to reasonable levels
	Qualitative
	Stakeholder consultations with DESNZ and IFC 

	
	
	Administrative costs (administration fees, concessional finance fees, costs for programme management, and costs for evaluation) are kept low
	Administrative costs as % of total programme costs
	Monetary
	MAGC programme data

	
	
	Administrative costs are comparable and ‘standard’ for a programme such as MAGC
	Comparison of share of administrative costs of total programme costs with other ICF programmes. 
	Quantitative
	DESNZ and IFC programme data

	Efficiency
	The programme is delivering its activities to the expected quality, expected timeframe and expected costs
	Programme outputs are delivered on time
	Achievement of programme milestones 
	Quantitative
	Programme documentation
Process evaluation

	
	
	Activities are delivered within budget
	Activity costs[footnoteRef:22] [22:  Separately: cost for financial intermediary technical assistance (Component 1), cost for country-level capacity-building activities (Component 2), EDGE certification platform maintenance, operation and improvements cost (Component 3), cost for data capture, analysis, dissemination, evaluation activities (Component 4)] 

	Monetary
	Review of programme documentation
Process evaluation

	
	
	Evidence of processes and efforts to improve efficiency
	Processes are in place to regularly review costs, timelines and progress against milestones and efforts are made to react to this
	Qualitative
	Stakeholder consultations with DESNZ and IFC
Programme documentation 
Process evaluation

	
	
	Costs per output are comparable to other, similar programmes
	Cost per green building square meter financed by MAGC FIs with EDGE post-construction certification
	Benchmarking
	Impact evaluation
Programme documentation
Programme documentation of other, similar programmes

	
	
	
	Cost per key stakeholders in workshops, trainings, seminars, conferences from financial intermediary level activities (Component 2) 
	
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk181112973]Effectiveness
	The MAGC programme achieves its intended outcomes and impacts
	Programme outcomes and impacts are achieved
	Evidence of outcomes and impact related to changes in market achieved[footnoteRef:23],[footnoteRef:24] [23:  The extent to which outcomes and impacts can be quantified will be dependent on the underlying data quality. ]  [24:  Referring to the outcomes and impacts captured directly in the programme log-frame related to changes in the market, expected to be explored in the impact evaluation (see evaluation framework in section 3).] 

	Qualitative and quantitative
	Impact evaluation

	
	
	
	Energy use expected to be avoided from post design certified buildings (MWh per year)
	Quantitative
	Programme log-frame data


	
	
	
	GHG emissions expected to be avoided from post-design certified buildings financed with MAGC blended finance (tons CO2 per year)
	Quantitative
	Programme log-frame data

	
	
	
	Cumulative cost[footnoteRef:25] expected to be avoided from design certified green buildings financed with MAGC blended finance. [25:  Calculated as energy use expected to be avoided multiplied by utility cost, plus, for EDGE buildings only, water use expected to be avoided multiplied by utility cost. ] 

	Quantitative
	Programme log-frame data

	Cost-effectiveness
	The MAGC programme creates more value than its costs
	Resource consumption
	Programme costs (total)
	Monetary
	Programme financial data

	
	
	Value creation
	Qualitative assessment of value created compared to programme costs[footnoteRef:26] [26:  While qualitative, the evaluation will consider a quantitative assessment of incremental cost of buildings / GHG emissions expected to be avoided to feed into this, dependent on data availability. This may be conducted for a sample of cases, e.g., within case study countries.   ] 

	Qualitative
	Impact evaluation, synthesis of effectiveness criterion

	Equity
	How well are programme benefits distributed to also benefit women and marginalised groups
	Extent to which the programme management and delivery employs women (internal)
	Number (and share) of female staff working within the MAGC programme (administrative and delivery)[footnoteRef:27] [27:  Aligned with IFC indicator on SDG 5: Direct Female Employment (#of jobs). https://www.ifc.org/en/our-impact/sustainable-development-goals#:~:text=Through%20IFC%203.0%2C%20IFC%20is,while%20reserving%20scarce%20public%20resources ] 

	Quantitative
	Programme documentation

	
	
	Evidence of the programme activities resulting in benefits to women and marginalised groups (external)
	Number (and share) of female key stakeholders in workshops, trainings, seminars, conferences from financial intermediary level activities (Component 2) [footnoteRef:28] [28:  Aligned with IFC indicator on SDG 5 they report on:  Students reached, Female (#). https://www.ifc.org/en/our-impact/sustainable-development-goals#:~:text=Through%20IFC%203.0%2C%20IFC%20is,while%20reserving%20scarce%20public%20resources ] 

	Quantitative
	Programme documentation

	
	
	
	Share of investment funding social housing
	Quantitative
	Programme documentation

	
	
	
	Green building floor space financed by MAGC FIs with EDGE post-construction certification that is social housing
	Quantitative
	Programme documentation


[bookmark: _Toc181883592][bookmark: _Toc188870876][bookmark: _Toc207790215]Value for Money Rubric
Table 11. Value for Money rubric
	[bookmark: _Hlk181113013]Rating/ Criterion
	Economy
	Efficiency
	Effectiveness
	Cost-effectiveness
	Equity

	Excellent
	Economies of Scale have been sought and effectively used to reduce administrative costs. 
	Outputs are delivered on, or ahead of, time, and cost targets are met. There is evidence that risks of delays have been proactively monitored and managed. 

Costs per output are lower than other, comparable projects. 
	Outcomes and impact have substantially exceeded expectations and there is evidence of substantial and sustainable benefits of the programme. 
	The value directly created by the programme greatly exceeds the resources consumed. 

	The gender split in programme delivery teams and programme participation is comparable to country averages and there is evidence of efforts undertaken to ensure equal access. 

The share of investment allocated to social housing is more than the minimum stipulated and the number of social housing units in the invested projects are built. 

There is evidence that GEDSI learnings generated throughout the programme have been taken into consideration within the timeframe of the evaluation. 

	Good
	Costs for administrative (non-investment) were as planned in the budget. 

	Outputs are delivered on time and within budget, as per the work programme. 
There is evidence that risks of delays have been effectively managed.

Costs per output are in line with other, similar programmes.
	Outcomes and impact have met expectations.
	The value directly created by the programme greatly exceeds the resources consumed. 

	The gender split in programme delivery teams and programme participation is comparable to country averages.

The minimum share of investment allocated to social housing is spent and the number of social housing units in the invested projects are built. 


	Adequate
	Costs for administrative (non-investment) did not significantly exceed the budget and any deviations are justified and small. 

Cost drivers were actively and effectively managed. 
	The programme has achieved most outputs in a timely manner. Delays or non-delivery of outputs are justified bearing in mind challenges to delivery due to external factors and do not jeopardise achieving programme outcomes.

Outputs and outcomes are delivered at ‘reasonable’ cost; in line with budget expectations and comparable to other, similar programmes.
	Outcomes and impact have been mostly achieved, and any deviations and shortcomings are justified and small.
	The value directly created by the programme exceeds the resources consumed. 

	The gender split in programme delivery teams and programme participation is comparable to country averages. 

The minimum share of investment allocated to social housing is spent and the number of social housing units in the invested projects are mostly built.

	Poor
	Any of the conditions for ‘adequate’ not being met.
	Any of the conditions for ‘adequate’ not being met.
	Any of the conditions for ‘adequate’ not being met.
	Any of the conditions for ‘adequate’ not being met.
	Any of the conditions for ‘adequate’ not being met.



[bookmark: _Toc181883593][bookmark: _Toc188870877][bookmark: _Toc207790216]Detailed analysis of Value for Money outcomes 
Table 12. Information on other programmes
	ICF programme
	Admin fee
	Data source

	Clean Energy Innovation Facility (CEIF)
	World Bank (5%), International Finance Corporation (IFC) (5%), Asian Development Bank (ADB) (5%)).
	Annual Review 2023v

	Partnership for Market Readiness (PMR)
	
	

	Climate Investment Funds (CIFs)
	Management fee: 0.7 – 3.9%
Admin fee: 2.6%
	CIFs Annual Review 2023

	Mitigation Action Facility (MAF) (previously called NAMA Facility)
	0.6% of all funding, with the majority coming from the German Federal Ministry for Economic Affairs and Climate Action (BMWK) however.
	Final NAMA Annual Review 2022

	Global Climate Partnership Fund (GCPF)
	Delivery Partner (DP): KfW Development Bank. 
0.8% fund management fee.
	Business case

	Clean Technology Fund (CTF)
	Part of Climate Investment Funds (CIF) – see above.
	N/A (see above)

	International CCS Capacity Building
	No data available.
	

	REDD Early Movers Programme
	DP: KfW Development Bank. 
2.5%, with an additional 1.5% set aside in TA in the future. Fees are lower due to the German Federal Ministry of Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ) covering a large share of management fees. 
Fees for Financial intermediaries charged in MT and Colombia are 11% (expected to fall to 7% in phase 2) and 6.7% respectively. 
	Annual Review 2022/23

	Pollution Management & Environmental Health
	No data available
	

	Transformational Carbon Asset Facility (TCAF)
	No data available
	

	Carbon Initiative for Development (Ci-Dev)
	Administrative and management costs for this initiative are 5% of the total funding provided to the World Bank, which is a standard fee.
	Business case

	Climate Public Private Partnership Programme (CP3)
	Management fee of between 0.6% and 1% per year (unclear from business case). This is levied on the investment.
An additional carry fee on the return of investment is also charged, but unclear how much in this project.
	Business case

	Renewable Energy Performance Platform (REPP)
	In 2022 (latest annual report available) Fund management fees and administrative costs were 15.5% of total budget. 
	Annual Review 2022 

	UK Partnering for Accelerated Climate Transitions (UK PACT)
	Share of total programme cost for administrative tasks (Strategy & Admin) is between 13% and 14% in the business case scenarios. 
Solely administrative costs of programme and global fund is between 4% and 5% in the business case scenarios. 
	Business case

	Capacity Building for Transparency Initiative
	Not found
	Not found

	UKSIP
	5% for TA and 2.5% for blended finance activities (IDB).
	Annual Review 2023

	2050 Calculators
	N/A – no DP 
	

	Global Innovation Lab
	No data available
	

	BioCarbon Fund
	Original assumption of 6.75%, exceeded in reality with fees of 8.4% of BEIS contribution and 7.2% on Defra Contribution.
	Annual Review 2021-22

	Capital Markets Initiative
	Over the life of the Carbon Market Finance Programme (CMFP), administration costs were budgeted to make up approximately 5% of total costs (2% CU fees and 3% trustee expenses). However, to-date (2018) administration costs have been much higher (8.4% of Readiness Fund costs and 100% of Carbon Fund costs).
	CMF Evaluation

	UK Climate Investments (UKCI)
	Not found
	Not found



Table 13. Analysis by component and year
	
	2018/19
	2019/20
	2020/21
	2021/22
	2022/23

	Component 1

	Output indicator 1a.1 Cumulative number of FIs with MAGC blended finance commitments
	N/A
	Not achieved
 (0/2)
	Partially achieved
 (1/3)
	Exceeded 
(7/5)
	Exceeded 
(12/7)

	Output indicator 1a.2 Cumulative number of financial intermediaries only receiving advisory services
	N/A
	N/A
	Exceeded
(2/0)
	Exceeded
(2/1)
	Exceeded
(3/2)

	Output indicator 1a.3 Cumulative total public sector financing
	Not achieved
(0% of financing target)
	Not achieved
(0% of financing target)
	Partially achieved
(59% of financing target)
	Exceeded
(142% of financing target)
	Exceeded
(222% of financing target)

	Output indicator 1b.1 Cumulative total project cost of green buildings finance related to MAGC blended finance
	N/A
	Not achieved
 (0% of target value financed)
	Not achieved
 (0% of target value financed)
	Partially achieved
(8% of target value financed)
	Partially achieved
(47% of target value financed)

	Output indicator 1b.2 Cumulative total private sector financing provided to MAGC funded green building projects
	N/A
	Not achieved
(0% of financing target)
	Not achieved
(0% of financing target)
	Not achieved
(0% of financing target)
	Partially achieved
(23% of financing target)

	Output indicator 1b.4 Cumulative number of financial intermediaries receiving MAGC blended finance capturing and reporting its full disbursement through the CAFI tool
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	Exceeded (1/0)

	Component 2

	Output indicator 2.1 Cumulative number of market-level engagement plans in implementation
	N/A
	Exceeded 
(7/0)
	Exceeded
(11/7)
	Exceeded
(13/12)
	Achieved 
(13/13)

	Output indicator 2.2 (new) Cumulative floor space that received post design EDGE preliminary certification (m2) in MAGC countries
	N/A
	N/A
	Not achieved (0% of target)
	Exceeded
(150% of target) 

	Exceeded
(219% of target)

	Output indicator 2.3 (new) Cumulative number of EDGE Auditors and Experts
	N/A[footnoteRef:29] [29:  Monitoring started from FY23] 

	N/A
	N/A
	Exceeded
(1,162/896)
	Exceeded
(1,456/996)

	Output indicator 2.4 Global number of active EDGE Users
	N/A
	Partially achieved
(12,064/12,812)
	Partially achieved
(13,164/ 14,093)
	Partially achieved
(13,641/ 15,503)
	Exceeded
(19,867/17,053)

	Output indicator 2.5 (new) Cumulative number of entities that implement recommend changes
	N/A
	N/A
	Not achieved (0/4)
	Achieved (5/5)
	Exceeded (7/6)

	Output indicator 2.6 (new) Percent of survey respondents (attending MAGC TA events) reporting increased knowledge of certified Green Buildings
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	Exceeded
(98%/70%)
	Exceeded 
(96%/80%)

	Component 3

	Output indicator 3.1 Development and launch of EDGE tool improvements
	N/A
	Achieved
	Achieved
	Achieved
	Achieved

	Output indicator 3.2 Development and launch of CAFI tool improvements
	N/A
	Achieved
	Not achieved
	Not achieved
	Achieved

	Output indicator 3.3 Robust process to incorporate additional green buildings standards into the programme’s eligibility finalised
	Not achieved
	Achieved target from 2018/19
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Component 4

	Output Indicator 4.1 Component 4 has been launched after having been quality assured by DESNZ Research and Evidence Committee
	N/A
	Achieved
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Output Indicator 4.2 MAGC Research Panel formulated and operational.
	Achieved (2 weeks delay)
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Output Indicator 4.3 DESNZ has agreed a workplan submitted by IFC to deliver stakeholder assessment, market assessment and smart metering research workstreams.
	N/A
	N/A
	Achieved
	N/A
	N/A

	Output Indicator 4.4 Percent of MAGC Research Panel recommendations satisfactorily addressed by MAGC team and actioned
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Output Indicator 4.5 Cumulative number of core reports quality assured and published
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	Not achieved (0/1)
	Partially achieved (1/2)

	Output Indicator 4.6 Cumulative number of stakeholders interacting with MAGC Research outputs (by download, access to link, comments, likes and shares in social media)
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	Exceeded (479/175)
	Exceeded (1,039/385)

	Output Indicator 4.7 Cumulative number of key stakeholders participating in MAGC Research dissemination events 
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	Exceeded (269/60)
	Exceeded (346/180)

	Output Indicator 4.8 Percent of survey respondents (attending MAGC Research events) reporting increased knowledge of certified green buildings
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	Exceeded
(96%/70%)
	Exceeded
(98%/70%)





[bookmark: _Toc207790217]Annex 7: Research tools
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[bookmark: _Toc179468562][bookmark: _Toc179474012][bookmark: _Toc181883596][bookmark: _Toc188870880][bookmark: _Toc207790219]T0 DESNZ and IFC programme team Topic Guide
Thank you for agreeing to take part in this interview. I am a [role at Ipsos], and my role on this evaluation is [interviewer to add].  
As you know, Ipsos has been appointed as the Evaluation and Learning Partner for the Market Accelerator for Green Construction (MAGC) programme. Our evaluation started in July 2023 and up until now we have completed the scoping phase and the process evaluation phase. We are currently in the early outcome and value for money (VfM) phase.
As part of this phase, we are talking to programme and country level stakeholders to gather their thought on the benefits of MAGC. We will use the findings from these interviews to inform an early outcome and VfM evaluation report. 
We are looking for honest feedback, and all responses, positive or negative, are valuable for learning and improvement. All personal data and responses will be collected and handled by the Ipsos team only. Your responses will be classified as strictly confidential and will be used solely for this project. We will never name you in the report of our findings, and whatever you say will be anonymised and reported on in an aggregated way.
Your participation in this interview is voluntary and you can change your mind and terminate the interview at any time. Likewise, you are not required to answer any questions if you do not want to.
The interview should take about an hour but might be slightly shorter or longer depending on your responses. We would like to record this interview for analysis purposes, to help us accurately collect information for the evaluation. The recordings will be securely stored and retained by us and destroyed after the completion of the evaluation 
[Ask for permission to record interview]
[Note to interviewer: all questions (including those marked as “ask all”) should be tailored to the stakeholder specific role in relation to the programme. The interview should follow a semi-structured approach, allowing the conversation to follow the interviewee’s responses, include additional questions based on their role, and skip questions that are not relevant.]
Background and context Ask all
Interviewer to review responses of the interviewee in the process evaluation interviews and probe for changes in their role.
1. Have there been any changes to your role since MAGC inception/since we last spoke?
Delivery of MAGC Ask IFC and DESNZ programme lead
2. In your opinion, to what extent have MAGC activities been carried out effectively? Does that align with your expectations? Probe on each component/activity depending on their involvement
3. What challenges did you face in delivering activities as part of MAGC [refer to activities mentioned earlier]? Were these mitigated and if so, how?
Early outcomes
Overall Ask all
4. Do the results of MAGC activities to date align with your and your team’s initial expectations and the targets initially set? Interviewer to probe, where relevant, on targets and timeliness of achieving them in each component.
5. What is your view on how (well) the programme is enabling the realisation of benefits, both originally modelled and unexpected/unintended benefits?
6. From your perspective, how do you see MAGC fitting into the wider landscape of international climate finance initiatives? 
7. (If relevant) Are there any common challenges or opportunities you’ve observed across the various programmes you work on?
8. In your view, what are the key factors that contribute to the success of green construction programmes like MAGC?
Component 1 – FIs receiving blended finance and advisory services Ask IFC (and DESNZ programme lead where relevant) 
9. At the level of individual investment, what do you think has constituted a successful investment?
a. What investments have been particularly successful? What is it about the investments that made them successful?
b. Similarly, which investments have been less successful? What is it about the investments that made them less successful?
10. Up until now, which types of buildings have received MAGC support to be constructed? i.e., low income residential, middle income residential, commercial, mixed-use buildings
11. To what extent have advisory services and technical assistance helped to address barriers to investments for FIs so far? 
12. To what extent has there been increased capacity to assess green building risk? Could you provide examples?
Component 2 – Private and public sector in country technical assistance Ask IFC (and DESNZ programme lead where relevant) 
13. What types of stakeholders have so far received technical assistance? Could you provide examples of specific events/trainings/seminars?
14. What were the results to date of MAGC activities on the regulatory environment/ framework? Could you provide some examples? (policies introduced, building codes)
Component 3 – Maintenance, operation and improvement of the EDGE certification platform Ask IFC (and DESNZ programme lead where relevant) 
15. What did the maintenance, operation, and improvements of the EDGE certification platform as part of MAGC involve? 
16. What have been the key achievements of the MAGC programme on EDGE so far? And what have been the key challenges?
17. To what extent has MAGC contributed to an increased uptake of EDGE or other certifications? In what ways? (probe for contexts where EDGE uptake was already high and where it was low)
Component 4 – Research and evidence Ask all
18. How has the evidence generated so far through the research component (stakeholder assessments, market baseline assessments) been used so far? How can it motivate the uptake of green construction? Could you give some examples?
Impacts and transformational change
This section aims to identify any early signs that the programme can contribute to transformational change.
19. Ask DESNZ programme and analysis teams What indicators or metrics are most useful to assess signs of transformational impact of MAGC on the green construction market? Are there any other indicators or metrics that would be useful?
20. Ask all From your point of view, is there any evidence of early signs that the programme can contribute to transformational change?
Ask 18-22 to IFC (and to DESNZ team only where relevant to their role)
21. Capacity and capability 
a. What were the key effects of advisory services so far on financial intermediaries? To what extent have the programme activities influenced the capacity and capability of the financial intermediaries involved? In what ways?
b. What were the outcomes of workshops, trainings, seminars, and conferences delivered by MAGC? To what extent did they influence stakeholders' understanding and approach to green construction? If so, in what ways?
c. What were the outcomes of the training of EDGE auditors and experts? 
d. (Ask IFC) What challenges have you experienced in increasing the capacity and capability of stakeholders through the programme, and how have you addressed them?
e. How does the programme ensure the quality and impact of the advisory services provided to financial intermediaries?
22. To what extent does the number of active EDGE users indicate progress and success of the programme? If so, in what ways?
23. Innovation
a. What effects have you observed after the EDGE and CAFI tool improvements? (on the use of the platforms by financial institutions, auditors, green building experts) Can you share examples?
b. Do the EDGE and CAFI tools represent an innovation in the green building market? In what way?
c. Can you provide examples of how the recommended changes from EDGE have been implemented by entities? 
d. How does the programme ensure that the improved EDGE and CAFI tools are effectively utilised by the entities?
e. What future improvements are planned for the EDGE and CAFI tools to foster innovation within the programme?
24. Leverage/creating incentives for others to act
a. To what extent is the programme encouraging replication of finance for green building project costs?
b. What effects have you observed, if any, in the financial intermediaries that have committed to MAGC blended finance (in terms of activities, decisions, and understanding of green buildings)? Can you share examples?
25. Critical mass
a. To what extent has the programme influenced the entry of additional financial intermediaries into green building markets? Can you provide specific examples?
GEDSI 
26. Green buildings and GEDSI Ask all
a. Which groups do you believe are most impacted by the construction of green buildings?
b. Are you aware of any ways in which green buildings could unintentionally disadvantage certain groups? Some probes:
a. Affordability of green housing for low-income groups or single-parent households
b. Accessibility for people with disabilities
c. Any challenges related to location of green buildings for certain groups (women, single-parent households, ethnic minorities including indigenous groups)
27. Delivery Ask IFC and DESNZ programme lead
a. To what extent have unintended benefits relating to GEDSI been realised during MAGC delivery? 
b. To what extent did MAGC support these benefits from occurring?
c. To what extent did MAGC prevent GEDSI benefits from occurring?
d. Did any external factors contribute to these benefits or prevent benefits?
28. Indicators Ask all
a. To what extent have women benefitted from EDGE expert accreditation? To what extent have other marginalised groups benefitted from EDGE expert accreditation? 
b. What benefits are associated with EDGE expert accreditation? 
c. (Ask IFC) What are the barriers and enablers to positive benefits being achieved?
d. To what extent has MAGC increased the availability of affordable housing? In your view, who tends to benefit from this? To what extent are marginalised groups benefitting from this? What are the barriers and enablers to positive benefits being achieved?
e. Is IFC/DESNZ considering adding any indicators relating to GEDSI as part of ongoing reviews of the Logframe?
29. Future programme design Ask all
a. What processes are in place to capture and share learnings on GEDSI, within MAGC and with the wider sector? Are there any planned processes to do this in future? 
b. To what extent do you think it's feasible for future programming on green construction to include social impact as a key aim? E.g. within business case development, ToRs, programme design, design of M&E processes. What are the enablers/ barriers to including it? 
c. What role should different stakeholder groups play in future programming to facilitate the inclusion of GEDSI in design and delivery? What role do you think your organisation should play? 
d. Which other indicators do you think it would have been useful to include in the original MAGC Logframe to monitor GEDSI objectives?
Value for Money Ask all
30. Have there been efforts to keep costs at reasonable levels when delivering under MAGC? If so, what were these efforts?
31. What processes are in place to track/review costs and progress against milestones and are they effective?
32. Are there any best practices from other programmes that have been/can be integrated into the delivery of MAGC?
Wrap up Ask all
33. Is there anything else that we haven’t discussed that you would like to share or that you think will be important for the evaluation?
34. Are you happy for us to use this interview for the evaluation?
35. Are you happy to be recontacted by email if we have any follow-up questions or for an interview at a later stage in the evaluation?
[bookmark: _Toc179468563][bookmark: _Toc179474013][bookmark: _Toc181883597][bookmark: _Toc188870881][bookmark: _Toc207790220]T2/T3 Building Sector Topic Guide
Thank you for agreeing to take part in this interview. I am a [role at Ipsos], a global research company that specialises in social research and evaluation. My role on this evaluation is [interviewer to add].  
Ipsos has been appointed by the UK Government as the Evaluation and Learning Partner for a programme delivered by International Finance Corporation (IFC), to accelerate the construction of certified green buildings. Our evaluation started in July 2023 and up until now we have completed the scoping phase and the process evaluation phase. We are currently in the early outcome and value for money (VfM) phase.
As part of this phase, we are talking to a number of stakeholders from the UK government, IFC, as well as other in-country stakeholders, in order to gather their thoughts on the benefits of MAGC. We will use the findings from these interviews to inform our evaluation report. 
We are looking for honest feedback, and all responses, positive or negative, are valuable for learning and improvement. All personal data and responses will be collected and handled by the Ipsos team only. Your responses will be classified as strictly confidential and will be used solely for this project. We will never name you in the report of our findings, and whatever you say will be anonymised and reported on in an aggregated way.
Your participation in this interview is voluntary and you can change your mind and terminate the interview at any time. Likewise, you are not required to answer any questions if you do not want to.
The interview should take about an hour but might be slightly shorter or longer depending on your responses. We would like to record this interview for analysis purposes, to help us accurately collect information for the evaluation. The recordings will be securely stored and retained by us and destroyed after the completion of the evaluation. 
[Ask for permission to record interview]
[Ask if they are happy for us to use this interview for this evaluation]
Introduction 
1. Can you introduce yourself and your role within your organisation? 
2. Are you involved in any programmes or initiatives related to green construction?
a. If so, which programmes, in what capacity?
Country context and EDGE
3. What type of buildings do you/does your organisation construct/certify? (low income residential, middle income residential, commercial, mixed-use buildings). 
a. Could you describe the main building categories in your country and how they are classified? (e.g. how is social housing defined and who can access it?)
b. In what city and type of climate does your organisation operate? (hot humid, hot dry, cold wet, cold dry)
c. What type of energy and water efficiency measures does your organisation use for green buildings?
4. What do you think are the key benefits of green buildings in your city and its climate? What are their costs? To what extent do you think there is a trade-off between environmental and financial performance?
5. What are the main barriers to green building investment in your country? (e.g. lack of knowledge/ regulation/incentives etc) What are the main enablers?
6. What are the key challenges that developers/construction companies/property managers/architects face in building a green construction portfolio?
7. How has the green building market evolved in your country in the last five years? What do you think have been the drivers of these changes? Can you provide further information? 
8. Are you aware of IFC’s Excellence in Design for Greater Efficiencies (EDGE) standard? If so, how do you apply it in your work?
9. (Ask EDGE experts): How many buildings/houses are EDGE certified in your country?
a. What are the main drivers of EDGE uptake? What are the main barriers?
10. Are there any other green certifications that are used more/less than EDGE in the country? What are the key differences?
11. Does your organisation currently receive any financial support or services for green construction? Are you aware of any of these products or services elsewhere?
12. How do you currently assess green building risks and what could improve this process?
Early outcomes
For organisations that have AND have not received MAGC support (to get some comparative data)
13. We are now going to ask you about potential changes in your ways of working and services over the last few years
a. How, if at all, has your/your company’s understanding of ‘green buildings’ – their definition and their relevance for your work/opportunities for investment evolved over the last few years? What factors have influenced this change?
b. How, if at all, have your/your company’s skills in green construction and certification evolved over the last few years?
c. Can you describe any changes in your business decisions related to green construction over this time period?
d. Can you describe any changes in your ability to secure finance related to green construction over this time period? What factors have influenced this change?
e. Can you describe any changes in your design and construction processes related to green construction over this time period?
f. Have there been changes in your systems/processes/tools to facilitate this?
14. Are you aware of the MAGC programme? If so, when and how did you hear about it?
If organisation has received MAGC support:
15. Can you describe your involvement with IFC and EDGE? What did your involvement consist in? (Probe for type, frequency, timing)
16. Did you participate in any EDGE capacity building activities? If so, which ones?
a. (If participated) How were the activities delivered? (format, timing, audience)
b. Were there any challenges faced and how were they mitigated? 
17. How and to what extent did capacity building align with your organisation’s targets, timelines and expectations?
18. Are you aware of the CAFI (Climate Assessment for Financial Institutions) tool? Have you used it or will you use it? If so, how? (If needed, explain: CAFI is a web-based platform that allows FIs to track and report on climate investments)
a. Do you know of any other institutions or projects that use these tools?
19. Can you provide an example of a green building project that you designed, constructed or certified as a result of the MAGC programme? Could you describe the process of financing, developing and constructing the project?
20. We are now going to probe a bit more into the possible effects of the capacity building support. (e.g., learning about certified green buildings; enhancing technical skills in the use of EDGE.) 
a. Thinking of the IFC and EDGE capacity building and awareness activities, what do you think have been their effects – if any – on your company and daily work? 
b. What do you think have been the effects of this support – if any – on securing green building finance? 
c. Thinking of the EDGE platform improvements (EDGE Zero Net Carbon ready certification; EDGE app accessible in multiple languages; EDGE labelling; EDGE Retrofit), what do you think have been their effects – if any – on your company and daily work? 
21. (If there is an investment in place) What types of buildings are financed through the investment? I.e., low income residential, middle income residential, commercial, mixed-use buildings
22. Was any similar type of support available for your organisation? If so, which type of support? Has your organisation made use of any other type of capacity building or technical assistance support for green buildings?
Longer term impact and transformational change
If interviewee is familiar with MAGC/EDGE:
23. Do the EDGE and CAFI tools represent an innovation in the green building market? In what way?
24. In what ways has the capacity building support play a role (or can play a role) in the evolvement of green building market? How would you rate the importance of capacity building in accelerating the green building market and why?
If interviewee is not familiar with MAGC/EDGE:
25. Have you observed a change in the market share of green certified floor space in your operations or region? What have been key drivers?
26. Given what you know about IFC and EDGE investment, advisory and capacity building activities, would you be interested in participating in it or a similar initiative in the future?
Ask all
27. Can you describe your future investment or construction plans in the green building sector?
GEDSI
28. Does your organisation have a gender equality disability and social inclusion strategy?
29. How are local communities involved in your green building developments?
30. Which groups do you believe are most impacted by the construction of green buildings?
31. Are you aware of any ways in which green buildings could unintentionally disadvantage certain groups? Some probes:
a. Affordability of green housing for low-income groups or single-parent households
b. Accessibility for people with disabilities
c. Any challenges related to location of green buildings for certain groups (women, single-parent households, ethnic minorities including indigenous groups)
If interviewee is familiar with MAGC/EDGE
32. Delivery
a. Have you seen any unexpected positive effects relating to GEDSI during the delivery of investment and advisory services by IFC? Some probes:
i. Women’s participation in the green building sector
ii. Affordability of green housing for low-income families and single-parent households
iii. Accessibility considerations in certified green buildings
b. To what extent did the investment/advisory services support these benefits from occurring? 
c. To what extent did investment/advisory services prevent GEDSI benefits from occurring? 
d. Did any external factors contribute to these benefits or prevent benefits?
33. Future programme design
a. To what extent do you think it's feasible for future programming on green construction to include social impact as a key aim? What are the enablers/ barriers to including it? 
b. What role should different stakeholder groups play in future programming to facilitate the inclusion of GEDSI in design and delivery? What role do you think your organisation should play?
Wrap up and recontact
34. Is there anything else that we haven’t discussed that you would like to share or that you think will be important for the evaluation?
35. (If not captured before) Are you happy for us to use this interview for this evaluation?
36. Are you happy to be recontacted by email if we have any follow-up questions or for an interview at a later stage in the evaluation?
[bookmark: _Toc179468564][bookmark: _Toc179474014][bookmark: _Toc181883598][bookmark: _Toc188870882][bookmark: _Toc207790221]T2/T3 Financial Intermediaries Topic Guide
Thank you for agreeing to take part in this interview. I am a [role at Ipsos], a global research company that specialises in social research and evaluation. My role on this evaluation is [interviewer to add].  
Ipsos has been appointed by the UK Government as the Evaluation and Learning Partner for a programme delivered by International Finance Corporation (IFC), to accelerate the construction of certified green buildings. Our evaluation started in July 2023 and up until now we have completed the scoping phase and the process evaluation phase. We are currently in the early outcome and value for money (VfM) phase.
As part of this phase, we are talking to a number of stakeholders from the UK government, IFC, as well as other in-country stakeholders, in order to gather their thoughts on the benefits of MAGC. We will use the findings from these interviews to inform our evaluation report. 
We are looking for honest feedback, and all responses, positive or negative, are valuable for learning and improvement. All personal data and responses will be collected and handled by the Ipsos team only. Your responses will be classified as strictly confidential and will be used solely for this project. We will never name you in the report of our findings, and whatever you say will be anonymised and reported on in an aggregated way.
Your participation in this interview is voluntary and you can change your mind and terminate the interview at any time. Likewise, you are not required to answer any questions if you do not want to.
[bookmark: _Hlk178689754]The interview should take about an hour but might be slightly shorter or longer depending on your responses. We would like to record this interview for analysis purposes, to help us accurately collect information for the evaluation. The recordings will be securely stored and retained by us and destroyed after the completion of the evaluation. 
[Ask for permission to record interview]
[Ask if they are happy for us to use this interview for this evaluation]
Introduction 
1. Can you introduce yourself and your role within your organisation?
2. Are you involved in any programmes or initiatives related to green construction?
a. If so, which programmes, in what capacity?
Country context
3. How well do you know the green building market in your country?
4. If so: What are the main barriers to green building investment in your country? (e.g. lack of knowledge/ regulation/incentives/lack of demand/lack of profit, etc)
5. What are the key challenges that financial intermediaries face in building a green construction portfolio?
6. What are the main enablers to green building investment in your country? (e.g. incentives, regulation, policy, market enablers) What has worked well or could work well?
7. How has the green building market evolved in your country in the last five years? What main drivers have motivated these changes?
8. Does your organisation currently have any financial products or services for green construction in the market? Are you aware of any of these products or services elsewhere?
9. How do you currently assess green building risks and what could improve this process?
Early outcomes
For organisations that have AND have not received MAGC support (to get some comparative data)
10. We are now going to ask you about potential changes in your ways of working and services over the last few years
a. How, if at all, has your/your company’s understanding of ‘green buildings’ – their definition and their relevance for your work/opportunities for investment evolved over the last few years? What factors have influenced this change?
b. Can you describe any changes in your investment portfolio related to green construction over this time period?
c. Have there been any changes in your systems/processes/tools to facilitate this?
11. Can you describe your involvement with IFC and EDGE?
If organisation has received MAGC support:
12. What was your involvement with IFC on finance for green mortgages? What did the investment and advisory support consist in? (Probe for type, frequency, timing of investment and technical support)
13. [If there has been an investment] How was the investment structured? What instrument was used? (performance-based incentive, interest rate buydown, etc.) To what extent was this instrument appropriate for this type of transaction? 
14. [If there has been an investment] How was the investment used? How did the green mortgages work and who were they for? (developers/constructors, end users)
15. [If there has been an investment] What types of buildings are financed through the investment? I.e., low income residential, middle income residential, commercial, mixed-use buildings. Why is the focus on this building type?
16. How helpful did you find the support? Was there anything that you thought worked particularly well/less well about how the support was provided? Were there any challenges faced?
17. How and to what extent did MAGC support align with your organisation’s targets, timelines and expectations?
18. Are you aware of the CAFI (Climate Assessment for Financial Institutions) tool? 
[If needed, explain: CAFI is a web-based platform that allows FIs to track and report on climate investments] 
a. Have you used it, or will you use it? If so, how and when?
b. Do you know of any other institutions or projects that use these tools?
19. Can you provide an example of a green building project that you financed as a result of the IFC investment? Could you describe the process of financing, developing and constructing the project?
20. We are now going to probe a bit more into the possible effects of the investment and advisory support. (e.g., develop a pipeline of green building investments, expand existing portfolio; assessing green building risks) 
a. Thinking of the advisory support by IFC, what do you think have been its effects – if any – on your company and daily work? 
b. What have been its effects, if any, on internal systems and tools for assessing green building risk?
c. How has the programme influenced your investment decisions regarding green buildings?
21. Was any similar type of support available for your organisation? If so, which type of support? Has your organisation made use of any other type of blended finance or advisory support for green buildings? (If needed, explain definition of blended finance: the combination of commercial funding with access to capital at favourable rates)
If organisation has not received any MAGC support:
22. Are you aware of access to capital at favourable rate connected to EDGE and IFC? If so, when and how did you hear about it?
23. What is your understanding of green construction and the associated financial risks and opportunities?
Longer term impact and transformational change
If interviewee is familiar with MAGC/EDGE:
24. Do the EDGE and CAFI tools represent an innovation in the green building market? In what way?
25. How would you rate the importance of the investment and advisory support in accelerating the green building market and why? In what ways has blended finance and advisory played a role, or can play a role, in the evolvement of green building market? (probe for: what incentives/leverage for others to act are provided; how capacity and capability is increased)
If interviewee is not familiar with MAGC/EDGE:
26. Given what you know about access to capital at favourable rate connected to EDGE and IFC, would you be interested in participating in it or a similar initiative in the future?
Ask all
27. Can you describe your future investment plans in the green building sector?
GEDSI 
28. Does your organisation have a gender equality disability and social inclusion strategy?
29. How are local communities involved in your green building developments?
30. Which groups do you believe are most impacted by the construction of green buildings?
31. Are you aware of any ways in which green buildings could unintentionally disadvantage certain groups? Some probes:
a. Affordability of green housing for low-income groups or single-parent households
b. Accessibility for people with disabilities
c. Any challenges related to location of green buildings for certain groups (women, single-parent households, ethnic minorities including indigenous groups)
If interviewee is familiar with MAGC/EDGE
32. Delivery
a. Have you seen any unexpected positive effects relating to GEDSI during the delivery of investment and advisory services by IFC? Some probes:
i. Women’s participation in the green building sector
ii. Affordability of green housing for low-income families and single-parent households
iii. Accessibility considerations in certified green buildings
b. To what extent did the investment/advisory services support these benefits from occurring? 
c. To what extent did investment/advisory services prevent GEDSI benefits from occurring? 
d. Did any external factors contribute to these benefits or prevent benefits?
33. Future programme design
a. To what extent do you think it's feasible for future programming on green construction to include social impact as a key aim? What are the enablers/ barriers to including it? 
b. What role should different stakeholder groups play in future programming to facilitate the inclusion of GEDSI in design and delivery? What role do you think your organisation should play?
Wrap up and recontact
34. Is there anything else that we haven’t discussed that you would like to share or that you think will be important for the evaluation?
35. (If not captured before) Are you happy for us to use this interview for this evaluation?
36. Are you happy to be recontacted by email if we have any follow-up questions or for an interview at a later stage in the evaluation?
[bookmark: _Toc179468565][bookmark: _Toc179474015][bookmark: _Toc181883599][bookmark: _Toc188870883][bookmark: _Toc207790222]T2/T3 IFC country offices Topic Guide
Thank you for agreeing to take part in this interview. I am a [role at Ipsos], a global research company that specialises in social research and evaluation. My role on this evaluation is [interviewer to add].  
Ipsos has been appointed by the UK Government as the Evaluation and Learning Partner for a programme delivered by International Finance Corporation (IFC), to accelerate the construction of certified green buildings. Our evaluation started in July 2023 and up until now we have completed the scoping phase and the process evaluation phase. We are currently in the early outcome and value for money (VfM) phase.
As part of this phase, we are talking to a number of stakeholders from the UK government, IFC, as well as other in-country stakeholders, in order to gather their thoughts on the benefits of MAGC. We will use the findings from these interviews to inform our evaluation report. 
We are looking for honest feedback, and all responses, positive or negative, are valuable for learning and improvement. All personal data and responses will be collected and handled by the Ipsos team only. Your responses will be classified as strictly confidential and will be used solely for this project. We will never name you in the report of our findings, and whatever you say will be anonymised and reported on in an aggregated way.
Your participation in this interview is voluntary and you can change your mind and terminate the interview at any time. Likewise, you are not required to answer any questions if you do not want to.
The interview should take about an hour but might be slightly shorter or longer depending on your responses. We would like to record this interview for analysis purposes, to help us accurately collect information for the evaluation. The recordings will be securely stored and retained by us and destroyed after the completion of the evaluation. 
[Ask for permission to record interview]
[Ask if they are happy for us to use this interview for this evaluation]
Background and context
Interviewer to review responses of the interviewee in the process evaluation interviews and probe for changes in their role.
1. Could you give me an overview of your role and your involvement in MAGC? Probe for involvement in different components.
2. Could you give me an overview of the activities and responsibilities of your team, in relation to MAGC?
Delivery of MAGC
3. In your opinion, to what extent have MAGC activities been carried out effectively? Does that align with your expectations? Probe on each component/activity depending on their involvement
4. What challenges did you face, if any, in delivering activities as part of MAGC [refer to activities mentioned earlier]? Were these mitigated and if so, how?
Value for Money
5. Are MAGC activities in the country delivered on time and within budget? In case of deviations (positive or negative): what are the drivers for that? 
6. To what extent have there been efforts to keep costs of different activities (stakeholder outreach, capacity building activities) at reasonable levels? In what ways?
Early outcomes
7. Could you share some of the key results achieved to date in relation to MAGC activities? E.g., number of workshops, trainings, engagement events, number of people engaged with, etc.
a. [If there is an investment in the country] Do you know how many buildings/houses have been built with EDGE? What type of buildings are they (low income residential, middle income residential, commercial, mixed-use buildings)?
b. Could you describe the main building categories in your country and how they are classified? (e.g. how is social housing defined and who can access it?)
8. In your opinion, how well do these results observed align with the overall aim of MAGC – to increase savings and reduce emission through new green buildings?
9. How has the green building market and EDGE uptake evolved in your country in the last five years? 
a. What are the main drivers of EDGE uptake? What are the main barriers?
10. [Depending on MAGC activities that are present in the country] Do you think advisory services and technical assistance offered to FIs in your country helps address barriers to investing in the sector (and how)? Have they had any effect on the regulatory framework?
11. At the level of individual investment, what do you think has constituted a successful investment?
a. (If there is an investment in the country) Do you consider the investment in your country successful or less successful, and why?
Impacts and transformational change
Criterion: Capacity and capability 
12. What were the outcomes of workshops, trainings, seminars, and conferences delivered by MAGC? To what extent did they influence stakeholders' understanding and approach to green construction? If so, in what ways?
13. What were the outcomes of the investment and advisory services? To what extent did they influence stakeholders' understanding and approach to green construction? If so, in what ways?
14. What were the outcomes of the training of EDGE auditors and experts? 
15. What challenges have you experienced in building the capacity and capability of stakeholders through the programme, and how have you addressed them?
16. To what extent does the number of active EDGE users indicate progress and success of the programme? If so, in what ways?
Criterion: Innovation
17. What effects, if any, have you observed after the EDGE and CAFI tool improvements? (EDGE Zero Net Carbon ready certification; EDGE app accessible in multiple languages; EDGE labelling; EDGE Retrofit) Can you share examples? (on the use of the platforms by financial institutions, auditors, green building experts)
18. To what extend do the EDGE and CAFI tools represent an innovation in the green building market? In what way?
19. What challenges, if any, have you encountered with the EDGE and CAFI tools? How about people you work with, or other people you know that are using these tools?
20. What future improvements are planned for the EDGE and CAFI tools to foster innovation within the programme?
Criterion: Leverage/create incentives for others to act
21. To what extent is the programme encouraging replication of finance (define: finance beyond MAGC investment) for green building project costs? 
22. What effects have you observed, if any, in the financial intermediaries that have committed to MAGC blended finance (in terms of activities, decisions, and understanding of green buildings)? Can you share examples?
23. Can you provide examples of how cities, local governments, policymakers and other public bodies have implemented the changes recommended through advisory? (e.g. policies/incentives/ ordinances or decrees/ updates of previous policies/ordinances/decrees are published)
Criterion: Critical mass
24. To what extent has the programme influenced the entry of additional financial intermediaries into green building markets? Can you provide specific examples?
25. To what extent is the programme making a difference in the green building market? Why or why not? In what ways do you see it doing this? What would be needed to influence change in the green building sector in your country? 
GEDSI
26. Which groups do you believe are most impacted by the construction of green buildings?
27. Are you aware of any ways in which green buildings could unintentionally disadvantage certain groups? Some probes:
a. Affordability of green housing for low-income groups or single-parent households
b. Accessibility for people with disabilities
c. Any challenges related to location of green buildings for certain groups (women, single-parent households, ethnic minorities including indigenous groups)
28. To what extent, if at all, have unintended benefits relating to GEDSI been realised during MAGC delivery? 
a. Has MAGC supported or prevented these benefits from occurring?
b. Did any external factors contribute to these benefits or prevent benefits?
29. To what extent have women benefitted from EDGE expert accreditation? To what extent have other marginalised groups benefitted from EDGE expert accreditation? 
30. What benefits are associated with EDGE expert accreditation? 
a. What are the barriers and enablers to positive benefits being achieved?
31. To what extent do you think that the MAGC portfolio can contribute to the construction of affordable housing? 
a. In your view, to what extent are marginalised or disadvantaged groups benefitting from MAGC, if at all? 
b. What are the barriers and enablers to positive benefits being achieved in relation to marginalised/disadvantaged groups access to affordable housing?
32. How do you think MAGC could demonstrate its contribution related to GEDSI? Which indicators do you think would be useful in measuring this?
a. What role do you think your country office could play in collecting evidence to feed into these indicators?
Wrap up
33. Is there anything else that we haven’t discussed that you would like to share or that you think will be important for the evaluation?
34. Are you happy for us to use this interview for the evaluation?
35. Are you happy to be recontacted by email if we have any follow-up questions or for an interview at a later stage in the evaluation?
[bookmark: _Toc179468566][bookmark: _Toc179474016][bookmark: _Toc181883600][bookmark: _Toc188870884][bookmark: _Toc207790223]T2/T3 Policy and Wider Topic Guide
Thank you for agreeing to take part in this interview. I am a [role at Ipsos], a global research company that specialises in social research and evaluation. My role on this evaluation is [interviewer to add].  
Ipsos has been appointed by the UK Government as the Evaluation and Learning Partner for a programme delivered by International Finance Corporation (IFC), to accelerate the construction of certified green buildings. Our evaluation started in July 2023 and up until now we have completed the scoping phase and the process evaluation phase. We are currently in the early outcome and value for money (VfM) phase.
As part of this phase, we are talking to a number of stakeholders from the UK government, IFC, as well as other in-country stakeholders, in order to gather their thoughts on the benefits of MAGC. We will use the findings from these interviews to inform our evaluation report. 
We are looking for honest feedback, and all responses, positive or negative, are valuable for learning and improvement. All personal data and responses will be collected and handled by the Ipsos team only. Your responses will be classified as strictly confidential and will be used solely for this project. We will never name you in the report of our findings, and whatever you say will be anonymised and reported on in an aggregated way.
Your participation in this interview is voluntary and you can change your mind and terminate the interview at any time. Likewise, you are not required to answer any questions if you do not want to.
The interview should take about an hour but might be slightly shorter or longer depending on your responses. We would like to record this interview for analysis purposes, to help us accurately collect information for the evaluation. The recordings will be securely stored and retained by us and destroyed after the completion of the evaluation. 
[Ask for permission to record interview]
[Ask if they are happy for us to use this interview for this evaluation]
Introduction 
1. Can you introduce yourself and your role within your organisation?
2. Are you involved in any programmes or initiatives related to green construction?
a. If so, which programmes, in what capacity?
Country context and EDGE
3. How familiar are you with the green building market in your country? 
4. What are the main barriers to green building investment in your country? (e.g. lack of knowledge/ regulation/incentives etc.)
5. What are the key challenges that policymakers and regulators face in relation to green buildings?
6. What are the main enablers to green building investment in your country? (e.g. incentives, regulation, policy, market enablers) What policy changes would facilitate the growth of green buildings in your jurisdiction? 
7. How has the green building market evolved in your country in the last five years? What main drivers have motivated these changes?
8. How has the regulatory landscape for green buildings evolved in your country in the last five years? What have been the key drivers?
a. Are there plans to introduce more policies or incentives to support greener construction in your jurisdiction?
9. What is the level of awareness among policymakers on green buildings in your country?
10. How would you rate your understanding of green building standards?
11. Are you aware of IFC’s Excellence in Design for Greater Efficiencies (EDGE) standard? If so, how did you hear about it? Are you involved in any IFC initiatives?
12. What are the main drivers of green buildings uptake? What are the main barriers?
13. Are there any other certifications that are used more/less than EDGE in the country? What are the key differences?
14. What were the effects – if any – of the EDGE certification and design tool on the development of green building policy?
Early outcomes
For organisations that have AND have not received MAGC support (to get some comparative data)
15. We are now going to ask you about potential changes in your ways of working over the last few years
a. How, if at all, has your/your organisation’s understanding of ‘green buildings’ – their definition and their relevance for your work/opportunities for investment evolved over the last few years? What factors have influenced this change?
b. How, if at all, have your/your organisation’s skills in green construction and certification evolved over the last few years? What factors have influenced this change?
c. Can you describe any changes in your policy decisions related to green construction over this time period? What factors have influenced this change?
d. Can you describe any changes in your ability to secure finance related to green construction over this time period? What factors have influenced this change?
e. Can you describe any changes in your design and construction processes related to green construction over this time period? What factors have influenced this change?
f. Have there been changes in your systems/processes/tools to facilitate this?
16. Are you aware of the MAGC programme? If so, when and how did you hear about it?
If organisation has been involved in MAGC activities:
17. Can you describe your involvement with IFC and EDGE activities? What did your involvement consist in? (Probe for type, frequency, timing)
18. Did you participate in any EDGE capacity building activities or awareness events? If so, which ones?
a. (If participated) How were the activities delivered? (format, timing, audience)
b. Were there any challenges faced and how were they mitigated? 
19. How and to what extent did capacity building support align with your organisation’s targets, timelines and expectations?
20. Are you aware of the CAFI (Climate Assessment for Financial Institutions) tool? Have you used it or will you use it? If so, how? [If needed, explain: CAFI is a web-based platform that allows FIs to track and report on climate investments]
a. Do you know of any other institutions or projects that use these tools?
21. Can you provide an example of a green building project that was certified with EDGE? Could you describe the process of financing, developing and constructing the project? When was the project certified/developed?
22. We are now going to probe a bit more into the possible effects of capacity building support (e.g., learning about certified green buildings; understanding actions that can be taken in the regulatory environment; increased skills and use of EDGE).
a. Thinking of the IFC and EDGE capacity building and awareness activities, what do you think have been their effects – if any – on your organisation and daily work? 
b. Did you/your organisation identify any action points after participating in capacity building and awareness activities?
c. What do you think have been the effects of these activities – if any – on your/your organisation’s skills and knowledge about certified green buildings? 
23. Was any similar type of support available for your organisation? If so, which type of support? Has your organisation made use of any other type of capacity building or technical assistance support for green buildings?
Longer term impact and transformational change
If interviewee is familiar with MAGC/EDGE:
24. Do the EDGE and CAFI tools represent an innovation in the green building market? In what way?
25. To what extent do you think that EDGE has the potential influence change in the green building sector in your country? 
a. Why or why not? In what ways do you see it doing this?
Ask all:
26. Have you observed a change in the market share of green certified floor space in your operations or region? What have been key drivers?
27. How do you see the role of green building certification, like EDGE, in shaping the green construction sector? How does EDGE differentiate from other certifications?
28. How do you see the role of organizations like yours in promoting green building practices and certifications?
29. Given what you know about IFC and EDGE activities, would you be interested in participating in it or a similar initiative in the future?
30. Can you describe your organisation’s future policy/investment/construction plans in the green building sector?
GEDSI 
Ask all
31. Does your organisation have a gender equality disability and social inclusion strategy?
32. (If applicable) How are local communities involved in your green building developments?
33. Which groups do you believe are most impacted by the construction of green buildings?
34. Are you aware of any ways in which green buildings could unintentionally disadvantage certain groups? Some probes:
a. Affordability of green housing for low-income groups or single-parent households
b. Accessibility for people with disabilities
c. Any challenges related to location of green buildings for certain groups (women, single-parent households, ethnic minorities including indigenous groups)
b. If interviewee is familiar with MAGC/EDGE
35. Delivery
a. Have you seen any unexpected positive effects relating to GEDSI during the delivery of investment and advisory services by IFC? Some probes:
c. Women’s participation in the green building sector
d. Affordability of green housing for low-income families and single-parent households
e. Accessibility considerations in certified green buildings
b. To what extent did the investment/advisory services support these benefits from occurring? 
c. To what extent did investment/advisory services prevent GEDSI benefits from occurring? 
d. Did any external factors contribute to these benefits or prevent benefits?
36. Future programme design
a. To what extent do you think it's feasible for future programming on green construction to include social impact as a key aim? What are the enablers/ barriers to including it? 
b. What role should different stakeholder groups play in future programming to facilitate the inclusion of GEDSI in design and delivery? What role do you think your organisation should play?
Wrap up and recontact
37. Is there anything else that we haven’t discussed that you would like to share or that you think will be important for the evaluation?
38. (If not captured before) Are you happy for us to use this interview for this evaluation?
39. Are you happy to be recontacted by email if we have any follow-up questions or for an interview at a later stage in the evaluation?
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Introduction for interviewer
The evaluation of the Market Accelerator for Green Construction includes focus groups with residents of EDGE-certified buildings, as part of the qualitative research activities.
Focus groups are carried out in the five case study countries (Colombia, South Africa, India, Kenya, Vietnam), with one group per country in the interim phase. Each group will have between 5 and 10 participants, recruited via developers or property managers of buildings certified with EDGE.
The main objectives of the focus group are:
To understand the views of residents around living in a green certified building, including their awareness of green buildings and their perceived costs and benefits
To understand whether there are any signs of achievement of the aims of the EDGE certification in relation to energy and water efficiency/savings
-To understand what the Gender Equality, Disabilities and Social Inclusion (GEDSI) implications of living in a green certified building are, and if there are any unexpected costs or benefits
To understand the suitability of participants for the focus group and record information on their circumstances to prepare the discussion, the following screener questionnaire should be used to recruit participants.
Residents focus group screener questionnaire
Hello my name is [RECRUITER NAME],
Ipsos is carrying out research to understand the outcomes of a programme delivered by the International Finance Corporation (IFC) to accelerate the construction of certified green buildings. Ipsos has been commissioned by the UK Government, who funds this programme, to undertake this research.
We are inviting you to take part in this research as we understand that you live in a building that is certified as green with the EDGE certification. 
By taking part in the research, your answers will help the Government understand how the programme has worked and help to inform future programmes to accelerate the construction of green buildings. 
The research will involve participating in a focus group with other 5 to 10 residents of green buildings, that will last up to 1.5 hours. You will receive [ADD INCENTIVE DETAILS] for your time once the focus group is completed. 
First, we would like to check you are eligible to take part. This will take less than 5 minutes. The answers that you give today will be kept securely by Ipsos. Anything you say during the research exercise itself or during this interview will remain confidential. 
During this call I will need to ask specific questions about you. We use this to ensure that we understand the different circumstances of people we include in the research. This information will only be collected with your consent.
You have the right to withdraw your consent or object to our processing of your information at any time. The research activity and this interview will be conducted in accordance with the Market Research Society Code of Conduct, and the information you provide will be treated in accordance with data protection law.
	Q1. 
	Are you happy to continue on this basis?
SINGLE CODE ONLY

	
	Yes
	
	continue

	
	No
	
	THANK AND close



Screening questions
	Q2a. 
	Can I confirm you are a resident at [Development name or address]?
RECRUITER NOTE: We are ideally looking to speak to people from different developments, but all certified with the EDGE standard. 
SINGLE CODE ONLY

	
	Yes
	
	RECORD AND CONTINUE TO Q3

	
	No
	
	RECORD AND CONTINUE TO Q2B



	Q2b. 
	Would you be happy for Ipsos to contact you again by email or telephone to invite you to take part in a research interview in the future on this topic?  You do not need to say now whether you would take part in this, just whether you would be happy for Ipsos to contact you about it. Are you happy to agree to be re-contacted by Ipsos on this basis?
SINGLE CODE ONLY

	
	Yes
	
	THANK AND CLOSE

	
	No
	
	THANK AND CLOSE



	Q3. 
	How old were you on your last birthday?
SINGLE CODE ONLY

	
	18-24
	
	RECORD AND CONTINUE TO Q4

	
	25-34
	
	

	
	35-44
	
	

	
	45-54
	
	

	
	55-65
	
	

	
	Over 65
	
	



	Q4.
	Which of the following describes how you think of yourself?
SINGLE CODE

	
	Man
	
	RECORD AND CONTINUE TO Q5

	
	Woman
	
	

	
	In another way
	
	

	
	Prefer not to say
	
	



	Q5. 
	Which of the following best describes your current living situation?
SINGLE CODE ONLY

	
	I own my home
	
	RECORD AND CONTINUE TO Q6

	
	I rent my home
	
	RECORD AND CONTINUE TO Q6

	
	Other (please specify)
	
	RECORD AND CONTINUE TO Q6



	Q6. 
	How long have you lived in this building?
OPEN ENDED QUESTION

	
	Write in:

	WRITE IN AND CONTINUE TO Q7



	Q7. 
	When you moved into your current home, was it a new property or had someone lived there before?
SINGLE CODE ONLY

	
	It was a new property
	
	RECORD AND CONTINUE TO Q8

	
	Someone had lived there before
	
	RECORD AND CONTINUE TO Q8

	
	I don't know
	
	RECORD AND CONTINUE TO Q8



	Q8. 
	Who, if anyone, do you live with? What are their ages? OPEN ENDED QUESTION

	
	Write in: 
	WRITE IN AND CONTINUE TO Q9



	Q9.
	What kind of heating/cooling and hot water system does your home have?
OPEN ENDED QUESTION

	
	Write in:
	WRITE IN AND CONTINUE TO Q10



	Q10.
	Had you heard about green buildings before we invited you to take part in this research?
SINGLE CODE

	
	Yes
	
	RECORD AND CONTINUE TO Q10b

	
	No
	
	RECORD AND CONTINUE TO Q11



	Q10b.
	Are you aware that this building is certified as green/energy efficient/environmentally friendly?
SINGLE CODE

	
	Yes
	
	RECORD AND CONTINUE TO Q10c

	
	No
	
	RECORD AND CONTINUE TO Q11



	Q10c.
	Are you aware of what makes this building green/environmentally friendly/energy efficient?
SINGLE CODE

	
	Yes
	
	RECORD AND CONTINUE TO Q10d

	
	No
	
	RECORD AND CONTINUE TO Q11



	Q10d.
	What are the green or energy/water efficiency features of the building? (For example, solar panels, energy efficient appliances, lighting, water usage, heating/cooling features)
OPEN ENDED QUESTION

	
	Write in:

	WRITE IN AND CONTINUE TO Q11



	Q11. 
	CHECK ACCESSIBILITY REQUIREMENTS: We would like to make sure that your participation is as comfortable as possible.  Please can I check, do you have any accessibility requirements for participation in the focus group?

	
	WRITE IN:




	Q12. 
	Ipsos may contact you again by email or telephone after the research interview has taken place to invite you to take part in follow-up research on this topic. You do not need to say now whether you would take part in this, just whether you would be happy for Ipsos to contact you about it. Are you happy to agree to be re-contacted by Ipsos on this basis?
SINGLE CODE ONLY

	
	Yes
	
	THANK AND CLOSE

	
	No
	
	THANK AND CLOSE



Information needed from developers
Where the recruitment is made through developers, please collect the following information on the buildings where participants to the focus group live:
	Location of the building
	

	Type of building (apartments, single family houses, etc)
	

	Type of certification (Level 1 EDGE; Level 2 EDGE Advanced, etc.)
	

	Features of green certified building (e.g. renewable energy, water efficiency features, air quality, temperature control, construction materials)
	

	Social housing/affordable housing (Y/N)
	



Residents focus group guide 
This is a guide to the first focus group with residents of buildings that have been certified as green with the IFC Excellence in Design for Greater Efficiencies (EDGE) certification. It is to be completed with a group of residents (property owners or tenants) living in the building, and will be conducted between July and August 2024. We anticipate that this will take around 1.5 hours in total including introductions. 
Consent should be gained at the outset, obtained and recorded at the beginning of the session. The session should begin with a brief introduction to the researchers and the evaluation and time for Q&A before going into the questions.
Topic guide
Key: Main text or questions to read out; Prompts; Notes to facilitator
	1. Introduction 
	Timings and notes

	Researcher to introduce self and the project – if haven’t done so already.
Thank you for speaking with us today so we can hear your thoughts and views about living in a green certified building. I work for Ipsos, a global research company that specializes in social research and evaluation. This group is part of a research project about green certified buildings. We’re talking to residents like you to understand your experiences of living in a green certified building. This will take about 1.5 hours. 

Set the tone: This is an open, informal discussion. There are no right or wrong answers. We want to hear everyone's opinions and experiences. Emphasize that this is a group discussion and encourage participants to build on each other's comments.
Confidentiality: Everything you share will be kept confidential and will only be used for this project. We won’t use your name in our reports, and your feedback will be combined with responses from other residents. 
Consent: We will be talking about your experience of living in this building, and your views about the pros and cons of living here. It’s voluntary and confidential. You can choose to stop at any time or skip any questions you don’t feel comfortable answering. Do you have any questions before we start?
Reassure the participants that they don’t have to answer anything if they don’t want to, and they do not need to give a reason why. No right or wrong answers. 
With your permission, we will record the discussion to make sure we capture everything accurately. Get verbal consent and ask permission to record if you feel it is appropriate - don’t feel you should if the participants may not be comfortable. If participants do not consent to recording, please take detailed notes.
	10 minutes 
Researchers will need to introduce themselves and fully explain the research process. Take care to check that participants understand fully what you are explaining to them.
Obtain verbal consent and record this on the sign-in sheet and get permission to record.

	1. Warm-up questions 
	

	Introductions
Let's start with a brief introduction. Please tell us your name, how long you've been living in this building, and one thing you like about your local area. After you share, please pass it on to someone else in the group.

Note to facilitator: option to split the group into pairs for introductions. In pairs, find out the other person’s first name, one thing they like about the area, one thing that could be better, then come to introduce that person to the group.
	10 minutes
In this section, try to build a rapport with the group and ask them about their lives and interests. 


	2. Living in a green building – benefits and drawbacks
	

	In this first session, we are going to discuss more about your home – well, the building you live in – and what you like and dislike about it.
Note to facilitator: if the group is large and/or to encourage quieter people to speak, consider breaking participants into pairs or small groups to discuss questions in sections 2 and 3 before sharing with the larger group. This can make quieter participants more comfortable speaking up.
2A. Main question: What do you like the most about the property you live in? What could be better? Discuss as whole group or in smaller groups.
2B. Word association exercise: What do you think about when you hear the term “green building”? What is a green building? What makes it green? Encourage people in the group to list things that come to mind and note them down (on paper or flipchart). If needed read out what came out from the brainstorming. 
2C. Main question: What do you think is the best thing about living in a green building? What are some of the positive things about it compared to a building that might not be classified as ‘green’? Note for facilitator: some people might know that they live in a green certified building. It is important to make the conversation inclusive for everyone regardless of their knowledge of green buildings – prompts can help ask more general questions about the building.
SPONTANEOUS ANSWERS, THEN PROMPT
Do you think being in a green building brings any changes to how much you spend on utilities – i.e. energy, water?
Has it changed at all how you use water and energy compared to before you lived there?
What do you think about the temperature of the house?
What do you think about the air in your house?
What do you think about how it looks – the ‘aesthetics’
How about the cost of maintenance - have you seen any difference there?
And on property value – have any of you had your building priced since moving in? 
What about the wider local area and for the environment – what difference do you think your building has made there, if anything [further prompt – what about property prices in general in the area, the aesthetics of the local area]
Once some benefits have been listed, ask: Which of the benefits we discussed are most important for you?
To encourage discussion (if needed at different points): 
Can you give me some examples to help us visualise what you’re saying? 
Can someone else in the group share if they have noticed similar benefits?
How does this building compare to other places you have lived before? Can anyone else share their experiences?
2D. Main question: And what do you think are the drawbacks of living in a green building?
SPONTANEOUS ANSWERS, THEN PROMPTS: these will depend upon what has been said in the previous sub-session, but explore similar themes / outcome areas, plus: 
Have you felt able to use all appliances and equipment?
Have you had any issues with appliances not working properly or difficulty controlling the temperature?
Are there any appliances that you have replaced? Or that you would like to replace?
Once some disadvantages/drawbacks have been listed, ask: Which of these are most challenging/problematic for you?
To encourage discussion: 
Are there any aspects that you find challenging or inconvenient?
What would you change or improve if you could? 
Has anyone else in the group faced similar challenges? 
Has anyone else found a solution?
	40 minutes 
This section explores what residents think and feel about living in a green building, its benefits and disadvantages. The initial session allows people to brainstorm what they know about green buildings (we might expect them to say things like: ‘it’s because of the materials it what built with’, ‘it’s because it has solar panels’, ‘it’s because it has a certificate to say it is green’, ‘it is because of the company that built it’). This will help to contextualise any later data they give us, and also to potentially generate a really interesting discussion between attendees – with each triggering ideas in the other – about their perceptions of green buildings and experiences of them. Try to get specific examples about the pros and cons of living in the building and encourage discussion among participants.


	3. Implications for gender equality, disabilities, and social inclusion
	

	Let’s discuss how living in this building affects different aspects of your life and the community. 
3A. Projective exercise: In groups, imagine that you had to tell someone else about living in your building. What would you tell them about:
The location and neighbourhood of this building
PROMPT: Is it convenient for work, shopping, schools, etc.? Do you feel it is a safe area? Can you give examples of how the location affects your daily life?
The cost of living here (if relevant, compared to other places where you have lived before)
How accessible is this building for people with disabilities 
PROMPT: Are there ramps, elevators, or other features that make it easier to navigate?
If there is any space in your building that encourages neighbours to interact
PROMPT: Are there communal spaces where residents spend time together?
Note to facilitators: option to split into two groups and each discuss a different topic, then come together to exchange what was discussed.
To encourage discussion: 
Can someone share an example of this for their building? 
Do others agree or disagree?
Do others have similar/different experiences?
3B. Main question: What 3 things would you tell someone that might encourage them to live in a green building? What 3 thinks would you warn them about?
	25 minutes
In this section, participants should discuss wider aspects of living in the area, to understand the implications of living in a green building for social inclusion, gender equality, and disabilities.
















	5. Warm down and close
	

	Given all the things we’ve discussed, is there anything that we haven’t covered that you feel might be important?
Thank participants and close interview.
	5 mins
Close the group and thank them for their time.
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Table 14. Programme stakeholders analysis grid
	Interview information
	Interview ID

	
	Interviewer

	
	Link to notes or transcript

	
	Organisation

	
	Brief role description, role changes

	Evaluation questions
	Lines of enquiry/topic guide questions - Programme-level

	Background & MAGC delivery
	Extent to which MAGC activities have been carried out effectively, aligning with expectations, and any challenges encountered

	4. To what extent has MAGC achieved early outcomes as anticipated for the following components?  

4a; Investment and Advisory services, 4b; Capacity building, 4c; EDGE Green Building Certification
	 General
	Realisation of MAGC benefits, expected and unexpected, and alignment with expectations

	
	
	MAGC position into the wider landscape of international climate finance initiatives

	
	
	 (If relevant) Challenges or opportunities observed across the various programmes they work on

	
	
	Key factors that contributing to success of green construction programmes like MAGC

	
	Component 1
	Successful investments: what makes an investment successful, example of successful/less successful investments (and why that was)

	
	
	Types of buildings constructed with MAGC support

	
	
	Ways component 1 has addressed barriers to investments for FIs, inc. increasing capacity to assess GC risks

	
	Component 2
	What types of stakeholders have so far received technical assistance? Inc. examples of specific events/trainings/seminars

	
	
	What were the results to date of MAGC activities on the regulatory environment/ framework? Inc. examples of policies introduced, building codes

	
	Component 3
	Description of EDGE maintenance, operation, and improvements

	
	
	Key achievements of MAGC on EDGE, key challenges

	
	
	Contribution of MAGC to uptake of EDGE or other certifications

	
	Component 4
	Examples of using the evidence generated (stakeholder assessments, market baseline assessments)

	
	
	Examples of how evidence can motivate the uptake of green construction

	5. To what extent is impact/ transformational change likely to be achieved?
	General
	Most useful indicators or metrics to assess signs of transformational impact of MAGC on green construction

	
	
	Evidence of early signs that the MAGC can contribute to transformational change

	
	Capacity and capability 
	Effects of advisory services on FIs capacity and capabilities

	(21e) How does the programme ensure the quality and impact of the advisory services provided to financial intermediaries?
	
	Effects of capacity building (workshops, trainings, seminars, conferences, EDGE training) & their influence on stakeholders' understanding and approach to green construction

	
	
	Challenges experienced when delivering support & ensuring quality of services offered

	
	
	No. of EDGE users & indication of success of MAGC

	
	Innovation
	Effects of EDGE and CAFI tool improvements - inc. examples

	
	
	Extent to which EDGE and CAFI tools represent an innovation in GC

	
	
	EDGE & CAFI: examples of how the tools are effectively utilised

	
	
	Future improvements are planned for the EDGE and CAFI tools

	
	Leverage/creating incentives for others to act
	Extent to which MAGC encourages replication of finance for green building project costs

	
	
	Effects on FIs that have committed to MAGC blended finance (in terms of activities, decisions, and understanding of green buildings) - inc. examples

	
	Critical mass
	Influence of MAGC on the entry of additional financial intermediaries into green building markets - inc. examples

	9. What opportunities did arise/were missed during MAGC delivery on Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GEDSI)? How could we address GEDSI in future programme design?
	Delivery
	Green buildings and GEDSI: groups impacted by GC (positively and negatively, intended or unintended)

	
	
	Unintended benefits of MAGC to GEDSI, and whether MAGC helped/prevented them from occurring

	
	
	External factors contributing to GEDSI benefits observed, barriers & enablers to realisation of positive benefits

	
	
	EDGE expert certification: benefits to women and marginalised groups from the accreditation

	
	Future programme design
	Current processes to capture/share learning, and plans for additional indicators Logframe

	
	
	Feasibility of including GEDSI as key aim of programme, Role of different stakeholders, Suggested indicators to use

	8. To what extent is MAGC investment providing Value for Money for HMG?
 
 
	Efforts to keep costs at reasonable levels when delivering under MAGC

	
	Processes are in place to track/review costs and progress against milestones and their effectiveness

	
	Best practices from other programmes that could be used in MAGC

	Other comments
	…from interviewee

	
	…from interviewer
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Table 15. External stakeholders analysis grid
	Interview information
	Interview ID

	
	Interviewer

	
	Link to notes or transcript

	
	Level

	
	Country

	Stakeholder information
	Stakeholder type

	
	Organisation

	
	MAGC involvement: support received 
(Y/N, if Y explain)

	
	Role of interviewee and involvement in green construction

	Evaluation questions
	Lines of enquiry/topic guide questions

	Background & MAGC delivery 
	Main barriers & enablers to green building investment

	
	Key challenges faced in GC by:
- FIs
- building sector stakeholders
- policymakers/ regulators

	4. To what extent has MAGC achieved early outcomes as anticipated for the following components?
	Component 1: Investment and Advisory services
 
	MAGC support (investment, advisory): alignment with organisation’s targets, timelines and expectations, extent to which it helped them face challenges

	
	
	Possible effects of the investment and advisory support. Probes: effects on company's daily work, internal systems and tools to assess green building risks, influence on investment decisions.

	
	
	Investment details [if applicable]

-Instrument, structure, appropriateness of investment
- how was it used, what buildings did it support

	
	
	Awareness of CAFI and uses within organisation

	
	
	Examples of green building project certified with EDGE that they are familiar with or constructed/certified themselves

	
	
	Other similar technical assistance/advisory support received for GC by other organisations

	
	
	For FIs:
Awareness of access to capital at favourable rates connected to EDGE and IFC. Understanding of green construction and the associated financial risks and opportunities.

	
	Component 2: Capacity building
	Building categories & certification details: types of buildings in country, which ones the organisation certifies, what measure types they use

	
	
	No. of building certified with EDGE in country, and key drivers for uptake

	
	
	Ways of assessing green building risks, and how it could be improved

	
	
	For policy & wider: What is the level of awareness among policymakers on green buildings in your country?

	
	
	Participation in capacity building/awareness events for EDGE or GC

	
	
	MAGC support (capacity building): alignment with organisation’s targets, timelines and expectations

	
	
	Possible effects of the capacity building support. Probes: effects on company and daily work, effects on securing GC finance, effects on skills and knowledge in company

	
	Component 3: EDGE Certification
	Effects of EDGE improvements on company's daily work

	
	
	Other green certifications available in the country and differences with EDGE

	5. To what extent is impact/ transformational change likely to be achieved?
	Capacity and Capability
	Importance of capacity building in accelerating the green building market/Ways in which the capacity building support played a role, or can play a role, in the evolvement of green building market.

	
	
	Interested in participating in similar initiatives, if not participating in MAGC

	
	
	Awareness, familiarity, and use of EDGE

	
	Innovation
	Is EDGE/CAFI an innovation in GC? Why?

	
	Leverage/create incentives for others to act
	Key benefits of green buildings in the country, trade-off between environmental and financial performance

	
	
	For FIs: current offer in financial products or services for green construction in their organisation, awareness of such products offered by other organisations

	
	
	Effects of EDGE on green building policy

	
	
	For Building sector: Support received for GC from other organisations, if any

	
	
	Role of green building certification, like EDGE, in shaping the green construction sector

	
	
	Role of organisations like theirs in promoting green building practices and certifications

	
	
	Future plans of organisation: investment plans, construction plans, policy plans

	
	
	Importance of the investment and advisory support in accelerating the green building market/Ways in which blended finance and advisory played a role, or can play a role, in the evolvement of green building market

	
	Critical mass
	Evolution of green building market in the last five years (inc. regulatory landscape & green certified floor space) and drivers behind any change

	
	
	Changes in ways of working & services offered by their organisation in the last few years. Probes: relevance of green construction in their work, changes in their investment portfolio, changes in business decisions, ability to secure finance related to GC, changes in design and certification processes

	9. What opportunities did arise/were missed during MAGC delivery on Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GEDSI)? How could we address GEDSI in future programme design?
	REGARDLESS OF HAVING RECEIVED MAGC SUPPORT
	GEDSI strategy of organisation

	
	
	Involvement of local communities in organisation's work

	
	
	Ways in which GC can benefit/disadvantage specific groups

	
	THOSE FAMILIAR WITH MAGC
	Unintended benefits of MAGC to GEDSI, and whether MAGC helped/prevented them from occurring. External factors that might have led to observed benefits/disbenefits.

	
	
	How can MAGC demonstrate its contribution related to GEDSI (examples of indicators), role of various stakeholders in future programming to facilitate the inclusion of GEDSI in programme aims

	Other comments
	…from interviewee

	
	…from interviewer
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Table 16. Political economy analysis template
	Political Context 
	Overview of the political system 
Country's political system and high level decision-making structure. 
Key political institutions and structures relevant to the green construction sector. 

	
	Policy Context 
What are the key policies for enabling or progressing green construction 
How effective have these been/what has the impact been? 
What is the government’s stance towards green construction and energy efficiency?

	
	Social Context
Is there public support for green construction? (EDGE Expert could assist you here)
What is the general public attitude towards green construction, energy efficient construction? 

Who are the main influences (either pro- and anti-green policy and green investment)? 

Any other cultural or social factors that could influence that acceptance and adoption of green construction

	
	Regulatory Environment 
Who are the regulators, what is their remit.
What is the regulatory environment like (e.g. encouraging green construction?) 
What has the impact of enforcement been? 

	
	Political barriers (The EDGE expert can assist here) 

Are there any political barriers to expanding green construction?

	Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GEDSI) Context
	Gender Equality Disability and Social Inclusion status 

What is the status on GEDSI in the country? (this can include indicators on education, employment, health, political participation)

What are the country's legal and policy framework for GEDSI? What are the country's priorities in terms of GEDSI?

	
	Barriers and enablers to GEDSI 

What are the key barriers and enablers to GEDSI? (can include economic factors, historical or ongoing conflict, demographic factors, power dynamics and economic systems impacting GEDSI)

Any specific barriers and enablers to GEDSI in relation to the construction sector (e.g. affordable housing)?

	Economic Context
	Economic status

What is the current state of the economy?
What is the current state of the green construction sector? (The EDGE expert and the Financial Expert can assist here)

	
	Policies & Incentives 

Are there any financial incentives for green construction e.g. from central Government? What has the impact of these incentives been? 

Are there any government policies relevant to green construction e.g. incentivising or enabling green construction?

	
	Barriers 

Any barriers to investment in green construction? 

	Climate Change Context
	Summary of current climate priorities and pledges

Current level of progress on action for addressing climate change, and key bodies enforcing climate change policies and priorities overall

Actors driving climate change agenda in country 

Sectors of focus in the climate policy agenda

	Green Construction Context 
	Construction sector context

Indicators on rates of urbanisation and forecast

Indicators on housing/building stock (density, quality of buildings) - e.g. UN Habitat Urban Indicators database or UNEP report on buildings and construction)

Share of GDP from construction sector

	
	Green construction
Summary of overall status of the green building market in the country - e.g. number of planned/in-progress/complete green construction projects. 

Appetite for green construction in sector. 

General maturity level of the sector. 

The types of energy efficiency standards used in country (EDGE, LEED, others) - provide examples of how they have been used (what sectors they are used in for example) - which is the leading standard used in country, (if possible) number of properties/buildings certified with this standard etc. 
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Table 17. Financial market analysis template
	Market Overview
	Analysis of overall market landscape
For the most recent complete year:
1) Overall size of the financing market in $bn (this includes Equity Investors, Funds (particularly Real Estate/Pension/Insurance funds) and Debt/lenders)
2) Growth rate of financial markets (% per annum) and drivers
3) Size of the real estate market ($bn)
4) Size of the real estate market ($bn)
5) Number of participants in each segment

	Investment Landscape
	Analysis of investment flows into the green construction sector.
Based on data in column A:
1) Number of investors (Equity/Funds/Lenders)
2) Sources of investment, types of financial instruments used, and the volume of investment over time.
3) Identification of some key investors in the sector, their investment strategies, and their impact on the market.

	Regulatory and Policy Environment
	Overview of financial regulations and policies that impact the green construction sector, such as capital requirements, tax incentives, or loan guarantee schemes.
Examination of the enforcement and effectiveness of these regulations and policies.

	Local Financing Market
	Analysis of the local financial market, focusing on:
1) the ease of access to finance for businesses (Include scores from IFC Doing Business Rankings for Getting Credit), and anything specific for those in the green construction sector. 
2) typical lending rates/Central Bank rates.
3) Average returns/interest rates (if available from publicly available reports)
4) Average terms (repayment periods, collateral requirements, etc.)
5) Mention of any structural or systemic issues in the local financial market that could affect the availability or cost of financing for green construction projects.

	Developer Market Analysis
	Examination of the certification, registration and regulation processes for green buildings and developers. This includes:
1) Assessment of the current state and growth of the developer market, including the number of active companies, the size of their projects, and their capacity to take on green construction projects.
2) Analysis of the ease or difficulty for new companies to enter the market and expand, including regulatory or financial barriers (IFC Ease of Doing Business indicator for Dealing with Construction Permits)

	Risk Analysis
	Identification and assessment of financial risks associated with investing in the green construction sector, such as market risks, credit risks, operational risks, foreign exchange risk and regulatory risks.
Analysis of risk mitigation strategies and practices employed by financial institutions (e.g. currency hedging strategies).

	Financing Barriers
	Analysis of any other barriers not covered in previous columns related to obtaining capital for green construction projects, and potential solutions or strategies to overcome these barriers. Differences between sectors (e.g. residential vs. commercial).
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At the heart of the Ipsos approach are the GSR ethical principles; it also draws on other relevant ethical codes such as the ESRC Research Ethics Framework, the SRA ethical guidelines and the MRS Code of Conduct, with which it is fully compliant. Ipsos respects local research norms and local cultures wherever the teams conduct research through inclusion of locally based research teams in primary data collection.
All joining staff of Ipsos are made aware of the guidelines and sign a declaration agreeing to carry out their work in accordance with these. All staff are also required to undertake an updated training when the MRS Code is updated. In order to ensure all team members follow the deliver plan in a consistent way, following Ipsos’ ethical and legal standards, different activities will be delivered, including pre-fieldwork briefings, additional team meetings when needed, and de-briefing sessions.
Ipsos internal Ethics Group (consisting of staff from across the Public Affairs division, and independent of the evaluation team) and dedicated Business Excellence System (BES, i.e., compliance) team supports the project. The Ethics Group provides advice on research and recruitment materials, content for interviewer briefings, and introduction materials for surveys. In parallel, all new Ipsos projects also complete a series of steps required by the BES team as further detailed below. 
The Ethics Group and BES also develop Ipsos’ policies on safeguarding, disclosure and researcher safety. Training on ethics in research practice is mandatory and regularly delivered to staff of all levels. 
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For a study such as this, the handling, storage and destruction of confidential and personal information is critical. It is essential that appropriate data security systems and confidentiality mechanisms are in place to minimise the risk to the study. During the project inception phase, the evaluation team have set up a secure folder for storing data containing personal or confidential information. BES is led by Ipsos’ Data Protection Officer, Compliance Department and Business Excellence team, with BES representatives across all parts of the business working to ensure that Ipsos continually secures its existing accreditations and ensure compliance with the relevant legal and data protection regulations. Monthly spot checks and a rolling programme of internal audits enable the business to measure compliance; these are reported to the UK Management Board. These measures enabling us to adapt training and communications to address any weaknesses and room for improvement. External auditors also review the company’s adherence to the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) and other relevant legal requirements as part of annual surveillance and certification.
To ensure staff understand their individual responsibilities under GDPR, a staff training, and communications programme is in place. This is layered, starting with a general introduction to the legislation before looking at the requirements of GDPR in practice, including the implications for projects, and attendance is compulsory. 
In practical terms Ipsos’ approach is based on ‘Privacy by Design’, and the project team has embedded GDPR principles from the outset. Following a checklist, the project team did the following: 
Agreed the legal basis for processing with clients in advance. 
Created a data flow, determining whether the research has acceptable privacy outcomes or impacts and ensuring that strategies are adopted in order to reduce or mitigate any identified risks. These flag whether a Data Protection Impact Assessment (DPIA) is required, where processing is considered to result in a high risk to data subjects. 
Ensured that the information provided to participants is transparent and that a privacy information notice is available, particularly when collecting special categories of personal data. The privacy policy will be shared with interview participants ahead of the interview.
In addition, processes and policies are in place to ensure compliance with GDPR the Market Research Society (MRS) Code of Conduct and international standards, such as: 
Data Subjects Rights: As Ipsos is in contact with a large number of individuals who participate in Ipsos’ market research studies, it is important that to have documented procedures in place to cover data subjects’ rights under GDPR such as Data Subject Access Rights, the right to rectify, erase, to object to processing and to restrict processing; many of these were already covered in the DPA 1998 and the MRS Code of Conduct. These rights are outlined in the privacy notice shared with participants. 
Management of suppliers: Ipsos has a documented supplier approval process to meet Ipsos’ existing certifications, client contracts and legal requirements. This includes a comprehensive Third-Party Compliance and Information Security Risk Assessment to ensure that the suppliers’ work will meet both Ipsos’ and clients’ quality, compliance and information security requirements. Upon successful completion of the risk assessment, suppliers are issued with a comprehensive contract which includes clauses around quality, data protection, information security, confidentiality and the right to audit. In the run up to 25th May 2019, all existing suppliers were sent a GDPR questionnaire and updated GDPR contractual clauses were put in place; contracts have since been updated with the relevant Data Protection legislation. Supplier management is reviewed annually by both external and internal auditing teams to ensure compliance. 
Personal Data breach management: Ipsos has documented procedures in place which are managed by the central Compliance Department and UK Data Protection Officer 
Retention and destruction of personal data: Ipsos’ existing processes ensure that Ipsos meets client contractual requirements as well as GDPR legislation in terms of how information should be labelled, handled, stored, transferred and destroyed. Sample files are destroyed once there is no further justification to retain them. Before an interview took place as part of this phase of the evaluation, participants received a privacy notice outlining their rights to withdraw from the study as well as how and for how long their data will be kept by the evaluation team for research purposes only under this assignment.
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Ipsos’ key framework of control for safeguarding stems from company-wide policies on the topic. Its purpose is to protect staff, sub-contractors, and research participants, from any harm that may arise in the course of coming into contact with Ipsos. 
Ipsos’ policy takes into consideration other guidance notes such as the Anti-Bullying and Harassment Policy; The Green Book: The Ipsos Professional Code of Conduct; Grievance Policy; Complaints Handling Procedure; Whistleblowing approach; Data Protection Policy; Risk Management Policy. Ipsos holds a Safeguarding Policy which is applicable to all ODA-funded work. Staff are made aware of their safeguarding responsibilities, specifically around how to raise concerns, via their initial ethics training, interview training, fieldwork training and ad hoc refreshers run centrally. 
The Ipsos Business Excellence and Compliance Team ensures adherence to all data safeguarding legal requirements. Ipsos have been awarded ISO 27001, with regular external/internal audits maintaining standards, and are fully committed to complying with all relevant legislation and standards. Ipsos also maintains a Data Protection Policy and Information Security Policy, provided to all staff members to ensure the protection of personal data obtained through research. 
In terms of external reporting, external stakeholders e.g., interviewees can report safeguarding concerns via the Project Director, with the contact details made available to the participant through an information sheet supplied as part of interviews.
All staff have a duty of care to be vigilant when presented with instances of potential safeguarding concern and to respond appropriately by reporting their concerns. Any internal safeguarding concerns should be reported to Human Resources. For instances identified as part of research, these should be reported to the PD who will notify the UK Disclosures Board, Ipsos’ overarching body for dealing with safeguarding concerns. If a disclosure is deemed necessary, they will discuss (in consultation with the PD) who would be the most appropriate person/body to disclose to (e.g., DESNZ or an external body).
[bookmark: _Ref158975217]In order to address potential safeguarding concerns at participant level (e.g., that emerge during qualitative interviews) Ipsos prepared information sheets. These included specific reference to means of reporting safeguarding concerns to Ipsos centrally via the PD or the Chair of the Disclosure Board, whilst giving the alternative option to raise concerns on data handling or general complaints. The option could also be given to report to DESNZ directly.
To date, there have been no instances requiring the application of safeguarding protocols during this evaluation stage.
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Annex 9: Use and influence plan
Framework with key stakeholder groups, type of engagement and type of learning and dissemination activities throughout the duration of the evaluation. The key mechanisms by which findings will be disseminated with key stakeholders can be summarised as follows:
Targeted dissemination: for DESNZ and IFC MAGC teams, governance and leadership, and management of other programmes, including detailed evaluation deliverables and workshops focused on findings, lessons learned and recommendations
External engagement: for external stakeholders to the programme and including in-country MAGC stakeholders and the wider evaluation community, through the dissemination of more synthesis products and presentations focused on findings that can be relevant to a wider audience.
Ipsos are committed to understanding the utilisation and impact of the evaluation findings by monitoring engagement with all the dissemination and learning sessions, holding recommendation-specific sessions with the programme team to ensure they are clear and actionable, and the evaluation team will monitor how the recommendations from the evaluation are incorporated into programme adjustments (including as part of the final impact evaluation).


Table 18. Use and influence plan
	About the user
	How to engage them

	Stakeholder groups
	Primary learning need from the evaluation
	Considerations for information use (barriers/ enablers)
	How does information need to be framed? (type, format)
	Communication methods
	Frequency
	Timings
	Format
	Responsibilities

	Actively engage

	Evaluation and programme management (DESNZ MAGC team and IFC MAGC team)
	Lessons learned from programme implementation during delivery
	Timely, clear outputs which are able to feed into annual reviews/reporting
	Technical information framed with methodological rigor, clear recommendations
	Evaluation reports and accompanying slide deck, or other options such as dashboards and newsletters
Emerging findings validation workshops
	Regularly, throughout evaluation at each phase
	Q1 2024 (process)
Q3 2024 (early outcome)
Q3 2027 (final)
	Reports and materials: email

Workshops: Online or hybrid
	Ipsos creating and sharing evaluation reports, slide decks, and additional materials as needed. Ipsos to circulate materials via email with core DESNZ and IFC MAGC teams. Both DESNZ and IFC teams provide feedback on evaluation reports and materials.
Ipsos carrying out workshops.
DESNZ communicating needs for additional materials as needed

	Governance and leadership (other relevant teams at DESNZ and IFC)
	Lessons learned from the programme to inform strategy
	Timely, clear outputs which are able to feed into annual reviews/reporting
	Concise summaries and clear recommendations
	Evaluation reports and synthesis products (for example, infographics with the key findings)
Intra-programme learning workshops
	At key interim and final evaluation points
	Q2 2024 (process)
Q4 2024 (early outcome)
2025/26 (methods)Q3 2027 (final)
	Reports and materials: email (or newsletter)

Workshops: Online or hybrid
	Ipsos creating and sharing (via email or newsletter) evaluation reports and synthesis products (for example, infographics with the key findings).
DESNZ and Ipsos carrying out workshops

DESNZ and IFC core team to support dissemination of products via internal newsletters or distribution lists

	Management, governance, leadership of other programmes (at DESNZ or other Government departments)
	Lessons learned from the programme to inform delivery of similar programmes
	Timely, clear outputs which are able to feed into business cases/strategy
	Concise summaries and clear recommendations
	Evaluation reports and synthesis products
Intra-programme learning workshops
	At key interim and final evaluation points
	Q2 2024 (process)
Q4 2024 (early outcome)
2025/26 (methods)Q3 2027 (final)
	Reports and materials: email (or newsletter)

Workshops: Online, hybrid or in-person
	Ipsos creating and sharing reports/synthesis products
Ipsos carrying out workshops, with inputs and guidance from DESNZ on audience
DESNZ sharing learning within organisation and other departments

	Keep informed

	In-country MAGC stakeholders
	Lessons learned from the programme and relevant in-country insights
	Accessible/digestible format and sufficient tailoring to meet diverse angles/interests of stakeholder groups
	Digestible, shareable content – both informal and formal sharing
Visual summaries for accessibility/ease of absorption, underpinned by robust/in-depth technical analyses which are contextualised
	Topical knowledge sharing presentations with Q&A sessions
	Annually
	Q1-4 2025, Q2 2026,
Q4 2027
	Online (webinar format)
	Ipsos scoping type of stakeholders to share learnings with and to organise webinar
Ipsos and DESNZ preparing and sharing materials as needed

	Wider evaluation community
	Lessons learned on undertaking the evaluation of the MAGC programme
	Relevant information on methodology available during the evaluation, findings at the end of the evaluation phases
	Concise summaries of technical information

Visual summaries for accessibility/ease of absorption, underpinned by robust/in-depth technical analyses which are contextualised
	External events and conferences
	Annually
	Q1-4 2025, Q2 2026,
Q4 2027
	Online, hybrid or in-person
	Ipsos and DESNZ identifying opportunities
Ipsos and DESNZ preparing and sharing materials as needed

	Wider green construction stakeholders
	Lessons learned on what works in delivering green construction interventions
	Lack of understanding/familiarity with the evaluation and its scope and objectives
	Concise summaries of technical information

Visual summaries for accessibility/ease of absorption, underpinned by robust/in-depth technical analyses which are contextualised
	External events and conferences (esp. green construction finance community)

Direct engagement of representative groups involved in the evaluation, through findings one-pagers, newsletters, thought pieces
	Annually
	Q1-4 2025, Q2 2026,
Q4 2027
	Online, hybrid or in-person
	Ipsos scoping type of stakeholders to share learnings with and opportunities of existing conferences and platforms
Ipsos and DESNZ preparing and sharing materials as needed
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Section 2 
Specification of Requirements 
Invitation to tender for: Market Accelerator for Green Construction (MAGC) – Learning and Evaluation Partner (L&E) 
Tender reference number: GB-GOV-13-ICF-0032-MAGC 
Deadline for tender responses: 26th January 2022, 13:00 GMT
Glossary 
Throughout this document we will refer to several acronyms, including but not limited to: 
BEIS   Department for Business, Energy, and Industrial Strategy, otherwise referred to as “the Authority” Defra Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 
 
DFIs Development Finance Institutions 
DP Delivery Partner 
EDGE Excellence in Design for Greater Efficiencies 
EQUALS Evaluation Quality Assurance and Learning Stakeholders 
FCDO Foreign, Commonwealth & Development Office 
FI Financial Intermediaries 
GDPR General Data Protection Regulation 
GESI Gender Equality and Social Inclusion 
HMG His Majesties Government  
 ICF International Climate Finance 
IFC International Finance Corporation 
ITT Invitation to Tender 
KPI Key Performance Indicators 
MAGC Market Accelerator for Green Construction 
MDBs Multilateral Development Banks   
L&E Learning & Evaluation 
MIC Middle-income Countries 
ODA Official Development Assistance  
 REP Research and Evidence Programme 
SDGs Sustainable Development Goals 
UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change   
 VfM Value for Money
2. Programme Context and Background 
2.1. The International Context 
International Climate Finance (ICF) is part of the UK’s Official Development Assistance (ODA) and is delivered by BEIS, FCDO, and Defra. BEIS’s component of the ICF focuses on largescale climate mitigation programmes in countries where climate mitigation potential is greatest -typically middle-income countries (MICs) with high or rapidly growing emissions and/or forest countries that play a critical role as major carbon sinks. This draws on BEIS’s ownership of and expertise in domestic decarbonisation, clean growth, innovation and green finance and remit as the lead Department on climate change mitigation and the UNFCCC negotiations. 
2.2. The Market Accelerator for Green Construction (MAGC) Programme 
The Market Accelerator for Green Construction (MAGC) is a £102.9 million BEIS funded programme delivered by the International Finance Corporation (IFC), the private sector facing arm of the World Bank. The purpose of MAGC is to boost the uptake of greener construction practices and technologies in developing countries, focusing on new build. Growing the market for green construction will help tackle climate change by locking in low emissions through efficient design, whilst also realising the co-benefits of economic wellbeing for owners and occupants through lower utility bills, promoting energy and water security through resource efficiency. Therefore, improving quality of life and enabling green growth. The programme consists of both technical assistance and concessional finance through an adaptive multi-pronged approach. The focus is on countries where the case for green construction is strongest as indicated by high energy costs, high carbon intensity of energy and strong urban growth. The programme started in 2018 and the BEIS implementation and reporting period will run until end-2026. For the investment component, MAGC has a 7-year investment period completing by November 2025 and IFC has until 2045, if not earlier, to provide potential final repayments to BEIS. For the technical advisory components, IFC will carry out activities until 2032 and may continue to utilise the MAGC funding provided between 2018 – 2026 if available. Both IFC and BEIS reporting will end in 2026/27, except for additional agreed reports from the research component. During programme conception the original size of the programme was planned as £105 million, with £80 million for the investment component and £25 million for the technical advisory components. This was reduced following a decision to reduce the scope of the MAGC Research pillar from £7 million to £4.5 million (more detail included in MAGC Programme Activities section). 
2.3. MAGC Countries MAGC currently operates in the following countries: 
• Latin America & Caribbean: Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, Mexico, Peru 
• Sub-Saharan Africa: Cote d’Ivoire, Ghana, Kenya, Nigeria, Senegal, South Africa, Tanzania 
• Middle East and North Africa: Egypt, Morocco 
• South Asia: Bangladesh, India, Pakistan 
• East Asia: China (Advisory Services only), Indonesia, Mongolia, Myanmar, Philippines, Vietnam
It previously operated in Panama, but this country has since graduated from ODA and ICF eligibility. Senegal and Tanzania were introduced into MAGC eligibility in 2021 and 2022 respectively. Annex F provides a summary of delivery so far in MAGC countries. To prioritise countries for the programme, IFC surveyed emerging and developing economies according to current green building market, urban growth, energy costs and carbon intensity of energy. Although MAGC is currently eligible for intervention in the above listed countries, intervention in a country is not guaranteed. In total, we expect MAGC the investment component to work in about 7 countries making 19 investments total; the capacity building and EDGE advisory work in about 14 countries or regions; and the research component in about 12 countries or regions. IFC, as sole decision maker, selects intervention based on potential impact, viability, and readiness in each of these countries. There is potential for the programme’s geography to be updated during the programme lifetime, if mutually agreed by BEIS and IFC. At present the majority of MAGC activities has been happening in Colombia, Mexico, Peru, South Africa, Kenya, Ghana, Indonesia, Vietnam, India, and Philippines.
2.4. Main Programme Activities 
The programme has four components, adjusted, and refined according to the need in a country: 
• Investment - Blended finance and Advisory Services (Technical Assistance) to Financial Intermediaries (FIs). Implementation until November 2025. 
• Capacity Building: Country-level capacity building to strengthen the enabling environment. Implementation until 2033, monitoring until November 2025. 
• Green Building Certification: IFC’s Excellence in Design for Greater Efficiencies (EDGE) certification platform maintenance, operation, and improvements. Implementation until 2033, monitoring until November 2025. 
• Research: Green building performance research and dissemination. Implementation until 2033, monitoring until November 2025. 
The programme aims to utilise a range of financial instruments designed to maximise impact and minimise subsidy in support of proving the commercial case for the growth of the supply and demand for green buildings. Eligible financial instruments for blended concessional finance investments include performance incentives (PBIs), interest rate buydowns (IRBD), senior loans, subordinated/mezzanine loans/equity and quasi-equity, and risk sharing structures, including guarantees. The technical assistance needs of all recipients of finance are assessed to ensure programme requirements are met and funds are deployed efficiently. The programme aims to utilise a range of financial instruments designed to maximise the impact whilst minimising subsidy in support of proving the commercial case, including Interest Rate Buy-down, Senior loans, Subordinated/mezzanine loans/quasi-Equity, Risk Sharing Structures. The technical assistance needs of all recipients of finance are assessed to ensure programme requirements are met and funds are deployed efficiently. Further technical assistance is provided to a range of actors (for example policy makers, developers, architects, and certification professionals) to develop the enabling environment in the market through policy development, awareness raising and strengthening the pipeline of green building projects. The intervention places an emphasis on the use of green construction standards, including - but not exclusively - the EDGE standard, as a way of improving building energy efficiency compared to conventional approaches. In recognition of the challenges to achieving energy efficient operation of buildings, a significant research component aims to develop a robust evidence base that can be used to further enhance green building standards and motivate the uptake of green construction over conventional approaches.
2.5. MAGC Objectives 
The ambition driving this intervention is to reduce the greenhouse gas emissions from the building sector by increasing the proportion of energy efficient buildings being constructed, utilising green building practices and technologies. The intervention aims to contribute to the significant year-on-year growth in green buildings required to get the sector on track to achieve its role in the Paris Agreement. To reach this point, the expected outputs of the programme include: • Green buildings demonstrating financial and environmental performance. • Competitive green building finance available. • Green building policy and voluntary standards capacity in place. • Developers, FIs, MDBs, & DFIs1 understand and value certified green buildings. The Theory of Change for the programme MAGC can be found in Annex G. 
2.6. BEIS-MAGC Delivery Partner Governance 
Governance for delivery of the MAGC programme is mandated through an Investment and an Advisory Administrative Arrangement between the Delivery Partner - IFC - and BEIS. IFC have sole responsibility in all decision making, regarding the design and implementation of the Advisory Program and the Blended Finance Program in line with the Arrangements, and report progress to BEIS via a pre-agreed reporting schedule, including: a working group meeting every six weeks; quarterly programme meetings; two confidential semi-annual financial/operational reports; and an annual progress report (with log frame, results frameworks, and disaggregated data also provided) for public disclosure. Four departments lead the separate components of MAGC in IFC: the Financial Institutions Group (FIG), the Blended Finance Department, the Central Business Department, and the Economic and Development Impact Department. There is an established working-level group for MAGC’s delivery governance including the BEIS programme lead and an officer from each of the four IFC departments, as well as an IFC implementing officer and IFC analyst across the MAGC programme. In addition, IFC has appointed a MAGC Senior Manager who has leading responsibility for the programme across the four departments. The day-to-day delivery of the MAGC programme is managed by the IFC, with oversight from a programme lead in BEIS. BEIS also remains sighted and engaged on ad-hoc decisions relating to the programme, offering advice where appropriate and seeking to deepen our understanding of associated impact, benefits, and risks. The IFC Blended Finance Department have responsibility for representing the UK interests as contributors within IFC’s decision making processes, independent of the MAGC programme delivery team, and for ensuring appropriate use of concessional finance. More information on the IFC Blended Finance Department is provided in Annex H. During the approval of the Business Case and Administration Arrangements between BEIS and IFC, the following was agreed in relation to the external evaluation: 
• BEIS shall determine the scope and conduct of such review or evaluation, which IFC shall be invited to input and comment upon. IFC shall provide all relevant information within the limits of IFC's applicable policies and procedures. 
• IFC acknowledges that the evaluation and Component 4 on research, learning and dissemination component are essential to this program, and IFC will ensure to the best of its efforts that all relevant data and information necessary to deliver these will be made available. In addition, where more granular data sets may be necessary for specific research projects or evaluation to be obtained from participating FIs, IFC will seek to negotiate separate information sharing agreements with the participating FI governing the sharing of such data sets 
2.7. Further information and useful links 
Further information on MAGC can be found on the IFC website at https://www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/topics_ext_content/ifc_external_corporate_site/bf/focus -areas/bf-climate/magc 
The Gov.uk Development Tracker website contains the MAGC business case, log frame and annual reviews and can be found at https://devtracker.fcdo.gov.uk/projects/GB-GOV-13-ICF0032-MAGC/summary. 
EDGE certification portal- https://edgebuildings.com/ 
Other useful information that may be relevant for developing bids includes: 
• The Green Book: appraisal and evaluation in central government. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-green-book-appraisal-andevaluation-in-central-governent 
• UK Statistics Authority Code of Practice/ or an equivalent standard. http://www.statisticsauthority.gov.uk/assessment/code-of-practice/ 
• The Magenta Book, Government guidance on policy evaluation and analysis. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-magenta-book.
3. MAGC Learning and Evaluation Aims and Objectives 
3.1. Aims and Objectives 
As a substantial investment in a relatively new sector for BEIS, learning and evaluation are key to giving assurance that the MAGC programme is having the intended benefits, whilst maximising the learning and transformation potential and informing future strategic decisions. The evaluation will run from April 2023 – 2027/8 and should consist of a process, outcome/impact, value for money evaluation, within an interim and final evaluation. An element of learning and dissemination will run through the entire evaluation. A short scoping phase after the contract has been awarded will be required, as well as a short closing phase once the evaluation has been completed. A re-scoping phase is also likely to be needed before the start of the final evaluation. This structure is to enable on-the-go learning of the programme during implementation as well as a detailed assessment of the programme once closed. We are seeking to procure a partner to lead the evaluation and learning/dissemination activities for the full scope of the scoping and evaluation activity. It is expected that the MAGC evaluation will run in line with the MAGC reporting lifecycle, ending in 2026 and not the implementation lifecycle ending in 2032. Please see Table 5 below for a timeline diagram for MAGC’s lifecycle and the evaluation. Please also see Table 7 for a full indicative timeline for the evaluation proposal. 
Table 5: Timeline diagram for MAGC’s lifecycle and the evaluation
[image: Table showing the timelines for MAGC's lifecycle and evaluation. MAGC programme delivery and reporting spans from 2018 - 2027 (with delivery for components 2, 3, and 4 until 2032. MAGC funding spans from 2018 - 2025. MAGC's evaluation spans from 2023 - 2028, with an interval in 2025.]
3.2. Phase 1 – Interim Evaluation 
Aims: To understand if the governance and the design of the programme are working effectively, and to evaluate early outcomes of the programme implementation. The interim evaluation will run in two phases and will be ongoing while MAGC is in the delivery stage of the programme life cycle. During this phase, considerations such as the effect of Covid-19, delay in BEIS committing funds in some parts of the programme, and changes in the original scope of the programme will need to be considered to evaluate the programme delivery. 
Phase 1a -Process Evaluation Objectives: 
• Inform and improve MAGC strategy and governance 
• Inform and improve programme design learning for future similar programmes 
• Learn about how Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GESI – definition provided in Annex I) can be designed in future similar programmes Phase 1b – Early Outcome Evaluation and Value for Money Assessment Objectives: 
• Improve the ongoing MAGC delivery of results effectively 
• Learn for future similar programmes, e.g., green construction, mixed blended finance, and technical advisory 
• Assessment of the value-for-money approach 
• Learn about Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GESI) in MAGC delivery for future similar programmes 
There will be opportunity following the interim evaluation to make adjustments and implement lessons learned to the MAGC programme to enhance delivery and outcomes based on the interim findings. Implementation actions will be agreed with the Evaluator, BEIS, and the Delivery Partner when the findings are known. 
3.3. Phase 2 – Final Evaluation: Outcome and Impact Evaluation and Value for Money Analysis 
Aims: The final evaluation will systematically assess the MAGC contribution to its outcomes and impacts as set out in the Theory of Change (Annex G), and evaluate to what extent, and through what activities, the programme has or is set to achieve transformational change in the countries it works in. The final evaluation will run when MAGC is in the closing stage of the programme life cycle (2026/27), but it is yet incomplete. This is to facilitate the data transfer from the Delivery Partner.
Phase 2 - Objectives: 
• Assessment of MAGC delivery and results across the programme lifetime 
• Learn for future similar programmes, e.g., green construction, mixed blended finance, and technical advisory 
• Assessment of the value-for-money approach 
• Learn about Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GESI) in MAGC for future similar programmes 
The evaluation will play a crucial role in shaping wider learning, including through ICF portfolio level evaluations to inform strategic decisions about the future makeup of the portfolio, as well as learning on best practice in Learning and Evaluation in relation to climate finance programmes. There may also be wider opportunities to improve the design and implementation of other ODA programmes. Please see Table 7 for a full indicative delivery timeline for the evaluation and learning activity covered by this contract. 
3.4. Learning and Dissemination 
Aims: Learning and dissemination activities will ensure that lessons from different strands of the evaluation are learnt and disseminated across key stakeholders throughout the whole length of the Contract. Learning activities will suggest how lessons learnt can be implemented in MAGC (and similar programmes). As buy-in from BEIS and the Delivery Partner in evaluation findings is crucial to this purpose, learning activities plans should encourage and reflect this. Learning and dissemination is also vital to get key stakeholders across government and the wider community to take on board lessons learnt for Climate Change mitigation activities. 
3.5. Evaluation Framework 
MAGC operates in up to 24 countries (see Section 2.3 for full country list). In answering the research questions (Q) below, we propose the following tiered approach across the MAGC countries to provide both depth and breadth to fully assess the programme against its Theory of Change. 
• Tier 0 (T0): Programme level (Q1, Q2, Q3, Q8 and Q9 below). In the process and design evaluation, research questions will be addressed at the programme level. A programme-level approach will also be used for Value for Money and GESI questions. 
• Tier 1 (T1): Basic analysis of all countries (Q6 and Q7 below). To provide a comprehensive assessment of programme performance, for some of the questions the evaluation will assess progress in all countries. 
• Tier 2 (T2): Focused evaluation of countries with substantial delivery (Q4 and Q5 below). To gain greater depth of understanding, some evaluation questions should focus on countries in which substantial delivery intervention has happened at the time of the evaluation. In the interim evaluation, we envisage the number of these countries is estimated to be 10 (the final choice of countries will be agreed with BEIS in the Scoping Phase, but it is likely to be Colombia, Mexico, Peru, South Africa, Kenya, Ghana, Indonesia, Vietnam, Philippines, India). In the final evaluation, we envisage an in-depth evaluation in all MAGC countries, but this will be agreed with BEIS in the Re-Scoping Phase. 
• Tier 3 (T3): Deep dives (Q4, Q5, Q6, Q7 and Q9 below). In both the interim and final evaluations, the assessment of progress against the Theory of Change and GESI questions will also include a more in-depth evaluation in up to four countries – (the final choice of countries will be agreed with BEIS in the Scoping Phase, but it is likely to include India, Colombia, Vietnam, and South Africa). The aim of the deep dives is two-fold. First, it will enable in-depth analysis of the connection between context, mechanisms and outcomes and the extent to which the MAGC’s success hinges on context-specific factors. Second, it allows for better tracking of changes over time.
3.6. Evaluation Questions 
There are nine proposed high-level questions with sub-questions across all evaluations. The aim of these questions is to comprehensively evaluate the MAGC programme. The table below shows how each question may be evaluated; ;however, bidder should suggest and confirm in their bids how they would propose addressing the questions posed. 
Table 6: MAGC Evaluation Questions
[image: Table showing the first three questions asked in the MAGC process evaluation. These questions are "To what extent, and in what ways, has the management approach agreed with the Delivery Partner been appropriate and effective for MAGC?", "To what extent are the results mechanisms illustrated in the Theory of Change (ToC) of MAGC (Annex G) accurate?" and "How effective are the choice of countries/projects in fulfilling MAGC's objectives and supporting the UK's International Climate Finance Strategy". This evaluation will be done over four phases, and will be done over the T0 programme level. Each of these questions is qualitative.]
[image: Table showing questions four to nine asked in the MAGC process evaluation. These questions are: "To what extent has MAGC achieved early outcomes as anticipated?", "To what extent is impact or transformational change likely to be achieved?", "To what extent has MAGC achieved outcomes as anticipated?", "To what extent has impact or transformational change been achieved or is likely to be achieved?", "To what extent is MAGC investment providing Value for Money for HMG?" and "What opportunities did arise or were missed during MAGC delivery on Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GESI)? How could we address GESI in future programme design?" The evaluation will take place over four phases. The majority of the questions are qualitative, with the value for money phase being quantitative. The questions will be asked across all levels of evaluation. The last question on GESI is not part of the theory of change.]

An example list of sub-questions/indicators which may be relevant across the different programme components is provided below each question. The full list of questions and subquestions, as well as a final decision on which sub-questions/indicators will be addressed across different country tiers will be refined by the Supplier - in consultation with BEIS - in the Scoping phase, although we ask Bidders to set out their proposed approach in their submissions. BEIS reserves the right to add or remove indicators for each research questions with the Supplier in the Scoping Phase. Bidders should detail in their proposal if they have initial comments on these research questions and sub questions including the feasibility of addressing these within the available time and budget. 
3.7. Phase 1a - Process Evaluation 
Question 1 focuses on process evaluation of how the MAGC programme has been managed. It is investigated at the programme level (Tier 0). 
• Question 1: To what extent, and in what ways, has the management approach agreed with the Delivery Partner been appropriate and effective for MAGC? (Aspects to focus on: Investment and Advisory administration agreements achieving its purpose, MAGC’s performance management process, delegation of funds, reporting, decision-making, governance structure, delivery, and management of aspects of the programme that are unique to ICF (EDGE and Research and Evidence Programme), Covid-19 pandemic, etc.). 
Questions 2 and 3 focus on the design of MAGC and its effect on the programme objectives. Sub-questions can be addressed partly in the process and partly in the outcome/impact evaluation. These questions will be investigated at the programme level (Tier 0). 
• Question 2: To what extent are the results mechanisms illustrated in the Theory of Change (ToC) of MAGC (Annex A) accurate? (Aspects to focus on: indicators and results alignment to ToC, effectiveness of MAGC four-pillar approach and pillars interactions, additionality to the green buildings country-markets leveraging private finance, catalysation of additional investments for green buildings through demonstration effects, etc.) 
• Question 3: How effective are the choice of countries/projects in fulfilling MAGC’s objectives and supporting the UK’s International Climate Finance strategy? (Aspects to focus on: breadth vs depth of the programme, country selection and prioritisation, country green buildings markets likely to transform, whether UK investment in green buildings understood and valued by in-country stakeholders (e.g., recipients, government, UK embassies), whether it has helped wider HMG diplomacy, trade-offs on pursuing the most transformational climate & social development capacity building projects vs projects with the most attractive market conditions & best return-on-investment, etc.)
3.8. Phase 1b - Early Outcome Evaluation 
The research design uses the programme Theory of Change as its starting point and the evaluation questions specifically assess the validity of the proposed causal pathways. Questions 4 and 5 focus on analysing progress against the MAGC Theory of Change. The interim evaluation will focus on early outcomes. These questions are envisaged to be investigated in countries with substantial delivery (Tier 2), including deep dives (Tier 3), considering the effect of Covid-19 and delay in BEIS committing funds in some parts of the programme on the achievements to date of the programme. Given delivery of the MAGC Research component began later than the other three components, it will not be included in the interim evaluation. 
• Question 4: To what extent has MAGC achieved early outcomes as anticipated? 
4a, Blended Finance and Advisory Services to FIs. To what extent, and in what ways, has MAGC as well as non-MAGC finance for green buildings been mobilised at the rate expected? (e.g., enablers and barriers, appropriateness of level of MAGC concessional finance to maximise the impact whilst minimising subsidy, usefulness of the Advisory Services package for FIs, etc.) 
4b, Capacity building. To what extent, and in what ways, has capacity building at the country level to support green constructions been successfully strengthened? (e.g., increase in green building stock, in which circumstances (e.g., types of buildings, tenure, geographies, other factors), etc.) 
4c, Green building Certification. How well understood are certified green buildings by in-country stakeholders? How valued are they? (e.g., EDGE certification platform contribution to improvements in construction standards, countries with more/less penetration and why, etc.) 
• Question 5: To what extent is impact/transformational change likely to be achieved? (e.g., early evidence of transformational change, in which areas more effective and why, etc.) 
3.9. Phase 2 – Final Outcome and Impact Evaluation 
Questions 6 and 7 focus on analysing progress against the MAGC Theory of Change. The final evaluation focusing on outcomes and impacts. These questions are envisaged to be investigated in all 24 MAGC countries (Tier 1), including deep dives (Tier 3). 
• Question 6: To what extent has MAGC achieved outcomes as anticipated? 
6a, Blended Finance and Advisory Services to FIs. To what extent, and in what ways, has MAGC as well as non-MAGC finance for green buildings been mobilised at the rate expected? (e.g., enablers and barriers, appropriateness of level of MAGC concessional finance to maximise the impact whilst minimising subsidy, usefulness of the Advisory Services package for FIs, etc.) 
6b, Capacity building. To what extent, and in what ways, has capacity building at the country level to support green constructions been successfully strengthened? (e.g., increase in green building stock, in which circumstances (e.g., types of buildings, tenure, geographies, other factors), etc.) 
6c, Green building Certification. How well understood are certified green buildings by in-country stakeholders? How valued are they? (e.g., EDGE certification platform contribution to improvements in construction standards, countries with more/less penetration and why, etc.) 
6d, Research. How useful have the research outputs so far been, both in terms of findings and awareness from relevant stakeholders? (e.g., improvements in better understanding of certified green construction) 
6e, Process. To what extent has the programme adapted in response to the Process evaluation findings? What have the implications been to reach anticipated outcomes? 
• Question 7: To what extent has impact/transformational change been achieved/is likely to be achieved? (e.g., intermediate, or longer-term evidence of transformational change, in which areas more effective and why, etc.) 
3.10. All Evaluations - Value for Money assessment 
Question 8 covers value-for-money (VfM). This question will be investigated at the programme level (Tier 0). Following the 4E value-for-money framework (Economy, Efficiency, Effectiveness, and Equity), it will assess each of the four main MAGC programme components (Blended finance, Advisory services, EDGE, and Research) against the 4Es. Specific sub indicators will need to be looked at within each of the 4E categories, thus considering different aspects of economy, efficiency, effectiveness, and equity of the programme in relation to programme results. 
• Question 8: To what extent is MAGC investment providing Value for Money for HMG? 
8a, Economy. To what extent does the programme manage resources economically, buying inputs of the appropriate quality at the right price? (e.g., encashment schedule, in-house vs contracted staff for each component, due diligence procedures in place in managing spend and cost drivers, financial reporting, and oversight, etc.) 
8b, Efficiency. To what extent does the programme produce the intended quality and quantity of deliverables (outputs), within the available resources? (e.g., technical efficiency – time and budget, Allocative efficiency – programme resource allocation, Dynamic efficiency - learning and adaptive management), Programme and Risk Management, etc.) 
8c, Effectiveness and Cost Effectiveness. To what extent does the programme achieve its intended outcomes and impact, and this is deemed sufficient relative to the inputs invested? (e.g., Cost-Effectiveness – advisory-service leveraging business development, outcomes and associated costs meeting expectations, KPI 15 – Transformational Change, scale of emissions reductions vs resources allocated, technical cost per tonnes in MAGC investments to date in line with other concessional investments in ICF programmes, co-finance ratios (total, public, private), evidence of wider mobilisation and market take up in the Green Building sector aligned with the programmes ambitions - indirect Finance mobilised, FIs engaged in Green Building investments, IFC or FI investments not supported through MAGC, etc.) 
8d, Equity – (learning question for future programmes – not part of the evaluation. See also Q9 below). Considering that the Theory of Change of MAGC does not include Equity considerations, in which instances did the Delivery Partner achieve or not additional benefits for women, low income or disadvantaged groups through the MAGC Programme? (e.g., percentage of increased capacity of relevant groups through capacity building and research programme, distribution of investments by country income level, contributions to Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), etc.) 
3.11. All Evaluations - GESI: 
Question 9 covers Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GESI). This is a learning question, not an evaluation one, and will be investigated at the programme level (Tier 0) and in MAGC deep-dives countries (Tier 3). ICF is committed to continue to scale up climate solutions that put equality of opportunity and human rights into action. Although GESI does not form part of the MAGC’s theory of change or the original programme objectives, we want to use the evaluation to learn where opportunities arose to address GESI in MAGC delivery, and were the programme missed opportunities. The aim of this question is not to evaluate the Delivery Partner on this but to learn and inform the future design of other ICF programmes. Although these questions are overlapping with the Equity section of the VfM questions above, they are listed also separately as they are relevant for all the evaluations requested (not only for the VfM evaluation). 
• Question 9: What opportunities did arise or were missed during MAGC delivery on Gender Equality and Social Inclusion (GESI)? How could we address GESI in future programmes design? (e.g., GESI opportunities in MAGC, lessons learned in MAGC for implementation in similar programmes, how/if measures apply in different country contexts, etc.) 
4. Scope of Evaluation 
4.1. Methodology and Approach
We expect bidders to propose a fully developed evaluation approach, and methodology and approach for data collection and data analysis to answer the proposed questions. We anticipate the methodology may include the elements proposed below. We welcome bidders’ alternative suggestions if the validity of these can be evidenced. However, each bidder must only submit one final methodology, and must not submit a number of options. All bids must fit within the indicated budget, timeline, and output criteria, regardless of methodology. 
4.2. Suggested Approach 
To ensure a full assessment of process, impact, and value-for-money, we expect the Bidder to propose and develop an evaluation approach which is suitable for assessing the impacts, among other things, of technical assistance and blended finance programmes, such as MAGC. BEIS anticipates that a theory-based evaluation (instead of an experimental or quasi experimental approach) may be most appropriate for assessing MAGC outcomes and impact, as understanding why and how the observed results were achieved is key to addressing BEIS identified evidence gap. A theory-based evaluation allows for a mixture of quantitative and qualitative methods and aims to assess the contribution of the programme to its intended outcomes and impacts. Bidders should set out their recommended evaluation approach weighing up the pros and cons of alternative approaches, including the range of potential theory-based approaches. This should draw on the Bidder’s knowledge and experience and should be sensitive to the particular challenges of evaluating technical assistance and blended finance for climate mitigation as well as green buildings finance. 
4.3. Stakeholders 
We envisage the following non-exhaustive list of stakeholders should be considered when conducting interviews: 
• IFC - the delivery partner (private sector facing arm of the World Bank), including the operational teams (Blended Finance, FIG, Country Level/EDGE AS and research lead) and IFC country offices where relevant. 
• Financial Intermediaries (FIs) in MAGC countries. 
• Construction and Housing Developers, EDGE certification partners (and other sector relevant organisations where relevant) in MAGC countries. 
• UK Embassies and – where relevant – public policy makers, industry associations, universities, and other relevant stakeholders in MAGC countries. We anticipate that some stakeholders, such as FIs, can be difficult to engage. Bidders should propose an effective approach to ensure key stakeholders participate in the evaluation and how they will mitigate against this delivery risk in terms of potential data gaps in the event of poor responses. 
4.4. Data collection methods 
We envisage the following non-exhaustive list of data collection methods may be required: 
• Desk-based review of programme documents, reporting and existing literature.
• (Online) stakeholder interviews with delivery partners, stakeholders, beneficiaries. 
• (Online) surveys with delivery partners, stakeholders, beneficiaries. 
• Workshops with the programme team (BEIS and the delivery partner IFC). 
• Site visits of selected Green Buildings projects that have received MAGC investment. 
Given that some of these methods may rely on site visits and on in-person interaction, it is expected that (travel restrictions permitting) some travel will be required to complete the activities presented in the scope of work. As the Department leading on Net Zero, BEIS is also keen to ensure that all travel under this contract is essential and that, where possible and practical, the most economical and lowest emitting forms of travel are used. Hybrid models of working that can demonstrate an appropriate balance of travel and other methods to achieve the project’s goals are welcomed. Please refer to the Travel and Expenses section of the ITT and relevant attachments for details of allowable travel expenses and the requirements for claiming these. 
4.5. Proposal Requirements 
Bidders should set out the evaluation strategy they will take to ensure a full assessment of process, outcome/impact, value-for-money and GESI of MAGC, highlighting,ing what specific methodology they think will work best, why, and any pros and cons to different approaches. There is an expectation that, in their bids, tenders will explain their approach to triangulating and synthesizing multiple strands of evidence, how they will make sense of contradictory evidence. This is particularly important for this evaluation with lots of strands, different data collection activities and timeframes, and different geographies. Bidders should also set out in their tenders how they intend to collect, where possible, and analyse data on GESI. As mentioned above, GESI is not part of the MAGC Theory of Change/log frame/ results framework and any results may be unintended, and we therefore anticipate that it will be challenging to collect data/data may be incomplete. When available, IFC has committed to share related data to enrich the GESI narrative and inform future programme design. GESI will be investigated for learning purposes looking at it, where possible, both at the programme and deep-dives level. We would like bidders to propose an effective approach to this and explain how it will add value, including,ing how lessons for similar programmes could be taken forward, and how GESI measures might apply in different country context. We anticipate a range of outputs will be required in the evaluation; the Evaluator should produce summary reports for each phase of the evaluation. We welcome bidders’ additional suggestions if the validity of these can be evidenced. 
4.6. Activities 
Please see Table 7 for an indicative timeline. 
4.7. Scoping Phase 
A scoping phase will be necessary to prepare detailed plans in collaboration with BEIS and the Delivery Partner as well as refining proposals made during the bidding process, including mapping of stakeholders and existing data and evidence. We are open to suggestions around the best approach to this, although we envisage the following activities should be undertaken.
1. Produce a Scoping Report 
a. Review of core documents and ensure they are referred to as needed throughout the evaluation, including: MAGC business case; administrative arrangements; annual reviews; HMG’s International Climate Finance Strategy. 
b. Undertake a short rapid evidence review to see what existing data there is, what data is already captured in the log frame, and what data will be available from the delivery partner. 
c. Review M&E indicators: review the MAGC theory of change, log frame, results framework and disaggregated data of the results framework that have been developed up to now and work with the programme delivery partner to understand the details or queries. These documents are our best understanding at present on how MAGC works. The Supplier will be able to provide recommendations for improvements or changes to these in the Interim evaluation. Working sessions with IFC and BEIS might be a useful way to work through the potential revision of these documents in the Interim evaluation to ensure buy-in from all parties. 
d. KPI Approach and Methodology review: The programme has a monitoring framework (log frame – including baseline for indicators) managed by IFC and reports against portfolio KPIs 6, 11 and 126 . Separately, BEIS has developed a draft KPI 15 methodology to assess likelihood of transformational change (using a scale from 0 to 4). The evaluation should work with, and feed into, IFC monitoring activities, assessing the success of the KPI indicators, and adding value to the results already collected by IFC. During the scoping phase, the supplier will review the draft ICF KPI 15 methodology and the specific indicators that have been developed for it. This may involve a workshop with BEIS programme leads, analytical staff, the delivery partner, and other relevant stakeholders. The Supplier will be able to provide recommendations for improvements or changes to the KPI15 methodology in the Interim evaluation. 
e. Prepare a detailed workplan for delivering the evaluation work, which will outline the final delivery approach and timelines for planned evaluation and learning activities up until 2026/27. This plan should include refined evaluation questions that have been tested for viability and country scope, research and learning activities, methods and outputs, timeline, a risk register, and propose the frequency of interaction with BEIS at all stages of the contract. 
i. Update the management plan which will outline how the Supplier will ensure that programme activities are delivered to an acceptable quality and outline the ways of working with BEIS and the Delivery Partner. 
ii. Update the budget breakdown and financial forecast for all planned MAGC evaluation activities over a four/five-year timeframe, broken down according to activity per quarter.[footnoteRef:30]  [30:  5 Given the duration of the Supplier contract, the scoping plan will likely need to be adapted as the programme progresses, particularly the workplan, risk register and the budget/financial forecast. The supplier should revisit the plan at the outset of each evaluation activity and refine this as required, according to programme developments. 6 More info on Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for ICF can be found here: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/uk-climate-finance-results. Accessed on October 2022] 

Update and refine the gender, equality, and social inclusion (GESI) assessment approach, outlining how gender and inclusion issues will be addressed in the evaluation, taking into consideration the limits of data which data IFC is able to provide to this purpose. 
2. Coordinate work with the Delivery Partner and BEIS 
a. Coordination with the Delivery Partner: Implement an agreed protocol to coordinate work with BEIS and the Delivery Partner, with clear responsibilities and timelines. This will include setting out how the Delivery Partner will feed into evaluation work, including data sharing agreements and a reporting schedule. BEIS will lead on establishing a 3-way MOU between all parties on the principles of working together and information sharing, with detailed implementation of the MOU led by the Supplier. 
b. Ensure robust ethical standards: Develop protocols (e.g., ethics forms) to ensure that all participants give informed consent to participate in research activities. Bidders should propose plans on how such standards will be maintained and checked throughout. These will be set up and refined in the scoping phase. We suggest the Supplier should as a minimum organise a workshop with BEIS and the Delivery Partner once a workplan has been drafted to ensure its feasibility and to agree and gain buy-in to the final planned approach. 
4.8. Interim Evaluation 
The interim evaluation will consist of three parts: 
1. A Process Evaluation This evaluation will aim to inform strategy and governance at the programme level as well as programme design (Tier 0 of proposed country approach – see Specification of Requirements, Section 3). We are open to suggestions around the best approach to this, although we envisage this component evaluating: a. thet appropriateness and effectiveness of the management approach agreed with the delivery partner. b. appropriateness and effectiveness of the team, reporting, governance structure within and across BEIS and the Delivery Partner. c. how well unique aspects of the programmes (e.g., EDGE and Research) have been delivered and lessons learned. d. howh the design of MAGC affects the programmes objectives e. howh Gender Equality and Social Inclusion can be designed in future similar programmes. Findings should be presented in an evaluation report, which includes a section summarizing recommended improvements based on evidence, and a technical annex. All raw data and materials should be provided to BEIS. We suggest that a learning workshop should be organized with BEIS and the Delivery partner to present the findings and decide how to best proceed for the rest of the programme delivery, but we are open to alternative suggestions.
2. An evaluation of MAGC early outcomes 
This evaluation will aim at improving the ongoing delivery of results effectively and learn for future similar programmes, by evaluating progress. It will examine the extent to which programme early outcomes are being achieved and provide a light-touch assessment of the extent to which future achievement of outcomes, impacts and transformational change is likely and realistic. We want to understand to what extent, and through what activities, MAGC is contributing to the achievement of early outcomes. We are open to suggestions around the best approach to this, although we would like this to include at least the following two components: 
a. Assessment of progress in some selected participating countries, using relevant evidence to review achievement of programme outputs and interim outcomes. This may include interviews and surveys with FIs, Developers, and, where possible, public policy makers, industry associations and universities for each of the four MAGC components. The Delivery Partner will be able to provide some information/contact details for this. We envisage data to be collected at the Tier 2 level of the proposed country approach (see Specification of Requirements, Section 3). Findings should be presented in a detailed evaluation report, which should recommend any improvement to programme delivery based on these findings, plus a technical annex. All raw data and materials should also be provided to BEIS. 
b. In-depth analysis of progress in ‘deep dive’ countries (Tier 3 of proposed country approach, see Specification of Requirements, Section 3). We are open to suggestions around the best approach to this, which may involve but not be limited to a greater quantity and range of qualitative interviews, or further political economy analysis or desk-based research. It may also involve site visits to a sample of the projects that have received investment. Findings should be reported as separate interim country-specific reports, including a technical annex. All raw data and materials should also be provided to BEIS. 
3. A value-for-money interim evaluation. 
This evaluation will assess indicators of economy, efficiency, effectiveness, and equity of the programme in relation to programme results for each of the four main MAGC programme components (Tier 0 of proposed country approach, see Specification of Requirements, Section 3). Findings should be presented in a VfM interim programme report, plus a technical annex. All raw data should also be provided to BEIS. A shorter synthesis report will bring together key learnings from across the country deep dives as well as key findings from the programme level and lighter-level evaluation works across other MAGC countries.
4.9. Interval period
There will necessarily be a quiet interval period between the interim and final evaluations (likely 18 – 24 months). During this period, we anticipate that the Supplier will need to keep in touch with BEIS and the MAGC programme by: 
• Attending Steering Group meetings once per year (half day per year) 
• Engaging in a number of relevant events, minimum 3 over this period. We suggest learning workshop(s) should be organised with BEIS and the Delivery partner to make sense of the findings, support understanding and embedding into the programme where feasible from the interim evaluation and decide how to best proceed for the rest of the programme delivery, but we are open to alternative suggestions. Bidders should detail any other proposals for staying in touch during this period and the value of this to delivering the Evaluation. Bidders should also detail mitigation measures for knowledge retention and handover during the interval period phase. 
4.10. Re-Scoping phase. 
Before undertaking the final evaluation, a short re-scoping phase will be required, working with BEIS and the Evaluation Partner to update the Scoping Report, considering the results from the Interim evaluation as well as any adaptation required (e.g., change of priorities, delays in the programme delivery, etc.). We are open to suggestions around the best approach and timeline for this. 
4.11. Final Evaluation. 
The final evaluation will build on the interim evaluation. We are open to suggestions around the best approach to this, although this should include at least the following two components: 
1. An evaluation of MAGC outcomes/impact 
The final evaluation will systematically assess the MAGC contribution to its outcomes and impacts as set out in the Theory of Change, and evaluate to what extent, and through what activities, the programme has or is set to achieve transformational change in the countries it works in. It will also include a GESI assessment for learning purposes. The final evaluation report will be published and used to inform decisions about whether to extend the programme, or on the design of future ICF programmes. As per the interim evaluation, the final evaluation should include at least the following two components: a. Assessment of countries where MAGC activities have happened (Tier 1 of country approach, see X), using relevant evidence to review achievement of MAGC outcomes and its long-term desired impact. b. In-depth analysis of progress in the ‘deep dive’ countries (Tier 3 of country approach, see X) included in the interim evaluation. Although there will be room in the re-scoping phase to assess whether the choice of deep dive countries should be revisited. Findings should be presented in a detailed evaluation report, including programme specific recommendations that can be used to inform other ICF programmes and a technical annex, plus separate country reports. All raw data and materials should also be provided to BEIS. 
2. Value for money assessment. 
This evaluation will undertake a full value for money assessment at the MAGC programme level (Tier 0), using an established and robust framework, such as the 4E Value for Money framework, for each of the four main MAGC programme components. Findings should be presented in a VfM programme report and a technical annex. All raw data and materials should also be provided to BEIS. A shorter synthesis report will bring together key learnings from across the country deep dives as well as key findings from the programme level and lighter-level evaluation works across the other MAGC countries. We suggest a presentation should be organized with BEIS and the Delivery partner to present the findings from the final evaluation, key achievements and lessons-learnt from all strands of the evaluation, but we are open to alternative suggestions. 
4.12. Learning and Dissemination 
Learning and dissemination is an important part of this contract. The Supplier will be responsible for disseminating learning and encourage implementation of suggested ways of improving (for MAGC and ICF programming more widely) based on its evaluation activity throughout the whole length of the contract. Dissemination of lessons learned across government and the wider community is also vital. This should be undertaken in coordination with the delivery partner, who is organising learning events to disseminate results of the research component of the programme. We are open to innovative suggestions around the best approach to this, although we would like this to include at least the following three components: 
1. Intra-programme team learning workshops As flagged in the interim evaluation phase, the Supplier will be expected to run learning workshops with BEIS and the Delivery Partner on both process and early/final outcomes/vfm findings. 
2. Cross Government learning events Undertake at least three webinars or in-person events across the UK government (including FCDO, Defra and BEIS) on specific learnings from the evaluation, spread across the duration of the contract. 
3. Disseminate findings externally Share findings from the MAGC interim and final evaluation, by proactively identifying (jointly with BEIS) dissemination opportunities through universities, research organisations and think tanks and other relevant channels. This should include presenting the evaluation approach/findings in at least two relevant conferences or events.
Bidders should propose their Learning and Dissemination plans. These, alongside relevant stakeholders’ identification, will be finalized with BEIS during the Scoping phase. 
4.13. Closure Phase 
In the final months of the Contract, the Supplier will need to undertake all work required for the programme’s closure and a smooth completion of all activities. This must comply with the Terms and Conditions of contract and will involve the following tasks: 
1. Completing all deliverables and sharing all raw data with BEIS 
2. Finalising all reporting requirements. 
3. Transferring any MAGC evaluation materials which BEIS would need access to or ownership of if it were to re-tender the workstream, e.g., learning materials, reports, etc. 
5. Timeline and Deliverables 
A high-level summary of the Evaluation Partner’s deliverables, and deadlines are set out in Table 7 below. At a minimum, the Supplier will need to meet the deadlines as per the table below. Bidders should provide in their proposal an indicative delivery timeline, including tasks under each stage of delivery, to meet these timepoints. The final timeline will be agreed with the Supplier in the scoping phase, and via ongoing assessment of overall programme progress against the Supplier’s workplan. At a minimum, the Supplier will need to deliver the following outputs as per the table below. Whilst the provision of reports is a mandatory requirement to enable BEIS to fulfil its obligations as the donor for MAGC, within these outputs, bidders are encouraged to include innovative approaches to bring the findings to life (e.g., voxpop interviews, site-visit videos, dashboards, or other digital tools) and provide outputs that will support engagement with the delivery partner and the uptake of lessons and findings. If other outputs are suggested and accepted as part of the methodology of the Supplier, these will be added to this list for the contract. Bidders should outline in their proposal how they would present these outputs and how their suggestions will add value to BEIS and the MAGC programme. The final list of deliverables will be finalised in the contract and may be varied slightly in the scoping phase with the agreement of both BEIS and the Supplier. As BEIS aims to share learning for future programmes, all final reports will be published after being edited for commercial or political sensitivities. Presentations or, for example, the minutes of workshops will not be published. It is expected that the Supplier should agree with BEIS an outline of a deliverable’s content prior to it being developed in full. The Supplier is encouraged to share draft versions of the deliverables identified well before agreed deadlines, to ensure that they are of an acceptable quality and can be finalised in a timely manner. 
Table 7: Learning and Evaluation Partner’s Deliverables Timetable
[image: Table showing the timetable and phases of the learning and evaluation partner's deliverables. The timetable starts in October of 2023 and ends in August of 2027. There are seven phases in total. This first image shows the Scoping phase, the process evaluation, the early outcome evaluation and VfM assessment, the re-scoping phase and the final evaluation. This image also shows that the contract was awarded in April 2023]
[image: Table showing the timetable and phases of the learning and evaluation partner's deliverables. The timetable starts in October of 2023 and ends in August of 2027. There are seven phases in total. This second image shows the Final evaluation, the learning and dissemination and the closure phase.]


6. Governance 
6.1. Governance Requirements 
The Supplier will manage the evaluation workstream, while adhering to the requirements below. We welcome bidders’ alternative suggestions, if the validity of these can be evidenced, and bidders should show in their proposals how they will ensure appropriate management and coordination of their work in their proposals. The following governance requirements will apply to all phases: 
• Regular working-level delivery meetings to update on progress and deliverables, including presentation of a reporting dashboard against KPIs. These will take place weekly during the scoping phase and the frequency will be reviewed for the evaluation phase. 
• Quarterly Evaluation Steering Group meetings (please see below). The Supplier will be expected to circulate minutes and actions from each of these meetings. It is expected that the Supplier will adhere to the programme management plan (see Table 5) and the evaluation deadlines (see Table 7), both of which will be finalised with BEIS in the scoping phase. Further, it is expected at the outset of each evaluation activity, the Supplier will review the delivery plan to ensure that it remains accurate and fit for purpose, and refine this as required, according to programme developments.
6.2. Governance Reporting Requirements 
The following reporting requirements will be required in all phases: 
• Monthly working-level reporting dashboard. The content will be agreed with BEIS during the scoping phase but will include key risks, progress updates and forward look for each phase. 
• Quarterly financial and risk reporting including breakdown of spend by workstream to accompany invoicing, projected spend for the next quarter and a copy of the evaluation risk register. 
6.3. Working Arrangements 
The successful Supplier will be expected to identify one named point of contract through whom all enquiries can be filtered. Both BEIS and IFC will assign Project Managers for the evaluation, and these will be the central point of contacts in their respective organisations. Please also refer to the contract management section of this ITT. 
6.4. Coordination with BEIS 
The BEIS programme team for MAGC has overall responsibility for, and ownership of, the programme and will manage the contract and relationships with the Supplier. It will include programme experts and analysts with different technical expertise, depending on the task at hand and it will have sign-off responsibilities on: 
• Decisions regarding final timeline for evaluation and reports/other delivery 
• Learning and Evaluation strategy and plan 
• Final reports 
• Agree publication process for MAGC evaluation reports We suggest the BEIS team will also have sign-off responsibilities on: 
:• Draft reports for each phase of the evaluation 
• Surveys, questionnaires, interview topic guides and sampling strategies 
• Stakeholder lists and engagement plans BEIS programme team will commit to providing turnaround of comments within two weeks of receiving a document. Additional time may be required for EQUALS turnaround (please see below). Details on this will be agreed during the scoping phase. We also commit to holding no more than two rounds of comments on drafts received by the Supplier where those drafts are provided to a reasonably expected good standard. Documents that are substandard or substantially incomplete may require additional reviews and resulting revisions at the expense of the Supplier. A Steering Group (see below) will be set up, and chaired by BEIS, to inform key decisions. BEIS will conduct internal peer review throughout the project and will engage external peer reviewers at key stages. All research tools and sampling methodologies will be agreed, as part of approval of the (re-) scoping report by the Steering Group, and, ultimately, by BEIS. A full proposal of roles involved in the evaluation can be found in Section 6.7. BEIS programme team will have the right to publication of its comments as an annex to the evaluation reports – including differences of opinion, with clear references to it in the introduction and summary. 
6.5. Coordination with the Delivery Partner (IFC) 
The successful Supplier will access the relevant MAGC documentation through coordination and an agreement with the Delivery Partner. The current agreement between BEIS and the Delivery Partner ensures in broad terms that the Delivery Partner will engage with any future Evaluation Partner. The specifics of the ask from IFC will be linked to the final approach and methodology of the Supplier and should be agreed between the parties during the scoping phase. IFC has provided two rounds of comments to a draft of this specification and are in agreement with the objectives and overview provided. We expect IFC will be on the Steering Group and given opportunity to provide comments, not clearance, on both the draft and final reports at each phase of the evaluation as well as other key documents as required. During the Scoping phase, IFC will provide MAGC monitoring data to the Evaluation partner and will be able to provide contact details for up to 5/10 stakeholders for each MAGC programme component. 
6.6. Evaluation Steering Group 
An Evaluation Steering Group will be set up to provide an oversight and advisory role for the evaluation. Whereas the BEIS Project Manager for MAGC will undertake the day-to-day management of the evaluation and hold the delivery contract with the Supplier, and the BEIS programme team for MAGC will have sign-off responsibilities, the Steering Group will provide input on all deliverables and regarding the application and appropriateness of evaluation methodology within the context of the programme. Members of the Steering Group will be BEIS and IFC representatives responsible for supervising different aspects of the programme. It is expected that the Supplier provide senior representation to meet with the MAGC Steering Group four times per year, when evaluation work is happening. Meetings with the Steering Group may be less frequent during the gap between the interim and final evaluation phases, at a minimum this will be once per year. This will be agreed with the Supplier during the scoping phase. The Steering Group will advise on several things, including but not limited to: 
• Defining the research sub-questions in the scoping phase and own the suggestions of countries for deep dives. BEIS will have final say over IFC in the event of a disagreement.
• Commenting on, checking and challenging, the scoping, interim and final evaluation reports, including drafts. BEIS will have final say in the event of a disagreement. 
• Participate in workshops discussing programme improvements recommendations/ implications of findings. 
• Participate in ‘lessons learnt’ presentations. The Steering group will gather ad hoc feedback from other internal experts and, where appropriate, external experts. In reviewing draft and final evaluation reports, the Steering Group may choose to draw on: 
:• The expert advice of the UK’s external Evaluation Quality Assurance and Learning Service (EQUALS), which includes external experts such as academics, to help ensure that products conform to Development Assistance Committee (DAC)-agreed international evaluation principles, quality standards and best practice (including independence). 
• Expert advice from wider BEIS colleagues, to ensure the relevance of the questions for the evaluation aims, the appropriateness of the detailed methodological approach defined in the scoping phase, the rigor of the analysis, validity of conclusions. 
6.7. Process for the Evaluation and Roles at Each Point 
This table is indicative of the suggested participants and roles at each phase of the evaluation. We welcome bidders’ alternative suggestions if the validity of these can be evidenced. 
Table 8: Evaluation Roles
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7. Team Structure, Skills, and Expertise Requirements 
To deliver the Contract successfully, the Supplier will need to demonstrate that they have the right team structure, skills, and expertise to deliver the methodology proposed. Guidance on each of these categories is given below. 
7.1. Team Structure Essential 
• A clear operating structure is provided which explains the roles, responsibilities, and reporting lines for each member of the evaluation partner team. 
• Suitable contingency measures are in place should the project team change, giving BEIS confidence that this risk would be managed without negatively affecting to programme delivery. 
• An appropriate balance of junior and senior time on the project, ensuring enough strategic oversight but also that resources are used efficiently to successfully deliver all the objectives. Desirable 
• Named resources are provided to deliver tasks, and where individuals are not identified nor CVs provided a clear justification is provided, as well as a role description against which new joiners to the team will be assessed. 
• The Supplier will use experts who are currently based in some of the countries in which MAGC operates – ideally those suggested for deep dive case studies - to ensure that the evaluation can fully understand the local context of the programme. If named experts are not available at the time of bid the Supplier should state clearly how they will access local knowledge and context. 
• If applicable, how a consortia team would work across organisational boundaries to ensure a seamless experience for BEIS as the client and other key stakeholders in the evaluation. 7.2. Skills
The essential skills required by the project team are cut across four broad areas: 
ODA evaluation expertise; private/public sector finance expertise; green buildings expertise; and gender, equality & social inclusion (GESI) expertise. Within these areas there are specific skills that the project team will need to demonstrate at some level, with a desirable in-depth knowledge on some/all the areas below to support the methodology proposed. 
• Theory-based evaluation. We suggest a theory-based evaluation is used. Although we are open to alternative suggestions if these can be evidenced, these suggestions need to come from a perspective of understanding and expertise of theory-based evaluation. Bidders will need to demonstrate key skills around this. 
• ODA Evaluation expertise. Ideally this would be in evaluation of International Climate Finance programmes (IFC), with bidders able to demonstrate key skills around: effective scoping and framing of evaluation; delivery of bespoke/innovative methodologies; adding value through learning activity; relationship management with multilateral agencies and in country stakeholders; clear and concise reporting on complex programmes. 
• Private/Public sector finance expertise. MAGC is intrinsically a green finance programme, using concessional finance to deliver its objectives in the green buildings sector. Bidders will need to demonstrate a solid understanding of private and public sector finance to help evaluate: the effectiveness of different financial instruments (e.g., performance-based incentives, concessional loans); where – and how - public sector finance has successfully accelerated the market; the role of different stakeholders in investments, and their role in achieving MAGC’s desired outcomes; the effectiveness of technical advisory services provided to financial institutions. 
• Green Buildings sector expertise. To effectively assess the impact of MAGC, bidders will need to really understand the green buildings sector. In particular, bidders will need to demonstrate: understanding of the policy and market barriers to green buildings (and associated results in energy efficiency/renewable generation/water consumption); ability to review market maturity assessments and assess whether MAGC has successfully influenced target markets; awareness of definitions of green buildings and how standards can vary in each country; understanding of the role of certification in increasing green building stock globally, and how EDGE certification fits within this. 
• Gender, Equality and Social Inclusion expertise. The team will need to be able to review the programme through a GESI lens, whilst recognising that this is not part of the agreed aims/theory of change/log frame for the programme, and there might not be significant data to analyse. The skills needed will include the ability to: review MAGC investments for evidence of co-benefits for GESI and climate mitigation; consider the design and implementation of the programme to learn lessons for how similar programmes could include GESI in their design. 
7.3. Team Experience 
The delivery team will need to demonstrate it has the right experience. It would be particularly helpful to have: 
• Evidence of – and lessons learned from - previous experience from similar evaluations undertaken. Experience of working with UK government departments and the ability to work collaboratively and flexibly with them to deliver agreed outputs. 
• Experience of working internationally with a wide range of public, private and third sector stakeholders. • Experience of working with and access to local knowledge in the MAGC eligible countries to support the evaluation in general. Higher marks will be rewarded to those with evidence of working in the Tier 3 countries (specified in Section 3.5). 
8. Programme Management Requirements 
8.1. Evaluation Contract Financial Management 
To financially manage the evaluation contract, the following actions are requested: 
• Draft and report against annual budgets, at agreed levels of detail, and conduct ongoing financial forecasting and reporting. 
• Set up and apply robust fraud and error risk management systems that alert BEIS to any fiduciary risk or potential misuse of ODA or public funds more generally. 
• Provide quarterly financial, management and risk reporting across all programme activities for quarters where evaluation activity is taking place according to the agreed workplan. 
8.2. Quality Assurance 
The Supplier is required to produce and implement a quality assurance plan, and quality assurance measures should be factored into workplan timelines It is expected that the Supplier should share an outline of a deliverable’s content or engagement tool prior to it being developed in full. Please refer to the Governance section for more information on BEIS Quality Assurance approach. 
8.3. Transparency 
BEIS has transformed its approach to transparency, reshaping its own working practices and pressuring others across the world to do the same. BEIS requires suppliers (including the future Supplier for this contract) receiving and managing funds to release open data on how this money is spent, in a common, standard, re-usable format and to require this level of information from immediate sub-contractors, sub-agencies and partners. The results of the programme’s Annual Reviews will be published as part of this transparency effort, in full or in part. It is a contractual requirement for the Supplier to comply with this, and to ensure they have the appropriate tools to enable routine financial reporting, record keeping, publishing of accurate data, and providing evidence of this to BEIS. 
8.4. Gender, inclusion, and equality
One key consideration in the design and delivery of this programme, as with all UK ODA programming, is the extent to which it complies with the Gender Equality Act (GEA) 2014. The GEA applies to all ODA programmes and makes consideration of gender equality a legal requirement. This means MAGC, and in particular the MAGC evaluation, needs to meaningfully consider the impact of an intervention on gender equality and demonstrate that it has done so before intervention goes ahead. The process of compliance needs to be integrated within bidding proposals, programme design and supported activities/projects. BEIS requires compliance with the GEA as a minimum. The Supplier must ensure that the principles of the UK’s Public Sector Equality Duty, including but not limited to marginalised groups, are applied to all decisions regarding personnel throughout the delivery of this programme. See annex D for more information on GESI. 
8.5. Risk appetite, fraud, and corruption 
BEIS has zero tolerance to fraud and corruption (including potential conflicts of interest). BEIS also has very stringent requirements regarding safeguarding of anyone who might be affected by MAGC or the MAGC Evaluation. For more information, please refer to BEIS ICF Code of Conduct provided in Annex J. 
8.6. Whistleblowing 
If during the evaluation you find any risk of wrongdoing by the MAGC programme or an associate of the programme, or any safeguarding complaints or incidents, these need to be reported to the BEIS ICF PMO immediately. In the first instance please report to the BEIS programme lead will pass it on to the safeguarding lead. If it is inappropriate to raise concerns of misconduct or you do not feel comfortable reporting to the MAGC programme lead, you should report it to the BEIS ODA Reporting Concerns inbox at . Whistleblowing is taken very seriously; BEIS treat every issue with the utmost importance and every issue will be investigated as a matter of urgency and will be kept confidential. Please email odasafeguardingconcerns@beis.gov.uk for any whistleblowing concerns. BEIS will follow up safeguarding reports and concerns according to policy and procedure, all while respecting any legal and statutory obligations, including ensuring the relevant authorities have been informed within 24 hours. We will take the appropriate action based on the outcome of the investigation. We will work with the programme and delivery partners to ensure that the appropriate disciplinary actions are applied to those found in breach of policy. 
8.7. Ethics and Safeguarding 
BEIS expects the Supplier to adhere to the following Government Social Research (GSR) principles when conducting any research or related activities:
Sound application and conduct of social research methods and appropriate dissemination and utilisation of findings 
• Participation based on valid consent 
• Enabling participation (making sure that barriers to the participation of marginalised groups are addressed in the design of the research) 
• Avoidance of personal harm 
• Non-disclosure of identity and personal information 
Compliance with these principles is a mandatory requirement and any omissions or noncompliance will be considered a performance issue and in serious cases may be considered a breach of contract. 
8.8. Data processing 
The Supplier will be compliant with the Data Protection Legislation, as defined in the Contract, and in existing agreements between BEIS, IFC and its clients. A guide to the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) published by the Information Commissioner’s Office can be found here. The only data processing that the Supplier is authorised to do is listed in the Contract Terms and Conditions. BEIS and IFC will work with the Supplier during the scoping phase to refine and agree the GDPR table, and this will then be monitored during the lifetime of the contract. 
8.9. Transfer of Knowledge to BEIS, Business Continuity and Disaster Recovery Process 
The Supplier is required to set out how they will facilitate the effective transfer of knowledge to BEIS during programme closure. This includes the use and provision of all data used for the services (subject to commercial confidentiality considerations) and the transfer of any MAGC evaluation documents (such as presentations, reports, and templates) for continued use by BEIS in any manner it chooses. Transcripts of all correspondences should also be returned to BEIS. This should also include provision for business continuity and or disaster recovery in the event of a known or unforeseeable event, for example COVID-19. Any data produced by the Supplier will be either securely destroyed or transferred back to BEIS at the end of the contract and stored by BEIS. This is to be agreed following the commencement of services. 
9. Social value 
9.1. Social value introduction 
In addition to the aims, objectives and outcomes above, all UK Government projects are required to contribute to wider social value as an additional benefit of the contract. Social value is a broad term used to describe the wider social, environmental and economic effects of an organisation’s actions, and how they contribute to the long-term wellbeing of individuals, communities and societies. Social value is not just a policy requirement. Social value directly supports the mission of BEIS, BEIS International Net Zero and the MAGC programme. As such we expect our MAGC Evaluation Supplier(s) to mainstream social value in delivery of their work. Although the whole of the specification of the MAGC programme could be considered as contributing to social value, this element is specifically focussed on how the evaluation contract is delivered by the Supplier and is not about the evaluation methodology per se. Commitments on the inclusivity and benefits of the methodology should be included in the wider technical proposal. The eventual contract for the delivery of MAGC Evaluation will include KPIs relating to the delivery of social value commitments. Government policy requires that evaluations of proposals during the procurement process commit at least 10% of the marks to social value considerations. How this will be evaluated for this contract is detailed in Table 4. For the avoidance of doubt, social value is not a specific costed activity but is an added cobenefit of delivery and an approach to delivery that is expected of all BEIS suppliers. BEIS is now taking a consistent department-wide approach to social value mapped against BEIS’s departmental priorities. BEIS is interested in the following social value themes from the social value model.
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9.2. Suggested social value KPIs 
Theme: Fighting Climate Change 
Model Award Criteria: MAC 
4.1 Deliver additional environmental benefits in the performance of the contract including working towards net zero greenhouse gas emissions. 
Possible KPIs: 
• Percentage of carbon reduction (measured in metric tonnes carbon dioxide equivalents (MTCDE) across Scope 1, Scope 2 and Scope 3 by the supplier committed within the contract at a corporate level • Supplier committed to carbon Net Zero at a corporate level by an acceptable date. 
Theme: Tackling Economic Inequality 
Model Award Criteria: 
MAC 3.1: Create a diverse supply chain to deliver the contract including new businesses and entrepreneurs, start-ups, SMEs, VCSEs and mutuals. 
MAC 3.3: Support the development of scalable and future-proofed new methods to modernise delivery and increase productivity. 
MAC 3.4: Demonstrate collaboration throughout the supply chain, and a fair and responsible approach to working with supply chain partners in delivery of the contract. Possible KPIs: 
• Number of opportunities for local knowledge to be accessed in the delivery of the contract 
• Number of opportunities for local knowledge and skills to be supported and developed in the delivery of the contract
10. Commercial Arrangements 
10.1. Available budget 
The maximum available budget for this project is £1,000,000 GBP exclusive of UK VAT and taxes but inclusive of any overseas VAT and taxes. This includes all funds to cover the fees and expenses of the Supplier and its subcontractors to deliver the specification detailed in Table 7 above. Based on budget modelling and benchmarking, BEIS has a good sense of the expected costs of this programme to deliver. BEIS is looking for a budget that offers value for money and maximises the resources available to deliver the MAGC L&E. In broad terms the approximate budget ranges for each work package are as follows. Please note that these are indicative for guidance only and should not be treated as minimum or maximum budgets. Suppliers should develop their own budgets in line with their own assumptions for what the requirements will take to deliver and what offers value for money. 
• Interim Evaluation - £550,000 
• Final Evaluation - £450,000 
Separate to the maximum budget the Authority will reserve a £100,000 contingency within the contract to cover the following: • Unforeseen circumstances or scope pressures particularly in the final evaluation noting that the results of the interim may alter the scope or focus of the final evaluation. • Potential inflationary pressures or cost increases between the interim and final evaluations for fees and/or expenses. The use of the contingency and modification to costs and budgets will be agreed with the Evaluation Partner in the rescoping phase prior to the final evaluation. Increases in costs must be justifiable and approved by BEIS and may not lead to an increase in the overall profit margin of the Supplier as provided at the time of bidding. Bidders should not include contingency or inflation considerations for the final evaluation in the proposed budget and please do not suggest modified day-rates for the final evaluation at this stage. Bids that are submitted that are overbudget will be considered non-complaint and will be disqualified. If bidders assert that the required scope is not possible to deliver within the available budget this should be raised as a question to the Authority and bidders should make clear which bits of the scope are not possible in any tender submission. 
10.2. Commercial proposals 
Bidders should complete and return Annex A; the budget template detailing the offered price for delivering the scope of work outlined above. This should include a breakdown of daily fee rates and numbers of days for each staff member or role as well as a breakdown of expenses and any other fixed costs. Suppliers must not include any financial or pricing information in their technical proposals. As such, the workplans requested in the technical proposal should include levels of effort (i.e., numbers of days) only. All budgeting, forecasting, reporting and billing from the Supplier to BEIS will be in GBP only.
10.3. Fee rates 
Daily rates are not being capped as part of this tender. However, BEIS is looking for a budget that offers value for money and maximises the resources available to directly support the beneficiaries of MAGC. As such we expect daily rates and the appropriate balance of seniority of resources proposed to support this. Although the Authority is not capping day rates, any rate proposed over £1000 per day must be separately justified given this Contract is funded by UK Aid. 1
0.4. Expenses and fixed costs 
Expenses and other fixed costs incurred by the Supplier in performing the services are eligible costs under this programme. Eligible expenses including travel and subsistence that are compliant with the expenses policy attached to this ITT at Annex D will be reimbursed at cost and should be budgeted for by the Supplier. The expenses policy will form a schedule to the eventual contract. Exceptions to the expenses policy must be agreed in writing in advance with BEIS prior to any costs being incurred. Any costs at odds with the expenses policy that are not pre-agreed are incurred at the Supplier’s own risk. 
10.5. Pricing and payment structure 
The pricing structure for this contract is as follows: Table 10: Pricing Structure
[image: Table showing the pricing structure or this contract. The pricing is split between the interim evaluation, the interval period and the final evaluation.]
[image: Table showing the pricing structure or this contract. The pricing is split between the interim evaluation, the interval period and the final evaluation.]
[image: Table showing the pricing structure or this contract. The pricing is split between the interim evaluation, the interval period and the final evaluation.]

Through the budgeting approach for MAGC MEL, BEIS is looking for transparency on what the programme costs to deliver and the overall profit margin being made on the programme. The overall profit margin will be declared in the commercial proposal, treated as a maximum and monitored over the duration of delivery. The Supplier shall declare the overall maximum profit margin anticipated over the lifetime of the contract and report the actual profit margin on an annual basis. This will be self-audited by the supplier, but BEIS reserves the right to request evidence if required. BEIS anticipates that the budget split for the various phases of work as received in response to this tender and reflected in the contract will be fixed for the duration of the contract period subject to revision in the rescoping phase. However, in line with agile contract management principles, BEIS expects the Supplier to actively manage the budget and discuss any concerns with regards to budget as soon as reasonably possible. Where, in the opinion of BEIS, there is a clear commercial and quality justification for reconsidering the budget split during the delivery period, changes to the budget may be considered and agreed. 
10.6. Billing 
Once a payment milestone is reached, a draft invoice will be submitted to the BEIS contract officer for rapid review. Following approval, a final invoice should be submitted for payment. Invoices will be submitted accompanied by such supporting documentation as may be agreed with the BEIS contract officer. This will include expenses breakdowns and supporting receipts. The Department aims to pay all correctly submitted invoices as soon as possible with a target of 10 days from the date of receipt and within 30 days at the latest in line with standard terms and conditions of contract. 
10.7. Forecasting 
The Supplier will be required to provide a forecast of spend of the budget in the commercial proposal. This will be updated following the scoping and rescoping phase if required. 
10.8. Bid validity 
Proposals including commercial proposals will be valid for a period of at least 180 days from the date of submission. 
10.9. Due diligence 
The preferred bidder will need to participate in, and satisfy, a Delivery Partner Review (DPR) carried out by a third party contracted by BEIS. This DPR is mandatory and will take place before contract signature. It will involve checks on the following areas. In the event that the supplier has other up to date due diligence with other relevant parts of HMG this may be used in part or instead of the DPR at BEIS’s discretion. 
Pillar 1 – Governance and Internal Controls: • Assessment of corporate governance structures in the organisation, responsibility, accountability, risk management, value for money (VfM) approach, assurance mechanisms, and policies and procedures. Background check to understand the ownership or control structure of the organisation. Data protection and cyber security Fraud and fiduciary risk management systems and processes. 
Pillar 2 – Ability to Deliver: • Human Resources – assessment of policies and procedures, and personnel capacity and capability to deliver the objectives of the arrangement. • Partner deliverability- assessment of capability and capacity to deliver the objectives of the arrangement, stakeholder engagement • Monitoring and evaluation processes and controls (both for internally delivered projects and those delivered through downstream partners). • Assessment of the partners capability and capacity to deliver the specific funded project, including an assessment of the recruitment protocols of relevant staff, performance and development processes, business continuity controls, stakeholder engagement and procurement practices. 
Pillar 3 – Financial Stability: • Analysis of financial management information and accounts to assess the financial health of the organisation, its utilisation of funds and reporting thereof. The section may look at key financial controls, how resources for the intervention will be used, the value for money (VFM) of any proposed arrangement and how any assets will be managed. 
Pillar 4 – Downstream Delivery: • Downstream partner selection and procurement processes. • Assessment of how the funded Delivery Partner conducts due diligence, contract and risk management, monitoring and evaluation, Fraud, Bribery and Corruption (FBC), communications, policies, and procedures of any downstream delivery involved in the delivery of the project. Pillar 5 – Safeguarding: • Assessment of policies and procedures safeguarding the human rights of vulnerable adults and children including protection from sexual exploitation, physical, sexual, or emotional abuse and neglect. 
Partnership behaviour- Assessment of capacity to promote environmentally and socially responsible behaviours, including environmental risk management and gender equality, policies, and procedures. In the event that the preferred bidder cannot satisfy the DPR, BEIS reserves the right to move to the next highest scoring bidder. 
10.10. Key staff 
Key staff put forward for delivery in the Technical Proposal will be named in the contract. In the event that any of those key staff are changed during delivery, this may only be done with the prior agreement of BEIS after review and approval of the new individual’s CV. 
10.11. Supplier performance management 
The successful supplier will be subject to the following performance management conditions and Key Performance Indicators (KPIs). Please note that this section of the ITT will form an Annex to the eventual contract. The MAGC L&E programme performance will primarily be measured and managed using Key Performance Indicators (KPI). The requirements of the relevant contract schedule will apply throughout service delivery. Table 11 below provides some indicative KPIs that will be finalised and agreed with the Supplier during the contracting stage. Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) or Service Levels will be used to align the Supplier’s performance with the requirements of the Authority. KPIs must be realistic and achievable, and have to be met, in order to demonstrate that the services are being delivered to an adequate quality. BEIS reserves the right to amend the existing KPI’s detailed below or add any new KPI’s. Any changes to the KPI’s will be agreed with the Supplier and, during delivery, be confirmed by way of a formal contract amendment. KPIs will be monitored on an at least quarterly basis by BEIS and will be reported on each quarter. The Authority will reserve the right to request reporting of KPIs on a more frequent basis if performance levels would suggest increased monitoring is required. BEIS reserves the right to publish contract KPIs and performance against these in line with departmental and cross-Government requirements. Performance of each KPI will be recorded against a red, amber, green “score”, as described below, with a red score constituting a Service Level Failure. These levels of performance are detailed in the table below, along with the frequency of reporting. As a minimum, the Supplier will be required to report against KPIs (where possible) in each quarterly invoicing period. Where KPI’s have not been met because of issues outside of the Supplier’s direct control, the Authority may choose to disregard the KPI penalties and corrective measures in that instance. 
Scoring methodology for KPI criteria: 
• Green Score: If a green score has been awarded to a KPI then no further action is required from the Supplier, with the exception of continuing activities to maintain this score for the next reporting period. 
• Amber Score: If an amber score is awarded, the Supplier should examine and implement measures to prevent this KPI being scored an amber in subsequent reporting periods. The Authority will not expect formal improvement measures at that stage. If a single KPI is awarded amber in two consecutive invoice periods, or twice in four consecutive invoicing periods then the Supplier should create and implement a Remediation Plan at their own cost. This should detail how they will change their practices to prevent another amber score being awarded for this KPI. The timeline for producing this Remediation Plan should be agreed between the Authority and the Supplier and should only be implemented following approval by the Authority. The Authority reserves the right to terminate the Contract if a satisfactory Remediation Plan cannot be agreed. 
• Red Score: If a red score is awarded, this is considered a Service Level Failure. The Supplier should create and implement a Remediation Plan at their own cost. This Remediation Plan should detail how they will change practices to prevent another red score being awarded for this KPI. As above, the Authority must agree to the timelines and contents of the Remediation Plan prior to implementation and reserves the right to terminate the Contract if a satisfactory plan cannot be agreed. If, following implementation of a Remediation Plan, the Supplier scores a red in the same KPI in any subsequent period throughout the duration of the Contract, the Authority reserves the right to terminate the Contract. The Authority also reserves the right to terminate the Contract if a KPI red score has been awarded without requesting a Remediation Plan if it is of the opinion of the Authority that a Material Default has occurred. The Authority reserves the right to suspend, or partially terminate the Contract, while a Remediation Plan is being developed and agreed, where there is justification to do so. 
Key performance indicators applicable to this contract 
The following draft KPIs will apply to this contract. These KPIs are subject to discussion with the winning bidder and may be amended by the Authority before contract signature and throughout the delivery of the programme in response to contract reviews and the needs of the programme and with the agreement of the Supplier.
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[bookmark: _Toc207790238]Annex 12: Political Economy Analysis
The political Economy Analysis from the process evaluation can be accessed in the technical annex of the process evaluation, here.

[bookmark: _Toc207790239]Annex 13: Summary of findings from the process evaluation
The following annex contains a summary of key findings from the process evaluation of MAGC.
The Department for Energy Security and Net Zero (DESNZ) has appointed Ipsos as a Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL) Partner for the International Climate Finance (ICF) Market Accelerator for Green Construction (MAGC) programme. The objective of the MEL partnership is to produce a process, outcome, impact, and value for money evaluation, split into two phases: 
Interim, running from July 2023 to January 2025. 
Final evaluation, running from July 2026 until the end of 2027. 
The interim phase included a scoping phase (July-October 2023), a process evaluation phase (November 2023 – February 2024), and an early outcome evaluation phase (March 2024 – January 2025).
[bookmark: _Toc207790240]Aims, scope and methodology
The process evaluation is the first phase of the interim evaluation of MAGC, which focuses on:
A review of the programme Theory of Change (EQ2: To what extent are the results mechanisms illustrated in the Theory of Change of MAGC accurate?). 
The design and processes of the management approach of MAGC (EQ1: To what extent, and in what ways, has the management approach agreed with the Delivery Partner been appropriate and effective for MAGC?). 
The processes of country and project selection to assess relevance of the programme in the countries it operates (EQ3: How effective are the choice of countries/projects in fulfilling MAGC’s objectives and supporting the UK’s International Climate Finance strategy?[footnoteRef:31]).  [31:  The EQ numbering reflects the original order of planning. For thematic and narrative flow, the chapters themselves appear in a rearranged sequence.] 

The aim of this process evaluation is to provide insights and inform the current delivery of the programme. The report is based on primary and secondary research activities carried out between November 2023 and February 2024. This included a review of the Theory of Change, 29 stakeholder consultations (15 with programme stakeholders in DESNZ and IFC and 14 with stakeholder external to MAGC), a light-touch Political Economy Analysis in the 24 countries where MAGC operates, a process mapping, a review of 30 programmes (out of which 27 were ICF programmes), and a Gender Equality, Disability and Social Inclusion (GEDSI) learning assessment. The temporal scope includes MAGC activity since 2018, and geographical scope includes all 24 countries where MAGC operates, with qualitative research concentrated on the countries with substantial delivery to date[footnoteRef:32]. [32:  Colombia, Mexico, Peru, Ghana, Kenya, South Africa, Egypt, India, Indonesia, Philippines, Vietnam] 

[bookmark: _Toc207790241]Key findings
[bookmark: _Toc207790242]MAGC Theory of Change
The programme Theory of Change demonstrates several strengths, including clear long-term objectives, relevance to the policy context, and valid causal pathways, but there is room for improvement to enhance its effectiveness. This conclusion is supported by evidence gathered through the internal and external stakeholder consultations, secondary data review, and comparisons with other programmes. 
All interventions should be underpinned by a Theory of Change that is logical, reflects how the intervention was designed or how it is currently conceived and being delivered. It must also have buy-in from all relevant programme stakeholders (i.e., those who designed and will deliver the intervention agree on its scope and logic), and be testable within an evaluation (i.e., is clear as to how change will be achieved, what that change looks like, and what the potential barriers to and enablers of change are). The Theory of Change should also reflect any complexities around how change will be achieved – e.g., dependencies and ‘feedback loops’, whereby change is iterative or cyclical. Taking these principles of evaluability and accuracy, the evaluation team reviewed the MAGC Theory of Change for its accuracy. 
Stakeholder consultations and literature external to the programme validated the main mechanisms of MAGC’s Theory of Change towards the aim of accelerating the green building market. While views differed on the roles of public and private sectors in driving change, the findings confirm the importance of a full ecosystem approach to accelerate green construction. Additionally, there is a need for financial mechanisms, technical assistance, and regulatory support.
[bookmark: _Toc207790243]Management approach
The management approach and monitoring and governance processes in place are generally suitable, appropriate, and working well, but communication could be improved. There were some tensions in programme management between IFC and DESNZ stakeholders around the level of involvement of DESNZ and the reporting requirements. Whilst the latter were in line with the requirements across the ICF portfolio, IFC perceived it to be greater than experienced on other programmes. 
The programme’s management approach (both regarding the programme’s overall strategic decision making, governance processes, and the approach to delivery) has shown a high degree of flexibility and adaptability. This has enabled the programme to react in real-time to new opportunities and to changes in context. Decision-making processes are quick due to IFC’s authority to decide on investments without DESNZ approval. When reviewed against other programmes in the ICF portfolio, MAGC sets itself apart through its focused approach on green buildings and its unique concessional finance model. This contrasts with the broader scope and grant funding model seen in other programmes. These findings draw on a review of relevant programme documentation and evidence from stakeholder consultations, including with stakeholders involved in other programmes similar in certain aspects to MAGC. The analysis is also underpinned by a process map of the MAGC management approach. 
Gender Equality, Disability and Social Inclusion considerations were not part of the MAGC's design phase, as foreseen in the programme business case. The importance that GEDSI now has for DESNZ and the need for IFC to start to include GEDSI considerations in the programme emerged as a key point in the learning assessment.
[bookmark: _Toc207790244]Programme countries and projects

The choice of countries for MAGC implementation is based on clear selection criteria and aligns well with the strategic objectives of both IFC and DESNZ, as well as with the needs of the countries considered. However, the balance between the breadth and depth of the intervention emerged as an area of consideration in the evaluation, with the high number of countries supported potentially limiting the transformational change potential of the programme. There was consensus among programme and country level stakeholders that having an eligible country pool allows to pursue opportunities more flexibly, However there were also some concerns around diluting the funding by supporting several countries and potentially limit the achievement of transformational change. Based on the evidence collected through primary and secondary data collection, the current portfolio of investments appears coherent, relevant, and capable of having a transformational impact in the investment countries. It is, however, too early to establish whether the investment portfolio is achieving transformational change.
As of the financial year (FY) 2023, the MAGC programme had implemented 13 investment projects in six countries (Indonesia, Egypt, Colombia, Peru, South Africa, and India) corresponding to a total of US$34.45 million in UK public sector financing. The 24 countries eligible to participate in MAGC were selected based on assessment criteria. This included the climate investment potential, alignment with country government priorities, exposure to climate risks, urbanisation and the development of the green building market. 
Recommendations
To better reflect the programme's complexities and interconnectedness, the Theory of Change could be adapted in several ways:
The connections between the programme's components should be more explicitly illustrated, emphasising their synergies in achieving MAGC's objectives. 
It should incorporate the programme’s market creating mechanism. This is currently a missing channel in the Theory of Change. 
Clarifying the timing of outcomes and distinguishing between outputs, outcomes, and impacts would improve alignment with Logframe indicators and provide a more accurate representation of the programme's progress. 
DESNZ and IFC should consider periodic reviews and updates to the Theory of Change to ensure it stays a living document/tool.
To further strengthen the management of the programme going forward, the main recommendations concern:
Improving communication and expectation-setting between DESNZ and IFC regarding monitoring, reporting, and potential adaptations to ensure smoother programme delivery.
Decision-making outside of formal governance processes should be promptly formalised to ensure decisions are captured and relevant stakeholders are informed.
There is room for greater communication with and involvement of DESNZ and overseas UK missions and agencies (e.g., embassies) in the delivery of the MAGC programme. This would be to leverage existing networks, support engagement particularly of public sector stakeholders and better understand the country context.
The portfolio of MAGC countries and projects could be improved by: 
Reassessing regularly the breadth versus depth of intervention, for example by developing a set of criteria for assessing potential countries, which could be reviewed and updated annually. These could include the country’s current status and readiness for green construction, the potential for impact, the level of government support for green construction, and any social, regulatory and environmental considerations.
Tracking transformational impact of investments. For example, by compiling all decisions on why an investment was considered transformational in one document (currently only tracked at programme level), and/or a dynamic typology for assessing the investment opportunities.
Coordinating and aligning with complementary interventions, for example by considering complementarities with resilience and adaptation-focused programmes (by UK government and other international cooperation donors) in countries most vulnerable to climate disasters, as the incentives for green construction could be facilitated.
In terms of GEDSI Learning for future programme design, opportunities for improvement mainly lie:
At the design stage, through detailed situation analysis and effectively disaggregating monitoring indicators. 
The involvement of GEDSI experts in programme management is recommended for ensuring comprehensive inclusion and accountability. 
These measures will ensure a more holistic approach to GEDSI, targeting not only gender but also disability, socio-economic background, and other forms of marginalisation. The incorporation of GEDSI into selection criteria and investment decisions would need an assessment of feasibility to consider other facilities currently active at IFC in this space and the potential overlap with MAGC.



[bookmark: _Toc207790245]Annex 14: Analysis on financial instruments
Table 19. Analysis of financial instruments
	Instrument
	Definition
	How does it leverage private finance?
	Role of the IFC
	How quickly might MAGC funds be disbursed
	SUMMARY

	Concessional Equity
	Provision of equity to project developers at a lower expected return rate than the developers own equity requirement (i.e. if the developer is looking for 10% return on their equity, concessional equity could provide funds with a fixed return at 8%).  This lowers the overall cost of equity in the capital structure and potentially providing a buffer to support equity returns.
	Provides a co-investor to the project to share risk.  This reduces the amount of private capital which needs to be contributed to each project, but potentially increases the amount of projects that can be done, thus potentially increasing the overall leverage of private capital.  However, it may provide enough incentive to get funds to new projects that would not have been funded if it were not for concessional equity.
	The IFC does provide equity instruments to businesses and MAGC funds could be co-invested with IFC.  This can either be undertaken as a direct investment (i.e. IFC to a company as they have already done once in India) or indirectly (i.e. IFC to a real estate fund as in Kenya with IHS).  This would require IFC to have funds available to directly invest from their mainstream business.  
	Longer lead times as due diligence is required and project level understanding is needed as well as thorough supervision.  Shareholders Agreements need to also be put in place which can be time consuming and additional participation in running projects.
	Helps support project developers / sponsors to "take risk" and manage costs / returns, but can take time to disburse due to due diligence and legal requirements.

	Returnable Grants
	Returnable grants can be provided to developers such that these can be treated as pseudo-equity.  This reduces the amount of equity the developer has to contribute and as it is not seeking a return, reduces the cost of equity in the capital structure.  This lowers the overall project returns required.
	Provides a co-investor to the project to share risk.  This reduces the amount of private capital which needs to be contributed to each project, but potentially increases the number of projects that can be done, thus potentially increasing the overall leverage of private capital.  However, it may provide enough incentive to get funds to new projects that would not have been funded if it were not for concessional equity.
	The IFC can use these returnable grants alongside their debt / equity instruments and leverage these appropriately through MAGC.
	Medium lead times as due diligence is still required, but operational and legal requirements are less.  These can also be run through open tenders to attract bids too which support strong VfM (i.e. a challenge fund structure).
	Helps support project developers / sponsors to "take risk" and manage costs / returns, and is more simple than Concessional Equity / Debt to target good projects

	Concessional Debt
	Concessional debt is like Concessional Equity, debt can be provided at lower lending margin to reduce the cost of debt to a project.
	This reduces the amount of capital that the lender puts at risk so either makes the lenders capital go further or through a change in risk profile increase their appetite to lend.
	This would see IFC investing as they have done already and not in a significantly different way.  This can either be done as direct lending with MAGC / IFC to companies or to Lenders in on-lending facilities
	Longer lead times as due diligence is required and project level understanding is needed as well as thorough supervision.  Shareholders Agreements need to also be put in place which can be time consuming
	Helps support project developers / sponsors to "take risk" and manage costs / returns, but can take time to disburse due to due diligence and legal requirements.

	Working Capital Facility
	Working capital is needed to fund the development of a project, and this could be provided at a lower interest rate (concessional) or by providing a set facility which is patient on repayment or a combination of both.  This would support equity returns and encourage investors.
	Provides equity sponsor with access to or cheaper working capital in development so may increase sponsor investing appetite and hence equity.
	The IFC would use MAGC funds alongside their own lending instruments.  This would probably be best done through existing relationship lenders (FIs) as an on-lending facility
	Shorter lead times as can be an on-lending facility through relationship Fis and is more akin to existing lending instruments
	Helps support project developers / sponsors to "take risk" and manage costs / returns and can be set up more quickly using existing mechanisms from Fis and their client base.

	Guarantee Funds
	Foreign Exchange guarantee which then provides a guaranteed swap rate allowing currency devaluation risk to be managed by allowing a currency trade at a fixed market rate at the time of purchase.
	Reduces income risk to sponsors so may increase the amount of capital that a sponsor is willing to commit
	Tend to be done through MIGA (part of the wider WBG) or other specialised vehicles like GuarantCo.
	Medium lead time and probably best done through specific guarantee funds such as GuarantCo (part of PIDG in which FCDO is already a significant investor)
	Helps support key project costs directly and removes risk from one aspect of the cost structure.  Fairly quick to establish (if using an existing fund), but limited in scope.

	First Loss Facility for Lenders
	Potential for a rental / sales guarantee setting a floor for the purchase / rental value of each unit mitigating revenue risk to lenders.  Facility only used where purchase / rental value is less than planned
	Reduces income risk to sponsors so may increase the amount of capital that a sponsor is willing to commit
	Potential for IFC to provide these is more limited as these are effectively guarantees which would not achieve a commercial return.
	Shorter lead times as can be an on-lending facility through relationship Fis and is more akin to existing lending instruments
	Helps to mitigate key revenue risks, and is relatively quick to establish, but has the potential to be abused by banks



Table 20. Analysis of financial instruments against market failures
	Instrument
	Concessional Equity
	Returnable Grants
	Concessional Debt
	Working Capital Facility
	Guarantee Funds
	First Loss Facility for Lenders

	Does it address the following market failures?

	Higher cost of compliance and certification
	Yes, lower cost of capital can be used to absorb increased costs.
	Yes, lower cost of capital can be used to absorb increased costs.
	Partially, but other instruments are better.
	Partially, but other instruments are better.
	Partially, but other instruments are better.
	No

	Longer design & development times
	Partially by providing extra lower cost equity, but not as good as other instruments.
	Yes, a returnable grant supports this better than Concessional Equity as this has zero cost so can be super patient on return.
	No
	Yes, developers are less sensitive to timing as debt is either easier to obtain or cheaper.
	Partially, but other instruments are better.
	No

	Foreign Exchange (FX) fluctuations on imported materials
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Yes, supports better imported goods which can often be a key cost item.
	No

	Other features increasing cost
	Yes, lower cost of capital can be used to absorb increased costs.
	Yes, lower cost of capital can be used to absorb increased costs.
	Partially, but other instruments are better
	Yes, developers are less sensitive to timing as debt is either easier to obtain or cheaper
	Partially, but other instruments are better
	No

	Awareness of savings
	Yes, lower costs of capital while being able to allow the private sponsor to earn their returns and would support all demand side risks
	Yes, as these returnable grants are the bottom of the capital stack (i.e., are not repaid until lenders and equity have hit returns), this would support managing all demand uncertainties.
	Yes, lower capital costs do mitigate return requirement risks for developers, but focusing on the equity side might yield better / quicker results.
	Yes, developers are less sensitive to timing as debt is either easier to obtain or cheaper.
	Partially as this supports key cost items, so partially helps manage risk, but other options are better for managing demand uncertainties.
	Yes, this manages demand risk better than any of the other instruments, but can be costly where called.

	Realisation of savings
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Long payback times
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Higher cost of property
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Market uncertainty on the demand for Green Buildings
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Limited differentiation between green & conventional buildings
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lower profitability / margin to developers
	Yes, lower cost of capital can be used to absorb increased costs
	Yes, lower cost of capital can be used to absorb increased costs
	Yes, lower cost of capital can be used to absorb increased costs
	Yes, lower cost of capital can be used to absorb increased costs
	Yes, supports better imported goods which can often be a key cost item
	No

	Lack of incentives to build green
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Lack of knowledge of green construction
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Regulatory barriers
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Material availability
	No
	No
	No
	No
	- Yes, to a degree as exporters / importers are willing to participate more and support projects
	No
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Type of Evaluation

Level of Evaluation

Phase Question Process | Early | Outcome/ | ViM | Qualitative | Quantitative | Programme | Country
(mainly | Outcome | Impact | (Interim Level (TO) | Level
Interim) | (Interim) | (Final) and (T1-T3)
final)
To what extent, and in what X X To
ways, has the management
approach agreed with the
Delivery Partner been
appropriate and effective for
MAGC?
Phase 1a - To what extent are the results X X X X To
Process mechanisms illustrated in the
Evaluation Theory of Change (ToC) of
MAGC (Annex G) accurate?
How effective are the choice of X X X X To

countries/projects in fulfilling
MAGC's objectives and
supporting the UK’s
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International Climate Finance
strategy?

Phase 1b - To what extent has MAGC 273
Early achieved early outcomes as
Outcome anticipated?
Evaluati
valuation To what extent is impact/ T2T3
transformational change likely
to be achieved?
Phase 2 - To what extent has MAGC TIT3
Final achieved outcomes as
Outcome anticipated?
and Impact To what extent has TIT3
Evaluation A
impact/transformational
change been achieved/is likely
to be achieved?
Value for To what extent is MAGC T0
Money investment providing Value for
assessment Money for HMG
GESI What opportunities did T0 bS]

arise/were missed during
MAGC delivery on Gender
Equality and Social Inclusion
(GESI)? How could we address
GES! in future programme
design? - Not part of Theory of
Change
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[Tmepoint [Evaluation Output
[orr 2025 [Contract awarded

o

Department for
Buiness, Energy
&industia Stteay

Scoping Phase

+ Scoping Report
+ Prosontation/Workshop with BEIS
and IFC suggested

rocess Evaluation

October 2023 + Procoss Evaluation Report (+
Technical Annex)

« Transfer of raw MAGC data and
materal to BEIS

+ Workshop with BEIS and IFC after
Process Evaluation suggestod

Phase 1b: Early Outcome Evaluation and ViM Assessment

ciober 2023 Recons IFC annual MAGC

data: annual report, results

amework, and

disaggregated data

JlyTAGUSZ024 +Interim carly outcome Evaluaton

Report (+ Technical Annex)

+ (Upto Four) early country.
Roports (+ Technical Annex)

+ Interim VM Roport (+ Technical
Annex)

« Transfer of MAGC raw data and
materal to BEIS

+ Synthesis Roport

+ Workshop with BEIS and IFC after

me Evaluation suggested

Rescoping Phase

5 Report, workpian and
working amangements for the fnal
ovaluation

hase 2 Final avaluaion
Ociober 2026 Recaws fial IFC annual
MAGC data: annual report,
results framework, and
disaggregated data.
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‘August 2027

Final Outcome/impact Evaluation
Report (+ Techrical Annex)

(Up o Four) final country-speciic
Roports (+ Technical Annex)

Final VM Report (+ Technical
Annex)

Synthesis Report

Transfor of MAGC raw data and
materal to BEIS

Final ovaluations and lessons-leamed
Presentation suggested.

Toarning and
Dissemination

Open o suggestons from bidder for
delverables in this actviy throughot
the whole length of the contract

Closurs Phase

Open o suggestons from bidder for
delverables in tis phase. Finalising
all reporting requirements.

Transfor raw MAGC data and
material to BEIS
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[Activity

Participants and Role

[Scoping workshop

Steering Group and Supplier

[Scoping Report (to clarify approach

methods,

objectives  followin

scoping meeting)

Steering Group and BEIS internal sign-off
[Send it to EQUALS for external QA
BEIS higher level internal sign-off

interim  Evaluation  Reports (an

ldrafts)

Steering Group and BEIS internal sign-off
[Send it to EQUALS for external QA
BEIS higher level internal sign-off

Interim Evaluation workshops

Steering Group and Supplier
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[Re-scoping meeting [Steering Group and Supplier

[Re-Scoping Report (1o _ clarifySteering Group and BEIS internal sign-off
eoproach, | methods,  objectVeds, it o EQUALS for extemal OA

following re-scoping meeting)
BEIS higher level internal sign-off

Final  Evaluation Reports fofSteering Group and BEIS internal sign-ofiSend it t
[publication (and drafts) [EQUALS for external QA

BEIS higher level internal sign-off

Final evaluation presentation Steering Group and Supplier
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Evaluation

Theme Outcome Model Award Criteria Weighting | Sub-Award Criteria
Activities that demonstrate and describe the tenderer's existing or
planned:

«  Understanding of additional environmental benefits in the

MAC 4.1 Deliver additional Zmﬁfﬁi;ﬂﬁf contrfct [‘znd thde vay the contrac"t is
. environmental benefits in the g g working towards net zero greenfouse gas
ighting Effective emissions.
performance of the contract
Climate stewardship of | £ e owarde net 5% «  Collaborative ways of working with the supply chain to deliver
Change the environment | 0 olse gas additional environmental benefits in the performance of the
omissions. contract, including working towards net zero greenhouse gas
emissions.

« Delivery of additional environmental benefits through the
performance of the contract, including working towards net zero
greenhouse gas emissions.

MAC3.1 Create a diverse
supply chain to deliver the «  Activities that demonstrate a collaborative way to work with a
contract including new diverse range of businesses as part of the supply chain.
businesses and entrepreneurs, llustrative examples: co-design and co-creation of services;
start-ups, SMEs, VCSEs and collaborative performance management; appropriate commercial
mutuals. amangements; inclusive working methods; and use of inclusive
Tackling Increase supply technology.
Economic chain resilience | MAC 3.3: Support the o «  Understanding of scalable and future-proofed new methods to
Inequality and capacity development of scalable and ° drive greater modernisation of delivery and increase productivity.

future-proofed new methods to
modernise delivery and
increase productivity.

MAC 3.4: Demonstrate
collaboration throughout the
supply chain, and a fair and

Approach to organisational learning and continuous improvement.
Creation of a delivery environment that is conducive to the
development of scalable and future-proofed new methods to
modernise delivery and increase productivity.

Approach to accessing, supporting and developing local
knowledge in the delivery of the contract
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Theme

Outcome

Model Award Criteria

Evaluation
Weighting

Sub-Award Criteria

responsible approach to
working with supply chain
partners in delivery of the
contract.

« Measures to ensure supply chain relationships relating o the
contract will be collaborative, fair and responsible
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Work package

Pricing and Payment structure.

hterim Evaluation

Frice structure
The price for the interm evaluation willbe made up of:

« Dally fos rates and plannod delivery daysflevels of efort
for the supplier and any core subcontractors for actvios
to Geliver the interim evaluaton. Daly rates should be
inclusive of all overheads and proft bt exclusive of UK
VAT,

* Expenses

Tho budgeted total of the foes and expensas will form a fixed price.
for the nterim evaluation over the duration of he contract

Payment structure
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‘Payments wil be in arrears and based on delivery milestones.

Payment milsstones should be suggested by the suppler n the
commercial proposal but may bo subject 1o discussion n the
contract negotation stage. At least 40% of the budget for this
Phase will be reserved unti the final delivery of the interim
evaluation.

Thierval Period

Frice Structure
Pricing wil be made up from:

- Dally foo ratos and plannod dolivery dayellevels of ofrt
for the supplier and any cor subcontractors for activity
during this period as defined In the proposal and as may
be agreed with BEIS. Tho daily rates should bs inclusive of
all overneads and profit but exclusive of UK VAT.

* Expenses

Pricing wil be on a time and materials basis for the interval
period

Paymont Structure

Payments will b in arrears based on actual dayshours worked Up
o the agreod maximum. Invoices will be submitted no more than
quartery during the interval period

Final Evaiuation

Frice structure
The price for the final evaluation wil be made up of:

« Dally fos rates and planned delivery daysflevels of efort
for the supplir and any core subcontractors for actvios
to delver the final evaluation. The daiy rates should be
inclusive of all overheads and profit but exclusive of UK
VAT,

* Expenses

T budgeted otal of the foes and expenses will form a fixed price.

for the final ovaluation. This budget may be revisited during the

rescoping phase for the fina evaluation i fne wih the princiles.
laid outin 10.1 above.

Payment structure

Payments wil be in arrears and based on dalivery milestones.
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Payment milestones should be suggested by the supplier in the
commercial proposal but may bo subject 10 discussion i the
contract negotiation stage and rescoping phase. At least 40% of
the budgat for this phase will be resorved unt the final delvery of
the final evalation.
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