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Summary  

This report presents the key activities of the Independent Evaluation Unit (IEU) for the 
period 1 May to 31 August 2025. It reports on the IEU’s outputs and achievements in line 
with the work plan for 2025, as approved by the Board of the Green Climate Fund (GCF). 
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I. Introduction 

1. This report highlights the key activities and outcomes of the Independent Evaluation Unit 
(IEU) between 1 May and 31 August 2025 in implementing its “Work Plan and Budget and Update 
of its Three-year Rolling Objectives" as approved by the Board (decision B.40/14). 

2. This activity report is organized as follows: 

(a) Section I: Introduction 

(b) Section II: Report on key activities 

(c) Supporting annexes 

Annex I: Budget and expenditure report 

Annex II: List of IEU publications and communications materials published during the 
reporting period 

Annex III: List of IEU events and engagements held with stakeholders and partners during 
the reporting period 

Annex IV: Progress of impact evaluations during the reporting period 

Annex V: Highlights Report - Evaluation Quality Assessment of AE-led Project Evaluations 

Annex VI: Management action report of the Independent Evaluation of the Efficiency and 
Effectiveness of the GCF’s Investment in Latin America and the Caribbean 

Annex VII: Final report of the Independent Synthesis of the GCF’s Approach to Gender 

II. Report on key activities 

3. The Unit’s main activities undertaken for the period 1 May to 31 August 2025 are 
structured around the following strategic objectives: 

(a) Objective 1: Undertake and deliver high-quality evaluations to the GCF Board 

(b) Objective 2: Build and deliver an evaluation-based learning, advisory, and capacity-
strengthening programme 

(c) Objective 3: Engage strategically to learn, share, and adopt best practices in the 
climate change and evaluation space 

(d) Objective 4: Strengthen and position the IEU in the Fund and its ecosystem 

2.1 Objective 1: Undertake and deliver high-quality evaluations to the GCF 
Board 

4. As set out in the GCF Governing Instrument, the Terms of Reference (TOR) of the IEU 
mandate the Unit to conduct periodic independent evaluations of the GCF’s activities to provide 
objective assessments of the Fund’s results, effectiveness, and efficiency. These independent 
evaluations include performance, thematic, portfolio and country portfolio evaluations, as well as 
programmatic, project-based and impact evaluations. They inform the decision-making of the 
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Board and the GCF on policies and strategies, provide strategic guidance, and support learning 
across the Fund. The criteria applied in independent evaluations are relevance, effectiveness, 
efficiency, impact, and sustainability of projects and programmes. They also assess coherence in 
climate finance delivery with other multilateral entities, gender equity, country ownership of 
projects and programmes, innovativeness in result areas, replication and scalability, and 
unexpected results, both positive and negative. 

5. Four independent evaluations and a synthesis, including the Third Performance Review 
(TPR) of the GCF, progressed in line with the IEU’s 2025 work plan and budget, as approved in 
decision B.40/14. During the reporting period from May to August 2025, the IEU collected and 
analyzed data through interviews and country case studies. Following the data collection phase, the 
IEU evaluation teams commenced the analysis and report writing phase. In particular, the 
evaluations scheduled for submission in time for B.43, the independent evaluation of the GCF’s 
Country Ownership and Simplified Approval Process, the IEU also shared and discussed emerging 
findings and recommendations with the Secretariat and the Board. Lastly, the independent 
synthesis on gender has been finalized and prepared for submission to the Board and subsequent 
publication. 

6. Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Country Ownership Approach1 This evaluation 
was launched in November 2024 with the Board's approval of the IEU’s 2025 work plan. The first 
independent evaluation of the GCF’s country ownership was completed in 2019, but the country 
ownership guidelines have remained in effect without revision since their approval in Board 
decision B.17/14 (2017). In agreement with the Secretariat, this evaluation is expected to directly 
inform the policy process and guide the revision of the GCF’s country ownership guidelines in 2026. 
An iterative feedback process was carried out through stakeholder interviews and side events at 
Board meetings. During the reporting period, the IEU collected data through two in-depth 
assessments, virtual and in-person interviews, document reviews, and portfolio data analysis. The 
IEU also organized a side event on the margins of B.42 in Papua New Guinea. The IEU then launched 
the analysis and report drafting phase, developing a zero draft that was shared with the Secretariat 
for feedback and factual corrections. The emerging findings were shared with key stakeholders in 
August. The final report will be submitted to the Board at B.43. 

7. Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Simplified Approval Process (SAP)2. This 
evaluation was launched in November 2024 in line with the Board's approval of the 2025 work plan 
of the IEU. This is the second SAP evaluation delivered by the IEU, following the first evaluation in 
2020. During the reporting period, the IEU collected and analyzed portfolio data and engaged 
actively with the Secretariat to finalize the report. An internal writing workshop was convened in 
August, and the emerging findings were shared with key stakeholders through a webinar. The final 
report will be submitted to the Board at B.43. 

8. Independent Synthesis of the GCF’s Approach to Gender3 At the fortieth meeting of the 
Board (B.40), the Board approved an independent synthesis of the GCF’s Approach to Gender, to 
synthesize existing evaluative evidence from previous independent evaluations, assessments, 
reviews, and studies. This synthesis is intended to inform the future independent evaluation of the 
GCF’s approach to gender, subject to Board approval. The IEU drafted the synthesis report in 

 
1 Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Country Ownership Approach 

<https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/coa2025> 
2 Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Simplified Approval Process <https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/sap2025> 
3 Synthesis of the GCF’s Approach to Gender <https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/ga2025> 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/coa2025
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/sap2025
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/ga2025
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August and consulted with the Secretariat for feedback and factual corrections. The IEU will make 
the final synthesis report available in time for B.43. 

9. Furthermore, the Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to and Portfolio of Climate 
Information and Early Warning Systems Interventions (CIEWS) and the TPR progressed in line with 
the IEU’s 2025 work plan and budget, as approved in Board decision B.40/14. 

10. Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to and Portfolio of Climate 
Information and Early Warning Systems Interventions.4 The evaluation team closely worked 
together with a group of experts and sector specialists of the GCF Secretariat to identify the current 
approach to climate information and early warning systems interventions.  

11. This evaluation focuses on two important areas of assessment. First, it assesses the GCF’s 
approach to CIEWS, particularly the extent to which the GCF has collaborated with other CIEWS 
actors and leveraged its support programmes and other modalities, in supporting and promoting 
CIEWS. Second, the evaluation assesses the GCF’s portfolio of CIEWS projects and programmes, 
including how the GCF’s CIEWS portfolio has contributed to making CIEWS available, accessible, 
and responsive, with a view to protecting lives and livelihoods and to strengthening resilience in 
these countries.  

12. During the reporting period, the IEU finalized the approach paper and advanced to the data 
collection and analysis phase. The data collection involved online key informant interviews with 
CIEWS actors, along with country case studies. As of the time of writing this activity report, the IEU 
was synthesizing the information and data collected to develop triangulated findings. The final 
evaluation report will be submitted to the Board at its first meeting in 2026.  

13. Third Performance Review of the GCF5 The TPR of the GCF was launched following Board 
decision B.40/14. It will independently assess the Fund’s performance during the second 
replenishment period (GCF-2, 2024-2027) and inform the strategy for the third replenishment 
(GCF-3, 2028-2031). The TPR will also assess the GCF’s progress in delivering its mandate as set out 
in the Governing Instrument during GCF-2 and will draw on a synthesis of previous IEU evaluations 
and global evidence reviews. During the reporting period, the inception stage was concluded by 
defining the approach, which was developed in consultation with the Risk Management Committee 
(RMC). The IEU also consulted with a range of stakeholders, including Board members, Secretariat 
staff, accredited entities AEs, and external experts. The approach paper for the TPR will be 
published in October 2025.  The IEU began preparing a synthesis report of existing evaluations and 
literature, which will be available in November 2025. A landscape and future outlook study will be 
available in late 2025. 

14. The Evaluation Policy for the GCF (hereafter referred to as the GCF Evaluation Policy) 
prescribes a set of institutional roles and responsibilities. The Board receives independent 
evaluations and assessments, undertaken by the IEU as per the Board-approved work plan, and also 
receives management responses from the Secretariat.  

15. The Board also receives management action reports prepared by the IEU to ensure uptake 
and accountability. The management action report of the Independent Evaluation of the Efficiency 
and Effectiveness of the GCF’s Investment in Latin America and the Caribbean is provided in Annex 
VI. 

 
4 Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Investments in CIEWS https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/ciews2025  
5 Third Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/tpr2025 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/ciews2025
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluation/tpr2025
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16. Learning-Oriented Real-time Impact Assessments (LORTA). The LORTA portfolio 
focuses on measuring impact in areas aligned with the GCF’s strategic plan, while also addressing 
key evidence gaps. Since 2018, the IEU has provided support and advisory services in designing 
impact evaluations, developing indicators, conducting data collection, and performing analyses to 
ensure credible and robust assessments of components within GCF-funded activities. Currently, the 
LORTA portfolio focuses on impact measurement in the areas of natural resources management, 
climate resilience, early warning systems, sustainable agriculture, and food security. These focus 
areas align with the GCF’s Updated Strategic Plans (USP-1, 2020–2023, and USP-2, 2024–2027) and 
the IEU’s 2025 work plan. They have been identified as priority areas where the Fund must build 
evidence to address existing knowledge gaps. In 2025, the IEU provided support and advisory 
services to the following GCF projects: 

(i) Design: FP179 Tanzania (CRDB), SAP021 Timor Leste (JICA), SAP031 Brazil (Avina), 
FP192 Barbados (CCCCC) 

(ii) Data collection: SAP021 Timor Leste (JICA), FP068 Georgia (UNDP) for baseline 
data; FP087 Guatemala (IUCN) for midline data; FP101 Belize -BYG (IFAD), FP026 
Madagascar (CI) and FP034 Uganda (UNDP) for endline data. 

(iii) Analysis and reporting: SAP023 Mexico (FMCN) for baseline report; FP073 Rwanda 
(MoE), FP026 Madagascar (CI) for midline report; FP060 Barbados (CCCCC) and 
FP101 Belize-BYG (IFAD) for endline report.  

17. Further details about each of the IEU evaluations are summarized in Table 1. 
Table 1:  Progress on IEU evaluations against 2025 key deliverables  

Objective 1: Undertake and deliver high-quality evaluations to the GCF Board  

Sub-Objectives  2025 Key 
Deliverables  

Progress During the Reporting Period  

Independent 
evaluations  

Independent 
Evaluation of 
the GCF’s 
Simplified 
Approval 
Process  

On Track: The Approach Paper was published in February 2025. 6 
The IEU undertook data collection and analysis, drafted a report, 
held a webinar to share emerging findings, and consulted with the 
Secretariat until August 2025. The final report will be submitted to 
B.43 for the consideration of the Board.  

Independent 
Evaluation of 
the GCF’s 
Approach to 
Country 
Ownership 

On Track: The Approach Paper was published in May 2025. 7 At the 
forty-second meeting of the Board (B.42), the IEU held a side event to 
present the evaluation’s emerging findings. The factual draft was 
shared with the Secretariat in August 2025. The final report will be 
submitted to B.43 for the consideration of the Board.  

 
6 Approach Paper: Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Simplified Approval Process. 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/approach-paper-sap2025 
7 Approach Paper: Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to Country Ownership. 
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/coa2025-approachpaper 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/coa2025-approachpaper
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Independent 
Synthesis of 
the GCF’s 
Approach to 
Gender 

On Track: During the reporting period, the IEU conducted initial 
interviews with the GCF Secretariat and external stakeholders. The 
synthesis report is presented in Annex VII. 

Independent 
Evaluation of 
the GCF’s 
approach to 
and portfolio 
of CIEWS 

On Track: 8 The IEU undertook data collection through interviews 
and country case studies. Currently, the IEU is synthesizing the 
information and data collected to produce triangulated findings. The 
final evaluation report will be submitted in time for the first Board 
meeting of 2026.  

Performance 
review  

Third 
Performance 
Review of the 
Green Climate 
Fund 

On Track: The inception stage was concluded by defining the 
approach, which was determined in consultation with the RMC. The 
TPR approach paper will be published in October 2025. The IEU 
began preparing a synthesis report of existing evaluations and 
literature, which will be available in November 2025. A landscape 
and future outlook study will be available in late 2025. 

Impact 
evaluations  

Learning-
Oriented Real-
time Impact 
Assessment  

On Track: During the reporting period, the IEU provided support 
and advisory services to the GCF projects for design, data collection, 
analysis, and reporting.  Further details are provided in Annex IV. 

2.2 Objective 2: Build and deliver an evaluation-based learning, advisory, 
and capacity-strengthening programme 

18. Reviews and syntheses. The GCF Evaluation Policy mandates the IEU to promote learning 
and dialogue by disseminating knowledge and lessons learned. In line with this mandate, the IEU 
produces reviews, syntheses, and learning papers on climate-related topics relevant to the Fund. 
Evidence reviews are based on structured literature searches, appraise evidence quality, and 
provide a comprehensive picture of the evidence base and gaps. The IEU has completed 11 climate-
related evidence reviews, including on forestry conservation, adaptation, private sector mitigation 
instruments, results-based payments, transformational change, women’s empowerment, 
behavioural science, just transitions, and water sector interventions. 

19. The IEU finalized the evidence gap map and the systematic review on forest 
conservation in August 2025.9 The systematic review assessed the effectiveness of certification 
and land tenure interventions in reducing deforestation and improving forest conservation 
outcomes. It synthesizes findings from 45 impact evaluations conducted in developing countries, 

 
8 Approach Brief: Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Investments in CIEWS. 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/approach-brief-ciews2025  
9 Independent Evaluation Unit (2025). Evidence Review: Forest Conservation. Songdo, Republic of Korea: Green Climate 

Fund https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/evidence-review-forest-conservation 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/approach-brief-ciews2025
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/evidence-review-forest-conservation
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drawing on systematic literature searches and a rigorous screening process. The results will inform 
the Fund on “what works, what doesn’t, and for whom” from a global perspective. 

20. The evidence review on the private sector was launched in September 2025 due to 
capacity constraints in the Unit. It will inform the GCF’s strategic positioning and programming by 
synthesizing global trends, identifying gaps, and assessing the effectiveness of current engagement 
strategies. The review aims to: (i) assess the current landscape of private sector engagement in 
climate finance, (ii) assess the relevance and effectiveness of GCF’s private sector engagement 
across its eight results areas, and (iii) provide strategic insights for enhancing GCF’s Private Sector 
Facility and broader engagement mechanisms. It will also help identify aspects that require further 
assessment in the proposed private sector evaluation in 2026. 

21. The IEU also undertook a synthesis on monitoring and evaluation. Drawing on past 
evaluations, reviews, and related reports, the synthesis provides a comprehensive understanding of 
the status of the Fund’s results management. The synthesis aims to identify best practices, lessons 
learned, and areas for improvement to inform future project planning, implementation, and 
tracking of results and impacts at the Fund level. It will also address the quality of data 
management and systems. The methods used include a systematic review of existing evidence, 
qualitative analysis of key themes and patterns, and quantitative analysis of performance 
indicators. During the reporting period, stakeholder interviews and focus group discussions were 
conducted to gather insights and validate findings. The IEU has begun preparing the synthesis 
report, which will be available by the end of 2025 

22. Learning Talks and workshops. The IEU’s learning talks, workshops, and the GCF’s 
structured dialogues are key channels for sharing evaluation findings and insights on climate-
relevant issues. They also contribute to nurturing a culture of evidence use across the Fund and its 
ecosystem. During the reporting period, the IEU hosted a learning talk in May 2025 on the findings 
from two recent impact evaluations: FP026 in Madagascar and FP101 in Belize. The IEU plans to 
hold its annual LORTA impact evaluation design workshop in Songdo in October 2025, engaging 
directly with selected AEs, project managers and monitoring and evaluation specialists, and to 
discuss the design and execution of high-quality impact evaluations. 

23. Capacity building. The IEU has supported the GCF Evaluation Policy by developing a series 
of evaluation training for AEs and country partners. Based on the capacity needs assessment it 
conducted in 2023, the Unit has also developed dedicated online evaluation training modules 
covering evaluation policy, standards and process. The module will be available on the IEU 
microsite in October 2025.  

24. The IEU also prepared and presented the “Optimized approach to monitoring, evaluation 
and learning: Co-Chair’s proposal”10 at Board meeting B.42 in Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea. 
This document, noted by the Board, was jointly prepared with the Secretariat under the guidance of 
the Co-Chairs. It underscores that good monitoring is a sine qua non for effective evaluations and 
clarifies that, within the GCF, the Department of Monitoring and Evaluation (DMEL) and the IEU 
have complementary yet distinct roles that reinforce each other. Key conclusions include: (i) robust 
data monitoring is essential for credible, independent evaluations, (ii) iterative learning from 
Secretariat-led evaluations provides an important evidence base for independent evaluations, and 
vice versa, and (iii) building evaluation capacity is critical to promoting a mature evaluation culture. 

 
10 Optimized approach to monitoring, evaluation and learning: Co-Chairs’ proposal. GCF/B.42/16. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/07c-optimized-approach-monitoring-evaluation-and-
learning-co-chairs-proposal-gcf-b42-16.pdf 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/07c-optimized-approach-monitoring-evaluation-and-learning-co-chairs-proposal-gcf-b42-16.pdf
https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/07c-optimized-approach-monitoring-evaluation-and-learning-co-chairs-proposal-gcf-b42-16.pdf
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The Secretariat is expected to lead in strengthening the capacity of AEs to prepare robust and 
credible midterm and terminal AE-led evaluations. To ensure a lean and cost-effective operation, 
the IEU continues to coordinate with the Secretariat to present the capacity-building components of 
its work on the sidelines of the Secretariat-led Structured Dialogues of the GCF. 

25. Quality assurance. In line with the GCF Evaluation Policy and the IEU’s TOR, the IEU is 
mandated to attest to the quality of AEs’ self-evaluations. This includes assessing the evaluability of 
funding proposals and the quality of AE-led evaluations. Since 2018, the IEU has undertaken 
periodic evaluability assessments of GCF’s funding proposals and their ability to measure 
impact credibly.11 These assessments are based on a set of criteria, including theory of change, 
causal pathways, potential for measuring causal change, implementation fidelity, performance 
against investment criteria, credibility of data collection and reporting, and monitoring and 
evaluation (M&E) plans and budgets. During the reporting period, the IEU assessed all funding 
proposals approved by the end of 2024. The full report and a summary report will be published in 
late 2025.  

26. In line with the Compliance Risk Policy12 and the Administrative Guidelines on the Internal 
Control13, the IEU acts as the Fund’s third line of defence for effective internal control. To meet its 
quality assurance mandate through evaluations, the IEU has developed an approach to assess the 
quality of AE-led evaluations of GCF-funded activities. This approach assesses the quality of interim 
and final evaluation reports submitted by AEs. The assessment tool is aligned with the evaluation 
principles of the GCF Evaluation Policy and with the Fund’s evaluation standards. 

27. The IEU finalized the evaluation quality assessment (EQA) methodology by 
benchmarking leading practices from comparable organizations and reviewing GCF policies and 
guidelines on M&E. This work culminated in the design of an EQA tool, with structured rating 
criteria aligned with the standards and criteria of the GCF Evaluation Policy. The EQA tool was 
piloted on five AE-led evaluation reports, and feedback from those exercises was incorporated to 
refine the instrument. The IEU then applied the tool to a representative sample of 18 AE-led interim 
and final evaluation reports, drawn from a total of 53 interim and seven final evaluations cleared by 
the Secretariat. The highlights of the report are presented in Annex V.  

28. A summary of the progress made on the key deliverables under this objective is provided in 
Table 2 below. 
Table 2:  Reviews, syntheses, and learning outputs against 2025 key deliverables 

Objective 2: Build and deliver evaluation-based learning, advisory, and capacity-strengthening 
programme  

Sub-Objectives  2025 Key 
Deliverables  

Progress During the Reporting Period  

 
11 Evaluability assessments. https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluations/evaluability-assessments  
12 Compliance Risk Policy (Component VIII). https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/compliance-risk-policy-

component-viii 
13 Administrative Guidelines on the Internal Control Framework and Internal Audit Standards. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/administrative-guidelines-internal-control-framework-and-internal-audit-
standards 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/evaluations/evaluability-assessments
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/compliance-risk-policy-component-viii?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/compliance-risk-policy-component-viii?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/administrative-guidelines-internal-control-framework-and-internal-audit-standards?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/administrative-guidelines-internal-control-framework-and-internal-audit-standards?utm_source=chatgpt.com
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Synthesis, 
evidence 
reviews, and 
learning papers  

Synthesis on 
monitoring and 
evaluation 

On Track: This report will synthesize evidence and findings from past IEU 
evaluations, GCF policies, as well as practices and challenges related to 
M&E matters within the GCF ecosystem. During the reporting period, 
stakeholder interviews and focus group discussions were conducted to 
gather insights and validate the findings of this synthesis. The IEU has 
begun preparing the synthesis report, which will be available within the 
year. 

Global evidence 
reviews on 
forest 
conservation  

Completed. 

Evidence review 
of private sector 
engagement in 
climate finance  

On Track: The review was launched in September 2025 due to capacity 
constraints of the Unit. This evidence review will inform GCF’s strategic 
positioning and programming by synthesizing global trends, identifying 
gaps and assessing the effectiveness of current engagement strategies. The 
review will identify aspects requiring further assessment in the proposed 
private sector evaluation in 2026.  

Learning talks  - On Track: The IEU hosts learning talks. In May 2025, the IEU presented 
findings from two recent impact evaluations on FP026 in Madagascar and 
FP101 in Belize about how we build resilience in climate-vulnerable 
communities. The series continues to provide evaluative evidence for 
ongoing programming and policy debates within the GCF and the broader 
climate finance landscape.  

Advisory  Impact 
evaluation 
design (LORTA) 
workshop  

On Track: The IEU will hold its annual impact evaluation design 
workshop at GCF HQ in October 2025, engaging with selected AEs, project 
managers and M&E specialists, and discussing the design and execution of 
high-quality impact evaluations. The workshop will also include a session 
on climate-related concepts, such as climate resilience.  

Evaluation 
capacity and 
engagement 
with AEs and 
NDAs  

Online training 
modules 

GCF’s Regional 
and Structured 
Dialogues 
 

On Track: In line with the delineation of roles between the IEU and the 
Secretariat, the IEU will deliver capacity-strengthening activities closely 
aligned with its mandate, particularly those related to evaluation policy, 
standards, and other areas central to independent evaluations.  

Based on the capacity needs assessment conducted by the IEU in 2023, the 
Unit has also continued its work on dedicated online evaluation training 
modules for the evaluation policy, standards and evaluation process. The 
training module will be available on the IEU microsite in October 2025.  

The IEU will also take part in the structured dialogue for Latin America in 
person, in Santo Domingo, in September 2025. 

Evaluability 
assessment of 

Completed: The IEU has continued to assess the quality of the GCF’s 
funding proposals at entry through evaluability assessments. During the 
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Quality 
assurance  

funding 
proposals  

reporting period, the IEU assessed all funding proposals approved by the 
end of 2024. The full report and a summary report will be published in 
late 2025.  

Quality 
assessment of 
AE-led project 
evaluations  

Completed: The IEU finalized the EQA methodology by benchmarking 
leading practices from comparable organizations and reviewing GCF 
policies and guidelines on M&E. The IEU applied the tool to a 
representative sample of 18 AE-led interim and final evaluation reports, 
drawn from a population of 53 interim and seven final evaluations cleared 
by the Secretariat. The highlights of the report are presented in Annex V. 

2.3 Objective 3: Engage strategically to learn, share, and adopt best 
practices in the climate change evaluation space 

29. In 2025, the IEU aims to further strengthen its strategic outreach and targeted knowledge 
management, dissemination, and uptake practices. With the IEU’s role as an evidence and 
knowledge broker, the IEU will continue to produce new content formats to facilitate more effective 
Board engagement and reporting. The IEU also seeks to increase the uptake of independent 
evaluations and syntheses and encourage learning within the GCF ecosystem and the wider 
international evaluation community. In addition, it will expand its strategic outreach to existing and 
new partners and networks in the climate, environment, and evaluation space. 

30. Stakeholder engagement. To ensure that high-quality evidence, findings and 
recommendations are effectively communicated, disseminated, and used, the IEU focuses on four 
communication areas: (i) publications, design, editing, and translations, (ii) website and social 
media engagement, (iii) outreach, and (iv) strategic engagement with partners. During the 
reporting period, the IEU held side events, webinars, and workshops, reaching broader audiences - 
including AEs, civil society organizations, research institutions, and evaluation networks.  

31. The IEU actively engaged with the GCF Board and organized a side event at B.42 on country 
ownership. It also held evaluation webinars on the SAP and country ownership evaluations to share 
emerging findings and gather feedback from the Board, Secretariat, and AEs. The IEU produced a 
periodic e-newsletter, What’s New with the IEU, to inform stakeholders of ongoing evaluations and 
learning work and to share lessons in a timely manner. To ensure transparency and access, all 
evaluation products are published on the IEU’s microsite and promoted through social media. 

32. The IEU microsite recorded over 8,800 active users between May and August 2025, marking 
a 35.5 per cent increase from the previous period. During this period, the microsite featured an 
evidence review, a new evaluability study, and a brief presenting emerging findings from the six-
year impact evaluation of FP026 in Madagascar.  

33. Engagement with climate and evaluation networks. During the reporting period, the IEU 
continued to engage with the four climate funds – the GCF, Global Environment Facility (GEF), AF, 
and Climate Investment Fund (CIF). Following an artificial intelligence (AI) scoping study in 2024, 
the funds launched a joint initiative to pilot the use of AI applications in evaluating forestry-related 
climate change interventions by the four climate funds. This pilot AI synthesis will assess the 
results of forestry interventions, including mitigation and adaptation benefits. The four funds are 
also jointly developing guidelines for the ethical use of AI in climate evaluations, with both products 
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scheduled for completion during 2025. Looking forward, the IEU aims to foster deeper exchanges at 
the sector and sub-portfolio levels. This will involve sharing evaluation findings on areas such as 
climate information and early warning systems (CIEWS), nature-based solutions, and ecosystems. 
Through this approach, the IEU will use the evidence and experiences of other climate funds to 
enhance the depth and relevance of future evaluations. 

34. The IEU, together with other evaluation offices of institutions such as World Bank, AfDB, 
GEF, AF, ADB, AIIB, and NDB, jointly submitted a proposal for the Evidence for Climate Action 
Pavilion at COP30 (Belém, Brazil, 10–21 November 2025). The proposal is accepted, and the 
Pavilion is designed to promote the generation, synthesis and use of high-quality evaluative 
research to guide climate action and enable evidence-informed decision-making by governments, 
development institutions, and local communities.  

35. The IEU continues to contribute to the Global SDG Synthesis Coalition work as Co-Chair of 
the Planet Pillar, assessing and synthesizing evidence on the implementation of five Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs). In early 2025, the Planet Pillar published a scoping study titled “What 
do we know about the evidence base for the SDG Planet Pillar?” to help the Coalition identify topics 
for which living syntheses could be produced.14 The members of the Planet Pillar identified the 
following options as areas of focus: (i) areas where accelerated action is most needed and evidence 
is concentrated, (ii) areas with evidence concentration that also reflect geographical distribution, 
enabling for replication and scaling, (iii) climate interventions which link multiple target areas, 
including climate and energy, climate and health, water access and health, and (iv) behaviour 
change in climate interventions. 

36. The IEU also continues to support and participate in the United Nations Evaluation Group 
(UNEG) and its various working groups. During the reporting period, IEU staff participated in 
meetings of UNEG working groups, including on evaluation synthesis, impact evaluation, peer 
review, evaluation policy influence, use of evaluation data, and AI.  

37. Annex II presents the IEU publications and communications products released during the 
reporting period. Annex III presents the IEU events and stakeholder engagements organized during 
the reporting period. 

38. A summary of the progress made for key deliverables under this objective is provided in 
Table 3. 
Table 3:  Uptake, communications, and partnerships against the 2025 key deliverables 

Objective 3: Engage strategically to learn, share, and adopt best practices in the climate change 
evaluation space  

Sub-Objectives  2025 Key Deliverables  Progress During the Reporting Period  

Board 
engagement  
and reporting 

IEU Board side  
event on the IEU’s  
country ownership evaluation 

On Track: In July 2025, the IEU organized a Board side event 
on the topic of country ownership and shared emerging 
findings from an ongoing evaluation on the GCF’s Approach 
to Country Ownership. Held on the margins of B.42, the 
event was well attended by participants representing the 

 
14 What do we know about the evidence base for the SDG Planet Pillar? A scoping review. 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/sdg-scopingreview 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/document/sdg-scopingreview
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GCF Board, Secretariat, accredited entities and active 
observers.  

IEU newsletters  
On Track: Prior to B.42, the IEU published and disseminated 
a Board-facing newsletter to inform the Board and key 
stakeholders of the Unit’s recent work and milestones in 
evaluation, learning, capacity-building, and related areas. 
Another Board newsletter has been prepared and will be 
circulated ahead of B.43.  

Evaluation webinars for the 
Board members and advisers  On Track: In August 2025, the IEU organized a series of 

virtual briefer sessions to share the emerging findings of the 
country ownership evaluation and the SAP evaluation. These 
sessions provided a more focused exchange with Board 
members and advisers than previous webinars, while still 
ensuring dialogue on evaluation updates. They were held 
ahead of the release of the final reports and their expected 
consideration at B.43. 

Outreach, 
communication 
and uptake  

IEU microsite 15 
On Track: The IEU microsite provides a platform for 
strategic outreach and targeted dissemination and uptake. 
An ongoing website audit is assessing user experience and 
informing a planned redesign to enhance usability and 
navigation, reinforcing the microsite’s role as a central hub 
for accessible, actionable climate evaluation insights.  

IEU social media (LinkedIn, X, 
YouTube)  

On Track: The IEU’s social media highlighted evaluations, 
country visits, and Board activities, achieving strong 
engagement (average 22.6%, with some posts reaching over 
60%) through a new visual-first strategy. Upcoming 
publications and long-form recordings were also shared via 
YouTube and the GCF intranet to support wider uptake. 

Engagement  
with evaluation 
and climate 
networks 

  

Four Climate  
Funds’ working group  

On Track: Since 2024, the IEU has been exploring and 
piloting the use of AI and automated systems, such as natural 
language processing, in data collection and synthesis for 
evaluations, as part of a joint project with the GEF, 
Adaptation Fund, and the CIFs. Given its potential for cost-
effectiveness, this approach is expected to be expanded 
further. During the reporting period, the working group 
launched a pilot synthesis of existing evidence on forestry in 

 
15 The Independent Evaluation Unit microsite provides access to IEU evaluations, evidence reviews, learning products, 

publications, and events https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/ 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/
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the four funds, using AI. The group also began developing 
ethical guidelines for using AI in climate evaluations.  

The IEU and other evaluation offices will jointly operate the 
Evidence for Climate Action Pavilion at COP30. The Pavilion 
will showcase evaluative research to support evidence-
informed climate action. 

Global SDGs Synthesis 
Coalition  

On Track: During the reporting period, the SDG Coalition 
continued to explore collaboration with the Evidence 
Synthesis Infrastructure Collaborative to develop and apply 
AI tools for climate and environment synthesis. The IEU 
attended the Evidence Synthesis Infrastructure Collaborative 
(ESIC) Conference in June in Cape Town, where the SDG 
Coalition underscored the growing urgency of 
mainstreaming resilience considerations across all 
development sectors (with special attention to climate 
change) and the strategic importance of coordinated 
research agendas rather than isolated institutional 
approaches. 

UN Evaluation Group (UNEG) On Track: The Unit continues to support and participate in 
the UNEG and its various working groups. During the 
reporting period, IEU staff participated in regular meetings 
of UNEG working groups, including on climate change and 
environment, evaluation synthesis, impact evaluation, 
foresight in evaluation, peer review, evaluation policy 
influence, use of evaluation, data, and AI.  

Climate funds and evaluation 
networks conferences  On Track: During the reporting period, the IEU engaged in 

several international conferences on climate-related 
evidence, including the GLocal Evaluation Week 2025 in June 
(hosted by the Global Evaluation Initiative) and the Asian 
Evaluation Week in September. In addition, IEU staff 
participated in the Secretariat’s regional dialogue in LAC in 
September to disseminate evaluation findings and inform 
stakeholders about the Evaluation Policy.  
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2.4 Objective 4: Strengthen and position the IEU in the Fund and in its 
ecosystem 

39. Evaluation Policy Implementation. The IEU ensures effective functioning by sharing its 
vision and best practices internally and externally. As custodian of the GCF Evaluation Policy, the 
IEU is responsible for the implementation of the Evaluation Policy (decision B.BM-2021/07, Annex 
I). During the reporting period, the IEU continued to implement the Evaluation Policy by 
undertaking independent evaluations and reviews, providing evaluability assessments of project 
proposals, and developing quality assessment tool for AE-led evaluations.  

40. In preparation for a future review of the evaluation policy, the IEU plans to complete the 
UNEG Peer-Validated Self-Assessment for the Unit in 2026. During the reporting period, the IEU 
continued to engage with the UNEG peer review working group for the preparation of the peer 
review. The IEU provided inputs into the work plan of the working group for 2025-2026, 
requesting support for the peer review. In preparation for its 2026-2028 work plan and budget, the 
IEU took into account the RMC’s feedback by incorporating key aspects of the peer review, 
including the three phases of preparation, fact-finding, and reporting, and the core assessment 
criteria of independence, credibility, and utility. 

41. Staffing. In line with the GCF Evaluation Policy, the IEU is expected to be a global leader in 
climate evaluation. Consequently, the Unit places considerable emphasis on hiring global talent and 
further strengthening its internal capacity through a wide range of training and learning 
opportunities. During the reporting period, the IEU continued recruiting expert staff and fostering a 
strong team culture, while reducing its dependency on HQ-based consultants and professional 
services. 

42. As the IEU staffing reaches maturity, the IEU has gradually internalized independent 
evaluations, syntheses, and reviews. In 2024, the IEU commenced reducing its individual consultant 
budget by 22 per cent compared with the previous year. With the further maturing of the GCF 
Secretariat’s functions, particularly in data, knowledge management and M&E, the IEU has 
continued to follow this trajectory and transition. During the reporting period, the IEU’s Science 
and Data workstream completed data collection and analysis without support from HQ-based 
consultants. The GCF’s introduction of the new enterprise resource planning system also reduced 
the IEU’s reliance on HQ-based consultants for administrative and review tasks. 

43. Planned cost-efficiencies were not fully realized. During the reporting period, the hiring 
process for the senior position of Principal Evaluation Officer was extended. In line with current 
human resources (HR) guidelines, one Evaluation Specialist undertook a stretch assignment with 
the DMEL to support the establishment of an evaluation capacity-building function at the 
Secretariat, followed by official departure to the DMEL. The Data and GIS Specialist concluded her 
appointment with the IEU’s Science and Data workstream in January 2025. In addition, an 
Evaluation Specialist extended his sick leave. These unforeseen delays created capacity constraints, 
which required adjustments to several timelines and deliverables. Some deliverables were 
postponed to ensure sufficient capacity for ongoing independent evaluations. In March 2025, the 
Head of the IEU reassessed the Unit’s work plan deliverables and took stock of available resources. 
The outcome was a reprioritization of the deliverables that balanced limited staff capacity, staff 
well-being, and the policy relevance of IEU evaluations. 

44. Data management and systems. As the GCF developed a Fund-wide data strategy and the 
Division of IT began strengthening an institution-wide data management system to support all 
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teams, the IEU aligned its efforts accordingly. During the reporting period, the IEU staff fully 
transitioned to Power BI, Microsoft’s business analytics platform, which provides a greater 
understanding of and access to the Secretariat databases and dashboards. At the same time, the IEU 
expanded its use of pilot AI-based solutions in evaluations by subscribing to OpenAI’s application 
programming interface, which provided direct access for integration into the IEU’s workflow. The 
application of these AI tools enabled the IEU to work more efficiently and accurately in extracting, 
categorizing, cleaning, and analysing data for ongoing evaluations. 

45. Team culture and training. IEU members are subject to the Code of Conduct of Staff, as 
stated in the Unit’s Updated TOR. The IEU also follows the GCF guidelines, including those on 
procurement, HR, and grievance. The IEU support a team culture that encourages personal growth 
and provides a positive work environment. Following the practices in 2024, the IEU plans to have 
held three team retreats by the end of 2025, two of which have already taken place. The first, in 
March, focused on aligning roles and responsibilities with the 2025 work plan. The second, in May, 
focused on the evaluation plan for 2026. The final retreat will be held in November, focusing on 
team wellbeing and effective communication, with support from professional facilitators.  

46. In response to increasing workload and evolving institutional priorities, the IEU initiated a 
review of its structure with the support of an external HR expert in May 2025. During the reporting 
period, the review was conducted based on interviews with staff, Secretariat colleagues, former 
staff, Board members, and peers from other organizations, as well as a review of key internal 
documents. A new structure is scheduled to be implemented as early as 2026. 

47. Engagement on the work plan and budget. In accordance with the Board decision 
B.40/14 (e), the IEU engaged with the Board’s Risk Management Committee (RMC) on the 
development of its work plan from March 2025. The IEU also engaged with the Budget Committee 
(BC) for endorsement of the IEU’s 2026-2028 work plan and budget. 

(a) From January to April 2025, the IEU collaborated with the RMC to present and 
discuss the selection of evaluation topics. It presented the RMC with the approach 
and scope of the TPR in May 2025. 

(b) From May to June 2025, through an iterative process, the IEU presented proposed 
evaluation topics for 2026–2028, addressed RMC feedback through response 
matrices and provided updates on priorities and resource considerations, including 
a feedback session at the sidelines of B.42. 

(c) From July to August, the IEU engaged with the RMC and the BC on the endorsement 
of the work plan and budget. The RMC meeting with observers from the BC was 
convened in August 2025, and the RMC and the BC endorsed the IEU’s 2026-2028 
work plan and budget in September 2025. 

48. Delineation of roles and responsibilities between the IEU and DMEL. Following Board 
decision B.40/14, paragraph (f), the IEU and the Secretariat jointly prepared and presented the 
“Optimized approach to monitoring, evaluation and learning: Co-Chair’s proposal” 16 at B.42 in Port 
Moresby, Papua New Guinea. This document, noted by the Board, describes respective roles and 
responsibilities, as well as areas of complementarity. As a proactive step towards optimizing roles 
in evaluation-related capacity building, the IEU shared training materials developed in the previous 

 
16 Optimized approach to monitoring, evaluation and learning: Co-Chairs’ proposal. GCF/B.42/16. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/07c-optimized-approach-monitoring-evaluation-and-
learning-co-chairs-proposal-gcf-b42-16.pdf 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/07c-optimized-approach-monitoring-evaluation-and-learning-co-chairs-proposal-gcf-b42-16.pdf
https://www.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/07c-optimized-approach-monitoring-evaluation-and-learning-co-chairs-proposal-gcf-b42-16.pdf
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year to support institutional learning. The Head of the IEU and the Director of the DMEL will 
continue to coordinate internally. 

49. In addition, the IEU engaged in several policy review processes and worked closely with 
Board committees to prepare its work plan and identify future evaluation topics. During the 
reporting period, the IEU reviewed draft policies prepared by the Secretariat, including Staff 
Regulations, Revised Accreditation Framework, Monitoring and Accountability Framework, Policy 
on Project Restructuring and Cancellation, and administrative instructions. 

50. A summary of the progress made on the key deliverables under this objective is provided in 
Table 4. 
Table 4:  IEU’s policy, work plan, and internal strengthening activities 

Objective 4: Strengthen and position the IEU in the Fund and in its ecosystem  

Sub-Objectives  2025 Key 
Deliverables  

Progress During the Reporting Period  

Complete staffing  Complete hiring 
processes 

Delayed: The hiring process for a Principal Evaluation Officer 
concluded unsuccessfully. In January 2025, the Data and GIS 
Specialist left the Unit. One Evaluation Specialist took a six-month 
stretch assignment with DMEL and left the Unit, while another 
went on extended leave. The IEU reassessed its priorities and 
resource allocations, leading to some adjustments to timelines of 
some deliverables. 

Consultants Reduced individual 
consultants and 
professional services  

On Track: The IEU gradually reduced the HQ-based consultants. 
As of August 2025, two communications consultants were 
retained at HQ. The IEU continued to deploy some remote 
individual consultants for specific expert advice and evaluation 
work. This approach provides critical expertise and improves 
cost-efficiency.  

Team culture  Team-building 
activities and 
consideration of 
restructuring the IEU  

On Track: In May 2025, the IEU held a half-day workshop in 
Songdo to discuss 2026-2028 evaluation topics. In the same 
month, the IEU initiated a review of its structure with the support 
of an external HR expert. The expert conducted interviews and 
reviewed internal documents, including the TOR of the IEU, the 
Evaluation Policy, and reports of recent team-building activities. 
The review will enhance the Unit’s effectiveness and operational 
efficiency, taking effect in 2026.  

Peer review  Peer review of the 
IEU  

On Track: During the reporting period, the IEU maintained its 
engagement with the UNEG peer review working group. In 
preparation for the 2026-2028 work plan and budget, the IEU 
incorporated RMC feedback, including key aspects of the peer 
review, such as its phases, core assessment criteria and timeline. 
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It will conduct a self-assessment in 2026 and a peer review in 
2027-2028.  

Policy review  Policy reviews as 
required  

On Track: The IEU engaged in several policy review processes, 
including those related to staff regulations, and worked closely 
with Board committees to prepare its work plan and identify 
future evaluation topics. Most of the reviews were not planned 
and not captured in the Unit’s work plan for 2025. 

Work plan  
development  

Preparation and 
consultation of the 
IEU’s work plan  

On Track: The IEU engaged with the Board’s RMC on the 
development of its work plan. 

From May to June 2025, through an iterative process, the IEU 
presented proposed evaluation topics for 2026–2028, addressed 
RMC feedback through response matrices, and provided updates 
on priorities and resource considerations, including a feedback 
session at the sidelines of B.42. 

From July to August, the IEU engaged with the RMC and the BC on 
the endorsement of its work plan and budget. The RMC and the BC 
endorsed the IEU’s 2026-2028 work plan and budget in 
September 2025. 
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Annex I:  Budget and expenditure report 

1. The Table below shows the IEU’s 2025 budget and the expenditure report as of 31 July 2025 
in USD. The IEU’s actual overall budget expenditure as of 31 July was 40 per cent, with USD 3.1 
million, against the approved 2025 annual budget of USD 7.67 million. 
Table 5:  IEU’s budget and expenditure in January – July 2025 

Category 
2025 Board-

approved budget, 
in USD 

Disbursed, 
in USD 

Disbursed, in % of 
the approved 

budget 

Remaining budget, 
in USD 

Full-time staff 4,725,149 2,041,730 43% 2,683,419 
Consultants 292,384 146,853 50% 145,528 

Interns 58,344 16,285 28% 42,059 
Travel 308,576 95,797  31% 212,779 

Professional 
services 

977,000 225,021  23% 751,979 
 

Other operating 
costs 

41,500 19,316 47% 22,184 

Shared cost 
allocation 

797,086 464,967 58% 332,119 

Third 
Performance 

Review 

472,000 88,168 19% 383,832 

Grand Total 7,672,039 3,098,140 40% 4,573,899 
 

2. Staff. Staff costs include salaries, benefits, staff training, and professional development 
costs. Staff costs were spent at 43 per cent by 31 July 2025. The underspend was due to (i) the 
delayed hiring for a Principal Evaluation Officer, (ii) the departure of the Data and GIS Specialist in 
January 2025, (iii) a six-month assignment and official departure of a staff member to DMEL from 
February 2025, and (iv) extended leave taken by a staff member in January 2025. 

3. Individual consultants and interns. As of 31 July 2025, 50 per cent of the consultant 
budget had been spent. At that time, only two communications consultants were retained at HQ. 
The IEU continued to engage remote individual consultants for expert advice, evaluation work, and 
short-term specialized tasks. This approach is designed not only to resource targeted expertise, but 
also to improve cost-efficiency. For the 2025-2026 internship cohort, the IEU continued its 
participation in the GCF-wide internship programme and recruited three new interns.  

4. Professional services. As of 31 July 2025, actual expenditure under the professional 
services budget stood at 23 per cent. However, commitments account for approximately 92 per cent 
of the approved budget, including contracted amounts and those under active procurement. These 
committed funds are expected to be disbursed according to the delivery schedule of ongoing 
contracts, with most expenditures anticipated in the second half of 2025. 

5. Travel: The IEU uses travel strategically to achieve its objectives. As of 31 July 2025, 31 per 
cent of the travel budget had been spent. IEU staff members travel for three key reasons: (i) to 
conduct evaluations and country case studies, (ii) to provide impact evaluation advisory services 
and project engagement, and (iii) to support strategic engagement, including dissemination of 
lessons learned, participation in Board meetings, and sharing knowledge of global developments in 
climate and evaluation. The third category of travel also serves as a professional development 
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opportunity for staff. During the reporting period, IEU staff travelled to conduct evaluations of 
CIEWS, Country Ownership, the SAP, and the TPR and attended Board meetings held outside 
Songdo. An impact evaluation mission to Tanzania was also undertaken. The IEU will continue to 
pursue cost-effectiveness, for example, by combining evaluation travel with GCF-related events and 
workshops, such as the GCF Structured Dialogues. 

6. Other operating costs: As of 31 July 2025, 47 per cent of the other operating expenses had 
been spent. These include printing, communication materials, office supplies, subscriptions to 
specialized software such as statistical tools not covered by the GCF, team retreats, and other 
sundry expenses. The IEU continues to engage with the Division of IT to identify cost-efficiencies 
where possible. During the reporting period, the Division of IT advised on the use of GCF licences 
for qualitative data analysis. As a result, the IEU further improved cost-effectiveness in its software 
use. 

7. Third Performance Review: As of 31 July 2025, 19 per cent of the TPR budget had been 
spent. The supporting firm was procured in April 2025, and the remaining budget will be disbursed 
in line with planned deliverables. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 
 

GCF/B.43/Inf.09 
Page 19 

 

 

   
 

Annex II:  List of IEU publications and communications materials 
published during the reporting period (May - August 2025) 

Document type Topic 

Board report GCF/B.42/Inf.07: Report on the activities of the Independent Evaluation Unit 

Board report GCF/B.42/16: Optimized Approach to Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning: Co-
Chairs’ Proposal 

Evaluation 
products 

Gender Synthesis: Approach - presenting the proposed approach for conducting a 
Synthesis of the Green Climate Fund’s (GCF) Gender Approach. 

Evidence Review [Systematic Review] Effectiveness of Certification and Land Tenure Interventions 
to Conserve Forests  

Learning Paper [Evaluability Study] The Third Evaluability Assessment of the Green Climate 
Fund’s Funding Proposals 

Evaluation brief 2-page approach brief of the Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Approach to 
Country Ownership (COA2025) 

Evaluation brief 2-page approach brief of the Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s 
Simplified Approval Process (SAP2025) 

Evaluation brief 2-page approach brief of the Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s approach to and 
Portfolio of Climate Information and Early Warning System Interventions 
(CIEWS2025) 

IEU Impact Insights 8-page summary presenting emerging findings from a six-year impact evaluation 
of GCF’s FP026 project in Madagascar conducted under IEU’s LORTA programme 

IEU Blog GCF Impact on the Ground: Lessons for Climate Action in Agriculture and Food 
Security 

IEU News IEU Hosts Three Events During GLocal Evaluation Week 2025 

IEU News IEU Learning Talk Highlights Insights from Impact Evaluations in Madagascar and 
Belize 

IEU News INU Students Visit GCF HQ 

Newsletter IEU Newsletter Issue 25 
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Annex III:  List of IEU events and engagements held with stakeholders 
and partners during the reporting period (May – August 2025) 

Month Event Type 

May IEU Learning Talk: GCF Impact on the Ground 
Songdo, South Korea, on 28 May 

GCF Secretariat 

June GLocal Evaluation Week | Evaluation to decision-making: How the 
REDD+ RBP study supported the continuation of a climate finance 
line at the GCF 
Virtual, 3 June 

External engagement 

 GLocal Evaluation Week | Gender inclusion in climate evaluation 
Virtual, 4 June 

External engagement 

 GLocal Evaluation Week | Evaluating the GCF’s approach to 
Indigenous Peoples 
Virtual, 5 June 

External engagement 

July IEU Side Event at B.42: Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Country 
Ownership Approach: Reflections from deep dives and other data 
Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea, 1 June 

Engagement with the 
GCF Board 

 
August 

IEU Evaluation Webinar Series on the Emerging Findings of the 
Country Ownership Evaluation 
Virtual, 7 August 

GCF Secretariat 

 IEU Evaluation Webinar Series on the Emerging Findings of the 
Country Ownership Evaluation 
Virtual, 12 August 

GCF stakeholders 

 IEU Evaluation Webinar Series on the Emerging Findings and 
Recommendations of the Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s 
Simplified Approval Process (2025) 
Virtual, 13 August 

GCF Board 
 

 IEU Evaluation Webinar Series on the Emerging Findings and 
Recommendations of the Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s 
Simplified Approval Process (2025) 
Virtual, 28 August 

GCF Secretariat 

September Asian Evaluation Week 2025 
Xi’an, China, 1-4 September 

External engagement 

 IEU Board Webinar Series on the Emerging Findings and 
Recommendations of the Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s 
Simplified Approval Process (2025) 
Virtual, 2 September 

GCF Board 

 GCF Regional Dialogue with Latin America and Workshop for Direct 
Access Entities 
Santo Domingo, Dominican Republic, 15-19 September 

GCF stakeholders 
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Annex IV:  Progress of impact evaluations conducted during the 
reporting period 

1. The IEU continues to advise and support impact evaluations of GCF projects through its 
LORTA programme. Through this work, the GCF gains important insights into the quality of project 
implementation and impact. LORTA enhances learning through advisory services and capacity-
building in impact evaluation and contributes to global evidence in climate by collaborating with 
practitioners, academia, policymakers, and other stakeholders of the GCF ecosystem. 

2. Preparation of impact evaluation reports: During the reporting period, further progress 
was made with the existing GCF projects in the LORTA portfolio. By the end of August 2025, ten GCF 
projects were in the engagement and design stage, seven were at baseline, and nine were in post-
baseline stages for impact evaluations, as detailed in the following Table. 
Table:  Status of GCF projects in the LORTA impact evaluation portfolio 

  FP/COUNTRY/REGION ENGAGEMENT/DESIGN BASELINE POST-BASELINE 
STAGE 

RESULTS AND 
DISSEMINATION 

1ST 
COHORT 

(ENTERED 
IN 2018) 

FP002 Malawi 
   

X 

FP035 Vanuatu 
 

X 
  

FP026 Madagascar 
 

 
 

X 

FP062 Paraguay 
 

 X 
 

FP034 Uganda 
 

 X 
 

FP068 Georgia 
 

X 
  

FP072 Zambia 
 

 X 
 

2ND 
COHORT 

(ENTERED 
IN 2019) 

FP096 DRC X  
  

FP069 Bangladesh 
 

 
 

X 

FP073 Rwanda 
 

 X 
 

FP087 Guatemala 
 

 X 
 

FP097  
Central America 

X  
  

FP098  
Southern Africa 

X  
  

3RD 
COHORT 

(ENTERED 
IN 2020) 

FP101 Belize 
 

 
 

x 

FP110 Ecuador 
 

X 
  

FP116 Kyrgyzstan X    

4TH 
COHORT 

(ENTERED 
IN 2021) 

FP172 Nepal 
 

X 
  

SAP023 Mexico 
 

 X 
 

FP138 Senegal X  
  

FP060 Barbados 
 

 X 
 

5TH 
COHORT 

(ENTERED 
IN 2022) 

CN Armenia X    

SAP031 Brazil X    
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  FP/COUNTRY/REGION ENGAGEMENT/DESIGN BASELINE POST-BASELINE 
STAGE 

RESULTS AND 
DISSEMINATION 

6th 
cohort 

(Entered 
in 2023) 

FP179 Tanzania  X   

FP187 Benin X    

FP192 Barbados  X   

SAP021 Timor 
Leste 

 X   

7th 
cohort 

(Entered 
in 2024) 

FP246 Somalia X    

FP244 Malawi X    

3. Impact evaluation country visits. The LORTA team enabled and supported the 
development of a comprehensive impact evaluation framework and data collection for the projects 
through field visits and regular consultations with local stakeholders. During the reporting period, 
LORTA team members conducted the following impact evaluation missions:   

4. Tanzania: In August 2025, the LORTA team conducted a mission to Tanzania in 
collaboration with CRDB Bank and local research company, DAMAX Solutions, to prepare for 
baseline data collection of the Tanzania Agriculture Climate Adaptation Technology Deployment 
Programme (FP179) impact evaluation. The mission completed the evaluation design, adopting a 
randomized encouragement approach with approximately 300 farmers per region across 11 
regions, based on insights from farmer focus groups and consultations with CRDB branch 
managers. Field readiness was confirmed through two pilot surveys conducted by DAMAX 
enumerators, which also informed refinements to the baseline questionnaire. Farmer consultations 
highlighted priorities, including loan eligibility criteria, timely disbursement before the planting 
season, women’s access, and group-based lending models. 

5. The mission achieved its objectives and confirmed that full baseline data collection will 
begin in October 2025, aligned with the planting season. The evaluation will provide evidence on 
the impact of access to loans and financial services on farmers’ resilience and adaptation to climate 
risks in Tanzania. 
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Annex V:  Highlights Report - Evaluation Quality Assessment of AE-led 
Project Evaluations 
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A. BACKGROUND 

In line with the Evaluation Policy for the GCF, the IEU is requested to "perform quality assurance 
upon request by the board"17 to ensure that evaluations led by accredited entities (AEs) effectively 
implement the GCF Evaluation Policy, including the evaluation criteria and standards of the GCF. As 
part of these efforts, IEU has introduced a process for the independent assessment 18 of the quality 
of AE-led project evaluations to enhance credibility, consistency, and overall quality.  
The assessment process is designed for both accountability and learning purposes. Project 
evaluations are individually and collectively assessed on the extent to which they meet Green 
Climate Fund Evaluation Standards19 and relevant expectations set out in the Evaluation Policy for 
the GCF, including the GCF’s Evaluation Criteria and guidance documents,20 as well as by the United 
Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG). Ratings are accompanied by narrative feedback on key strengths 
and areas for improvement of individual evaluations and the portfolio as a whole.  
Results of this quality assessment will support the IEU to further tailor its guidance and support to 
AEs and the Secretariat of the GCF. The assessment tool will made public. Results will also be 
shared with the AEs to inform their evaluation managers and evaluators. The overall aim is to 
inform about and subsequently improve the overall quality of evaluations of GCF-financed projects, 
as seen in other United Nations entities that have adopted independent assessment practices.  
The EQA framework and assessment tool were developed by the IEU supported by external experts 
of DeftEdge.21 The framework is based on GCF evaluation requirements and the Secretariat’s 
quality assurance procedures while incorporating good practices and lessons learned from other 
international organizations.  
This highlights report provides information on the quality assessment tool, pilot of 18 interim 
and final project evaluations, and the lessons learnt from the application of the tool to-date. This 
quality assessment will be conducted periodically by the Independent Evaluation Unit to inform 
about the quality of the project evaluation portfolio of the GCF and progress with the 
implementation of the Evaluation Policy of the GCF.  
Key findings of this first assessment phase: As detailed below, the assessments revealed 
considerable variations in how well evaluations met UNEG and GCF-specific expectations. Fewer 
than 20% of the reviewed reports were rated as meeting or exceeding expectations, and 50% as 

 
17 Green Climate Fund (2021). Evaluation Policy for the GCF, p. 7. Songdo, South Korea. 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/evaluation-policy-gcf.pdf 
18 Evaluation quality assurance differs from evaluation quality assessment. As per UNFPA’s Evaluation Quality 

Assurance and Assessment system, “Quality assurance takes place throughout each phase of the evaluation, 
and quality assessment occurs after an evaluation is completed. An external independent reviewer assesses the 
final evaluation report against established quality standards and criteria”. 

19 Independent Evaluation Unit (2022). Green Climate Fund Evaluation Standards. Songdo, South Korea. 
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/220428-gcf-evalluation-standards-web.pdf 

20 Including the GCF Monitoring and Accountability Framework for Accredited Entities, the Evaluation Policy 
for the GCF (2021), the GCF Integrated Results Management Framework (2020), the GCF Results Handbook 
for IRMF (draft, 2022), and the GCF Evaluation Guidelines (2023), 

21 DeftEdge is contracted under a Long-Term Agreement with GCF to provide evaluation support services 

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/evaluation-policy-gcf.pdf
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/220428-gcf-evalluation-standards-web.pdf
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needing significant improvement. In many cases, missing information may have led to lower 
ratings. Most evaluators adequately addressed whether projects were meeting intended results. 
However, many evaluations fell short in other important areas set out in the GCF Standards. These 
included ensuring participatory processes, applying and documenting ethical practices, and clearly 
explaining the methods used. While most reports addressed the required GCF evaluation criteria, 
their approach was often inconsistent, with significant variation in depth of coverage. 

B. QUALITY ASSESSMENT TOOL 

The EQA tool is a structured rubric that provides quantitative ratings and qualitative feedback to 
assess the standard of the evaluation report and identify areas for improvement. The tool is 
organized around three dimensions: 
1. Adherence to UNEG standards and GCF-specific expectations: This includes aspects 

such as coverage of environmental and social safeguards, and reporting on climate 
adaptation and resilience results. This part of the tool comprises nine sections, each 
with a series of questions rated on a four-point scale. Sections are weighted according 
to their relative importance, with greatest emphasis placed on findings and 
methodology. The final scores yield an overall report rating of Exceptional (96-100%), 
Very Good (90-95%), Good (75-89%), Fair (50-74%) or Unsatisfactory (<50%). 

2. Coverage of GCF’s evaluation criteria: The tool assesses the extent to which GCF criteria are 
addressed. This is supplemented by a checklist that provides a visual depiction of the extent to 
which each criterion is covered. The checklist has four rating options: (i) Yes, (ii) Partial, (iii) 
No, and (iv) Not Applicable (N/A). ‘Yes’ is used when reviewers consider the level of analysis to 
be adequate, and ‘Partial’ is used when the respective criterion is briefly addressed. 

3. Alignment with GCF evaluation standards: This dimension examines adherence to the 
Evaluation Policy of the Green Climate Fund’s 15 standards, using questions from the GCF 
Evaluation Standards22 and GCF evaluation guidelines for AEs. 23 These questions reflect 
requirements that can reasonably be expected in an evaluation report or its terms of reference 
(ToR). Since many elements in the Standards are principles not typically detailed in reports, 
this tool does not comprehensively assess AE compliance with GCF's Standards. It is 
particularly limited in the absence of ToR. In such cases, Cannot Rate is used, as none of the 
four rating options apply. Despite these limitations, this assessment still provides useful 
insights into the emphasis AEs and evaluators place on different aspects of the Standards and 
supports the identification of good practices that can be shared. 

 
22 Independent Evaluation Unit, Green Climate Fund Evaluation Standards (Songdo, South Korea, 2022). 

Available at https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/220428-gcf-evalluation-
standards-web.pdf.  

23 Green Climate Fund, Evaluation: Operational procedures and guidelines for Accredited Entity-led 
evaluations (Songdo, South Korea, 2022). Available at 
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/evaluation-operational-procedures-and-guidelines-accredited-
entity-led-evaluations.  

https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/220428-gcf-evalluation-standards-web.pdf
https://ieu.greenclimate.fund/sites/default/files/document/220428-gcf-evalluation-standards-web.pdf
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/evaluation-operational-procedures-and-guidelines-accredited-entity-led-evaluations
https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/evaluation-operational-procedures-and-guidelines-accredited-entity-led-evaluations
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C. QUALITY ASSESSMENT PROCESS 

To confirm the applicability of the EQA tool to the range of GCF investments, a sampling process 
was used to select AE-led project evaluations to be assessed during this first phase. From the total 
pool of project evaluations submitted to GCF, 122 evaluations were recorded, including 110 interim 
and 12 final reports as of 01 March 2025. The sampling applied a clear inclusion criterion: only 
reports marked “Review Completed” by the GCF Secretariat were eligible for IEU assessment 
process, ensuring only finalized documents appeared in the sampling. Table 1 provides a 
breakdown of the current portfolio of AE-led evaluations. 

Table 1.  Current Portfolio of Received AE-led Evaluations 

 INTERIM EVALUATIONS FINAL EVALUATIONS TOTAL 

Total reports 110 12 122 

Review completed (eligible for 
inclusion) 

53 7 60 

In review  55 4 59 

Sent back to AE 2 1 3 

Source:  IEU 
Note:  This tables provides an overview of the project evaluation portfolio available to the GCF Secretariat 

as of 1 March 2025. The Secretariat reviews interim and final project evaluation reports submitted 
by the AEs. Once the Secretariat found a project evaluation report compliant and accurate, it will be 
considered “complete”. The IEU only considered such reports for the sampling.  

 
A purposive sample of 18 reports (14 interim and four final project evaluations) was selected from 
the 60 eligible reports that had completed reviews.  
The selection of evaluation reports was conducted in a stepwise approach. Firstly, the IEU 
evaluation team checked for completeness of the project evaluation report and supporting 
documentation. Only project evaluation reports with sufficient supporting documentation and 
appendices were considered. Secondly, the IEU evaluation team considered (a) the report type, (b) 
entity type and (c) thematic area of the underlying projects.  
As shown in Figure 1, the purposive sampling method ensured that the selected reports reflected 
various factors, including project size, geographic region, implementing entity type, environmental 
and social safeguards (ESS) category, and thematic focus (Adaptation, Mitigation, or Cross-cutting). 
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Figure 1.  Characteristics of Sample 

Entity Type 

• 12 International 
• 1 Regional 
• 5 National 

Report Type 

• 12 Interim  
• 6 Final 

Theme 

• 8 Mitigation 
• 8 Adaptation 
• 2 Cross-cutting 

Vulnerability 
Groups 24 

• 6 Africa 
• 5 LDCs 
• 3 SIDS 

Project Size 

• 2 Large  
• 7 Medium 
• 6 Small 
• 3 Micro 

Sector 

• 12 Public 
• 6 Private 

ESS Category 

• 3 Cat A  
• 7 Cat B 
• 6 Cat C 
• 2 Intermediation 

Report Year 

• 3 from 2021 
• 5 from 2022  
• 5 from 2023 
• 5 from 2024 

Source:  IEU 
 
Each report in the sample was assessed by a select team of experienced evaluators, with quality 
assurance provided by the project manager to ensure consistency. The tool is flexible and can 
address the requirements of final evaluations not expected in the interim, such as verification of 
higher-level outcomes and the use of paradigm-shift scorecards adopted for recently approved 
projects. Reviewers are also instructed to consider characteristics such as project size and ESS 
category when assigning scores. 

D. QUALITY ASSESSMENT RESULTS 

1. RESULTS FOR OVERALL QUALITY 
The 18 project evaluations varied widely in how well they met UNEG and GCF-specific expectations. 
Three were rated as Exceptional or Very Good, six received an overall rating of Good, and nine were 
assessed as Fair, as seen in Figure 2. The evaluation team found that none were rated as 
Unsatisfactory. The sole report rated as Exceptional was a thorough and well-presented UNDP 
evaluation of a medium-sized adaptation project in Timor-Leste.  
With only 17% of the sample assessed as better than Good, the evaluation team found that there is 
an opportunity for improvement in the alignment of AE-led project evaluations. However, as Figure 
3 demonstrates early indications that the overall quality of reports increased each year, with the 
overall average rating moving from Fair to Good for those completed in 2023. The evaluation team 
also recognized that the Evaluation Policy of the GCF also only came into effect in 2021.  

 
24 These categories are not mutually exclusive; therefore, the total does not sum to 18. 
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Figure 2.  Overall Results of the Quality Assessment Ratings (# of reports)  
Exceptional 
(96-100%) 
 
Very Good  
90-95%) 
 
Good (75-
89%) 
 
Fair 
(50-74%) 

 
Source:   EQA team  
Note:  The evaluation team combined the average score of the assessment of 18 purposively selected 

project evaluations of GCF-funded activities.  
 
Figure 4 shows the average scores across the sample for each of the nine sections of the review tool. 
The highest-scoring section was “Background”, which is assessed for how adequately it describes 
the project, context and stakeholders. This was followed by “Findings”, which are assessed for 
completeness, clarity and strength of analysis. The lowest-scoring section was “Executive 
Summary”, followed by “Design and Methodology”, “Conclusions and Lessons”, and “Coverage of ESS”. 
Notably, evaluations of ESS category A projects received an average score of 60%, significantly 
lower than the rest of the sample’s average of 73%. 

Figure 3.  Average Scores for each Section of the Assessment Tool25 (percent) 

 
Source:  EQA team  
Note:  The assessment tool provides feedback on each section of standard project evaluation reports. The 

assessment tool is based on nine sections. The scores are provided as percentages, organized by 
each section.  

 
25 Percentages reflect the rating under each of them. 
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2.  RESULTS FOR ALIGNMENT WITH GCF STANDARDS 
The ratings for the GCF Standards revealed more significant shortcomings in the alignment to the 
GCF Evaluation Policy and Standards, than other assessment areas. As shown in Figure 5, 61% of 
the reports (11 of 18) were rated as only Partly Aligning or Not Aligning with the indicators selected 
for the 15 GCF Evaluation Standards. Only two reports were in full alignment. While this finding 
points at a significant shortcoming, the individual project evaluation may align with the AE’s 
Evaluation Policy and Evaluation Standards.  
Figure 6 shows that most evaluations demonstrated some evidence of alignment with standards 
related to “Accountability, Credibility and Rigour”, and “Cost Effectiveness”. However, the evidence 
regarding “Confidentiality, Competence, and Ethics” was weak. Importantly, a lack of documented 
alignment does not necessarily indicate non-compliance. Required elements, such as adherence to 
ethical practices, may have been fulfilled but not explicitly documented in the ToR or in the 
evaluation report itself. A significant shortcoming in this sample was the lack of ToRs for nearly 
40% of the reports, which further constrained assessment. Full list of scoring results in Table 2.  

Figure 4.  Distribution of Assessment Results Rating the Alignment to the GCF Standards 
(# of reports) 

 
Source:  EQA team  
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Figure 5.  Average Score by GCF Standards (percent) 

 
Source:  EQA team  
 
 
3.  COVERAGE OF GCF EVALUATION CRITERIA 
All reports covered Relevance, Effectiveness, Gender Equity, and Country Ownership. Innovativeness 
and Replicability or Scalability were covered when applicable, although the depth of the analysis 
varied. The evaluation criteria most frequently omitted were Unexpected Results, Impact and 
Coherence. Figure 6 shows the number of reports rated as adequately covering (Yes), briefly 
mentioning (Partial), or not mentioning (No) each one. Full list of scoring results in Table 2.  
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Figure 6.  Coverage of GCF Evaluation Criteria (# of reports) 

 
Source:  EQA team  
Note:  The evaluation team assessed the 18 project evaluation reports and their coverage of the GCF 

Evaluation Criteria described in the GCF Evaluation Policy. The following rubric was used; Yes, 
Partial, No or N/A. The category No represents reports for which the parameters for each Standard 
are not met. The category N/A represents reports for which no information was available to rate 
the individual Standard.  

  
4.  ALIGNMENT ACROSS DIMENSIONS 
Overall quality assessment ratings aligned with the Standards scores and the extent of the 
Evaluation Criteria coverage in only half of the reports (see Table 2). This included the one 
exceptional report, which covered all GCF Evaluation Criteria and demonstrated sufficient 
alignment with GCF Evaluation Standards. The relationship between overall ratings and criteria 
coverage was stronger, although several of the reports rated Fair still performed well in the 
Evaluation Criteria covered. A more detailed assessment of the correlation between dimensions 
will require a larger sample of evaluations. Such a report with results from a larger portfolio is 
currently planned for 2026. 

E. MOST IDENTIFIED CHALLENGES AND GAPS IN PROJECT 
EVALUATIONS 

1. Executive Summaries: This section of project evaluations was considered the weakest-
performing across this sample. No project evaluation report fully satisfied the requirements for 
clarity, completeness, and conciseness, and two project evaluation reports did not include an 
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executive summary. As this section is often the only part of an evaluation report read in full, it 
is expected to serve as a stand-alone synopsis. It should provide a concise overview of the 
project and its intended results, the evaluation methodology, key findings across all criteria, as 
well as lessons and recommendations. Incomplete and overly lengthy executive summaries 
reduce the accessibility and usefulness of evaluations for organizational learning and informed 
decision-making. 

2. Methodology: Expectations for clarity and rigour in how project evaluations were conducted 
were not consistently met. Only six of the 18 project evaluation reports scored over 80% for 
this section. Common shortcomings included a lack of information on sampling and analysis 
processes, a lack of detail on the number and type of respondents per data-collection method, 
and the absence of attached evaluation matrices. 

3. Ethical Considerations: Only six project evaluation reports (33%) provided adequate 
explanations of how ethical practices were upheld, while eight evaluation reports (44%) did 
not address this topic at all. Higher-scoring evaluation reports are attached with signed codes 
of conduct. However, few reports addressed the avoidance of conflicts of interest or the safe 
storage and destruction of respondent data. Maintaining confidentiality was highlighted in the 
reports that discussed ethical considerations. Nevertheless, this commitment was undermined 
in two cases where respondent contact information, including for community respondents, 
was shown in the list of stakeholders consulted. 

4. Findings: Most AE-led project evaluations provided adequate analysis, particularly progress 
towards intended results. However, in about one-third of the project evaluation reports, the 
presentation of findings lacked clarity, and information sources were not consistently cited. 
Several included lengthy tables extending over several pages that would have been better 
placed in annexes. 

5. Recommendations: While most recommendations appeared useful, fewer than half clearly 
articulated them or identified the party or parties responsible for their implementation. 

6. Supplementary Information: Only three project evaluation reports (17%) included the 
Management Response, and only 11 (61%) attached the ToR. 

7. Terms of Reference: Some ToRs lacked clear instructions or set unrealistic expectations given 
the time frame and resources. Several included an excessive number of evaluation questions – 
over 60 in some cases, and one with 98. Only two ToRs specified the number of evaluator days, 
and both appeared inadequate for project evaluations of the size and complexity of GCF-
supported projects.  

8. Report Presentation: While several project evaluation reports were well designed and clearly 
presented, many were poorly formatted, used minimal visual aids, or were too long. One 
project evaluation report reached 100 pages, excluding annexes. In three cases, the final 
project evaluation report submitted to the IEU were draft versions that still included reviewer 
comments. Such evaluation reports would not meet the standard of completion.  
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F. AE-LED PROJECT EVALUATIONS IMPACTS  

Following the quality assessment, the IEU conducted an additional assessment to consider the 
impact potential and realised project impacts of nine project evaluations undertaken by the AEs. 
These nine project evaluation reports were rated ‘Good’ in identifying key patterns in how impact 
was assessed and covered.  
Across these project evaluations, the quality assessment shows uneven rigor. The project 
evaluations for FP013, FP046, FP109, FP117, and SAP011 cover the assessment of the project 
impact well, often aligned with the GCF’s Integrated Results Management Framework, and, in some 
cases, explicitly probing paradigm shift. Other evaluation reports for FP002, FP015, and FP019 
treat the project impact assessment mainly in the analysis section, lack an explicit paradigm-shift 
framing, against the GCF evaluation criteria. Furthermore, the project FP081 addresses impact in its 
evaluation but omits detailed evaluation questions and an evaluation matrix.  
Overall, the key gaps identified are: missing or implicit impact potential questions, inconsistent use 
of and alignment with evaluation criteria, and reliance on narrative analysis rather than impact 
indicators. Out of the nine project evaluations, three reports are overperforming or ‘on track’, three 
reports have mixed progress, and three reports have poor data or off track.  
 
Key patterns around impact results:  
The evaluation team observed several trends with regards to the description and analysis of impact 
potential and impact realized in the nine selected project evaluation reports.  

1) Emissions reduction and clean energy  

• Rooftop solar and supplier programmes show mitigation and measured generation and 
some projects also expand household energy access with lower costs.  

2) Disaster risk reduction and early warning 
• Hydro met networks, lightning alerts, river gauges, and flood-warning buildouts reduced 

losses. 
• Evidence is mostly outputs and early outcomes (coverage, use, behaviour change), with 

limited quantified loss avoidance. 
3) Livelihoods and food security  

• Reported improvements in farming decisions (seed choice, scheduling, feed preparation) 
and food security gains in some projects and farmer/fisher reach  

• Attribution and income/yield verification remain partial or uneven. 
4) Energy access and service reliability 

• Clean power projects demonstrate household connections and sustained generation. 
• Reliability/affordability benefits but cost savings not always quantified. 

5) Institutional and market transformation 

• Signals of policy uptake, downscaled forecast use, and private investment catalysed 
• Paradigm-shift narratives are present, but indicators of systemic change are limited. 
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6) Ecosystems and land use  

• Signs of afforestation/restoration and deforestation reduction are too early to be captured 
or are under-measured (areas planted, survival rates pending) 
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Table 2.   Detailed results around impact 

PROJECT QUALITY ASSESSMENT OF THE 

IMPACT CRITERIA IN THE 

EVALUATION REPORT  

IMPACT DEFINITION 

IN THE PROJECT  
INDICATORS & TARGETS RESULTS (TO DATE) STATUS 

IMPACT 
IEU CONCLUSIONS 

FP002 
(interim)  

Impact assessment 
incomplete; GCF‑specific 
elements integrated into 
OECD‑DAC criteria. Paradigm 
shift not explicit; Impact 
framed as ‘reduced 
environmental stress / 
improved ecological status’. 

Timely, 
actionable 
hydro‑met 
forecasts and 
warnings reduce 
disaster mortality 
and asset losses 
and stabilize 
smallholder 
productivity and 
incomes. 

Increased resilience and 
enhanced livelihoods 
(beneficiaries, % 
female).  
Targets: 500,000 
(direct), 1,000,000 
(indirect). Target 
coverage:  
18% of the national 
population. 

Beneficiaries: 
421,702 direct; 
1,256,850 indirect.  
Coverage achieved: 
10.3% vs 18% 
target. Counts 
include indirect 
users of improved 
forecasting and 
direct 
PICSA/awareness 
reach. 

On track Strong 
outputs/early 
outcomes; 
credible impact 
still largely 
anecdotal or 
prospective; 
attribution not 
established. 

FP013 
(final) 

Impact soundly addressed 
across the framework; 
covered by evaluation 
questions. 

Strengthened 
housing and 
land‑use 
practices lower 
climate‑related 
damages to 
households while 
reducing GHG 
emissions. 

1) Resilience of 
infrastructure: Target 
4,000 houses (USD 
8.0m).  
2) Emissions reduction 
from land use: Target 
565,180 tCO₂e. 

1) 4,966 houses 
valued at USD 
9.932m.  
2) 1.12 million 
tCO₂e achieved. 

On track  
 

Significant 
milestones 
suggest strong 
trajectory toward 
intended impact. 
While the full 
extent of long-
term impacts will 
emerge in the 
coming years, 
current 
achievements 
indicate strong 
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PROJECT QUALITY ASSESSMENT OF THE 

IMPACT CRITERIA IN THE 

EVALUATION REPORT  

IMPACT DEFINITION 

IN THE PROJECT  
INDICATORS & TARGETS RESULTS (TO DATE) STATUS 

IMPACT 
IEU CONCLUSIONS 

progress in 
enhancing 
resilience, 
reducing 
environmental 
stress, and 
improving social 
outcomes. 

FP015 
(interim) 

Evaluation questions not 
explicitly structured around 
GCF criteria; Impact partially 
addressed via 
guides/analysis; paradigm 
shift considered. 

Coastal 
protection 
reduces 
inundation and 
erosion losses, 
avoiding 
displacement and 
safeguarding local 
economies and 
services. 

Resilient physical assets 
(human benefits): 
Baseline 0; Target 3 
coastal protection 
measures across 3 
islands (USD 2.28m). 

No significant 
progress reported. 

Insufficient 
data 

Designs/plans in 
place to achieve 
end-of-project 
targets; 
verification 
pending. 

FP019  
(final)  

Impact not covered in 
questions but addressed in 
analysis. Multidimensional 
effort toward sustainable 
development. 

Reduced 
deforestation and 
associated GHG 
emissions while 
expanding 
sustainable, 
deforestation‑free 
livelihoods for 
forest 
communities. 

Government-led 
paradigm shift toward 
sustainability, with 
ministries adopting 
practices that embed 
long-term 
environmental 
stewardship into 
development policy 
across the Amazon 

Tangible progress 
suggested; 
insufficient data to 
quantify impact. 

Insufficient 
data 

PROAmazonía 
has been a 
multidimensional 
effort aimed at 
promoting 
sustainable 
development in 
the Amazon 
region. Although 
it is premature to 
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PROJECT QUALITY ASSESSMENT OF THE 

IMPACT CRITERIA IN THE 

EVALUATION REPORT  

IMPACT DEFINITION 

IN THE PROJECT  
INDICATORS & TARGETS RESULTS (TO DATE) STATUS 

IMPACT 
IEU CONCLUSIONS 

region. An integrated, 
programmatic design 
has created strong 
synergies among 
components, optimizing 
resources and yielding 
multiplier effects 

fully determine 
its total impact, 
several key 
advancements 
suggest tangible 
progress towards 
the desired 
objectives. 

FP046 
(final)  

Framework covers impact; 
comprehensive matrix and 
results framework align with 
indicators. 

Clean power 
displaces fossil 
generation, 
cutting GHG 
emissions while 
improving 
reliability and 
affordability of 
energy for 
households. 

Reduced emissions via 
low‑emission energy 
access and power 
generation; increased 
number of low‑emission 
power suppliers. 

29,722 tCO₂e 
reduced over two 
years; 34,124 MWh 
generated; ~20,000 
households 
connected. 

On track Programme‑level 
outcomes 
delivered in line 
with FAA; 
independent 
energy data 
corroborate 
generation 
volumes  

SAP011 
(interim) 

Comprehensive design with 
impact criteria; explicit probes 
on paradigm shift, coherence, 
and alignment with GCF IRMF. 

Households 
sustain food 
security and 
livelihoods 
through 
climate‑informed 
practices, 
reducing negative 
coping and 
income volatility. 

1) Livelihoods: Target 
32,000 people (50% 
women/men). Baseline 
1,427 people) Food 
security: Target 4,800 
households (33% 
female‑headed). 
Baseline 1,641 people. 

1) 8,777 people 
(27.4% of target). 2) 
8,610 households 
(180% of target). 
Note: Food 
Consumption Score 
(FCS) is a 
percentage metric 
and should be 
reported as such; 

Partially   Measurement 
alignment (FCS 
%) should be 
standardized 
across reports 
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PROJECT QUALITY ASSESSMENT OF THE 

IMPACT CRITERIA IN THE 

EVALUATION REPORT  

IMPACT DEFINITION 

IN THE PROJECT  
INDICATORS & TARGETS RESULTS (TO DATE) STATUS 

IMPACT 
IEU CONCLUSIONS 

baseline ~45%. 

FP109 
(interim) 

Strong coverage of impact 
across 
methodology/findings/matrix. 

Risk‑informed 
infrastructure 
and ecosystems 
lower mortality 
and economic 
losses from floods 
and storms while 
protecting 
livelihoods. 

1) % reduction in 
disaster losses 
(life/economic).  
2) 130 climate‑resilient 
infrastructure assets; 
175,840 direct 
beneficiaries.  
3) 300 ha of land 
re/afforested. 

12 infrastructure 
units completed 
(~39% of mid‑term 
target); 9,228 
beneficiaries (12% 
of target).  
16 ha planted; 
survival rate 
pending. 

Not on 
track 

Targets appear 
overly ambitious 
relative to 
delivery pace; 
ecosystem 
outcomes 
uncertain. 

FP117  
(interim) 

Impact comprehensively 
covered with an explicit 
paradigm‑shift lens. 

Institutional and 
market reforms 
shift land‑use 
toward 
sustainable 
production, 
reducing 
emissions and 
lifting rural 
incomes. 

Hypotheses: 
institutional/market 
solutions improve land 
management, reduce 
deforestation/emissions, 
and improve livelihoods. 

Narrative suggests 
partial 
confirmation; 
insufficient data for 
quantitative 
verification. 

Insufficient 
data 

High uncertainty 
due to early 
implementation 
stage. 

FP081 
(interim)  

Impact criteria addressed; 
questions absent (general 
lines of enquiry provided); no 
evaluation matrix. 

Distributed 
rooftop solar 
decarbonizes 
power supply, 
reduces 

Mitigation: 204,768 
tCO₂e (mid‑term). 
Cost‑effectiveness: USD 
23.44/tCO₂e.  
Capacity: Target 250 

Mitigation: 204,768 
tCO₂e (228% of 
mid‑term target). 
Cost‑effectiveness 
50% better than 

Partially    A low speed of 
implementation 
and of loan 
disbursement 
remains a 
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PROJECT QUALITY ASSESSMENT OF THE 

IMPACT CRITERIA IN THE 

EVALUATION REPORT  

IMPACT DEFINITION 

IN THE PROJECT  
INDICATORS & TARGETS RESULTS (TO DATE) STATUS 

IMPACT 
IEU CONCLUSIONS 

electricity costs 
for consumers, 
and catalyses 
private 
investment in 
clean energy. 

MW. final target.  
Capacity: 267.33 
MW sanctioned; 
152.25 MW 
commissioned (vs 
100 MW mid‑term 
target). 
Disbursement: 28% 
of US$ 100m by Dec 
2021. 

concern despite 
over‑performance 
on some 
indicators. 
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G. AREAS OF CONSIDERATION  

1. Issuing Concise Guidance: To improve the quality of evaluation reports, a concise set of 
directions on GCF expectations for project evaluation reports should be developed and shared 
with AEs. This guidance should include key questions for addressing each Evaluation criterion, 
as per Evaluation Policy. Emphasis should be placed on the areas identified for improvement in 
this quality assessment, specifically the need to explain adherence to GCF Evaluation Standards 
and to attach the ToR and Management Response to all evaluation reports. Such clear 
instructions will provide AEs and other partners with a better understanding of evaluation 
requirements.  

2. Providing Targeted and Tiered Support: The GCF should consider providing further 
capacity-strengthening support, beyond written guidance, to strengthen AEs' understanding of 
GCF evaluation practices and reporting, particularly for those outside of the United Nations 
system. This support should include orientation meetings, coaching sessions with AE 
evaluation managers and evaluators, short online modules, instructional videos similar to the 
kind UNEP produces, or enhanced quality assurance of ToRs and draft evaluation reports. 
Quality assurance could be strengthened through improved Secretariat checklists or by 
engaging external reviewers, as practised by the WFP and UNICEF. Importantly, this support 
could be tiered based on the AE’s existing evaluation capacity and familiarity with UNEG 
standards. Considering the often-lengthy nature of project evaluations and feedback processes, 
emphasizing front-end support could ensure improved quality from the outset.  

3. Further Review of Alignment with GCF Evaluation Standards: To support effective 
implementation of the Evaluation Policy of the GCF, the IEU should undertake a separate 
review to better understand how well evaluation practices of AEs align with GCF Evaluation 
Standards – including resources allocated to interim and final project evaluations – and the 
challenges faced in meeting these standards, given the limitations of project evaluation reports 
serving as a proxy for an Evaluation Standards assessment. This could be done through 
interviews and document reviews with a representative sample of AEs. 

4. Reviewing Evaluation Resources: The GCF should consider examining more closely whether 
the resources and time frames allocated by AEs are commensurate with the size, complexity 
and scope of the projects being assessed. Insufficient resourcing can limit the ability to recruit 
qualified subject matter and evaluation experts and constrain the level and quality of the 
evaluation process, particularly for in-depth and participatory evaluations. 
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ANNEX. SCORING METRICS AND RATINGS 

Table 3.  List of Project Evaluation Reports Considered by the IEU 

# PROJECT NAME 

FP002  Scaling up the use of Modernized Climate information and Early Warning Systems in 
Malawi 

FP013  Improving the resilience of vulnerable coastal communities to climate change related 
impacts in Viet Nam 

FP015  Tuvalu Coastal Adaptation Project (TCAP) 

FP017  Climate action and solar energy development programme in the Tarapacá Region in 
Chile 

FP019  Priming Financial and Land Use Planning Instruments to Reduce Emissions from 
Deforestations 

FP021  Senegal Integrated Urban Flood Management Project 

FP024  Enpower to Adapt: Creating Climate-Change Resilient Livelihoods through Community-
Based Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) in Namibia 

FP039  Egypt Renewable Energy Financing Framework 

FP046  Renewable Energy Program #1 - Solar 

FP047  Kazakhstan Renewables Framework 

FP064  Promoting risk mitigation instruments and finance for renewable energy and energy 
efficiency investments 

FP109  Safeguarding rural communities and their physical and economic assets from climate 
induced disasters in Timor-Leste 

FP117  Implementation of the Lao PDR Emission Reductions Programme through improved 
governance and sustainable forest landscape management 

FP147  Enhancing Climate Information and Knowledge Services for resilience in 5 island 
countries of the Pacific Ocean 

FP081 Line of Credit for Solar rooftop segment for commercial, industrial and residential 
housing sectors 

SAP008  Extended Community Climate Change Project-Flood (ECCCP-Flood) 

SAP011  Climate-resilient food security for women and men smallholders in Mozambique 
through integrated risk management 

SAP023  River Restoration for Climate Change Adaptation (RIOS) 
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Table 4.  Rating scales and weights for Evaluation Standards 

SCORE RANGE EVALUATION STANDARDS RATING DESCRIPTIONS 

≥ 85% Aligns with GCF Evaluation Standards  

70–84% Mostly aligns with GCF Evaluation Standards  

50–69% Needs substantial improvements to align with GCF Evaluation Standards 

< 50% Does not align with GCF Evaluation Standards 

 

 

#Yes If parameters for each standard are met Score of 1 

#Partial  No relevant information, and there are no red flags. Score of .5 

#No Parameters for each standard are not met Score of 0 

# Cannot rate  Not sufficient information to rate a standard   

# N/A No available information to rate the standards   

Table 5.  Rating scales and weights for EQA 

REPORT RATING SUMMARY 

Overall Rating Value Explanation  

★★★★★ Exceptional (96-100%) 5 Exceeds expectations for GCF evaluation 
quality 

★★★★☆ Very Good (90-95%) 4 Effectively upholds expectations for GCF 
evaluation quality 

★★★☆☆ Good (75-89%) 3 Generally meets expectations for GCF 
evaluation quality 

★★☆☆☆ Fair (50-74%) 2 Needs improvements to meet expectations 
for GCF evaluation quality 

★☆☆☆☆ Unsatisfactory (<50%) 1 Does not meet GCF standards for 
evaluation quality 
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Annex VI: Management Action Report of the Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and 
Effectiveness of GCF’s Investments in the Latin American and Caribbean (LAC) States 
(LAC2024) 

• Decision B.BM-2021/0726 established the Green Climate Fund’s Evaluation Policy27 (see document GCF/BM-2021-09). This Policy 
describes how all evaluations (or reviews or assessments) submitted by the IEU to the Board will have an official management 
response prepared by the GCF Secretariat (prepared in consultation with relevant GCF stakeholders) to inform Board decision-
making (see paragraph 58 (g)/appendix III).  

• Management action reports (MARs) are prepared by the Independent Evaluation Unit and received by the Board to provide an 
overview of the recommendations, respective management responses, and the status of implementation (see GCF/BM-2021/09, 
paragraph 28, paragraph 64 (b) / appendix I / appendix III). The MAR provides the Board with a first update on the status of the 
implementation of IEU recommendations from this evaluation. As a result, this IEU MAR contributes to accountability and 
transparency within the Fund.   

• In preparing this MAR, the IEU considered the Secretariat’s management response to the Independent Evaluation of the Relevance 
and Effectiveness of GCF’s Investments in the Latin American and Caribbean (LAC) States as detailed in document 
GCF/B.40/04/Add.01.28   

• The Secretariat agrees or partially agrees with all 5 recommendations.   

For each recommendation made by the IEU evaluation, this MAR provides a commentary prepared by the IEU. The commentary 
was shared and discussed with the Secretariat prior to the writing of this report. The comments provided by the Secretariat were 
considered in the finalization of the MAR and in the preparation of the rating scale. The rating scale for the progress made on the 
adoption of recommendations is as follows:  

 

 
26 <https://www.greenclimate.fund/decision/bbm-2021-07>   
27 <https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/evaluation-policy-gcf>   
28 <https://www.greenclimate.fund/document/gcf-b40-04-add01>   
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a. High: Recommendation is fully incorporated into policy, strategy or operations.  

b. Substantial: Recommendation is largely adopted but not fully incorporated into policy, strategy or operations yet.  

c. Medium: Recommendation is adopted in some operational and policy work, but not significantly in key areas.  

d. Low: No evidence or plan for adoption, or plan and actions for adoption are at a very preliminary stage.  

e. Not rated: Ratings or verification will have to wait until more data is available or proposals have been further developed.  

• In terms of the progress made with the adoption of the five recommendations set out in the evaluation, the rating “substantial” is 
given to three recommendations, and the rating “medium” is given to two recommendations.   

# Recommendation Management response Rating IEU Comment 
1 The GCF should clarify its 

own approach to the 
region and its ability to 
meet the value 
proposition that 
countries see for it. GCF 
has inherent flexibility and 
offers a possible breadth of 
programming that makes it 
a valuable partner for 
countries in the region. 
Moving forward, GCF 
should clarify its approach 
to investments and 
programming in as diverse 
a region as LAC. GCF should 
clarify how it intends to 
leverage the value 
proposition that countries 
in the region see for it and 
the enabling factors that 

Agree. 
 
Historically, GCF’s engagement in the region 
has been largely reactive and driven by a 
pipeline dominated by international 
accredited entities, rather than through a 
more deliberate and strategic approach 
tailored to the specific needs of each country. 
This has occasionally led to an imbalance in 
investments, where certain countries have a 
dense portfolio of projects under 
implementation, while others with critical 
climate needs have fewer or no projects in 
the pipeline. To address this, the former LAC 
and Caribbean regional desks actively 
worked to rebalance GCF’s investments. This 
involved steering attention toward 
underrepresented countries, particularly 
those with smaller portfolios or no active 
projects, in an effort to ensure a more 
equitable distribution of GCF resources 

 
 
Substantial 

 
 
“Secretariat work programme and 
administrative budget for 2025–
2027(Board document 
GCF/B.40/17/Rev.01)” aims to  
• Position GCF-developing country 

partnerships as the core of pipeline 
development. 

• Work with over 100 countries to 
agree on shared programming 
priorities, including demonstrating 
to interested parties how country-
led platforms enhance 
programming. 

• Full roll-out of the Readiness 
Strategy 2024-2027, particularly for 
direct access entity (DAE) support, 
and strategic programming through 
new regional teams. 
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exist there. While the IEU 
recognizes that GCF does 
not provide regional 
strategies yet, a clear 
internal articulation of the 
approach to fulfilling the 
value proposition will help 
GCF tailor its offerings for 
the countries. 

across the region. These efforts, though 
meaningful, were constrained by the overall 
structure and reactive nature of GCF’s 
programming framework.  However, the 
recent restructuring of the Secretariat and 
the establishment of dedicated regional 
departments mark a significant step forward 
in addressing these issues, enabling a more 
focused and strategic approach to GCF 
investments in each region, including LAC.  
This increased capacity will empower GCF to 
move from a reactive, pipeline-driven 
approach to one that is proactive and 
tailored to the specific contexts and needs of 
each country. By developing tailored 
strategies for each country, the GCF will be 
better equipped to leverage the value 
propositions that countries see in the Fund, 
as well as the enabling conditions that 
already exist in the region. This more 
localized, context-sensitive approach will 
also strengthen partnerships with both 
national and regional actors, ensuring that 
GCF investments align with broader regional 
climate goals and priorities. 
 

Country platforms should serve as the 
central instrument for portfolio 
development and engagement in the 
Latin America and the Caribbean region. 
The Secretariat has laid the groundwork 
for country platforms as the core of 
pipeline development. There are some 
cases, such as Brazil, that are supported 
through the Readiness and Preparatory 
Support Programme (RPSP) and the 
Project Preparation Facility (PPF). With 
the phase-out of GCF country 
programmes, there is a risk of gaps in 
how countries’ priorities are 
determined. However, the 
establishment of dedicated regional 
teams and strategic discussions around 
country platforms are expected to 
mitigate this risk and to some extent 
improve the quality of dialogues with 
countries. 
 
Regional departments have been 
established, but a regional strategy or 
internal articulation of their approach 
to the region has not yet been 
developed as of the time of writing this 
Management Action Report (MAR).  
 
However, focal points in the Fund’s 
Department of Latin America and the 
Caribbean (DLAC) have been supporting 
countries not only in identifying 
priorities but also in translating them 
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into bankable projects and linking 
national designated authorities (NDAs) 
with accredited entities (AEs), thereby 
aligning proposals with the GCF 
Integrated Results Management 
Framework (IRMF).  
 
The rollout of the Readiness Strategy 
2024–2027 and the consolidation of 
regional departments are also expected 
to further strengthen a country-led, 
context-sensitive approach. This 
approach responds to national needs 
rather than solely to the capacities of 
AEs, thus reducing inherent risks and 
enhancing the transformative potential 
of the GCF’s LAC portfolio. 
 
Regional dialogues have provided 
opportunities for stakeholders in the 
region to better understand the GCF’s 
updated policies, such as access and 
project approval, and to exchange 
experiences. However, they still lack a 
defined strategy that would allow for a 
direct alignment with local needs. 

2 The GCF needs to 
calibrate access to the 
region in a manner that 
recognizes and 
leverages capacity that 
already exists while also 
further enhancing 
ownership of 

Partially Agree. 
 
The proposed revised accreditation 
framework and measures under the Efficient 
GCF Initiative directly address this 
recommendation. There is a pressing need to 
streamline both the accreditation process 
and the review and approval of concept 

 
 
Substantial 

 
 
The Revised Accreditation Framework 
(RAF), set out in Board document 
B.42/04/Add.01, introduced a fit-for-
purpose approach, reducing duplication 
between accreditation and funding 
proposal review, and thereby reducing 
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countries. GCF should 
adapt its processes and 
offerings to become fit for 
purpose for the region. 
Overall, GCF should take a 
less compliance-oriented 
approach to enable 
greater access for 
countries in the region. 

• In looking at 
accreditation for 
the region, GCF 
should consider 
differentiated 
indicators of 
capacities and 
track record which 
recognise existing 
programming 
ability and 
experience of 
institutions in the 
region. 

• GCF should 
actively consider 
countries in the 
region for 
providing 
modalities of 
direct access 
beyond 
institutional 
accreditation. 

• In the funding 

notes and funding proposals. Simplifying 
these processes will improve access to the 
GCF and help overcome the barriers that 
Direct Access Entities in particular face. Key 
actions include setting strict timelines and 
limiting the number of review iterations, 
introducing new templates with word limits, 
and maintaining consistent project teams 
throughout the project cycle, following 
recent organizational restructuring. The 
restructuring of the Secretariat into regional 
teams will enable further engagement in the 
regions and teams to identify prospective 
partners in countries, particularly those 
without direct access and where there is 
need to strengthen this type of access. The 
proposed revised accreditation framework is 
expected to refocus accreditation as a 
screening for prospective partners through 
which to channel GCF finance and/or 
implement projects and programs. The 
framework is also expected to link the 
results of the screening process for potential 
direct access entities with the planning of 
readiness resources so that gaps can be 
addressed and capacities strengthened. 
Regarding multi-country programmes, the 
Secretariat generally understands the desire 
for predictability and takes seriously the 
issue of country ownership. The Secretariat 
is taking active measures to refocus pipeline 
development on country priorities to ensure 
country ownership in single-country and 
multi-country programmes, and it may be 

related administrative burden. It also 
established service standards and 
maximum processing times. The RAF’s 
screening requirements are tailored to 
the risk category and include an explicit 
review of the institution’s track record, 
which recognizes existing programming 
ability and experience of institutions. 
 
Based on the lessons from the Project-
Specific Assessment Approach (PSAA), 
the RAF supports applicants through 
upstream consultations, which may 
redirect them to an alternative access 
route to the GCF.  
 
The RAF explicitly aims to simplify 
accreditation procedures and reduce 
transaction costs. Legal agreements will 
be streamlined through standard terms, 
and the new fee policy reduces financial 
barriers for national DAEs in least 
developed countries (LDCs) and small 
island developing states (SIDS). In 
parallel, the reforms in the Efficient GCF 
initiative aim to reduce transaction 
times and costs through standardized 
templates and stricter project review 
timelines.  
 
While the accreditation framework was 
improved to make the process fit-for-
purpose, the Readiness Strategy 2024–
2027 provides dedicated support for 
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proposal approval 
process, especially 
for single-country 
projects, GCF 
should take steps 
to bring down the 
transaction costs 
for entities, 
especially for 
GCF’s direct access 
partners. 

• In multi-country 
projects, GCF 
should devise 
channels of 
communication or 
encourage AEs to 
do so, during 
design and 
implementation to 
ensure a certain 
degree of 
predictability and 
visibility for NDAs 
in countries where 
such projects are 
expected to be 
operational. 

possible to increase visibility of investments 
in multi-country public sector programmes. 
However, due to the structure of some multi-
country programmes, particularly private 
sector proposals such as facilities or 
investment funds, it may not be feasible to 
provide detailed visibility on anticipated 
investments in individual countries. 
Additionally, imposing floors and thresholds 
on these operations could reduce their 
appeal and hinder the ability to attract 
investments at the scale needed. 

capacity building. This includes a 
country support modality of up to USD 4 
million per country and a DAE support 
modality of up to USD 1 million per DAE 
over four years.  
 
Nevertheless, the RAF is yet to be 
operationalized at the time of writing 
this MAR.  
 
Regarding multi-country projects, 
country platforms may help enhance 
coordination and visibility among 
stakeholders. Predictability for NDAs 
may remain limited, particularly for 
private sector programmes. However, 
visibility can be strengthened if AEs and 
partners sustain a regular dialogue with 
NDAs and provide timely updates on 
disbursement, implementation and 
impact. 

3 The GCF’s support for 
policy and enabling 
environment and 
institutional capacity 
should be country 
focused. GCF needs to take 

Agree. 
 
The country-specific approach is fully 
aligned with the operational modalities of 
the new2024-2027 Readiness Strategy 
which was officially launched on 24 

 
 
Substantial 

 
 
Overall, the new Readiness Strategy 
2024–2027 reflects a clear focus on a 
country-specific approach, 
strengthening NDAs and DAEs, and 



 
 

GCF/B.43/Inf.09 
Page 53 

 

 

   
 

a country-specific view to 
understand the institutional 
capacity gaps and need for 
policy and enabling 
environment support. Such 
a country-specific view 
needs to build on work 
carried out so far, through 
the RPSP, in individual 
countries to fully leverage 
the impact potential. GCF 
should consider supporting 
national and regional 
platforms consisting of 
different stakeholders 
which can support 
coordination efforts at the 
national level for the 
mobilization of climate 
finance and climate 
programming, and ensure 
coherence and 
complementarity between 
different sources of climate 
financing while also 
ensuring country 
ownership. 

September 2024. These modalities 
emphasize a sharp focus on ‘putting 
countries in charge. The GCF will support 
countries in assessing institutional capacity 
gaps and identifying the need for policy and 
enabling environment support, specifically 
to achieve the first of the three objectives of 
the new strategy–Capacity Building for 
Climate Finance Coordination and Enabling 
Environment. This will be accomplished 
through the co-development of strategic, 
four-year planning and the facilitation of 
country-driven requests for support. 
Additionally, supporting national and 
regional platforms for stakeholder 
coordination, climate finance mobilization, 
and ensuring complementarity among 
different funding sources, while maintaining 
country ownership, remains a key priority of 
the updated strategy 

supporting national and regional 
platforms.  
 
Objective 1 of the new Readiness 
Strategy targets gaps in the ability of 
countries to coordinate climate 
investment planning and execution, 
while also addressing policy gaps and 
strengthening enabling environments. 
This includes support for candidate 
DAEs, upon NDA request, and tailored 
assistance for SIDS and LDCs, thereby 
ensuring that readiness resources 
respond to country-specific needs. 
 
The new strategy introduces the 
country support modality, providing up 
to USD 4 million per country over four 
years. This approach replaces 
fragmented, piecemeal grants with a 
more systematic and medium-term 
planning framework, enabling NDAs 
and focal points to design integrated 
readiness programmes that strengthen 
national coordination and institutional 
capacities. 
 
The strategy also recognizes the 
importance of platforms and 
coordination mechanisms at national 
and regional levels. Objective 3 
highlights knowledge-sharing and 
learning loops that enhance cooperation 
and institutionalize partnerships, 
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including transboundary coalitions, 
regional programmes and projects that 
address climate change. Such 
arrangements can complement national 
platforms by bringing together multiple 
stakeholders, ensuring coherence, 
complementarity, and stronger country 
ownership in climate finance 
programming. 
 
Furthermore, the revised outcomes 
under Objective 1.2 emphasize that 
developing countries should design and 
implement strategic frameworks, 
including nationally determined 
contributions, national adaptation plans 
and long-term strategies, alongside 
climate investment plans. This 
alignment is intended to create enabling 
environments for integrated climate 
investments and to improve coherence 
across different sources of finance, both 
domestic and international. 
 
However, the Readiness Strategy 2024–
2027 had not been operationalized at 
the time of writing this MAR.  
 

4 The GCF should actively 
source and partner with 
national financial 
intermediaries as well as 
other national and 
regional partners in the 

Agree. 
 
MSMEs play a crucial role in driving 
economic growth, fostering innovation, and 
promoting social inclusion across the LAC 
region. They also face significant barriers to 

 
 
Medium 

 
 
The Updated Strategic Plan 2024–2027 
(USP–2) provides a clear mandate for 
strengthening private sector 
engagement, with an emphasis on 
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region for private sector 
programming. GCF should 
proactively seek 
partnerships with national 
financial intermediaries and 
other institutions in the 
region which could serve as 
a gateway to engaging with 
the local private sector, 
especially MSMEs in the 
countries. GCF’s 
institutional accreditation 
as well as project approval 
process may pose a 
hindrance to such 
engagement and, hence, 
such an endeavour should 
be undertaken considering 
recommendation 2 on 
providing fit-for-purpose 
access for the region. 

accessing climate finance, which limits their 
potential to contribute to the region’s 
climate resilience and low-carbon transition. 
Ensuring that MSMEs can participate in 
climate action is not only essential for 
economic stability but also for achieving 
long-term environmental sustainability in 
the LAC region. The GCF Strategic Plan 2024-
2027sets the objective of increasing 
allocation through the private sector facility 
to promote and catalyze green financing. The 
cornerstone of this engagement will be 
benefiting MSMEs by working with domestic 
and regional financial institutions (public 
and commercial) and providing access to 
finance to scale up the adoption of climate 
investments with a successful track record. 
The Secretariat recognizes that the private 
sector operates at a significantly faster pace 
than public sector. In this regard GCF’s 
current institutional accreditation and 
project approval processes pose challenges 
for the swift engagement of private-sector 
actors. These processes need to be adapted 
to better accommodate the speed at which 
private sector actors have access to GCF. 
This also includes building capacity for 
climate investment and managing climate 
risk to build investable pipelines with 
private-sector partners. As set in the Private 
Sector Strategy, GCF requires a subset of 
private sector AEs, particularly DAEs, to 
bring forward for Board consideration large-
sized funding proposals in adaptation, using 

supporting micro-, small and medium-
sized enterprises (MSMEs) and local 
financial institutions. Programming 
Priority 4 commits the Fund to 
promoting innovation and catalysing 
green finance through partnerships 
with the private sector. In particular, 
Targeted Result 10 aims to support 
between 900 and 1,500 early-stage 
climate innovation investments, while 
Targeted Result 11 focuses on 
strengthening 90 to 180 financial 
institutions that provide MSMEs with 
access to GCF resources and green 
finance. 
 
Some progress has been made in 
engaging financial intermediaries, but 
support for MSMEs remains limited 
relative to the ambition of USP–2. 
According to document GCF/B.41/Inf. 
13, titled "Status of the GCF resources, 
pipeline and portfolio”, by the end- of 
2024, progress had already been made 
against these targets: 

- Targeted Result 10: GCF 
supported 215 early-stage 
ventures and MSMEs (target: 
900–1,500) 

- Targeted Result 11: GCF 
engaged 117 national and 
regional financial institutions in 
providing access to GCF 
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financial instruments with a high catalytic 
impact. In this light, the objectives and 
expected outcomes of the revised 
accreditation framework and efficient GCF 
mentioned under recommendation will be of 
significant importance for effectively 
engaging with the LAC private sector by 
leveraging improvements in the institutional 
accreditation process 

resources and green finance 
(target: 90-180) 

 
The RAF and the updated Monitoring 
and Accountability Framework are 
expected to lower barriers for smaller, 
national, and regional institutions to 
engage with the GCF. The RAF, while 
adopted, has not yet been fully 
implemented, and its effectiveness will 
need to be assessed over the coming 
years. 
In this context, public development 
banks such as the Brazilian 
Development Bank (BNDES) and the 
National Development Bank of Ecuador 
(BNDE) are playing a catalytic role by 
channelling resources to MSMEs. Since 
the cost of funding is structurally lower 
for large institutions than for small 
ones, these banks are key to bridging 
the gap, de-risking private sector 
investment, and ensuring that MSMEs 
can effectively access GCF resources and 
green finance. 
 
 

5 The GCF’s Latin America 
and Caribbean division 
and any potential future 
regional presence 
should fulfill specific 
responsibilities to 

Agree. 
 
The GCF has transitioned to a new 
organizational structure based on a regional 
model of support and delivery that fully 
integrates operations to provide consistent 
engagement with country partners. The 

 
 
Medium 

 
 
Overall, progress has been made in 
moving the establishment of regional 
presence from principle to practice. At 
the forty-first meeting of the Board 
(B.41), the Board discussed the need for 
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realize the value 
proposition of the Fund 
in the region.  

• Origination with 
the countries. 
LAC division 
should actively 
source entities for 
partnerships in 
the region and 
ensure 
expeditious access 
to GCF. This may 
include a proactive 
role and support 
in the 
accreditation 
process and the 
funding proposal 
approval process. 
In doing so the 
LAC division may 
have to serve the 
function of 
reconciling GCF’s 
own requirements 
with the 
contextual 
realities of the 
region.  

• Interface with 
stakeholders. The 
LAC division 

integrated approach will look at the 
complete project cycle, from origination 
through ambitious country programmes and 
investments, readiness planning, and 
deployment as well as accelerating 
implementation, and enhancing impact. On 
regional presence, without presupposing any 
decision that may be taken by the Board, the 
GCF Secretariat acknowledges the value of 
having a future regional presence in LACand 
agrees that such an office must be properly 
resourced to fulfill its outlined 
responsibilities effectively. 

regional offices. At the forty-second 
meeting (B.42), it adopted the terms of 
reference (ToR) for selecting host 
countries and launched a call for 
proposals, marking a shift from 
conceptual discussion to concrete 
implementation steps. However, no 
regional office, including in the LAC 
region, had been operationalized at the 
time of writing. Their establishment and 
resourcing will be determined following 
the host country selection process, with 
operations expected from 2026 onward. 
 
The regional office is expected to play a 
proactive role in origination with 
countries, including sourcing 
partnerships and supporting access to 
the GCF. The ToR adopted at B.42 
specify that regional offices should 
engage with stakeholders, including 
NDAs, AEs, civil society organizations, 
and the private sector, in a manner that 
reflects the linguistic and cultural 
context of the region. Both B.41 and 
B.42 highlighted that regional presence 
should provide adaptive management 
services and country/project-specific 
support during implementation, helping 
to overcome barriers and facilitate the 
delivery of results. 
 
GCF’s new organizational structure was 
established in regional departments in 
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should promote 
active awareness-
raising and 
relevant 
information-
sharing with 
stakeholders in 
the region. In 
fulfilling such a 
function, the 
division should 
serve as an 
interlocutor for 
NDAs, AEs, CSOs 
and private sector 
in the region and 
provide an 
interface with GCF 
in the lingua 
franca of the 
region.  

• Support during 
implementation. 
LAC division 
should provide 
country and 
project-specific 
and responsive 
adaptive 
management 
services and 
implementation 
support for 
resolving barriers 

September 2024. DLAC intends to take 
on key functions such as supporting 
NDAs and DAEs, facilitating 
accreditations, overseeing projects, and 
strengthening country and regional 
platforms. As of the time of writing this 
MAR, guidelines or formal restructuring 
frameworks to operationalize these 
functions had not yet been finalized or 
made available.     
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to effective 
implementation 
and achievement 
of results. 

• Regional 
presence. Any 
future regional 
presence in LAC 
should be attuned 
to and resourced 
for fulfilling the 
above-outlined 
responsibilities, 
viz. origination 
with country 
partners, interface 
with stakeholders, 
and support 
during 
implementation, in 
a responsive 
manner. 
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Annex VII: Final Report of the Independent Synthesis of the GCF’s 
Approach to Gender 
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I. Introduction 

1. The following Independent Synthesis of the GCF’s Gender Approach (herein referred to as the 
“Gender Synthesis Report” or “Gender Synthesis” interchangeably) provides a critical review and 
synthesis of available evaluative evidence on the Green Climate Fund (GCF) gender mainstreaming 
approach, both at organizational and project levels. This Synthesis is primarily informed by an 
extensive review of published GCF documentation (see Annex VI for bibliography), supplemented 
by key informant interviews (KIIs) for addressing gaps-annex triangulation and validation (see 
section 1.2 for methodology). 

2. The synthesis is structured as follows: 

(a) Section I outlines the purpose and scope of the synthesis, and details the specific 
methodology adopted. 

(b) Section II provides all synthesis findings, structured by (i) organizational level and (ii) 
project level, as follows: 

(i) Organizational level – section 2.1 examines the GCF’s policy framework and 
corporate architecture for mainstreaming gender, the allocation of resources 
(section 2.1.1), and compliance mechanisms (section 2.1.2). 

(ii) Project level – section 2.2 analyses how gender is mainstreamed across the project 
lifecycle, including project origination and design (section 2.2.1), implementation 
(section 2.2.2), and as part of monitoring, evaluation, and learning (section 2.2.3). 

(c) Section III shares concluding reflections on synthesis findings. 

1.1 Purpose and scope 

3. This Gender Synthesis Report was developed as part of the broader “Synthesis of the GCF’s 
Gender Approach” which includes the preparatory work for informing the Independent Evaluation 
Unit’s (IEU) prospective independent evaluation of the GCF’s approach to mainstreaming gender 
(herein referred to as the “IEU Gender Evaluation”).29,30 As outlined in the IEU’s 2025 annual 
workplan, this formative synthesis of GCF’s gender approach will serve as a foundational reference 
for the subsequent independent gender evaluation, by providing the preparatory work on 
synthesizing the existing evaluative evidence generated from past independent evaluations, 
assessments, reviews and studies.31 The goal of this Gender Synthesis is to map the current state of 
gender-related activities and policies within the GCF, based on a critical review of available 
evidence and data. The synthesis is largely a descriptive exercise, drawing primarily on existing 

 
29 Please note that the broader Synthesis of GCF’s Gender Approach includes additional elements of a literature review 

report and benchmarking exercise report, which will provide external research to consider global trends on gender 
mainstreaming and a comparative analysis of the GCF and peer organizations’ approach to gender mainstreaming. The 
GCF Gender Synthesis will culminate in the Approach Paper identifying all relevant evaluative evidence, gaps, and areas 
of inquiry for the prospective Gender Evaluation. 

30 As part of the fortieth meeting of the Board (B.40), the Board requested IEU to conduct the gender evaluation in 2026 
and to do the synthesis for its preparation in 2025. However, the commencement of the full-fledged Gender Evaluation 
is still subject to the Board’s approval. This is not envisioned as an evaluation of the GCF policy framework for gender 
(e.g. GCF Gender Policy and Gender Action Plan), but rather the GCF’s wider approach to mainstreaming gender. 

31 Green Climate Fund, “Decisions of the Board – 40th Meeting of the Board 21 – 24 October 2024 (GCF/B.40/23), section 
1.2: IEU’s 2025 Work Plan,” (2024a), 73. 
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evaluative evidence and other secondary data, compiling information about GCF’s positioning and 
efforts in mainstreaming gender to-date, with preliminary analysis to identify key trends, shifts, or 
evidence gaps, without providing critical assessment or evaluative judgment. In doing so, this 
synthesis relies on internal GCF-specific documentation as available on the GCF’s public website, 
while also consulting with a small number of key GCF stakeholders.32 Specifically, this covers the 
evaluative evidence and relevant documentation at both organizational and project levels, as 
follows: 

(a) The organizational level: This Gender Synthesis covers the GCF’s overall organizational 
policy environment, its programmatic landscape, and its capacity for ensuring that gender is 
mainstreamed across its different key actors – including the GCF Secretariat, national 
designated authorities (NDAs)/focal points and accredited entities (AEs). 

(b) The project level: This Gender Synthesis covers gender considerations across the GCF’s 
project lifecycle, including project identification, design, implementation, monitoring, 
reporting and evaluation. 

1.2 Methodology 

1.2.1 Approach 

4. This Gender Synthesis is premised on a utilization-focused approach, ensuring that 
synthesized information and trends are relevant and useful for intended users. It thus maps and 
reviews available evaluative evidence, providing the appropriate preparatory work for the 
prospective evaluation. This is complemented by a gender-sensitive approach, aligned with 
United Nations Evaluation Group (UNEG) Guidance Document: Integrating Human Rights and Gender 
Equality in Evaluations (2024).33 In doing so, a critical gender lens has been applied to data 
collection, analysis and reporting. To the extent possible, this Gender Synthesis draws on gender-
disaggregated data wherever available. In alignment with the intent of the GCF Secretariat to 
“effectively address gender equality, intersectionality, and more broadly, social inclusion to 
achieve more equitable and sustainable climate change results”, this Gender Synthesis Report 
adopts an intersectional lens to consider the interaction of diverse social identities.34 For example, 
this included an examination of the intersection of gender and Indigenous Peoples to consider 
GCF’s approach to integrating the needs and priorities of Indigenous women, based on the GCF 
Indigenous Peoples Policy (IPP) and evaluative evidence from a recent Independent Evaluation of the 
Green Climate Fund’s Approach to Indigenous Peoples (2025).35 However, limited available 
disaggregated data challenged more comprehensive examination of the intersection between 
gender and other social identities (e.g. age, disability). 

 
32 As part of the wider Synthesis of GCF’s Gender Approach, this will be complemented by an external literature review 

and a benchmarking exercise with four comparators. 
33 United Nations Evaluation Group, “Guidance Document: Integrating Human Rights and Gender Equality in Evaluations,” 

(2014). 
34 See Green Climate Fund, “GCF Gender Equality and Social Inclusion Policy and Action Plan 2018–2020,” GCF/B.19/25 

(2018a). 
35 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Approach to Indigenous Peoples, 

(2025). 
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1.2.2 Methods 

5. This report is informed by a review of available GCF documentation (see Annex VI for 
bibliography), and consultations with key stakeholders (see Annex I for a list of stakeholders 
consulted). It draws primarily on secondary data, through an in-depth review of existing evaluative 
evidence on GCF’s approach to mainstreaming gender both at organizational and project levels, 
with select KIIs to validate analysis and clarify observed trends. This involved both qualitative and 
quantitative data analysis techniques, and the use of artificial intelligence (AI), with triangulation of 
data from various sources to ensure validity and reliability. Specific methods for document review 
and KIIs are detailed below. 

1.2.3 Document review 

6. Through document review, a synthesis of available evaluative evidence was prepared to 
identify key takeaways, trends, gaps, tensions, or shifts in the GCF’s approach to mainstreaming 
gender over time. This included a synthesis of gender-related findings from past IEU evaluations, 
impact evaluations, evidence reviews, systematic reviews, assessments or other studies. At the 
organizational level, document review has drawn on relevant GCF documentation such as policies, 
strategic documents, Board documents and decisions, toolkits, institutional guidance for 
accreditation, as well as United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) 
Conference of the Parties (COP) guidance to the GCF. Additionally, document review included a 
review of approved Project Preparation Facility (PPF) proposals and approved Readiness and 
Preparatory Support Programme (RPSP) proposals related to gender. 

7. At the project level, tailored AI tools enabled a systematic review of large data sets for all 
projects or programmes across the portfolio, namely for all project-level gender assessments, 
project-level gender action plans (GAPs), and annual performance reports (APR) published on the 
GCF website, totalling nearly 300 projects and 1,000+ documents. Custom prompts were used to 
guide the model to surface and cite key examples (with examples further verified), compare 
consistency across document types, identify key trends, and note both presence and absence of 
gender mainstreaming. AI was also used to determine classifications on the gender continuum, 
using a keyword-cluster proximity analysis of a set of keywords identified for each level of the 
gender continuum (“gender blind”, “gender sensitive”, “gender responsive”, “gender 
transformative”). All AI‐identified patterns were triangulated with other data sources such as 
interviews and document review, with multiple quality checks and refinements as needed through 
an iterative process; no AI-sourced insights were used in the Gender Synthesis unless corroborated 
by manual document review, further textual analysis in Python, or interview sources. For further 
details on the full AI methodology, limitations, and the full corpus of project documents reviewed 
using AI, see Annex III. 

1.2.4 Key informant interviews 

8. To capture internal perspectives on gender mainstreaming processes, this synthesis draws 
on semi-structured KIIs with various GCF staff. Interviews enriched triangulation, and validated the 
analysis of evaluative evidence, helping to clarify gaps and elucidate emerging trends. 

9. The Gender Synthesis Report includes a small sample of stakeholders, with selection based 
on the relevance of their roles and responsibilities for mainstreaming gender at the GCF, and the 
specific functions for mainstreaming gender across various divisions. Specifically, this includes 
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gender and social specialists from strategic investments and operations teams, and teams from PPF, 
RPSP, Accreditation and Project-Specific Assessment Approach (PSAA), Independent Integrity Unit 
(IIU) and Independent Redress Mechanism (IRM), as well as the civil society organization (CSO) 
active observer network (see Table 1 for a detailed breakdown of stakeholder groups consulted). 
Interviews were conducted individually and in small groups of two to four people where 
appropriate. In total, eight interviews were conducted with 15 people – nine women and six men. 
Table 4. Breakdown of stakeholders consulted 

 

II. Synthesis insights 

10. This synthesis presents a review of GCF’s approach to gender mainstreaming at two 
interlinked tiers: organizational level and project level. Through a review of both mutually 
reinforcing layers, the synthesis identifies both systemic enablers and persistent gaps to 
mainstreaming gender across the GCF. 

2.1 Organizational level 

Evolution of GCF’s policy framework for gender 

 
11. Gender mainstreaming at the GCF is currently governed by the Updated Gender Policy and 
Action Plan 2019–2021 (updated at the twenty-second meeting of the Board [B.22]) and its 
accompanying Updated Gender Policy and Action Plan 2020–2023 (adopted at B.24). The Gender 

STAKEHOLDER GROUP TOTAL 

GCF gender and social specialists (strategic investment team and operations team) 3 

GCF PPF and readiness teams 1 

GCF accreditation and PSAA teams 2 

GCF IIU and IRM 1 

CSO observer network 1 

Total number of interviews 8 

Key insight #1: The 2019 Updated Gender Policy and Gender Action Plan 2020–2023 marks 
a shift towards a gender responsive approach, introducing mechanisms to integrate gender 
at project level through mandatory gender assessments and project GAPs. It also clarifies 
roles and responsibilities for the Secretariat, AEs and NDAs, and strengthens accountability 
by requiring AEs to report on gender integration while establishing support modalities to 
strengthen their gender capacity. At the organizational level, a budgeted, organization-wide 
Gender Action Plan was introduced to strengthen Secretariat capacity and accountability 
through defined milestones and indicators. 
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Policy is the principal instrument that establishes mandatory requirements for gender 
responsiveness across all GCF result areas, encompassing both adaptation and mitigation 
portfolios. It applies to the GCF Secretariat and Board, AEs, NDAs and focal points, as well as 
delivery partners and executing entities engaged in GCF-financed activities. The Gender Policy’s 
accompanying Action Plan, an organization-wide framework, operationalizes these commitments 
through defined priority areas, indicators, and timelines to guide implementation, monitoring and 
accountability. This Action Plan should not be confused with project-level GAPs, which are 
mandatory annexes to individual funding proposals (FPs) and outline project-specific measures. 

12. The GCF’s approach to gender has evolved substantively since its creation in 2010. The GCF 
Governing Instrument (2011) embeds a gender-sensitive approach, stating that “gender equality 
considerations should be mainstreamed into the entire project cycle to enhance the efficacy of 
climate change mitigation and adaptation interventions, and ensure that gender co-benefits are 
obtained.”36, 37 Building on this mandate, the first Gender Policy and Action Plan was adopted in 
2015, introducing guiding principles and establishing a gender-sensitive approach focused 
primarily on avoiding harm and ensuring that both women and men are included in, and benefit 
from, GCF-financed activities. The 2015 Gender Policy outlined the importance of gender and 
included accountability expectations for AEs through accreditation, requiring them to demonstrate 
that they had the policies in place to comply with the GCF Gender Policy, but there were no concrete 
mechanisms at project level to ensure the integration of gender in design, implementation, and 
reporting. 

13. In 2019, the Board adopted the Updated Gender Policy and its accompanying Action Plan 
(2019–2021), marking a shift from a gender-sensitive towards a more gender-responsive 
approach; as part of B.22, the updated Gender Policy and Action Plan “emphasizes gender 
responsiveness rather than gender sensitivity” – defining gender responsiveness as going beyond 
identifying gender issues or ensuring a “do no harm” approach, with targeted actions to overcome 
historical gender biases.38 This shift was accompanied by the introduction of several important 
changes: 

(a) Introduction of gender assessments and project-level GAPs as mandatory requirements 
for every FP, with progress against GAPs monitored through annual performance reporting. 

(b) A clearer structure for integrating gender across the project lifecycle, with specific 
roles and responsibilities for the Secretariat, NDAs and AEs. This includes requirements for 
AEs to prepare gender assessments and project GAPs at the design stage, for the Secretariat 
to review these as part of FP appraisal, for NDAs to ensure alignment of gender objectives 
with national priorities, and for AEs to report annually on implementation progress through 
GAP-linked indicators. 

(c) Increased accountability for AEs, moving beyond accreditation requirements for gender 
to ensuring that AEs implement and report on gender-specific measures at project level 
through their GAPs. 

 
36 See Green Climate Fund, “Project Portfolio: Gender,” (n.d-b). 
37 Specifically, paragraph 3 of the GI states that “The Fund will strive to maximise the impact of its funding for adaptation 

and mitigation … promoting environmental, social, economic and development co-benefits and taking a gender-
sensitive approach”. 

38 Green Climate Fund, “Updated Gender Policy and Action Plan 2019–2021," GCF/B.22/06 (2019a), 4. 
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(d) Institutional support modalities to strengthen the capacity of NDAs and Direct access 
entities (DAEs) to mainstream gender, mainly though RPSP and PPF. 

(e) An organization-wide gender action plan, which serves as an accountability framework, 
setting milestones, indicators, and budgeted activities to strengthen gender mainstreaming 
within the GCF Secretariat itself – including Secretariat capacity (e.g. staff training, human 
resource practices), governance oversight and portfolio-level monitoring. 

14. The Gender Policy, first updated in 2019 at B.22 and revisited by the Board in 2022, 
has maintained its core strategic orientations, with adjustments made primarily to align with 
the Updated Strategic Plan for the Green Climate Fund: 2020–2023.39 In line with COP28 and COP29 
decisions, together with corresponding CMA guidance, which urged the GCF Board to adopt an 
updated Gender Action Plan for the second replenishment period (2024–2027), to strengthen 
gender responsiveness in climate finance and to actively contribute to the implementation of 
activities under the UNFCCC Lima Work Programme on Gender (LWPG) and its Gender Action Plan, 
the Board has mandated the Secretariat to prepare a revised GAP for USP-2.40 This revision, 
expected to be presented to the Board in 2025, responds to COP/CMA guidance for accelerating 
climate action and resilience through more gender-responsive climate finance.41 The evolution of 
GCF’s approach to gender mainstreaming, in relation to the introduction of institutional support 
modalities such as RPSP and PPF, and the strengthening of accountability through the accreditation 
process are further examined in subsequent findings. 

2019 Updated Gender Policy and Action Plan 

15. The Updated Gender Policy and Action Plan have a dual aim, encompassing both 
development and organizational objectives. On the one hand, it requires GCF-financed projects and 
programmes to deliver gender-responsive outcomes through the work of AEs, NDAs/focal points, 
delivery partners, and executing entities. On the other hand, it commits the Fund itself, including 
the Secretariat and the Board, to strengthening institutional capacity, systems, and accountability 
so that gender is consistently mainstreamed across GCF governance and operations. 

16. The 2019 Updated Gender Policy is guided by four key principles: human rights 
approach, country ownership, stakeholder engagement, and disclosure of information. The 
Policy is aligned with international frameworks such as the Paris Agreement, the UNFCCC Gender 
Action Plan42, and the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against 
Women. 

17. On the development side, the Gender Policy sets out three main objectives: 

(a) Support climate change interventions through a gender approach, applied both within the 
institutions and by its partners (i.e. AEs, NDAs, focal points, and delivery partners). 

 
39 Green Climate Fund, “Updated Strategic Plan for the Green Climate Fund: 2020–2023,” (2020). 
40 United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, “Report of the Conference of the Parties on its twenty-

eighth session, held in Dubai from 30 November to 12 December 2023. Addendum. Part two: Action taken by the 
Conference of the Parties. FCCC/CP/2023/11/Add.1. Decision 6/CP.28,” (2023); United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change, “Report of the Conference of the Parties on its twenty-ninth session, held in Baku from 
11 to 22 November 2024. Addendum. Part two: Action taken by the Conference of the Parties. 
FCCC/CP/2024/11/Add.1. Decision 3/CP.29,” (2024). 

41 GCFWatch, “Intervention on Guidance from COP29 – Co-Chairs’ Proposal,” (2025). 
42 The UNFCCC GAP is the operational workplan accompanying the LWPG, which provides the overarching framework for 

advancing gender balance and integrating gender considerations into climate policy and action under the Convention 
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(b) Promote climate investments that advance gender equality and minimize gender-related 
risks. 

(c) Contribute to reducing the gender gap of climate change-exacerbated social, environmental, 
and economic vulnerabilities and exclusions. 

18. On the organizational side, the Policy commits the GCF to strengthening its own 
institutional capacity for gender mainstreaming, including Secretariat competencies, Board 
oversight, and integration of gender into accreditation, investment, and monitoring processes. 
These organizational commitments are further operationalized through the organization-wide 
Gender Action Plan (2019–2021, extended 2020–2023), which translates the Policy into five 
priority areas with corresponding milestones, indicators, and budgeted activities to track 
progress. These include: 

(a) Priority area 1 – Governance: Integrates gender considerations into all GCF decision-
making and advisory bodies, including the Board, Secretariat, independent Technical 
Advisory Panel, and Accreditation Panel. It emphasizes gender parity, clear responsibilities 
for gender action, and regular oversight through audits, due diligence, project approvals, 
and monitoring, and annual reporting to the Board. The roles of the independent Technical 
Advisory Panel and the Accreditation Panel are less defined, though both are expected to 
have gender-related expertise. 

(b) Priority area 2 – Competencies and capacity development: Strengthen gender-related 
competencies across the GCF through Secretariat staff training, outreach, and events with 
support from the Gender and Social Specialist. At the project level, the GCF has developed a 
gender and climate change toolkit for wider dissemination, with training provided for 
NDAs/focal points, AEs, and delivery partners. 

(c) Priority area 3 – Resource allocation, accessibility, and budgeting: Ensure adequate 
human, financial, and material resources are dedicated to mainstream gender. At 
Secretariat level, this includes allocating resources from the administrative budget. At 
project level, AEs are required to include project-level gender assessments and GAPs in 
their FPs, with implementation budgets attached to ensure that gender activities are 
funded. 

(d) Priority area 4 – Operational procedures: Ensures that the Gender Policy and Gender 
Action Plan are integrated throughout the GCF’s project lifecycle and operational processes. 
This includes requirements for AEs to conduct project-level gender assessments and adopt 
GAPs. In doing so, AEs are responsible for engaging stakeholders inclusively, and for 
reporting on gender-related risks and mitigation measures. The Secretariat is responsible 
for gender results management, including preparing regular monitoring reports. 
Additionally, the GCF is to periodically assess gender mainstreaming performance at project 
level and recommend corrective measures to AEs, potentially using external evaluators. 
NDAs/focal points and entities may also request support from the GCF to enhance their 
capacity to implement the Gender Policy and Gender Action Plan. 

 
and the Paris Agreement. The Enhanced GAP (2020–2024) concluded with its final review at COP28. At COP29 (2024), 
Parties extended the LWPG and GAP for a further ten years and initiated the process to develop a new UNFCCC GAP. 
Drafting of this new GAP commenced at SB62 (June 2025), where the GCF Secretariat contributed to relevant 
consultations, including through regional fora such as Africa Climate Week. The draft UNFCCC GAP is scheduled for 
consideration and adoption at COP30 (November 2025). 
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(e) Priority area 5 – Knowledge generation and communications: Position the GCF as a 
learning institution by documenting and sharing experiences on gender integration, 
identifying good practices with NDAs/focal points, AEs and delivery partners, and 
incorporating these into broader communications and feedback loops to inform continuous 
improvement. 

 
19. As noted above, COP28 and COP29 guidance led the GCF Board to mandate preparation of a 
new GAP for USP-2. These developments should be considered within the wider UNFCCC policy 
framework on gender. At COP29, Parties extended the LWPG and its GAP for 10 years and initiated 
a process to adopt a new UNFCCC GAP at COP30. This has reinforced expectations for gender-
responsive climate finance across the operating entities. Within this context, the GCF has sought to 
align its Gender Policy and GAP with COP/CMA decisions and has engaged more actively in UNFCCC 
consultations, including at SB62 and in regional forums. The broader policy environment has 
therefore provided an important reference point for the GCF’s evolving approach to gender, 
including its integration into the Updated Strategic Plan and the design of the forthcoming GAP for 
USP-2.43 

20. In the absence of a GCF-specific framework, this Gender Synthesis examined the evolution 
of the GCF’s approach to gender since 2010 using the Interagency Gender Working Group (IGWG) 
Gender Integration Continuum, which classifies the level of gender mainstreaming from “gender 
blind” to “gender sensitive”, “gender responsive”, and “gender transformative”. This framework is 
used as the global United Nations standard, which the synthesis team adapted to align with the 
language used in UNFCCC decision 18/CP.20 (Lima Work Programme on Gender) and the Paris 
Agreement as per Figure 1), provided herein. 

 
43 United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, “Report of the Conference of the Parties on its twenty-

eighth session, held in Dubai from 30 November to 12 December 2023. Addendum. Part two: Action taken by the 
Conference of the Parties. FCCC/CP/2023/11/Add.1. Decision 6/CP.28,” (2023); United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change, “Report of the Conference of the Parties on its twenty-ninth session, held in Baku from 
11 to 22 November 2024. Addendum. Part two: Action taken by the Conference of the Parties. 
FCCC/CP/2024/11/Add.1. Decision 3/CP.29,” (2024). 

Key insight #2: The GCF’s Updated Gender Policy marked a welcome shift towards a 
gender-responsive approach, yet gaps remain in operationalizing this commitment. While 
there are aspirations to move beyond responsiveness and address structural barriers to 
equality, gender-transformative approaches and their intersection with climate change are 
still poorly understood. Although some projects have demonstrated transformative results, 
these experiences have not been systematically captured or used to inform institutional 
learning. 
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Figure 7. Adapted Gender Integration Continuum 

 
Source: IGWG gender continuum framework, adapted by the IEU evaluation synthesis team.44 
 
21. As noted in Key insight #1, the 2019 Updated Gender Policy marks a shift from gender 
sensitivity towards gender responsiveness, defined as moving beyond a “do no harm” approach to 
actively addressing gender issues and helping to overcome historical gender biases. These revisions 
responded to earlier Board requests for the Secretariat to periodically review and update the 
Gender Policy and Action Plan, and were explicitly grounded in international frameworks, including 
the UNFCCC Gender Action Plan and Article 7.5 of the Paris Agreement, which calls for gender-
responsive adaptation action.45 The 2019 Updated Gender Policy encourages a gender-responsive 
approach in tailoring climate interventions to the differentiated needs of women and men, and 
ensuring that climate investments contribute to reducing gender gaps that are exacerbated by 
climate change impacts. The Updated Gender Policy also includes a heightened focus on vulnerable 
groups, explicitly noting the importance of addressing the needs of women, youth, Indigenous 
Peoples, and local and marginalized communities in the design and implementation of climate 
actions. The COP27 (2022) decision welcomed the new heightened focus on gender responsiveness 
of the GCF’s Gender Policy and Action Plan.46 As noted in Key insight #1, subsequent decisions at 
COP28 and COP29, together with corresponding CMA guidance, reinforced this direction by urging 

 
44 Interagency Gender Working Group, The Gender Integration Continuum, (2017). Washington, DC: Population Reference 

Bureau. For example, see Figure 1 (p. 4) in United Nations Children’s Fund, “Gender Transformative Programming 
Background Paper for the UNICEF Gender Policy and Action Plan 2022–2025,” (2021). 

45 Green Climate Fund, “Updated Gender Policy and Gender Action Plan 2020-2023,” GCF/B.24/15 (2019b). 
46 UNFCCC Conferences of the Parties, “Decision 16/CP.27: Report of the Green Climate Fund to the Conference of the 

Parties and guidance to the Green Climate Fund,” (2022). 

Gender Blind

• Operates without
any consideration of
gender differences
(in roles, needs,
impacts).

Gender Sensitive

• Acknowledges
gender differences,
accounting for
differences into the
design and
implementation

• Does not address or
challenge existing
gender inequalities.

Gender Responsive

• Aims to reduce
existing gender
inequalities through
specific
actions/strategies

• Does not address or
challenge underlying
root causes.

Gender
Transformative

• Aims to challenge
and change the
underlying drivers
and root causes of
gender inequality
(e.g., social norms,
power relations,
structures).

Central concept and objective
guiding the 2015 GCF Gender

Policy and Action Plan

Central concept and objective
guiding the in the 2019 GCF

Gender Policy and Action Plan
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the Board to adopt an updated Gender Action Plan for USP-2 and to contribute actively to the 
implementation of the UNFCCC LWPG and its GAP.47 

22. Shifts towards increasing gender responsiveness are reflected in reporting 
documents. Based on a portfolio analysis of available APRs published between 2017 and 2023, 
73.5 per cent (411 APRs) reported on gender-sensitive actions that recognize and account for 
gender differences (e.g. gender-balanced targeting, participation and representation) and 70 per 
cent (392 APRs) reported on gender-responsive actions that are specifically targeted towards 
reducing gender inequalities, with no APRs before 2021 including any reference to gender-sensitive 
or gender-responsive actions.48 Firstly, despite continued gaps in gender reporting (as further 
discussed in Key insight #17), this indicates progress in AEs complying with accountability 
requirements as per the 2019 Updated Gender Policy. This also indicates that AEs are increasingly 
integrating gender sensitive and responsive measures in their projects and reporting on them, in 
line with the 2019 Updated Gender Policy. 

23. Despite these advances, the 2023 Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund 
(SPR) found that progress in practice has stagnated. While compliance with requirements such 
as gender assessments and project GAPs is high, their influence on project design and 
outcomes has been limited, and reporting mechanisms remain weak (this is further discussed 
in Key insight #17). The review also highlighted a decline in gender-specific activities since the 
Forward-Looking Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund in 2019, indicating that the 
stronger commitments set out in the 2019 Updated Gender Policy have not yet been reflected in 
consistent practice across the portfolio.49 These concerns have also been echoed in a 2022 analysis 
conducted by civil society, which found that while gender assessments and GAPs are formally 
required, they are often poorly applied in practice: in a review of GCF projects, 90 per cent 
displayed multiple weaknesses, with GAPs under-resourced and focused narrowly on participation 
rather than embedding substantive gender-responsive measures into project design.50 Data from 
interviews suggest that these gaps continue today. While external stakeholders have noted that 
gender-sensitive measures are often limited to participation targets rather than addressing 
gender inequalities, Secretariat staff point to shortcomings with weak monitoring frameworks, 
limited capacity, and compliance-driven processes, which in practice constrain the extent to which 
projects translate policy commitments into substantive gender outcomes. 

24. The 2019 Updated Gender Policy does not reference gender transformation, framing 
ambition instead around a shift towards gender responsiveness. Subsequent COP29 (2024) 
decisions have not explicitly called for gender transformative approaches, but their 
encouragement to ”consider areas for improvement in the context of the gender 
responsiveness” of the GCF’s work suggests that Parties expect greater ambition in future policy 

 
47 United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, “Report of the Conference of the Parties on its twenty-

eighth session, held in Dubai from 30 November to 12 December 2023. Addendum. Part two: Action taken by the 
Conference of the Parties. FCCC/CP/2023/11/Add.1. Decision 6/CP.28,” (2023); United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change, “Report of the Conference of the Parties on its twenty-ninth session, held in Baku from 
11 to 22 November 2024. Addendum. Part two: Action taken by the Conference of the Parties. 
FCCC/CP/2024/11/Add.1. Decision 3/CP.29,” (2024). 

48 For details on the specific methodology used for this analysis, see Annex III. 
49 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund, (2023a). 
50 Heinrich Böll Stiftung and Gender Action, Gender Integration in the Green Climate Fund: A CSO Analysis of Project-Level 

Implementation, (2021a). 
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updates.51 This interpretation is consistent with data from KIIs, where both Secretariat staff and 
external stakeholders observed that the policy’s ambitions remain limited, and that there is scope 
for the GCF to strengthen gender responsiveness (and perhaps even embrace more gender 
transformative approaches aimed at shifting social and institutional norms). 

25. The SPR found that gender transformative outcomes remain rare across the portfolio, 
with most projects categorized as gender sensitive or gender responsive rather than gender 
transformative.52 Other evaluative evidence has similarly noted that transformative change is still a 
work in progress, with projects often falling short of addressing gender roles that limit women’s 
access to benefits (e.g. women’s unpaid domestic and childcare responsibilities), and gaps remain in 
advancing policy and institutional reforms that could sustain such shifts over time.53 Interviewed 
GCF Secretariat staff noted that the intersection between climate change and gender transformation 
is still poorly understood, both conceptually and in terms of practical application. 

26. Despite these limitations, the analysis of the APRs found that 10.5 per cent of APRs 
report on gender transformative actions, indicating that a subset of projects is contributing 
to deeper structural change. This is corroborated through KIIs with the GCF Secretariat, which 
indicated that there are some promising examples of projects contributing to gender 
transformation. However, they also acknowledged that the GCF lacks a robust knowledge 
management system to capture lessons from such experiences, meaning that project-level 
innovations in gender transformation are not systematically fed back into institutional learning or 
policy development. 

Available guidance for mainstreaming gender 

 
27. To support operationalization of policy commitments, the GCF developed a gender 
mainstreaming toolkit, in partnership with UN Women.54 This practical manual provides 
detailed project-level guidance, without covering the institutional/governance level, 
national level, or sectoral level. The toolkit is grounded in the Gender Policy and is a strong 
recognition that gender is a priority consideration when it comes to climate change. The toolkit 
provides detailed guidance on key things to consider and steps to take in the pursuit of a gender-
responsive approach to mainstreaming gender in the GCF project lifecycle. It also includes annexed 
examples that can be adapted for use. 

 
51 United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, “Report of the Conference of the Parties on its twenty-ninth 

session, held in Baku from 11 to 22 November 2024. Addendum. Part two: Action taken by the Conference of the 
Parties. FCCC/CP/2024/11/Add.1. Decision 3/CP.29,” (2024). 

52 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund, (2023a). 
53 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Approach to Indigenous Peoples, 

(2025); Independent Evaluation Unit, “Evidence Review: Women’s Empowerment in Developing Countries,” (2023b); 
Independent Evaluation Unit, “Interventions for Women’s Empowerment in Developing Countries: An Evidence Gap 
Map,” (2022b). 

54 Green Climate Fund and UN Women, “Mainstreaming Gender in Green Climate Fund Projects,” (2017). 

Key insight #3: The GCF has developed guidance, including the gender mainstreaming 
toolkit, to support the operationalization of its Gender Policy. However, these tools are used 
unevenly, and gaps remain in operationalizing the policy. This suggests that additional, 
more practical guidance is needed to strengthen implementation of the policy’s ambitions in 
practice. 
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28. GCF offers a course on mainstreaming gender in National Adaptation Plans (NAPs). Based 
on a brief review of the course description and syllabus/modules, the course’s primary target 
audience includes government officials and a range of other stakeholders (including AEs, specialists 
in climate adaptation plans and projects, gender specialists, civil society) who are involved in 
developing NAPs. This course allows those who are receiving GCF support for developing NAPs 
through the RPSP to learn about GCF’s Gender Policy, entry points to mainstreaming gender in 
NAPs, and addressing gender requirements embedded in GCF NAP grants offered through the RPSP 
NAP support window. The course provides a useful hands-on collaborative tool that can be used by 
AEs (and potentially others) to help them understand and receive guidance on how to adhere to 
policy commitments, standards and expectations. 

29. Despite the existence of guidance, in particular the gender mainstreaming toolkit, intended 
to support implementation, a gap remains between the ambition of the Gender Policy and its 
effective translation into practice, which suggests the need for stronger and more practical 
guidance.55 Indeed, the SPR states that the Gender Policy “has not automatically translated into 
meaningful influence or action on the ground”, with gender mostly treated as an “add-on” or a 
siloed aspect of projects or programmes.56 This policy-practice gap was reaffirmed through 
interviews with stakeholders, conveying that the GCF Gender Policy and Gender Action Plan have 
established strong frameworks, but are not yet effectively implemented. 

30. Stakeholder interviews confirmed that a gap remains between the ambition of the Gender 
Policy and its effective implementation. While FPs are required to include gender assessments and 
project-specific GAPs, interviewees noted that these instruments are often approached as a 
compliance exercise rather than being meaningfully integrated into project design and 
implementation frameworks. This tendency has led to perceptions of “tick-box” exercises, limiting 
the extent to which gender considerations are effectively embedded project design (see section 
2.2.2 for further details on gender assessments and GAPs). 

31. Overall, evaluative evidence points to gaps in the guidance available to operationalize the 
Gender Policy. The SPR observed that although the GCF had developed tools such as the gender and 
climate change toolkit, these were often applied unevenly given that it is not a stipulated 
requirement; project gender assessments and GAPs were frequently treated as compliance 
documents, limiting their influence on project design and outcomes.57 Similarly, the 2023 
Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green Climate Fund’s Investments in 
the African States found that while toolkits and guidance had been produced, NDAs and DAEs 
struggled to use them effectively due to limited training and insufficiently tailored capacity-
building, reducing their practical value.58 

  

 
55 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Synthesis of Direct Access in the Green Climate Fund, (2023d); Independent 

Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF Investments in the Latin American and 
Caribbean States, (2024a). 

56 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund, (2023a). 
57 Ibid. 
58 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green Climate Fund’s 

Investments in the African States, (2023e). 
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Gender integration in other GCF policies 

 
32. Overall, GCF policies show increasing gender integration over time, particularly following 
policy updates. This is specifically the case for the GCF Environmental and Social Policy (ESP), the 
GCF Revised Policy on the Prevention and Protection from Sexual Exploitation, Sexual Abuse, and 
Sexual Harassment (SEAH), and the IPP. These are examined in more depth because they provide 
additional detail on gender considerations that are important for the GCF. However, a preliminary 
analysis of gender integration into other GCF policies reveals variable levels of commitment, 
with only moderate linkages between the gender policy framework and other relevant GCF policies, 
frameworks and standards. 

33. Among the sample of 29 GCF documents, nearly one-quarter (7 policy documents) showed 
an absence of any consideration of gender. Only 4 policy documents, including the Gender Policy 
and Gender Action Plan, demonstrate strong consideration of gender. Table 2 below presents a 
sample of the policy documents reviewed for their relevance to the GCF’s gender approach. The 
future independent evaluation of the GCF’s approach to gender will comprehensively assess the 
GCF’s policy suite. 

Table 5. Sample of GCF policies and their relevance to gender 

POLICY DOCUMENT COMMENT 

Revised Environmental and Social 
Policy 

The revised ESP mandates a gender-sensitive approach to impact 
assessment and mitigation, and strengthened explicit protections, 
responsibilities and obligations (e.g. clear zero-tolerance stance on 
SEAH). 

Indigenous Peoples Policy The IPP promotes Indigenous Peoples’ welfare, contributions, and 
leadership in climate change mitigation and adaptation in a 
manner that is “gender-responsive”, with a focus on the unique 
challenges faced by Indigenous women and girls. 

Governing Instrument The Governing Instrument vests GCF with a clear mandate to 
enhance a gender-sensitive approach in its processes and 
operations. 

SEAH Policy The revised SEAH Policy (and accompanying guideline tool59) 
emphasizes gender responsiveness and a “survivor-centred” 
approach to reporting and investigations, with strict adherence to 
do no harm, fairness, and due process. It is the only policy 

 
59 Green Climate Fund, “Sexual Exploitation, Abuse and Harassment (SEAH) Risk Assessment Guideline,” (2023b). 

Key insight #4: Overall, GCF policies show stronger gender mainstreaming at the 
organisational-level over time, with increased integration of gender into GCF policies, 
strategies, and processes. Beyond the 2019 Updated Gender Policy, the Revised 
Environmental and Social Policy, the Sexual Exploitation, Abuse and Harassment Policy and 
the Indigenous Peoples Policy provide additional crucial information about the GCF’s 
gender approach and requirements. Gender integration in other GCF policies varies and the 
extent to which this is appropriate and adequate would need further assessment. 
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POLICY DOCUMENT COMMENT 

document that acknowledges “gender non-conforming 
individuals”, and which recognizes and supports lesbian, gay, 
bisexual, transgender, queer, intersex, and other identities 
(LGBTQI+). 

Evaluation Policy for the GCF Monitoring, performance reporting, and evaluation criteria 
include some gender aspects, but lack a gender lens to provide 
guidance on specific gender considerations to be accounted for – 
for example, to nuance gender responsiveness for mitigation 
projects or those in the private sector. 

The development of country programmes is encouraged to engage 
stakeholders including governments, subnational institutions, civil 
society, and the private sector, taking a gender-sensitive approach. 

Private Sector Strategy 

Policy for results-based payments for 
REDD+ 

Initial general guidelines for country 
programmes 

Policies on Ethics and Conflicts of 
Interest (including for the Board of 
the GCF, for Board-appointed 
officials, for active observers of the 
GCF, and for external members of the 
GCF panels and groups) 

This policy addresses power imbalances and systemic biases in 
decision-making bodies for fair conduct but lacks a gender lens to 
consider how gender dynamics might shape power dynamics or 
any disproportionate effects on women or gender minorities to 
inform appropriate safeguards. 

Guidelines relating to the observer 
participation, accreditation of 
observer organizations and 
participation of active observers 

In general, these Guidelines outline that consideration should be 
given to gender and regional balance among participants. 

General Guidelines for the operation 
of Board committees 

Source: Developed by the Gender Synthesis team, based on preliminary policy analysis (see Annex II for the full list of 29 
policies reviewed for the synthesis). 
 
Note: This sample of GCF policies contains policies that are directly relevant to gender, alongside policies that do not make 
explicit reference to gender. The independent evaluation of the GCF’s approach to gender will comprehensively assess all 
29 policies listed in Annex II. 
 
34. The GCF Updated Strategic Plan (2024–2027) was also reviewed for its gender relevance as 
part of this exercise. The evaluation team considers the Strategic Plan demonstrate support to the 
GCF’s approach to gender, with gender considered a cross-cutting principle alongside other 
considerations such as youth and Indigenous Peoples with broader attention to vulnerable groups, 
including women, as part of the overall vision to promote inclusive climate finance. 

35. The following sections provides more detailed analysis on how gender is integrated in some 
selected key policies which are important to the consideration of gender. This information helps 
paint a more comprehensive picture of how gender is addressed across GCF’s policy framework, 
beyond the 2019 Updated Gender Policy. 
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GCF Environmental and Social Policy (original [2018] and revised [2021]) 

36. The GCF ESP, adopted in 2018 (B.19/10) and revised in 2021 (B.BM-2021/18), articulates 
how GCF integrates environmental and social considerations into its decision-making and 
operations to effectively manage environmental and social risks and impacts and improve 
outcomes. The analysis demonstrates stronger integration of gender and inclusion in the 
revised version, in alignment with the 2019 Updated Gender Policy. The 2018 ESP established the 
necessary architecture for addressing gender as an important cross-cutting principle, while the 
2021 revision demonstrates more prescriptive and operational language on social harms. The 2018 
ESP includes a gender-sensitive approach among its guiding principles, and the revised ESP (2021) 
further mandates a gender-sensitive approach to impact assessment and mitigation, and 
incorporates terms such as “gender responsive”, “accessible,” “inclusive,” and “participatory” across 
its different sections, including as part of its overarching commitments and aims, and in its 
approach to consultations with stakeholders. While the former 2018 ESP included broad references 
to equity, the 2021 version adopts more precise and inclusive language, including a shift from 
referring to “vulnerable and marginalized groups” to “persons in vulnerable situations,” and more 
explicit references to “women and girls” alongside other specific groups such as “Indigenous 
Peoples”. 

37. The revised ESP further strengthened the explicit protections, responsibilities and 
obligations, most notably on SEAH, and introducing a clear zero-tolerance stance on SEAH. 
Compared with the 2018 ESP, the 2021 revision includes provisions for the screening of activities 
to identify “any potential adverse impacts on the promotion, protection and respect for gender 
equality in accordance with the GCF Gender Policy and Action Plan…”.60 

GCF Indigenous Peoples Policy (2018) 

38. The GCF IPP was adopted through Board decision B.19/11 in 2018 and sets out the GCF’s 
approach to engaging Indigenous Peoples as decision makers and ensuring that their needs are 
addressed in the mitigation and adaptation portfolio. It also takes into account the needs of 
vulnerable groups, including women, youth, elders, and people with disabilities, and commits to 
inclusive engagement throughout project implementation with an intersectional lens. The Policy 
outlines AEs’ roles and responsibilities in managing risks and reducing adverse impacts of GCF 
activities on Indigenous Peoples. 

39. The IPP promotes Indigenous Peoples’ welfare, contributions, and leadership in climate 
change mitigation and adaptation in a manner that is “gender-responsive,” with a focus on the 
unique challenges faced by Indigenous women and girls. The 2025 Indigenous Peoples Evaluation 
found that the IPP is aligned with the 2019 Updated Gender Policy in general. Alignment is also 
reflected in the Policy’s commitment to a gender-responsive approach in promoting women’s roles 
as custodians of cultural heritage and their leadership as traditional knowledge holders in climate 
change mitigation and adaptation activities.61 

40. Nevertheless, the evaluation found that gender is absent from the IPP’s core elements, 
scope, guiding principles, and institutional roles, resulting in limited strategic with the GCF Gender 

 
60 See the original version in Green Climate Fund, “Environmental and Social Policy,” (2018c), 17; and Green Climate Fund, 

“Revised Environmental and Social Policy,” (2021b), 19. 
61 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Approach to Indigenous Peoples, 

(2025). 
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Policy. Gender considerations appear only in the IPP’s operational sections on free, prior, and 
informed consent, consultations, and implementation arrangements. 

2.1.1   Resource allocation 

Distribution of roles and responsibilities 

 
41. The GCF Gender Action Plan outlines the roles and responsibilities of stakeholders across 
the partnership landscape for the implementation of the 2019 Updated Gender Policy. 

(a) The Board approves and periodically reviews the Gender Policy; provides strategic 
guidance on gender; and oversees implementation through the review of APRs from the 
Secretariat and through its consideration of gender requirements in accreditation decisions. 

(b) Secretariat (overall) monitors and reports annually on the Gender Policy and Action Plan; 
ensures, through accreditation and ongoing monitoring, that AEs have the systems to 
comply; reviews gender assessments and project-level GAPs; builds awareness and partner 
capacity through training, toolkits, and operational guidance; and allocates organizational 
resources for gender expertise, capacity-building, and monitoring.62 

(c) Secretariat (communication function) leads dissemination of gender-related knowledge 
and materials; integrates gender into GCF communications planning; and supports outreach 
and feedback with stakeholders, including at national and grassroots levels. 

(d) AEs adapt policies and systems to comply with the Gender Policy; integrate gender 
assessments and project-level GAPs with budgets and indicators into all FPs; implement, 
update and report on GAPs using sex-disaggregated data; ensure gender-responsive 
consultations; align with national gender policies; and maintain redress mechanisms. 

(e) Gender and Social Specialist supports the Secretariat in monitoring implementation of the 
Gender Policy and Action Plan; provides technical guidance, training, and toolkits to NDAs, 
AEs, and partners; and contributes to the integration of gender in project preparation, 
design, implementation, monitoring, and reporting (sometimes with support from external 
experts for assessments and audits). 

(f) The IEU evaluates the application of the 2019 Updated Gender Policy across the portfolio, 
including whether projects integrate gender objectives, gender-balanced stakeholder 
consultations, gender audits and strengthened operational systems to mainstream gender, 
and whether these contribute to co-benefits, improved quality of life, reduced vulnerability, 
and increased adaptive capacities of both women and men. 

 
62 Green Climate Fund, “Gender Analysis/Assessment and Gender and Social Inclusion Action Plan Template,” Form 09 

(n.d-c). 

Key insight #5: The 2019 Updated Gender Policy sets out clear roles and responsibilities 
for the Board, Secretariat and AEs, but roles are evolving with the Secretariat’s 
reorganization and are expected to be further clarified in the forthcoming update of the 
Gender Action Plan. While the Office of Sustainability and Inclusion team provides guidance 
and backstopping, sector specialists are expected to support the integration of gender in 
FPs. However, capacity gaps hinder the Secretariat’s broader aim of making gender 
integration a shared responsibility across all staff. 
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42. The organizational structure for gender has progressively evolved since the adoption of the 
2019 Updated Gender Policy. The GCF organigram and mandates (2023) identifies the Office of 
Sustainability and Inclusion (OSI) as responsible for managing and applying environmental and 
social safeguards, ensuring gender mainstreaming in line with the Updated Gender Policy, 
supporting the implementation of the IPP, and conducting due diligence on environmental, social 
and inclusion matters. Although the OSI is not explicitly mentioned in the Updated Gender Policy 
itself, it oversees implementation of the policy through the provision of support and backstopping 
to other teams across the Secretariat. Following recent reorganization of the GCF Secretariat 
(further discussed in Key insight #7), interviewees explained that roles and responsibilities for 
mainstreaming gender are distributed across both strategic and operational teams. The OSI team, 
housed within the strategic investment team, is primarily responsible for strategic leadership, 
policy development, and support for institutional initiatives such as the GCF Gender Policy and 
Gender Action Plan. It also provides upstream guidance to other divisions and contributes to cross-
cutting institutional processes. In parallel, sector specialists and other staff in the operations team 
are expected to integrate gender considerations into the development and review of FPs. However, 
several interviewees noted that these teams often lack the gender capacity or resources to do 
this effectively, leading them to rely heavily on the OSI team for technical inputs. This reliance 
limits the Secretariat’s broader aim of making gender integration a routine responsibility of all staff 
rather than the sole responsibility of the gender specialist. 

43. While KIIs provided insights into revised roles and responsibilities for gender following the 
organizational restructuring, the upcoming update of the GAP is expected to formally articulate 
these roles. 

Resources and capacities for gender 

 
44. Interviewees noted that the Secretariat’s gender capacity has expanded modestly over time, 
particularly since the adoption of the updated Gender Policy and Gender Action Plan in 2019. 
Initially, work on gender was highly centralized, with only one or two staff responsible for both 
policy and project-level support. Over time, the OSI team has grown, but consulted stakeholders 
have emphasized that it remains under-resourced in relation to the amount of technical support 
and backstopping that it provides. They explained that institutional commitment to gender 
remains uneven, with limited political will, insufficient staff dedicated to gender, and a lack of 
sustained investment in gender capacities, all of which hinders the GCF’s capacity to fully 
implement commitments made by the 2019 Updated Gender Policy. 

45. Capacity gaps are observed at multiple levels. For example, there are capacity gaps to 
provide technical advice on gender at Stage 1 of accreditation, hindering early alignment of AE 
systems with the Gender Policy and undermining subsequent quality assurance and 
implementation. The Independent Synthesis of the Green Climate Fund’s Accreditation Function 
(2020) noted that gender capacities within AEs often fall short of GCF expectations.63 KIIs with GCF 
Secretariat staff suggest that this issue continues today. In addition, capacity gaps at the Secretariat 
persist – particularly in supporting the origination and implementation of gender-responsive 

 
63 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Synthesis of the Green Climate Fund’s Accreditation Function, (2020a). 

Key insight #6: Capacity and funding constraints at Secretariat, AE and NDA levels have 
hindered implementation of the 2019 Updated Gender Policy and integration of gender 
across the portfolio. 
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projects, reviewing GAPs, and engaging with AEs on gender requirements. For example, the 
Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme (2023) found 
that capacity in OSI was limited to only three gender experts; reliance on other divisions and 
regional desks which themselves face resource constraints limits systematic support for gender 
across the project cycle.64 

46. With respect to both NDAs and AEs, past evaluations reveal that a major impediment to 
effective gender mainstreaming has been gender capacity gaps among AEs for gender 
analysis, planning, implementation and monitoring, and among NDAs to oversee this process 
and provide strategic directions in alignment with national gender priorities. The readiness 
programme has shown mixed results in effectively building this capacity (see Key insight #13 for 
further details on RPSP). The RPSP Evaluation (2018) found limited access to gender expertise, 
especially in Africa, at the time, now seven years ago. 65 Findings from the more recent RPSP 
Evaluation (2023) reveal that the Division of Country Programming provides a leadership role in 
providing gender support to NDAs, DPs and other country and regional stakeholders, but notes less 
than optimal presence of gender and social inclusion expertise and resource constraints that limit 
the ability to effectively play a country interface role.66 The SPR (2023) pointed out that the RPSP 
was still not effectively building gender capacity among NDAs and AEs, representing a 
“missed opportunity”.67 In addition, evaluations highlight an over-reliance on external 
consultants for gender expertise among AEs, which undermines sustainable capacity building.68 

47. In terms of financial resources and the Fund’s budgeting for gender, there is limited 
documentation available that tracks the allocation of financial resources for gender mainstreaming 
activities at the institutional level. Nevertheless, both the 2020 Independent Evaluation of the 
Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green Climate Fund’s Investments in Small Island Developing States 
(SIDS) and the 2023 SPR underscored insufficient financial allocation for gender activities, 
with “highly uneven” budget allocations for gender actions in GAPs. 

48. The GCF makes efforts to mainstream gender internally across the organization to 
ensure that GCF internal practices are also gender-sensitive, aiming to maintain gender balance 
across the organization and foster a culture of gender sensitivity within the GCF. In 2021, COP26 
guidance to the GCF encouraged the Fund to promote greater gender balance across the structures 
of the Fund. Now four years later, the GCF website currently states that there is “close to a 50:50 
balance between men and women”. Drawing on discussions and internal data, this evaluation finds 
that broad gender parity has been achieved across the Secretariat, including within the 
Independent Units. 

 

 

 

 

 
64 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Readiness and Preparatory Support 

Programme, (2023c). 
65 Ibid. 
66 Ibid. 
67 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund, (2023a). 
68 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green Climate Fund’s 

Investments in the Least Developed Countries, (2022a). 
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Impact of recent reorganization on gender mainstreaming 

 
49. Mainstreaming gender is situated within the context of a recent reorganization that has 
taken place within the Secretariat, initiated by the “50by30” blueprint for reform aimed at 
enhancing its efficiency and impact through adjustments to the partnership model.69 As part of this 
reform agenda, the GCF is transitioning to a new organizational structure with a reconfigured 
senior management team (which is now called the executive leadership team) that distributes roles 
across strategy and operations divisions, and greater decentralization towards the regional level 
with the launch of regional offices and sub-offices.70, 71 The reconfiguration of management roles 
entails a division of roles and responsibilities for gender and social safeguarding, and how gender is 
mainstreamed at the organizational level. 

50. The recent reorganization has shifted the distribution of roles and responsibilities for 
gender mainstreaming, with organizational reforms presenting both opportunities and challenges 
for gender mainstreaming. Several interviewees noted that the restructuring clarified some 
strategic roles, particularly by reinforcing the mandate of the gender and social inclusion team. The 
establishment of the sustainable policy and inclusion team has strengthened upstream engagement 
on gender, bringing valuable capacity in policy development, continuous learning, and promoting 
gender integration at the strategic level. However, the reorganization has also generated a 
structural separation with coordination gaps between strategic and operational functions. In 
addition, the operational team reports being overburdened, which currently limits its ability 
to ensure gender mainstreaming across the project cycle. However, the operational team 
comprises gender and social specialists, who are experts with experience in this area. 

51. A key feature of the reorganization is the establishment of regional teams, now responsible 
for country engagement and other processes. These regional teams are intended to streamline 
operational functions and serve as the main entry point for project origination. While this 
decentralization offers potential to integrate gender considerations earlier in the project cycle, 
interviewees explained that to ensure effective gender mainstreaming, it will be important to fully 
embed gender experience in the regional structures, with clear roles and responsibilities for such 
staff. For the time being, staffing and accountability arrangements for gender at the regional level 
have not yet been defined. 

 

 

 
69 Green Climate Fund, “Executive Director unveils “50by30” blueprint for reform, targeting USD 50 billion by 2030,” 

(2023a). 
70 Green Climate Fund, “GCF unveils new organisational structure to accelerate climate action,” (2024b). 
71 The GCF has launched three regional offices and one regional outpost in: (i) Africa, (ii) Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and 

the Middle East, (iii) Latin America and the Caribbean, with plans for a smaller regional outpost in the Pacific. Further 
details, see Mersie, “Green Climate Fund expands its reach with first regional offices.” 

Key insight #7: The Secretariat’s recent reorganization creates not only opportunities to 
strengthen upstream gender leadership but also coordination challenges between the 
strategic investment and operations teams. In the ongoing decentralization, roles, staffing 
and accountability for gender at the regional level remain insufficiently defined, limiting 
consistent mainstreaming. 
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2.1.2 Compliance mechanisms 

52. GCF compliance mechanisms aim to ensure that AEs meet the mandatory requirements for 
integrating gender, such as the inclusion of gender assessments and GAPs in project proposals. 
Several accountability oversight mechanisms support the integration of gender considerations in 
their risk assessments and complaint handling processes. This includes an accreditation mechanism 
through which the GCF Secretariat, through a second-level due diligence process, ensures the 
alignment of AE policies, systems and practices with the 2019 Updated Gender Policy. In addition, 
the GCF has several accountability mechanisms to manage risks and wrongdoing. This includes 
being sensitive to gender-specific risks and harms, ensuring accessibility for all gender groups, 
utilizing gender expertise, and tracking and analysing gender-disaggregated data related to 
potential adverse impacts and grievances. 

Accreditation 

 
53. Compliance with the GCF’s Gender Policy is one of seven core standards that all applicants 
must meet under the institutional accreditation process.72 The accreditation team at the GCF 
Secretariat conducts an initial gender compliance review during Stage 1 of the application, which 
looks at basic requirements such as the existence of a gender policy. Once the application moves to 
Stage 2, a more in-depth gender compliance analysis is undertaken by the Accreditation Panel, 
which includes a Gender and Environmental and Social Safeguards (ESS) Specialist. Applicants are 
expected to demonstrate that they have: 

(a) A gender policy aligned with the GCF’s Gender Policy. 

(b) Institutional frameworks to operationalize that policy. 

(c) A track record in applying gender considerations in their programming. 

54. If an applicant lacks a gender policy or does not meet minimum standards, they cannot be 
fully accredited. However, accreditation can be granted with conditions, which allows an AE to 
work with the GCF while building institutional capacity in areas such as gender. 

55. Evaluative evidence suggests that the accreditation process, while challenging and 
contributing to a compliance burden, has in some cases stimulated AEs to develop or 
strengthen their own gender policies and institutional capacities.73 However, interviewees 
noted that gender policies are sometimes developed in a hurry to meet accreditation requirements 
and do not necessarily reflect the existence of mechanisms to ensure policy implementation. 

 
72 Green Climate Fund, “Accreditation framework of the GCF,” (2022b). 
73 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Synthesis of the Green Climate Fund’s Accreditation Function, (2020a); 

Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of Green Climate Fund 
Investments in the Latin American and Caribbean States, (2024a). 

Key insight #8: Across the traditional accreditation process and PSAA, gender standards 
are applied, but early-stage engagement with prospective AEs is insufficient, leading to 
compliance-oriented submissions rather than substantive alignment with GCF gender 
requirements. Alignment of AE policies and systems with GCF requirements for both 
traditional accreditation and PSAA, and for the latter, to ensure effective integration of 
gender priorities in the FPs, would require stronger upfront guidance than currently 
delivered. 
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56. The Accreditation Synthesis found that DAEs often face challenges in submitting required 
documentation in English and developing gender policies from scratch, while international AEs 
typically have established frameworks but struggled to adapt them to GCF standards, leading to 
extended negotiations.74 Moreover, although AEs are required to submit annual self-assessments, 
these reports typically affirm compliance with GCF standards without detailing how gender policies 
are implemented or the challenges faced.75 Evaluation findings signalled that stringent 
requirements for gender have been described as “burdensome” by some AEs (particularly smaller 
entities and those undergoing accreditation).76 Evaluation findings highlighted the need to 
strengthen gender-responsive accreditation, recommending that the GCF more clearly articulate 
how gender-related policy shifts are incentivized, monitored and evaluated, meanwhile 
introducing mechanisms to ensure accountability for gender-related actions and outcomes during 
accreditation.77 

57. Moreover, interviewees noted that the Secretariat’s ability to guide applicants on gender 
requirements during Stage 1 remains limited. They suggested that GCF Secretariat staff, particularly 
those engaging with applicants early in the process, would benefit from a deeper understanding of 
gender standards to provide more effective guidance to prospective AEs and help avoid delays or 
compliance issues identified by the gender specialist of the Accreditation Panel in Stage 2. 
Additionally, interviewees underscored that re-accreditation offers an opportunity to review 
progress in mainstreaming gender, but this potential is not consistently leveraged. 

58. The Secretariat has recently introduced support measures to help AEs meet gender 
requirements. For example, the new Readiness Strategy includes a window that allows AEs to 
access up to USD 1 million over four years to build internal capacity, including for gender 
mainstreaming. Readiness support is also available for supporting accreditation, which can be used 
to advance gender-related requirements. 

Project-specific assessment approach 

59. To further complement institutional accreditation and GCF accreditation standards, the 
PSAA modality was introduced in April 2023 as a three-year pilot that allows entities to apply for a 
single FP without full institutional accreditation.78 The PSAA includes a capacity assessment of an 
entity to meet GCF accreditation standards, measuring the proposed project or programme’s 
alignment with developing countries’ priorities and GCF’s strategic objectives. While it is a 
streamlined model, the same accreditation standards apply, including those related to gender. The 
main difference is that the assessment is tied to the specific project being proposed, rather than the 
AE’s entire institutional framework. According to interviews, gender standards under this pilot are 
formally equivalent to full accreditation, but in practice, entities often lack familiarity with GCF 
policies including the Gender Policy. 

60. In early PSAA stages, the gender review is relatively light and based on self-reported 
documentation, such as the existence of a gender policy and enforcement of safeguards. This review 
is largely checklist-based and focuses on whether minimum policy standards are in place. However, 

 
74 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Synthesis of the Green Climate Fund’s Accreditation Function, (2020a), 24. 
75 Ibid., 33–34. 
76 Independent Evaluation Unit, Forward‑looking Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund, (2019). 
77 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Synthesis of the Green Climate Fund’s Accreditation Function, (2020a), 36. 
78 The PSAA Pilot Framework (April 2023 – March 2026) was approved through updates to the Accreditation Framework 

of the GCF through decision B.31/06. Available at https://www.greenclimate.fund/projects/psaa. 

https://www.greenclimate.fund/projects/psaa
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as the proposal advances to and then reaches the FP stage, a more thorough review is done, which 
includes: 

(a) Assessment of the GAP. 

(b) Review of how gender is integrated into the project’s design and implementation strategy. 

(c) Evaluation of whether the AE has sufficient capacity to implement its gender commitments. 

61. This review is conducted jointly by the GCF Secretariat drawing on support from the gender 
team and an external firm, which has gender and safeguards expertise, to ensure a credible 
assessment of compliance with GCF requirements, including those related to gender. 

62. For both full accreditation and PSAA, interviewees emphasized the need to engage with 
prospect AEs to convey from the onset GCF expectations on gender mainstreaming. While the same 
standards are applied in principle, PSAA applicants often require greater early-stage guidance, as 
they tend to have less familiarity with GCF policies than fully accredited AEs. The shorter PSAA 
timeline (typically 12–18 months) makes early engagement on gender particularly 
important. 

Independent units 

 
Independent Integrity Unit risk flag reports 

63. The IIU is an independent body within the GCF tasked with preventing and addressing 
fraud, corruption and other prohibited practices. The IIU is responsible for investigating integrity-
related violations across GCF operations, including SEAH, fraud and other forms of misconduct. As 
part of its proactive prevention mandate, the IIU employs measures to detect compliance failures 
and potential integrity violations, referred to as “risk flags”, in GCF-funded projects and 
programmes. These risk flags are indicators of potential risks that could undermine the integrity 
and effectiveness of GCF operations. 

64. The IIU also produces risk flag reports, which can raise integrity concerns, including those 
related to gender, for internal consideration. However, follow-up depends heavily on internal 
coordination with project and compliance teams. IIU risk flag reporting is not public, however, IIU’s 
overall findings and recommendations are communicated through their annual reports and other 
publications. 

65. The gender synthesis team found that the IIU has recently taken steps to strengthen its 
gender responsiveness, particularly in investigative practice. An important development is the 
current drafting of a gender-sensitive investigation protocol. This protocol outlines procedures 
to ensure that survivors and witnesses of gender-based harm are treated with dignity, safety, and 
fairness. It includes provisions for: 

(a) Survivor-centred interviews that respect the interviewee’s psychological state and personal 
boundaries. 

Key insight #9: GCF’s compliance and accountability system – through the IIU (risk-flagging 
and investigations, with gender sensitive protocols under development) and the IRM 
(independent grievance redress with a gender mandate) – establishes mechanisms to 
prevent “do-no-harm” breaches, monitor and manage adverse impacts, and investigate 
promptly. These mechanisms broadly follow a gender-driven approach. 
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(b) The option for interviewees to choose whether they are interviewed by a male or female 
investigator. 

(c) Guidelines for using appropriate, non-stigmatizing language and for handling sensitive 
information securely. 

66. Interviewees noted that the protocol was still under development and not yet formally 
institutionalized at the time of this Gender Synthesis. Nonetheless, all investigators are currently 
undergoing training in gender-sensitive investigation practices, reflecting a shift in internal culture 
and capacity.  

67. In parallel to its investigative role, the IIU has expanded its preventive and awareness-
raising work with AEs. Through integrity forums and targeted trainings, the IIU has engaged AEs in 
discussions about gendered risks and ethical conduct. In 2023, it hosted a panel session in 
collaboration with the Office of Stakeholder Interaction on gender-related risks, and is exploring 
new collaborations with external partners (e.g. Transparency International) to better understand 
the intersection between gender and corruption risks in climate finance. 

Independent Redress Mechanism 

68. A key accountability mechanism of the GCF, the IRM provides recourse for individuals, 
groups or communities who believe they have been or may be adversely affected by GCF-funded 
projects or programmes due to the GCF’s failure to implement its operational policies and 
procedures. It also handles requests for reconsideration of FPs. The IRM provides an independent 
accountability avenue for individuals or communities negatively affected by GCF-funded projects. It 
has explicit authority to consider grievances related to violations of the GCF Gender Policy and the 
ESP. 

69. The IRM reports directly to the GCF Board with case-specific reports detailing findings and 
recommendations related to individual complaints or reconsideration requests, annual reports 
with an overview of the IRM’s activities, key trends and lessons learned, as well as advisory reports. 
Based on case experience and good international practices, these reports may recommend 
reconsideration of GCF policies, procedures, guidelines and systems. 

70. Interviews indicate that, when a case is accepted, the IRM conducts a compliance 
review that includes gender-related aspects. For example, the IRM examined allegations of GBV 
risks linked to a forestry project funded by GCF. Although the GAP acknowledged GBV in principle, 
the lack of connection to project activities made it difficult to assess whether the intervention had 
contributed to such risks, highlighting the need for stronger gender risk analysis during design. 

71. The IRM also provides capacity support to DAEs to improve their accountability systems, 
including the design of grievance redress processes that can handle gender-sensitive complaints. 
However, the IRM does not assess AE’s gender capacity as part of a standard institutional review, it 
intervenes only when complaints are filed. An interviewee has emphasized that gender grievances 
are fundamentally about accountability to affected people, and that weak documentation of SEAH 
and GBV mitigation in FPs remains a key systemic gap. 
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2.2 Project level 

2.2.1 Processes and mechanism 

72. The GCF Secretariat does not directly implement climate finance projects but instead works 
through AEs. As such, a large share of responsibility to implement gender mainstreaming lies with 
AEs as the implementing agencies. GCF provides oversight through key checks and balances as part 
of its second-level due diligence system, including gender considerations across the project 
lifecycle. Drawing on the GCF project activity cycle, Figure 2 below maps where, when and how 
gender is mainstreamed across the project lifecycle. Subsequent insights refer back to the stages in 
this figure.79 

Figure 8. Mainstreaming gender across the GCF project activity cycle 

 
Source: Green Climate Fund, “GCF project activity cycle”, (n.d-a). 
 

 
73. As illustrated in Figure 2 above, gender mainstreaming is integrated at the following key 
stages in the GCF project activity cycle as part of its system of second-level due diligence: 

 
79 See Green Climate Fund, “GCF Project Activity Cycle,” (n.d-a). 
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Key insight #10: GCF has a series of adapted and suitable processes and mechanisms to 
support the integration of gender across the project cycle, from stakeholder engagement 
and origination through to monitoring, evaluation and learning. 
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(a) Stage 1 – Engagement: Stage 1 of the GCF project activity cycle may include stakeholder 
engagement and consultation with attention to gender, diversity and inclusion of 
stakeholders. The readiness programme offers institutional capacity strengthening support 
to AEs, NDAs/focal points and other key national actors to help them meet gender 
requirements. 

(b) Stages 3 and 4 – Origination: As part of FP development, GCF mandates AEs to 
demonstrate a clear understanding of gender issues and outline how they will integrate 
gender considerations into their FPs as part of project preparation. This is achieved through 
the design of project-level GAPs, informed by a gender analysis/assessment that is 
premised on consultations that include the active participation of stakeholders, both 
women and men.80 GCF provides financing to meet requirements for gender analysis or 
assessments and GAPs, though there is limited data available on the amount or extent to 
which this is used across the portfolio. As part of accreditation, the capacity of potential AEs 
to comply with the Updated Gender Policy is assessed. PPF provides support for gender 
integration in FPs, as further explained in Key insight #13. Moreover, the PPF can be used 
to support the development of gender assessments and GAPs, ESS assessments, 
environmental and social management system, environmental and social management 
framework, Indigenous Peoples due diligence, Indigenous Peoples Planning Framework as 
well as the development of impact indicators (gender-disaggregated), among other aspects 
of project design. 

(c) Stage 7 – Agreement and negotiations: Across Stage 7, gender and other (e.g. ESS and 
Indigenous Peoples) specialists may be engaged to provide support. 

(d) Stage 8 – Monitoring and compliance: Stage 8 focuses on two components: (i) 
Monitoring for performance: At this stage, monitoring frameworks are expected to enable 
the collection of gender-disaggregated data to assess gender-related climate results and 
impacts of projects and programmes on women and men to allow for evidence-based 
adjustments or improvements. AEs are encouraged to include both qualitative and 
quantitative data on gender equality. However, a majority of gender-related reporting in 
APRs focuses on quantitative data, such as the number of women and men reached with 
more limited qualitative reporting (e.g. on the process, contributing factors, or implications 
of gender-related results); and (ii) Compliance: During Stage 8, as part of monitoring for 
performance and compliance with GCF accreditation standards, projects and programmes 
are assessed for compliance with various GCF policies – including the 2019 Updated Gender 
Policy. 

(e) Stage 10 – Evaluation, learning and closure: Evaluations conducted by the IEU and the 
Secretariat integrated gender analysis, intent on informing lessons learned in relation to the 
various stages and activities of the project activity cycle. 

2.2.2 Project origination and design 

74. As part of the FP preparation process, GCF offers various modalities that each present 
similarities and differences for mainstreaming gender. An Independent Rapid Assessment of the 
Green Climate Fund’s Request for Proposals Modality (RFPs) (2021) revealed that while all FPs 

 
80 Green Climate Fund, “Gender Analysis/Assessment and Gender and Social Inclusion Action Plan Template,” Form 09 

(n.d-c). 
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submitted under this modality include the required gender assessments and GAPs, there was 
considerable variability in quality across RFPs, with limited added value for gender approaches 
through the RFP modality beyond standard policy compliance.81 Project implementers also shared 
that disaggregated indicators are potentially superficial, as they may not adequately capture 
the true commitment to gender. Additionally, the 2020 Independent Assessment of the GCF’s 
Simplified Approval Process (SAP) Pilot Scheme reported that the modality demonstrated limited 
gender analysis and missed opportunities to assess if simplified processes maintained rigour in 
gender considerations.82 

75. As part of the FP development process, CSO active observers review and provide comments 
on strengths and areas of improvement, including any gaps or opportunities for mainstreaming 
gender. CSOs’ gender-related inputs generally address the following areas: 

(a) Presence of project-level gender assessments and GAPs as a condition for approval 

(b) Level of gender integration in project indicators 

(c) Presence of strategies to ensure the operationalization of gender commitments 

(d) Level of ambition of the project’s approach to gender 

(e) Inclusive training strategies that provide opportunities for both women and men 

(f) Capacity-building for gender-sensitive climate change analysis 

Stakeholder engagement in project origination and design 

 
76. Evidence from both interviews and document review indicates that the engagement of 
diverse stakeholders, particularly women, grassroots women’s organizations, and national gender 
institutions, during the project origination and design phase remains inconsistent across the 
portfolio. These concerns were raised in findings of the 2021 report Gender Integration in the Green 
Climate Fund: A Case for Accountability.83 Based on an in-depth review of 30 GCF-approved projects, 
the report found that only 3 per cent strongly involved both national gender networks and women’s 
organizations in project planning, while 60 per cent scored adequately and 37 per cent weakly. 
Structural barriers, such as limited access to information, inaccessible consultation formats, 
and language obstacles, further constrained meaningful participation, with only 17 per cent of 
projects demonstrating strong performance in addressing these barriers.84 Similar findings were 
demonstrated in the 2020 SIDS evaluation, with a low rate of reported consultations with women 
and women’s groups in SIDS projects.85 

 
81 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Rapid Assessment of the Green Climate Fund’s Request for Proposals Modality, 

(2021a). 
82 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Assessment of the Green Climate Fund’s Simplified Approval Process Pilot 

Scheme, (2020c). 
83 Heinrich Böll Foundation, “Gender Integration in the Green Climate Fund: A Case for Accountability.” (2021b) 
84 Ibid., 60. 
85 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green Climate Fund’s 

Investments in the Small Island Developing States, (2020b). 

Key insight #11: Stakeholder engagement at origination and design remains uneven with 
inconsistent involvement of women’s organizations and national gender institutions. 
Frequent outsourcing of gender analyses also limits contextual relevance and local 
ownership. 
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77. Interviewees corroborate that these limitations persist, with continued limited 
involvement of national women’s groups or women’s organizations in the development of 
GAPs. Informants explained that the practice of outsourcing for gender assessments and GAPs 
undermines the contextual relevance of these documents and weakens the prospects for local 
ownership and sustainability. Even in cases where consultations with women’s groups occur, they 
tend to be late, fragmented, and disconnected from decision-making spaces. 

 
78. The analysis of GCF project documents found a high level of compliance with requirements 
for mainstreaming gender in project origination and design, with nearly all – 94 per cent of the 296 
projects – having both gender assessments and GAPs.86 Of the 20 projects missing one or both of 
these documents, only two were approved following the 2019 Gender Policy change which 
introduced requirements for both documents for all GCF projects.87 Within the RFP modality, the 
2021 RFP Assessment found that all FPs submitted under this modality include gender assessments 
and GAPs.88 

Gender assessments 

79. As per GCF requirements, gender assessments are intended to present “a snapshot of the 
gender equality situation in the region, country or thematic area of relevance to the project and 
identify opportunities to bring about positive change for both women and men.”89 GCF provides a 
template for gender assessments and GAPs (i.e. Form 09), which includes specific questions to be 
addressed through the gender assessment.90 

80. Gender assessments are meant to inform all stages of a project lifecycle and are a critical 
input for the development of GAPs. Based on our AI-led analysis, there are thematic overlaps 
between gender assessments and GAPs, suggesting the former informs the latter. For example, for 
project SAP007, the gender assessment discusses systemic discrimination in access to land by 
women in Zimbabwe, and its corresponding GAP includes an activity to increase women’s access to 
irrigated land through formal mechanisms.91 

 
86 Specifically, 282 of the 296 projects reviewed included gender assessments (95 per cent) and 285 of the 296 projects 

included gender action plans (96 per cent). The corpus was not comprehensive, as it excluded projects with no publicly 
available documentation, and projects that were lapsed, terminated, or cancelled. A full breakdown of the corpus 
projects and their documentation can be found in Annex III. 

87 For FP164 and FP199, neither have GAPs available from the GCF public website, though both FPs mention the existence 
of GAPs for these projects. FP199 also misses a gender assessment. The IEU confirmed the existence of these 
documents with the GCF Secretariat; however, as they are not available to the public at this time, they were not 
included in our analysis. 

88 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Rapid Assessment of the Green Climate Fund’s Request for Proposals Modality, 
(2021a). 

89 See Green Climate Fund, “Project Portfolio: Gender,” (n.d-b). 
90 Green Climate Fund, “Gender Analysis/Assessment and Gender and Social Inclusion Action Plan Template,” Form 09 

(n.d-c). 
91 SAP007: Integrated climate risk management for food security and livelihoods in Zimbabwe focusing on Masvingo and 

Rushinga Districts. 

Key insight #12: Compliance is high, as most FPs include gender assessments and project-
level GAPs. However, their value and effectiveness are limited by the fact that assessments 
are often generic, linkages to GAP actions are frequently implicit, GAP quality and budgeting 
vary widely, and there is only weak integration with project theory of change or results 
frameworks and monitoring (in terms of indicator specificity, outcome focus, etc.). 
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81. However, such linkages are often implicit, and in many cases, the extent to which GAPs 
address vulnerabilities identified in the gender assessments is unclear. For instance, many 
GAPs include women’s participation targets without explaining how context-specific barriers to 
participation identified in the gender assessment will be addressed. Interviews underscored that 
gender assessments are often generic – summarizing country-level gender trends without analysing 
how project-specific activities may impact gender dynamics – and are therefore of limited utility in 
guiding the development of GAPs and the projects more broadly. 

Project-level gender action plans 

82. Project-level GAPs are mandatory plans outlining a project’s gender approach. They are 
meant to address gaps identified in gender assessments with specific gender-related activities. 

83. However, most evaluations report wide variation in GAP quality, specifically in their 
level of detail, budget allocation, and integration into overall project design and results 
frameworks. This is consistent with interview data, which raised concerns about GAPs being 
treated as formalities rather than strategic instruments to achieve gender equality outcomes. 
Interviewees explained that many GAPs are based on standard templates, with vague or poorly 
contextualized actions that are not embedded in project theory of change, results frameworks or 
budgets.92 

Level of gender aspirations in project-level gender action plans 

84. The African States evaluation reports progress towards designing more gender-responsive 
projects, which they attribute to the 2019 Updated Gender Policy and accompanying Gender Action 
Plan (2020–2023).93 Yet, other evaluative evidence signals that GAPs need strengthening to better 
address women’s diverse needs, rather than serving as a quota-filling exercise.94 Moreover, the SPR 
findings indicated that GAPs fall short of their transformative potential, failing to move beyond 
women’s participation in project activities by advancing their leadership and role in decision-
making. 95 

85. Our AI-facilitated analysis of 285 GAPs reveals that gender objectives and activities 
vary by sector and region; for example, private sector projects tend to emphasize economic 
empowerment and employment, while public sector projects focus more on access to 
services and community engagement. Regionally, Africa tends to integrate gender considerations 
primarily into objectives related to agricultural livelihoods and rural development, while Asia-
Pacific focuses more on disaster risk reduction. This suggests stronger gender integration in the 
adaptation than in the mitigation portfolio. This is consistent with findings from the Independent 
Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector Portfolio and Approach (2023), which found 
that project GAPs in energy projects often faced design challenges; they tended to be overly 
ambitious or misaligned with project scope, setting broad objectives beyond project capacity, and 

 
92 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF’s Investments in the Latin 

American and Caribbean States, (2024a). 
93 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green Climate Fund’s 

Investments in the African States, (2023a). 
94 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF’s Investments in the Latin 

American and Caribbean States, (2024a). 
95 Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund, (2023a). 
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frequently falling short due to limited context sensitivity, inadequate capacity on gender issues, and 
low awareness among AEs.96 

86. The analysis also indicates that intersectional considerations, such as those addressing 
Indigenous women, women with disabilities, and elderly or young women, remain limited and 
underdeveloped across all projects. A Python keyword search identifies stronger integration of 
Indigenous groups in GAP design in Latin America and the Caribbean and of youth in Africa. These 
were more often in GAPs for adaptation compared to mitigation projects, and of public rather than 
private sector projects. Very few GAPs considered people with disabilities as a marginalized 
group.97 

Alignment between GAPs and project-level results frameworks 

87. A review of evaluative evidence also reveals a lack of alignment between GAPs and their 
corresponding project proposals, with a critical disconnection between GAPs and their 
integration into the actual project results frameworks to ensure they are actively monitored 
(see section 2.2.4 below on monitoring). For example, the Energy Sector Evaluation underscores 
that current monitoring and reporting frameworks require further refinement to align more closely 
with project outputs. Similar issues are noted in regional evaluations, where gender indicators in 
Latin American and Caribbean projects have been identified as overly general, limiting their 
usefulness for informing subsequent initiatives.98 

88. Evaluations suggest the need to further strengthen systems for tracking the implementation 
and effectiveness of GAPs, calling for a more harmonized approach that better integrates GAPs with 
tangible project outcomes, including clearer definitions of socioeconomic co-benefits – such as in 
green jobs, health and education – and a more systematic disaggregation of data. These findings 
were validated by interviews, which confirmed that the integration of GAPs into project-level 
monitoring frameworks remains superficial. Several interviewees noted that GAP indicators are 
often generic, repetitive across years, and lack specificity, with few intermediate milestones or 
clearly articulated targets to assess progress over time. Indicators tend to focus on participation 
metrics, such as numbers or percentages of women beneficiaries, rather than on gender-responsive 
outcomes, including – for example – increased access to climate-resilient assets. 

Allocation of resources 

 

 
96 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector Portfolio and Approach, 

(2024b). 
97 With the following noteworthy exceptions: FP255 (targeting female-headed households, women with disabilities, and 

female youth with specific quotas), FP261 (focusing on women, LGBTQ+, Indigenous Peoples, Afro-descendants, and 
people with disabilities), and SAP025 (tracking multiple sub-groups including women under 25, widows, and women 
with disabilities). 

98 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector Portfolio and Approach, 
(2024b); Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of Green Climate Fund 
Investments in the Latin American and Caribbean States, (2024a). 

Key insight #13: Allocation of resources, both human and financial, for mainstreaming 
gender as specified in GAPs reveals considerable variation across projects, with over half 
including a dedicated gender expert/staff member, and some also setting aside dedicated 
gender budgets or resources allocated to gender-specific activities – albeit with wide 
variations in budget size. 
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89. According to analysis of keywords in GAPs using Python, 62 per cent of GAPs – 177 of the 
285 GAPs – indicate project staff with gender expertise and a dedicated role for mainstreaming 
gender, such as a gender specialist or gender focal point.99 The exact responsibilities of these roles 
dedicated to gender have varied from project to project or have not been clearly stated in GAPs. 
Still, examples of these roles include offering technical expertise, overseeing gender-related 
monitoring, training and coaching staff, and/or leading incorporation of the GAP in project 
implementation. 

90. In some cases, gender specialists or gender focal points are full-time dedicated project staff 
members, while in others, they are part-time consultants. Our analysis revealed that 
approximately half of projects have depended heavily on external consultants rather than 
building internal capacity. For example, FP212 frequently mentions hiring external experts 
without knowledge transfer mechanisms, while FP197 shows heavy reliance on external 
partnerships and assumes cooperation from various stakeholders. 

  

 
99 This was calculated by using Python to find mentions of the following key words across all of the GAPs in the sample: 

gender specialist, gender advisor, gender expert, gender consultant, gender analyst, gender officer, gender coordinator, 
gender manager, gender lead, gender focal point, gender contact, gender representative, gender unit, gender 
department, gender team, gender section, gender staff, gender resource person and also GESI – (all the same terms). 
This calculation showed that 175/283 GAPs used at least one of these terms (61.8 per cent). 
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GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory Support Programme and Project Preparation Facility 

 
91. GCF’s RPSP and PPF offer support to developing countries to access and prepare for climate 
finance. RPSP is offered throughout the project lifecycle, as early as country engagement (Stage 1) 
to support the identification of GCF priorities through country programme development, 
strengthen institutional capacities for accreditation, and develop concept notes (Stage 3). PPF is 
mainly provided for FP development (Stage 4). Both support the integration of gender in this 
process. 

92. The RPSP helps developing countries strengthen institutional capacities, governance 
mechanisms, and planning frameworks for effectively engaging with the GCF, by providing grants 
and technical assistance to NDAs/focal points and DAEs. Of note, the readiness programme has 
recently undergone significant changes in its strategic purpose and modalities (for both countries 
and entities), which are currently being rolled out. The scale of readiness funding has also increased 
significantly and can be used for advancing gender priorities. 

93. Readiness support covers a wide range of capacity-building and technical assistance 
activities to strengthen countries’ abilities to access and effectively use climate finance. This 
includes support to develop or enhance national climate strategies and plans (e.g. nationally 
determined contributions, NAPs, long-term strategies) as well as the development or updating of 
the GCF country programme to guide investment priorities. The RPSP also assists in developing 
project ideas and concept notes and supports stakeholder engagement through inclusive and 
participatory climate action planning. In addition, it strengthens NDA and DAE capacities to 
coordinate national climate action, oversee and monitor project implementation, and maintain 
systems for reporting and accountability, while also supporting national institutions to meet and 
maintain GCF accreditation standards. 

94. The RPSP has played a substantial and strategic role in supporting gender 
mainstreaming, especially through capacity-building for NDAs, DAEs and national stakeholders. In 
2022, COP27 provided guidance to the GCF in recommending the Fund further support the 
development of national and subnational gender strategies through the RPSP mechanism in order 
to bolster gender mainstreaming at various levels of governance.100 

95. According to interviewees, the revised RPSP strategy, which is structured around three 
pillars, has moved from treating gender as a cross-cutting issue to a core focus of programming. The 
Strategy’s three pillars are: (i) institutional capacity-building, (ii) inclusive coordination, and (iii) 
gender-responsive programming. 

96. A key contribution has been the support to DAEs accredited with conditions, enabling them 
to strengthen their gender policies, institutional frameworks, and safeguard systems to meet GCF 
standards. The RPSP supports NDAs and line ministries in integrating gender into national climate 
governance, including updates to NAPs and NDCs. Interviewees highlighted that gender integration 

 
100 UNFCCC Conferences of the Parties, “Decision 16/CP.27 FCCC/CP/2022/10/Add.2,” (2023). 

Key insight #14: RPSP and PPF provide complementary pathways to integrate gender, with 
RPSP strengthening institutional and governance capacity and early pipeline development, 
and PPF supporting FP design. Yet, uptake and results remain uneven due to persistent DAE 
capacity and resource gaps, limited pre-accreditation support, weak monitoring, and 
variable stakeholder engagement. 
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into NAPs is in fact one of the most impactful uses of RPSP resources for gender mainstreaming. 
Still, the 2023 RPSP evaluation points to variations in the integration of gender into national 
planning processes (e.g. NAPs), which is contingent upon the favourability of local contexts, levels 
of institutional buy-in, and the availability of capacity and resources. 

97. Critically, the 2023 RPSP evaluation concluded that the RPSP has been contributing to 
operationalizing the GCF Gender Policy in many countries by strengthening institutional 
frameworks and technical capacities of DAEs and NDAs. The evaluation found that two-thirds of 
SIDS using RPSP grants requested support to address gender capacity gaps.101 

98. However, the 2019 and 2023 RPSP evaluations found continued challenges hindering 
gender mainstreaming: 

(a) Institutional resource constraints and fragmentation of responsibilities: Both the 
2019 and 2023 RPSP evaluations emphasize that the OSI – despite its cross-cutting mandate 
for gender and social inclusion– has modest staffing and relies heavily on other divisions 
(e.g. Division of Country Programming, Division of Portfolio Management) for 
implementation. This arrangement has raised persistent concerns about whether OSI can 
effectively coordinate and mainstream gender and Indigenous Peoples’ priorities across the 
RPSP portfolio.102 

(b) Weak monitoring, data, and reporting systems: The evaluations point to insufficient 
systematic reporting on gender outcomes within RPSP-supported activities. While there 
have been efforts to improve this through new frameworks, robust tracking of gender 
outcomes remains a gap, particularly in linking upstream support to results at the country 
level (2019 and 2023 RPSP evaluations).103 The 2023 RPSP evaluation further highlights 
challenges in measuring the integration of gender considerations into readiness grants, 
recommending stronger data collection and monitoring tools. 

(c) Inconsistent engagement with civil society and uneven country-level integration: The 
2023 RPSP evaluation found that stakeholder engagement under the RPSP remains uneven. 
While readiness has helped national authorities and NDAs advance gender-responsive 
policies and planning, CSO participation is more limited to consultation and varies by 
context. This has resulted in fragmented support and inconsistent country-level gender 
integration.104 

99. While readiness support is showing promising results for gender mainstreaming, 
particularly in integrating gender into national planning processes, broader DAE capacity 
gaps remain. Interviewees explained that institutional and financial constraints continue to limit 
many DAEs, and support for gender mainstreaming is insufficiently leveraged during the pre-
accreditation phase. The new Readiness Strategy and AE-specific windows offer increased 
flexibility to build gender-related capacity, and can be expected to partially address concerns and 
constraints. 

100. The PPF is a demand-driven GCF instrument that provides technical assistance and financial 
support to AEs to develop high-quality FPs, in accordance with GCF requirements. While the RPSP 

 
101 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green Climate Fund’s 

Investments in the Small Island Developing States, (2020b). 
102 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Readiness and Preparatory Support 

Programme, (2023c). 
103 Ibid. 
104 Ibid. 



 
 

GCF/B.43/Inf.09 
Page 97 

 

 

   
 

narrowly supports the development of concept notes, the PPF focuses on project preparation – with 
a particular emphasis on supporting DAEs – intent on building a diversified project pipeline with 
the most promising concepts. AEs are responsible for managing PPF funding and reporting on the 
progress of project preparation. The financial support provided through the PPF is typically in the 
form of grants or loans, with a funding limit per project or programme of up to USD 1.5 million. In 
exceptional cases, up to USD 3 million is approved for multi-country or resources-intensive 
programmes in sectors such as energy and infrastructure. 

101. PPF funding is typically used to conduct detailed feasibility studies, prepare ESS impact 
assessments that identify and address potential risks and adverse impacts of GCF activities, develop 
robust financial plans and mobilize co-financing, and engage specialized expertise where necessary. 
Important activities for gender include stakeholder consultations, Indigenous Peoples planning, log 
frame development, and impact calculations, among others.105 Interviewees emphasized that the 
PPF also supports the development of SEAH safeguards and technical assistance for the 
inclusion of gender considerations in sector-specific design (e.g. agriculture, etc.). 

102. According to the 2025 Indigenous Peoples Evaluation, 61 of the 100 PPF-funded activities 
reviewed were directed towards stakeholder engagement, GAP development, and gender studies. In 
practice, however, its potential to strengthen gender integration remains underutilized. 
According to interviews and a review of approved PPF proposals, when PPF is used for 
mainstreaming gender, it is primarily used to finance activities required for the development of 
gender assessments and GAPs. Another significant share of PPF applications requested support for 
the development of gender-disaggregated log frames. Finally, portfolio-level data reveals that only 
12 per cent of approved PPF proposals have come from private sector AEs; of those, few have 
explicitly focused on gender.106 

2.2.3 Implementation 

 
Progress in implementation 

103. Because of important gaps in monitoring and reporting mechanisms (further discussed in 
Key insight #17), the Synthesis faced challenges in assessing progress in the implementation of 
gender-related commitments at project level. Still, our AI-facilitated analysis of APRs, evaluations, 
and interviews provides a sense of progress in implementation as well as enabling and constraining 
factors. 

104. Based on the our analysis of APRs for 167 GCF projects, gender integration varies 
significantly from minimal coverage to substantive levels; around half demonstrate moderate 
integration, but approximately one-fifth of the portfolio displays minimal or superficial integration 

 
105 The full list of approved activities is available at Green Climate Fund, “Decision B.37/22, Annex XI: Revised operating 

modalities and activities of the Project Preparation Facility,” (2023c). 
106 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Readiness and Preparatory Support 

Programme. 

Key insight #15: GCF projects have achieved uneven gender results, with stronger 
participation and livelihood outcomes in adaptation than in mitigation projects. Persistent 
gaps between GAPs and implementation, weak monitoring, and structural barriers limit 
progress, while projects with dedicated gender expertise demonstrate better outcomes. 
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of gender.107 As illustrated above (see Key insight #1), the 2019 Updated Gender Policy introduced 
important changes towards gender responsiveness, with our analysis of the entire portfolio of 
projects illustrating a marked shift in 2021 with projects reporting more gender-sensitive and 
gender-responsive actions; evaluative evidence from prior to and following the gender policy 
update in 2019 indicates continued challenges for integrating gender in implementation. For 
example, the 2018 Independent Review of the Green Climate Fund’s Results Management Framework 
(RMF) expressed concerns in operationalizing gender commitments in implementation, which were 
reiterated in the 2024 Independent Evaluation of Green Climate Fund’s Investment Framework.108, 109 
AI analysis using custom comparative prompts measuring alignment between project-level GAPs 
and APRs reveals a substantial gap between planning and implementation, with many projects 
including detailed GAP frameworks but limited actual progress reported against these. This is 
confirmed by interviewees, who explained that GAPs are sometimes treated as stand-alone 
documents with limited interaction in project planning and reporting mechanisms, and hence 
hinder gender integration in implementation. 

105. In addition, the quality of gender integration in implementation is affected by the 
inconsistent application of key issues identified in gender assessments into project design. 
According to an analysis of 30 approved GCF projects conducted as part of the 2021 independent 
study More than an add-on? Evaluating the integration of gender in Green Climate Fund projects and 
programs, 97 per cent of project-specific GAPs provided weak or insufficient follow-up to gender 
assessments.110 The study further notes that implementation activities were often generic or 
misaligned with the actual risks and entry points identified at entry and that GAPs were frequently 
repeated verbatim in APRs, with little to no adaptation during implementation. 

Gender results achievement 

106. Evidence from our analysis of APRs, evaluations, and KIIs shows that GCF-funded 
projects have achieved observable but uneven gender-related results. Most APRs report on 
operational gender activities such as participation rates, training numbers, and the formation of 
gender committees or focal points. Participation targets set in GAPs typically aim for 40–50 per cent 
female participation, have been variably achieved. While some projects, particularly in agriculture 
and forest management, report consistently high female participation (e.g. FP125 Vietnam achieved 
62 per cent women in farmer field schools), energy and infrastructure projects often fall short due 
to structural barriers in male-dominated sectors. For example, FP017 in Chile achieved 14 per cent 
female workforce participation, a notable achievement compared to the 1.6 per cent national 

 
107 AI analysis of this was guided by prompts that considered the following as evidence of substantial integration of 

gender in APRs: referencing of the GAP with mention of specific activities, targets and indicators; inclusion of dedicated 
gender expertise; evidence of implementation progress/achievement of targets; institutional integration of gender 
through the project; transformative approaches to gender (systems level change); addressing of structural/cultural 
barriers to women; robust data monitoring and reporting on gender. “Superficial” refers to the absence of the above, 
such as a focus on participation equity over transformative/institutional change; lack of dedicated gender staff or 
budgeting; reporting on gender participation but not engaging on gender specific activities or adapting to consider 
gender context; no progress or delayed progress on implementation of gap; lack of baseline data on gender or explicit 
monitoring of gender. 

Of note, the AI analysis acknowledged that projects in earlier/start-up stages are likely to be considered more as 
superficial given limited evidence of implementation or progress on gender targets. 

108 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Results Management Framework, 
(2018b). 

109 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Investment Framework, (2024c). 
110 Heinrich Böll Foundation and Gender Action, “More than an add-on? Evaluating the integration of gender in Green 

Climate Fund projects and programs,” (2021c). 
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average but still reflecting broader sectoral constraints. The analysis of APRs also highlights that 
participation results are generally presented quantitatively (e.g. number of women trained or 
consulted), with limited assessment of the effectiveness or transformative outcomes of such 
activities. KIIs reaffirm this pattern, underscoring that gender reporting often lists activities 
without deeper analysis of outcomes for women. 

107. Beyond participation, some projects demonstrate progress in women’s economic 
empowerment and livelihoods. Targeted interventions have created pathways for women’s 
leadership, income generation, and financial inclusion. For instance, FP028 in Mongolia exceeded 
expectations, with 74 per cent of loan disbursements directed to women-led businesses, while 
SAP011 in Mozambique showed striking gender-differentiated impacts in savings rates – female-
headed households reported a 99 per cent increase in savings compared to 15 per cent among 
male-headed households. FP062 in Paraguay achieved 80 per cent women’s participation in 
technical assistance for agroforestry, contributing both to capacity-building and livelihood 
diversification. Projects such as FP144 in Costa Rica (43 per cent women’s representation in 
Indigenous governance boards) and FP127 in Zimbabwe (46 per cent women in water management 
leadership positions) illustrates progress in leadership outcomes. Still, traditional barriers persist: 
FP034 in Uganda reported only 27 per cent women’s participation in wetland restoration, a result 
shaped by historical land tenure arrangements. 

108. Results appear stronger and more visible in adaptation projects than in mitigation. 
Agriculture and rural development interventions often achieve higher female participation rates 
(frequently exceeding 50 per cent of beneficiaries), with APRs reporting concrete benefits such as 
inclusion in farmer organizations and value chains, or targeted training for women. By contrast, 
energy and infrastructure projects, dominant within the mitigation portfolio, show weaker gender 
integration, with only 26 per cent explicitly referencing the needs of women and vulnerable groups. 
Even where projects set gender targets (e.g. 50 per cent female workforce target in FP027), many 
fall short due to entrenched structural constraints. This divergence suggests that adaptation sectors 
offer more entry points for embedding women’s participation and empowerment, while mitigation 
sectors face greater challenges in translating gender targets into practice. 

109. With respect to marginalized groups, findings remain mixed. Our keyword analysis 
shows that mentions of Indigenous Peoples in APRs increased from 15 per cent in 2017 to over 90 
per cent by 2021–2023, and adaptation projects most frequently reference youth, disability, and 
inclusion. Yet deeper intersectional results remain limited. The 2025 Indigenous Peoples 
Evaluation revealed critical blind spots for Indigenous women, noting that the absence of a 
dedicated access mechanism for Indigenous Peoples disproportionately affects their participation. 
The evaluation explicitly recommended establishing a dedicated access window to enable 
Indigenous Peoples – including Indigenous women – to overcome compounded barriers. 
Meanwhile, adaptation projects appear to place greater emphasis on intersectionality than 
mitigation or cross-cutting projects, with more frequent references to youth, age, and disability in 
their reporting. 

110. Despite positive examples, portfolio-wide results remain modest. Our AI tool applied 
to 559 APRs showed that only 7 per cent included at least one gender-related outcome with 
moderate or strong integration, and less than 2 per cent included two or more high-scoring 
outcomes. This highlights that while some projects, such as FP127 in Uganda which mainstreamed 
gender indicators across components and budgets, demonstrate robust integration, such cases 
remain exceptions. Overall, reporting is still largely confined to participation and operational 
outputs rather than substantive evidence of women’s empowerment or structural change, 
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suggesting a need for earlier engagement with gender actors and stronger emphasis on 
transformative outcomes. 

Factors enabling effective implementation 

111. Several contextual factors have affected the implementation of gender commitments. 

112. According to the portfolio analysis of APRs, the most frequently reported challenge to 
achieving gender-related outcomes has been cultural barriers hindering female participation 
in project activities, which hinders the achievement of gender-balanced targets, and cultural 
barriers (which relatedly, limit women’s participation).111 Traditional male-dominated decision-
making structures remain a key obstacle, resulting in uneven integration of gender into project 
governance structures. Such challenges are particularly prevalent in male-dominated sectors (e.g. 
construction, engineering), in which achieving gender parity continues to be a struggle despite 
targeted efforts. Additionally, structural inequalities in land tenure and access to resources remain 
contextual factors that are difficult to address.112 

113. Internal factors limiting gender mainstreaming in implementation include delayed 
project starts or procurement delays as well as frequent staff turnover. The analysis of APRs 
identified frequent mentions of delays in the implementation of gender activities as well as the de-
prioritization of gender components at project start and their implementation deferred to 
subsequent years. Additionally, resource allocation for mainstreaming gender is considered 
insufficient, and while projects reference dedicated gender budgets, actual allocation and 
expenditure tracking is often unclear. 

114. Our AI-led portfolio analysis also sheds light on key trends, showing that projects 
with dedicated gender expertise – through gender specialists or focal points – tend to 
achieve better implementation outcomes. A dominant pattern across multiple projects 
emphasizes the critical importance of dedicated gender expertise with several (e.g. FP130, FP144, 
FP171 and FP187) recommending recruiting specialized gender consultants early in 
implementation, and others (e.g. FP187) noting that delays in gender specialist recruitment 
significantly impacted gender activity implementation. Specifically, projects recommend 
establishing gender focal points across implementing institutions and providing systematic gender 
training for all project staff. 

115. The study “More than an add-on?” found in a sample of 30 approved GCF projects that few 
initiatives embedded gender expertise in project management units, with only 7 per cent of projects 
including local gender specialists in project delivery teams.113 According to keyword analysis of 
published APRs using Python, there is a significant increase over time from 23 per cent of APRs 
mentioning a designated role for a gender specialist/focal point (or equivalent) in 2017 to more 
than half in the last three years (i.e. 2021–2023).114 Additionally, gender specialist keywords 

 
111 FP018 (Pakistan) achieved only 2.8 per cent women in some committees due to cultural constraints, while FP157 

(Cuba) reached 57 per cent women in technical roles. SAP009 (Lao PDR) adapted to cultural barriers by partnering 
with women's unions, achieving 52 per cent female participation. 

112 For example, SAP001 (Namibia) reports persistent low female participation due to “deep-rooted cultural and social 
norms” with limited adaptive responses. 

113 Heinrich Böll Foundation and Gender Action, “More than an add-on? Evaluating the integration of gender in Green 
Climate Fund projects and programs,” (2021c). 

114 This was calculated by using Python to find mentions of the following key words across all of the APRs in the sample: 
gender specialist; gender advisor; gender expert; gender consultant; gender analyst; gender officer; gender 
coordinator; gender manager; gender lead; gender focal point; gender contact; gender representative; gender unit; 
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appeared significantly more in APRs of projects with international entities than with regional or 
national ones, and more in public sector than private sector projects. Several interviewees reported 
challenges in recruiting qualified local gender experts, highlighting the limited capacity to embed 
gender mainstreaming during implementation. 

Grievance redress mechanisms 

 
116. Integration of gender during project implementation is also captured and tracked by the 
GCF’s independent accountability mechanisms, particularly in response to grievances. Grievance 
redress mechanisms (GRMs) are established at the project level by AEs to address complaints from 
individuals or communities affected by GCF-financed activities. GCF’s ESP and other guidelines 
require AEs to establish effective GRMs that are accessible, transparent and responsive. These 
mechanisms are intended to serve as the first line of response, aiming to address concerns and 
complaints from local communities and stakeholders who may be affected by project activities. This 
includes gender-related grievances such as exclusion, discrimination, or harm related to project 
activities. However, evidence from both KIIs and document review indicates that GRM 
functionality, accessibility, and gender responsiveness remain uneven across the portfolio. 

117. AEs are typically required to report on the functioning and outcomes of their project-level 
GRMs to the GCF as part of their project progress reports. This reporting is expected to include 
information on the number and types of grievances received, the processes used to address them, 
the outcomes, and any lessons learned. However, interviewees noted that the capacity of AEs to 
fully implement GRM mechanisms varies widely and that reporting on cases emerging from the 
GRM can be inconsistent. In many instances, AEs lack the institutional capacity or trained personnel 
to address gender-sensitive complaints effectively; as noted in Key insight #9, the IRM continues 
to build the capacities of AEs for GRM. 

118. These concerns are echoed in the independent study by GCF civil society observers, which 
found that only 10 per cent of assessed projects scored strongly for including gender-responsive 
GRMs. Better-performing examples include FP117 in Lao PDR, which involves the Lao Women’s 
Union in community outreach about the GRM, and FP121 in Paraguay, which assigns a gender 
specialist to design and oversee the redress process. However, 47 per cent of projects received 
weak scores or no mention of GRMs at all, with SAP projects performing particularly poorly due to 
their minimal safeguard planning requirements. 

2.2.4 Monitoring, evaluation and learning 

 

 
gender department; gender team; gender section; gender staff; gender resource person and also GESI – (all the same 
terms). 

Key insight #16: While project-level grievance redress mechanisms are required and serve 
as the first line of accountability for gender-related harms, their functionality, accessibility, 
and gender responsiveness remain uneven across the portfolio, with variable AE capacity 
and inconsistent reporting limiting effective redress and learning. 

Key insight #17: Monitoring of gender results remains weak and inconsistent across the 
GCF, with gaps in guidance, baseline data, and indicator alignment limiting the use of 
gender-disaggregated data for decision-making and portfolio-level learning. 
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Tracking gender in monitoring frameworks 

119. GCF’s RMF and performance measurement frameworks provide the overarching structure 
for reporting progress, including progress on gender indicators. The Integrated Results 
Management Framework (IRMF), which came into force in 2021, introduced reporting templates 
that group co-benefits into six categories: environmental, social, economic, gender, adaptation and 
mitigation. KIIs and document review indicate that monitoring of gender results at the project level 
is generally weak and inconsistent, with key shortcomings in GCF’s monitoring systems for gender-
related results both at the portfolio and project levels, that limit the utility of using monitoring data 
to inform decision-making. 

120. At the organizational level, monitoring of gender equality results remains an area for 
improvement, with persistent gaps in data collection methodology and monitoring systems 
integration. Both interviews and documentary evidence suggest limited practical guidance on how 
to collect, analyse, and use sex-disaggregated or gender-sensitive data. Findings from a 2019 RMF 
Evaluation underscored that the results framework lacked detailed guidance for gender-sensitive 
monitoring and does not support effective portfolio-level aggregation of gender-related outcomes, 
constraining the overall ability to track and report on gender impacts.79 For example, the 
Independent Synthesis of Direct Access in the Green Climate Fund (2023) highlighted a lack of 
portfolio-level data tracking women beneficiaries or the gender focus of projects.80 

121. While the updated GCF Gender Policy and Action Plan was seen by some stakeholders as an 
improvement over earlier frameworks with the inclusion of a new indicator table for deeper 
institutionalization of gender monitoring, interviews and evaluation findings emphasize that 
gender continues not to be meaningfully tracked – with data either unavailable or not 
systematically collected. As of 2020, the ESS Evaluation stated that measurable indicators for 
gender in the RMF were yet to be specified, with more recent findings from the 2024 Energy Sector 
Evaluation reporting that the IRMF is still “not ready to collect and report gender and identity 
disaggregated data”. 

122. In the absence of detailed guidance for gender-sensitive monitoring, the integration of 
gender indicators into reporting systems is inconsistent across sectors, result areas and regions. 
For example, this is evident in the adaptation portfolio, where gender policy objectives are not 
incorporated into the adaptation performance measurement framework, undermining linkages 
between gender strategies and project-level impacts.115 Additionally, the 2020 SIDS Evaluation 
found that SIDS projects were overly ambitious with gender co-benefits in design, but were poorly 
monitored and reported.116 Ultimately, the Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and 
Effectiveness of the Green Climate Fund’s Investments in the Least Developed Countries (LDCs) (2022) 
found that variance within gender reporting further complicates the aggregation of gender 
impacts across the Fund’s portfolio, thereby limiting the ability to produce a portfolio-level 

 
79 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Review of the Green Climate Fund’s Results Management Framework, (2018b). 
80 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Synthesis of Direct Access in the Green Climate Fund, (2023d). 
115 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Adaptation Portfolio and Approach of the Green Climate 

Fund, (2021b). 
116 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green Climate Fund’s 

Investments in the Small Island Developing States, (2020b). 
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assessment.117 In response, evaluations have suggested the need for enhanced and harmonized 
tracking mechanisms that integrate gender objectives more effectively into the overall monitoring 
framework, with strengthened accountability for tracking gender outcomes within the Fund’s 
projects.118 

123. Structural limitations at the organizational level have translated into practical 
challenges at the project level. Despite some improvements in the number of gender-
disaggregated indicators and gender co-benefits in some projects over time, evaluation findings 
continue to flag insufficient tracking of gender-related indicators – such as the number of women 
beneficiaries and the application of gender-sensitive approaches – which hampers a full assessment 
of how gender considerations are integrated across projects.119 Similar concerns are raised 
regarding the inadequate measurement of outcomes affecting Indigenous Peoples and local 
communities, pointing to the need for more nuanced data collection techniques and more robust 
analysis methods to capture the experience of diverse, marginalized groups.120 The 2025 
Indigenous Peoples Evaluation recommends improved tracking of changes in gender equality 
through GCF projects by integrating gender-disaggregated data to track gender-specific outcomes 
to address the unique barriers and opportunities for Indigenous women.121 Moreover, as 
mentioned above, interviews and documentary evidence highlighted key challenges in tracking 
gendered outcomes and transformative impacts beyond process-oriented metrics or beneficiary 
numbers in terms of women reached.122 

124. Interviews highlighted another important weakness in the absence of baseline data to 
inform gender monitoring. In many cases, projects begin implementation without having 
established sex-disaggregated or gender-sensitive baseline information, making it difficult to assess 
progress over time. This also limits the ability of project teams to make evidence-based 
adjustments during implementation. As several informants emphasized, even when gender 
indicators are included, the data generated is rarely used to inform adaptive management. 

125. As noted in Key insight #13, evaluations frequently flag misalignment between gender-
sensitive indicators in GAPs with specific project outputs, with findings indicating that GAPs are not 
effectively tracked at the project level; additionally, gender assessments and GAPs seldom integrate 

 
117 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green Climate Fund’s 

Investments in the Least Developed Countries, (2022a). 
118 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Adaptation Portfolio and Approach of the Green Climate 

Fund, (2021b); Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green 
Climate Fund’s Investments in the Least Developed Countries, (2022a). 

119 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Review of the Green Climate Fund's Results Management Framework, 
(2018b); Independent Evaluation Unit, Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund, (2023a); Independent 
Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Geen Climate Fund’s Investments in the 
African States, (2023e). 

120 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Synthesis of Direct Access in the Green Climate Fund, (2023d); Independent 
Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green Climate Fund’s Investments in the 
African States, (2023e). 

121 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Approach to Indigenous Peoples, 
(2025). 

122 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent evaluation of the GCF’s Environmental and Social Safeguards and the 
Environmental and Social Management System, (2020d); Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the 
Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green Climate Fund’s Investments in the Least Developed Countries, (2022a); 
Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector Portfolio and Approach, 
(2024b). 
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into the project’s logic framework.123 As a result, gender-sensitive indicators may not correspond to 
actual project activities or expected outcomes. For example, the 2021 study “More than an add-on?” 
found that only a small subset of projects demonstrated strong practices in establishing gender-
responsive monitoring systems, and that gender data is rarely used systematically to strengthen 
project implementation.124 

126. Finally, interviewees highlighted that many AEs lack institutional systems and internal 
capacity to conduct meaningful gender monitoring. Stakeholders explained that there is 
widespread reliance on external consultants to develop gender indicators and collect data, which 
has led to weak integration of gender monitoring into AE systems and limited institutional learning. 
These limitations are particularly pronounced in AEs with no dedicated gender expertise 
embedded within project teams. 

Gender in IEU evaluations and learning 

 
127. An analysis of 23 IEU evaluations, reviews, assessments or other studies since 2018 
illustrates an increase in the presence of dedicated gender chapters or sections focused on 
gender dimensions over time.125 Of note, the GCF is recognized for establishing gender equity as a 
core evaluation criterion early on.126 This aligns with GCF evaluation standards, particularly 
Standard 8 “Human Rights, Gender Equality and Environmental Considerations,” which states that 
the universally recognized values and human rights principles related to gender equality need to be 
integrated into all stages of an evaluation.127 

128. There is a marked spike with IEU evaluations published in 2020, following the 2019 GCF 
Gender Policy and Gender Action Plan with added requirements for mainstreaming gender. There is 
a noted drop from 2020 to 2022 – not only in the presence of dedicated gender chapters or sections 
but in the total number of IEU evaluations more broadly – likely related to implications of the 
COVID-19 pandemic. 

129. However, weak linkages between corporate monitoring and project-level 
frameworks noted above undermine the evaluability of aggregated gender results at the 
portfolio level. 128 Interviews noted that the Secretariat does not consistently track how project-
level commitments (e.g. in GAPs) are reflected in aggregated reporting. Informants explained that 
there is no systematic process for aggregating or synthesizing gender-related results across the 
portfolio, nor is there clarity on how project-level gender outcomes feed into strategic learning or 

 
123 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent evaluation of the GCF’s Environmental and Social Safeguards and the 

Environmental and Social Management System, (2020d). 
124 Heinrich Böll Foundation and Gender Action, “More than an add-on? Evaluating the integration of gender in Green 

Climate Fund projects and programs,” (2021c). 
125 For the complete list of evaluations analysed, see Annex V. 
126 Independent Evaluation Unit, Independent Review of the Green Climate Fund's Results Management Framework, 

(2018b). 
127 For more details, see Green Climate Fund, “Green Climate Fund Evaluation Standards,” (2022a). 
128 Heinrich Böll Foundation and Gender Action, “More than an add-on? Evaluating the integration of gender in Green 

Climate Fund projects and programs,” (2021c); Climate & Development Knowledge Network, Women's Environment & 
Development Organization, “Guide to Strengthening Gender Integration in Climate Finance Projects,” (2021). 

Key insight #18: IEU evaluations increasingly integrate gender considerations, particularly 
after the 2019 Gender Policy, but weak linkages between project-level monitoring and 
portfolio-level learning continue to limit the evaluability and cross-project uptake of good 
practices. 
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institutional accountability. AI analysis of the APRs highlighted limited documentation of 
innovations or best practices for mainstreaming gender that could be replicated, with weak cross-
project learning. Notable exceptions include FP069’s household role reversal demonstrations and 
FP125’s "Women Champions" model, but such innovative practices are rarely highlighted as 
recommendations for other projects. While some projects reference successful models from other 
contexts, systematic knowledge sharing on gender approaches appears minimally across the 
portfolio. 

130. To inform the development of the 2019 Gender Policy, the Secretariat participated in three 
knowledge-sharing activities focused on gender mainstreaming: (i) Examples of approved GCF 
projects were shared at a workshop for AE staff to help them develop and implement projects that 
are more responsive to gender needs; (ii) Insight on GCF’s gender requirements for FPs was 
provided at a workshop for countries in the Asia-Pacific region; and (iii) A session was delivered to 
GCF staff on mainstreaming gender into GCF projects at the end of 2018. 

III. Concluding reflections 

131. This Gender Synthesis documents existing evaluative evidence of the GCF’s approach to 
gender mainstreaming at two interlinked tiers: the organizational level and at the project-level 
across all stages of the project lifecycle. 

Institutional framework for mainstreaming gender 

132. GCF’s institutional framework for mainstreaming gender, once anchored in a gender-
sensitive approach, has progressively evolved towards gender responsiveness with the 2019 
Updated Gender Policy; this move towards gender responsiveness is further evidenced in portfolio 
trends. This policy shift was marked by a budgeted, organization-wide Gender Action Plan that set 
out institutional responsibilities, milestones, and indicators to strengthen Secretariat capacity and 
accountability, while embedding mandatory project-level gender assessments and GAPs. In parallel, 
GCF policies have increasingly integrated stronger gender considerations over time, as reflected in 
the revised ESP and in the application of an intersectional lens to the IPP to address the specific 
situation of Indigenous women, among others. The future independent evaluation of the GCF’s 
gender approach will comprehensively assess the GCF’s policy suite to provide a broader overview 
on the integration of gender across policies and over time. 

133. Implementation of the Gender Policy has progressed reasonably well, if unevenly, with gaps 
in translating commitments into practice. Guidance documents and toolkits provide a useful 
foundation, but their uptake varies across Secretariat teams and AEs. Early engagement with 
prospective AEs during accreditation and project formulation remains limited. Persistent shortages 
of staffing and technical expertise – within the Secretariat, AEs, and NDAs – have further 
constrained consistent implementation and deeper integration across the portfolio. 

134. The Secretariat’s reorganization and decentralization provide an opportunity to strengthen 
upstream leadership and regional mainstreaming, but roles, staffing and coordination between 
investment and operations functions require clearer definition and resourcing. Finally, while the 
IEU and IRM provide important safeguards and accountability functions, gaps remain in proactive 
GBV/SEAH risk analysis and in gender-responsive investigative capacity, limiting the system’s 
ability to prevent harm and respond effectively. 

Mainstreaming gender across the project cycle 
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135. GCF projects generally comply with requirements to include gender assessments and GAPs 
at the design stage, but their quality and usefulness vary widely. Many assessments are descriptive 
rather than analytical, and the corresponding action plans often contain generic activities or 
participation targets that are not well connected to project logic frameworks or monitoring 
systems. Engagement with women’s organizations and national gender institutions at the design 
stage has also been uneven, and reliance on external consultants has limited local ownership and 
contextual relevance. 

136. Implementation has produced some positive gender results, particularly in adaptation 
projects where women’s participation in livelihoods and community activities is more visible. 
However, the gap between what is planned in project-level GAPs and what is achieved in practice 
remains significant. Long-standing cultural and structural barriers, combined with operational 
challenges such as staff turnover and insufficient resources within project teams, continue to limit 
progress in the implementation of gender commitments. Projects that include dedicated gender 
specialists or focal points tend to achieve more consistent results, though access to qualified local 
expertise remains a constraint. 

137. Monitoring and reporting on gender outcomes continue to lag behind policy commitments. 
Systems for tracking progress are fragmented, baseline data are often missing, and indicators rarely 
capture outcome-level change. As a result, reporting tends to emphasize activities and participation 
rather than evidence of shifts in gender relations, empowerment, or structural change. Weak 
alignment between GAP indicators and project results frameworks further reduces the usefulness 
of available data for accountability or learning. 

138. Finally, while gender has become more prominent in evaluation and learning products, the 
absence of systematic aggregation of project-level findings limits their influence on institutional 
practice. Good examples of innovation exist, but they are not consistently documented or shared 
across the portfolio. Overall, more deliberate integration of gender into project design, stronger 
monitoring frameworks, and investment in institutional and local capacity are needed to move from 
compliance with policy requirements towards more significant, widespread and sustainable gender 
outcomes. 
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Annex I.  Stakeholders consulted 

A list of key stakeholders consulted during the inception phase to inform the preparation of this 
Gender Synthesis Report is provided below. 

LAST NAME FIRST NAME POSITION AFFILIATION 

Ghosal Rajib Global Head, Climate, Portfolio and 
Quality (Former GCF Gender and Social 
Specialist) 

Save the Children 
International 

Negussie Seblewongel Gender and Social Specialist OSI, GCF 

Breitbarth Tim Investment Operations Manager OCIO Front Office (PSAA), 
GCF 

Tabrizi Cameron Accreditation Officer Accreditation team, GCF 

Daniel Tara Senior Manager, Policy Women's Environment 
and Development 
Organization (WEDO) 

Ernst Karen Head IIU, GCF 

Kumar Preksha Krishna Registrar and Compliance Specialist IRM, GCF 

Narrainen Sanjeev Integrity and Compliance Manager IIU, GCF 

Kadian Rashmi Operational Safeguards Lead CIO (Operations 
Safeguards), GCF 

Chiudza Bertha Environmental and Social Safeguards 
Specialist 

CIO (Operations 
Safeguards), GCF 

Park Adrienne Soobin Sustainability Specialist CIO (Operations 
Safeguards ), GCF 

Choga Faith Sustainability Specialist CIO (Operations 
Safeguards), GCF 

Wasti Nazeem Project Preparation Facility and 
Technical Assistance Specialist 

PPF, GCF 

Subramanian Pattabiraman Senior Readiness Specialist RPSP, GCF 
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Annex II.  Policy analysis 

The following table presents a non-exhaustive list of GCF policy and operational documents 
identified through the Gender Synthesis analysis, which will be reviewed in the forthcoming 
independent evaluation of the GCF's approach to gender. 

NO. NAME OF GCF POLICY AND OPERATIONAL DOCUMENTS 

1 Revised environmental and social policy 

2 Indigenous Peoples policy 

3 Gender policy 

4 Gender action plan 

5 Accreditation framework of the GCF 

6 Re-accreditation process for accredited entities 

7 Administrative guidelines on human resources 

8 Strategic Plan for the Green Climate Fund 2024–2027 

9 Investment framework for GCF-2 

10 Governing Instrument 

11 Revised policy on the prevention and protection from Sexual Exploitation, Sexual Abuse, and Sexual 
Harassment 

12 Updated project and programme cycle 

13 Monitoring and accountability framework for accredited entities 

14 Mitigation and adaptation performance measurement frameworks 

15 Green Climate Fund Evaluation Standards 

16 Integrated results management framework 

17 Administrative policies of the Fund 

18 Initial general guidelines for country programmes 

19 Policy for results-based payments for REDD+ 

20 Policy on restructuring and cancellation 

21 Evaluation policy for the GCF 
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NO. NAME OF GCF POLICY AND OPERATIONAL DOCUMENTS 

22 Private sector strategy 

23 Risk appetite statement 

24 Policy on ethics and conflicts of interest for the Board of the Green Climate Fund 

25 Policy on ethics and conflicts of interest for Board-appointed officials 

26 Policy on ethics and conflicts of interest for active observers of the Green Climate Fund 

27 Policy on ethics and conflicts of interest for external members of the Green Climate Fund panels and 
groups 

28 Guidelines relating to the observer participation, accreditation of observer organizations and 
participation of active observers 

29 General guidelines for the operation of Board committees 

Note: This non-exhaustive list of GCF policies and operational documents was identified by the IEU through the Gender 
Synthesis analysis for their actual or potential relevance to gender. It will serve as an initial set of policies to be analysed 
in the forthcoming independent evaluation of the GCF’s approach to gender. 
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Annex III.  AI methodology, risk management and limitations 

To efficiently identify cross-portfolio patterns in gender mainstreaming across a vast body of GCF 
project documentation, this Gender Synthesis Report harnessed AI to accelerate document review, 
ensure consistency, and surface relevant examples from large data sets. By combining machine-
driven retrieval with expert-guided prompts, a balance was achieved between breadth of coverage 
with depth of analysis, while maintaining rigorous oversight to guard against bias and errors. This 
AI-facilitated document review methodology complemented, rather than replaced, rigorous manual 
review processes, allowing for consideration of many more documents and their relevance to 
specific evaluative criteria than traditional sampling methods alone would have permitted. 

AI-powered document review methodology 

As part of the document review methodology for this Gender Synthesis Report, the team developed 
an integrated analysis approach to conduct analysis across the full corpus of GCF project 
documentation, combining multiple AI systems, Python-based quantitative text analysis and 
rigorous manual validation protocols. This methodology was built upon a foundational data-
processing infrastructure that enabled multiple complementary analytical approaches, with 
Python-based analysis and expert human review serving as critical triangulation strategies 
throughout the process. 

This included multiple complementary analytical approaches designed to provide comprehensive 
and reliable insights into gender integration across the GCF portfolio. The framework integrated 
three core components with continuous quality control and triangulation throughout: 

(a) AI-powered document analysis: Leveraging natural language processing to identify 
patterns, extract examples, and synthesize insights across large document sets through both 
retrieval-augmented generation (RAG)-based and comprehensive full-corpus approaches. 

(b) Python-based quantitative text analysis: Employing computational text analysis to validate 
AI findings, assess document completeness, and provide statistical measures of gender 
integration through keyword analysis, proximity searches, and pattern identification. 

(c) Manual expert validation: Ensuring contextual accuracy and quality control through human 
oversight, interpretation, and targeted review of automated findings. 

Specifically, this entailed a custom build large language model (LLM) powered text database to 
index, vectorize, and analyse over 1,000 GCF gender-related documents (gender assessments, GAPs, 
APRs) across 296 unique projects (247 FPs and 49 SAPs), enabling precise retrieval of relevant text 
segments.129 Document ingestion was automated via Python for tagging, vectorizing, and indexing 
with rich metadata provided for all projects (project ID, project type (FP or SAP), project start and 
end years, report year, region, country, theme (adaptation, mitigation, cross-cutting), entity name 
and type, project size, project sector, SIDS or LDC project classification).130 Retrieved passages were 

 
129 A Python script automated the download and intake of all published gender assessments, GAPs and annual 

performance reports for projects publicly available from the GCF website. This corpus of documents was then verified 
against the GCF project application programming interface (API) to ensure comprehensiveness. The corpus included 
available documents from projects that were terminated, cancelled or lapsed in the AI-enabled analysis of document 
content, but they were not considered in the count statistics or keyword analysis through Python. 

130 Documents were tagged, text extracted and vectorized for LLM processing. The database was fully searchable and 
organized by document and project characteristics, including Gender Assessments, GAPs, and APRs. 
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processed by the Claude 3.7 Sonnet LLM under prompts that were developed and iteratively refined 
by the Gender Synthesis team. 

The AI methodology evolved through two complementary phases: 

(a) Phase 1: RAG-based document analysis. Initial RAG-based document analysis utilizing up to 
450 relevant document chunks (each comprising 330–340 words) per query to summarize 
and search across project documents to identify key examples and potential trends in text 
data indicating areas for further exploration. The RAG process searched the vectorized 
database for relevant document sections by matching keywords, concepts, or topics 
relevant to the specific queries to identify cross-portfolio patterns and illustrative examples. 
This also included “within project document comparison” prompts that assessed alignment 
across project design, planning, implementation and reporting stages by comparing gender 
assessments, GAPs and APRs with the same project ID to track gender mainstreaming 
consistency. While this RAG system excelled in highlighting relevant examples, it had 
potential to misrepresent the overall document corpus due to relevance bias inherent in 
RAG modelling. This was mitigated by sensitizing team members to this bias during manual 
review. Prompts also specified consideration of both positive and negative examples, noting 
instances where key gender-related aspects were absent, not only present. Each AI output 
included the number of unique projects considered, ensuring understanding of the sample 
size. 

(b) Phase 2: Comprehensive full-corpus analysis. In response to feedback requesting more 
granular and comprehensive assessment of gender integration in project documents, the 
team implemented an additional AI-powered approach that augmented the RAG-based tool. 
Given the substantial scale of documentation and the critical need to balance project-level 
specificity with corpus-level insights, this approach was essential for capturing 
comprehensive patterns while maintaining analytical rigour. Comprehensive full-corpus 
analysis, which processed each document individually without relevance-based sampling 
(see below for further details on the full corpus). The full-corpus approach employed a two-
stage methodology for GAPs and APRs, generating document-level targeted summaries for 
individual projects before synthesizing these into portfolio-level insights, and implemented 
a quantitative scoring system for APRs that systematically rated gender integration and 
outcomes reporting across all documents. This dual approach enhanced the RAG system’s 
strength in surfacing relevant examples to complement the full-corpus system’s 
comprehensive coverage, ensuring both depth of illustration and breadth of assessment. 

Quantitative scoring system for annual performance reports: Given the large quantity and 
substantial size of individual APR documents, the team focused on assessing gender outcomes and 
gender integration within APRs through a systematic scoring approach. A scoring system was 
developed that rated each APR document based on its incorporation of gender considerations and 
reporting on gender outcomes. These quantitative measures were then analysed to understand the 
distribution of gender integration across projects and annual reports, enabling identification of 
patterns in gender reporting quality and outcomes achievement across different project types, 
regions, and implementation periods. 

Textual analysis procedure in Python (e.g. gender continuum analysis): The team used the 
database of project documentation text to compute keyword analyses, with routine manual 
validation of automated findings to ensure contextual accuracy and reduce over-reliance on 
automated assumptions. Several sets of keywords and clusters were used in order to 
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comprehensively analyse the extent of gender integration within project documentation. These 
keywords were identified iteratively, by data analysts and gender experts, considering gender-
related word use within the documents. To better understand the project factors that influenced 
gender integration levels, significance testing was conducted between normalized gender keyword 
frequencies and various project characteristics for both APRs and GAPs. Given that the keyword 
frequency data exhibited non-normal distributions with high variability and skewness, the Kruskal-
Wallis test was selected as the appropriate non-parametric statistical test for comparing gender 
integration levels across categorical variables (such as project theme, geographic region, and AE 
type) to enable the identification of significant relationships between project characteristics and 
gender integration language, providing quantitative evidence for patterns observed.131 

This approach supported classifications on the gender continuum (“gender blind”, “gender 
sensitive”, “gender responsive”, “gender transformative”), using a keyword-cluster proximity 
analysis with a set of defined keyword clusters developed by the gender synthesis team that 
correspond to each level on the gender continuum, using an anchor word strategy with anchor 
words explicitly related to gender (anchor words = “gender”, “female”, “women”, “girl”, “sex”) and a 
proximity window of “within 5 words” to count as a mention. This proximity window approach 
makes it likely that keywords were being used in a gender-related context. Anchor words that were 
not in proximity to any other keywords were included in the gender-sensitive category. Following 
iterative testing and exploratory statistical analysis of keywords’ relative frequencies within each 
document type, a distribution-based threshold was established.132 “Gender blind” was the default 
category for documents that did not meet any threshold. Categories were not mutually exclusive to 
one another, except for “gender blind”. We applied this approach with APRs and GAPs in order to 
preserve comparability, while considering that they are entirely gender focused. Keywords used in 
Python analysis are outlined below:133 

(a) Anchor words: “gender”, “female”, “women”, “girl”, “sex” 

(b) Gender-sensitive proximity terms: “sex disaggregated”, “sensitive”, “female headed 
household”, “participation”, “participant”, “inequality”, “role”, “difference”, “distinction”, 
“priority”, “access”, “accessibility”, “approach”, representation”, “representative”, 
“assessment”, “analysis”, “discrimination”, “equity”, “inequity”, “mainstream”, “beneficiary” 

(c) Gender-responsive proximity terms: “gender responsive”, “advocacy”, “economic 
empowerment”, “intervention”, “empower”, “equitable”, “capacity building”, “capacity”, 

 
131 This rank-based test does not assume normal distribution and is robust to outliers, making it well-suited for analysing 

keyword frequency data across diverse project categories. For binary variables such as project implementation within 
SIDS or LDCs, independent samples t-tests were employed. 

132 This was considered most appropriate (rather than a fixed arbitrary cutoff), given its sensitivity to how the documents 
actually engage with gender language. To find the right threshold for what would constitute as enough mentions to be 
considered as “gender blind”/”gender-sensitive”/”gender-responsive”/”gender-transformative”, our analysts 
triangulated automated categorizations with manual document review in fringe cases to calibrate thresholds and 
validate contextual accuracy of keyword usage. The most consistent results were yielded using a standardized 
threshold of 25th percentile of mentions for each category (based on APR documents with at least one mention for each 
category), that is normalized per 1,000 words to factor in that APRs are of variable length. The 25th percentile threshold 
(meaning 75 per cent of documents had more gender-oriented keyword mentions) struck a balance between 
overfitting and under-identifying documents with substantive gender content. It reflects a conservative yet inclusive 
threshold of meaningful gender integration language. 

133 Please note all keywords were considered using keyword patterns linked to word roots, which are designed to detect 
different ways that key concepts may be included in the text. This allows Python to count plural, hyphenated and non-
hyphenated versions and different grammatical forms (e.g. “empower” would also capture “empowers”, “empowered”, 
“empowerment” and “empowering”). Keywords are listed here only in one form to minimize redundancy. 
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“livelihood”, “agency”, “leadership”, “led”, “decision making”, “strategy”, “lead”, “gap”, 
“right”, “equality”, “inequality”, “constraint”, “barrier”, “integration”, integrate”, “inclusive”, 
“inclusion” 

(d) Gender transformative proximity terms: “transformative”, “power relation”, “power 
dynamic”, “behaviour change”, “intersectionality”, “intersectional”, “structural inequality”, 
“patriarchy”, “redistribution”, “transformation”, “injustice”, “justice”, “agency 
strengthening”, “norm change”, “systemic”, “feminist” 

Triangulation 

AI utilization followed a human-in-the-loop design protocol consistent with ethical AI policy 
guidance, with Python-based analysis serving as a critical triangulation strategy throughout the 
process. Python analysis flagged documents requiring manual review and correction, ensuring the 
integrity of the foundational infrastructure and preventing the propagation of processing errors 
through the AI analysis pipeline. Python analysis was used to identify projects that were lapsed, 
terminated, or cancelled for appropriate categorization in compliance analysis, and located projects 
with missing gender documentation, enabling the team to incorporate additional public 
documentation that had been incorrectly tagged in the GCF online document database. Python 
assessments of keyword patterns and text structure also identified several text extraction errors in 
the AI document vector database that could have compromised analytical reliability, including 
corrupted character encoding, incomplete document processing, and misaligned metadata 
associations. The foundational vectorized database infrastructure, validated and corrected through 
these Python-based quality control protocols, enabled detailed quantitative text analysis that 
provided additional layers of validation and statistical insight into gender integration patterns 
across the GCF portfolio. 

Automated findings were routinely validated through targeted manual review of documents, 
especially in fringe or ambiguous cases, to ensure contextual accuracy and reduce over-reliance on 
automated assumptions. AI‐identified patterns were triangulated with other data sources such as 
interviews and document review, with multiple quality checks and refinements as needed through 
an iterative process. Another key method of data triangulation for AI outputs included the 
employment of Python and structured query language queries on the same project document 
database, in order to confirm specific examples, trends and patterns highlighted in the AI 
responses. No AI-sourced insights were used in the Synthesis unless corroborated by manual 
document review, further textual analysis in Python, and/or interview sources. 

AI risk management and quality assurance 

Pretrained LLMs can misinterpret context, reflect training biases, or compromise data privacy. All 
usage of AI was governed by a clearly defined AI utilization protocol that clearly dictates the scope, 
methodology, and control of AI usage to ensure consistency, reproducibility, transparency, and 
ethical AI use. These risks were mitigated through human-in-the-loop oversight, whereby every AI 
output was reviewed by multiple team members with diverse expertise to flag errors or bias, 
especially around gender, disability, and culture. The dual-approach methodology described above 
provides inherent quality assurance; moreover, the RAG system’s relevance-based sampling cross-
validated against the full-corpus analysis’s comprehensive coverage allows for the identification of 
discrepancies, and ensures consistent findings across different analytical approaches. In an effort to 
counter relevance bias inherent in RAG, prompts were required to report sample sizes with 
balanced examples, while the full-corpus approach mitigated this limitation by processing all 
documents without relevance thresholds. 
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As part of the verification process, all AI outputs underwent multilayer human validation to correct 
bias, verify citations, and triangulate findings with manual analysis and additional data sources. The 
complementary nature of both AI approaches allowed for cross-verification of patterns and 
examples, with RAG-identified trends validated through systematic full-corpus assessment, and 
comprehensive findings confirmed through targeted RAG analysis of specific themes. AI tools, 
including prompts and outputs underwent multiple testing cycles within the team to further refine 
the RAG design and full-corpus approaches. Additionally, the database design allowed for precise 
“tagging” of relevant text from documents, enabling easy verification and referencing of examples 
and quotations from AI syntheses by the manual review team within the same data system. These 
tags were subsequently verified with the existing GCF’s application programming interface project 
database. This comprehensive cataloguing also facilitated Python-based quantitative analysis, 
including keyword-in-context searches, co-occurrence matrices, proximity searches, keyword 
distribution plots, and text pattern-based categorization, providing critical triangulation of AI-
identified patterns. 

Team members engaging with AI tools completed certification trainings about biases, 
hallucinations and privacy risks inherent to AI use. Moreover, all AI outputs underwent manual 
validation and quality checks before incorporation into the final analysis. Clear, detailed prompts, 
iterative testing, and user certification on AI ethics further ensured model alignment with Gender 
Synthesis criteria and secure handling of sensitive information. Finally, the custom AI stack runs on 
enterprise-grade infrastructure, with inputs never stored on third-party servers or used for model 
training, safeguarding confidentiality. 

Limitations 

It is important to recognize various limitations in the use of AI for this Gender Synthesis, despite 
risk mitigation measures and quality controls in place. First, the web-scraping process only 
retrieved files that were publicly available, so the resulting data set does not reflect the full universe 
of GCF project documents. Second, the RAG system employed selects and synthesizes only the most 
“relevant” text excerpts rather than processing each document in its entirety – a strength for 
pinpointing illustrative examples but one that can skew the overall picture of the portfolio by 
elevating highly relevant passages and under-representing less-cited content. The full-corpus 
analysis was specifically implemented to address this limitation, providing comprehensive 
document-by-document assessment that could validate and contextualize RAG-identified patterns 
across the entire corpus. Finally, inconsistencies in how some files were formatted – particularly 
when gender assessments were inadvertently merged with GAPs – led to cross-contamination of 
document types and occasional unreliable outputs. These constraints further underscore the 
importance of careful manual validation alongside AI-driven workflows, and the implementation of 
Python-based quality control protocols to identify and correct text extraction errors, processing 
inconsistencies and metadata misalignments across both analytical approaches. 

Detailed breakdown of corpus used for AI analysis 

Full details on the corpus used for AI analysis – including all project ID numbers – are provided 
below. 

Projects included in the corpus 

FP001, FP002, FP003, FP004, FP005, FP007, FP008, FP009, FP010, FP011, FP012, FP013, FP014, 
FP015, FP016, FP017, FP018, FP019, FP020, FP021, FP022, FP023, FP024, FP025, FP026, FP027, 
FP028, FP033, FP034, FP035, FP036, FP037, FP039, FP040, FP041, FP042, FP043, FP044, FP045, 
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FP046, FP047, FP048, FP049, FP050, FP051, FP052, FP053, FP056, FP058, FP059, FP060, FP061, 
FP062, FP063, FP064, FP066, FP067, FP068, FP069, FP070, FP071, FP072, FP073, FP074, FP075, 
FP076, FP077, FP078, FP080, FP081, FP083, FP084, FP085, FP086, FP087, FP089, FP090, FP091, 
FP092, FP093, FP094, FP095, FP096, FP097, FP098, FP099, FP100, FP101, FP102, FP103, FP105, 
FP106, FP107, FP108, FP109, FP110, FP111, FP112, FP113, FP114, FP115, FP116, FP117, FP118, 
FP119, FP120, FP121, FP122, FP124, FP125, FP126, FP127, FP128, FP129, FP130, FP131, FP132, 
FP133, FP134, FP135, FP136, FP137, FP138, FP139, FP140, FP141, FP142, FP143, FP144, FP145, 
FP147, FP148, FP149, FP150, FP151, FP152, FP153, FP154, FP155, FP156, FP157, FP158, FP159, 
FP160, FP161, FP162, FP163, FP164, FP165, FP166, FP167, FP168, FP169, FP170, FP171, FP172, 
FP173, FP174, FP175, FP176, FP177, FP178, FP179, FP180, FP181, FP182, FP183, FP184, FP185, 
FP186, FP187, FP188, FP189, FP190, FP191, FP192, FP193, FP194, FP195, FP196, FP197, FP198, 
FP199, FP200, FP201, FP202, FP203, FP204, FP205, FP206, FP207, FP208, FP209, FP210, FP211, 
FP212, FP213, FP214, FP215, FP216, FP217, FP218, FP219, FP220, FP221, FP222, FP223, FP224, 
FP225, FP226, FP227, FP228, FP229, FP230, FP231, FP232, FP233, FP234, FP235, FP236, FP237, 
FP238, FP239, FP240, FP241, FP242, FP243, FP244, FP245, FP246, FP247, FP248, FP249, FP250, 
FP251, FP252, FP253, FP254, FP255, FP256, FP257, FP258, FP259, FP260, FP261, FP262, FP263 

SAP001, SAP002, SAP003, SAP004, SAP005, SAP006, SAP007, SAP008, SAP009, SAP010, SAP011, 
SAP012, SAP013, SAP014, SAP015, SAP016, SAP017, SAP018, SAP019, SAP020, SAP021, SAP022, 
SAP023, SAP024, SAP025, SAP026, SAP027, SAP028, SAP029, SAP030, SAP031, SAP032, SAP033, 
SAP034, SAP035, SAP036, SAP037, SAP038, SAP039, SAP040, SAP041, SAP042, SAP043, SAP044, 
SAP045, SAP046, SAP047, SAP048, SAP049 

Projects with no publicly available documentation at the time of the analysis: FP082 (therefore could 
not be considered in analysis). Consulted here https://www.greenclimate.fund/project/fp082. 

Projects missing gender assessments: FP001, FP003, FP004, FP005, FP014, FP019, FP022, FP025, 
FP027, FP039, FP052, FP066, FP067, FP073, FP082 

Projects missing GAPs: FP003, FP004, FP005, FP009, FP011, FP014, FP019, FP021, FP022, FP027, 
FP061, FP082 

Inactive projects (lapsed, terminated or cancelled): FP029, FP030, FP038, FP054, FP065, FP104, 
FP146 (not included in count calculations as part of the corpus, but included in AI document 
review) 

  

https://www.greenclimate.fund/project/fp082
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Annex IV.  Highlighted examples of gender outcomes in APRs 

Based on the described three-point scoring system classifying gender outcomes in APRs, select 
examples of gender outcomes that emerged from those with a score of 2 or 3 are provided below. 

Projects with two gender-specific outcomes: 

(a) FP069 (2022): (i) Climate-resilient livelihoods, focusing on women, for enhanced adaptive 
capacities of coastal agricultural communities. (ii) Gender-responsive access to year-round, 
safe and reliable climate-resilient drinking water solutions. 

(b) SAP012 (2022): (i) Women and youth incentivized to implement climate adaptation and 
mitigation measures and Renewable Energy Technologies in agricultural value chains. (ii) 
Increased number of women and youth entrepreneurs engaged in EbA, renewable energy 
use and climate-resilient agriculture. 

Projects with one gender-specific outcome: 

(a) FP114 (2023): Enhanced access to credit facilities for women-led micro, small and medium-
sized enterprises or farmer-based associations to implement climate-resilient agriculture 
activities. 

(b) FP184 (2023): Women-led climate-resilient food processing and preservation established 
to support food security and diversification of livelihoods options. 

(c) FP115 (2021): Improvement in economic, gender empowerment and climate change 
adaptation capacity in vulnerable local community. 

(d) FP160 (2022): Protecting mangroves and strengthening gender and climate-sensitive 
livelihoods to build local climate resilience in Monrovia. 

(e) FP112 (2020): Enhance women and youth leadership through best practices and 
community awareness programmes on efficient usage (demand management) of rainwater. 

(f) FP199 (2023): Adaptive capacity of smallholder farmers and other local value chain actors, 
particularly vulnerable women farmers, is increased through market incentives that 
promote climate-resilient, higher-value, diversified, and sustainable production and 
processing. 

(g) FP017 (2020): Improve women’s participation in the project through gender 
mainstreaming plan. 
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Annex V.  IEU evaluations analysed (2018–2024) 

NO. TITLE YEAR PUBLISHED 

1 Independent Review of the Green Climate Fund’s Results Management 
Framework 

2018 

2 Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Readiness and 
Preparatory Support Programme 

2018 

3 Forward-Looking Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund 2019 

4 Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Country Ownership 
Approach 

2019 

5 Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Environmental and Social 
Safeguards and the Environmental and Social Management System 

2020 

6 Independent Assessment of the GCF’s Simplified Approval Process (SAP) Pilot 
Scheme 

2020 

7 Independent Synthesis of the Green Climate Fund’s Accreditation Function 2020 

8 Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green 
Climate Fund’s Investments in Small Island Developing States 

2020 

9 Independent Evaluation of the Adaptation Portfolio and Approach of the Green 
Climate Fund 

2021 

10 Independent Rapid Assessment of the Green Climate Fund’s Request for 
Proposals Modality 

2021 

11 Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Approach to the Private 
Sector 

2021 

12 Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green 
Climate Fund’s Investments in the Least Developed Countries 

2022 

13 Second Performance Review of the Green Climate Fund 2023 

14 Independent Synthesis of Direct Access in the Green Climate Fund 2023 

15 Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of the Green 
Climate Fund’s Investments in the African States 

2023 

16 Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Readiness and Preparatory Support 
Programme 

2023 

17 Independent Evaluation of Green Climate Fund’s Investment Framework 2024 
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NO. TITLE YEAR PUBLISHED 

18 Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Energy Sector Portfolio 
and Approach 

2024 

19 Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Approach to and 
Protection of Whistleblowers and Witnesses 

2024 

20 Independent Evaluation of the Relevance and Effectiveness of GCF's 
Investments in the Latin American and Caribbean States 

2024 

21 Independent Evaluation of the GCF’s Result Area “Health and Wellbeing, and 
Food and Water Security” 

2024 

22 Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Approach to Indigenous 
Peoples 

2025134 

23 IEU Synthesis on Access in the GCF 2024 

 

  

 
134 The evaluation was undertaken during 2024, but the report was published in 2025. 
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