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I. Introduction 

1. This document reports on the key activities and outcomes of the Independent 
Evaluation Unit (IEU) between 1 January and 31 March 2022. The objectives and key work plan 
activities of the IEU are presented in the Board-approved "Independent Evaluation Unit 2022 
Work Plan and Budget and Update of its Three-year Objectives and Work Plan" (see document 
GCF/B.30/121). This activity report is organized as follows: 
(a) Section I: Introduction 

(b) Section II: Overview 
(c) Section III: Report on key activities 

(d) Section IV: Budget and expenditure report 

(e) Supporting annexes 
(i) Annex 1: Progress report on the Second Performance Review 

(ii) Annex 2. IEU communications materials 
(iii) Annex 3: List of IEU events and engagements 

(iv) Annex 4: Evaluation standards 

II. Overview 

2. At its twenty-seventh meeting, the Board, by decision B.30/10,2 approved an overall 
budget allocation of USD 6,487,012 for the IEU for 2022. 

3. More information about the IEU budget for 2022 is available in document GCF/B.30/17 
Annex VI.3 

4. The IEU’s key activities for the reporting period of 1 January and 31 March 2022 were: 
(a) Evaluations; 

(b) Learning, advisory services and capacity strengthening; 

(c) Uptake, communications and partnerships; and 
(d) Building and strengthening of the Independent Evaluation Unit. 

III. Report on key activities 

3.1 Evaluations 

5. The updated Terms of Reference (TOR) of the IEU,4 as derived from the Governing 
Instrument, states that the IEU will conduct periodic independent evaluations of the GCF’s 
activities to provide objective assessments of the Fund’s results, effectiveness, and efficiency. 
Below is a list of evaluations undertaken ahead of B.32 and evaluations currently ongoing. 

 
1 https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b30-12 
2 https://www.greenclimate.fund/decision/b30-10 
3 https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites /default/files/document/ieu-2022-workplan-decision-b30-10-annex-vi.pdf 
4 Annex I, Decision B.BM-2021/15 <https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites /default /files/document/updated-tor-
ieu.pdf> 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b30-12
https://www.greenclimate.fund/decision/b30-10
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/ieu-2022-workplan-decision-b30-10-annex-vi.pdf
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/updated-tor-ieu.pdf
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/updated-tor-ieu.pdf
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3.1.1. The evaluation completed in the reporting period 

6. Independent evaluation of the relevance and effectiveness of the GCF's 
investments in the least developed countries.5 Completed in January 2022, this evaluation 
examines if GCF investments in the least developed countries (LDCs) sustainably reduce the 
vulnerabilities of local communities and livelihoods to climate change. It examines how 
effectively the GCF’s approach, mechanisms and financial modalities respond to the conditions 
facing the LDCs. Key recommendations include, among others, (i) operationalizing the COP 
guidance regarding the LDCs (ii) empowering the LDCs to assume ownership in engaging with 
the GCF (iii) clarifying and streamlining the links between GCF support programmes and 
funding modalities, and (iv) ensuring that the systems for effective results management are 
operationalized, transparent and accurate. 

3.1.2. Ongoing evaluations 

7. Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund.6 The Board launched the 
Second Performance Review (SPR) of the GCF  in decision B.BM-2021/11 on 10 June 2021.7 The 
scope of the SPR is to assess the GCF’s progress during the GCF-1 programming period, 
specifically: (i) the GCF’s progress in fulfilling its mandate and operational priorities, as outlined 
in the Updated Strategic Plan (USP), and (ii) the GCF’s performance in promoting a paradigm 
shift towards low-emission and climate-resilient development pathways. The SPR contains 
several IEU deliverables. During the reporting period, the IEU made progress on the following 
deliverables contributing to the SPR. 
(a) FPR management action report. As stipulated in the GCF’s Evaluation Policy, the 

Board receives management action reports (MAR) prepared by the IEU. MARs track the 
progress made in the adoption of recommendations contained in IEU evaluations. In 
preparing this MAR, the IEU considered the Secretariat’s management response to the 
Forward-looking Performance Review (FPR) of the GCF (GCF/B.24/10). The MAR was 
shared with the Board in time for B.31 and was annexed to the 2021 Annual Report of 
the IEU (GCF/B.31/Inf.09, Appendix VI). 

(b) Synthesis Study. The IEU conducted a full synthesis study of documents covering 
and/or relevant to GCF-1, covering nearly 200 reports submitted to the Board and grey 
and peer-reviewed literature. Where possible, the Synthesis Study compares lessons 
learned during GCF-1 with lessons learned from the IRM. The Synthesis Study examines 
the sufficiency and credibility of evidence to inform the SPR’s questions and may inform 
the SPR’s final report, including its findings and recommendations. On 15 March, at the 
request of the GCF’s developing country constituency, the IEU provided a debrief to 
members of the developing country constituency. It also presented a side event on the 
Synthesis Study’s key findings. The IEU also presented this report to the Board at B.31. 

(c) Rapid assessment of the USP 2020-2021. The IEU also conducted a Rapid Assessment 
of the Progress of the GCF’s USP. It independently assessed progress and projections for 
the effective delivery of the GCF’s USP. It also provides insights into the USP's policy 
implications, measurement and reporting. The report will be made available in April 
2022. 

(d) SPR Approach paper. During the reporting period, the SPR team prepared the SPR 
approach paper to outline the work to be undertaken in the SPR. This includes an 
illustration of the methodological approach, expected schedule, key evaluation 

 
5 https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/LDC2022 
6 https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/s econd-performance-review-spr-green-climate- fund 
7 https://www.greenclimate.fund/decision/bbm-2021-11 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/LDC2022
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/second-performance-review-spr-green-climate-fund
https://www.greenclimate.fund/decision/bbm-2021-11
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questions, and an identification of country case studies. The approach is informed by the 
findings of the Synthesis Study and Rapid Assessment of the USP 2020-2021. 

8. SPR’s inception phase. SPR’s inception also included the development of a preliminary 
criteria and strategy for country case studies and a pilot mission was conducted in March 2022. 
The SPR team refined the protocol for country case studies, and the IEU is launching country 
missions as well as collection of qualitative and quantitative data. The IEU continues to engage 
broadly on the SPR. Besides the B.31 side event and the debrief to the developing countries 
constituency, the IEU also organized a presentation and discussion with the SMT, a series of 
webinars with the Secretariat and IUs, and developed dissemination materials related to the 
respective SPR deliverables. 

9. Independent evaluation of the relevance and effectiveness of the GCF’s 
investments in the African States.8 This evaluation will consider the effectiveness and 
efficiency in reducing the vulnerability of local communities and local livelihoods to the effects 
of climate change, and whether these impacts are likely to be sustained. According to the 
approved 2022 IEU workplan, the final evaluation report will be submitted to the Board by the 
end of 2022. During the reporting period, the IEU procured the external firm that will provide 
technical support for the evaluation. The approach paper that outlines the evaluation’s 
framework will be published in May. As the evaluation progresses, briefs and summaries will 
become available on the African States evaluation page of the IEU microsite. 
10. Independent synthesis of direct access in the Green Climate Fund.9 The Board 
approved the Independent Synthesis of Direct Access in the GCF as part of the 2022 workplan of 
the IEU. The synthesis will examine direct access in the GCF by implementing an in-depth 
analysis of available data and evidence, a literature review and a synthesis of existing 
evaluations and analyses from the IEU, the GCF Secretariat and external consultants. In the 
reporting period, the evaluation team developed an approach paper that includes a ‘policy-
based’ theory of change for GCF’s direct access based on relevant Board decisions, COP 
guidance, GCF’s direct access project portfolio and potential evaluation questions. The IEU was 
successful in procuring an external firm to support the evaluation. The approach paper will be 
finalized in May and the final report submitted at B.35 in 2023. 

3.2 Learning, advisory services, and capacity strengthening 

3.2.1. Learning papers and evidence reviews 

11. The Evaluation Policy for the GCF requires the IEU to promote learning and dialogue by 
disseminating lessons learned. Learning papers, working papers and evidence reviews are 
important tools in fulfilling this role. 

12. Evidence reviews: Gender and behavioural change. The IEU is undertaking two 
evidence reviews in 2022. The evidence review on gender is the first to complete an evidence 
gap map (EGM) on women’s empowerment in developing countries. The main objective of this 
research is to produce an EGM which visually depicts what evidence exists regarding the 
effectiveness of interventions that seek to promote women’s empowerment. So far, the review 
has developed a typology of interventions for women’s empowerment and anticipated 
outcomes from these interventions. This information is captured in the EGM. In the reporting 
period, the team also submitted a Title Registration Form to the Campbell Collaboration. The 
second evidence review is the first systematic analysis that carefully explores the evidence and 
effectiveness of behavioural science interventions on environmental and development 
outcomes in developing countries. During the reporting period, the IEU completed the approach 

 
8 https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/AFR2022 
9 https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/DA2022 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/AFR2022
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/DA2022
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paper for this evidence review and drafted the EGM. The IEU has also published a completed 
evidence review on transformational change. 

3.2.2. DataLab activities 

13. The IEU’s DataLab provides high-quality data as part of the IEU’s rigorous, evidence-
based evaluations. The DataLab develops and maintains a repository of quantitative and 
qualitative data from the GCF systems and documents, as well as external sources. Key DataLab 
activities for the reporting period include (i) updating the data and analysis for the report of the 
SPR Synthesis Study and (ii) supporting the analysis and quality assurance for the Rapid 
Assessment of the Progress of the GCF’s USP 2020 – 2023. The DataLab also provided advice to 
the IEU’s evaluation of the relevance and effectiveness of the GCF’s investment in the African 
States. 

3.2.3. Capacity building 

14. IEU to support the development of evaluation capacity. The IEU’s updated TOR 10 
require the Unit to support the strengthening of the evaluation capacities of the GCF’s 
implementing entities. Under the GCF Evaluation Policy, the IEU is responsible for developing 
the GCF’s evaluation standards in consultation with the Secretariat. The IEU has developed the 
standards based on consultations with the Secretariat and other stakeholders, and drawing 
heavily from the state-of-the-art international evaluation practice. The IEU has undertaken 
frequent and in-depth consultations with the Secretariat as well as experts, including members 
of the United Nations Evaluations Group, independent experts, evaluation offices of other 
climate funds, and some accredited entities. The GCF Evaluation Standards have been developed 
and are included in Annex IV of this report. 

15. Capacity building. The IEU continued to actively utilize digital collaboration tools such 
as Microsoft Teams and Zoom to engage with partners and stakeholders and participate in 
learning and capacity-building activities. Several of these are noted in the sections on 
“partnerships”, “attending seminars and discussions”, “hosting side events” and “webinars”. In 
particular, the IEU is exploring opportunities to collaborate with other Independent Units of the 
GCF to maximize synergies in the respective efforts towards capacity building. 

3.2.4. Learning-Oriented Real-Time Impact Assessment Programme 

16. The IEU’s LORTA programme11 continues to support real-time impact evaluations of 
funded projects so that the GCF can access accurate data on the quality of project 
implementation and impact. The current portfolio of projects has shown further progress. 
Baseline data collection and reports have been completed for Bangladesh and Guatemala. The 
LORTA team organized the virtual impact evaluation workshop in the third quarter of 2021, 
with a specific focus on providing capacity-building activities for the DAEs. Following the 
conclusion of this workshop, the LORTA team in the reporting period onboarded four projects 
for the LORTA portfolio: projects in Mexico (SAP023), Senegal (FP138), Nepal (FP172) and 
Barbados (FP060). The first inception deep-dive impact evaluation workshops are being held 
starting from March 2022. 
17. The IEU completed the development of a capacity building online toolbox for DAEs, 
which illustrates interventions to integrate behavioural components in assessing project 
impacts. Similarly, the IEU also commenced collaborating on a working paper on shortcuts for 

 
10 Annex I, Decision B.BM-2021/15 <https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites /default /files/document/updated-tor-

ieu.pdf> 
11 https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/lorta 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/updated-tor-ieu.pdf
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/updated-tor-ieu.pdf
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/lorta
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identifying opportunities for behavioural insights and application for clusters of GCF projects to 
enhance the impact of its investments. 

3.3 Uptake, communications, and partnerships 

18. Partnerships and collaboration are critical to ensure that the IEU delivers effective 
evaluations, contributes to its own and the GCF's learning, and builds the capacity of in-country 
stakeholders. Also, IEU partners provide the opportunity to extend greater understanding, 
outreach, and uptake of IEU recommendations. Apart from fostering partnerships, the IEU 
further ensures the uptake of its findings and lessons learned by engaging in external and 
internal events, producing a wide range of outreach materials, regularly updating its microsite, 
and sharing content on social media, among others (see section 3.3.5 below). 

3.3.1. Partnerships 

19. The IEU works with a range of partners.12 It has Memoranda of Understanding, 
agreements and membership with 21 accredited entities, national designated authorities, 
universities, research institutes, government ministries, civil society organizations, multilateral 
and bilateral agencies, and independent evaluation offices of accredited entities. In January 
2022, the IEU signed an MoU with Incheon National University and was upgraded from observer 
to member status with the United Nations Evaluation Group. Also in January, the IEU’s LORTA 
programme signed an MoU with Fondo Mexicano para la Conservación de la Naturaleza A.C. 
FMCN. 

3.3.2. Webinars 

20. The GCF’s Evaluation Policy and the IEU’s TOR require the IEU to disseminate lessons 
learned. Webinars are an excellent channel for disseminating information, increasing awareness 
of the IEU’s work and its relevance to the GCF, encouraging the exchange of ideas, and fostering 
dialogue and learning among the IEU’s global stakeholders and partners. During the reporting 
period, the IEU delivered the following webinars: 

(a) Independent evaluation of the relevance and effectiveness of the GCF’s 
investments in the LDCs – webinar on the evaluation’s findings and recommendations. 

(b) Second Performance Review of the GCF – webinar introducing the IEU’s draft 
approach to and updates from the Second Performance Review. 

3.3.3. Hosting Board meeting side events 

21. Side event for the Report of the Synthesis Study: an IEU deliverable contributing to 
the Second Performance Review of the GCF. The IEU presented a side event on 23 March on 
the Synthesis Study’s key findings for B.31. 

3.3.4. External events 

22. Engagement opportunities with external stakeholders: On 20 January 2022, the IEU 
participated in a climate finance capacity building forum organized by Belize’s Ministry of 
Finance, Economic Development and Investment, which is the GCF’s National Designated 
Authority of Belize, and the Belize Chamber of Commerce and Industry, with assistance from 
Willis Towers Watson. On 1 February, the IEU took part in the Wilton Park-hosted event 
“Making transformational change for climate action post-COP26 – How?”; in this event, the IEU 

 
12 https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/about/partners 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/about/partners
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presented on its learning paper “Assessing the likelihood for transformational change at the 
Green Climate Fund” and the lessons learned from the IEU’s evaluation of the GCF’s private 
sector approach. On 10 March, the IEU hosted a Meeting of IEU Partners event, in which the Unit 
presented its 2022 workplan and activities to its partner organizations. From the Meeting of 
Partners, the IEU and its partners were able to actively exchange information about their work 
and identify possible areas of further collaboration. On 18 March, the IEU also presented a guest 
lecture on the role of evaluation and evidence in policy setting at Ewha Womans University 
Graduate School of International Studies based in Seoul, Korea. Events will continue to serve an 
important outreach function for the IEU in 2022. Two key external events for the IEU for 2022 
are the European Evaluation Society’s Biennial Conference in June and the twenty-seventh 
session of the Conference of the Parties to the United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change (UNFCCC COP27) in November. 

3.3.5. Communications products and uptake 

23. Overview of major communications and uptake products. The IEU produces a wide 
range of communications products tailored to the needs of its broad spectrum of stakeholders. 
Such products include print and online publications, multimedia content (e.g. videos and 
podcasts), newsletters, press releases, and promotional materials for internal and external 
engagement. Additionally, the IEU continues to update its microsite and maintain a solid 
presence on social media platforms. These outreach activities and materials disseminate the 
IEU’s evaluations, support their uptake, and serve the IEU’s broader learning and advisory 
function. They also enhance the Unit’s profile and presence in the international climate finance 
landscape. See Annex II for the complete list of communication and uptake products that the IEU 
produced in the reporting period. 

24. IEU microsite analytics. Recent analytics from the IEU microsite reveal that, during the 
reporting period, the site received a total of 5,324 visitors. Of the 5,324 visitors, 4,319 of them 
(or 81 per cent) were marked as engagements from ‘new users’ with the remaining 1,005 users 
(or 19 per cent) identified as ‘returning users’. Visitors predominantly use three main avenues: 
(i) web searches (e.g. via Google), (ii) directly searching on the microsite (e.g. via a browser 
bookmark) and (iii) social media (e.g. via IEU linked stories posted on Twitter or LinkedIn). The 
microsite’s most visited pages in the reporting period were the landing page, the IEU blogs page, 
and the least developed countries evaluation page. Recently, site visitors were attracted to the 
IEU’s new offerings in summaries and briefs. These are generally two-page synopses of larger 
reports such as IEU evaluations and learning papers. The summary of IEU’s learning paper on 
assessing the likelihood for transformational change at GCF received 114 views and 22 
downloads, while the figures for the working paper on challenges in real world impact 
evaluation were 106 and 21, respectively. The very recently uploaded SPR Synthesis Study’s 
topical briefs have proven popular, with almost 60 downloaded in just two weeks, from mid-
March to the end of March. 

25. Social media analytics: The IEU’s presence on multiple social media platforms enables 
the Unit to reach a wide range of stakeholders, including members of global evaluation 
networks and associations, other climate funds and international organizations, evaluation 
offices of UN agencies, AEs, NGOs, and academia. 

(a) Twitter. The IEU disseminated more than 70 tweets during the reporting period – 
roughly six tweets per week on average. These tweets informed key stakeholders of 
IEU’s latest evaluations, reports, summaries, blogs, videos  and other materials produced 
by the IEU. Tweets also disseminated key and current happenings related to the GCF, 
including the Board and the Secretariat. Other tweets encouraged stakeholders to attend 
seminars, workshops and webinars and/or updated them on the progress and outcomes 
of these events. IEU’s Twitter account attracts likes, retweets, and mentions from a 
range of global and regional evaluation networks and organizations, including the 
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International Fund for Agricultural Development, Grantham Research Institute on 
Climate Change, Global Green Growth Institute, United Nations Evaluation Group and 
the Asian Development Bank, among many others. 

(b) LinkedIn. The number of followers of IEU’s LinkedIn13 account has increased by 500 to 
almost 2,000 since the time of IEU’s previous activity report in October 2021. These 
followers regularly interact with the IEU’s content. They include, among others, the 
International Center for Integrated Mountain Development, the Adaptation Fund, United 
Nations Evaluation Group, the United Nations Capital Development Fund, IFAD, 
Mathematica, Steward Redqueen, the Center for Evaluation and Development, the 
Commonwealth Secretariat, International Initiative for Impact Evaluation, Climate 
Investment Funds and UNEP. The IEU has uploaded almost 40 posts to LinkedIn during 
the reporting period. Posts contain information ranging from the IEU’s latest evaluations 
and summary papers, through to promotions of seminars and events,  and on to 
recruitment announcements. 

(c) YouTube. The IEU so far produced a total of 152 videos for dissemination via the IEU’s 
YouTube Channel.14 The channel has 313 subscribers and attracts a wide range of 
followers from around the world. IEU’s most recent video introduces the IEU’s 
internship programme and provides an insight into some of the roles and 
responsibilities of IEU interns. Uploaded only in early March, the video enjoyed nearly 
200 views by the end of March. 

(d) Podcast. The IEU’s podcast “The Evaluator”,15 disseminated through Anchor, has 
reached listeners in more than 70 countries, with an almost equal share of male and 
female listeners. Regular podcasts could resume later in the year as a means to further 
disseminating IEU’s lessons learned through evaluations and evidence reviews and 
encouraging a wider uptake of those, when the IEU’s internal capacity is strengthened. 

3.4 Building and strengthening the Independent Evaluation Unit 

26. Based on the Evaluation Policy for the GCF (Decision B.BM-2021/07) and the IEU’s TOR 
(Decision B.BM-2021/15), the IEU is expected to be a global leader in climate evaluation and the 
evaluation community. Accordingly, it places considerable emphasis on developing internal 
capacity through a wide range of training and learning opportunities. 

27. Staffing. During the reporting period, the recruitment process for two new Evaluation 
Specialists was completed, and they are set to join the IEU in April and May, respectively. 
Recruitment for three positions approved by the Board in 2021 is still underway: a Principal 
Evaluation Officer, an Impact Evaluation Specialist, and a Communications and Uptake 
Associate. In addition to these three positions, the IEU plans to recruit an Evaluation Officer and 
an Evaluation Researcher in 2022. The Head of the IEU position also remains unfilled. 
28. Internship programme. The IEU’s recruitment of interns aims to ensure both training 
and learning. In addition to a final report at the end of the internship, IEU interns are 
responsible for drafting and distributing a weekly internal report that provides an update and 
overview of tasks assigned in the previous week. As a part of the GCF internship programme, 
the IEU commenced its internship programme in February 2021. In its second year now, the IEU 
internship programme offers two young graduates an opportunity every six months to learn 
and grow by supporting the development and undertaking of evaluations. The IEU will welcome 
the first batch of 2022 interns in April and May. The IEU will continue to enhance the capacity of 
interns to contribute to the IEU through its monthly Interns Day programme, which allows the 

 
13 https://www.linkedin.com/company/ieu-gcf/posts/?feedView=all&viewAsMember=true 
14 https://www.youtube.com/channel/UC00Tbl89SV7n3n4CzbwmXRg 
15 https://anchor.fm/theevaluator 

https://www.linkedin.com/company/ieu-gcf/posts/?feedView=all&viewAsMember=true
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UC00Tbl89SV7n3n4CzbwmXRg
https://anchor.fm/theevaluator
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interns to put aside their usual day-to-day tasks and learn about other areas of the IEU’s work, 
the GCF, or climate change. 
29. Training. In the reporting period, the IEU concluded the procurement of an external 
facilitator for three team coaching retreats that are planned for the second quarter of 2022; 
these coaching retreats will take place as a sequel to the 2021 two-day Team Retreat on team 
building. The focus will be on enhancing teamwork, communication, and collaboration within 
the Unit as well as following-up on the team’s commitments made during the 2021 retreat. 
30. Other internal GCF trainings: In the reporting period, a GCF training on sexual 
exploitation, sexual abuse and sexual harassment (SEAH) was made available for 2022. All 
members of the IEU will partake in the online training individually. 
31. 2022 SPR Questions Workshop: On 1 March, the IEU organized a three-hour internal 
workshop, in which the team members freely shared their thoughts about what the main and 
sub-evaluation questions of the Second Performance Review of the GCF could be. In this 
workshop, the IEU team members also took note of and collectively visited the SPR related 
comments and questions received from members and alternate members of the Board and the 
GCF Secretariat prior to this internal workshop. 

IV. Budget and expenditure report 

32. Table 1 below shows the IEU’s 2022 budget and expenditure report as of 28 February 
2022 in USD. 
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Table 1. IEU budget and expenditure report for 2022 in United States dollars (USD) as of 28 
February 2022 

Budget category 

2022 
Board 
approved 
budget 

Actuals Commitments Sub-total % Remaining 
budget 

Staff, consultants, 
interns 4,145,088 354,693 299,581 654,274 16% 3,490,814 

Full-time staff 3,640,213 317,431 - 317,431 9% 3,322,782 

Consultants & 
interns 504,875 37,262 299,581 336,843 67% 168,032 

Travel 218,915 0 - 0 0% 218,915 

General 218,915 0  0 0% 218,915 

Contractual 
services 1,432,500 60,315 611,813 672,128 47% 760,372 

Professional 
services 1,386,000 60,225 611,813 672,038 48% 713,962 

Other operating 
costs 46,500 90 - 90 0% 46,410 

Sub-Total 5,796,503 415,008 911,394 1,326,402  23% 4,470,101 

Shared cost 
allocation 690,509 115,086 575,423 690,509 100% - 

Grand Total 6,487,012 530,094 1,486,817 2,016,911 31% 4,470,101 
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Annex I:  Progress report on the Second Performance Review 

I. Introduction 

1. The Board launched the Second Performance Review (SPR) of the GCF  in decision B.BM-
2021/11 on 10 June 2021.16 The scope of the SPR is to assess the GCF’s progress during the 
GCF-1 programming period, specifically: (i) the GCF’s progress fulfilling its mandate and 
operational priorities, as outlined in the Updated Strategic Plan (USP), and (ii) the GCF’s 
performance in promoting a paradigm shift towards low-emission and climate-resilient 
development pathways. 
2. In decision B.27/08, the GCF Board approved the work plan and budget of the 
Independent Evaluation Unit for 2021. Document GCF/B.28/07 notes that “At every Board 
meeting, IEU activities reports will include an update on the progress made on the second 
performance review.” This progress report provides an account of the progress made on the 
SPR in the reporting period. 

II. Inception phase 

3. In the reporting period, the IEU concluded the inception phase of the SPR. This phase 
included the drafting and delivery of the deliverables referred below. The IEU held an internal 
SPR Questions workshop. This workshop allowed IEU members to freely discuss the potential 
evaluation questions for the SPR. The IEU also concluded the development of questions and 
determination of the methodological approach to the SPR. Further, the inception also included 
the development of a preliminary criteria and strategy for country case studies; a pilot mission 
was conducted in March 2022 in Rwanda. The inception phase concluded with the preparation 
of the SPR Approach Paper. 

III. Data collection 

4. During the reporting period, the SPR launched the data collection phase of the SPR. This 
included launching country missions as well as collection of qualitative and quantitative data. 
More specifically, during the reporting period, the SPR team launched the organization of data 
collection tools and processes. These include the development of tools and preparation for 
country case studies, interviews, surveys, portfolio assessments, modelling and policy reviews. 
The IEU initiated contact with NDAs of several countries identified for case studies, and these 
missions are in various stages of planning and execution. 

IV. IEU deliverables contributing to the SPR 

5. The SPR contains several IEU deliverables. During the reporting period, the IEU has 
made progress on the following deliverables contributing to the SPR. 
(a) FPR management action report (MAR). As stipulated in the GCF’s Evaluation Policy, 

the Board receives MARs prepared by the IEU. MARs track the progress made in the 
adoption of recommendations contained in IEU evaluations. In preparing this MAR, the 
IEU considered the Secretariat’s management response to the Forward-looking 
Performance Review (FPR) of the GCF (GCF/B.24/10). The FPR MAR was shared with 

 
 



  
       GCF/B.32/Inf.05 

Page 11 
 

 
the Board in time for B.31, and was annexed to the 2021 Annual Report of the IEU 
(GCF/B.31/Inf.09, Appendix VI). 

(b) Synthesis Study. The IEU conducted a full synthesis study of documents covering 
and/or relevant to GCF-1, covering nearly 200 reports submitted to the Board and grey 
and peer-reviewed literature. Where possible, the Synthesis Study compared lessons 
learned during GCF-1 with lessons learned from the IRM. The Synthesis Study examines 
the sufficiency and credibility of evidence to inform the SPR’s questions and may inform 
the SPR’s final report, including its findings and recommendations. On 15 March, at the 
request of GCF’s developing countries constituency, the IEU provided a debrief to 
members of the developing countries constituency. It also presented a side event on the 
Synthesis Study’s key findings. 

(c) Rapid assessment of the USP 2020-2021. The IEU  also carried out a Rapid 
Assessment of the Progress of the GCF’s USP 2020-2021 to primarily assess progress 
and projections independently for the effective delivery of the GCF’s USP as a part of 
SPR. The draft report will be made available in April 2022. 

(d) SPR approach paper. During the reporting period, the SPR team prepared the SPR 
approach paper to outline the work to be undertaken in the SPR. This includes an 
illustration of the methodological approach, expected schedule, key evaluation 
questions, and an identification of country case studies. The approach is informed by the 
findings of the Synthesis Study and Rapid Assessment of the USP 2020-2021. 

V. Engagement and uptake 

6. The GCF Evaluation Policy calls for evaluations to take a participatory approach. In this 
context, the IEU continues to engage with the Board on the SPR.  Please see below for further 
details. 

Table 2. List of SPR discussions/ consultations with Board members (not including data 
collection) 

Discussions/consultations on SPR Date 

IEU Webinar: Introduction to the Second Performance Review (SPR) 
of the GCF and the LDCs evaluation 

10 February 2022 

IEU Board Webinar: Draft Approach to the Second Performance 
Review (SPR) of the GCF 

16 February 2022 

GCF Board Developing Countries Constituency: Debrief on the 
Report of the Synthesis Study 

15 March 2022 

B.31 Side Event: Report of the Synthesis Study: An IEU Deliverable 
Contributing to the Second Performance Review of the Green 
Climate Fund 

23 March 2022 

Presentation to the Board at B.31 on the Report of the Synthesis 
Study: An IEU Deliverable Contributing to the Second Performance 
Review of the Green Climate Fund 

B.31 

 
7. The IEU has also consulted and engaged with the Secretariat. Between January and 
February 2022, the IEU consulted with colleagues from the GCF Secretariat, particularly 
colleagues from the Office of the Executive Director. These consultations assisted the IEU in  
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informing the Rapid Assessment of the Progress of the GCF’s Updated Strategic Plan.  The IEU 
also organized a presentation and discussion with the SMT to focus on the SPR. Prior to this, the 
IEU also organized webinars for the GCF Secretariat and the GCF Board. The webinars 
introduced the draft approach and updates from the SPR and covered the progress made and its 
expected timeline. 
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Annex II:  IEU communications materials 

Document type Topic 

Accountability report to 
the Board 

Annual report 2021 (high-gloss version) 

Accountability report to 
the Board 

Annual report 2021 (Board decision text version) 

Evaluation knowledge 
product 

SPR – Report of the Synthesis Study 

Board report Independent Evaluation of the relevance and effectiveness of the GCF's 
investments in the LDCs GEvalBrief 12 (English) – Least Developed 
Countries 

Evaluation brief Learning-Oriented Real-Time Impact Assessment: Portfolio Brief 2021 

Board report Independent evaluation of the relevance and effectiveness of the Green 
Climate Fund's investments in the Least Developed Countries – Final 
Report (Volume I) 

Board report Independent evaluation of the relevance and effectiveness of the Green 
Climate Fund's investments in the Least Developed Countries – Annexes 
to Final Report (Volume II) 

Board report Independent evaluation of the relevance and effectiveness of the Green 
Climate Fund's investments in the Least Developed Countries – Country 
case studies (Volume III) 

Evaluation knowledge 
product 

Independent evaluation of the relevance and effectiveness of the Green 
Climate Fund's investments in the Least Developed Countries – Executive 
Summary 

Evaluation knowledge 
product 

Independent evaluation of the relevance and effectiveness of the Green 
Climate Fund's investments in the Least Developed Countries – 
GEvalBrief 12 

Evaluation knowledge 
product 

Topical Brief – Synthesis study: an IEU deliverable under the second 
performance review of the Green Climate Fund – Access 

Evaluation knowledge 
product 

Topical Brief – Synthesis study: an IEU deliverable under the second 
performance review of the Green Climate Fund – Programming 

Evaluation knowledge 
product 

Topical Brief – Synthesis study: an IEU deliverable under the second 
performance review of the Green Climate Fund – Implementation 

Evaluation knowledge 
product 

Topical Brief – Synthesis study: an IEU deliverable under the second 
performance review of the Green Climate Fund – Achieving results 

Evaluation knowledge 
product 

Topical Brief – Synthesis study: an IEU deliverable under the second 
performance review of the Green Climate Fund – Institution 
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Document type Topic 

Evaluation knowledge 
product 

Topical Brief – Synthesis study: an IEU deliverable under the second 
performance review of the Green Climate Fund – Complementarity and 
coherence 

News article Recent changes to the IEU website 

News article IEU gains membership of UN Evaluation Group 

News article IEU internship announcement 

Guest Blog Focus Climate Finance on Results 

IEU Blog Uptake matters: Why evidence and communications go hand in hand 

IEU Blog B.31 Data Outlook: Funding proposals for Board’s consideration and 
relevant highlights from IEU evaluations 

News video IEU Internship Program 

Learning Paper Summary Behavioural science, decision making and climate investments 

Learning Paper Summary Assessing the likelihood for transformational change at the Green Climate 
Fund 

Learning Paper Summary Going the Last Mile: Behavioural Science and Investments in Climate 
Change Mitigation and Adaptation 

Learning Paper Summary Effectiveness of Forest Conservation Interventions: an Evidence Gap Map 

Learning Paper Summary Transformational Change: the Challenge of a Brave New World 

Working Paper Summary Challenges in real-world impact evaluations: Some learning on costs and 
timeliness 

Working Paper Summary Becoming bigger, better, smarter: A summary of the evaluability of Green 
Climate Fund proposals 

IEU Newsletter Issue 15 
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Annex III:  List of IEU events and engagements 

I. IEU events 

1. 10 February 2022: IEU Webinar: Second Performance Review (SPR) of the GCF and the 
LDCs evaluation 
2. 16 February 2022: IEU Board Webinar: Second Performance Review (SPR) of the GCF 

3. 17 February 2022: IEU Board Webinar: Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of 
the GCF’s Investments in the Least Developed Countries (LDCs) 

4. 10 March 2022: 2022 Meeting of IEU Partners 
5. 23 March 2022: IEU B.31 Side Event: Report of the Synthesis Study: An IEU Deliverable 
Contributing to the Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund 

II. External events 

6. 20 January 2022: Belize NDA, “Climate Finance Capacity Building Forum” 
7. 1 February 2022: Wilton Park, “Making transformational change for climate action post-
COP26 – How?” 

8. 18 March 2022: Ewha Womans University, “Distinguished Global Lecture Series -
Evaluation and Evidence: Why Mapping of Evidence and Gaps is Key for Policy Makers” 
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Annex IV:  Evaluation standards 

I. Context and purpose of the Green Climate Fund Evaluation 
Standards 

1. The Green Climate Fund (GCF) Evaluation Policy provides for an evaluation function 
that “helps the Fund credibly and objectively assess and measure its performance, results, 
effectiveness and efficiency in delivering its mandate, including its contribution to promoting a 
paradigm shift towards low-emission and climate-resilient development pathways.”1 The Policy 
provides that “the IEU [Independent Evaluation Unit] will develop standards, in collaboration 
with the Secretariat, and the Secretariat will develop guidelines to implement the Policy, in 
collaboration with the IEU, that ensure the Fund is able to inform its overall results, successes 
and unintended consequences in a credible and measurable manner.”2 The GCF Evaluation 
Standards (hereafter, “the Standards”) are developed to support the implementation and 
operationalization of the Evaluation Policy. 

2. The objective of the Standards is to support and enable the production of state-of-the-
art evaluations with high-quality evidence and recommendations. The intention is to provide 
consistency across the different types of evaluations conducted by GCF stakeholders.3 It is 
expected that the Standards provide guidance on the key elements that the GCF evaluations 
should consider as they are designed, developed, implemented and reported to the relevant 
organizations. 

3. To develop the Standards, the IEU undertook various steps that considered the 
experiences of experts within and outside the IEU. The development process consisted of a 
number of stages that increased in specificity and precision. First, the IEU undertook a literature 
review, covering the guidance and prevalent international evaluation practices across relevant 
organizations.4 Second, the IEU specifically reviewed the guidance provided by United Nations 
Evaluation Group (UNEG), including the UNEG Norms and Standards for Evaluation (2016) and 
the UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluation (2020). These reviews informed the development of 
initial drafts of the Standards. Following this, the IEU specifically sought written feedback and 
expertise from UNEG, international experts on evaluations, the evaluation offices of relevant 
climate funds and a limited number of evaluation offices of accredited entities (AEs) of the GCF. 
The IEU also sought contributions from and continued engagement with the GCF Secretariat. 
The solicited feedback from all consulted actors was reflected in the revisions of the document. 

4. The 15 Standards are listed in Table 3 and detailed in Section V of this document. Many 
individual standards are interrelated and may appear to overlap. This is to be expected because 
of the Standards’ corresponding, mutually complementing and reinforcing nature. The list of 
standards in this document is not intended to be exhaustive or exclusive. Nor is the list 
presented in any particular order. Instead, this is a list of standards prioritized by the GCF, 
although GCF evaluations may also adhere to other relevant standards. 
  

 
1 Refer to paragraph 10 in the GCF Evaluation Policy (2021). 
2 Refer to paragraph 50 and paragraph 58(a) in the GCF Evaluation Policy (2021). 
3 Refer to paragraph 07 and appendix 01 in the GCF Evaluation Policy (2021). 
4 The IEU reviewed the evaluation standards and principles of the following organizations more closely: Asian 

Development Bank, Adaptation Fund, European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, Evaluation Cooperation 
Group, Global Environment Facility, International Fund for Agricultural Development, Millennium Challenge 
Corporation, Mastercard Foundation, Oxfam International, United Nations Development Programme, United 
Nations Evaluation Group, the World Bank and the World Food Programme. 
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Table 3. Green Climate Fund Evaluation Standards 

 
 
5. This document contains two appendices. Appendix 1 provides a series of suggested 
questions and indicators that those commissioning and conducting evaluations could ask 
themselves when assessing the application of the Standards. Appendix 2 provides a list of non-
exhaustive good practices that evaluators may refer to while implementing the Standards. 

II. Applying the GCF Evaluation Standards 

6. As per paragraph 50 of the approved Evaluation Policy, the IEU shall develop standards 
in collaboration with the Secretariat. The Secretariat will develop guidelines to implement the 
policy in collaboration with the IEU. These standards and guidelines are intended to ensure that 
the Fund can inform its overall performance – including results, impacts and unintended 
consequences – in a credible and measurable manner. It is expected that the guidelines will 
draw upon the Standards. These guidelines are expected to allow for operationalization of the 
Standards into Secretariat-led and AE-led evaluations and create an additional mechanism for 
the GCF to uphold the Evaluation Policy across its evaluation function. 

7. As stated in the GCF Evaluation Policy, all GCF stakeholders will apply and incorporate 
the Standards in their evaluation work as appropriate and relevant.5 As part of the mandate to 
improve the quality of evaluations in the GCF, the IEU will conduct assessments of the quality of 
evaluations and the application of the Standards. It is imperative to note that the Standards 
operate within the scope of the GCF Evaluation Policy. The IEU, being the custodian of the 

 
5 Refer to paragraph 07 and paragraph 18 in the GCF Evaluation Policy (2021). 

Independence

Impartiality and Objectivity

Util ity and Value Added

Ownership and Participation

Credibility and Rigour

Transparency

Learning

Human Rights, Gender Equality and Environmental Considerations

Confidentiality

Cost-effectiveness

Ethics

Integrity

Accountability

Competence

Respect and Beneficence
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Evaluation Policy, will provide reports to the Board on issues related to implementing the 
Evaluation Policy (including the application of the Standards).6 
8. The GCF Evaluation Policy recognizes three types of evaluations: IEU-led evaluations, 
Secretariat-led evaluations and AE-led evaluations. For IEU-led evaluations, the Head of the IEU 
would enforce the Standards and monitor their application. The GCF Secretariat would be 
expected to apply the Standards in Secretariat-led evaluations. In the case of AE-led evaluations, 
the GCF Evaluation Policy indicates that the independent evaluation offices of the AE, or the AE 
by drawing on the independence of their evaluation function where such independent 
evaluation offices do not exist, would be responsible for this type of evaluation.7 Therefore, 
these offices would also have to ensure that the Standards are applied. 

9. The target audience of this document consists of both those who commission and 
conduct evaluations and those who receive the findings and recommendations from the 
evaluations, including all levels and all types of evaluations as indicated in the GCF Evaluation 
Policy.8 Applying and implementing the Standards is a shared responsibility. All those engaged 
in commissioning, hosting, designing, conducting and managing evaluation activities should 
understand and adhere to the Standards. The Standards are also applicable in the context of the 
different roles and responsibilities of GCF stakeholders, as defined in the GCF Evaluation Policy.9 
More specifically, the Standards are primarily intended to support those commissioning 
evaluations and the evaluators who conduct GCF evaluations. Those receiving the evidence and 
recommendations from these evaluations should also be familiar with the Standards to ensure 
that they were produced and developed to the highest level of quality. 

10. Not every standard would be applicable for every evaluation. Nevertheless, the 
evaluator and those commissioning the evaluation will have to explain why a standard was not 
relevant for a particular evaluation. This discussion should be incorporated into key documents 
in the evaluation process, such as the terms of reference (TOR) and the inception, draft and final 
reports. 

III. Training and capacity-building 

11. GCF stakeholders may require training to strengthen their knowledge and awareness 
relating to the following subject matter: definition and applicability of the Standards, potential 
methodologies to apply and assess the application of the Standards, how the Standards are 
applied to different types of GCF funding proposals and projects and, lastly, the roles and 
responsibilities in applying the Standards. The Secretariat will be responsible for building the 
capacity of AEs, with a particular focus on the capacity-building of direct access entities. 
12. As per paragraph 55 of the Evaluation Policy, the IEU will strengthen evaluation 
capacities in AEs (including direct access entities) and intermediaries to enable evaluation of 
their Fund portfolio activities. As established in its TOR, the IEU will assume a leadership role in 
the evaluation community regarding climate change and will actively participate in relevant 
evaluation networks. Furthermore, the IEU will work on establishing and leading a community 
of practice of evaluators working in the climate change field. 

  

 
6 Refer to paragraph 51 in the GCF Evaluation Policy (2021). 
7 Refer to paragraph 20, paragraph 21 and paragraph 22 in the GCF Evaluation Policy (2021). 
8 Refer to Section VII. Types of evaluations in the GCF Evaluation Policy (2021). 
9 Refer to Section VIII. Institutional arrangements, roles and responsibilities in the GCF Evaluation Policy (2021). 
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IV. Effectiveness and updates 

13. The Standards come into effect with the GCF Evaluation Policy in May 2022. The IEU will 
review and revise the Standards on a continuing basis to reflect lessons learned from their 
implementation. 

V. GCF Evaluation Standards 

Standard 1. Independence 

14. The independence of an evaluation may be secured by ensuring that it is carried out by 
entities and persons free of the control of those responsible for the design and implementation 
of the GCF investment, operations, strategies, policies, management and governance. 
Independence implies freedom from political influence and organizational pressure. It is 
characterized by full access to information and complete autonomy in carrying out the 
evaluation, reporting findings and providing recommendations. The independence of 
evaluations is necessary for credibility, influences how an evaluation is used and allows 
evaluators to be impartial and free from undue pressure throughout the evaluation process. 

15. Evaluators and those reporting the findings and recommendations of the evaluation 
must have the complete freedom to conduct their evaluative work impartially, without risk of 
adverse effects on their career development and must be able to express their assessment 
freely. The evaluation process should be independent of the policymaking process and the 
delivery, management and implementation of the subject under evaluation. Programme/project 
managers should take a supporting role in the design and implementation of the evaluation, but 
to ensure independence and credibility they will not manage the evaluation. They will provide 
documents and data as requested to support the overall evaluation and the evaluators and 
managers of evaluations. 
16. There should be four dimensions of independence in evaluations: 

(a) Structural independence: where each evaluation has its own budget. 

(b) Functional independence: where the evaluation team can determine how to conduct the 
evaluation. 

(c) Organizational independence: where the evaluation team is positioned outside the 
organization’s reporting line and staff management function. 

(d) Behavioural independence: where the operational unit does not interfere with or 
influence the process or the interpretation and reporting of the evaluation findings. This 
dimension would apply even in cases where the operational unit commissions the 
evaluation of its own project or programme. 

Standard 2. Impartiality and Objectivity 

17. The evaluation process and products should reflect impartiality, objectivity and an 
absence of bias at all stages, including planning, formulating the mandate and scope, selecting 
the evaluation team, providing access to stakeholders, data collection, conducting the 
evaluation, developing findings and recommendations, and communication. 

18. Impartiality means that evaluation team members should not have been (or expect to 
be) directly responsible for policy-setting, design or management of the evaluation subject. 
Moreover, impartiality means that an evaluator should not be biased against what is being 
evaluated. Any team members with vested interests (anyone involved in an item subject to 
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evaluation or benefiting from its association) must not be members of the evaluation team in 
order to maintain impartiality. For impartiality to prevail, there must be no bias in procedure, 
scope and methodology, and such biases must not come into play while considering and 
analysing achievements and challenges. 

19. While developing rigorous evaluations, it must be recognized that the evaluation 
processes take place within a value-laden system. Every aspect of evaluation – from design and 
data collection to analysis, reporting and uptake – is embedded in and affected by social 
contexts, which can sometimes pose unique challenges when addressing rationality. Evaluators 
should identify and address these issues as much as possible in GCF evaluations, which heavily 
strive for value neutrality. To achieve a high level of objectivity, evaluators must avoid errors in 
judgment and must test competing explanations. Evaluations should also strive to acknowledge 
the specific normative values underpinning them. 

20. The views of all stakeholders should be considered. The key elements of impartiality and 
objectivity are professional integrity and the absence of bias. All evaluations will be 
operationally and analytical unbiased and adhere to the highest ethical standards (see Appendix 
2) while upholding the GCF procedures and policies that address conflicts of interest and those 
specific to the evaluation profession. 

Standard 3. Utility and Value Added 

21. An evaluation is not an end in itself. It only achieves its purpose if the evaluation 
findings, lessons and recommendations are considered, taken up and acted upon. Evaluation 
utility refers to the relevance and timeliness of the evaluation process and findings to learning, 
decision-making and accountability. Utility is important in order to meet the learning, 
accountability and decision-making needs of the intended users through reports that are 
properly structured and well written. By strengthening the utility, the evaluation also builds 
ownership and commitment to the evaluation by different stakeholders. Evaluations should 
have a utility that is relevant to the work of the GCF and the work of the entity conducting the 
evaluation. The utility of an evaluation is measured by how much the evaluation influences the 
organization’s decision-making, including the uptake of findings, lessons and recommendations. 
The credibility of the evaluation is a prerequisite for utility. 
22. The value added is the contribution of the evaluation to dialogue, learning, 
accountability and improved institutional performance. If an evaluation is to add value, it must 
be used. Therefore, the evaluation should be available in a timely manner and in a practical 
format; it must be embedded into the operational process in such a way as to inform operational 
efforts and choices. Ultimately, the relevance of the evaluation is measured by its utility, value 
and timing. For an evaluation to be relevant, the organization must clearly intend to use its 
analysis, conclusions and recommendations to inform decisions and actions. This implies 
relevant and timely contributions to organizational learning, informed decision-making 
processes and accountability. 

Standard 4. Ownership and Participation 

23. An evaluation must provide opportunities for stakeholders to participate in and own the 
evaluation process, its results and its products. Meaningful participation in evaluation processes 
is encouraged to enhance interest in evaluations and, crucially, the ownership and use of 
emerging findings and recommendations. Because evaluation is intended to strengthen 
dialogue, accountability and learning processes, it is expected to ensure that key stakeholders 
are engaged in all stages of the evaluation process. 
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24. The evaluation process should regularly inform stakeholders about the evaluation 
through formal and informal means to encourage learning. The evaluation team develops 
partnerships with various stakeholders involved in the subject under evaluation. 
25. Participation in the evaluation process and ownership or buy-in of the results of the 
evaluations will be maximized when GCF stakeholders engage with evaluations. In collaboration 
with partner countries, the onus is on the GCF to set expectations for both implementers and 
evaluators. The evaluation team and those commissioning evaluations should encourage and 
promote stakeholders’ and partners’ learning and reflection skills while thinking creatively 
about different ways to foster programme learning to ensure the inclusion of underrepresented 
groups (e.g. indigenous peoples, women, youth and elderly, the illiterate and the most 
vulnerable). 

Standard 5. Credibility and Rigour 

26. An impartial and rigorous methodology is necessary for an evaluation to be credible. 
Credibility and rigour of methodology and approaches generate high-quality, trustworthy 
evidence, contributing to sound knowledge. Credibility in evaluation is further manifested in the 
form of credibility of evidence, analysis and judgment, a manner of data collection that conforms 
to global standards, the transparency of evaluation processes that involve relevant 
stakeholders, an ethical approach and robust quality assurance systems. Evaluations should 
meet internationally agreed norms and standards for evaluation to retain their credibility. 

27. Rigour is a prerequisite for the credibility of evaluation findings and, in turn, for 
evaluation utility. Rigour is to be further ensured in data collection, analysis, and reporting that 
are systematic and verifiable. Such rigour of evaluation design and the corresponding data 
collection and analysis enhance the confidence of evaluators to draw conclusions. High-quality 
evaluation reports establish the reliability and credibility of findings and conclusions by 
including details of the evaluation design and chosen methodology, including disclaimers 
describing the limitations of data and methodology used. The evaluation should also include an 
analysis of the potential negative impacts of the evaluation findings, conclusions and 
recommendations. 

Standard 6. Transparency 

28. Transparency in evaluation is an essential element that establishes trust and builds 
confidence, enhancing stakeholder ownership and increasing public accountability. Essential 
features of transparency involve clear communication concerning decisions in the evaluation 
process alongside transparency in conveying the purpose of the evaluation and the criteria 
applied, the evaluation approach and methods, and the intended use of the findings. The 
evaluation team must analyse data and present findings transparently while reflecting the 
different views of various stakeholders. The team must also maintain confidentiality, taking into 
account the type of information as well as individuals and institutions. The evaluation team 
must also provide an explicit rationale when they do not incorporate stakeholder feedback. 
29. Transparency at the GCF refers to the Fund’s obligation to disclose findings publicly and 
transparently and to share the information (microdata and reports) generated through the 
evaluation. The GCF is committed to transparency and making information available to the 
public.10 It does this by routinely updating the GCF website with the most recent information. 

 
10 Refer to paragraph 1, paragraph 6(a), paragraph 6(c) and paragraph 15 in the Information Disclosure Policy of the 

Green Climate Fund (2016). 
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Standard 7. Learning 

30. The GCF is a learning institution and the GCF Evaluation Policy identifies learning as a 
key purpose of evaluations. 

31. Learning refers to the GCF’s commitment to understanding the causal relationships and 
effects of its interventions. Learning also facilitates the integration of evaluation findings in the 
design, implementation, analysis and measurement of current and future interventions, thereby 
encouraging learning feedback loops. Learnings derived from real-time impact assessments and 
evaluations not only inform the AEs in their review processes but also aid them in better 
adaptative management.11 

32. Due to the complexity in social, economic and environmental changes, along with the 
continuously evolving context in which GCF operations take place, evaluators and those 
receiving the findings and recommendations of the evaluation must place a strong emphasis on 
iterative learning. Such learning enables adjustments at the operational and strategic levels, in 
both the shorter and the longer term. 

33. Interim evaluations are used to assess progress towards outcomes and impacts and the 
likelihood of achieving them, whereas final evaluations provide evaluative evidence covering 
the entire intervention. To apply the standard of Learning, the questions that evaluators must 
ask may include, among others, “Are we doing things right?” and “Are the right things being 
done?” This requires the evaluator and the GCF to question their mandate, beliefs, values and 
assumptions, including those underpinning the GCF’s perception of the problem and its 
strategies to address them. Evidence from evaluations should inform this learning and 
questioning. Given the urgency of solving the climate change crisis, the GCF embraces rapid and 
flexible learning processes and tools, such as evaluations. 

Standard 8. Human Rights, Gender Equality and Environmental 
Considerations 

34. The universally recognized values and principles of human rights, gender equality, 
rights of indigenous peoples and environmental considerations need to be integrated into all 
stages of an evaluation. It is the responsibility of the evaluators and those commissioning 
evaluations to ensure that these values are respected, addressed and promoted, and that they 
underpin the existing principles, policies and mandate of the GCF. Evaluators should assess the 
extent to which GCF investments have addressed the above considerations and have 
incorporated the GCF commitment to these considerations into their design and 
implementation. 
35. During the design, implementation and presentation of evidence and recommendations, 
evaluators should act with tolerance, sensitivity and respect for cultural differences. 
Furthermore, this standard urges that evaluations should avoid any form of discrimination 
based on any group – such as gender; race; colour; national, ethnic or social origin; genetic 
features; language; religion or belief; political or any other opinion; membership of a national 
minority; property; birth; disability; age; or sexual orientation – both within the evaluation team 
and among stakeholders. This Standard also recognizes that evaluations should take an 
approach that is sensitive to the needs and special conditions of indigenous peoples. 

36. GCF evaluations should also consider how to minimize their carbon footprint. 
Evaluation plans can accommodate efforts to reduce the carbon footprint of the evaluation 

 
11 Refer to paragraph 54 in the GCF Evaluation Policy (2021). 
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process. Evaluation teams should indicate how they are planning to offset their carbon 
footprint. 

Standard 9. Confidentiality 

37. The confidentiality of evaluation participants should be protected throughout the 
evaluation process, including during qualitative and quantitative data collection, as well as 
when storing, analysing and reporting data. The evaluation should also include a discussion on 
how participants and users would be notified of a data breach, hacking or loss in data sets and 
research in which their information was recorded. Any data, information and documents, 
whether in physical or electronic format, obtained during an evaluation shall be protected and 
kept confidential according to GCF policies and procedures and the GCF’s legal framework. 

Standard 10. Cost-effectiveness 

38. Whenever an evaluation is commissioned, the costing of the evaluation plan is crucial 
and should be realistic about the requirements and scope of the evaluation. The evaluation 
process must consider all available options to develop the most cost-effective and robust 
techniques that will provide the strongest evidence. A realistic, honest and careful planning of 
the evaluation, as well as the cost-effectiveness of the project, is even more crucial when 
budgetary resources are limited. Evaluators should objectively assess value for money in terms 
of the learnings that the evaluations will yield and make a conscious decision based on that 
assessment. Evaluators are encouraged to carefully consider the appropriate options to decide 
on the most cost-effective methods that will provide the most robust evidence for the 
evaluation. The costing of an evaluation should be realistic in relation to the requirements and 
scope of the evaluation and the realities of the evaluation. 
39. The GCF Evaluation Policy provides for the provision of adequate resources for 
conducting evaluations of all types and at all levels across the GCF.12 This is also a key 
international norm to enable organizations to fulfil their evaluation function. At the project 
level, the GCF Evaluation Policy indicates that the AEs are responsible for ensuring that financial 
support for interim and final evaluations is budgeted, adequately allocated and available in a 
timely manner. Further, GCF projects should include a budget line for generating and collecting 
evaluative data. This budget is exclusive of the interim and final evaluation costs covered by the 
AE fees. Overall evaluation budgets included within project budgets, consistent with global 
evaluation international best practices, should range from 2 to 5 per cent of the project 
budget.13 
40. The GCF Secretariat is expected to ensure that its strategic and working plans include 
the human and financial resources necessary to implement the Evaluation Policy and to 
undertake monitoring and evaluation functions. IEU budget should be linked to the size of the 
GCF programming envelope since it represents the volume of operations that the IEU will 
evaluate in the future. It is anticipated that the overall annual budget for the IEU will not exceed 
1 per cent of the programming envelope of the GCF. The IEU’s annual budget will be sufficient to 
cover its annual workplan as approved by the Board. 

41. The funding allocated by the GCF in each of these cases should be managed to ensure 
cost-effectiveness in terms of adding value to the GCF. The costing and budgeting of each 
evaluation should be addressed as appropriate and should consider the cost of applying the GCF 
Evaluation Standards and Evaluation Guidelines. 

 
12 Refer to paragraphs 29, 41 and 58 in the GCF Evaluation Policy (2021). 
13 Refer to paragraph 41 in the GCF Evaluation Policy (2021). 
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Standard 11. Ethics 

42. Systematic attention to ethics helps balance the goals of evaluations and those involved 
in commissioning them and carrying them out with the rights and interests of diverse 
participants and their communities. UNEG defines ethics as “the right or agreed principles and 
values that govern the behaviour of an individual within the specific, culturally defined context 
within which an evaluation is commissioned or undertaken.”14 In practical terms, evaluations 
must be conducted with the highest standards of integrity and respect for the beliefs, manners 
and customs of the social and cultural environment and for human rights and gender equality. 
43. Ethical considerations are crucial to shaping the design of all evaluation activities. 
Human dignity, equity and environmental respect underpin the design and implementation of 
evaluations at the GCF, in line with the GCF mandate which all staff, partners and evaluators are 
expected to follow (see also Standard 8, above, on Human Rights, Gender Equality and 
Environmental Considerations). Participants in evaluations must be treated with respect and 
dignity, which entails robust procedures to protect their privacy and sensitive information, 
including by offering anonymity and the confidentiality of individual information. Evaluations 
must practice free, prior and informed consent, especially ensuring that individuals are free to 
choose whether to participate or not. 

44. All proposed evaluations must consider the potential ethical implications of the 
investment or activities under evaluation, along with plans to mitigate such concerns. Those 
managing evaluations must remain sensitive to ethical considerations throughout the 
evaluation, with frequent check-ins and early attention given to any emergent issues. There 
should be a mechanism for reporting potential ethical problems created by the evaluation or 
identified by the evaluation, and appropriate actions should be taken in both cases. In the first 
case, evaluation managers may have to change the evaluation team or methodologies. In the 
second case, the evaluation team should communicate immediately with the relevant parts of 
the organization. 

Standard 12. Integrity 

45. Integrity is the active adherence to moral values and professional standards, which are 
essential for responsible evaluation practice. Integrity in evaluation requires various elements 
such as honesty and truthfulness in communication and actions, professionalism, independence, 
impartiality and incorruptibility. Two aspects that will affect the integrity of an evaluation are 
ensuring evaluation incorruptibility and practicing sound evaluative judgment. 
46. All stakeholders involved in evaluations should consider evaluation corruptibility. This 
refers to possible ways in which evaluators or those commissioning evaluations may be 
persuaded to support unethical practices in conducting the evaluation or reporting the results 
of evaluations. Five forms of corruptibility could compromise the ethics of the evaluation and 
must be prevented:15 
(a) A willingness to misrepresent the truth and produce positive findings, due to conflict of 

interest or other perceived payoffs or penalties (such willingness may be conscious or 
unconscious) 

(b) An intrusion of unsubstantiated opinions because of sloppy, capricious or 
unprofessional evaluation practices 

 
14 United Nations Evaluation Group, “Norm 06 (Ethics)”, Norms and Standards for Evaluation (New York, UNEG, 

2016). 
15 Jody L. Fitzpatrick, James R. Sanders and Blaine R. Worthen, Program Evaluation: Alternative Approaches and 

Practical Guidelines (New York, Pearson Education Inc. 2004). 
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(c) “Shaded” evaluation “findings” as a result of the intrusion of the evaluator’s personal 

prejudices or preconceived notions 
(d) Obtaining the cooperation of clients or participants by making promises that cannot be 

kept 

(e) Failure to honour commitments that could have been honoured 

47. Furthermore, evaluators or evaluations may not be corrupt but may have 
misunderstood their responsibilities, creating challenges to sound evaluative judgment. This 
also affects and is related to Standard 5 on Credibility and Rigour. In yet other cases, evaluators 
may intend to do what is right, correct or ethical but may misunderstand their role and 
responsibility in the evaluation. The following potential evaluation fallacies may challenge 
sound judgment: 16 

(a) Clientism: the fallacy that doing whatever the client requests or whatever will benefit 
the client is ethically correct. 

(b) Contractualism: the fallacy that the evaluator must follow the written contract without 
question, even if doing so is detrimental to the public good. 

(c) Methodologicalism: the belief that following acceptable inquiry methods assures that 
the behaviour of the evaluator will be ethical, even when some methodologies may 
compound the evaluator’s ethical dilemmas. 

(d) Relativism: the fallacy that opinion data collected by the evaluator from various 
participants must be given equal weight because opinions of peripheral and pivotal 
participants are assigned the same priority. 

(e) Pluralism/elitism: the fallacy of allowing powerful voices to be given higher priority 
because the evaluator feels they hold more prestige and potency than the powerless or 
voiceless. 

Standard 13. Accountability 

48. Accountability is the obligation to be answerable for all decisions and actions that are 
taken in an evaluation. The evaluator’s responsibility is to honour commitments and report 
potential or actual harms observed through the appropriate channels. An evaluator can ensure 
accountability by being transparent regarding the evaluation’s purpose, design and conduct, 
while being responsive when questions or events arise. The evaluator should take responsibility 
for meeting the evaluation purpose. Measures taken for exercising due care alongside ensuring 
redress and recognition are the responsibility of the evaluator. Accountability also entails giving 
thorough justification and fair and accurate reporting to stakeholders, including affected people, 
on decisions, actions and intentions. 

Standard 14. Competence 

49. Evaluations should be conducted by the best possible team in terms of education, 
qualifications, skills, and appropriate expertise and experience in evaluation. The evaluation 
team must possess the competencies and knowledge required to perform their roles in the 
evaluation. Possessing relevant evaluation competencies is essential to ensure not only the 
credibility and quality of the process but also the products of the evaluation. The credibility of 
evaluation depends on the expertise and independence of the evaluators and the degree of 

 
16 E. R. House, “Principles Evaluation: A Critique of the AEA Guiding Principles”, in Guiding Principles for Evaluators, R. 

Shadish and others, eds., New Directions for Program Evaluation No. 66 (San Francisco, Jossey-Bass, 1995). 
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transparency of the evaluation process. Ultimately, the evaluator’s competence is critical to 
completing an evaluation. 
50. Programme/project managers should support the implementation of the evaluation by 
providing data and documents; however, to ensure independence and credibility, they should 
not manage the evaluation. Conversely, the evaluation manager cannot be the manager of the 
programme/project being evaluated. 
51. Evaluators, evaluation managers and evaluation commissioners should continually seek 
to maintain and improve their competencies in order to provide the highest level of 
performance in their evaluations. Those responsible for commissioning evaluations should 
recruit evaluators with the required qualifications, expertise and experience: selection must be 
transparent and primarily based on competence. Evaluators should accurately represent their 
level of skills and knowledge. If the evaluation falls outside of their professional training and 
competence limits, they should decline to conduct the evaluation. 

52. A possible good practice could be that the evaluation team comprises internal (for 
example, IEU staff or staff from an AE’s independent evaluation offices) and external experts. 
Engaging independent external evaluators is a means to avoid undue influence and bias, 
ensuring objective and credible evaluation results. On the other hand, the evaluation team will 
benefit from having members who have knowledge of the institution. Evaluations of GCF 
operations should make the best possible use of local expertise, both technical and evaluative. 

Standard 15. Respect and Beneficence 

53. Respect involves engaging with all stakeholders of an evaluation in a way that honours 
their dignity, well-being and personal agency while also being responsive to their sex, gender, 
race, language, country of origin, LGBTQ status, age, background, religion, ethnicity and ability, 
and cultural, economic and physical environments. Evaluations must ensure fair representation 
is given to different voices and perspectives. Respect in evaluation requires that all relevant 
stakeholders have access to the evaluation process and product, alongside meaningful 
engagement and fair treatment of all relevant stakeholders in the evaluation processes. 

54. On the other hand, beneficence in this context means striving to do good for people and 
the planet while averting harms arising from evaluation as an intervention. Beneficence in 
evaluation requires explicit and ongoing consideration of risks and benefits alongside 
warranting to maximize benefits and ensuring to do no harm. The aim is to ensure that 
evaluations do no harm while making an overall positive contribution. 
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Appendix I:  Suggested checklist for application of GCF Evaluation Standards 

1. Commissioning, planning and design Yes No Comments Relevant standards 

Are those conducting the evaluation free from conflict of interest?    Independence 

Do those who carry out the evaluation have the required qualifications, expertise and experience to 
conduct the evaluation competently, including awareness and knowledge of the GCF Evaluation 
Standards and Evaluation Guidelines? 

   Competence 

Is the proposed approach to gathering evidence the most cost-effective?    Cost-effectiveness 

Are the time frame and resources realistic for achieving the intended purpose and outcomes, 
including engaging local stakeholders and communicating findings to different stakeholder groups? 

   Cost-effectiveness; 
Credibility; Participation 

Have you considered and addressed the GCF Evaluation Standards and Evaluation Guidelines when 
drafting the terms of reference (TORs)? 

   All standards 

Are expertise and mechanisms in place for taking timely actions if the GCF Evaluation Standards or 
Evaluation Guidelines are not followed? 

   All standards 

Do your evaluation plans and TORs allocate sufficient resources and time to ensure all relevant 
stakeholders are engaged throughout the evaluation in providing feedback on the design and 
implementation approaches? 

   Cost-effectiveness; 
Credibility; Participation; 
Utility; Transparency 

Are methods and tools for data collection, site selection and key informants based on objective 
criteria to ensure the absence of bias? 

   Impartiality 

How is the evaluation expected to be used?    Utility 

Do your evaluation plans and TORs identify appropriate audiences for evaluation findings and 
allocate sufficient resources for dissemination in appropriate channels and formats? 

   Utility 

Will the evaluation promote a culture of mindfulness of differences in social values and cultures?    Ethics; Human Rights 

2. Implementation, including data collection Yes No Comments Relevant standards 

Have you informed staff and evaluators of reporting responsibilities and mechanisms for conflicts of 
interest? 

   Transparency; 
Independence; Credibility 
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Is there a plan for redress outlined so that stakeholders or the evaluators can report any non-
adherence to the GCF Evaluation Standards and Evaluation Guidelines? 

   Accountability; 
Transparency 

Can participants in the evaluation provide feedback during the evaluation process or seek redress?    Ownership and 
Participation 

Is the evaluation being implemented following the agreed TORs?    Impartiality 

Are the evaluators and those being evaluated following the GCF Evaluation Standards and 
Guidelines? 

   All standards 

Does the evaluation plan have clear protocols for the storage and destruction of data after the 
evaluation? 

   Confidentiality 

Is the identity and confidentiality of evaluation participants protected throughout the evaluation 
process? 

   Confidentiality 

Is there a protocol to notify users/participants in case of data breaches?    Confidentiality 

Are the evaluators trained to understand the local context, evaluation subject matter and gendered 
and other cultural norms to ensure appropriate sensitivity when undertaking the evaluation? 

   Competence; Human Rights 

Are the questions for surveys, focus groups or interviews value neutral, culturally and age 
appropriate, and not likely to cause stress to participants? 

   Credibility and Rigour 

Are evaluators working collaboratively and being respectful of the knowledge and experience of 
participants and stakeholders? 

   Ethics 

Is the evaluation minimizing its carbon footprint (e.g. in travel arrangements and carbon offsetting 
of emissions)? 

   Environmental 
Considerations 

Is there any provision for monitoring and addressing adverse issues identified throughout the data 
collection (e.g. drug abuse, illness or disease, domestic violence, or harm to natural systems or 
ecosystems)? 

   GCF Policies; Transparency; 
Integrity 

Are power imbalances recognized and addressed? Are participatory and empowerment approaches 
favoured? 

   Participation; Human 
Rights 

Did the evaluation promote and ensure a working culture shaped by ethical principles, such as 
honesty, fairness and respect? 

   Ethics; Integrity; Respect; 
Human Rights 
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Have (intended and unintended) consequences of the evaluation processes and results been 
monitored and addressed? 

   Cost-effectiveness; 
Transparency 

3. Reporting Yes No Comments Relevant standards 

Has the obligation to provide a clear and transparent accounting of the findings been made clear to 
those preparing the reporting? 

   Transparency; Ownership 
and Participation 

Are quality assurance processes in place to ensure that the final report fully represents the findings 
and conclusions of the evaluators and has not been amended without their consent? 

   Transparency 

Does the inception report include a detailed assessment of the risk of applying, or not, the GCF 
Evaluation Standards and proposed mitigation actions? 

   All standards 

Does the evaluation report explain how stakeholders were engaged throughout the evaluation 
process in the evaluation approach or methodology? 

   Ownership and 
Participation 

Do the report findings appropriately reflect the various perspectives and voices of the multiple 
stakeholders involved? 

   Ownership and 
Participation 

Are potential negative impacts of evaluation findings, conclusions and recommendations explicitly 
considered? Have benefits and harms been weighted? 

   Credibility and Rigour; 
Transparency 

How is the evaluation expected to influence the organization’s decision-making and the GCF?    Utility and Value Added 

4. Dissemination and communication     

Are the findings being communicated to relevant stakeholders, ensuring that limitations are clearly 
noted? 

   Dissemination 

Does the evaluation have a learning plan?    Learning 

Are those contracting the evaluations publicly disseminating all evaluation products and considering 
which are the most appropriate forms and languages to use to ensure accessibility for different 
audiences, including local populations? 

   Transparency; Credibility; 
Learning 

Are evaluation products being disseminated promptly to optimize their use and relevance?    Utility and Value Added; 
Learning 

Are evaluation findings presented in formats and channels appropriate for all audiences?    Learning 
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Are the evaluation findings and recommendations relevant and valuable to the work of the GCF and 
the work of the entity conducting the evaluation? 

   Utility and Value Added 
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Appendix II:  Good practices for implementing GCF Evaluation Standards 

1. Independence 

• Independence is achieved when evaluation activities are independent of managers responsible for programme design and implementation. 
• As defined in the GCF Evaluation Policy, self-evaluations should have independence in the composition of evaluators. Evaluators in this type of evaluation 

should be free from conflict of interest regarding the programme, project or policy that will be evaluated. 
• Those commissioning the evaluation should ensure that the evaluators are free of conflict of interest, in both independent and self-evaluations. The 

procurement and recruitment process of evaluators should also be free of outside interference, following only the GCF’s or the accredited entities’ 
procurement and human resources procedures. Procurement and recruitment of evaluators should be conducted in a way that the selection is free from 
conflict of interest. For instance, selection panels may be independent of managers responsible for programme design, management and implementation. 

• Those supervising the implementation of evaluations should ensure that evaluators are given access to all information and stakeholders. 
• Some organizations require that the evaluators sign a form indicating they have no conflict of interest. 
• Evaluators should have full discretion in submitting their report directly to those commissioning the evaluation. 

2. Impartiality and Objectivity 

Evaluation teams: 
• Should be independent to avoid undue influence and bias while ensuring objective and credible evaluation results 
• Should not have been, or expected to be, directly responsible for the policy-setting, design or management of the evaluation subject 
• Must have the complete freedom to conduct the evaluation work impartially, without the risk of negative effects on their career development and must be 

able to express their assessment freely 
• Should conduct evaluations with professional integrity, in an unbiased fashion, and be ready and willing to issue strong, high-quality and uncompromising 

reports, free of any restriction imposed by Management and the Board 
• Must have the competencies and knowledge required to perform their roles successfully 

 
The Evaluation Manager or the person managing the evaluation: 

• Must ensure that the evaluation is implemented as per design; if challenges arise during any steps in the evaluation process (e.g., after a field mission) and 
changes are necessary, these changes should not undermine impartiality 

• Should prepare the TORs following the GCF Evaluation Standards and Evaluation Guidelines to ensure the absence of bias in terms of scope and design 
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• Should ensure that the selected methods and tools for data collection, site selection and key informants are based on objective criteria, to prevent bias; these 
criteria should be shared and discussed with key participants and stakeholders and be presented in the TORs, inception reports and final evaluation reports 

3. Utility and Value-Added 

• The evaluation topic should be aligned with the organization’s programming to be relevant, useful and provide value added. 
• The evaluation should be planned to provide timely information to key stakeholders – for example, to allow for adaptative management or mid-course 

corrections. 
• The use of the evaluation must be built into the design phase and reflect the diversity of intended audiences and uses. 
• There must be “a clear message from the top” about the utility of evaluative evidence. Senior managers and governance structures need to constantly 

question operational and strategy teams on how learning from evaluative evidence has affected the design of the operations and strategy. 
• The management of the organization and the governing bodies should ensure that evaluative evidence is used to inform the design and implementation of 

future operations and strategies, as well as for mid-course correction of those under implementation. One way to ensure this is for the evaluation function to 
have “mechanisms” that monitor the feedback loops through action plans developed by management. 

• Programme/project managers commissioning the evaluation need to have a clear plan for using the evaluation results. 
• Evaluation managers must ensure early integration of the evaluation with the programme design and implementation. 
• The consumers/intended audience of the evaluation results should be identified, to ensure a feedback loop is established so that the evaluation results can 

inform future decision-making. 
• Expanded networks and alliances with partner organizations’ clients and programme participants, young people, universities, governments, donors, civil 

society and other stakeholders can be encouraged to enable the systematic use of knowledge in addressing national, regional and global priorities. 
• Liaising with the knowledge management systems is very useful to ensure that the evaluative evidence generated from the evaluation is accessible at the 

right time, in the appropriate format and for those who need it. 
• The full utility of an evaluation hinges on dissemination, learning and follow-up. Therefore, recommendations should be presented in a form that enables 

different decision-makers to clearly identify their responsibility and track follow-up action in the GCF. 
• Learning is an essential measurement of utility. The institution should have adequate resources for learning activities. 

4. Ownership and Participation 

• The evaluation plan should include a clear discussion of stakeholder engagement. The absence of such analysis risks reducing the utility of an evaluation or 
even creating resistance to evaluation findings and reducing ownership. 

• When selecting and planning an evaluation, a key entry point is to engage stakeholders in reflecting on what to evaluate and which questions to focus on. 
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• Stakeholder engagement in the detailed planning of an evaluation can constitute a platform for capacity-building and be the source of additional data. It can 
also enhance stakeholders’ interest in the evaluation findings and contribute to the methodological rigour of the evaluation. 

• Establishing and nurturing relationships that optimize collaboration among and between evaluators, commissioners of evaluation, programme managers 
and key stakeholders (within the bounds of independence and impartiality) contributes to the ownership and validity of evaluation findings and creates 
opportunities for using resources efficiently. All stakeholders should ensure that such a relationship is established and sustained. 

• To the extent possible, stakeholders should be invited to participate in the evaluation to increase ownership and enhance the validity of the findings. The 
GCF encourages methodological innovation and creativity in evaluation – particularly when they empower participants and harness the power of 
technology– to generate compelling insights and new ways of thinking. 

• Evaluations should include local expertise to enhance the validity of findings and build local capacities. In this way, evaluations can help stakeholders at 
every level develop capacities to monitor and manage progress. 

• Participants must be treated with respect and dignity. This entails robust procedures to protect privacy and sensitive information, including offering 
anonymity and confidentiality of individual information. 

• All evaluation designs, approaches and practices should demonstrate cultural sensitivity, including recognizing differences in beliefs, manners and customs 
and ensuring that integrity and honesty are exhibited in relationships with stakeholders. 

• The evaluation must practice free, prior and informed consent, especially by ensuring that individuals are free to choose to participate or not and that no 
penalty or hardship shall arise from their decision. 

• Any real, potential or perceived conflict of interest must be proactively disclosed and managed. 
• Evaluations should not be unduly extractive, invasive or burdensome on any individual, organization or community, and instead should seek to optimize 

their involvement and benefit. This includes consulting with local stakeholders and proactively sharing results. 
• With particular attention paid to vulnerable populations, gender-sensitive approaches must also be considered and pursued (see Standard 8 on Human 

Rights, Gender Equality and Environmental Considerations). 
• The evaluation report should consider how to engage stakeholders throughout the evaluation process. The report’s findings should appropriately reflect the 

various perspectives and voices of the multiple stakeholders involved. 
• Those findings should be communicated to relevant stakeholders, and limitations should be clearly noted. 

5. Credibility and Rigour 

• All evaluations should focus on using credible and independent data and methodologies that measure and assess whether, what, how and how much the GCF 
contributes towards mitigation and adaptation to climate change. 

• Having a good monitoring and evaluation system is essential, and information about outputs should be available almost immediately. However, impact-level 
results may accrue several years after project completion, and evaluations should recognize this. 

• Mixed methods in evaluation, from qualitative to quantitative approaches, are standard across the evaluation profession, and they should be employed by all 
GCF evaluations. 
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• Evaluations should draw on multiple sources of evidence, including quantitative and qualitative evidence derived from both primary and secondary data 
sources. 

• Combining quantitative and qualitative methods in an integrated manner and at multiple levels fosters richness of understanding. 
• To ensure credibility and rigour, it is critical that the evaluations are well articulated for testing development hypotheses and that the causal pathway is well 

defined. 
• Early in the evaluation process, the evaluators and those commissioning the evaluation should determine which components of the programme logic are 

evaluable. In some cases, one might not choose to evaluate all pieces of a multifaceted intervention but might instead look for opportunities to do smaller-
scale evaluations within a larger project to increase learning on the effectiveness of one intervention relative to another. 

• To enhance the credibility of the evaluation, a quality assurance process can ensure that the final report fully represents the findings and conclusions of the 
evaluators. 

• Evaluations should include a responsible data management protocol and practice for the storage of data and their destruction after the evaluation. The 
identity and confidentiality of evaluation participants should be preserved throughout the qualitative and quantitative data collection, data storage, analysis 
and reporting stages. If there are data breaches/hackings/losses, users and participants should be notified. 

• Credibility and rigour are enhanced when evaluators understand the local context, particularly in terms of cultural norms, to ensure appropriate sensitivity 
when undertaking the evaluation. 

• Those commissioning and undertaking evaluations should make every effort to familiarize themselves and use the cutting-edge evaluative methods to 
enhance methodological and analytical rigour. 

6. Transparency 

• Evaluation teams are selected in a transparent way through pre-established processes. 
• Evaluation products should be publicly accessible and easily readable. 
• It should be made clear to the evaluators that their key obligation is to provide a clear and transparent accounting of the findings. 
• Sources on which findings are based must be clearly stated, and their reliability and validity should be transparently assessed. For example, records of 

interviews should be kept to make it possible to trace back to the sources behind a particular finding. 
• The findings and conclusions of an evaluation should be coherently anchored in the analysis and documented in evaluation reports. 
• Each recommendation should find its genesis in the conclusions contained in the evaluation. 
• A range of internal and, for some evaluations, external stakeholders should review and comment on draft deliverables. Their comments and suggestions 

should be considered and, when appropriate, incorporated in the subsequent versions. The evaluator should maintain a clear audit trail of stakeholders’ 
comments and responses. 

• Major stakeholders and their interests, both in the subject of the evaluation and the evaluation itself, should be clearly set out in the TORs, along with a plan 
for their consultation and engagement during the evaluation. 
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7. Learning 

• Evaluation questions should consider the fundamental assumptions underlying project design. 
• Evaluations should identify the mechanisms to share findings widely and facilitate the integration of the evaluation’s conclusions, lessons and 

recommendations. 
• Evaluations should consider learning right from the design of the evaluation and foster an enabling environment to promote learning. 
• The evaluation should establish feedback loops from evaluation to policymakers, operational staff, beneficiaries of GCF investments and the public to learn 

lessons from the evaluation. 
• Evaluations should also include adequate resources for learning activities that create an environment among those participating in the evaluation, for 

learning not only about the evidence concluded but also about the evaluation itself. 
• After completing an evaluation, those commissioning the evaluation should provide a space for primary users to deepen their understanding of the 

evaluation findings and recommendations. 
• In addition to the evaluation report, those commissioning the evaluation should prepare easy-to-read communication products on evaluation findings and 

recommendations and disseminate them widely. Synthesis of evaluations is also considered a good practice. 

8. Human Rights, Gender Equality and Environmental Considerations 

• Evidence has shown that vulnerable groups and other stakeholders of GCF investments may be impacted in different ways, even though they are exposed to 
the same risks. Evaluations should consider this while collecting and analysing data and while identifying lessons and reaching conclusions. 

• Ensuring an evaluation that is sensitive to human rights, gender equality and environmental considerations is not limited to including relevant indicators. It 
also means using sensitive methodologies and methods, which may entail rethinking and adapting existing tools by unpacking the units of analysis (e.g. 
household, community) in a differentiated and disaggregated way. 

• Data collection should be sensitive to the different stakeholders of the GCF investment and should be disaggregated accordingly to capture different 
experiences and perceptions by the different groups. The data-collection methods should also be sensitive to the intersecting factors among stakeholders, 
such as ethnicity, age or socioeconomic class. 

• Evaluations should take a sensitive approach even for investments that were not considered responsive to human rights, gender, indigenous peoples or 
environmental considerations in their design. 

• Proposed evaluation recommendations should be sensitive to how they will impact different groups and stakeholders. Evaluations should include an 
analysis of how recommendations will or may impact these groups. 

• The evaluation team should include team members with expertise on these topics. 
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9. Confidentiality 

• Evaluators must respect participants’ right to provide information in confidence and ensure that participants fully understand the scope and limits of 
confidentiality. 

• Evaluators must ensure that sensitive data are protected and that they cannot be traced to their source or connect statements made in the report with the 
individuals who provided the relevant information. 

• Information about a participant obtained during an evaluation must be kept confidential unless consent is given in advance by the participant. 
• If a participant asks for confidentiality, their protection should be carefully considered when publishing an evaluation document, including the omission of 

their name in the appendices relating to participant interviews. 
• Evaluations shall never attribute confidential information to the participant in any manner that may harm or jeopardize them, unless the provider of such 

information gives explicit authorization. Indeed, it is generally expected that evaluation reports will not attribute statements that can disclose a respondent’s 
identity. Attribution of statements is usually made on an exceptional basis. 

• Evaluations must obtain free, prior and informed consent from the participants to use private information. 
• Consent should capture any information about how the evaluation data will be released and published alongside the limits of confidentiality. 
• Consent should be verbal or written, and the participants should not feel pressured or coerced into providing consent or participating in the evaluation. 
• Evaluations must ensure that participants are informed about how the evaluation will use their data. 
• When evidence of wrongdoing is uncovered, it must be reported discreetly alongside being proactively investigated. 
• The data-collection and management process must include procedures to protect the privacy of evaluation participants. 
• Storage and handling of the completed data-collection materials must protect confidential information, and access must only be given to those with a 

legitimate role in the evaluation. Evaluators should destroy confidential data after the evaluation is over. Participants must be informed of any breach of 
personal data. 

• Adequate training on the importance of confidentiality should be provided to those collecting data, with specific attention paid to their responsibility for 
protecting participants’ privacy. 

• Staff should also be trained in collecting, managing and storing confidential data. 

10. Cost-effectiveness 

• Evaluators should be honest about the relevant costs associated with accommodating and implementing evaluation methodologies and staffing evaluation 
teams with the required expertise. 

• The decision to invest in an evaluation should be made while consciously considering whether the learning derived from the evaluation represents value for 
money. 
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• Two major limitations commonly faced by evaluations include a lack of relevant and appropriate data and a lack of clarity in the investment design. 
Addressing these limitations will require either a high budget or adjusting the expected precision of the evaluation. 

• Subjects or investments to be evaluated should be selected deliberately, with an eye towards the value of the potential learning and buy-in of key 
stakeholders vis-à-vis the available budget to be invested in the evaluation. 

11. Ethics 

• Evaluators should adhere to high standards of ethics and professional conduct, over and above compliance with the rules and regulations governing the 
activities being evaluated. 

• Members of the evaluation team should exercise personal and professional integrity, including avoiding conflicts of interest. 
• Evaluators must have personal and professional integrity while respecting the right of institutions and individuals to provide information in confidence so 

that the data cannot be traced to their sources. 
• Data collection must conform to the ethical standards of research disciplines. Evaluators should receive free, prior and informed consent and permissions 

from participants in advance of data collection. 
• Evaluators must be sensitive to the beliefs, manners and customs of the social and cultural environments in which they work, including being sensitive to 

discrimination and gender inequality issues. 
• Evaluators should apply formal or informal ethical review processes before conducting an evaluation, particularly when planning primary data collection 

with potentially vulnerable people or in sensitive contexts. 

12. Integrity 

• Evaluators must recognize the critical role they play in overall accountability and should be guided by a professional sense of integrity and conduct. 
• Evaluators should be independent, impartial and incorruptible. They should exercise strict adherence to evaluation ethics and standards. 
• Evaluators should communicate honestly, truthfully and openly with clients and relevant stakeholders concerning aspects of the evaluation, such as findings, 

procedures, limitations or changes that may have occurred. 
• Evaluators should professionally engage in credible and trustworthy behaviour, alongside competence, commitment and ongoing reflective practice. 
• Evaluations must be conducted with the highest integrity and respect for the beliefs, manners and customs of the social and cultural environment, human 

rights, gender equality, and the “do no harm” principle for humanitarian assistance. 
• Evaluators should honestly and truthfully negotiate when estimating the necessary amount of work, related payment and actual workload performed. 
• Evaluators should prevent conflicts of interest to the greatest extent possible, including those related to possible future developments. Where conflicts of 

interest become apparent or are evolving, they must be disclosed and dealt with honestly. 
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• Commissioners of evaluation functions should have sufficient organizational independence by positioning themselves separately from management 
functions. The head of the evaluation unit or office should ensure that evaluations are managed and conducted independently, free from organizational 
pressure. 

• Commissioners of evaluations should promote and ensure an organizational culture that is firmly rooted in and fully embodies ethical principles. This is 
achieved by fostering a culture of fairness, transparency and learning while aligning the structures and processes of the organization so they are truly guided 
and inspired by ethical considerations. 

• Commissioners of evaluations should nurture an atmosphere characterized by honesty, fairness and respect. They should be aware of and reflective about 
how people treat each other. Where helpful, exchanging views with others to build consensus should be promoted. 

13. Accountability 

• Accountability in evaluation requires a rigorous methodology for assessing developmental results, impacts, and the performance of the concerned partners. 
• For accountability to exist, any successes, unexpected results, shortcomings and failures highlighted during the evaluation should be disclosed to relevant 

partners and the general public without interference from any vested interest. 
• Evaluators should be transparent regarding the evaluation’s purpose and actions taken, establishing trust and increasing accountability for performance to 

the public, particularly those affected by the evaluation. 
• Evaluators should also demonstrate that the evaluation is conducted in a rigorous, fair and balanced manner. Any judgments made should be based on sound 

and complete evidence that can be verified in the inception and evaluation reports. 
• Evaluators should anticipate the possibility of discovering wrongdoing, fraud or misconduct and clarify upfront to whom such cases should be reported. 

While doing so, the evaluators should report their findings to the appropriate investigating authority and adhere to the highest standards of confidentiality. 
• Protocols for responsible data management should be applied, as prescribed by the commissioning entity. 
• Commissioners of evaluations should establish clear and accessible procedures to report conflicts of interest, abuse, misconduct or other serious ethical 

concerns identified during an evaluation and to seek redress where relevant (e.g., through establishing referral pathways for a complaint mechanism outside 
of the evaluation unit). This mechanism would be able to address concerns and provide support and advice. 

• Communication with commissioners and other stakeholders should be open and transparent on all aspects of the evaluation process, including limitations. 
This includes raising ethical dilemmas for discussion and/or action at the earliest possible opportunity and communicating how ethical considerations are 
handled in the evaluation reports and other products. 

• Accountability requires having adequate resources (human, financial and physical) in place to ensure that the evaluation function can fulfil its mandate and 
meet established ethical standards. 

14. Competence 
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• Those responsible for commissioning evaluations should recruit evaluators who possess the essential skills for conducting evaluation studies and managing 
evaluation teams. 

• The selection of evaluators should be a transparent process based on competency and should consider their relevant educational qualifications, expertise 
and evaluative experience. 

• Selected evaluators should have a relevant educational background, qualifications and training in evaluation, preferably an advanced university degree or 
equivalent experience in the relevant disciplines, with specialized training in evaluation, project management and advanced statistical research. 

• Evaluators should have a strong foundation in evaluation methods, tools and approaches. They should know how to carry out data collection and analysis, 
establish the relevance and strength of evidence to support conclusions, and have experience in working methods for triangulating data and evidence from 
multiple sources to reach an overall evaluative conclusion. 

• Evaluators must understand the difference between independently verified and self-reported data. They should be up to date on new methodologies and 
possess proven competencies in line with the standards of the evaluation profession. 

• Evaluators should promote evidence-based learning through applying a utilization-focused approach alongside establishing an evaluation culture of learning 
and continuous improvement. 

• Evaluators shall make the best possible use of local expertise, both technical and evaluative. 
• Evaluators should continually undertake professional development and exchange to strengthen qualifications and expertise for competent and ethical 

evaluation practice. This can be achieved through formal training, professional dialogue, supervision or informal collegial discussions, particularly 
concerning ethical challenges in evaluation. 

• The commissioners of evaluations should possess sufficient knowledge of ethics, human rights and gender equality to be able to assess the knowledge of 
evaluators who are being commissioned to undertake an evaluation. They should also have the ability to take a leadership role in maintaining the integrity of 
the selection process when engaging an evaluator. 

• The commissioners of evaluations should have sufficient technical skills and knowledge to assess the technical quality of a proposal submission, as well as 
have the ability to support the use of evaluations for learning and accountability. 

 
The heads of evaluation units or offices should possess additional competencies beyond those listed above, such as the following: 

• Technical and professional skills, including a more substantial knowledge base on evaluation so they can provide substantive guidance on global issues and 
evaluation trends. 

• Mastery of evaluation ethics within complex contexts. 
• Management skills, including overseeing coordination and providing supervision. 
• Facilitating networking, mentoring and coaching evaluators, promoting a positive work environment, and conveying a deeper understanding of how to 

foster learning. 
• Enhanced communication and interpersonal skills and the ability to promote an organizational learning culture. 

15. Respect and Beneficence 
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• Evaluators must be sensitive to the beliefs, manners and customs of the social and cultural environments in which they work. Evaluations must be conducted 
legally. 

• Considering the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, evaluators must be sensitive to and address issues of discrimination and gender equality. 
• It is crucial for members of the evaluation team to familiarize themselves with the cultural and social values and characteristics of the recipients and 

intended beneficiaries. In this way, they will be better equipped to understand and respect local customs, beliefs and practices throughout the evaluation 
work. 

• Evaluations should be carried out in a participatory and ethical manner. The welfare of the stakeholders should be given due respect and consideration in 
terms of human rights, dignity and fairness. 

• Evaluations must be gender and culturally sensitive and respect the confidentiality, dignity and right to protection as sources of those interviewed. 
• Different voices and perspectives should be represented fairly in evaluation products. Evaluation design should allow for the voices of the most vulnerable to 

be heard. 
• It is good practice to have meaningful engagement and fair treatment of all relevant stakeholders in the evaluation processes – from design to dissemination 

– so that they can actively inform the evaluation approach and products rather than being solely a subject of data collection. 
• Evaluators must empathize while working collaboratively with all stakeholders and treating all evaluation participants equally. 
• Evaluations should be conducted in a way that honours evaluators’ professional expertise and personal dignity. 
• Evaluation teams should comprise members with appropriate representation regarding sex and a broad mix of backgrounds, skills and perspectives, 

including national and international expertise. 
• It is good practice to ensure that all team members are aware of and reflect on organizational standards for “doing no harm”, including non-discrimination 

policies and zero tolerance for sexual harassment, abuse, exploitation and stigmatization. Awareness-raising measures should be implemented, including 
around available reporting mechanisms and processes. 

• Evaluators must apply professional scepticism and be alert for risks, but they should also proceed without fear or favour and carefully, respectfully and 
intelligently uncover truths. 

 
 
 

_______ 
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