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VISION

High-quality useful evidence

•WHAT WORKS 

•FOR WHOM 

•WHY?

•HOW MUCH?’ 



A SIMPLE THEORY OF CHANGE FOR THE IEU

Better earth health

Greater impact

Informed decisions

Trusted evidence
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WHAT ARE THE TOP FEW THINGS THAT 
CAN INDIVIDUALLY REDUCE GHGS?

• Fewer children
• Live car free
• Avoid one transatlantic flight
• Consume a plant based diet.

EVIDENCE ON 
WHAT WORKS IN 

CLIMATE 
CHANGE IN VERY 

SPARSE



QUALITY OF GCF
PROPOSALS



1. POTENTIAL FOR CREDIBLE 
RESULTS

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Are there potential areas of bias that are likely to creep in?

Are methods for measuring attributable causal changes (outcomes or
impact or other) discussed?

What activities are included in the proposal that focus on ‘economic 
analyses’ and ‘overall monitoring and evaluation' incorporated and are 

these sufficient for high quality credible evaluations?

To what extent are included requirements for monitoring and
evaluation adequate and able to cover costs of undertaking high quality

impact evaluations?

Does the proposal design allow for credible reporting of causal change?

% High risk

% Medium risk

% Low risk

% Unclear

41% permit us to do 
an ‘economic 
analyses’

70% could possibly
credibly measure 
change caused by GCF 
investments. 
But don’t. 
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evaluation adequate and able to cover costs of undertaking high quality

impact evaluations?
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% High risk

% Medium risk

% Low risk

% Unclear

41% permit us to do 
an ‘economic 
analyses’

70% could possibly
credibly measure 
change caused by GCF 
investments. 
But don’t. 

More than 90%  
will report biased 
results/impacts 
(i.e. will overstate.)



2. THEORY OF CHANGE

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Is good quality evidence cited to discuss the efficacy of causal
linkages?

How robust are the causal linkages (implicit or explicit) and are they
well informed by high quality evidence?

Are causal pathways clearly identified and discussed?

Are unintended consequences referred to and identified robustly in
the programme theory of change and/or in the surrounding literature

reviews?

What is the quality of the (implicit or explicit) theories of change and
program logic?

% High risk

% Medium risk

% Low risk

More than 
66% - causal 
pathways not 
discussed or 
unclear.

Most have some 
discussion of 

‘possible’ TOC.
BUT unverified 
assumptions.



3. DATA AND REPORTING

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

What is the potential quality of data and are these suitable for
impact evaluations?

Has baseline data been collected and/or is there a requirement for
this?

To what extent did the proposal provide additional impact
indicators beyond those proposed by the GCF? Can the proposal's

indicators be used to measure the magnitude of causal change?

How likely is it that progress on investment criteria can be
measured credibly, given M&E plans, budget, and indicators for

investmet criteria?

Are current reporting requirements sufficient for regular M&E?

% High risk

% Medium risk

% Low risk

% Unclear

Only half the 
proposals 
said they 
would collect 
baseline 
data.



0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

How well are other GCF investment criteria informed and are these
measurable and verifiable with high credibility and quality?

To what extent is paradigm shift potential identifiable and measurable
in the proposal?

To what extent is impact potential identifiable and measurable in the
proposal?

Is there adequate and reliable information included in the proposal
regarding implementation fidelity?

Are eligibility and targeting criteria well-articulated in submitted
documents?

% High risk

% Medium risk

% Low risk

% Unclear

4.IMPLEMENTATION AND 
INVESTMENT CRITERIA

Impact potential 
and paradigm 
potential 
measurements are 
either not feasible 
or not credible.

Good 
monitoring 
planned!

Targeting and informing success 
against investment criteria.
- Bad or missing TOCs 
- 60% will not be able to inform 

investment criteria in a credible 
way.



WHAT DOES THIS MEAN FOR YOU?



WHAT DOES THIS MEAN?

• PREVENT HAND WRINGING and 
REGRET:
oBuild data and measurement systems
oAt the beginning.

• LORTA – learning oriented real time 
impact assessment program
oTraining
oDesign 
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4. In your view, evaluation is important because :
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5. What are the things that you think good evaluations require:
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8. Which of the following, in your view, are OECD-DAC criteria 
for evaluation:

SURVEY: KNOWLEDGE OF EVALUATIONS 

GOOD NEWS:
84% SAID EVALUATIONS NEED BASELINE DATA AND 
INDICATORS! 

72% SAID WE SHOULD PLAN EVALUATIONS AT THE 
BEGINNING. 

SO SO NEWS:
68% SAID EVALUATION HELP TO DESIGN PROJECTS 
BETTER.

SAME PERCENTAGE SAID THEY HELP TO MEASURE 
IMPACT 

SAD NEWS: only 
48% SAID EVALUATIONS HELPS TO INFORM 
SCALABILITY
40% SAID THEY REQUIRE A THEORY OF CHANGE
40% SAID EVALUATIONS REQUIRE A DESIGN



TRAINING NEEDS
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Thematic evaluation
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Systematic reviews
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Quantitative methods
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Mixed methods 

KEY TRAINING NEEDS (Marked 4 or 5)
Impact evaluations (84%)
Process evaluations (80%)
Quantitative methods (80%)

Thematic evaluations (56%)
Systematic reviews (48%)



IMPLICATIONS FOR YOU

Evaluation policy

Measure what you treasure!

Learn what you burn!



OTHER SESSIONS

TODAY

• Session 10c (parallel): GCF access modalities to support 
countries (11.30 -12.45)

Brussels room 2

TOMORROW

• Focus group discussion on the RPSP (9.00 -10.30)

Brussels Room 1



THANK  YOU!
JPURI@GCFUND.ORG


