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PURPOSE AND ACTION REQUIRED 

Members of the Assembly/Council are invited to: 

☒ Take note of the results of the mid-term 

evaluation of Strategy 2030 

 ☐ Provide feedback  

☐ Endorse  ☐ Other (please specify)  

  

CONTEXT/BACKGROUND 

In 2024, GGGI’s Impact and Evaluation Unit (IEU) commissioned a Mid-term Evaluation of Strategy 2030 

in consultation with GGGI’s Management Team, MPSC, and Council. The evaluation’s purpose and scope 

was discussed with GGGI’s Management Team in Q1 2024, with the MPSC and Council in Q2 2024. 

Further to this consultation, the Evaluation’s objective was articulated (a) to assess progress in Strategy 

2030’s implementation; (b) assess the continued relevance of the strategic goals and global operational 

priorities outlined in Strategy 2030; and (c) identify the critical internal and external factors contributing to, 

or hindering progress in, the operationalization of these strategic goals and global operational priorities. 

The draft evaluations findings were shared with the Evaluation Reference Group, GGGI’s Management 

Team, and MPSC in March-April 2025, and the final report in May-June 2025. The Evaluation Reference 

Group was comprised of the Director of Strategy and Communications, Head of Human Resources, Head 

of Communications and Knowledge Sharing, Regional Director and Head of Africa Programs, Regional 

Director and Head of Asia Programs, Regional Director and Head of Latin America and Caribbean 

Programs, Regional Director and Head of Pacific Programs, Managing Director and Head of Carbon 

Pricing, Managing Director of Green Investment Services, Director of Climate Action and Inclusive 

Development, Adaptation and Resilience Community of Practice Lead, and Sustainable Transport 

Community of Practice Lead. 

 

SUMMARY  

The Final Report makes six recommendations for GGGI’s consideration: 

1. Streamline its overall strategic architecture to signal core strengths and provide greater focus on 

how and where to invest; 

2. Cluster the Programmatic Solutions under a limited set of more structured, cost-effective, 

impactful ‘Practices’ that strengthen technical excellence and horizontal coherence  

3. Build a small, dedicated strategic expertise and foresight capacity to encourage investment in 

green technological and other innovation 

4. Strengthen HR and MEL functions - including reviewing related IT-based management systems 

- and develop its project cycle management oversight and advice capability 

5. Revisit how existing core funding is allocated and explore opportunities to scale up more flexible, 

programmatic funding models 

6. Take deliberate steps to raise its global visibility through more strategic, coordinated, and 

targeted external engagement and communications. 
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PS05. Coastal Resilience and Blue Economy 
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PS11. Carbon pricing 
Cross-cutting 
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Strategy duration  January 1, 2021 – December 31, 2030 

Evaluation period October 2024 – June 2025 

Name of Evaluation firm  Agulhas Applied Knowledge and OpenCities Ltd  

Name of Evaluation team lead Dr. Marc Stephens 

Evaluation manager3 James Sheppard, Impact and Evaluation Unit 

 

  

 
1 GGGI’s Programmatic Solutions (PS) represent the areas for focus. 
2 GGGI’s Gender and Poverty Markers are a statistical tool to identify which projects target gender equality and poverty reduction as an 
explicit objective.  
3 The Evaluation Manager is a GGGI staff member who manages an evaluation in the interest of the organization in accordance with the GGGI’s 
Evaluation Rules, Standards, and Guidance. The Evaluation Manager should have no links to decision-making for the project/program 
undergoing an independent evaluation. The Head of Impact and Evaluation identifies the Evaluation Manager. 
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Executive Summary 
In 2024, the Global Green Growth Institute’s (GGGI) Impact and Evaluation Unit (IEU) commissioned a Mid-
Term Evaluation of Strategy 2030 (hereafter the MTE or Evaluation). The Evaluation assesses 1) progress 
towards intended results during the first four years of Strategy 2030’s implementation (2021-2024); 2) the 
continued relevance of Strategy 2030’s strategic goals and global operational priorities; and 3) the internal and 
external factors contributing to or hindering the implementation of Strategy 2030. The Evaluation's intended 
primary audiences are the Council (supported by the Management and Program Sub-Committee of the Council 
(MPSC)) and GGGI’s Management. 

This report presents the findings, conclusions and recommendations of the Evaluation. It intends to facilitate 
discussion and action by GGGI management, staff, Members and partners on the 2025 Update of Strategy 2030. 

Scope of the Evaluation 

The MTE covers the first four years of Strategy 2030 implementation, from January 1, 2021, to December 31, 
2024. It addresses eight evaluation questions. These evaluation questions were developed by the evaluation team, 
building on six questions initially identified by GGGI’s Management and the MPSC, as well as insights gained 
during the evaluation team’s scoping discussions during the Evaluation inception phase. The evaluation questions 
are: 

1. What results have been achieved under Strategy 2030 in relation to the Strategic Outcomes (SOs) and 
Global Operating Priorities, including gender equality and social inclusion (GESI)? 

2. How has Strategy 2030 supported GGGI to establish an enabling environment (structures, processes, 
systems, and culture) for results-based management (RBM)? 

3. How has Strategy 2030 enabled GGGI to adapt to Members’ and Partners’ specific contexts and needs, 
and effectively coordinate and collaborate with other development partners? 

4. How has Strategy 2030 supported GGGI to respond to the urgency and ambition needed to achieve the 
ambition of the Paris Agreement and Agenda 2030 and is it still fit for purpose? 

5. How has Strategy 2030 driven the design and delivery of projects and programs around Global Operating 
Priorities, including GESI? 

6. What is GGGI’s strategic niche today, taking into account its evolution since the start of Strategy 2030? 

7. How has Strategy 2030 supported GGGI to become a learning organization, to leverage external 
knowledge and disseminate knowledge generated from its programs? 

8. How has Strategy 2030 supported GGGI to build its people capabilities needed for delivering its Global 
Operating Priorities?  

Methodological Limitations and Challenges 

While the evaluation methodology applied a comprehensive approach to evaluating GGGI’s Strategy 2030, 
there were some limitations and challenges that impacted data collection and analysis:  

• Country visits: The Evaluation included country visits to one country per region where GGGI operates. 
However, the evaluation team acknowledges that these visits may not fully capture the diversity of 
GGGI’s work across its 49 Member countries. The evidence gathered from these visits included valuable 
insights which have been used as illustrative examples in the report. 

• Document review: Although more than 300 documents were made available and were reviewed by the 
evaluation team, there may be additional material not identified or requested, particularly from regional 
and country office level. The document evidence base drawn on for the evaluation is therefore limited to 
the documents reviewed.  

• Council Member engagement: Engagement with Council members was limited (excluding Fiji and 
Senegal, which were included as country visits). The evaluation methodology sought to engage members 
of the governance group through interviews and surveys, but participation was low despite repeated 
invitations. 
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Findings  

Delivering Results and Leveraging GGGI’s Unique Strengths 

GGGI is partially on track to deliver the Strategy 2030 vision making significant but uneven progress toward 
the two Strategic Goals of Strategy 2030. It has surpassed several Strategic Outcome targets – particularly in 
climate resilience, green jobs, and ecosystem protection – demonstrating GGGI’s growing impact in areas critical 
to advancing Green Growth. However, areas such as clean energy, sanitation, and waste management are lagging, 
and greenhouse gas emissions reductions are not yet on track. Supporting these results, GGGI’s Intermediate 
Outcomes reveal strong performance in mobilizing green investments, supporting policy reforms, and building 
capacity, though GESI outcomes remain modest. 

Insufficient selectivity, limited core funding and organizational dispersion are constraining GGGI’s potential. 
Reliance on project-based funding, limited staffing in some areas, slow processes, and a diffuse strategy, have 
hampered efficiency and strategic coherence. Overextension across themes and countries and lagging 
operational systems have also limited GGGI’s impact. A more balanced focus on ‘social’ and not just ‘green’ goals 
will also be critical to realizing GGGI’s long-term transformation objectives. 

Despite these challenges, GGGI’s strategic niche is clear: its consistent focus on Green Growth, embedded 
presence within government institutions, ability to operate flexibly across the full value chain, including especially 
its integration of Green Finance, and the strength and credibility of its technical staff. However, GGGI has yet to 
fully leverage this for visibility and influence. Branding remains inconsistent, partnerships with MDBs 
underutilized, and global recognition limited. Although communications have improved, GGGI’s profile remains 
modest, signaling the need for strategic visibility and advocacy efforts to match its technical and relational 
strengths. 

Strategy 2030 in Action: Balancing Strategic Direction and Responsiveness  

Strategy 2030 aims to sharpen GGGI’s focus by prioritizing high-impact sectors and geographies aligned with 
the urgency of the climate and development agenda. But in practice selectivity has been limited. GGGI has made 
progress toward this ambition, focusing on the most critical transitions for Green Growth. Its coverage is broad 
but there are clear strengths, for example Green Investment, Carbon Pricing, and Climate Action. Staff and 
stakeholders view GGGI’s sectoral focus as appropriate, and the organization’s value chain approach, particularly 
its role in mobilizing green finance, is widely recognized as a key strength. However, GGGI has struggled to 
deprioritize some lower-impact areas, leading to a perception that it is spread too thinly. Sectors such as Green 
Buildings, Industries, and the Blue Economy remain underdeveloped although they retain relevance in specific 
contexts. 

Geographically, GGGI is active in many of the world’s most climate-vulnerable and lower-income countries, 
reflecting alignment with Strategy 2030’s inclusion goals. Yet its country footprint could be adjusted. Several 
low-performing countries on GGGI’s own Green Growth Index are not engaged, while some higher-income or less 
strategically critical countries remain in the portfolio. Staff see opportunities for more deliberate and strategic 
expansion based on government reform willingness, institutional readiness, and vulnerability. Although inclusivity 
remains a foundational principle of its Membership model, there is growing consensus that GGGI must balance 
this with strategic prioritization to maximize global Green Growth impact. 

The strategic framework is also overly complex, making it difficult to communicate GGGI’s core offer and to 
prioritize effectively. This complexity has led to fragmented delivery and diluted impact. Programmatic Solutions 
(PSs) have also struggled to gain traction due to vague definitions, lack of ownership, and the absence of concrete 
targets. Staff express an appetite to simplify and streamline the strategic framework, particularly by rationalizing 
the PSs, to enhance organizational focus, resource allocation and the ability to demonstrate results.  

Country Planning Frameworks (CPF) and Work Plans and Budgets (WPBs) help translate Strategy 2030 into 
actionable, country-specific programming. However, the quality and form of CPFs are inconsistent and can 
reflect opportunistic project entry points rather than a coherent results-focused program. Regional strategies 
face similar challenges, with weak alignment and limited integration with country-level activities due to resource 
constraints and siloed operations. The role of regional offices, introduced in 2019, has also been questioned due 
to cost and unclear value-add. 

The GESI Strategy (2021–2025) has established a framework for integration across GGGI’s work, but progress 
remains inconsistent and largely reliant on individual or donor interest, rather than being systematically 
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embedded. In 2024, 66 percent of new projects did not apply gender markers. Most projects also do not define 

gender indicators or collect gender-disaggregated data at the outcome level, focusing instead on outputs such 

as gender balance in training sessions. Staff highlight the need for more practical tools and internal capacity to 
implement GESI meaningfully. 

Country-embedded operations have allowed GGGI to shift decision-making closer to Member countries to 
enhance responsiveness and better align with local priorities, but at a cost of fragmentation. While this shift has 
improved contextual relevance, it also presents organizational challenges, especially in balancing local autonomy 
with the need for coherence and effective communication between headquarters and local (country and regional) 
offices. Coordination between some internal divisions, notably Investment and Policy Solutions Divisions and 
Green Growth Planning and Implementation, remains limited. While stakeholders broadly view GGGI as agile and 
responsive, internal staff express mixed views about the organization’s ability to act with the speed required by 
the climate crisis. Externally, GGGI is widely praised for its delivery pace relative to other development actors, 
suggesting that its embedded model and responsiveness to evolving national priorities remain core competitive 
advantages. Internally, bureaucratic constraints and inefficiencies in internal systems are seen as bottlenecks. To 
address horizontal fragmentation and foster collaboration across countries and sectors, GGGI introduced 
Communities of Practice (COPs). However, their role and impact remain unclear to many staff, largely due to 
insufficient structure and support. Despite this, COPs have the potential to drive technical excellence and 
horizontal learning if better designed and resourced. 

Initially conceived as a means of serving countries without in-country offices, Global Programs have in practice 
demonstrated much greater potential than this. The most impactful Global Programs, such as the Carbon Pricing 
Unit and Sustainable Finance Global Program, enjoy strong technical leadership and strong knowledge flows, and 
have been able to leverage significant and relatively flexible resources, demonstrating the model’s promise when 
well-executed. These programs – led respectively from Luxembourg and Mexico - also demonstrate that global 
programs do not have to be based in Seoul. Some COPs, notably Sustainable Energy, have led successful multi-
country initiatives that could potentially evolve into more global programs with more fungible funding. 

High quality thought leadership in new and emerging areas of green technology is a public good in which GGGI 
is well placed to invest - selectively. A primary goal would be to catalyze innovation, especially – but not only - in 
areas where GGGI has itself demonstrated technical leadership, such as carbon markets. It would also be an 
opportunity for GGGI to enhance its global influence by shaping Green Growth discourse. While past efforts have 
lacked strategic focus and traction, renewed investment in externally facing knowledge could strengthen GGGI’s 
credibility, visibility, and upstream impact. At the same time, an overemphasis on knowledge generation risks 
diverting attention from GGGI’s core strength in implementation. A balanced approach – where thought 
leadership complements, rather than competes with, delivery – could position GGGI to better support Members 
while advancing the global Green Growth agenda. 

Internal Drivers: Struggling to Keep Pace with GGGI’s Growth and Decentralization  

People 

Staff engagement with GGGI’s mission remains high, but there is frustration around overly centralized decision-
making, insufficient development of capabilities, and weak systems. Despite recent amendments to GGGI’s 
Delegation of Authorities, staff continue to report delays caused by overly centralized decision making in relation 
to human resources. More work is needed to identify the specific capabilities needed to deliver Strategy 2030, 
which will depend on a more strategic assessment of current and future demand in key Practices. Training efforts 
are sometimes seen as limited, inaccessible, and not always well aligned with practical needs. Concerns around 
compensation, workload, and career growth opportunities also undermine efforts to ensure staff retention. IT and 
business systems reform are key to making progress on all these challenges.  

RBM 

GGGI has made progress on results management, including developing technical guidelines for outcome 
measurement and expanding Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (MEL) staffing, but challenges remain in 
translating this ambition into practice. GGGI’s Strategy 2030 sets out an ambitious vision to transform the 
organization into a results-driven, high-impact institution by embedding RBM across its operations. But the rapid 
decentralization of responsibility for project design and implementation, combined with insufficient investment 
in MEL staffing and systems at the country level, has limited GGGI’s ability to consistently monitor, evaluate, and 
learn from its work. Project-level reporting remains fragmented, with persistent issues around weak Theories of 
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Change, unclear indicators, and an overreliance on quantitative metrics that often fail to capture the full scope 
and quality of GGGI’s impact. 

At the corporate level, a more robust, sector-specific results frameworks would make it easier to track and 
communicate progress in key areas. The Corporate Results Framework (CRF) has improved GGGI’s ability to 
track progress against strategic outcomes but a clearer articulation of GGGI’s specific contributions is needed.  
The current focus on high-level, quantitative indicators can mask underlying challenges and does not always 
provide actionable insights for country teams or support adaptive management. Additionally, the lack of 
integration between corporate and project-level reporting systems, as well as inconsistent approaches to tagging 
and aggregating results, undermines both accountability and learning. 

Efforts to strengthen project management and RBM culture are underway, but GGGI is still a long way short of 
best practice. GGGI still faces gaps in internal capacity, particularly in MEL expertise, and operational systems 
have not kept pace with the organization’s growth and complexity. Staff highlight the need for more practical 
tools, clearer accountability, and a stronger culture of learning and adaptation. To fully realize the ambitions of 
Strategy 2030, GGGI will need to invest in more robust knowledge management, develop clearer sectoral results 
frameworks, and foster a culture where results are systematically used to inform decision-making and drive 
continuous improvement. Rollout of standardized project management training and the establishment of a project 
management taskforce are priorities. 

Learning 

Progress has been limited by the absence of a formal, active knowledge management or learning strategy. 
Strategy 2030 set an objective for GGGI to become a learning organization, emphasizing a culture of 
collaboration, co-creation, and continuous learning to enhance program and service delivery. Yet internally, 
GGGI’s knowledge management systems, such as GGGI Online and SharePoint, are not fully fit for purpose and 
are underutilized by staff, functioning more as repositories than as dynamic learning platforms. There is no 
standardized approach to knowledge storage or sharing, and staff often rely on personal networks rather than 
organizational systems to access expertise. COPs are also not yet fully embedded or resourced to drive systematic 
learning, resulting in ad hoc knowledge sharing. Some units, like the Carbon Pricing Unit, have demonstrated 
effective internal learning through structured mentorship and a ‘hub and spoke’ model, but organization-wide 
collaboration remains weak, with many staff reporting limited cross-team engagement and support. 

GGGI leverages external knowledge through partnerships with institutions such as the UN, World Bank and the 
Green Growth Knowledge Partnership, and through collaborative events and consortia. But limited staff 
awareness of these external knowledge platforms and a lack of consistent protocols for capturing and applying 
lessons learned from partners, constrains the broader organizational impact of these collaborations. 

Although GGGI has improved its external communications and knowledge dissemination, its brand visibility 
remains low compared to peer organizations. Key challenges impeding GGGI’s progress as a learning 
organization include decentralized operations leading to silos, insufficient investment in knowledge management 
systems, and a culture that does not consistently encourage open reflection on failure as well as success. 
Addressing these gaps will require dedicated resources and a shift in organizational culture to fully embed learning 
and knowledge sharing at all levels. 

Partnerships and Resource Mobilization: Implications for the Future 

GGGI is widely recognized as a facilitator and strategic connector among governments, donors, private sector 
entities, and development partners. It has a strong track record of working collaboratively with government 
partners, with close relationships at country level facilitated by being embedded in government departments. 
GGGI is also known for its skill in brokering improved coordination across government departments. There are 
also strong examples of close working with the private sector, although more can be done in this area. GGGI also 
works closely with academic and research organizations to bring in the analysis needed to underpin its 
interventions where needed.  

GGGI has relied strongly on country-level, earmarked funding since around 2018, and its budget has grown 
rapidly as a result. GGGI’s ability to leverage relationships at a country level, with both governments and donors, 
has been a strength in this regard. There is also strong evidence of effective resource mobilization (RM) in some 
regions, for example, the Pacific and the Middle East and North Africa. Yet GGGI’s reliance on project-based 
funding is not without its drawbacks: 52 percent of staff survey respondents felt that it undermines the 
development of a more coherent and institutionally strategic approach in GGGI. There is also a role for the regions 
to ensure that multiple in-country relationships do not ultimately cause confusion among resource partners. 



Mid-term Evaluation of Strategy 2030 | Final Report 
 

 xiv 

To meet its non-programmatic strategic goal 6 of “Developing sustainable, stronger, and more diversified 
funding for GGGI operations”, GGGI’s approach to resource mobilization needs to evolve. GGGI will need to 
address ongoing challenges in its approach to RM including developing an RM strategy, adopting a more 
professional approach to Customer Relationship Management, more collaborative working across the 
organization, tighter management of RM draft agreement to ensure quality, and more proactive lobbying of target 
donors. 

GGGI will likely continue to offer a hybrid mix of country, regional and global programming. But the technical 
and financial potential of the best global programming suggests that GGGI should seek to tilt the balance of its 
portfolio in this direction over time. 

Conclusions  

Between 2020 and 2024, GGGI’s budget more than doubled, from US$41 million to US$106 million, and its 
membership expanded from 39 to 50 countries by May 2025. This is a remarkable testament to GGGI’s 
continued relevance and the confidence of resource partners in its ability to deliver. This expansion has been 
fueled in part by increased availability of earmarked funding at country level, reflecting rising demand for GGGI’s 
support on the ground. 

GGGI has demonstrated significant progress under Strategy 2030, particularly in areas such as climate 
resilience, green jobs, and ecosystem protection, where it has surpassed several strategic outcome targets.  Its 
unique strengths, including its embedded, country-driven model, technical leadership in green investment and 
carbon markets, and its responsiveness to Member needs, have positioned GGGI as a valuable actor in the global 
Green Growth landscape. The organization’s ability to mobilize green finance, support policy reforms, and build 
capacity is widely recognized, and its agility and pace of delivery are often praised by external stakeholders. These 
achievements underscore GGGI’s growing impact and its clear potential to drive transformative change for its 
Members and the broader climate and development agenda. 

A key driver of GGGI’s growth has been its strong track record in country level resource mobilization, but this 
has strained organizational coherence. Its close, embedded relationships at the country level have enabled it to 
leverage both government and donor support effectively, supporting rapid budget growth since 2018. GGGI’s 
collaborative approach, including brokering improved coordination across government departments and 
engaging with private sector and academic partners, has further strengthened its position. However, the 
organization’s heavy reliance on country-level, earmarked, and project-based funding can undermine the 
development of a more coherent and institutionally strategic approach. The Evaluation highlights the need for 
GGGI to develop a comprehensive RM strategy and to consider more global programming to reduce over-reliance 
on project-based resources and enhance institutional coherence.  

While the period starting in 2020 reflects tremendous progress, the Evaluation highlights areas where GGGI 
should consolidate and do more to make the whole greater than the sum of its parts. Internal inefficiencies, a 
complex strategic framework, and limited integration between corporate and project-level systems have at times 
diluted GGGI’s effectiveness and limited its ability to fully leverage its strategic niche. To realize its ambitious 
vision, GGGI should seek to streamline its strategy, enhance organizational coherence, invest in robust internal 
systems, and foster a stronger culture of learning and adaptive management. This is especially urgent in the 
context of declining Official Development Assistance, intensifying competition, and heightened expectations for 
demonstrable impact from both governments and donors. 

Recommendations 

Looking ahead, GGGI should consider its untapped potential, with a focus on ensuring the whole is greater than 
the sum of its parts. This should include efforts to (i) simplify the Strategy (addressing internal fragmentation and 
streamlining external communications), (ii) increase organizational coherence (promoting technical excellence 
and driving collaboration across practices and geographies), (iii) develop a thought leadership capacity to leverage 
investment in green innovation; (iv) strengthen core systems (underpinning GGGI’s ability to deliver its strategic 
vision), (v) build capacity to anticipate demand (maintaining relevance), and (vi) strengthen GGGI’s value 
proposition and approach to resource mobilization (reimagining funding models to attract investments and 
resources). Key recommendations are summarized below and further expanded at the end of this Evaluation: 
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Recommendation 1: GGGI should streamline its overall strategic architecture to signal 

core strengths (while remaining open to other requests for support where well placed to 

deliver) and provide greater focus on how and where to invest. 

  

 

Recommendation 2: GGGI should cluster the Programmatic Solutions under a limited set 

of more structured, cost-effective, impactful ‘Practices’ that strengthen technical 

excellence and horizontal coherence and are accountable for delivery of Strategy 2030 

targets 

  

 

Recommendation 3: GGGI should build a small, dedicated strategic expertise and 

foresight capacity to encourage investment in green technological and other innovation. 

  

 

Recommendation 4: GGGI should strengthen HR and MEL functions - including reviewing 

related IT-based management systems - and develop its project cycle management 

oversight and advice capability 

  

 

Recommendation 5: GGGI should (i) revisit how existing core funding is allocated and (ii) 

explore opportunities to scale up more flexible, programmatic funding models 

  

 

Recommendation 6: GGGI should take deliberate steps to raise its global visibility 

through more strategic, coordinated, and targeted external engagement and 

communications. 

 

Considerations 

Implementing these recommendations will require strong leadership to ensure incentives are in place for 
budget holders in different sectors, regions and country offices to collaborate. Implementation should also be 
sequenced to prevent organizational overload, with an initial focus on short-term recommendations before 
looking to address medium-term recommendations. This should be supported by continued consultation with 
GGGI staff around the storyline, conclusions and recommendations. 
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Introduction 

Scope 

The main purpose of this MTE of Strategy 2030 (hereinafter the “Evaluation”) is to generate evidence-based 
learning to help shape the Global Green Growth Institute’s (GGGI) future in a changing external environment. 
It assesses progress during the first four years of the Strategy’s implementation (2020-2024), the continued 
relevance of the Strategy’s goals and priorities in Strategy 2030, as well as progress in the delivery during the first 
four years of the Strategy’s implementation (2020-2024). The Evaluation is also formative in nature, providing an 
opportunity to examine how Strategy 2030 has enabled GGGI to pursue its Green Growth ambitions in 
collaboration with its Members and partners. The report explores how GGGI can build on the progress made 
throughout the first five years of Strategy 2030, to coherently and strategically bring together its strengths, 
achievements, and the niche it has built for itself in the Green Growth sector, to ‘make the whole greater than the 
sum of its parts’ as it moves into the second half of Strategy 2030’s implementation period.  

This Evaluation also covers GGGI’s broader strategic architecture, including the Strategy 2030 5-Year 
Roadmap, and other supporting strategies (regional, country, gender equality and social inclusion). It also 
includes the key drivers of GGGI’s delivery, including leadership, people, resource mobilization, organizational 
structures, incentives, and procedures. Findings will support GGGI’s Management Team, the Management and 
Program Sub-Committee of the Council (MPSC) and the Council in ongoing Strategy 2030 implementation efforts 
and will inform potential revisions to Strategy 2030, the development of a Roadmap for the implementation of the 
remaining five-years of Strategy 2030, and other operational strategies.  

The evaluation considered the following key evaluation questions (See Table 4 in Annex 1 for a full list of sub 
questions): 

1. What results have been achieved under Strategy 2030 in relation to the Strategic Outcomes (SOs) and 
Global Operating Priorities, including gender equality and social inclusion (GESI)? 

2. How has Strategy 2030 supported GGGI to establish an enabling environment (structures, processes, 
systems, and culture) for results-based management (RBM)? 

3. How has Strategy 2030 enabled GGGI to adapt to Members’ and Partners’ specific contexts and needs, 
and effectively coordinate and collaborate with other development partners? 

4. How has Strategy 2030 supported GGGI to respond to the urgency and ambition needed to achieve the 
ambition of the Paris Agreement and Agenda 2030 and is it still fit for purpose? 

5. How has Strategy 2030 driven the design and delivery of projects and programs around Global Operating 
Priorities, including GESI? 

6. What is GGGI’s strategic niche today, taking into account its evolution since the start of Strategy 2030? 

7. How has Strategy 2030 supported GGGI to become a learning organization, to leverage external 
knowledge and disseminate knowledge generated from its programs? 

8. How has Strategy 2030 supported GGGI to build its people capabilities needed for delivering its Global 
Operating Priorities?  

Methods 

Our methodology for this Evaluation comprised eight components: 

● Desk review of documents and existing evaluative evidence: Detailed review and analysis of relevant 
documents, including roadmaps, work programs, reports and other key documents related to Strategy 
2030. This review provided a foundational understanding of the strategy's design, objectives, and 
implementation thus far. Additionally, the existing evaluative evidence (see list below) was examined, 
including previous evaluations, audits, and reviews that have assessed aspects of GGGI’s work.  

o Global Green Growth Institute - FCDO Programme Completion Review (2022) 

o Danish support for the Global Green Growth Institute (GGGI) Review Report (2022)  
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o Review of Strategic Plan 2015-2020 Commitments Delivered and Key Results (2021) 

o Norad Appraisal of the Global Green Growth Institute (GGGI) (2020) 

o Evaluation of GGGI’s Green Investment Services (2020)  

● Review of GGGI’s project portfolio: We used the GGGI Strategy 2030 dashboards created by the Impact 
and Evaluation Unit (IEU) for the Evaluation as a key tool to analyze and report on various dimensions of 
the organization's activities. This analysis assessed the number of projects by country, GGGI’s operational 
footprint across Programmatic Solutions (PSs), and the achievement of intermediate outcomes and SOs. 
They also provided insights into the use of gender and poverty markers within the project portfolio. 

● Background papers: Two background papers on (i) organizational learning and (ii) organizational capacity 
provide framing for the evaluation questions relating to strategic niche, learning and people. The paper 
on organizational learning suggests concepts to inform GGGI’s thinking and approach to organizational 
learning, while the paper on organizational capacity provides a conceptual framework to explore how 
GGGI approaches its internal capabilities. The background papers are distinct products annexed to this 
report and have helped to guide internal discussions with GGGI’s management. The findings of both 
papers have contributed to the broader understanding of how learning and capacity-building efforts 
affect GGGI’s ability to fulfill its strategic objectives, therefore also contributing to the evaluation 
questions on results and delivery.  

● Interviews and focus group discussions (FGDs): We conducted semi-structured interviews and focus 
group discussions with a range of stakeholders, including GGGI staff, members of the governance organs, 
government partners, resource partners, delivery partners and international experts in the Green 
Growth space. These consultations were conducted in-country where possible, and otherwise virtually. 
FGDs provided a platform for exploring collective insights, experiences, and challenges in the 
operationalization of Strategy 2030. Both qualitative research methods provide the review with a range 
of perspectives from individuals’ specialized knowledge and experience having worked for and with the 
organization – allowing for rich qualitative data and insights to be gathered. Table 1 below provides a 
breakdown of stakeholders consulted through key informant interviews and focus group discussions.  

● Country visits: During the inception phase, the team developed a strategic framework and scoring system 
to guide the sampling of countries for field visits. Criteria included geographic and socioeconomic 
diversity; country performance on climate and environment metrics; strategic importance for GGGI; 
coverage of PSs; stage of country delivery; and data availability. The identified countries were then 
presented and discussed with the management team and the Internal Reference Group (IRG) (see more 
on the IRG in the section on participatory approaches, below) to ensure alignment, relevance and 
feasibility. The evaluation team conducted country visits to each of GGGI’s five regions, visiting 
Dominican Republic, Fiji, Jordan, Lao PDR, and Senegal. The country visits provided first-hand exposure 
to local contexts, helped explore outcomes or impacts not captured by other methods, and enabled the 
team to validate, cross-check and triangulate data gathered through other methods.  

● Case studies: To explore the ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions underpinning the implementation of Strategy 
2030, the evaluation includes four case studies on the operation of GGGI’s value chain (Annex 5); green 
finance (Annex 6); GGGI’s embedded operating model (Annex 7); and Communities of Practice – 
challenges and opportunities (Annex 8). Rather than assessing programmatic performance, the case 
studies were designed to focus on the mechanisms and structures that influence the organization’s 
effectiveness, focusing on areas such as the value chain and the effectiveness of COPs. These case studies 
complement and deepen the analysis of the implementation of Strategy 2030. Information from the case 
studies have been integrated throughout the report, with further detail included in the annexes.   

● Online surveys: We conducted two online surveys. One survey was sent to GGGI staff to assess internal 
perceptions of Strategy 2030 implementation, operationalization, and impact on organizational 
processes. Another survey was sent to GGGI’s Assembly and Council, partner governments and resource 
partners to understand their experiences and satisfaction with GGGI’s support and collaboration under 
Strategy 2030. The internal survey received 108 full responses, representing approximately 20 percent 
of GGGI's total staff (c. 600). This response rate is within typical range for externally administered surveys 
and is considered a success, especially given overlap with GGGI’s internal surveying activities and a 
separate survey administered by the Republic of Korea during the same period. The profile of 
respondents was broadly representative of the organization’s structure and distribution, as detailed in 
Table 5 (in Annex 2). The external survey, by contrast, received only 10 responses, which is insufficient 
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for drawing robust or generalizable conclusions. This low response rate limits the utility of the data as a 
source of systematic evidence, although in-country visits have mitigated some of the resulting 
information gaps. This relatively low level of engagement among GGGI’s Member countries, including 
Council representatives and other stakeholders, suggests an opportunity for GGGI to strengthen its 
channels for stakeholder involvement. As such, findings from the external survey have not been used as a 
primary data source in this review and are referenced only in a limited, anecdotal capacity where relevant. 

● Management workshop on people and learning: The evaluation team conducted a targeted review of 
Multilateral Organization Performance Assessment Network (MOPAN) assessments to identify good 
practices in organizational effectiveness, with a focus on four domains: RBM, people, organizational 
learning and decentralization - all key areas of focus for the evaluation. MOPAN assessments provide a 
scored assessment of multilateral organizations’ performance across a comprehensive framework of 
indicators. The team identified the organizations that received the highest scores for the four domains 
before synthesizing best practices highlighted in the assessment report. These findings were shared with 
the management team, accompanied by the two background papers. Together this material served as a 
springboard for structured discussions with the management team on the areas of people and learning. 

During the Evaluation, the evaluation team engaged 186 stakeholders through interviews and focus group 
discussions—illustrated in Table 1. We received feedback from 108 people in the internal staff survey, and 10 
people in the external stakeholder survey, and we reviewed over 300 documents shared by GGGI. 

Table 1: Stakeholders engaged 

Stakeholder type Number of stakeholders consulted through key 
informant interviews and focus group 
discussions  

GGGI staff  89 

Government representatives 34 

Partner organizations 25 

Financial institution 6 

Resource partner 9 

Implementing partners/members of local 
communities 

20 

Research/academic partners 3 

Participatory Approaches 

Staff as Key Informants for the Evaluation 

Given their unique insights into the strategy’s implementation and its alignment with operational realities,  
GGGI staff are a key primary informant for this Evaluation. This aligns with best practices of participatory 
research that emphasize the value of engaging stakeholders directly involved with the organizational processes, 
as this ensures the Evaluation is contextually relevant and actionable. As the primary executors of the strategy, 
staff inputs to the Evaluation have generated a rich qualitative dataset, enabling the evaluation team to identify 
and capture nuances. The applied participatory approach also aligns with the principles of organizational learning, 
which underscore the critical role of involving internal stakeholders in reflective practices to foster buy-in and 
adaptability within and across the organization.  

It was also essential that the Evaluation engaged a diverse set of staff and captured a comprehensive range of 
perspectives, reflecting the organization's varied operations across multiple countries and regions. Sense-
making workshops were conducted with staff during the Annual Spring meetings, where emerging findings were 
presented and discussed. This participatory process helped to further triangulate data, enhancing the credibility 
and reliability of the findings.  

Internal Reference Group 
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The Evaluation has greatly benefited from having an internal reference group. The IRG was established during 
the preparatory stages of the Evaluation (prior to tender) and has, together with the management team, played an 
advisory role throughout. At all stages of the Evaluation, the evaluation team has met with the IRG and 
management team to provide regular updates on the evaluation process and to discuss preliminary insights and 
emerging findings. The engagement of both groups has allowed the Evaluation to remain responsive and relevant. 
As GGGI prepare for the strategy update, we hope that the applied integrated and participatory approach has 
ensured that evidence and learning from the Evaluation is used to inform decision-making in real time, thus 
strengthening the relevance and impact of both the Evaluation and the strategy. 

Presentation to the Management and Program Sub-committee of the Council 

Preliminary conclusions and recommendations were also presented to the MPSC during their April meeting. 
The presentation informed the MPSC of the Evaluation’s progress, emerging trends, and potential areas for 
adjustment. It also allowed the Council to consider these insights in the context of broader organizational changes, 
helping to align governance-level decision-making with evidence generated by the Evaluation. 

Data Analysis  

The MTE used standard quantitative and qualitative analytical techniques. Survey data, operational data, 
monitoring and evaluation (M&E) secondary data, and some documentary data were analyzed using simple data 
analytical techniques (e.g. means, ratios, percentages). With respect to project-level M&E data, we largely relied 
on data organized and provided by the IEU. The analysis of qualitative data involved a structured approach of 
collating and codifying the qualitative evidence from interview and focus group discussions against the evaluation 
questions and sub-questions, drawing on artificial intelligence. The output from this exercise was a combination 
of excel spreadsheets and word tables containing codified excerpts from interviews and FGDs against the sub-
questions. Following this coding, a manual review process was conducted to refine the coding structure, 
identifying key themes and trends from the data set. Both qualitative and quantitative data from the surveys and 
document review were then included in this analysis to ensure triangulation across the evidence streams. We also 
(i) developed analytical frameworks for our assessment of GGGI’s approach to learning and people and 
synthesized these in the background papers; and (ii) compared GGGI experience with findings from MOPAN 
reviews of other organizations on core topics such as people and learning to inform and stimulate a workshop with 
the management team. 

Methodological Limitations and Challenges  

While the evaluation methodology applied a comprehensive approach to evaluating GGGI’s Strategy 2030, 
there were some limitations and challenges that impacted the data collection and analysis process:  

• Though the Evaluation included country visits to one country per region where the organization operates, 
the evaluation team acknowledges that this may not fully represent the diversity of GGGI’s work across 
its 49 Member countries. The evidence gathered from these visits included valuable insights which have 
been used as illustrative examples in the report. 

• Although more than 300 documents were made available and reviewed, there may be additional material 
not identified or requested, particularly from regional and country office level. The document evidence 
base drawn on is therefore limited to the documents reviewed.  

• Engagement with Council members (excluding Fiji and Senegal as both were country visits) was limited. 
The evaluation methodology intended to engage members of the governance group both through 
interviews and surveys, however despite efforts to invite members to participate in the Evaluation, the 
response rate remained low.  

Reading the Report 

Throughout the report, we use icons to highlight key findings that have had a direct influence on our 
recommendations. These visual cues are designed to help readers quickly identify insights that were particularly 
impactful in shaping our conclusions. Table 2 provides a key to the icons used throughout the report. 
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Table 2: Recommendation Key 

 
Recommendation 1: Clarifying Strategic Architecture 

 
Recommendation 2: Consolidating Programmatic Practices 

 
Recommendation 3: Investing in Foresight 

 
Recommendation 4: Strengthening Systems 

 
Recommendation 5: Optimizing the Funding Model 

 
Recommendation 6: Enhancing Global Visibility 

Context 

GGGI – Origins and Growth  

The concept of Green Growth emerged from the Fifth Ministerial Conference on Environment and 
Development in March 2005, held in Seoul under UN ESCAP and hosted by the Republic of Korea (RoK). At this 
meeting, 52 governments and stakeholders from Asia and the Pacific adopted the Seoul Initiative Network on 
Green Growth, committing to align economic growth with environmental sustainability and social inclusion. 
Following the Declaration, the RoK became a leading advocate, adopting “low carbon green growth” as its national 
vision in 2008 and launching a National Strategy and Five-Year Plan in 2009. It also championed the concept 
through forums such as the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), which in 2009 
adopted a Green Growth strategy to integrate economic and environmental goals. In 2010, the Republic of 
Korea’s then-president established GGGI as a non-governmental organization to promote this model globally. 

GGGI was formalized as an international organization at the 2012 Rio+20 UN Conference. Its focus on building 
institutional capacity for low-carbon, climate-resilient development resonated strongly with countries seeking to 
implement their Nationally Determined Contributions (NDCs) and Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) post-
2015. Beginning in 2015, GGGI made a strategic shift to establish a green investment service to support countries 
mobilize finance to meet their national climate and development targets. GGGI has also made several 
contributions to research and partnerships on advancing Green Growth, including the Green Growth Index and 
the Global Green Growth Partnership (GGKP), with OECD, United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), and 
the World Bank, to support evidence-based policymaking. 

Since 2012, GGGI’s membership has grown from 18 to 51 countries across all regions. Its budget more than 
doubled from US$41 million in 2020 to US$106 million in 2024, exceeding its target for 2030, with 80 percent of 
funding now earmarked. Staffing has grown 20 percent annually, reaching 600 staff and 350 consultants, with 
most new hires based in country and regional offices, making GGGI a highly decentralized organization. The Seoul 
headquarters continues to guide strategy and global policy. 

Throughout this period of growth and change, GGGI has emerged as a key driver of the Green Growth agenda. 
With a broadened membership base, diverse project portfolio, and strong complement of technical staff, GGGI is 
now a well-established actor within the global network of organizations engaged in Green Growth at both 
international and national levels. 

Strategy 2030 

GGGI’s Council approved Strategy 2030 in October 2019, just months before the outbreak of the COVID-19 
pandemic in early 2020. The Strategy sets GGGI’s course for the period 2021-2030 and Strategy 2030.identifies 
two interlinked, and mutually reinforcing, Strategic Goals to be achieved by 2030, each of which is associated with 
different Global Operational Priorities (GOPs) – see Figure 1 and Figure 2. 
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Strategic Goal 1: By 2030, the economies of GGGI Members will have transformed into a low-carbon and resilient 
economic development model, with GGGI’s support, to maximize their Green Growth outcomes and NDCs and 
SDGs implementation. 

Figure 1: Global Operational Priorities associated with Strategic Goal 1 

Strategic Goal 2: By 2030, GGGI will be well positioned as a world-class, effective, and agile intergovernmental 
organization that is respected, financially sustainable, efficient, transparent, accountable, and considerate of its 
people. 

Figure 2: Global Operational Priorities associated with Strategic Goal 2 

 

The purpose of GGGI’s Strategy 2030 was to present an ambitious, robust, and clear 2030 vision and targets. 
Implementation of the Strategy 2030 during its first five years was further guided by a 5-Year Roadmap. This 5-
Year Roadmap initially set out ten 10 Programmatic Solutions: (i) Green investments; (ii) Climate Actions; (iii) 
Climate Resilient Agriculture; (iv) Sustainable Forest; (v) Coastal Resilience and Blue Economy; (vi) Circular 
Economy and Sustainable Waste Management; (vii) Sustainable Mobility; (viii) Green Buildings; (ix) Solar PV; and 
(x) Green Industries. A further Programmatic Solution, Carbon Pricing, was added in the Addendum to Strategy 
2030 and later reflected in the update to the Roadmap to make 11 Programmatic Solutions. These solutions are 
applied in line with the five Global Operational Priorities linked to Strategy Goal 1. Depending on the needs of a 
country or region, programs select the most relevant PSs to implement under these priorities. 

The 5-Year Roadmap further sets out guidance for the implementation of Strategy 2030 across three key 
phases: (i) Preparation, (ii) Execution, and (iii) Impact Assessment, helping GGGI transition from its previous 
strategy to a more streamlined, outcome-focused approach under Strategy 2030. In response to the COVID-19 
pandemic, GGGI undertook a review of Strategy 2030 in 2020, resulting in the 2021 Addendum, which addresses 
the operational response to COVID-19 and incorporates Carbon Pricing as a cross-cutting program area. An 
Operating Model and Standards under the One-GGGI framework was further developed to link country offices, 
regional offices, and headquarters into a streamlined structure supporting efficient program delivery. The 
Roadmap further flagged the Work Program and Budget (WPB) as a fundamental planning tool for allocating 
resources and setting programmatic priorities. The WPB facilitates strategic decision-making on core budget 
allocations to country and global programs, on a biennial basis, ensuring that GGGI’s financial and staffing 
resources are aligned with its GOPs. As noted in the Roadmap, it is crucial that the Country Planning Frameworks 
(CPFs) are aligned systematically with Strategy 2030 to ensure that country programs and projects identified in 
the Country Business Plan (CBP) and developed and implemented under the WPB are in sync with GGGI’s GOPs. 
This approach is designed to help GGGI plan and allocate resources, allowing for targeted interventions that 
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promote GESI, thereby reinforcing the organization’s commitment to driving sustainable, inclusive growth across 
its Members. 

GGGI’s Theory of Change makes explicit that the organization’s business solutions, advisory support, knowledge 
transfer and capacity building, mainstreaming of gender equality and poverty reduction, and strengthening of its 
own financial sustainability and management capacity contribute to their SOs. 

A. Delivering Results and Leveraging GGGI’s Unique 
Strengths 

Results: What has GGGI achieved under Strategy 2030 to date? 

Strategy 2030 sets out two mutually reinforcing Strategic Goals for GGGI: (1) to support its Members in 
transforming their economies toward low-carbon, resilient development models that advance Green Growth, 
NDCs, and the SDGs; and (2) to strengthen GGGI as a world-class, effective, and financially sustainable 
intergovernmental organization. These goals are pursued through five GOPs and implemented via 11 PSs, which 
country programs apply based on national and regional needs. Progress is tracked through the Corporate Results 
Framework (CRF) structured around eight Strategic Outcomes: Climate Change Mitigation (SO1.1), Climate 
Change Adaptation (SO1.2), Green Employment (SO2), Clean Affordable Energy (SO3.1), Improved Sanitation 
(SO3.2), Sustainable Waste Management (SO3.3), Sustainable Public Transport (SO3.4), and Sustainably Managed 
Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services (SO4). In addition, Strategy 2030 measures a set of common Intermediate 
Outcomes for each Programmatic Solution, such as mobilized green investments, strengthened institutional 
frameworks, and enhanced capacity to scale Green Growth. In this context, this section examines the results 
delivered by GGGI under Strategy 2030 to date.  

Strategic and Intermediate Outcomes 

Strategy 2030: Vision 

Staff feel that GGGI is “Partially on Track” in achieving both high-level strategic goals of Strategy 2030. For the 
first goal – supporting Member countries in transforming toward low-carbon, resilient development – staff 
acknowledged progress, particularly in areas like sustainable finance and NDC development. However, they 
expressed concerns about the ambitious nature of the goal and the limited scope of GGGI’s direct influence over 
broader economic transformation, which hinges on Members’ political will, domestic enablers, and shifting global 
trends – such as waning commitment to the Paris Agreement among some countries. For the second goal – 
becoming a world-class, agile, and effective intergovernmental organization – staff recognized stronger progress 
has been made, noting GGGI’s rising international credibility and operational improvement, but also flagged 
internal inefficiencies, unclear strategic direction, and insufficient core funding. These internal challenges were 
seen as critical bottlenecks that, if not addressed, could undermine GGGI’s ability to achieve its transformational 
vision by 2030. 

Strategic Outcome Results 

Data from the 2021–2024 period, sourced from the GGGI’s Strategy Unit, illustrates a mixed picture of GGGI’s 
progress toward Strategy 2030’s Strategic Outcome targets (see Figure 3). GGGI has already surpassed its 2030 
goals in several areas – especially those focused on climate resilience, green jobs, and the protection of natural 
ecosystems – well before the strategy’s halfway point. These early successes point to strong performance and 
growing impact in key areas that advance inclusive Green Growth - by supporting sustainable livelihoods, 
strengthening resilience, and protecting natural capital. Access to sustainable public transport has also seen major 
gains, with 12.3 million people reached – doubling the interim goal set for 2025 and placing GGGI well on the path 
to its 2030 ambition of 20 million. 

Several Strategic Outcomes lag significantly behind expectations. Areas such as clean and affordable energy, 
improved sanitation, and sustainable waste management are currently falling short, with only 3 to 15 percent of 
their 2030 targets achieved so far. Although this progress may reflect the non-linear trajectory of development 
impacts – especially those relating to infrastructure investment – these figures still raise concern about the 
feasibility of meeting Strategy 2030’s Strategic Outcome targets by 2030. Reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions, a key measure of climate change mitigation, have reached 38 percent of the 2030 target, totaling 379.2 
million tons of CO₂ equivalent. This represents a major contribution to global climate action but still falls short of 
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the pace needed to stay on track. To meet the full ambition of Strategy 2030, GGGI will need to accelerate efforts 
in the second half of the strategy period, especially in sectors where progress has been limited. 

The findings from GGGI’s CRF are often at odds with staff perceptions collected in the internal survey. When 
asked to what extent GGGI has achieved tangible results across the SOs, staff gave the highest rating (2.20 on 
average on a 4-point Likert scale4; N = 99) to “Increased Access to Sustainable Services” – GGGI’s actual data, 
other than public transport most of these areas are among those with the least progress. This may reflect the 
positive anecdotal experience of staff in the field, but a failure of the CRF – and indeed GGGI’s M&E system writ 

large – to capture and report accurately on relevant results [ ]. In contrast, staff gave lower ratings to areas 
where GGGI has exceeded its 2030 goals – such as climate resilience and ecosystem protection – which received 
average scores of just over 2.0, meaning staff felt results had only been achieved “To a Moderate Extent”. 
Employment outcomes were rated the lowest (1.85; N = 99), despite data showing strong performance. This 
disconnect raises important questions about how well success is being communicated internally and externally [

; ]. It may also suggest that GGGI’s results framework is not fully aligned with staff views of what meaningful 
impact looks like—either because the targets may feel too modest, or because the framework may not be tracking 

the most relevant types of progress from the perspective of those implementing the work [ ]. 

Figure 3: Strategic Outcome Results (2021-2024) 

 

Intermediate Outcome Results 

GGGI results data indicates strong performance across most Intermediate Outcomes (IOs), namely: IO1 
(Accelerated Access and Secured Climate Finance/Green Investments), IO2 (Strengthened Policy, Planning, 
Regulatory, Financing, and Institutional Frameworks), and IO3 (National, Regional, and Global Green Growth 
Capacity). From a sample of 491 projects active between 2021 and 2024, GGGI mobilized a total of over US$12.5 
billion in investment commitments – US$4.1 billion from public sources and US$8.4 billion from private sources – 
averaging US$25.5 million per project. This represents a leverage ratio of nearly 7:1 based on the average size of 
an active project of USD$3.7 million in GGGI. This performance far exceeds the cumulative CRF target of US$5.5 
billion. Similarly, GGGI supported the adoption of 222 Green Growth policies, exceeding the cumulative target of 
185 policies. For IO3, GGGI conducted 2,380 capacity development activities from 2020 to 2024, reaching 
144,193 participants, including 61,347 women. These events scored an average of 9 out of 10 on GGGI’s internal 
5-point capacity development scorecard, indicating widespread satisfaction with training relevance and quality—
again, comfortably surpassing the annual target of “6+” on the 10-point scale set in the CRF. Performance under 

 
4 Average opinion scores were calculated using a weighted Likert scale, where responses were assigned numerical values (“Not at all” = 0; “To 
a small extent” = 1; “To a moderate extent” = 2; “To a great extent” = 3; and “To a very great extent” = 4). Invalid or blank responses were 
excluded. The mean of the valid responses was then converted back into a qualitative judgment using defined thresholds: 0.0 < X ≤ 0.5 = “Not 
at all”; 0.5 < X ≤ 1.5 = “To a small extent”; 1.5 < X ≤ 2.5 = “To a moderate extent”; >2.5 < X ≤ 3.5 = “To a great extent”; and 3.5 < X ≤ 4.0 = “To a 
very great extent”. 
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IO4 (Reducing Poverty and Achieving Gender Equality) has broadly met its cumulative targets, with 18,927 
women assisted through poverty-aligned projects and 16,930 supported through gender-targeted 
interventions—closely aligning with the 2025 CRF targets of 15,000 and 17,000, respectively. However, while 
targets are being met, the scope and impact of these results appear relatively modest within GGGI’s broader 
portfolio. Compared to the total number of beneficiaries reported under Strategic Outcomes, the figures highlight 
ongoing challenges in the strategic integration, scale, and visibility of poverty reduction and GESI efforts within 
the organization’s delivery model. 

Poverty Reduction and GESI 

Strategy 2030 placed increased emphasis on mainstreaming poverty and GESI. It did this through the inclusion 
of GOP5: “Accelerating progress in eradicating poverty and gender inequality through GGGI’s country programs” 
and corresponding IO4. This GOP anchored GESI within Strategy 2030 and provided the mandate for the 
development of GGGI’s GESI Strategy 2021 – 2025, and the Handbook to support the GESI Strategy. The inclusion 
of a specific GOP addressing GESI indicates high levels of political will among senior leadership to promote GESI 
integration across GGGI’s interventions, something also noted during staff interviews and country visits. 
Recognizing this, previous evaluations, including Denmark’s 2017 Evaluation 5  and GGGI’s 2017 Internal 
Evaluation6, noted progress taken to integrate GESI. However, more recent reviews – such as FCDO’s 2022 
Evaluation 7  – found results on the ground remain inconsistent, with fewer projects meeting gender and 
inclusiveness targets than anticipated. These findings point to the need for more systematic implementation to 
ensure frameworks translate into measurable impact. 

Poverty and Gender Outcomes 

In the internal survey, staff rated GGGI’s efforts to reduce poverty and promote gender equality as the weakest 
of its CRF Intermediate Outcomes, with average scores between “To a Small Extent” and “To a Moderate 
Extent” (see Figure 4). Nonethless, these Intermediate Outcome 8  indicators track project design rather than 
outcomes, as also identified in the 2023 Rapid Review. 

Beyond the CRF, GGGI has achieved some positive results. During country visits, we observed strong examples 
of GGGI integrating GESI concerns into programming. These included the Pacific Green Entrepreneurs Network 
program which targeted majority women-led Small and Medium-sized Enterprise (SMEs) in their capacity 
development and incubator programs, the Jordan Green Jobs project which also focuses strongly on green 
employment for women, refugees, and youth, as well as GGGI’s engagement with women farmer cooperatives in 
the Senegal River Valley. While some staff and stakeholders noted that these projects may have high levels of 
female participation by default due to the existing social norms around the running of small businesses, GGGI’s 
deliberate targeting of sectors where women dominate can also be seen as gender sensitive. At a global level, an 
example of GGGI’s GESI work are the plans to leverage their experience of integrating GESI into long term low 
emissions development strategies in several countries into a knowledge project in partnership with UN Women.  

 
5 Organization Strategy for Denmark’s engagement with the Global Green Growth Institute (GGGI) 2017-2019 (2017) 
6 Independent Evaluation of the Global Green Growth Institute’s Progress against the Strategic Plan 2015-2020 (2017) 
7 Global Green Growth Institute – FCDO Programme Completion Review June (2022) 
8 O4.1: “Percentage of new projects that address poverty reduction and inclusiveness” and O4.2: “Percentage of new projects delivering 
intended gender equality results”. 

To a Small 
Extent

1.5

To a Moderate 
Extent

1.9

To a Moderate 
Extent

1.8

Poverty Reduction Gender Equality Social Equity

Figure 4: During Strategy 2030, to what extent has GGGI achieved tangible 
results in the following priority areas? (N = 102-103) 
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Use of Gender Markers 

The rollout of Gender and Poverty9 Markers has helped raise staff awareness and enabled basic tracking of 
GESI integration across projects, though more progress is needed (see Figure 5). In 2024, 76 percent of new 
projects met the GESI marker target, but only 57 percent met the poverty target – both down from 2023 levels 
(84 percent and 70 percent, respectively). 10  Despite clear progress since the start of Strategy 2030, the 
application of markers is still inconsistent. The Climate Action and Inclusive Development’s (CAID) annual review 
recommends further capacity building of new and existing staff on the value and role of the markers, their 
application, and how they can be integrated across the project cycle. The lack of consistent application of the 
markers may also be linked to limited management oversight on their application with one staff member during a 
country visit reporting that the only time they were asked about a project’s gender marker was when they tried to 
close the now-completed project in GGGI Online. 

While useful for providing oversight on the level to which GESI is considered in planning, markers are applied 
at project development stage and so do not indicate impact. The Handbook to supplement the GESI Strategy 
provides some example indicators that can be used to demonstrate GESI at outcome level, but many projects do 

not collect outcome-level sex-disaggregated data, let alone include gender- or poverty-specific indicators [ ]. 
Staff and partner interviews suggest GESI results often focus on outputs like gender balance in trainings. While 
this is a positive first step, contributing to women’s access to program benefits, information, and opportunities, 
donor expectations increasingly emphasize deeper metrics of inclusion and empowerment.  

Figure 5: Proportion of new GGGI projects applying Gender and Poverty Markers against the 75 percent 
target 

Source: CAID (2024) “2024 Gender and Poverty Marker Review  

Staff Capacity and Institutional Practice 

Survey results show that while staff broadly understand GESI, many do not feel well-equipped to integrate it 
into project design. The GESI Strategy offers definitions and examples but lacks practical guidance for 
implementation. This may explain why staff feel GESI is integrated only moderately in their work. The Evaluation 
also surfaced a broader concern: that GGGI’s ‘green’ agenda has overshadowed its ‘social’ commitments. This 
distinction is important because of the mutually reinforcing nature of the two; inclusive approaches that engage 
marginalized groups can accelerate green transitions by leveraging the knowledge, agency, and leadership of 
communities most affected by climate change and environmental degradation. This observation also raises a 
question relating to GGGI’s overall vision. Having the term ‘inclusion’ in the Vision implies that vulnerable groups 
will be considered, but from a post-structural perspective, omitting a direct reference to ‘people’ within the Vision 
implies that it is the ‘growth’ itself that is central.  

The issue of intersectionality was also raised in comments within the internal survey which highlighted the need 
to center the agency of vulnerable groups such as women, indigenous peoples, LGBTQIA+, youth, and children, 

 
9 GGGI’s Gender and Poverty Markers is a statistical tool to identify which projects target gender equality and poverty reduction as an explicit 
objective. A gender marker of 2 means that GGGI considers gender equality is the principal objective of the project; 1 means that GGGI 
considers gender equality is a significant objective of the project; and 0 means that GGGI considers gender equality is not an objective. A 
poverty marker of P means that GGGI considers poverty reduction as a significant objective of the project. 
10 CAID “Summary of GGGI’s2024 Gender and Poverty Performance Results” 
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in GGGI’s work. Conversations about intersectionality and layers of vulnerability have begun within GGGI, 
through the application of the poverty markers and demonstrated by discussions during the 2025 Staff Spring 
Meetings highlighting the intersections between GESI and conflict sensitivity.  

On the positive side, there are some emerging institutional enablers. Staff in FGDs noted that project 
management training has helped improve the mainstreaming of GESI into GGGI’s project cycle. However, Country 
Offices have not undertaken national level GESI analyses, and while projects usually conduct an initial gender 
‘scan’ to assign a gender marker at planning stage, projects are not routinely conducting thorough GESI analyses 
during project inception periods. This means that while country teams may have an instinctive understanding of 
the core gender dynamics or concerns at play, they have not had adequate opportunities to explore the ways in 
which their projects may exacerbate existing gender inequalities or cause harm (something which the recently 
developed Environmental and Social Safeguards aim to address) and may be missing opportunities to promote 
GESI practices.  

Results by Programmatic Solution 

GGGI’s Programmatic Solutions, as outlined in the Strategy 2030 Roadmap, are thematic areas where the 
organization aims to deliver the most value—from climate finance to sectoral solutions like sustainable mobility, 
waste, and energy. The analysis of delivery of PSs, however, has some important pitfalls. Due to their centrality to 
GGGI’s mission, Green Investments and Climate Action are core PSs and are mandatorily tagged in GGGI’s project 
system, resulting in greater data availability – not necessarily greater implementation or impact. Tagging multiple 
PSs per project has also led to double counting in some instances. Most importantly, the absence of results-based 
strategies and specific targets for each PS limits the ability to assess their distinct effectiveness, reducing the 
evaluation to shared indicators like investments mobilized or policy outputs, which may not reflect the unique 

ambitions of each PS [ ; ]. That said, the following analysis presents some high-level findings at the level of 
Programmatic Solutions. 

Among GGGI’s suite of Programmatic Solutions, Green Investments, Climate Action, Carbon Pricing, and 
Climate-Resilient Agriculture stand out as the strongest performers in terms of scale and influence. Green 
Investments stands out as the flagship, mobilizing US$12.1 billion across 267 projects – the highest investment 
total and per-project average – and supporting 140 policies. Staff ranked it highest in perceived success, and it 
featured prominently in survey responses about GGGI’s biggest Strategy 2030 achievements (see Figure 6 for 

Figure 6: During Strategy 2030, to what extent do you believe GGGI has achieved tangible results in the 
following Programmatic Solutions? (N = 87-100) 



Mid-term Evaluation of Strategy 2030 | Final Report 

 

 12 

further results from the internal survey on this topic). Project-level impact was observed in countries like the 
Dominican Republic, where GGGI’s role in supporting sustainable bond issuance and taxonomy development was 
described by local banks as pivotal. Banks praised GGGI’s free technical assistance, staff training (600+ people), 
and catalytic second-party opinions, noting that similar services from International Finance Institutions (IFIs) like 
the International Finance Corporation (IFC) or the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) typically came at a 
cost. Other high-impact examples include GGGI’s role in structuring Mexico’s finance mobilization strategy and 
GGGI’s Bond Accelerator Program in Cambodia, which enabled the country's first green bond listing. Climate 
Action, GGGI’s most widely implemented solution, was linked to 325 projects and the adoption of 196 policies, 
placing first in policy influence and second in staff-rated effectiveness. Across countries like Senegal, Lao PDR, 
and the Dominican Republic, GGGI’s embedded technical assistance on NDCs was praised for unlocking climate 
finance and driving national-level planning reforms. Climate Resilient Agriculture also stood out, with US$1.3 
billion in investments (mostly private), the highest training activity in the portfolio (651 events, nearly 50,000 
trainees), and exceptional gender and poverty outreach. Its projects in Kiribati and Senegal were widely 
celebrated for combining climate-smart technologies with livelihood strengthening. Finally, Carbon Pricing – a 
newer PS – received the third highest rating from staff for perceived success (Score: 2.3), with stakeholders in 
countries like Senegal and Lao PDR recognizing GGGI as a global leader in Article 6 readiness and carbon market 
capacity building. 

In contrast, Sustainable Energy, Coastal Resilience & Blue Economy, and Green Buildings, while strategically 
important, showed more uneven results. Sustainable Energy mobilized a significant US$1.28 billion in investment 
but delivered only 0.8 million people with energy access – a small fraction of its 2030 target. Though staff rated 
this area favorably (Score: 2.2), the disjuncture between financing mobilized and results achieved raised questions 
about its ability to convert upstream support into direct beneficiary outcomes. Nonetheless, impactful projects 
included a 250-megawatt solar deployment in India, large-scale solar photovoltaic (PV) systems in rural Colombia, 
and solar irrigation for rice farmers in Senegal, who reported significant savings in operating costs and improved 
agricultural productivity. Coastal Resilience & Blue Economy, one of the newest PSs, saw no policies adopted and 
limited investments mobilized across 14 projects, and ranked lowest in staff perceptions (Score: 1.5). Still, it 
showed promise in Fiji, where traditional landowners were supported to enter eco-tourism markets to preserve 
mangroves, and in Senegal’s Climate Smart Agriculture (CSA) linked aquaculture work, where stakeholders 
appreciated GGGI’s coaching and market linkage support. Green Buildings, despite ranking 10th in investment 
performance (US$92 million), has catalyzed noteworthy results in niche areas. The Mongolia NAMA Facility-
funded retrofit program, targeting 78,000 residents in cold-climate cities, and the Fiji Bamboo Project, focused on 
sustainable construction materials, both received enthusiastic endorsement from local stakeholders. In both 
cases, GGGI was praised for its strong partnerships with local institutions and its role in aligning technical work 
with national sustainability goals. These examples suggest that while the overall programmatic outcomes remain 
modest, project-level innovations in underserved sectors are still delivering value – and could be scaled with 
greater institutional focus and investment. see Figure 7 and Figure 8 for more information on policies adopted and 
investment commitments secured within each PS. 

Figure 7: Policies Adopted (2020-2024) 
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Figure 8: Investment Commitments Secured (2020-2024) 

 

Summary 

GGGI has made significant but uneven progress toward the two Strategic Goals of Strategy 2030. It has surpassed 
several Strategic Outcome targets – particularly in climate resilience, green jobs, and ecosystem protection – 
demonstrating GGGI’s growing impact in areas that are critical to advancing Green Growth. However, key areas 
such as clean energy, sanitation, and waste management are lagging, and GHG emissions reductions are not yet 
on track either. Supporting these results, the Intermediate Outcomes results reveal strong performance in 
mobilizing green investments – one of GGGI’s core strengths, supporting policy reforms, and building capacity, 
though GESI outcomes remain modest in scale and weakly integrated across GGGI’s portfolio. Staff broadly see 
GGGI as partially on track to deliver its Strategy 2030 vision, but highlight insufficient selectivity, limited core 
funding and organizational dispersion as constraints (see more below), which limit GGGI’s potential. There is also 
a notable disconnect between results reported through GGGI’s CRF and staff perceptions, pointing to 
underappreciated successes and/or limited organizational visibility of some impacts. Overall, GGGI’s results to 
date point to considerable potential, but a more balanced focus on both ‘green’ and ‘social’ dimensions – backed 
by stronger internal systems and strategic clarity – will be critical to realizing its long-term transformation goals. 

Factors Shaping Delivery: What is GGGI’s strategic niche today, taking into 
account its evolution since the start of Strategy 2030?  

The effectiveness of GGGI’s Programmatic Solutions under Strategy 2030 depends on broader enablers and 
constraints that shape delivery, some of which are within GGGI’s control and some of which are not.  Internal 
survey results and insights from our qualitative data highlight several recurring barriers to impact, most notably 
the organization’s dependence on project-based funding (identified by 51.9 percent of respondents in the internal 

survey), which undermines strategic coherence and stretches resources thinly across too many priorities [ ]. 
Additional challenges include weak private sector engagement (41.7 percent), overextension across themes and 

countries (31.5 percent) [ ], and insufficient attention to local absorptive capacity (25.9 percent). Internal 
bottlenecks – such as slow processes, limited operational staffing, unclear strategies and leadership for PSs, and 

inefficiencies linked to decentralization – further impact delivery [ ]. These systemic issues limit GGGI’s ability 
to fully leverage its solutions and are explored in greater detail throughout other sections of this report.  

At the same time, GGGI’s success has been enabled by its distinctive strategic niche. We heard multiple different 
perspectives on GGGI’s niche. For example, there are different views on whether GGGI’s core offering is or should 
be as a “global thought leader” or as an “in-country implementor of projects” (while acknowledging the 
oversimplification of such a binary). Different partners view GGGI varyingly as an “implementing partner”, a 
“resource mobiliser”, a “policy advisor”, as “technical support”, and in some cases as “acting as an NGO” in terms 
of the control GGGI in-country teams have over adapting budgets. GGGI staff variously describe the organization 
as an “international organization”, “trusted advisors”, “implementor”, “like an NGO”, or “working as a consulting 
firm”. One staff member reflected that “maybe [a] lack of identity is an identity in itself”, as it allows GGGI to be 
flexible and responsive to country needs. 

Based on what we heard and observed, we suggest that GGGI’s strategic niche is rooted in five elements: its 
consistent focus on Green Growth, embedded presence within government institutions, ability to operate flexibly 
across the full value chain, including especially its integration of Green Finance, and the strength and credibility of 
its technical staff. 
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GGGI’s Strategic Niche 

Green Growth 

The first element that distinguishes GGGI is its explicit and consistent focus on Green Growth, which 
stakeholders recognize as a defining strength. A 2022 external evaluation of GGGI by Foreign, Commonwealth 
and Development Office (FCDO) noted that “Unlike other green growth institutions, GGGI’s clear technical entry 
point is economic growth, as the main engine for poverty reduction. This is its unique selling point. It operates 
where there is strong demand for its independent advice.” As one government partner noted, “When people think 
of green, they think of GGGI,” reflecting the organization’s strong brand association with environmental 
sustainability.  

Stakeholders highlighted GGGI’s unique positioning in the development landscape, with one resource partner 
commenting, “GGGI is nearly the only actor in Green Growth. [It] provides technical capacity in finance where 
others don’t [and] complements [our] green tagging and taxonomy work.” This distinctive approach combining a 
focus on economic growth and environmental sustainability has set GGGI apart and is seen as a key element of its 
value proposition.  

Access and Agility 

A second core element of GGGI’s success is its access to partner governments, paired with a high degree of 
operational agility, through its ‘embedded’ positioning. Resource partners described GGGI’s government access 
as both “critical” and “unprecedented”, emphasizing the value of its embedded presence within line ministries and 
provincial offices. As one partner noted, “They have more information on what’s going on than any other 
organization I can think of.” This embedded model not only fosters trust, positioning GGGI as a ‘trusted advisor’, 
but also enables it to co-develop proposals with governments rather than relying on assumptions, setting it apart 
from more hierarchical institutions like the Asian Development Bank (ADB) or World Bank, who are perceived as 
“flying in and flying out”, giving less nuanced understandings of the context. Stakeholders widely praised GGGI’s 
flexibility, transparency, and ability to tailor services to specific country contexts. However, flexibility does not 
always equate to agility. As one internal reflection noted, “We’re a faster, more innovative organization than UN 
agencies, but quality and systems lag behind.” Additionally, some questioned how GGGI can maintain deep 
expertise while responding to a wide range of government requests, highlighting a potential tension between 
responsiveness and specialization.  

Value Chain 

GGGI’s capacity to operate across its value chain, from diagnosis to policy, projects, and finance, was also 
identified as an element of GGGI’s strategic niche and value proposition. One resource partner described GGGI’s 
work along the value chain as more central to its value proposition than its expertise in any one programmatic 
solution. 

“The value chain is core to what GGGI does, because GGGI flexibly prioritizes [sectoral areas] based 
on the region. If you’re not doing renewable energy everywhere, then what you are doing 
everywhere is the way of working” – Resource Partner 

Resource partners noted that despite being smaller with limited financial resources compared to larger 
multilaterals or Multilateral Development Banks (MDBs), GGGI’s ability to work with governments from 
conception of an idea, to developing policy and regulating frameworks, to developing bankable projects and finally 
implementation, was a unique selling point for GGGI; “there are lots of organizations who have sectoral experts 
AND have money, for example, the ADB…. the bit the ADB doesn’t do is the end-to-end, demand driven [approach 
with the] contextual awareness of where they are.” Senior management also noted that GGGI’s unique role, 
working across the value chain, as both policy advisor and implementation partner gives it influence in the 
development ecosystem, especially in emerging sectors like carbon markets and sustainable finance. 

Green Finance 

GGGI’s integration of green finance as a cross-cutting enabler across its work has also emerged as a central 
element of GGGI’s strategic niche. Stakeholders recognize GGGI’s unique positioning in economic growth and 
green finance, with one noting that “GGGI is at the epicenter of green finance in the Dominican Republic… they go 
beyond project outputs and connect us to global specialists.” GGGI plays a vital role in linking donors to 
governments on green financing opportunities and is regarded as a ‘go-to readiness delivery partner’ for the 
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Green Climate Fund (GCF), having successfully proposed regional models that extend access to hard-to-reach 
countries. Resource partners highlight GGGI’s “clear niche” in climate finance, praising its strong knowledge 
generation, thought leadership, and operational flexibility. Furthermore, GGGI’s hybrid role, operating as both a 
policy and technical agency, positions it in a “sweet spot between banks and NGOs in the carbon landscape,” an 
organization that can talk the language of finance, but with the principles of an NGO, giving it a distinctive and 
highly valued role in advancing climate finance solutions globally. 

People 

Finally, stakeholders consistently spoke about how the key to GGGI’s strength and strategic niche is its people. 
Government partners and resources partners recognized GGGI as having staff with very strong technical 
expertise. In all five country visits, we heard that GGGI has benefited from exceptional performance by a cadre of 
highly motivated individuals, with recognition that GGGI goes “over and above” what is expected. Government 
partners and resource partners spoke at length about the strong relationships built with, and technical support 
received, from in-country and regional senior leadership and specialists; “[they are] technically very solid, even if 
they don’t have the answer they can connect with other specialized teams” and “They know what they are talking 
about, and they invested in helping us understand how to use them.” 

Through its people, GGGI plays an important role as a connector, creating opportunities and catalyzing impact. 
External stakeholders, including government partners and resource partners, frequently used terms such as 
“connector”, “glue” and “bridge”. As one resource partner described it, GGGI uses its ‘convening and coherence 
making role’ to connect the dots between national needs (whether articulated directly by governments or 
influenced by GGGI to have a greater understanding of actual needs) and what development partners, including 
bi-laterals, multi-laterals, and MDBs, are willing to support. At a global level, GGGI collaborates with big actors in 
the Green Growth and climate action space such as the GCF and the NDC partnership. 

GGGI’s Visibility 

Despite having a clear strategic niche, GGGI has not yet fully leveraged that niche, neither for resource 
mobilization nor for advocacy or influence. Fragmented branding and a lack of consistent identity across 
countries were highlighted as ongoing challenges that undermine organizational cohesion and global visibility. 
Staff members working at the regional level noted that country units often operate in silos, making GGGI appear 
inconsistent internationally. As one staff member observed, “GGGI never invested in brand recognition, including 
brand consistency,” noting however that some progress has been made in recent years. Additionally, senior staff 
members noted that there is a need for stronger external engagement, with calls for GGGI to invest more in 
marketing, better disseminate its achievements, and increase its presence in forums and events, a sentiment 
echoed more broadly by staff during the 2025 Spring meetings. While GGGI positions itself as a newer, faster, and 
more innovative organization compared to traditional international agencies, such as the UN, particularly in its 
work leveraging private finance, it has yet to fully capitalize on this position through strategic lobbying and 

visibility with key donors [ ]. 
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Figure 9: Relative World-Wide Popularity of Search Terms on Google on a scale of 0-100, 2015-present (8-
period moving average) 

 

Source: Google Trends (May 27, 2025) 

Previous evaluations of GGGI concluded that, despite GGGI’s progress in establishing partnerships, challenges 
persist in formalizing relationships and achieving a strategic alignment with key MDBs and the private sector.11 
While it has fostered significant partnerships, such as with the GCF, it has not crystalized the opportunity to 
collaborate systematically with many other development partners, especially in view of GGGI’s role as an 
incubator of bankable projects. Its role and relevance are thus not always clear to its partners. Previous 
evaluations thus recommended that GGGI formalizes and strengthens its outreach approaches for important 

institutional stakeholders, especially those in MDBs and private investors [ ]. 

GGGI’s external communications team has grown, and there is stronger alignment of country and regional 
offices with corporate messaging. We were informed that GGGI now has 35 communications experts based 
across HQ and country/ regional offices. This has helped address brand fragmentation challenges. However, 
GGGI’s brand visibility remains low compared to comparator organizations, despite the number of publications 
that it puts out. For example, Google Trends shows that, based on worldwide searches, GGGI has a higher profile 
than P4G Partnerships which seeks to attract private investment into green projects, but still a much smaller 

footprint than the World Resources Institute – see Figure 9 for more detail [ ].12 

“We lack proper branding, we are still not famous as an organization” - Staff member 

Summary 

GGGI’s delivery of results under Strategy 2030 is influenced by both internal and external factors. Internally, 
persistent constraints such as reliance on project-based funding, limited staffing, slow processes, and diffuse 
strategy have hampered efficiency and strategic coherence. Externally, overextension across themes and 
countries and lagging operational systems have also limited GGGI’s impact. Despite these challenges, GGGI’s 
strategic niche remains distinct and valuable. 

The organization’s niche is defined by five key elements: 

 
11 Joint Donor Review of the Global Green Growth Institute 2015; Independent Evaluation of the Global Green Growth Institute’s Progress 
against the Strategic Plan 2015-2020; Organization Strategy for Denmark’s engagement with the Global Green Growth Institute (GGGI) 
2017-2019 
12 The relative frequency of searches for organization names is likely to reflect the extent to which organizations are familiar to those 
searching. There are no organizations that are directly comparable to GGGI i.e. multilateral organizations that are focused on green growth. 
But there are many international organizations that operate in similar spheres. Many of these, including IUCN, UNEP and WRI have long 
histories and will naturally, other things equal, enjoy greater name recognition as a result. 
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1. Green Growth Focus: GGGI’s consistent emphasis on Green Growth, with a unique position framing 
economic growth through the lens of environmental sustainability, differentiates it from other actors. 
Stakeholders regard GGGI as nearly singular in this dual-focus space. 

2. Access and Agility: GGGI’s embedded presence in government structures enables it to act as a “trusted 
advisor,” fostering trust and responsiveness. While praised for being more responsive than traditional 
agencies, this model does pose some challenges to visibility, and to provide high quality technical insight 
across multiple sectors. 

3. End-to-End Value Chain: GGGI’s ability to work across the full project cycle — from diagnostics to finance 
— is seen as a core strength, particularly in emerging areas like carbon markets and sustainable finance. 

4. Green Finance Expertise: GGGI’s role as a resource mobiliser and a green finance ‘matchmaker’, and its 
ability to employ innovative green finance as an enabler across sectors is highly valued by partners. 

5. People and Relationships: Stakeholders consistently highlight the expertise, dedication, and connectivity 
of GGGI staff as vital to its impact. Staff are seen as effective connectors between national priorities and 
donor agendas. 

However, despite developing this strong and clear niche, GGGI has yet to fully leverage this for visibility and 
influence. Branding remains inconsistent, partnerships with MDBs underutilized, and global recognition limited. 
Despite communications improvements, GGGI’s profile remains modest, signalling the need for strategic visibility 

and advocacy efforts to match its technical and relational strengths [ ]. 

 

 

 

Recommendation 6: GGGI should take deliberate steps to raise its 

global visibility through more strategic, coordinated, and targeted 

external engagement and communications. 

B. Strategy 2030 in Action: Balancing Strategic Direction and 
Responsiveness 

Strategy Traction: How has Strategy 2030 driven the design and delivery of 
projects and programs? 

Strategy 2030 and the 2025 Roadmap 

GGGI’s strategic framework has been moderately successful in giving GGGI overall coherence and global 
relevance at an organizational level, while allowing flexibility to respond to issues and opportunities.  Strategy 
2030 aims to provide a framework for GGGI’s work at global, regional and national levels and, to a moderate 
extent, it has achieved this. It also helps communicate GGGI’s offer to Member countries. The Roadmap 2025 is a 
key component of GGGI’s strategic framework, positioned between the broad ambitions of Strategy 2030 and 
more operational tools such as regional strategies and CPFs. It provides an action plan for the first phase of 
Strategy 2030 (2021-2025), outlining the critical actions GGGI should take to achieve its goals. In principle, the 
Roadmap translates the ‘what’ and ‘why’ of Strategy 2030 into the ‘how’, ‘where’, ‘when’, and ‘who’ of 
implementation, aiming to foster shared understanding and ownership across the organization and with external 
partners. In practice, staff report that the Roadmap 2025 has achieved this to a moderate extent. 

However, GGGI’s current strategic framework is complex and could be simplified. The framework – spanning 
Strategy 2030 and the 2025 Roadmap – includes two Strategic Goals, eight SOs (with four strategic challenges 
and enablers, four sectoral themes and nine sectoral issues), five GOPs, and 11 PSs. This makes it difficult to 
communicate GGGI’s core offer both internally and to external partners. It also makes it challenging to clearly 
prioritize which areas should receive the most focus and resources. This can dilute efforts across too many fronts, 
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making it hard to strategically invest in the most impactful practice areas and to allocate staff time and expertise 
efficiently and strategically, making the whole less than the sum of its parts. As a result, GGGI’s approach has 

become fragmented, with a long tail of small pilots and diverse projects [ ].  

“The architecture is unnecessarily complicated, we could have done something leaner… I would 
very seldom refer to GOPs. I would refer to Strategic Outcomes and the sectors we work in. That’s 
what people are interested in – what you actually do.” - GGGI staff member 

“When we start out in countries, the core identity of GGGI comes out. When we go down through 
more projects, it becomes a bit more diluted. Occasionally, we go to the core function of GGGI – 
transitioning countries towards green growth, helping with policies, negotiating climate positions, 
and designing carbon decrees. Those pieces that anchor governments and help get them to 
understand green growth, and to mainstream green growth at a macro level. But when we start 
implementing projects, the link starts getting lost.” – GGGI staff member 

Many staff expressed a desire for GGGI to simplify its strategic framework and strengthen its strategic focus to 
avoid overstretching its mandate. As part of this process, there is also potential for rationalizing or clustering some 
of the 11 PSs to improve GGGI’s clarity and impact (see also Prioritization). Streamlining the PSs could help the 
organization to better allocate resources, foster deeper technical expertise, and enhance its ability to 
demonstrate results. Additionally, a more focused and coherent strategy would support stronger internal 

alignment and facilitate communication with external stakeholders [ ]. 

Strategy Traction  

GGGI’s programming is primarily demand-driven, responding to the priorities of its Member countries and the 
availability of donor funding. Interviews and internal FGDs confirm that GGGI designs and adapts its initiatives 
to align with government partner expectations. This responsiveness was also validated by government 
representatives in all countries visited during the evaluation. In Senegal, for example, representatives from 
government, the private sector, and NGOs reported that GGGI is effectively and efficiently addressing key 
national needs, such as supporting climate smart agriculture in the Senegal River valley. In Jordan, GGGI’s work is 
focused on key national issues, including support for refugees and addressing unemployment. GGGI is also aligned 
with government priorities in emerging priority areas like green entrepreneurship and carbon finance. Notably, 
GGGI played a key role in developing Jordan’s Green Growth National Action Plans. Similarly, in Lao PDR, 
stakeholders recognize that GGGI works on the country’s main priorities, such as waste management and carbon 
initiatives. GGGI’s adaptable and flexible approach is particularly valued. 

“Their goals are aligned with our national strategies; they adapt their work to fit within 
government expectation[s]” – Government partner 

While GGGI’s demand-driven and responsive approach is a core strength, enabling the organization to align 
closely with Member country priorities and adapt to evolving needs, it also presents challenges for strategic 
coherence, particularly in the context of project-based and earmarked funding. Yet strategic coherence is 
crucial for maximizing organizational impact, ensuring efficient use of resources, and building a strong, 
recognizable identity for GGGI. Without coherence, there is a risk of fragmentation and missed opportunities for 
learning and scaling successful approaches. When asked in the internal survey, 51 percent of respondents agreed 
that "The reliance on project-based funding challenges the development of a coherent approach across the 
organization.” This suggests that while responsiveness is valued, there is also a desire for greater alignment and 
integration across GGGI’s work. Staff feedback highlights the need to explore alternative revenue streams beyond 
earmarked funding, including more flexible, core, or global program funding that would allow GGGI to invest in 

cross-cutting priorities, foster innovation, and ensure a minimum level of strategic alignment across programs [
]. 

PSs have struggled to gain traction as a major influence on staff decision-making in part because Strategy 2030 
and related strategic documents provide limited articulation of their intended purpose, direction, or 
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implementation pathway. Many GGGI staff report that they do not routinely use the PSs to guide their work, 
especially at the country level where projects are demand driven. Part of the reason is that Strategy 2030 is 
“sectionally agnostic,” lacking specific visions, targets, or guidance for how each PS should contribute to GGGI’s 
overall mission. This vagueness weakens the PSs utility as organizing principles for programming – particularly at 
the country level, where staff tend to prioritize responsiveness to Member needs over adherence to an abstract 
framework. Without a clearly defined role in the strategy, the PSs suffer from weak leadership, ownership, and 
accountability structures. Some 22.2 percent of respondents to the internal survey indicated that a lack of strong 
leadership for the PSs was a constraint to GGGI’s success, highlighting the absence of institutional mechanisms to 
steer and support them. As these solutions are intended to serve as the strategic backbone of GGGI’s delivery 
model, weak communities of practice and unclear roles, ownership, or guidance can undermine organizational 
coherence, learning, and accountability. Several respondents called for stronger institutional structures and 
leadership mechanisms to ensure that PSs are adequately steered, resourced, and evaluated. Streamlining the 
number of PSs, and/or clustering them into four or five coherent clusters, and strengthening these elements, 
would not only clarify expectations and foster collaboration across teams but also help translate the broad 
ambitions of Strategy 2030 into more actionable, cohesive, and impactful programming across the organization [

; ]. 

“I still struggle to see the difference between the GOP and PS and the SO. Not something I refer to 
very much. More or less I know what they [Programmatic Solutions] are because they kind of relate 
to the Strategic Outcomes.” – GGGI staff member 

Instead, most staff report that Strategy 2030 has the greatest influence on decision-making at the Strategic 
Outcome level. Staff reported that they tend to focus on the Strategic Outcomes, which are directly linked to 
GGGI’s annual reporting through the CRF. Several current and former country representatives noted that the 
first criterion they consider when selecting a new project is its alignment with the Strategic Outcomes. At the 
operational level, this alignment is seen as more important for driving coherence with Strategy 2030 and the 2025 
Roadmap than adherence to the PSs and/or the GOPs. However, because Strategy 2030 is broad in scope, most 
GGGI projects still align with at least one of the PSs, even if this is not the primary framework guiding project 
design and implementation. This points to the need to more clearly articulate and streamline the strategic 

framework to ensure that all staff can internalize and work towards common goals [ ]. 

Country Planning Frameworks and Regional Strategies  

CPFs are designed to operationalize Strategy 2030 at the country level, translating GGGI’s global ambitions 
into context-specific plans that are responsive to national priorities and development goals. While CPFs are 
intended to guide delivery against GGGI’s PSs and impact targets, in practice, their primary value lies in ensuring 
local relevance, country ownership, and alignment with Member country needs – reflecting GGGI’s fundamentally 
demand-driven approach. CPFs also inform the development of the Country Business Plan, which is a two-year 
operational plan forming part of GGGI’s biennial WPB. Several staff members reported that WPBs are more 
grounded and operationally aligned than CPFs as they are revised every two years, allowing them to reflect 
changes in national priorities and ensuring alignment with donor and Member needs. 

In this way, GGGI’s country-level approach – while formally structured through Strategy 2030 and associated 
tools like CPFs – is in practice highly adaptive and shaped by context. Because Strategy 2030 is both broad and 
complex, CPFs are often used not as rigid translations of Strategy 2030, but as pragmatic tools to negotiate 
between high-level ambitions and evolving country-level realities. Many staff perceive that Strategy 2030 only 
cascades to the country level to a moderate extent. CPFs have not been systematically developed across all 
Member countries, and even where they exist, they can reflect opportunistic entry points rather than a coherent 
or results-focused program in line with Strategy 2030. While they do help clarify GGGI’s offer to partner 
governments, their cumulative contribution to advancing GGGI’s global goals is difficult to assess. This 
underscores the need to simplify the strategic framework and strengthen the link between country-level planning 
and GGGI’s core strategic outcomes, which staff most frequently use to guide their work, rather than  

Regional strategies are intended to guide GGGI’s regional priorities and foster an aligned approach across 
countries. This is seen in the updated Latin America and Caribbean (LAC) 2025 Strategy, which prioritizes 
consolidation and internal strengthening over expansion. However, their traction has been constrained by limited 
resources and siloed operations, highlighting the need for stronger synergies with country-level programming – 
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particularly as donor funding becomes less predictable. Regional Offices – intended to support these strategies 
and improve coordination – have added value in some contexts, such as donor engagement in the Pacific and sub-
regional coherence in Latin America. Yet their varying roles, structures, and associated costs by region have raised 
concerns about their overall value and cost-effectiveness, with some staff noting unclear mandates, overlaps, and 
added burdens on country teams. As a result, there is growing momentum to streamline Regional Offices, focusing 
their efforts instead on regional strategy, knowledge sharing, and partnership development. the more complex 
PSs. 

Summary 

GGGI’s Strategy 2030, supported by the Roadmap 2025, aims to provide organizational coherence while enabling 
adaptability to country-specific contexts. However, in practice, the framework is seen by staff as overly complex, 
with too many overlapping elements, making it difficult to communicate GGGI’s core offer and prioritize 
effectively. This complexity has led to fragmented delivery and diluted impact. 

 

 

 

Recommendation 1: GGGI should streamline its overall strategic 

architecture to signal core strengths (while remaining open to 

other requests for support where well-placed to deliver) and 

provide greater focus on how and where to invest. 

PSs have also struggled to gain traction due to vague definitions, lack of ownership, and the absence of concrete 
targets. As a result, many staff default to using the SOs, which directly inform corporate reporting, rather than 
using PSs or GOPs to guide their work. There is a strong internal call to simplify and streamline the strategic 
framework, particularly by rationalizing the PSs, to enhance organizational focus, resource allocation and the 
ability to demonstrate results. 

GGGI’s demand-driven model ensures responsiveness to Member countries. CPFs and WPBs help translate 
Strategy 2030 into actionable, country-specific programming. However, CPFs are inconsistently developed and 
can reflect opportunistic project entry points rather than a coherent results-focused program. Regional strategies 
face similar challenges, with weak alignment and limited integration with country-level activities due to resource 
constraints and siloed operations. The role of regional offices, introduced in 2019, has also been questioned due 
to cost and unclear value-add. 

Overall, while Strategy 2030 provides vision, its complexity and broadness limit practical utility. A simplified and 
better-integrated strategic framework is needed to align resources, foster coherence, and strengthen GGGI’s 
impact. 

Prioritization: How has Strategy 2030 supported GGGI to respond to the 
urgency and ambition needed to achieve the ambition of the Paris Agreement 
and Agenda 2030 and is it still fit for purpose? 

Strategy 2030 aimed to make a pivotal shift in GGGI’s approach – moving from broad-based programming to a 
more disciplined, high-impact model focused on fewer, strategically prioritized areas. It committed to rejecting 
low-value interventions and concentrating instead on scalable, results-driven initiatives aligned with GOPs and 
PSs. This strategic refinement aimed to enable GGGI to better serve its Members by deploying resources where 
they could generate the greatest Green Growth outcomes. As outlined in the Strategy 2030 Roadmap, all active 
projects were reviewed through an Alignment Matrix, and non-aligned workstreams were to be systematically 
phased out. Against this backdrop, this section assesses how effectively GGGI has implemented this prioritization 
agenda—exploring whether it is now focusing on the right sectors, in the right countries, and at the right time to 
deliver on the urgency and ambition of Agenda 2030 and the Paris Agreement. 

Does GGGI Focus on the Right Things? 

Sectors 
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Survey responses indicate a strong degree of confidence that GGGI is operating in the right thematic areas 
(Figure 10). On average, staff felt that GGGI focuses on high-priority sectoral areas aligned with NDC and SDG 
needs “to a Great Extent.” This suggests a high level of alignment between GGGI’s programmatic footprint and the 
most important global needs and priorities under international frameworks like Agenda 2030 and the Paris 
Agreement. This is driven by GGGI’s demand-driven model that aligns delivery to Member and partner countries’ 
requests. 

Figure 10: To what extent does GGGI focus on high-priority sectoral areas that align NDC and SDG needs? (N 
= 83) 

 

The 2023 Systems Change Lab report, which identifies the most important transformational shifts needed to 
protect both people and the planet, further confirms that GGGI generally focuses on the “right” things. The 
Systems Change Lab found that 41 of 42 key indicators across eight critical systems – power, buildings, industry, 
transport, forests and land, food and agriculture, technological carbon removal, and finance – are not on track to 
meet 1.5°C-aligned targets by 2030, with more than half requiring at least a twofold acceleration in current rates 
of change. These systems correspond closely to the PSs prioritized under GGGI’s Strategy 2030. 

Within this global picture of underperformance against Paris Agreement targets, GGGI’s strongest areas of 
engagement – Green Investments and Climate Action – align directly with some of the most urgent needs. On 
climate finance, for instance, GGGI contributes significantly through project-level mobilization and development 
of instruments like green bonds, supporting global efforts that need to scale by nearly US$500 billion annually to 
stay on track. External stakeholders frequently singled out GGGI’s expertise in areas like sustainable finance and 
accreditation for climate funds as both unique and the valuable, with several partners noting that few, if any, other 
organizations work as intensively in this space. 

GGGI’s work in forests and land-use provides vital mitigation and adaptation support, particularly as global 
deforestation trends worsen – with 2022 seeing a loss of 5.8 million hectares, mostly in primary tropical forests. 
Similarly, GGGI’s interventions in the energy sector are relevant, with GGGIs promotion of clean energy 
transitions through rooftop solar, mini-grids, and energy storage, helping close energy access gaps and supporting 
a decentralized renewable energy transition that is currently off track. In agriculture, where the required global 
transformation includes an eightfold acceleration in shifting to sustainable diets and reducing emissions, GGGI’s 
contributions to climate-smart agriculture and sustainable land-use – though more localized – are notable, 
particularly in countries like Senegal, Uzbekistan, and Kiribati, where the organization has supported shifts 
toward solar-powered irrigation, improved soil management, and low-emissions farming practices, with promising 
potential for scale. In transport, the Systems Change Lab report emphasizes the need for a sixfold increase in rapid 
transit coverage by 2030. GGGI supports this through its Sustainable Mobility work, which includes investment-
ready projects in e-mobility, non-motorized transport, and urban transit systems like Bus Rapid Transit. However, 
GGGI is relatively less engaged in some of the other systems that are severely off track, particularly buildings and 
industry, where deep decarbonization is needed but currently underrepresented in GGGI’s portfolio. These are 
sectors where transformation is urgent but impeded by path dependencies and locks-ins – precisely the kind of 
challenge where GGGI’s value chain approach can provide critical catalytic support. This suggests that GGGI is 
clearly present in some of the most essential systems for Green Growth, though there remains a critical 
opportunity to broaden and deepen its engagement in some transformation frontiers where progress is currently 
lagging. 

Both internal and external stakeholders emphasized that GGGI brings a unique focus on Green Growth – 
framing environmental challenges through an economic and development lens. This differentiates GGGI from 
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other climate-focused organizations, which often concentrate more narrowly on mitigation or adaptation. Several 
stakeholders noted GGGI’s early and continued economic framing as a comparative advantage, at a time when 
few other organizations were thinking about development in such terms. While many organizations have since 
entered the Green Growth space, internal stakeholders still view GGGI’s technical understanding and track 
record as comparatively strong. GGGI’s long-standing commitment to Green Growth was thus noted as both as 
technical strength in its programming, reinforcing its identity in an increasingly crowded field of development 
actors. 

Nevertheless, there is growing awareness of the challenges of covering too much. Several internal interviewees 
described the current sectoral portfolio – especially as defined by the 11 PSs – as “covering everything under the 
sun.” While staff acknowledged that Strategy 2030 provides a useful strategic framework, the reality is that in-
country implementation is often demand-driven and closely linked to evolving national priorities and donor 

interests [ ]. As a result, country offices often flex beyond Strategy 2030, or their specific CPF, to respond to 
emerging opportunities or partner needs. These views align with broader concerns raised in the survey, where 
nearly a third of staff felt that GGGI’s resources are stretched too thinly across too many thematic and geographic 
fronts. Interviewees highlighted examples where GGGI pursued work – such as Tourism or ‘Green Health’ – 
without clear alignment to existing strengths or planning frameworks. Others reflected on a tendency to “not push 
back” when new sectoral ideas emerge, even if they stretch organizational resources. Several staff members noted 
the need to be more selective about the sectors GGGI enters, questioning whether expansion into new areas 
without adequate expertise might dilute impact. Many thus felt the priority should be on clarifying where GGGI 

adds most value – and maintaining depth and quality in those areas – rather than simply expanding coverage [ ]. 
At the same time, it is important to recognize that external stakeholders generally value GGGI’s flexibility and 
responsiveness to national priorities. In countries such as Lao PDR and Jordan, partners emphasized the strong 
alignment between GGGI’s programming and national development strategies and appreciated its ability to adapt 
to shifting sectoral needs. This points to the need to strike a balance between aligning closely with country-defined 
goals and contributing meaningfully to national development and climate agendas while avoiding internal 
overstretch. 

Staff have clear views on where GGGI could better prioritize its efforts to have the greatest transformational 

potential going forward [ ]. As illustrated in Figure 11, respondents were asked to rank GGGI’s presence across 
PSs from most appropriate to least appropriate, considering both country needs and GGGI’s comparative 
strengths. Green Investments and Climate Action emerged at the top, reflecting areas where GGGI’s footprint, 
expertise, and results are widely seen as strong. As explored in earlier sections, Green Investments and Climate 
Action are GGGI’s clearest fortes. These were followed by Sustainable Energy and Climate Resilient Agriculture, 
which also align with major global development and climate priorities. However, in sectors like Sustainable Energy, 
though staff felt that GGGI’s presence was warranted, results to date are muted – suggesting room for 
improvement in turning resource flows into tangible outcomes. In contrast, sectors such as Green Buildings, Green 
Industries, and Coastal Resilience and Blue Economy ranked lower – likely reflecting their more limited 
implementation to date. These findings underscore the importance of striking a balance between thematic focus 
and responsiveness. While GGGI should deepen its global expertise and delivery capacity in a core set of high-
impact sectors (see Recommendation 2), there likely remains a need to retain flexibility to support country-
specific Green Growth priorities where they align with national demand and development goals. 



Mid-term Evaluation of Strategy 2030 | Final Report 

 

 23 

Figure 11: Ranking GGGI's presence in the following Programmatic Solutions from most appropriate to least 
appropriate for Green Growth impact, given needs and GGGI’s relative strengths (N = 81) 

 

Despite this clear sense of priority, staff do not feel that GGGI is doing enough to reduce low-priority or lower-
value areas of work. When asked to what extent there has been a clear emphasis on reducing low-priority and 
low-value areas of intervention, the average score on a 4-point Likert scale was 1.67 (N=72) – on the cusp of “To 
a Small Extent”. This suggests that while GGGI is expanding and deepening its work in high-impact areas, there is 
less evidence of a parallel effort to streamline or exit from lower-performing or less strategically relevant 
Programmatic Solutions. This finding suggests that the strategic direction outlined in the Strategy 2030 Roadmap, 
which emphasizes the need for disciplined focus and portfolio rationalization as core elements of delivering 
transformational impact, lacked traction. It also reinforces concerns raised in the Results section that GGGI’s 
reach may be outpacing its resources – spreading the organization too thinly across themes and geographies and 

thereby diluting the effectiveness of its interventions [ ]. 

Activities  

While the sectoral focus is seen as broadly appropriate, feedback on the nature of activities within these sectors 
is mixed. When asked whether GGGI is effectively prioritizing scalable and high-impact interventions, staff 
responded “To a Moderate Extent” on average (N=79). This suggests that while GGGI is broadly present in the 
right sectors, it may not always be maximizing its value. That said, only 6.5 percent of 108 respondents indicated 
that GGGI supported the wrong type of activities when asked about barriers to the organization’s success. This 
suggests that although GGGI has scope to reassess its activities to better meet its Members’ needs and priorities, 
the margins for improved impact may be small.  

Strategy 2030 has enabled GGGI to remain focused on sectoral priorities and sub-priorities that matter, with 
activity-level improvements likely to yield incremental rather than transformational gains. GGGI’s value chain 
approach was highlighted consistently by stakeholders as a strong offering for Member countries in a relatively 
crowded space. The value chain approach – which links upstream policy support with downstream finance 
mobilization and implementation – not only reinforces GGGI’s relevance on the international stage but provides 
a robust framework for aligning activities with scalable, system-wide outcomes (as discussed further in the section 
on GGGI’s Strategic Niche). In the internal survey, staff rated almost all elements of the value chain as highly 
central to the impact of GGGI’s work, demonstrating their interconnectedness as steps in a process. However, 
GGGI’s mobilization of finance and its role as an implementor of projects stood out as the most valued links in the 
chain. Interestingly, given the discussions relating to ‘thought leadership’ currently ongoing within GGGI, fewer 
staff viewed its role as a generator and disseminator of knowledge as central to its current impact but expressed 
a slight desire for greater emphasis on thought leadership and innovation, potentially as a means influencing more 
economically advanced countries to transition to a Green Growth agenda. See next section. 

“Thought Leadership” 

Previous thought leadership initiatives in GGGI have lacked clear strategic anchoring and sustainable 
outcomes. At its outset, GGGI included global thought leaders such as Lord Nicholas Stern, lead author of the 
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Stern Review, on its Council. GGGI subsequently created a Thought Leadership Unit (TLU). However, this effort 
was largely unsuccessful. Initiatives like the Green Growth Index and Green Growth Outlook were conceived to 
bolster GGGI’s intellectual profile but have seen limited use and traction. The restructuring under Strategy 2030 
phased out the TLU and replaced it with Communities of Practice. GGGI also contributes to the Green Growth 
Knowledge Platform, and forms part of its secretariat with UNEP, although internally few staff members appear 
to be aware of or engaged with it. 

Opinions are divided in GGGI on whether the organization should take steps to further strengthen its capacity 
to generate and disseminate externally facing knowledge. Many staff emphasize the importance of GGGI’s shift 
from ‘thinking’ to ‘doing’, as GGGI has responded to country and donor demand. Some staff interviewees noted 
that Member countries themselves want to “see more on the ground” and that GGGI’s ability to deliver tangible 
outcomes — mobilizing climate finance, for example — has become central to its value proposition. Accordingly, 
they argue that GGGI’s comparative advantage lies in implementation. Others, however, expressed concern that 
this shift has diluted GGGI’s original identity as a knowledge organization — a role implied by the presence of 
‘Institute’ in its name. Some argue that knowledge generation and external dissemination is essential for building 
institutional credibility, global branding, and funding visibility. This concern has also been acknowledged at the 
highest levels: the Director-General’s 2025 Progress Report to the MPSC noted that “the organization has deep 
and valuable experience in Green Growth, but has not consistently translated this into visible, high-impact 
knowledge products that shape global policy debates or position GGGI as an influential thought leader.” They 
point to examples of strong knowledge work, particularly in carbon markets, where GGGI is widely seen as a global 
leader. Stakeholders cite GGGI’s work in the rapid development of Article 6 investment mechanisms — outpacing 
organizations like the ADB — and praise its speed, credibility, and innovation in carbon finance and climate action. 
Another compelling rationale for strengthening GGGI’s external knowledge function is its potential to catalyze 
upstream innovation – technological and non-technological – that drives Green Growth. Others instead call for a 
smart balance, where knowledge generation and operational delivery are mutually reinforcing, ensuring GGGI’s 

intellectual contributions enhance — rather than distract from — its strengths in field-level delivery [ ]. 

External stakeholders expressed similarly diverse, but complementary, views, though with a strong tilt toward 
valuing implementation. In several cases, stakeholders noted that “implementation is the most helpful,” 
particularly in countries already aware of environmental challenges and now seeking practical solutions. Some 
partners urged the organization to “get its hands dirty” by scaling solutions and engaging more directly in 
implementation. While some saw GGGI as a credible knowledge broker, others noted that global publications and 
frameworks had limited visibility at the country level, and that national counterparts often prioritize practical 
tools over conceptual outputs. Others underscored GGGI’s comparative advantage in bridging policy and practice, 
highlighting its convening power, facilitation role, and ability to translate global knowledge into country-specific 
initiatives. Its role as a knowledge producer is central to this, and an excessive tilt toward implementation also 
risks diluting GGGI’s ability to design robust programs in the first place. Under this view, GGGI’s thinking and 

action need to evolve together rather than compete for institutional focus [ ]. 

Nevertheless, there is a clear rationale for thought leadership in GGGI, namely the importance of fostering 
innovation as a public good.13 Using public resources to increase the stock of knowledge on innovation in Green 

Growth and disseminating this knowledge has solid roots in economic growth theory [ ]. As the General 
Secretary of OECD said in 2011: “The modern economy was created thanks to innovation and thrives on it, and in 
turn the economy encourages new ways of doing things and the invention of new products. That will continue to 
be the case. Non-technological changes and innovation such as new business models, work patterns, city planning, 
or transportation arrangements will also be instrumental in driving Green Growth.”14  

Is GGGI in the Right Places? 

There is a moderate level of confidence among staff that GGGI is currently working in countries where it can 
have the greatest Green Growth impact, but less certainty about the organization's recent expansion choices . 
In the internal survey, respondents felt that GGGI was present in the countries with the most potential for Green 
Growth impact to only a moderate extent on average (Score: 2.21 on a Likert ranging from 0-4; N = 77). When 
asked to what extent has GGGI recently prioritized expansion into such countries, the score dropped slightly to 
1.95 (N = 75), still within the “To a Moderate Extent” range, but with a notable increase in responses at the lower 

 
13 Examples of new and emerging technologies include: artificial intelligence and machine learning, autonomous and unmanned systems, 
biomanufacturing, climate and data analytics, digital twins, future aerospace concepts, human machine interfaces, nanomaterials, next 
generation renewables, quantum sensing, satellite communications, synthetic biology. 
14 Towards Green Growth, OECD, 2011. https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/towards-green-growth_9789264111318-en.html  

https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/towards-green-growth_9789264111318-en.html
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end of the scale: 7.1 percent answered “Not at All” and 21.4 percent “To a Small Extent,” compared to 1.2 percent 
and 14.3 percent respectively for the former question. This trend could reflect several dynamics. It may suggest 
that many high-potential countries are already part of GGGI’s portfolio, leaving limited room for strategic 
expansion. Alternatively, it could reflect concerns that recent growth has been overly opportunistic or funder-
driven, rather than guided by impact potential. In interviews, staff indicated that as a member-based organization, 
any country can apply and follow the process to become a Member of GGGI and position itself as a recipient of 
support. Others are receiving support from GGGI outside of Membership due to donor priorities. There is thus 
potentially scope for GGGI to take a more strategic approach to expansion and prioritize engagement that 
promote the benefits of membership to high-impact countries with significant carbon footprint or economies with 
significant opportunities to transition to a more sustainable and inclusive development pathways. 

An important lens for examining whether GGGI is present in the right places is provided by its own Green 
Growth Index – a composite measure developed to assess countries’ performance against global sustainability 
targets, including the SDGs, Paris Agreement, and Aichi Biodiversity Targets, across four dimensions: efficient and 
sustainable resource use, natural capital protection, green economic opportunities, and social inclusion. However, 
when GGGI’s country presence is compared with the lowest-performing countries on this index, a potential 
misalignment in targeting emerges. Of the 10 bottom-ranked countries, GGGI is only active in five (Bahrain, 
Pakistan, Niger, Uzbekistan, Egypt), and this pattern holds across the entire bottom quartile, where the 
organization is present in only half. Conversely, GGGI is programming in several countries within the top quartile 
of the index – such as China, Paraguay, Lao PDR, Fiji, and Thailand – raising questions about the consistency 
between GGGI’s own diagnostics and its operational footprint. While the overall country portfolio from 2020 to 
2024 tends to cluster around the middle of the Green Growth Index, the data suggests that opportunities remain 
for tighter alignment between country-level engagement and Green Growth needs - both by focusing more on 
countries with greater overall need, but also by deepening efforts in specific areas where even higher-performing 
countries show weaknesses. That said, geographic targeting is obviously influenced by a range of other factors 
beyond performance on the Green Growth Index, including institutional readiness, political will, and funding 
opportunities, which we explore further below. 

GGGI’s country portfolio demonstrates strong alignment with deep development and climate needs (Table 3). 
Most Members fall into Low-Income (15 percent) or Lower-Middle-Income (40 percent) categories, and GGGI is 
present in many of the world’s poorest nations by GDP per capita – with only a few notable gaps such as the 
Central African Republic, Chad, Liberia, Madagascar, and Malawi. It also has a significant presence in Least 
Developed Countries (LDCs), Small Island Developing States (SIDS), and Landlocked Developing Countries 
(LLDCs). This aligns with Strategy 2030’s emphasis on prioritizing vulnerable and lower-income countries, as well 
as with donor preferences. However, the continued presence of some middle- and high-income countries in 
GGGI’s portfolio has been raised in previous evaluations as a concern – likely linked to a degree of opportunism, 
where funding availability or external partnerships have at times shaped programming decisions, diverting 

attention from the most vulnerable [ ]. GGGI’s country portfolio tends to score below global averages in the ND-
GAIN Index15 too, underscoring their exposure to climate risks and limited adaptive capacity. Yet GGGI is active 
in only four of the ten most climate-vulnerable and two of the ten least climate-ready countries, suggesting scope 
to strengthen adaptation targeting. There are also missed opportunities for outsized impact: GGGI is not yet 
active in some of the most populous countries – including Nigeria and Brazil – despite their high emissions and 
regional influence. Likewise, GGGI’s current portfolio skews toward countries with lower-than-average per capita 
emissions, suggesting a potential gap in programming in higher-emitting nations critical to global mitigation goals 
– though this may be impractical in the Gulf states and not always warranted in high-income countries already 
well-positioned to advance a Green Growth agenda independently. 

Table 3: Characteristics of Countries Receiving GGGI-implemented Projects (2020– 2024) 

  Metric Africa Asia Europe LAC 
Middle 
East 

Pacific 
Grand 
Total 

Prop. 

 Country 25 24 2 19 3 12 85 N/A 

Income Status Low Income 12 1         13 15 % 

 
15 The ND-GAIN Country Index score is composed of two key dimensions of adaptation: vulnerability and readiness. It measures vulnerability 
by considering six life-supporting sectors: food, water, health, ecosystem service, human habitat, and infrastructure. And it measures readiness 
by considering three components: economic readiness, governance readiness and social readiness. 
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Lower Middle Income 13 12   2 1 6 34 40 % 

Upper Middle Income   7 1 14   4 26 31 % 

High Income   4 1 3 2 2 12 14 % 

Country 
Characteristics 

LDCs 18 5       3 26 31 % 

LLDCs 8 7   1     16 19 % 

SIDS   1   9   12 22 26 % 

FCV - Conflict 7 1         8 9 % 

FCV - Institutional Fragility 1         6 7 8 % 

  Metric Africa Asia Europe LAC 
Middle 
East 

Pacific 
Grand 
Total 

Comp. 

Climate and 
Environment Indices 

Average GHG Emissions 
Per Capita (t CO2eq/cap) 

1.46 9.95 6.40 3.49 21.58 10.04 6.18 
Below 
Average 

Average ND-GAIN Score 40.2 50.5 54.1 45.9 55.8 44.2 45.9 
Below 
Average 

Average GGGI Index Score 48.5 52.7 64.1 56.9 44.2 53.1 52.2 
Below 
Average 

 
While GGGI’s geographic engagement broadly aligns with global transformation needs, closer analysis reveals 
gaps in targeting within specific Programmatic Solution areas. Based on Green Growth Index themes – 
biodiversity, energy efficiency, material use, sustainable land use, and green investment – GGGI’s portfolio scores 
below the global average in most categories, suggesting it is rightly focused on countries with higher 
transformation needs. However, a review of the bottom 10 performers in each area shows only partial coverage. 
For example, GGGI is active in low-performing energy countries like Bahrain and Uzbekistan, but absent from 
others such as Trinidad and Tobago, Iran, and Syria. In biodiversity, it operates in Nauru and Djibouti, but not Libya 
or Palestine. For material use efficiency, it is present in Mongolia and the UAE, but absent in Chad, Canada, and 
Australia. In land use, GGGI supports Samoa, but not Gabon, Eritrea, or the Republic of Congo. And in green 
investment, it engages in Palau and Antigua and Barbuda, but not Yemen, CAR, or Afghanistan – despite major 
financing gaps. GGGI’s ongoing efforts to integrate conflict sensitivity, including through the COP on Peace, 
Conflict and Green Growth, aim to strengthen capacity for working in such fragile contexts. Th GGGI’s ongoing 
efforts to integrate conflict sensitivity, including through the COP on Peace, Conflict and Green Growth, aim to 
strengthen capacity for working in challenging contexts such as these, with high potential for Green Growth 
impact. Overall, these patterns suggest that while GGGI’s current footprint is well aligned with mid- to low-
performing countries overall, targeting could be further refined to ensure the organization is more consistently 
present in the countries facing the most severe transformation deficits within specific sectors. 

Stakeholder reflections tend to reinforce these findings, offering a more nuanced picture of how GGGI’s 
geographic presence is perceived. Internally, staff widely acknowledge the increasing demand for GGGI’s 
services and view its presence in more than 40 country offices as a sign of the organization’s growing relevance. 
However, this growth has also raised critical questions about GGGI’s ability to sustainably deliver the quality it is 
known for. Several respondents warned of the risk of becoming too diffuse – describing an “everything 
everywhere all at once” tendency that could stretch delivery capacity and dilute impact. For example, while 
countries like Lao PDR were seen as well-aligned with GGGI’s scale and model, others like India were considered 
more difficult environments to operate in meaningfully, due to their size and higher financial thresholds. Some 
staff also questioned the optics and strategic rationale of partnering with high-income countries such as the UAE 
or Qatar, noting the potential reputational risks this poses for an organization that positions itself around 
equitable Green Growth. Engagement in fragile contexts – where several GGGI’s Members rank near the top of 
the Fragile States Index – was viewed as a strategic necessity, but also a significant operational risk. These settings 
demand additional time and resourcing to ensure, at a minimum, that GGGI does no harm. Considering these 
challenges, several staff suggested prioritizing deeper engagement in fewer countries to safeguard delivery 
standards and outcomes. External stakeholders, particularly from LDCs and climate-vulnerable countries, 
however tended to affirm GGGI’s value in places where other development organizations are less present or less 
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specialized. Several praised GGGI’s ability to bring in much-needed technical expertise, with one government 
partner from the Dominican Republic noting that GGGI is “pretty much the only one operating in the Green 
Growth space” in their country. This highlights an inherent tension between the need for strategic country 
prioritization and GGGI’s role in filling critical gaps left by MDBs and the UN system. 

GGGI staff emphasize three filters to help prioritize interventions: reform ambition, institutional readiness, and 
the acuteness of need on Green Growth issues. To inform future geographic prioritization, staff were asked in the 
internal survey to select criteria they felt should guide decisions on where GGGI should be active. The top three 
ranked criteria were (i) Government Willingness to Reform (selected 73.3 percent of the time by a total 86 
respondents); (ii) Country Need in the Programmatic Solution (72.1 percent); and (ii) Climate Vulnerability (70.9 
percent). These were followed by Country-Level Institutional Capacity (57.0 percent) and Country Vulnerability 
Status (53.5 percent), such as being a LDC, SIDS, or LLDC. By contrast, Country-Level Income Status (24.4 
percent), Population Size (17.4 percent), and Fragility and Conflict Status (16.3 percent) ranked lowest – 
suggesting that staff place more weight on transformational potential and government ownership than on scale 
or conventional development classifications. The former is an interesting finding given GGGI’s recent push to 
increase engagement in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations (FCAS), indicating a possible disconnect between 
institutional choices and staff sentiment. Meanwhile, we believe low prioritization of income level amongst staff 
underscores a recognition that Green Growth is not exclusive to low- and middle-income countries, and that GGGI 
has a broader role to play as a global advocate and standard-setter, even in high-income contexts where it may 
not need to directly implement projects. Taken together, these findings indicate that while GGGI’s current 
presence is generally viewed as appropriate, staff see room to sharpen the criteria for guiding expansion. There is 
a clear desire for future country selection to be more strategically aligned with institutional readiness, policy 
ambition, and vulnerability to climate risks.  

Is GGGI there at the Right Time?  

While GGGI’s sectoral and geographic focus is broadly seen as aligned with global priorities, staff had mixed 
opinions about its ability to respond with the urgency required by the climate crisis and the SDGs. This is a 
critical consideration under Strategy 2030, which was designed to position GGGI as an agile and responsive 
partner – especially in the face of mounting climate urgency and the fast-evolving needs of Member and partner 
countries. In the internal survey, staff felt that GGGI has effectively prioritized interventions that can be delivered 
at speed “to a Moderate Extent”, ranking it at a score of 1.87, positioning it at the lower end of the range, 
approaching “To a Small Extent”. Underlying this assessment, staff cited bureaucratic delays, such as those in RBM 
and Human Resources (HR) (discussed in subsequent sections of this Evaluation) and limited operational flexibility 
as common bottlenecks. Such issues reduce the organization’s capacity to act swiftly in time-sensitive contexts. 
The sentiments expressed in the internal survey thus point to a need for system-wide improvements in speed, 
responsiveness, and decision-making autonomy. As the demands of the Paris Agreement and Agenda 2030 
intensify, accelerating delivery will be crucial for GGGI to meet its ambition of being an agile, high-impact 

organization [ ]. 

However, these views are not held consistently within the Institute. Though recognizing the constraints posed 
by GGGI’s internal systems, interviewed staff also tended to describe GGGI as “faster”, “nimbler and more 
flexible”, and explicitly focused on “speed and scale”. Many emphasized the organization’s ability to pivot quickly 
in areas like carbon market work under Article 6, attributing this to a relatively lean structure. Several pointed to 
GGGI’s relatively small size as an asset, enabling innovation without heavy procedural drag. While some 
acknowledged that internal systems can feel “clunky”, the common sentiment was that GGGI still operates far 
more efficiently than larger entities such as UN bodies or MDBs. Staff were also proud of the organization’s 
capacity to move decisively without always requiring centralized clearance.  

These more positive views tended to be shared by external stakeholders. GGGI’s partners echoed and, in many 
cases, amplified these internal views. External stakeholders consistently highlighted GGGI’s ability to deliver at 
speed as one of its defining strengths. Several counterparts described GGGI as “fast” and “proactive”, often 
contrasting it directly with other organizations. One partner from a government Ministry in Senegal summed up 
this view succinctly: “GGGI makes up for the slow public sector.” A key theme was GGGI’s flexibility – its 
willingness to accommodate unplanned requests, reallocate resources pragmatically, and adapt implementation 
to realities on the ground. Others emphasized GGGI’s responsiveness to shifting national priorities, such as was 
experienced during COVID-19. This agility was strongly linked to GGGI’s embedded model, where its country 
presence and the ability of Country Teams to engage in intensive, day-to-day communication with national 



Mid-term Evaluation of Strategy 2030 | Final Report 

 

 28 

counterparts was repeatedly cited as critical enablers of rapid delivery. To the outside world, at least, GGGI’s 
cumbersome internal systems and processes are not seen to materially affect the pace of delivery. 

Summary 

Strategy 2030 aimed to sharpen GGGI’s focus by prioritizing high-impact sectors and geographies aligned with 
the urgency of the climate and development agenda. GGGI has made progress toward this ambition, focusing on 
the most critical transitions for Green Growth. Its coverage is broad but there are clear strengths (for example 
Green Investment, Carbon Pricing, Climate Action – sectors that align closely with global transformation needs 
and where GGGI is seen as delivering strong value. Staff and stakeholders alike view GGGI’s sectoral focus as 
broadly appropriate, and the organization’s value chain approach, particularly its role in mobilizing green finance, 
is widely recognized as a key strength. However, GGGI has struggled to deprioritize some lower-impact areas, 
leading to a perception that it is spread too thinly across too many fronts. Sectors such as Green Buildings, 
Industries, and the Blue Economy remain underdeveloped and may warrant reconsideration for global 

deprioritization, though they retain relevance in specific contexts. [ ]. 

 

 

 

Recommendation 2: GGGI should cluster the Programmatic 

Solutions under a limited set of more structured, cost-effective, 

impactful ‘Practices’ that strengthen technical excellence and 

horizontal coherence and are accountable for delivery of Strategy 

2030 targets 

High quality thought leadership in new and emerging areas of green technology would be a public good catalyzing 
innovation, especially – but not only - in areas where GGGI has itself demonstrated technical leadership, such as 
carbon markets. It would also be an opportunity for GGGI to enhance its global influence by shaping Green Growth 
discourse. While past efforts lacked strategic focus and traction, renewed investment in externally facing 
knowledge could strengthen GGGI’s credibility, visibility, and upstream impact. However, some staff caution that 
an overemphasis on knowledge generation risks diverting attention from GGGI’s core strength in implementation. 
A balanced approach – where thought leadership complements, rather than competes with, delivery – could 

position GGGI to better support Members while advancing the global Green Growth agenda [ ]. 

 

 

 

Recommendation 3: GGGI should build a small, dedicated 

strategic expertise and foresight capacity to encourage 

investment in green technological and other innovation. 

Geographically, GGGI is active in many of the world’s most climate-vulnerable and lower-income countries, 
reflecting alignment with Strategy 2030’s inclusion goals. Yet its country footprint is not fully optimized: several 
low-performing countries on GGGI’s own Green Growth Index are not engaged, while some higher-income or less 
strategically critical countries remain in the portfolio. Staff see opportunities for more deliberate and strategic 
expansion based on government reform willingness, institutional readiness, and vulnerability. Though inclusivity 
remains a foundational principle of its Membership model, there is growing consensus that GGGI must balance 
this with strategic prioritization to maximize global Green Growth impact. 

While stakeholders broadly view GGGI as agile and responsive, internal staff express more mixed views about the 
organization’s ability to act at the speed required by the climate crisis. Externally, GGGI is widely praised for its 
delivery pace relative to other development actors, suggesting that its embedded model and responsiveness to 
evolving national priorities remain core competitive advantages. Internally, bureaucratic constraints and 
inefficiencies in internal systems are seen as bottlenecks. 
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Responsiveness: How has Strategy 2030 enabled GGGI to adapt to Members’ 
and Partners’ specific contexts and needs? 

Strategy 2030, together with the 5-Year Roadmap, and associated strategies, envisaged two main approaches 
for responding to Members and partners: (i) working through government-embedded country operations; and 
(ii) building global programs capable of attracting large-scale funding to support activities in-country. 

Country Level Programming 

A central feature of Strategy 2030 was GGGI’s thrust to decentralize, strengthening its presence on the ground 
and enhancing responsiveness to Members and partner needs. Strategy 2030 anticipated that the number of 
country programs would increase from 33 in 2021 to between 40 and 60 in 2030, with 50 regarded as an optimal 
number. At the same time, Strategy 2030 signaled that the locus of decision-making and expertise would move 
closer to the level of implementation. By embedding staff in governments of the countries where it operates, GGGI 
would “provide support by placing Green Growth at the center of their economic development model.” 

Decentralization has allowed GGGI to move beyond a headquarters-driven model, reflecting local and regional 
priorities in broader global climate and development goals. Close integration within governments has allowed 
GGGI to work more closely with official counterparts. In each of our country visits, we saw first-hand examples of 
how GGGI’s embedded position within governments helps consolidate its position as a trusted advisor to 
governments and a bridge to other stakeholders. It helps GGGI to align its support more closely with government 
priorities and allows for more rapid adjustment of course where needed. In Jordan, for example, which has been 
operating without a CPF for more than 10 years, it was apparent that the office has been able to remain agile and 
responsive to government by virtue of its embedded position. Figure 12 illustrates the importance of country 
offices to GGGI’s delivery model according to staff. 

However, decentralization has thrown into relief the question of how best to ensure local responsiveness, on 
one hand, and horizontal coherence and vertical knowledge flows to and from HQ, on the other. In practice, 
GGGI has already exceeded its growth goals, and some staff have voiced concerns that the organization has 

prioritized breadth over depth (see Prioritization section) [ ]. While country and regional teams have gained 
greater autonomy in meeting client needs, decentralization has also strained coordination across divisions, 
challenged staffing and reporting lines, occasionally resulted in uneven application of technical standards, and led 
to variations in institutional identity. Some staff, for instance, have noted that the current devolvement of 
decision-making authority between HQ and decentralized offices, and inconsistent knowledge-sharing across the 

organization, are impeding delivery and institutional learning [ ]. 

Moreover, GGGI’s embedded approach carries its own challenges. Previous evaluations (Internal, 2017 and 
Norad, 2020) warned that political changes in host governments can disrupt programs, and that integration within 
ministries can hinder GGGI’s ability to act independently or to challenge entrenched policies. These risks remain 
pertinent, and GGGI should aim to work across line ministries to diversify risk and ensure sustained support for 
GGGI’s work in times of disruption due to political shifts. The embedded role, working closely with government 
partners, and promoting national ownership over initiatives and successes, can also pose a problem for brand 
recognition, as GGGI is not always visible in the work it contributes to. During one country visit, GGGI staff 
members described situations in which they could not use GGGI branding and could not present members of staff 
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Figure 12: To what extent does the existence of country offices continue to 
be integral for GGGI's delivery model? (N = 89) 



Mid-term Evaluation of Strategy 2030 | Final Report 

 

 30 

as GGGI staff members but rather had to present them as government advisors [ ]. On the other hand, GGGI 
team members have sometimes become a separate ‘unit’ ‘annexed’ away in their own building or floor within the 
ministry, which limits informal interactions and natural relationship building. One government partner suggested 
a two-pronged approach to co-location in GGGI with technical staff embedded, and senior GGGI management and 
operations staff in a separate GGGI office. 

Coordination between IPSD and GGPI 

Collaboration between Investment and Policy Solutions Division (IPSD) and Green Growth Planning and 
Implementation (GGPI) is weak. Most respondents stated that collaboration exists only “To a Small Extent” or 
less (see Figure 13 below). Several staff commented that IPSD, while technically strong, could be more proactive 
in supporting country initiatives – particularly in real-time problem-solving and technical delivery. Some staff 
noted that IPSD’s support can at times be slow or insufficiently aligned with the practical realities of country 
operations yet still draw on constrained country budgets.  

This points to a larger organizational challenge: striking the right balance between HQ-led decision-making and 
decentralized autonomy (see Figure 14). This is an issue that is raised several times throughout this report. Survey 
responses indicate continued tension between centralized oversight and local flexibility. Written feedback 
reiterated calls for clearer reporting lines, faster decision-making, and stronger alignment between technical 
support offered by HQ and local implementation. As GGGI grows, there is a clear need to strengthen vertical 
collaboration between units and ensure that country teams can more easily access the “right” sort of technical and 

operational expertise [ ; ]. At a minimum, HQ should avoid duplicating functions already carried out well by 
country teams. Global resources should ideally be reallocated toward locally embedded technical expertise that 
can more effectively respond to evolving partner needs subject to realizing economies of scale and ensuring global 
quality. Addressing these issues through improved communication systems, streamlined coordination 
mechanisms, and more agile support structures will be critical for ensuring that GGGI’s decentralized model 
delivers on its promise of context-responsive, high-impact programming (see further in Part C below). 

Figure 13: To what extent is collaboration strong across GGGI's divisions, such as IPSD and GGPI? 

 

Communities of Practice 

To complement its decentralized model and promote horizontal coherence across country programs within the 
same sectors or disciplines, GGGI introduced Communities of Practice. Strategy 2030 warned that if GGGI 
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Figure 14: Striking the Balance (N = 80) 
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membership continued to expand at the current pace or accelerates, it might not be possible “to meet the 
expectations of all new Members to have the same level and quality of in-country programming.” COPs were 
therefore conceived as platforms to foster technical excellence, cross-country learning, and support program 
delivery. GGGI currently has seven COPs comprising the following: Sustainable Energy; Sustainable Transport; 
Circular Economy; Green Buildings and Industry; Resilience; Climate, Forestry and Agriculture; Gender Equality 
and Social Inclusion. However, the COPs are only mentioned once in the Strategy (described as ‘working groups’) 
and not referred to in the 5-Year Roadmap at all. As a result, their institutional role remains underdefined and 
unevenly implemented. 

In practice, the role and utility of the COPs, as currently configured, has remained unclear to many staff [ ]. 
When asked in the internal survey, most respondents (59 percent) reported that COPs were informing and 
supporting their work to only a small extent or not at all (see Figure 15). This echoes the results of the 2022 COP 
survey which showed that staff were unclear about the purpose of COPs and that they felt they are yet to achieve 
their potential. Time for COP leads to play that role is generally not ring fenced and incentives to participate are 
weak. COPs often lack dedicated resources, formal authority, and clear incentives for participation. For example, 
participation is optional and, as a result, often deprioritized when workloads are high. One staff member told us, 
“I don’t really know what the [COP leads’] TORs are.” Another staff member said, “GGGI will need to step back and 
define the purpose of COPs.” While some COPs provide a platform for staff across countries to share experiences, 
best practices, and lessons learned, in practice they are not yet systematically embedded into the organization and 
their effectiveness in disseminating knowledge and lessons learned is limited. Indeed, currently staff feel that 
collaboration between teams working on the same PSs across different offices is only happening “To a Moderate 

Extent” and collaboration across teams working on different PSs “To a Small Extent” [ ]. See Box 1 for more detail 
on the challenges the COPs face. 

Figure 15: To what extent do COPs inform and support your work? 

 

Despite these challenges, the rationale for COPs remains strong. COPs have a critical role to play in GGGI, not 
least to link sector experts working in one part of the world with their peers working elsewhere and to facilitate 
access to these experts from across the organization.  

“Sometimes people are doing the same things at GGGI without knowing there is experience in other 
countries doing the same thing. COPs are an opportunity to have insight on what others are doing 
and to learn from each other.” – GGGI staff member 

Appropriately structured and resourced, ‘Practices’ would work to strengthen technical excellence and 
horizontal coherence. They would support GGGI to consolidate and integrate its capabilities across a set of 
thematic areas, mirroring the PSs as clustered into four or so clusters. This would help GGGI keep a more cohesive 
structure, with Practices working to unify thinking across the Institute on a variety of topics, in a cost-efficient 
way: appointing more than a handful of top-quality cluster/Practice leads is not affordable. Practice leads (who 
could be located anywhere, not necessarily in Seoul) would operate across all Member countries to foster 
technical excellence and enhance impact. This goes beyond learning, as the Practices would be operationalized to 
define strategic intent, support program and project design, promote innovation and best practice, ensure quality 

control, and provide on-the-ground technical challenges in a systematic and evidence-based way [ ]. 
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“I see value in the COPs, but the operationalization hasn’t been there.” – GGGI staff member 

Box 1: Challenges with the operationalization of the COPs at GGGI 

Time for COP work is not ring-fenced. Most COP leads and members do not have time set aside for this work. 
And as the pressure to mobilize resources and deliver projects is so high, working on high-level COP tasks gets 
deprioritized. One GGGI staff member said, “I don’t have time to dial into monthly COP meetings to see what 
other countries are doing.” The GESI COP, for example, plays an important role in setting standards for GESI 
and supporting programs to mainstream GESI considerations. However, as one GGGI staff member remarked, 
“The COP plays a role in upholding GGGI commitments, but workload constraints make full participation 
difficult.” 

Participation in the COPs is variable. One challenge is the different time zones that GGGI operates across; 
some in-country staff noted that COP meetings are held at inconvenient hours, making it more difficult to 
participate. Some COP experts are also based in different countries, which may limit engagement if their time 
is prioritized for country/regional programming. Another reason for low participation is that COPs are not 
necessarily the central learning mechanisms at GGGI, with many learning opportunities happening outside of 
the Communities. This suggests that the COPs’ potential is not fully realized. One staff member noted that, 
“GGGI hasn’t invested in COP leads to have convening power.” 

Incentives to participate in COPs are weak. Participation in COPs is voluntary, and there is no accountability 
system within them. In addition, the COPs do not have formal Key Performance Indicators (KPIs), meaning that 
members do not have incentives to participate and contribute. Also, the time sheet system means that staff are 
less incentivized to log time to COP work. A GGGI staff member remarked that “If your role is uncertain, it’s 
more difficult to charge time. COPs have struggled to charge their time.” It was also noted that there is no 
mutual accountability within the COPs; there is a lack of accountability for COPs to support countries, and for 
countries to stay in touch with COPs so that there is alignment across GGGI. 

Global Programs16 

Under Strategy 2030, Global Programs were conceived as an innovative way of meeting the needs of new 
countries that do not yet have in-country GGGI representation. They would help countries to access GGGI 
support as part of a service offering bundled in the form of a Global Program. Under the Roadmap Global Programs 
were launched that aimed to bundle the needs of multiple countries under common integrated solutions. The 
objective of the Global Programs was to: (1) accelerate delivery of results within and across country programs; (2) 
promote scaling up and out of successful solutions; (3) prepare knowledge products to share lessons learned or 
experience from outside GGGI; and (4) contribute to solution-focused resource mobilization. Global Programs 
would provide the opportunity for Country Teams and IPSD to work closely, with distinct roles and 
responsibilities contributing towards GGGI’s strategic outcomes. In practice, the extent to which Global Programs 
can substitute for country offices in their entirety is limited: staff feel that global practices offer an efficient and 
cost-effective alternative to country offices only to a small extent.  

But Global Programs, at their best (some examples below), do work effectively with country offices to deliver 

global objectives shaped by local realities [ ]. 

Global Program Example 1: Carbon Pricing Unit (CPU) 

In early 2021, GGGI established the Carbon Pricing Global Practice with the CPU at its core, positioning itself 
as a leader in piloting Article 6 mechanisms of the Paris Agreement. Between 2021 and 2024, CPU transitioned 
from an internal coordination mechanism to a key driver of international carbon market readiness, regulatory 
design, and green investment mobilization, reinforcing GGGI’s leadership in operationalizing Article 6 carbon 
markets. The CPU focuses on two main programs: Mobilizing Article 6 Trading Structures (MATS) and Designing 
Article 6 Policy Approaches (DAPA), delivering technical assistance across 21 countries. 

 
16 For the purposes of this discussion, global programming is broadly interpreted to mean multi-country programming managed from within 
the IPSD. The term Global Program is used inconsistently across GGGI. It can refer broadly to any initiative labeled as global on GGGI Online 
(including multi-country programs, trust funds, and work undertaken by global units like CPU and CAID), or more narrowly to flagship 
initiatives such as Carbon Pricing and Sustainable Finance. In some cases, “Global” Programs involve as few as three or four countries. 
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The Carbon Pricing global program is a prime example of how country experience has informed a global 
program and vice versa. We heard that the hub and spoke model underpinning the CPU results in a two-way flow 
of knowledge with subject matter experts clustered at the hub and country specialists in the spokes. As a new and 
fast-growing area, carbon pricing has attracted staff that are keen to learn and to share learning. In Senegal, the 
carbon pricing lead joined GGGI with no carbon pricing background but has since developed considerable 
expertise through his work on the Norway funded Designing Article 6 Policy Approaches initiative and is now a 
resource on carbon pricing for the whole organization. 

Strong global leadership has been key to the success of the CPU. The CPU benefits from its location in 
Luxembourg which facilitates access to the core/hub team across multiple time zones, enables access to 
implementation countries especially West Africa and LAC, and allows easy communication with donors in a similar 
time zone (Norway, Sweden, Germany etc.). In June 2024, GGGI established the Carbon Transaction Facility 
(CTF). The CTF is composed of two main pillars: the Article 6 Readiness Facility, and multiple ITMO-purchasing 
Carbon Funds. The Article 6 Readiness Facility is a multi-donor fund supporting readiness activities in host 
countries. Carbon Funds are a series of individual funds for purchasing Internationally Transferred Mitigation 

Outcomes (ITMOs). Training can be highly creative [ ]. The CPU developed a board game, where people play 
different roles. The game was used in Latin America, and feedback from participants was very positive. The CPU 
also supports (i) the development of policy e.g. carbon laws, carbon markets strategy for Article 6 and manuals 
(‘who does what?’); (ii) mitigation activities: supporting private developers looking to trade; and (iii) facilitating 
knowledge exchange between countries. 

Global Program Example 2: Green Investment Services 

GGGI’s investment strategies comprise two main aspects: (i) Infrastructure Finance and (ii) Sustainable Finance. 
Notable achievements include the establishment of the Africa Infrastructure Climate Resilient Fund, a US$750 
million blended finance facility by the Africa Finance Corporation with technical support from GGGI. This initiative 
successfully mobilized US$253 million from the GCF, enhancing Africa's climate resilience. In the Latin America 
Region, the Galápagos Debt-for-Nature Swap in Ecuador has mobilized US$450 million, with GGGI playing a 
crucial role supporting the government to develop the Sovereign Green Bond Framework and update laws to 
streamline financial strategies for environmental projects and enhance sustainable finance understanding. 

In the Dominican Republic, early funding from the Global Green Bond Initiative (financed by the EU) was used to 
support the pre- and post-issuance process of the sovereign green bond issued in 2024. With the funds, GGGI 
supported the development of the Dominican Republic debut green bond framework, identification of green 
projects pipeline and quantification of environmental and social impacts. 

In Jordan, the country office approached the Cities and Villages Development Bank (CVDB), a public entity, to 
offer the bank support in issuing green bonds. GGGI technical assistance offering was provided under the 
framework of the Global Trust Fund for Sustainable Finance Instruments. Subsequently, the Ministry of Planning 
has requested GGGI support for the first issuance of sovereign green bonds as a priority, in partnership with the 
World Bank, an even larger bond than the CVDB bond initially envisaged. This has been agreed with support from 
the Global Trust Fund. 

In both cases, the initial opportunity and technical expertise came from the Sustainable Finance Global Program. 
This was shaped by global and regional sustainable finance experts working closely with country teams. Learning 
from these and other countries is internalized and processed by the Global Program secretariat and is shared with 
subsequent country examples as they arise. 

Other Examples  

Several COPs have led the development of multi-country programs which, if not as integrated as the two 
examples given above, nevertheless contain elements of larger scale programming: 

The Sustainable Energy Community of Practice has led the development and consolidation of several Global 
Programs, including 1) the Global Program on Green Hydrogen (Indonesia, India, Nepal, Morocco) now expanding 
to other countries, 2) the Global Program on Bio-Compressed Natural Gas (BioCNG) (India, Indonesia, and 
Thailand) with plans for further expansion, and 3) the Global Program on Floating Solar (India, Indonesia, 
Philippines), with exploratory efforts in Africa and Latin America. Notable achievements include the Power Sector 
Reforms Program in India, where GGGI led the formulation of a resilient power sector infrastructure development 
plan for Himachal Pradesh. This initiative aimed to transition the region into a 'Green Energy State' by 2026 and 
secured an investment of US$250 million, utilizing a results-based financing approach, with US$200 million from 
the World Bank and US$50 million co-financed by the local government. Also, the BioCNG Global Program with 
India, Indonesia, and Thailand, recognizing BioCNG as a sustainable energy source from organic waste, 



Mid-term Evaluation of Strategy 2030 | Final Report 

 

 34 

successfully mobilized over US$80 million in green investment commitments. These achievements underscore 
the pivotal role of the Sustainable Energy COP in advancing GGGI's mission to promote sustainable development 
and Green Growth worldwide.  

The BioCNG program is funded by Denmark. We heard from GGGI staff that had worked in Indonesia that the 
program had helped support a new renewable energy sub-sector in the country. The Program had provided 
substantial guidance and support at the outset, but the country office, through its own energy lead, had 
subsequently taken the lead in shaping and the approach with local counterparts to focus on palm oil. While there 
was some communication between the three countries, the Program has not progressed beyond the three 
countries and local staff feel that not enough has been done to communicate the results of the work more widely. 
Better communication of these results could potentially help encourage additional funding from Denmark for the 

program in other countries. [ ] We also heard that the Global Program on Floating Solar had had positive results 
in India but initially appeared less viable in Indonesia. This has led to further learning within GGGI on the reasons 
for these differences. 

Other sector-based COPs have not led Global Programs like those in the energy COP and, because of challenges 
generating a cross-GGGI knowledge management approach within the COPs, have struggled to drive global 
programming as effectively as in the examples cited above. Nevertheless, recent achievements as set out in the 
latest WBP 2025-26 include the following: 

● The Sustainable Transport COP supported the rollout of sustainable transport projects in 20 countries, 
with several achieving investment commitments in 2023–2024. Covering countries in Asia, Africa, Latin 
America, and the Pacific, the COP served as a knowledge hub—hosting global and regional events and 
publishing technical reports on EV policy and vehicle retrofitting to raise awareness and share insights. 

● The Circular Economy COP provided technical support to governments on waste and circular economy 
strategies. Key innovations included biochar, bioplastics, biohydrogen, and EV battery recycling. The COP 
also collaborated with the Asia Regional Office to launch a global program on the Plastic Treaty, tackling 
plastic pollution at scale. 

● The Green Buildings and Industry COP advanced green infrastructure and industrial decarbonization. It 
secured €19.5 million in International Climate Initiative (IKI) funding for the Asia Low Carbon Building 
Transition Project across five countries and initiated a methane flaring program in Central Asia and 
Nigeria targeting US$100 million in investments. The COP also developed knowledge products and 
supported energy service company projects in India, Rwanda, Thailand, and Vietnam. 

● The Sustainable Landscapes COP was restructured into two groups: a Resilience COP and Climate 
Forestry and Agriculture COP, focusing on CSA and climate-resilient investment programs. In 2023–
2024, these teams led adaptation assessments in African countries, designed frameworks for health-
related resilience investments, and supported national strategies for urban adaptation. Their efforts aim 
to culminate in a robust adaptation and resilience framework by end-2024 to improve project monitoring 
and impact reporting. 

The most successful global initiatives—such as the CPU and Sustainable Finance – share key characteristics: 
multi-country uptake, technical leadership, two-way knowledge flows, and significant resource leverage. These 
programs exemplify GGGI’s potential to drive country-level innovation and scale through global mechanisms. 
Global programming offers clear advantages: it enables GGGI to pilot cutting-edge approaches in fast-evolving 
areas that some Member countries may not yet be ready to adopt independently; it facilitates cross-country 
knowledge pooling, working well where programs are clearly structured and supported by a culture of learning; 
and it attracts larger and more flexible funding, with donors valuing GGGI’s institutional agility and capacity to 

deliver in technically complex and rapidly shifting sectors [ ]. However, not all global programs perform equally 
well. Smaller, under-resourced programs - even if called "global" – often struggle to expand, institutionalize 
learning, or communicate results widely. Country-specific differences and limited communication funding 
frequently constrain cross-country learning and replication. Moving forward, global programming will continue to 
be a critical part of GGGI’s hybrid delivery model – but realizing its full value will require clearer definitions, 

stronger leadership at the Practice level, and more systematic integration with country-level work [ ]. 

Summary 

Strategy 2030 and its 5-year Roadmap outline two main programming approaches: (i) working through country-
embedded operations and (ii) building Global Programs to attract large-scale funding.  
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Country-embedded operations have allowed GGGI to shift decision-making closer to Member countries to 
enhance responsiveness and better align with local priorities. While this shift has improved contextual 
relevance, it also presents organizational challenges, especially in balancing local autonomy with the need for 
coherence and effective communication between HQ and field offices. Coordination between some internal 
divisions, notably IPSD and GGPI, remains limited. To address horizontal fragmentation and foster collaboration 
across countries and sectors, GGGI introduced COPs. However, their role and impact remain unclear to many 
staff, largely due to insufficient structure and support. Despite this, COPs have the potential to drive technical 
excellence and horizontal learning if better designed and resourced. 

Initially conceived as a means of serving countries without in-country offices, Global Programs have 
demonstrated much greater potential. The most impactful Global Programs, such as the Carbon Pricing Unit and 
Sustainable Finance Global Program, enjoy strong technical leadership and strong knowledge flows, and have 
been able to leverage significant and relatively flexible resources, demonstrating the model’s promise when well-
executed. These programs – led respectively from Luxembourg and Mexico - also demonstrate that global 
programs do not have to be based in Seoul. Some COPs, notably Sustainable Energy, have led successful multi-
country initiatives that could potentially evolve into more global programs with more fungible funding. 

C. Internal Drivers: Struggling to Keep Pace with GGGI’s 
Growth and Decentralization 
This section addresses three of the key drivers set out in Strategy 2030 namely People, Learning and Managing 
for Results. These functions have recently been brought together in the organization in the newly formed Delivery 
Unit. 

People: how has Strategy 2030 supported GGGI to build its people capabilities 
needed for delivering its GOPs? 

Building people capabilities in organizations like GGGI is most successful when supported by a clear vision and 
enabling leadership and organization - as outlined in the People and Capabilities background paper. First and 
foremost is the importance of a clear organizational vision – knowing what GGGI aspires to be – and using that 
vision to define the specific capabilities required to achieve it. This clarity must be paired with purposeful hiring 
and reward systems that attract and retain individuals whose skills and values align with the organization’s 
strategic direction. For a knowledge-driven organization such as GGGI, it is especially critical to recognize that 
organizational capacity and people capabilities are deeply interconnected. Equally vital is the role of enabling 
leadership, which goes beyond supervision to focus on unlocking the potential of others. This requires deliberate 
investments in curating staff capabilities and aligning institutional systems – such as performance management, 
promotion criteria, and resource allocation – with the skillsets needed to deliver results. Strong leadership also 
creates the space for innovation, learning, and adaptive management. Finally, a robust people strategy must be 
embedded in an enabling organizational culture. This includes fostering a just culture where fairness, mutual 
respect, and psychological safety are prioritized. Central to this is the ethos of enabling one another – recognizing 
that team and organizational success is built collectively. The organization must also value meaningful work as a 
source of growth for both individuals and the institution.  

In short, building people capabilities is not just about skills or systems – it is about (i) Vision, (ii) Leadership, and 
(iii) a Culture that collectively nurtures the potential of the workforce. 

Strategy 2030 identifies ‘Quality Employees’ as one of its five key drivers and recognizes GGGI’s people as the 
organization’s greatest asset. GGGI’s People Strategy, 2023-25, breaks this down reflecting several of the 
principles described above recognizing that: ‘If our staff perform at their highest potential, as an organization we 
have the greatest ability to deliver our Vision.’ It identifies three Strategic Goals:  

I. having the global talent pool with critical talent and skills in the right place and at the right time to deliver 
on the Strategy 2030; 

II. the ability to lead, manage and maximize the growth and potential of our talent; 

III. create an inspiring, inclusive, and empowering environment based on GGGI’s core values and behaviors 
which leverages diversity and inclusion in the workplace. 
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The People Strategy further sets out six priority actions: 

1. The ability for GGGI to offer competitive reward, in particular for National staff positions 

2. Support, manage and nurture learning and career development of GGGI’s workforce and partners to 
accelerate the Green Growth talent pool. 

3. To have an effective work environment and high-performance culture whilst at the same time promoting 
balance and boundaries due to our geographic spread. 

4. To ensure that we have diversity, particularly at leadership and managerial levels whilst still recruiting 
and promoting on merit. 

5. To ensure our values are integral to what we do, how we work and how we evaluate performance 

6. To manage good and underperformance effectively and transparently 

Systems 

While the People Strategy articulates a strong vision and guiding principles for building individual and 
organizational capability, its success depends on the systems and processes that support it. HR functions are 
deeply intertwined with the organization’s broader operational architecture, and for GGGI to cultivate talent, 
strengthen leadership, and foster an inclusive culture, its underlying workflows, decision-making structures, and 
digital tools must be fit for purpose. As GGGI’s footprint and workforce have grown – largely driven by earmarked 
funding – the need to devolve more HR capacity to regional and country levels has become increasingly urgent. 
We heard in LAC that, “Donors funding a project in Guatemala don’t want to fund a position in HQ.” With core 
funding growing slower than earmarked funding, it is necessary to clarify the ideal role of central functions like HR 
and reconsider how best they can be resourced. Aligning systems with GGGI’s current scale and funding realities 

is thus critical to delivering on the People Strategy’s ambitions [ ]. A more effective model may involve delegating 
operational tasks – such as reviewing and clearing job descriptions – to country or regional offices, while reserving 

strategic oversight and direction for the central HR team [ ; ]. 

Leadership 

The People Strategy aligns with the principles identified in the background paper in recognizing the critical role of 
leadership in cultivating an inspiring, inclusive, and empowering organizational environment for staff. Leadership 
is central not only to setting strategic direction but also to shaping culture, ensuring staff motivation, and modeling 
the values that GGGI seeks to uphold.  

However, feedback from staff and survey respondents suggests that GGGI’s leadership model – particularly at 
HQ and Regional Office levels – requires substantive rethinking to be more enabling, context-aware, and 
collaborative. Interviews and survey data consistently reveal that the quality of leadership across the 
organization is inconsistent. While some leaders are seen as empowering, collaborative, and effective, others are 
sometimes perceived as obstructive, overly hierarchical, or disconnected from operational realities, including at 
the level of Country Representatives. Staff in Country Offices expressed frustration with what they perceive as 
top-down interference from HQ. Several respondents highlighted the asymmetry in decision-making authority, 
where HQ approves Country Office outputs, but local teams have no reciprocal oversight of HQ decisions. 
Suggestions such as placing HQ representatives in Country Offices, or at least increasing the number of visits 
made, reflect a desire to bridge this divide and foster more mutual understanding. In parallel, many staff 
emphasized the need to prioritize soft skills in leadership recruitment and development. Competencies such as 
interpersonal relationship building, networking, and collaboration were repeatedly cited as essential for fostering 
internal cohesion. This sentiment aligns with broader calls for leaders in HQ and Regional Offices to act as 
enablers rather than gatekeepers – to empower their teams, listen rather than constrain, build trust, and 
represent GGGI’s values in action. 

That said, there are examples of strong leadership in action. The appointment of new Regional Directors in some 
cases was seen to revitalize engagement and advocacy at the HQ-level, with staff noting improved representation 
of country-level needs. Similarly, leadership within GGPI has been noted for bringing a more inclusive and staff-
centered approach, contributing to a shift away from a previously hierarchical culture. This has helped foster a 
stronger internal focus on staff well-being, reinforcing the idea that GGGI’s people are its most valuable asset. 
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Talent and Skills 

Recruitment 

As identified in the People Strategy, effective recruitment and retention are fundamental to building a capable 
and motivated workforce. GGGI’s authority structures for initiating, reviewing, clearing, approving etc. various 
stages of different operational functions (procurement, finance, corporate services, HR, audit, budget, etc.) are set 
out in the Delegation of Authority (DoA) V05 (effective 22 June 2023). According to the DoA, the decision to 
recruit a new staff member, including developing the job description, is approved by the Head of Operations 
Enabling Division (OED) in the Executive Team. The process of shortlisting candidates and establishing interview 
panels remains at the level of the unit head concerned (e.g. a country manager). However, final approval of an 
appointment is taken by the division head concerned (i.e. head of GGPI or IPSD) in the case of national recruitment 
and by the Director General in the case of international recruitment.  

The continued centralization of approvals at HQ was consistently cited by staff members during country visits 

as a systemic challenge and contributor to delays [ ]. In Jordan, we heard about delays and a lack of 
responsiveness from HQ when transitioning consultants to staff roles, or when potential hires were rejected for 
being 'overqualified’. Local staff in Jordan emphasize that HQ’s still tight grip on the approval of recruitment 
decisions is not well-suited to regional realities. These issues have contributed to inefficiencies and lost 
opportunities for hiring qualified staff quickly. Concerns about centralization also extend to staffing distribution, 
with nearly two-thirds of respondents to the internal survey believing that staff are overly concentrated at HQ 
compared to country or regional offices. 

That said, some positive developments in recruitment have been reported – for example, in the Caribbean, 
where some hiring processes have become more decentralized. We heard that from 2024, job descriptions are 
now developed by the country office and reviewed at the regional level. This has led to a more context-specific 
and agile recruitment process. Additionally, we heard encouraging examples of the career growth of some locally 
recruited staff where clear performance metrics and merit-based promotions have provided a motivating 
framework for staff development. 

In terms of recruitment of key skills, GGGI also relies on external consultants rather than staff members, 
particularly for technical, short-term, or donor-driven assignments. This allows the organization to respond 
flexibly to emerging needs, scale up for specific deliverables, and access niche or high-level expertise without 
making long-term staffing commitments. Yet, the approach also comes with trade-offs. Staff noted that their 
short-term engagement can limit institutional knowledge retention, continuity, and internal learning. While 
consultants fill essential gaps, a more deliberate strategy is needed to balance agility with capability-building – 
ensuring that external support enhances rather than substitutes for GGGI’s long-term institutional growth. 
Ultimately, however, GGGI needs to make a fundamental choice about whether it should follow an outsourced 
model or in-house expertise model and adjust to reflect this. 

Finally, a key driver of GGGI’s recruitment success lies in the strength of its informal networks and professional 
reputation. Staff frequently leverage their personal and professional connections to identify and refer potential 
candidates, helping the organization attract diverse and high-quality talent. Likewise, GGGI’s reputation as a 
leader in emerging sectors, particularly carbon markets, has also made it an attractive employer for mission-driven 
professionals. As one staff member in the carbon sector noted: 

“GGGI is looked at as the thought leader when it comes to carbon markets. I thought that was an 
important place to be. I was previously focused on setting up an Article 6 investment fund in 
[country] with a large MDB - GGGI did the same thing in half the time and raised double the 
amount of money. I liked the direction they were taking” - Staff member 

Capabilities, Training and Career Development 

The People Strategy falls short in identifying the specific capabilities that GGGI requires to deliver its Strategy 
2030 and does not yet articulate a comprehensive approach for curating and managing its workforce around 

these needs [ ]. The People Strategy’s goals and priority actions emphasize core people management areas such 
as recruitment, retention, leadership, staff well-being, diversity, and performance. However, this presents a 
strategic gap: without a clear definition of critical capabilities – now and in the future – GGGI risks misaligning its 
staffing and training investments. Survey data reflects this concern, with staff indicating that the organization’s 
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current Capability-Based Planning Model helps to identify and address the skills needs only to a small to moderate 
extent.  

Interviews with staff and management suggest that GGGI may be at a crossroads in workforce design. Likewise, 
survey feedback on staff capacity reveals a similar concern, with less than half of respondents believing GGGI’s 
staff have the necessary skills and capacity to deliver on the organization’s strategic vision. Many technical staff 
are not only responsible for delivering project outputs, but also expected to engage in partnership development, 
resource mobilization, monitoring and evaluation, and communications. However, these responsibilities often fall 
outside their core expertise, leading to inefficiencies and inefficacies. This multi-role expectation, especially in 
Country Offices where staff positions are typically tied to project funding, creates insecurity, stress, and stretches 
staff across functions. A more deliberate approach is needed to determine whether these hybrid roles are 
sustainable or whether GGGI should establish dedicated functions – particularly in areas such as partnerships, 
resource mobilization, quality assurance – at the Regional Office level. For instance, in the Pacific, the Fiji office 
already plays an important role in donor engagement and partnerships, freeing up country teams to focus on the 
technical aspects of delivery. This improves donor coordination, reduces duplication of efforts within and outside 
GGGI, and avoids overwhelming donors and partner governments with fragmented outreach. Such an approach 
raises important questions about the role and added value of HQ-based functions and whether some of these 

responsibilities would be more effectively managed closer to implementation contexts [ ]. 

Despite these structural challenges, GGGI has made efforts to build internal capacity through training. Training 
and capacity development are essential for staff performance, motivation, and career progression and feature 
centrally in GGGI’s strategy for building people capabilities. Staff responses to the internal survey expressed that 
the organization performs moderately well in terms its culture of people development – with the most frequently 
picked category being “To a Great Extent”. In the Pacific region especially, we heard that staff are enthusiastic 
about learning and have a strong desire for professional growth. Staff generally appreciated initiatives like the 
PM4DEV Project Management course introduced in 2023, which helped participants navigate complex internal 
processes, although prior to this they noted that they initially lacked the necessary support to understand GGGI 
procedures. Several GGGI staff have successfully progressed from junior to senior positions, illustrating the 
organization’s potential to develop talent internally. For example, the Country Representative for one of the 
countries we visited began in GGGI as an intern, demonstrating the value of training and upskilling existing staff 
rather than solely relying on external recruitment.  

However, these positive experiences are not universal. Staff across multiple regions noted that current training 
offerings are limited in scope, difficult to access due to workload pressures, and not always tailored to practical 

needs [ ]. There is growing demand for more structured, role-specific training. Systems training is a major pain 
point, with platforms like GGGI Online inadequately supported by onboarding. Staff in Lao PDR and the 
Dominican Republic flagged insufficient support for new hires in financial and administrative roles—leading to 
inefficiencies and increased workload for existing team members and reducing overall project delivery 
effectiveness. There is also strong demand for training tailored to Country Representatives and Project Managers, 
especially in budgeting, project management, and compliance with Official Development Assistance (ODA) 
frameworks. In Fiji, staff criticized the overreliance on self-led online training, noting that time constraints often 
prevent meaningful engagement. Similarly, there is unmet demand for practical training in areas such as gender 
mainstreaming, with many staff reporting they feel ill-equipped to integrate GESI meaningfully into their work. 
Soft skills — such as stakeholder engagement, diplomacy, and relationship management — are also increasingly 
critical, particularly given GGGI’s dependence on earmarked funding and the role of country teams as the primary 
interface with donors and governments. Overall, there is a clear appetite for training that moves beyond 
compliance to support transformational change. 

Retention 

In terms of retention, a key factor in GGGI’s favor is the high level of engagement of staff with GGGI’s mission. 
According to the 2024 Annual Staff Engagement Survey, 76 percent of staff reported feeling engaged – up 
significantly from 63 percent in 2020. This increase reflects positive responses to statements such as: “I am proud 
to work at GGGI”, “I rarely think about leaving GGGI”, and “I would recommend GGGI to others as a great place to 
work”. Such indicators suggest that despite operational and financial challenges, many staff remain deeply 
committed to GGGI’s goals. 
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However, retention is influenced by multiple, interrelated factors – with compensation, career progression, and 
workload among the most critical. Survey data shows that only 23 percent of respondents believe GGGI’s 
retention strategies meet the organization’s needs to a great or very great extent, while nearly 43 percent rated 

them as effective only to a small extent or not at all (see Figure 16) [ ]. 

Compensation remains a persistent issue. We heard diverse views about the competitiveness of GGGI 
compensation packages. In the Pacific region, we heard that GGGI is not competitive compared to organizations 
such as UNICEF and ADB, especially for national staff – despite competitiveness of salaries for national staff being 
explicitly identified as a priority action of the People Strategy. Salary bands were compressed without adequate 
consultation, according to some, and some staff have left for better-paying roles after being trained. In Lao PDR, 
three staff members left within the space of months due to similar concerns. Candidates were also reported to 
decline offers due to the combination of high workloads and comparatively lower salaries. Donor-imposed salary 
caps for certain roles add another layer of complexity, varying by funder and region, though regional projects – 
such as those in LAC – have helped smooth out some of these constraints by offering more flexibility. These 
experiences underscore the need to reassess GGGI’s compensation frameworks in light of local labor markets and 
the importance of retaining skilled professionals. 

Retention of capabilities is also linked to the possibility of career progression. While there are positive examples 
of internal mobility, in practice advancement opportunities are often dependent on the availability of a suitable 
project and associated funding to support newly promoted staff at an enhanced pay grade. With the growth in 
GGGI’s portfolio, this has usually been feasible, although on occasion staff have had to take unpaid leave or a 
sabbatical during gaps between projects. This reliance on short-term, project-based contracts nonetheless means 
that institutional knowledge and hard-won stakeholder relationships are at risk, weakening continuity and 
credibility. This instability is also a significant contributor to stress and burnout, particularly for staff juggling 
technical delivery and funding acquisition. Additionally, mechanisms such as ‘Special Assignments’ – which allow 
national staff to gain international experience – are generally appreciated, but they do not come with the benefits 

of a full international staff package [ ]. 

Another issue affecting retention relates to workload and expectations. Across HQ and all visited Country 
Offices, we observed long hours, with role overload, reporting expectations, delays in recruitment of new staff, 
time-zone conflicts, and bureaucratic processes leading to poor work life balance. Several staff shared that it was 
difficult to avoid working late into the evenings multiple times a week, placing strain on their personal and family 
lives. This workload strain is further exacerbated by a tendency within GGGI to try and recruit candidates who 
can “do it all”, with individual positions often covering myriad responsibilities – e.g. single Regional Directors are 
responsible for line management of Country Representatives, development of networks and partnerships, 
resource mobilization for regional projects, diplomatic representation of the organization, contribution to 
knowledge products, as well as ultimate quality assurance and approvals for all projects and activities within their 
region. This breadth of responsibilities, while reflecting the organization’s lean staffing model, raises important 
questions about sustainability, with some staff reporting instances of burnout and hampered ability to support 
quality implementation.  
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Figure 16: To what extent do GGGI's retention strategies effectively 
maintain staff required to meet the organization’s strategic needs? 
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“By addressing internal challenges, improving workflows, and fostering a more supportive 
environment, we can reduce stress, enhance productivity, and create a workplace where our team 
feels more engaged and excited about contributing to GGGI’s mission.” – Junior staff member 

Diversity, and Inclusion 

In line with its People Strategy, GGGI is also actively working to promote gender diversity within its workforce, 
with staff interviews highlighting strong political will from senior management as a driving force. As of October 
2024, GGGI had achieved near gender parity across its global workforce, with 287 women and 282 men among its 
569 staff members. This balance is a noteworthy accomplishment and demonstrates the organization’s 
commitment to fostering a more diverse environment. However, gender representation becomes increasingly 
uneven at higher staff grades, with women more prevalent in lower roles and men dominant at senior levels.17 

GGGI has also developed a reputation for being an organization with a flatter structure than longer running 
international organizations, that provides opportunities for progression to young people, for example, through 
its Junior Professional Officer (JPO) program; as one staff member reported, “It felt like there are younger people 
at the organization compared to other organizations. It was less common to see young people leading projects [in 
other organizations], but that does happen here.” 

Feedback from staff indicates that while progress has been made, diversity efforts still feel surface-level, 
especially when it comes to broader representation in leadership. Interviewees pointed to persistent 
underrepresentation of individuals from LDCs, indigenous communities, and non-Western backgrounds in HQ 
and senior management positions. Several raised concerns about the geographic concentration of leadership and 
decision-making power, expressing that Country Teams – despite housing highly capable staff – are often not 
adequately empowered or represented in strategic processes, leading to a sense of marginalization. Staff 
emphasized the need for recruitment to better reflect the organization’s global mandate by prioritizing a wider 
mix of nationalities, sectoral expertise, and lived experiences. 

Several staff also highlighted challenges around inclusion, noting that while the workplace culture has become 
more supportive in recent years, there remain environments where it is difficult to speak openly or question 
decisions without fear of being dismissed. Inclusion at GGGI is not just about representation, but about voice, 
agency, and meaningful participation. Staff emphasized the need for governance and operational structures that 
empower teams, respect diverse perspectives, and ensure accountability. While there are encouraging signs – 
such as increased attention to staff well-being in GGPI – these gains have yet to be felt uniformly across all offices. 
The inconsistency in how HR policies, such as opportunities for 360° feedback, are implemented – often 
depending on individual managers – has also contributed to a fragmented experience of inclusion across the 
organization. In some cases, staff expressed that while policies for inclusion exist on paper, their implementation 

sometimes lacks clear follow-through [ ]. 

Summary 

Building people capabilities at organizations like GGGI is most effective when rooted in foundational principles 
outlined in the People and Capabilities background paper. Central to this is enabling leadership, which 
emphasizes unlocking others' potential, supported by a culture that prioritizes vision, leadership, and an 
environment that nurtures employee growth. Strategy 2030 identifies “Quality Employees” as a key driver, 
positioning people as the organization's most valuable asset. 

Levels of staff engagement with GGGI’s mission remain high, but there is frustration around several issues. The 
Strategy outlines six priorities: competitive rewards, learning and development, fostering a high-performance 
culture, maintaining balance, promoting diversity, and embedding values into work and performance 
management. However successful implementation of the Strategy depends on other factors particularly as GGGI 
expands and relies more on earmarked funding. 

Key challenges include: overly centralized decision-making, insufficient development of capabilities, weak 
systems, and other factors affecting retention. Despite recent amendments to GGGI’s DoA, staff continue to 
report delays caused by centralized HR in HQ, and more is needed to empower regional HR operations. More is 
also needed to identify the specific capabilities needed to deliver Strategy 2030, but this in turn will depend on a 

 
17 Gender Diversity Dashboard - October 4 2024 



Mid-term Evaluation of Strategy 2030 | Final Report 

 

 41 

more strategic assessment of current and future demand in key Practices. Training efforts are sometimes seen as 
limited, inaccessible, and not always well aligned with practical needs. Concerns around compensation, workload, 
and career growth opportunities also undermine efforts to ensure staff retention. System reform is key to 
making progress on all these challenges. 

GGGI has also made progress building a just culture, but more can be done. Staff acknowledge efforts to improve 
gender diversity and promote a flatter organizational structure but feel that leadership can still do more. 
Addressing these shortfalls is a necessary condition for GGGI to develop the comprehensive workforce 
management approach it needs. 

Results-Based Management: How has Strategy 2030 supported GGGI to 
establish an enabling environment for RBM? 

As part of Strategy 2030, GGGI committed to building a comprehensive RBM framework, strengthening its 
structures, processes, and systems to enhance accountability and transparency in program implementation. 
RBM is a strategic approach focused on achieving measurable, impactful outcomes. It enables increased 
accountability and transparency, optimizes resource allocation by focusing on what works and delivers results, 
and encourages continuous learning and adaptation for ongoing improvement. While Strategy 2030 presents an 
ambitious vision to drive GGGI’s transformation into a results-driven, high-impact organization, feedback 
gathered through country visits, interviews, the staff survey and previous evaluations highlight challenges in 
translating this ambition into a fully coherent RBM system. 

Previous evaluations of GGGI’s results management processes show that these ambitions are built on 
important lessons. Historically, GGGI has faced challenges in building a consistent, results-focused reporting 
structure. Since 2016, GGGI’s project development model has shifted significantly — from a relatively centralized 
approach led by the Strategy team to a highly decentralized model where country offices lead design and 
implementation. However, this transition was not matched by corresponding investments in MEL staffing at the 
country level, limiting the organization’s ability to embed strong monitoring and learning practices into project 
lifecycles. At the same time, GGGI’s project portfolio has grown substantially in both size and complexity, moving 
from short-term, small-scale initiatives to multi-year programs with multimillion-dollar budgets. This evolution, 
combined with growing pressure to demonstrate results while reducing overhead and HQ-based costs, has placed 
added strain on an already under-resourced MEL system. 

Challenges around RBM are rooted not only in the slow development of GGGI’s MEL capacities amid rapid 
organizational growth, but also in more fundamental issues of project design. While limitations in the quality and 
consistency of data entry into GGGI Online persist – including incomplete log frames and inconsistent tagging 
against PSs – these reflect deeper structural challenges. As highlighted in the IEU’s Rapid Assessment of 46 
projects, many initiatives suffer from weak Theories of Change, unclear or inappropriate indicators, and 
insufficient resources allocated to monitoring and data collection. Earlier evaluations also point to an 
overemphasis on quantitative metrics at the expense of capturing qualitative outcomes and more nuanced 
accounts of country-level change. One of the key underlying drivers is the predominance of earmarked funding, 
which has shaped both the design and implementation of projects. Although GGGI has expanded its MEL staffing 
across HQ, regional, and country levels, efforts to embed a results-oriented culture throughout the project cycle 
have been hindered by a prevailing perception that donor-approved designs are sufficient and require no further 
refinement. This has limited the influence of internal efforts to strengthen project-level Results Frameworks. As 
a result, GGGI continues to face challenges in establishing feedback mechanisms that effectively link monitoring, 

evaluation, and design—constraining its ability to adapt and manage results in real time [ ]. 

Against this backdrop, this section assesses whether the RBM ambitions of Strategy 2030 have been realized in 
practice – focusing first on the Corporate Results Framework and then on project-level reporting systems. 

Corporate Results Framework 

The Strategic Goal of transforming Member countries into low-carbon, climate-resilient economies serves as 
an overarching objective for GGGI, but verges on the overambitious. Close to half of the Evaluation’s internal 
survey respondents explicitly flagged this issue in written comments, noting that all countries – GGGI Members 
included – are lagging in meeting their climate and development targets. These concerns do not contradict the 
broader finding that staff feel Strategy 2030 is broadly on track; rather, they reflect a call for a clearer distinction 
between GGGI’s specific contribution and its ultimate vision that depends on a wide array of external factors, 
including Member country action, political will, and the engagement of other development partners. In the 
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absence of national commitment or complementary investments from others, staff recognize that GGGI alone is 
unlikely to shift the needle. Conversely, staff also recognize that even in countries where GGGI is not playing a 
strong supporting role, progress toward national Green Growth goals is influenced by a constellation of actors and 
drivers. While the Strategic Goal remains a motivating aspiration, some staff suggested that GGGI could benefit 
from articulating a Strategic Goal more clearly within its influence and measurable over time, but which still 
reflects the broader transformation agenda. 

“It is interesting that GGGI chose a strategic goal that is outside of its influence. While we can 
influence this direction and support existing initiatives, our budgets and organization are not large 
enough to ever reach this goal.” – Senior staff member 

Others observed that while GGGI is well positioned to play a catalytic role, there is a lack of clarity regarding 
the organization’s direct contribution to this transformation, and how it can be meaningfully assessed.  GGGI’s 
Strategy 2030 does articulate a Theory of Change, but this is high-level, sector-agnostic, and primarily oriented 

toward setting a Vision rather than defining specific causal pathways [ ]. The Theory of Change communicates 
GGGI’s core value proposition well – accelerated access to climate finance and strengthened policy, planning, and 
institutional frameworks - but it remains unclear what these capacities are ultimately intended to be applied to, 
or how they will drive transformation across specific thematic areas. While this level of abstraction is common in 
strategic frameworks, it limits the organization’s ability to clearly demonstrate how its activities – particularly 
across diverse sectoral contexts – aggregate toward transformative change. This challenge is compounded by the 
absence of sector-specific strategies nested within the Strategy (even if not within the Theory of Change), which 
could provide clearer pathways to track progress against. 

The latest iteration of the CRF addresses some of these attribution challenges by framing its indicators around 
GGGI’s contributions rather than claiming direct attribution for national-level transformations. To support this, 
the CRF for 2021–2025 enables tracking of both quantitative and qualitative progress against clearly defined 
Strategic Outcome targets. These targets are designed to be measured using robust methodologies aligned with 
international best practices and are intended to inform end-of-year reporting. To guide implementation, GGGI 
developed a Strategic Outcomes Technical Guideline to help country teams estimate ex-ante project 
contributions to corporate targets using an “attribution method”. These initial estimates were expected to be 
refined over time as evidence from policy and investment impact assessments became available. The 5-Year 
Roadmap explicitly acknowledged that this process would be iterative, requiring regular methodological updates 
across successive planning cycles. This shift in approach – emphasized through language such as “impacts resulting 
from GGGI’s activities” – is a welcome development. However, as currently structured, the CRF still bundles high-
level transformational indicators – such as GHG emissions reduced, green jobs supported, and people supported 
to adapt to climate change – too closely with outcomes from specific sectors. A clearer articulation of the causal 
chain, showing how results from sectoral interventions are expected to aggregate into such transformational 
outcomes across GGGI’s Members, would enhance the internal coherence of the framework and better position 

GGGI to communicate its contributions toward its overarching Vision [ ]. 

Another constraint to GGGIs’ current reporting is the absence of specific results-based strategies and targets 
for each GOP/PS, which could be nested within the overarching CRF. While the CRF sets organization-wide 
targets, GOPs/PSs currently lack distinct, outcome-oriented frameworks that define what success looks like for 

each area [ ]. As a result, monitoring remains heavily reliant on common IOs which often fail to capture the 
unique objectives or transformational pathways envisaged for sectors like climate-smart agriculture or 
sustainable mobility. Without dedicated results frameworks for GOPs/PSs (such as is included in the World 
Resources Institute’s CRF), it becomes difficult for both external and internal stakeholders to track sector-specific 
progress, limiting accountability and learning. This limitation has also been highlighted in earlier evaluations, 
which noted that reporting often focused on activities and outputs rather than meaningful outcomes, restricting 

GGGI’s ability to tell a credible results story to external audiences [ ]. 

To strengthen corporate-level results culture, and in turn RBM, GGGI could consider establishing a two-tiered 
CRF structure:  

• Tier 1: Vision-level outcomes reflecting aggregated contributions to green economic performance, 
climate mitigation, and adaptation across the entire portfolio. 
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• Tier 2: Sectoral outcomes capturing results more clearly attributable to GGGI's Practice Areas (see 
recommendation, or GOPs/PSs if the current strategic model is maintained), such as renewable energy 
capacity installed, ecosystems restored, or green finance mobilized.  

This separation would ensure that GGGI's transformational ambitions remain visible, while enhancing clarity and 
accountability at the sectoral level. It would also support more consistent tracking and reporting of meaningful, 
attributable outcomes across time, helping to build a coherent picture of GGGI’s Green Growth achievements. 
Importantly, such a tiered approach could also support more informed strategic decision-making and resource 
prioritization. By distinguishing between what GGGI aspires to contribute versus what it can credibly claim and 
measure, the organization would be better positioned to target investments, build capacity, and communicate 
where it adds the most value. This aligns with Recommendation 1, which calls for streamlining GGGI’s strategic 
architecture to signal core strengths, while remaining open to opportunistic partnerships. It also reinforces 
Recommendation 2, which proposes clustering GGGI’s COPs into a limited number of structured, high-impact 
Practices which would be accountable for Tier 2 outcomes.  

IOs should also be revisited in the CRF [ ; ]. Currently, indicators measuring the value of investment 
commitments secured, the number of Green Growth policies adopted, and the extent to which training has 
strengthened capacity, are divorced from the GOPs/PSs to which they relate. This makes it impossible to track 
what such finance and policy support has been for and prevents the assessment of downstream impact on national 
progress against Green Growth objectives. GGGI’s current emphasis on counting policies or dollars, without 
sufficient focus on their strategic relevance or transformative potential, risks overstating or mischaracterizing 
GGGI’s impact. This challenge has also trickled down to the project level, where project managers are not 
consistently monitoring the results that matter most for GGGI’s mission. Rather than eliminating key IOs – such 
as investment mobilized, which remains a vital measure of GGGI’s value proposition – we recommend 
strengthening the current IOs by linking them more explicitly to sector strategies and actual intermediate 
outcomes. For example, instead of measuring investment commitments – which may not fully materialize – GGGI 
could prioritize tracking investments secured, disaggregated by GOPs/ PSs. Similarly, policy adoption indicators 
could be refined to distinguish between formal adoption and actual implementation milestones – again 
disaggregated by GOPs/PSs – to support more accurate tracking of outcomes over time. In addition, while 
maintaining a GESI ‘anchor’ in its broader priorities or goals, as discussed in the Results section, GGGI should 
consider reassessing whether IO4 (Gender and Poverty) indicators are best treated as cross-cutting dimensions, 
captured through disaggregation of Strategic Outcome indicators by gender and other vulnerability 
characteristics, rather than solely through process or activity-based metrics at the IO level. A stronger emphasis 
on outcome-level changes – such as improvements in access, livelihoods, or empowerment, measured through a 
mix of qualitative and quantitative methods – would significantly strengthen accountability in this area. 

Project and Program Reporting 

At the operational level, GGGI Online presents challenges in supporting effective results-based monitoring. 
When projects are first entered into the system, they are tagged according to GGGI’s PSs. However, this tagging 

process often skews results data toward areas where tagging is required – i.e., Green Investments and Climate 
Action – rather than accurately reflecting actual implementation or impact. Additionally, because the tagging 

system allows multiple tags per project, this can result in double counting. As a result, it becomes difficult to 
accurately and meaningfully aggregate data and results for each PS. This not only reduces the clarity of internal 
reporting but also limits the usefulness of the data for strategic decision-making and resource allocation. To 
address these issues, results should be clearly disaggregated by GOP/PS. This would provide a more accurate 

and actionable picture of where GGGI’s impacts are concentrated [ ]. 

GGGI’s heavy focus on quantitative ex-ante reporting in the CRF also limits the organization’s ability to identify 

and share more nuanced results from across its work [ ]. This was flagged by several staff at the country level. 
One member of staff noted, for example, that “We don’t measure quality, just counts. The CRF is very quantitative 
and top-down.” Overall, staff feel less well equipped to assess the qualitative impacts of their work, with over half 
(51 percent) of survey respondents only feeling equipped to estimate qualitative impacts to a small extent or not 
at all. Another staff member also commented that more qualitative data is needed to properly report on GGGI’s 
impact to donors and partner governments, which varies in quality. This aligns with findings from the 2024 IEU 
Rapid Assessment of Project Quality and Results, which found critical shortcomings in the way GGGI projects are 
designed, measured, reported, and evaluated, including a lack of qualitative measures limiting the depth of 
understanding of GGGI’s work and results. Best practice would suggest that project-level reporting should align 
directly with Programmatic Solution results frameworks (once developed) and track both output and outcome 
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indicators, qualitatively and quantitatively. This would enable a clearer line of sight from project activities to 
sectoral contributions and ultimately to GGGI’s strategic goals - reinforcing accountability at every level of 
delivery. The World Bank’s recent push to adopt common indicators at the level of strategies and projects alike 
(i.e., “Corporate Scorecard Indicators”) provides a good example of this approach in practice. 

Most project teams feel that monthly project reporting, while light-touch, is too frequent, especially as many 

staff are not clear on the purpose of this reporting and feel it is not being used effectively [ ]. Project teams 
submit monthly project reports through GGGI Online. This reporting focuses on individual project progress and 
flags risks to delivery. It is shared with Regional Directors, although country staff question whether Regional 
Directors have the capacity to read every report. We were told that monthly reporting is mostly used as a tool to 
flag any risks, rather than as a tool for informing adaptive management processes.  

Results-Based Management Approaches 

RBM is recognized as an important management tool but is not fully embedded in GGGI. Many staff 
acknowledge the importance of RBM and see its value for tracking progress and accountability. However, RBM is 
contingent on robust MEL processes, systems, and culture within the organization and is the responsibility of all 
staff, with MEL officers playing a supporting role. Most respondents to the Evaluation staff survey felt that there 

is an insufficient number of specialized MEL staff within GGGI to support RBM (Figure 17) [ ]. This sentiment 
was echoed in interviews and FGDs with staff across country offices and HQ.  

Figure 17: To what extent do you believe there are sufficient number of specialized MEL staff within GGGI to 
support RBM? (N = 94) 

 

While GGGI has formal systems for project monitoring and reporting, such as annual reporting against the CRF 
and monthly project reporting through GGGI Online (see above), these systems are not used effectively to 

support monitoring, learning, or decision-making [ ]. Corporate reporting, for example, is not useful for 
informing country programming decisions as the results reported through this framework are too high level and 
are separated from the GOPs/PSs. Country teams report that both annual and monthly reporting processes 
respond to a demand for upward accountability, with limited information fed back down to country and project 
teams. Project level donor reporting is also not captured in a systematic way in GGGI’s systems, beyond the 
archiving of reports. 

MEL has improved with the recruitment of regional MEL officers and new guidance materials, but it is still early 
days. Coordination between IEU and regional and country MEL officers could be strengthened to drive evaluative 
thinking. There is a perception amongst some staff that monitoring and evaluation have become too separated, 
with monitoring being the responsibility of country and regional offices and evaluation being the responsibility of 
IEU and/or external evaluators, in part to ensure quality. While regional MEL officers are increasingly engaged in 
IEU-led evaluations, including in the development of management responses and action plans, there is scope for 

more systematic learning from evaluation across country and regional offices [ ].  

MEL officers, both at country and regional levels, also vary in terms of their skills and experience, making it 

difficult for GGGI to standardize its approach to MEL across the organization [ ]. This is, in part, linked to the 
absence of common job descriptions, calibrated by job grade, for MEL officers, which the IEU is currently working 
to address. Where MEL officers are more junior, for example, they do not always feel empowered to provide a 
challenge function to project teams or to question the quality and robustness of project log frames signed off by 
senior staff. Some MEL officers are also split across MEL and project delivery, limiting the time they have available 
to support country level MEL. As a result, the technical quality of MEL processes and products varies across 
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countries and regions. Teams would benefit from more time and resources for strengthening and standardizing 
MEL practices. There is evidence that adaptive programming is happening at the country level, driven by teams 
working closely with project partners, cultivating trust and discussion, and learning and adapting as they go. 
However, this is based on relationships and informal practices. Learning from experience across projects and 
programs and using RBM to inform more strategic decision-making is not yet part of the organization’s culture. 

Overall, GGGI has established many of the building blocks of RBM, such as project monitoring systems, KPIs, 

and MEL processes. However, the culture of RBM is not yet fully embedded in the organization [ ]. Learning from 
results is ad hoc, knowledge management is fragmented, and incentives for using results to inform decisions are 
weak. There is broad recognition of the need to strengthen RBM, but progress will require more systematic 
investment in knowledge management, clearer accountability for learning, and stronger incentives for staff at all 
levels to use results to drive improvement. 

Training for Project Management 

GGGI’s shift from majority core to majority earmarked funding has transformed the organization in several 
ways – most notably, by increasing the need for strong Project Cycle Management (PCM), reporting, and 

compliance systems and capabilities [ ]. In 2024, GGGI established a Project Management Task Force, which 
acknowledged that “GGGI faces significant project management challenges that hinder its ability to effectively 
implement and scale initiatives across regions and country programs.” It concluded that “improving project 
planning and management is essential for maximizing impact and ensuring long-term success.” This finding reflects 
broader trends noted in this Evaluation: while GGGI has experienced rapid growth in budget and geographic 
reach, its operational systems and processes have not kept pace. 

The Task Force built on the 2023 rollout of PM4DEV training for all project managers, which was well received. 
It assessed GGGI’s project management maturity at Level 3 (“Adoption”) out of six—indicating that while standard 
methods are used across most projects, they remain inconsistently applied. To move to Level 4 (“Execution”), 
where project management is fully institutionalized and performance-driven, the Task Force recommended 
establishing a dedicated Project Management Unit; developing organization-wide standards, guidelines, and 
tools; strengthening project management capacity through enhanced recruitment, onboarding, and staff 
development; improving accountability; and developing MEL policies and procedures. 

These challenges are especially evident in GGGI’s project management systems. GGGI Online is widely viewed 
as unfit for purpose — used more for compliance and reporting than for real-time project management — lacking 
the functionality to track expenditure or monitor progress against outputs and outcomes. In the Task Force’s 
maturity assessment, “systems and technologies” were rated the lowest across project management criteria (1.5 
out of 6), pointing to both inadequate tools and low adoption. However, as with other systems, there is no 
consensus on whether the issue lies in the systems themselves, the quality of training and onboarding, or a mix of 
both. 

Staff and managers responded positively to the PM4DEV training delivered in 20323. Historically, GGGI staff 
were recruited for technical expertise, but under the new funding model, many now manage multiple projects, 
requiring stronger PCM skills. The standardized training has helped align practices and better equip staff for 
evolving responsibilities. To complement internal capacity building, GGGI is also recruiting experienced project 
managers. However, the urgency to meet project deadlines often results in reactive hiring focused on immediate 
delivery needs—at the expense of long-term talent development and strategic workforce planning. 

Summary 

GGGI’s Strategy 2030 sets out an ambitious vision to transform the organization into a results-driven, high-
impact institution by embedding RBM across its operations. While GGGI has made progress on results 
management, including developing technical guidelines for outcome measurement and expanding its MEL 
staffing, significant challenges remain in translating this ambition into practice. The rapid decentralization of 
project design and implementation, combined with insufficient investment in MEL staffing and systems at the 
country level, has limited the organization’s ability to consistently monitor, evaluate, and learn from its work. 
Project-level reporting remains fragmented, with persistent issues around weak Theories of Change, unclear 
indicators, and an overreliance on quantitative metrics that often fail to capture the full scope and quality of 
GGGI’s impact. 

At the corporate level, the CRF has improved the ability to track progress against strategic outcomes, but the 
overarching goal is ambitious and not fully within GGGI’s control: i.e. transforming Member countries into low-
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carbon, climate-resilient economies. GGGI should more clearly articulate specific contributions and more robust, 
sector-specific results frameworks that would make it easier to track and communicate progress in key areas. The 
current focus on high-level, quantitative indicators can mask underlying challenges and does not always provide 
actionable insights for country teams or support adaptive management. Additionally, the lack of integration 
between corporate and project-level reporting systems, as well as inconsistent approaches to tagging and 
aggregating results, undermines both accountability and learning. 

GGGI still faces gaps in internal capacity, particularly in MEL expertise, and operational systems have not kept 
pace with the organization’s growth and complexity. Efforts to strengthen project management and RBM culture 
are underway, including the rollout of standardized project management training and the establishment of a 
project management taskforce. However, staff highlight the need for more practical tools, clearer accountability, 
and a stronger culture of learning and adaptation. To fully realize the ambitions of Strategy 2030, GGGI will need 
to invest in more robust knowledge management, develop clearer sectoral results frameworks, and foster a 
culture where results are systematically used to inform decision-making and drive continuous improvement. 

 

 
 

Recommendation 4: GGGI should strengthen HR and MEL 

functions - including reviewing related IT-based management 

systems - and develop its project cycle management oversight and 

advice capability 

Learning and Knowledge: How has Strategy 2030 supported GGGI to become a 
learning organization, to leverage external knowledge, and disseminate 
knowledge generated from its programs? 

Organizational Learning: GGGI’s Ambition 

Organizational learning takes place when knowledge changes what organizations do over time.  It is more than 
the sum of individual staff members’ knowledge and know-how. Peter Senge, founder and director of the Society 
for Organizational Learning and senior lecturer at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, identified that 
organizational learning is “only successful when it is based on an understanding of how the whole organizational 
system is connected, rather than a focus on individual parts”.18 This is even more so for an organization that is 
distributed like GGGI; learning happens within and between people, and within and between different regions, 
countries and departments. GGGI is an organization made up of inter-connected parts, each of which needs to 
learn and apply knowledge and know-how effectively. 

GGGI’s draft Knowledge Generation, Management and Sharing Strategy 2016-2020 recognized that GGGI 
“relies heavily on the effective generation, management, and sharing of knowledge.” GGGI works with countries 
“to build and demonstrate models of economic growth that simultaneously achieve poverty reduction, social 
inclusion, and environmental sustainability.” The draft strategy focuses on thought leadership, delivery of service 
offerings to GGGI countries, knowledge-sharing between countries and with the international community, and 
internal information management and collaboration systems. It also links knowledge to external communications. 
Critically, the draft strategy recognizes that “developing a culture of collaborating, sharing, co-creating, and 
learning requires process change towards better organizational performance.” The strategy expired in 2020, 
however, without being formally adopted by GGGI and the organization still does not have an active knowledge 
management or learning strategy in place. 

Strategy 2030 articulates GGGI’s objective “to develop an organizational culture of collaborating, cocreating, 
and learning to ensure the most efficient and effective delivery of programs and services.” This focus on learning 
is essential for GGGI to achieve maximum impact and deliver strong value for money to its stakeholders. However, 
it is important to recognize that effective organizational learning goes beyond simply collecting information or 
generating knowledge products. The real value lies in the systematic application of this knowledge, integrating 
lessons learned, best practices, and new insights directly into decision-making, project design, and operational 

 
18 Ingie Holvand, An International Development Perspective, Overseas Development Institute, 2003, link. 

https://odi.org/en/publications/knowledge-management-and-organisational-learning-an-international-development-perspective-an-annotated-bibliography/
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processes. For GGGI to truly become a learning organization, mechanisms for capturing, sharing, and, most 
importantly, applying knowledge must be embedded across all levels of the organization. This requires not only 
robust knowledge management systems, but also a culture that encourages reflection, adaptation, and continuous 
improvement in both strategy and day-to-day activities. 

Leveraging External Knowledge 

GGGI leverages external knowledge through a combination of formal partnerships, collaborative initiatives, 
and knowledge-sharing events. The organization actively collaborates with a range of external partners, 
including UN agencies, the World Bank, regional development banks, and specialized NGOs, to bring in technical 
expertise and best practices that inform and strengthen its work. Events such as Green Talks and Global Green 
Growth Week often feature external speakers and are designed to facilitate the exchange of innovations and 
lessons learned both within GGGI and from the broader Green Growth community. 

Despite GGGI’s active role in founding and engaging with the Global Green Growth Knowledge Partnership – a 
network of over 40 institutions aimed at advancing Green Growth through knowledge sharing – its lessons and 
resources appear underutilized within the organization. While GGKP offers valuable access to global expertise 
in green policy, finance, and industry, and GGGI holds a seat on its Steering Committee, few staff referenced GGKP 
in discussions about learning. This suggests that despite formal partnerships, knowledge-sharing events, and 
collaboration through CAID, GGKP’s outputs are not well integrated into internal practices, indicating a missed 
opportunity to leverage external insights to influence and improve program delivery. 

At the country and regional levels, GGGI also works through consortia and partnerships. In 2025, consortia 
constitute approximately 15 percent of the number and approximately 37 percent of the value of GGGI’s projects 
under initiation and implementation. These collaborations allow GGGI to draw on the expertise of established 
partners to enhance the design and delivery of its programs. For example, in Jordan, GGGI’s partnership with 
Oxfam on organic waste management leverages Oxfam’s long experience in the sector, as well as its approaches 
to GESI, and conflict sensitivity. Country partners consistently noted that GGGI staff are proactive in seeking out 
and learning from the experience of others, fostering a culture of openness and regular knowledge exchange. 
Despite these strengths, GGGI lacks a consistent protocol for capturing and systematically applying lessons 
learned from external partners across its country programs, limiting the organization’s ability to fully leverage 
external knowledge for broader organizational learning and impact. 

“This is the first time I’ve seen people very excited about how we are implementing, and really want 
to join and observe everything. And not because they don’t trust us – they are really keen to learn 
and see different approaches. My first time seeing a partner work in that way” - Implementing 
Partner  

Internal Learning: Systems and Culture 

Effective learning organizations become so by consciously building appropriate systems. These need to capture 
the right data (e.g., from projects or finance), understand what is happening (e.g., appropriate performance reports 
that show whether results are being achieved), and seek to build knowledge of what does and does not work (e.g., 
through evaluations and ‘best practice’ guidance). Collaborative working tools and information platforms such as 
GGGI Online should readily be able to provide information and access to documents that support organizational 
learning. However, this requires three things:  

1. the systems need to be fit for purpose and continuously updated,  

2. the right information needs to be accessible and consistently maintained, and  

3. staff need to use the systems that are in place.  

This requires investment in the systems themselves, their use to be integrated with the operation of the business, 
and management action to ensure they are consistently used. It also requires consistent senior leadership action 

to ensure knowledge is openly, and easily accessible [ ]. 

GGGI’s current systems do not allow for effective learning across the organization due to a combination of 
fragmented technology platforms, lack of clear protocols, insufficient resources, and a culture that prioritizes 

immediate operational demands [ ]. Overall, GGGI utilizes a combination of informal learning, voluntary COPs, 
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and project-level evaluations to capture and share knowledge and lessons from its projects. However, these 
mechanisms are not yet systematically embedded in the organization’s processes for project design, 
implementation, and adaptation, which limits opportunities for adaptive management. There is strong recognition 
among staff of the need to strengthen internal knowledge management, create more robust systems for 
integrating evaluation findings, and foster a culture that values learning from both successes and failures. 

“Let’s be frank. We started in 2012. It’s scary we haven’t figured it [learning] out. We tell other 
countries but don’t do it ourselves” – Staff member 

GGGI’s main knowledge management systems, GGGI Online, SharePoint, and a client management system, are 

not fit for purpose as learning tools [ ]. We were told during FGDs and KIIs that GGGI Online functions primarily 
as a project repository rather than a platform for capturing and sharing lessons learned, and there is no 
standardized approach to file management or information storage. Many staff are unclear on where to find or 
upload knowledge products, and search functionalities are poor, making it difficult to access relevant materials. 
There is also no dedicated focal point or global policy for knowledge management, leading to inconsistent use and 
maintenance of these systems across teams and countries.  

Learning through Communities of Practice 

A learning organization enables its staff to network effectively and invests in networks by giving and valuing 
time for the exchange of knowledge through networking. Different organizations invest in various ways to 
curate these formal communities and networks. A key lesson from other organizations (e.g. World Bank, FCDO, 
World Health Organization) is that communities of practice need energized, active and resourced curation to be 
maintained and effective. Staff members spoke about how in other organizations they have previously worked for, 
COPs help to shape strategy, and COP membership is seen as a privilege. 

To date, GGGI has not adequately invested in supporting COP leads. Staff note that TORs across the COPs vary 
and there is no structured system to monetize the time taken for learning-related activities like program 
development and project proposal writing, with technical expertise often brought in in an ad hoc way or too late. 
As a result, knowledge sharing is often ad hoc and dependent on individual initiative rather than systematically 
embedded into project cycles. One staff member noted that “GGGI needs to redefine the purpose of COPs to 
ensure they focus on application rather than just theory.” There is a recognized need for COP leads to be fully 

dedicated and for COPs to have operational budgets to be effective [ ]. 

While not a COP, it is worth flagging that learning within the Carbon Pricing Unit, which is a Global Practice, is 
working well. The CPU employs a ‘hub and spoke’ model, where central expertise is built and then disseminated 
to country teams to support learning. Recognizing that carbon pricing is a new field, with a limited pool of skilled 
talent to hire from, GGGI staff are expected to learn on the job, often absorbing technical knowledge through 
direct project implementation and focused mentorship from more experienced colleagues. This approach has 
proven effective in rapidly building internal expertise in new areas, such as the Article 6 carbon market.  

At the country level, GGGI staff reported that engagement with and through the COPs is varied at best.  LAC 
contributions to COPs, for example, can be limited due to time differences. We were also told that COP leads, 
many of whom are based in HQ, currently lack the capacity to provide the level of technical support that country 

offices need [ ]. As one staff member put it, “I remember wanting to work on waste management in [country X] 
and having no idea what we were doing in other countries”. Another staff member told us that “the renewable 
energy experts in [my region] have not met once – not even virtually.” When asked in the survey about the strength 
of collaboration across teams working on the same PSs across different offices, 50 percent of respondents felt 
collaboration was only happening to a small extent or not at all (see Figure 18, below). Staff therefore often rely 
on their own personal networks rather than organizational systems to access expertise. In the Dominican 
Republic, for example, we observed a strong culture of peer-to-peer learning across the country team. 
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Figure 18: To what extent is collaboration strong between teams working on the same Programmatic 
Solutions across different offices? (N = 89) 

 

Thought Leadership and External Dissemination  

Sharing knowledge externally is important for achieving GGGI’s mission of supporting partner countries in 
adopting evidence-based Green Growth pathways. By disseminating best practices, lessons learned, and 
technical expertise, GGGI contributes to the creation of global public goods, such as research, analytical tools, and 
policy guidelines on Green Growth. This can support countries to implement and sustain Green Growth strategies 
that are tailored to their specific contexts. GGGI’s credibility and influence is also dependent on its ability to 
produce high-quality, evidence-based knowledge products that are informed by real-world experience and widely 
shared with diverse audiences. For most GGGI staff, learning, knowledge sharing, and networking is a key part of 

the job [ ; ]. 

It is important to distinguish between organizational learning and thought leadership. While learning focuses 
on capturing, sharing, and applying knowledge internally to improve GGGI’s own effectiveness, thought 
leadership is about establishing GGGI as a recognized authority in Green Growth by sharing its insights, 
innovations, and expertise with the broader global community. Both are essential, but thought leadership 
specifically drives GGGI’s external influence and visibility. These two goals may be delivered by a combination of 
units within GGGI including IEU, the Practices and the proposed new Thought Leadership Unit where the latter 
would have a residual role: i.e. focusing on those things that neither IEU nor the Practices can reasonably deliver. 
See Figure 19 for a breakdown of the goals and roles of Thought Leadership. 

Figure 19: Thought Leadership – Goals and Roles 

 IEU Practices Thought Leadership Unit 

Learning (Internally 
Focused) 

e.g., lessons from project 
and program M&E 

e.g., sharing experience 
across Practice members 
+ insights from other 
agencies 

e.g., sharing practical 
insights on new and 
emerging technology for 
staff learning 

Thought Leadership 
(Externally Focused) 

e.g., major report on 
findings from last 4 years 
of evaluations 

e.g., report on what 
works and doesn’t in e.g. 
solar powered irrigation  

e.g., flagship reports on 
new and emerging green 
technologies 

Recent achievements highlight GGGI’s growing role in thought leadership. GGGI’s ambition to be a leading voice 
in Green Growth is reflected in its Communications Strategy, presented at the All Staff Meeting in March 2023. 
GGGI set out is goal to “Improve communication and knowledge sharing capacities and capabilities of the 
organization to support the vision of becoming one of the world’s top tier known and “go to” Green Growth 
advocates and solutions providers.” The 2024 DG Progress Report to the GGGI Council and Assembly notes 
GGGI’s work to develop a “small but respectable set of flagship publications,” including the Green Growth Index 
and Simulation Tool and the use of the Green Economy model in Low Emission Development Strategies and 
National Adaptation Plans.19 In 2023 alone, GGGI published 257 knowledge products and ran 52 sessions during 
Global Green Growth Week 2023, attended by 9,500 participants.20 The joint GGGI-UNEP GGKP Secretariat, 

 
19 GGGI (2024), DG Progress Report to GGGI Council and Assembly, October 2024  
20 GGGI (2024) Annual Report 2023 

4.5%

12.4%

38.2%

20.2%

18.0%

6.7%

Not sure

Not at all

To a small extent

To a moderate extent

To a great extent

To a very great extent



Mid-term Evaluation of Strategy 2030 | Final Report 

 

 50 

hosted by CAID, has also expanded GGGI’s reach, with GGKP platforms generating more than 1.2 million visitors 
and 200,000 resource downloads in 2021. The Global Communication Strategy 2024-2027, introduced in GGGI’s 
Work Program and Budget (2025-2026), aims to accelerate GGGI’s visibility and position the organization as a 
key actor for Green Growth. The strategy aligns communications with GGGI’s 2030 Strategic Goals and 
operational priorities, ensuring that knowledge products, messages, and the GGGI brand are proactively shared 
through compelling content and diverse platforms. For most GGGI staff, learning, knowledge sharing, and 
networking are key parts of the job. 

At the country level, GGGI staff actively showcase GGGI’s work through conferences, workshops, and 
networking opportunities. In the Pacific, for example, GGGI has partnered with UN Women on a Green Finance 
Summit, the Carbon Pricing team ran recent webinars on Article 6 governance frameworks across six countries 
with 270 attendees, while across the organization there is growing momentum, including external outreach and 
knowledge sharing, on conflict sensitivity. GGGI’s presence at global events like COP further amplifies its role in 
thought leadership, with high-profile events, side sessions, and collaborative platform on topics such as climate-
resilient public-private partnerships, green bonds, and innovative financing mechanisms. At COP29 in Azerbaijan, 
for example, GGGI presented results and lessons learned from the KOICA-funded Aral Sea Green Rehabilitation 
Investment Project and co-hosted three side events on accelerating climate finance in Africa.  

However, as highlighted above in the section on GGGI’s strategic niche, these efforts are insufficient to meet 
GGGI’s vision of becoming one of the world’s known top tier organizations on Green Growth, with GGGI’s brand 

visibility remaining low compared to comparator organizations [ ; ].  

Summary  

Strategy 2030 sets a clear objective for GGGI to become a learning organization, emphasizing a culture of 
collaboration, co-creation, and continuous learning to enhance program and service delivery. However, progress 
has been limited by the absence of a formal, active knowledge management or learning strategy. 

GGGI leverages external knowledge through partnerships with institutions such as the UN, World Bank, and the 
GGKP and through collaborative events and consortia. However, operational challenges persist, including limited 
staff awareness of external knowledge platforms and a lack of consistent protocols for capturing and applying 
lessons learned from partners, which constrains the broader organizational impassct of these collaborations. 

Internally, GGGI’s knowledge management systems, such as GGGI Online and SharePoint, are not fully fit for 
purpose and are underutilized by staff, functioning more as repositories than as dynamic learning platforms. There 
is no standardized approach to knowledge storage or sharing, and staff often rely on personal networks rather 
than organizational systems to access expertise. COPs are also not yet fully embedded or resourced to drive 
systematic learning, resulting in ad hoc knowledge sharing. Some units, like the Carbon Pricing Unit, have 
demonstrated effective internal learning through structured mentorship and a ‘hub and spoke’ model, but 
organization-wide collaboration remains weak, with many staff reporting limited cross-team engagement and 
support. 

Although GGGI has improved its external communications and knowledge dissemination, publishing flagship 
reports, hosting global events, and increasing engagement with stakeholders, its brand visibility remains low 
compared to peer organizations. Key challenges impeding GGGI’s progress as a learning organization include 
decentralized operations leading to silos, insufficient investment in knowledge management systems, and a 
culture that does not consistently encourage open reflection on failure as well as success. Addressing these gaps 
will require dedicated resources and a shift in organizational culture to fully embed learning and knowledge 
sharing at all levels. 

D. Partnerships and Resource Mobilization: Implications for 
the Future 

Partnerships 

At the country level, collaboration and coordination with other development partners is a defining strength of 
GGGI’s work. Stakeholders consistently describe GGGI as a “facilitator”, “connector”, a “matchmaker” and 
“strategic partner”, rather than just another donor or implementing agency. GGGI’s ability to play a ‘convening 
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and coherence-making’ role is highly valued, with the potential for GGGI to be, in the words of one resource 
partner, the “glue for impact” by linking actors and providing critical information across the landscape. 

GGGI’s strong relationships and ability to leverage these connections means “GGGI had similar or greater 
impact with fewer resources than UN agencies” according to one government partner. Although GGGI is not a 
funding agency, its technical support and ability to “join the dots”, acting as a “translator” or facilitator between 
partner governments and funding agencies allows them to have outsized impact. We heard about GGGI’s strong 
capacity for networking and ability to bring people together at a green finance summit held in Papua New Guinea. 
One resource partner praised GGGI’s ability to leverage their relationships to convene key stakeholders: 
“Government counterparts come to things put on by GGGI. They have opened doors [for us] in terms of networks.” 

GGGI has also helped facilitate relationships intra-governmentally as well as between governments and 
donors, banks or private sector. When working on Green Bonds in LAC, there was a recognition of how 
challenging it can be to support Ministries of Finance and Ministries of Environment to coordinate with each other, 
and that by working systematically through GGGI’s value chain approach, the ministries can be brought through 
stages to a place where they are ready to work together on Green Bonds; “We have a value chain, [we are] 
embedded in Government. Most of the time, we start with policy development and capacity building. Being 
exposed to the whole value chain, eventually [the potential impacts of green bonds are] seen by the Ministry of 
Finance.” GGGI can, therefore, act as a bridge, speaking both the language of environment and of finance.  

GGGI supports public-private partnerships (PPPs) as a key pathway to achieving its Green Growth vision, with 
promising models emerging across several countries. In Lao PDR, GGGI facilitated stakeholder coordination in 
the waste management sector, leading to a successful PPP pilot – a composting facility managed by a private 
operator that recycles organic waste from markets and households into bio-fertilizer, with hopes for wider 
replication. In Jordan, GGGI partnered with Oxfam to promote circular economy business models by providing 
sub-grants to SMEs for innovative organic waste recycling prototypes, underpinned by a national value chain 
study and private sector workshops. In Senegal, GGGI has earned praise for its role in implementing solar-
powered irrigation through a collaboration with public and private partners, including FONSIS, with efforts now 
underway to leverage private capital and expertise for scale-up. These examples highlight GGGI’s capacity to 
catalyze impactful PPPs through technical leadership and cross-sector collaboration. However, private sector 
engagement remains an area of perceived underperformance: in the internal survey, 41.7 percent of staff flagged 

it as a major constraint to achieving GGGI’s goals [ ]. Despite the centrality of green investment in GGGI’s 
mission, private capital mobilization is still hampered by market barriers and risk perceptions, pointing to the need 
for more strategic and systemic engagement. 

GGGI has also developed strategic partnerships with academic and research institutions to fill internal capacity 
gaps and build local ownership. In Fiji, it partnered with the University of the South Pacific’s Centre for 
Environment and Sustainable Development to co-develop a certificate module training civil servants in 
greenhouse gas inventories for NDC reporting. This collaboration leveraged the Centre’s contextual and technical 
expertise, while also contributing to national capacity and extending GGGI’s impact — especially as the module is 
now set to be embedded in the University’s postgraduate climate programs. In Senegal, under the Solar-Powered 
Irrigation for Climate-Smart Agriculture project, GGGI collaborated with Africa Rice and other local research 
institutions to address its limited agronomic research capacity. Africa Rice provided empirical data showing that 
bird damage caused 13.2 percent annual losses in rice production — equivalent to €7.1 million — strengthening 
the case for targeted risk mitigation measures such as monitoring, population control, and insurance. These 
partnerships, though modest in scale, demonstrate how GGGI can effectively augment its technical capabilities 
and ensure evidence-based programming through collaboration. 

Value Proposition and Resource Mobilization 

GGGI’s shift from majority core to earmarked funding since 2018 has transformed its business model, with 80 
percent of the US$106 million budget in 2024 now earmarked – up from US$41 million in 2020. This change 
reflects a strategic focus on bilateral, country-level Resource Mobilization (RM), capitalizing on government and 
embassy relationships rather than competitive bids or philanthropic sources. GGGI’s embedded presence and 
responsiveness have earned it preferred partner status in some countries, such as Fiji, where both the government 
and the Development Bank explicitly requested to work with GGGI. Similarly, in the wider Pacific region, GGGI 
has successfully aligned with donor preferences for regional programs due to the number of small countries in the 
Pacific region, and the contextual similarities between them. One resource partner indicated that GGGI’s 
presence embedded in Ministries in smaller Pacific countries was a major attraction for partnership with GGGI. 
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Here, GGGI is also using initiatives like its Climate Finance Access Network (CFAN) to build informal partnerships 
and trust, presenting future opportunities for partnership development and resource mobilization. 

However, GGGI’’s standard project-based funding is not without its drawbacks: 52 percent of respondents 
(N=108) felt it undermines the development of a coherent and strategic institutional approach in GGGI. 
Earmarked and short-term projects, while essential for securing operational resources, often skew priorities 
toward fundable activities rather than strategic imperatives, fragment institutional focus, and strain internal 
coordination – especially across country programs and between GGGI’s units as already noted earlier in this 

report [ ; ]. One respondent to the internal survey felt that “there is uncertainty about whether GGGI's work 
is truly ‘strategic’” as a result. Previous evaluations also spoke of the potential mismatch between corporate-wide 
objectives and country opportunism in resource mobilization carrying a risk of diluting the Institute’s strategic 
focus and noted also that a dependence on earmarked funds could also limit GGGI’s adaptability to partner 
government changing priorities. Interviews often reflect this same sentiment, pointing to the need for more core 
funding for GGGI to respond more strategically. 

The growing complexity of donor engagement also demands more structured internal alignment. There is a role 
for the regions to ensure that multiple in-country relationships do not ultimately cause confusion among resource 
partners. One resource partner in the Pacific described the realization within his agency that they were funding 
many GGGI projects in different country offices through different channels and funding mechanisms. The donor 
agency project managers then held a series of coordination meetings where concerns relating to overstretch were 
discussed: “[GGGI’s] rapid growth made the donor community nervous.” While continued delivery and strong 
communication across all GGGI projects assuaged the donor concerns, this emphasized the need for both GGGI 
and their donors to think strategically and coordinate internally among projects funded by the same partner, 
recognizing that the successes and failures of one project in one country can influence the perceptions and 
opportunities for projects in other countries with that same donor. 

To meet its non-programmatic strategic goal 6 of ‘Developing sustainable, stronger, and more diversified 

funding for GGGI operations’, GGGI’s mobilization strategy needs to evolve [ ]. This should start with a clear-
eyed recognition of GGGI’s strengths, its value to Members and resource partners, and its position within the 
Green Growth ‘eco-system’. GGGI can build on its reputation as a relatively agile inter-governmental 
organization, capable of moving more quickly and flexibly than its peers. There are opportunities to further 
leverage its relationship with the Korean government as well, potentially, as global Korean corporates in the ITC 
and other sectors that are bywords for innovation. Self-financing governments in the Arab Gulf region as well as 
international funding partners that are themselves thought leaders in specific sectors could all represent further 
opportunity for GGGI.  

GGGI will also need to address ongoing internal challenges in its approach to RM. The organization does not yet 
have an RM Strategy although work is underway to develop one. There is a need for a more professional approach 
to tracking leads including updating the organization’s customer relationship management system on a timely 
basis, more collaborative working between cluster leads and those charged centrally with managing RM, more 
systematic storage of draft RM agreements in a functioning database (we heard that drafts are regularly worked 
on outside of GGGI Online) and a more proactive approach to lobbying. We heard that one climate change 
ambassador has voiced surprise at not being approached by GGGI for funding. 

At this point in its history, a tilt towards generating more global programming with flexible funding makes sense 
for GGGI. GGGI will likely always have a hybrid model of resource mobilization comprising country-level, ear-
marked funding; programmatic funding (both regional and global, either through trust funds or otherwise); and 
core funding.21 This will require careful internal management to ensure that budget holders collaborate rather 
than operating in silos. However, in the context of a diminishing overall pool of ODA, and particularly core funding, 
and the need to demonstrate impact and value for money, a tilt towards more global programming would have 
several advantages: 

• It would facilitate implementing innovative new approaches to tackle pressing global challenges the value 
of which some Member countries might not yet either be aware of or feel well placed to engage with 

• It would support pooling of expertise and knowledge across country experiences: this has worked well in 
those global programs that are well led and have developed a culture of learning but is not the case across 
all programs 

 
21 Some access to core funding will likely always be needed by country and regional offices. The strategic question is how much, for how long 
and which units. 
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• It could provide access to larger pools of funding as evidenced by the Carbon Pricing Unit and Sustainable 
Finance Global Practice and funding by donors such as Korea, Norway and Luxembourg for which GGGI’s 
institutional agility in rapidly evolving sectors is a source of strength relative to other multilateral 
organizations 

Summary 

GGGI is widely recognized as a facilitator and strategic connector among governments, donors, private sector 
entities, and development partners. It has a strong track record of working collaboratively with government 
partners, with close relationships at country level facilitated by being embedded in government departments. 
GGGI is also known for its skill in brokering improved coordination across government departments. We saw 
strong examples of close working with the private sector, although more can be done in this area. GGGI also works 
closely with academic and research organizations to bring in the analysis needed to underpin its interventions 
where needed. 

Increased access to earmarked project funding has driven the increase in GGGI’s resources in recent years but 
has also increased the difficulty of maintaining a coherent organizational strategic approach. GGGI has relied 
strongly on country-level, earmarked funding since around 2018, and its budget has grown rapidly as a result. 
GGGI’s ability to leverage relationships at a country level, with both governments and donors, has been a strength 
in this regard. There is also strong evidence of effective resource mobilization in some regions, for example, the 
Pacific and MENA. Yet GGGI’s reliance on project-based funding is not without its drawbacks: 52 percent of staff 
survey respondents felt that it undermines the development of a more coherent and institutionally strategic 
approach in GGGI. There is also a role for the regions to ensure that multiple in-country relationships do not 
ultimately cause confusion among resource partners. 

To meet its non-programmatic strategic goal 6 of ‘Developing sustainable, stronger, and more diversified 
funding for GGGI operations’, GGGI’s mobilization strategy needs to evolve. GGGI will need to address ongoing 
challenges in its approach to RM including developing an RM strategy, adopting a more professional approach to 
customer relationship management, more collaborative working across the organization, tighter management of 
RM draft agreement to ensure quality, and more proactive lobbying of target donors. GGGI will likely continue to 
offer a hybrid mix of country, regional and global programming. But the technical and financial potential of the 
best global programming suggests that GGGI should seek to tilt the balance of its portfolio in this direction over 
time. 

 

 

 

Recommendation 6: GGGI should take deliberate steps to raise its 

global visibility through more strategic, coordinated, and targeted 

external engagement and communications. 

Conclusions 
Between 2020 and 2024, GGGI’s expenditure more than doubled – from US$41 million to US$106 million – and 
its membership expanded from 39 to 50 countries. This is a remarkable testament to GGGI’s continued relevance 
and the confidence of donors in its ability to deliver. During this time, GGGI purposefully deepened its country 
presence and currently has operations in 53 countries with representation in 46. This expansion has been fueled 
in part by the increased availability of earmarked funding at the country level, reflecting rising demand for GGGI’s 
support on the ground. 

GGGI has delivered strong results at both strategic and intermediate outcome levels — particularly in green 
finance/investment, climate action, sustainable mobility, green employment, and sustainable ecosystems. 
However, progress on GESI has not kept pace. [EQ1, EQ5] To date, GGGI’s success has been driven by: (i) its clear 
focus on Green Growth; (ii) its unique access to governments while maintaining agility; (iii) its capacity to operate 
across the value chain (both as a facilitator and primary mover) from diagnosis to policy, projects, and finance; (iv) 
its integration of green finance as a cross-cutting enabler; and (v) its people. [EQ3, EQ6]. 
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This reflects tremendous progress, but to strengthen the organization – to ensure the whole is greater than the 
sum of its parts - it is time to take stock of what has made GGGI successful, and where it must improve, and use 
those insights to shape the Update of Strategy 2030. This reflection is especially urgent in the context of declining 
official development assistance and intensifying competition for more limited resources, and heightened 
expectations for demonstrable impact from both governments and resource partners.  

Simplifying Strategy and Giving it Traction [EQ5] 

The current framework – spanning Strategy 2030, the 5-Year Roadmap, and including 8 SOs, 5 GOPs, and 11 PSs 
– is too complex to clearly communicate GGGI’s core offer to external partners. 

Internally too, while most staff are aware of Strategy 2030, few see it as a guiding tool for day-to-day priorities, 
limiting its influence on operational decisions. 

Strategy 2030 lacks appropriate targets on how, when, and where (and sometimes for what purpose – e.g., lack of 
individual strategies and targets for GOPs/PSs) to deliver on GGGI’s strategic goals, especially in the context of 
growing country presence. 

This results in a fragmented internal approach and narrative, making it harder for both internal and external 
stakeholders to understand what GGGI stands for and how its different parts fit together. 

Organizational Coherence [EQ3, EQ7] 

GGGI has made significant strides in strengthening its sector expertise but has organized this expertise in 
communities of practice that do not align with intermediate and overarching goals in the Strategy. Further efforts 
are needed to consolidate and integrate its capabilities within a limited set of Practices – such as, for instance, 
Climate Policy; Green Finance; Sustainable Landscapes (including Climate-Smart Agriculture, Coastal Resilience 
and Forests); Sustainable Energy; and Green Cities (including Waste Management and Circular Economy, 
Sustainable Transport, Green Buildings and Industries) – while maintaining and supporting its country presence. 

A more cohesive structure will help ensure that the organization operates as a unified whole, addressing Member 
and resource partner concerns about fragmentation and quality (see Figure 20). Each Practice requires a strong 
global, technical, managerial lead, but does not necessarily have to sit in GGGI’s Seoul headquarters. 

Within these Practices, fostering technical excellence (promoting learning, managing knowledge, strengthening 
professional development, assuring quality) will be essential to enhancing impact. Clear strategies, measurable 
and attributable outcome targets (e.g., hectares of forest conserved, megawatts of renewable energy capacity 
installed), and systematic performance tracking will further support effectiveness as well as visibility and brand 
recognition. 

Encouraging collaboration across Practices, regions, and countries will be critical to GGGI’s success and will 
require strong and strategic leadership. Aligning incentives to balance entrepreneurship in resource mobilization 
with collaboration is paramount to helping GGGI reach this higher level of organizational coherence. 
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Figure 20: Relationship Between Proposals on Strategy and Structure 

 

Capacity to Anticipate Demand [EQ 4, EQ6] 

GGGI can shift from a reactive to a proactive approach in responding to government and resource partner 
demands. A small, highly capable Thought Leadership unit could make a valuable contribution to the Green 
Growth agenda. Using its experience, expertise and resources to increase the stock of knowledge on innovation 
in Green Growth and disseminate this knowledge has solid roots in economic growth theory: the public benefits 
of upstream innovation tend to outweigh the return that private investors alone can realize, resulting in under-
investment, which can be mitigated with public engagement including research. However, the unit should play a 
residual role relative to the Practices: it should undertake thought leadership on topics that would not normally 
be undertaken by a Practice e.g. topics that are cross-sectoral, more future oriented or more demanding of deep 
research than would be undertaken by the more operationally oriented Practices. It should also consider the 
research agendas of other recognized thought leaders such as WRI, the OECD and others to avoid wasteful 
duplication. Developing a small, but high-quality, unit led by global talent to anticipate and respond to emerging 
global trends and deliver flagship products (e.g. Green Growth Index) will position GGGI and its Members to better 
meet future challenges and capitalize on new opportunities in Green Growth and increasing its visibility and brand 
recognition. 

Key Drivers [EQ2, EQ4, EQ7, EQ8] 

Strengthening key drivers such as human resources, RBM and MEL, is essential to GGGI’s continued growth and 
effectiveness. Enhancing human resource to align with GGGI’s strategic direction, strengthening 
project/program-level cycle management, revisiting the delegation of authority across key drivers will enable 
GGGI to manage a larger, more dispersed organization effectively and provide better support to its global mission. 

Resource Mobilization and Value Proposition [EQ1, EQ4] 

For GGGI to implement necessary reforms and expand expertise in emerging as well as existing areas, it must 
effectively implement its resource mobilization strategy. This will include increasing incentives to raise more 
resources at the level of programs rather than country-specific projects, using the investment by anchor donors 
such as the Republic of Korea in trust funds to attract follow on investments by other donors, exploring 
opportunities to attract funding from the private sector and philanthropic bodies to compensate for declining 
ODA and enhancing its value proposition to attract the resources needed for sustainable Green Growth 
initiatives. 
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External Visibility [EQ6, EQ7] 

GGGI has yet to fully leverage its strong and clear niche for external visibility and influence. Branding remains 
inconsistent, partnerships with MDBs are underutilized, and its global recognition is limited compared with other 
organizations working in the climate and Green Growth space. Despite communications improvements, GGGI’s 
profile remains modest, signaling the need for strategic external visibility and advocacy efforts to match its 
technical and relational strengths. 

Recommendations  

 

 

 

Recommendation 1: GGGI should streamline its overall strategic 

architecture to signal core strengths (while remaining open to 

other requests for support where well-placed to deliver) and 

provide greater focus on how and where to invest. 

Why it matters: 

• The current strategic framework (which includes Strategy 2030 as well as the 2025 Roadmap) tries to 
convey too much and is too complex to communicate GGGI’s core offering to the external world and 
internal teams.  

• The Strategic Outcomes mix higher-level outcomes such as adaptation, mitigation and jobs with more 
intermediate level outcomes and fails to clearly link sectoral delivery to the execution of Strategy 2030 
and its outcomes. 

• GGGI lacks a cascaded results framework – such as the World Bank’s Corporate Scorecard – that 
connects Strategy 2030 to GOPs, PSs, and project-level indicators. Such a framework would enable GGGI 
to more consistently define, measure, and communicate its results and impact across levels. 

• The CRF lacks sector-specific intermediate outcome targets and indicators that are explicitly linked to 
the work of Programmatic Solutions, limiting the ability to assess or track progress at a thematic level.  

• The strategic framework does not do enough to help GGGI to know in which sectors and where to allocate 
the bulk of its resources and effort and how to support this through strategic HR and MEL functions, 
especially given limited core funding. 

• There are multiple sub-ordinate strategies at regional and country levels that are resource intensive to 
develop, and do not always provide clear guidance for country planning or show how GGGI is responding 
to specific national priorities. 

 

 

 

Recommendation 2: GGGI should cluster the Programmatic 

Solutions under a limited set of more structured, cost-effective, 

impactful ‘Practices’ that strengthen technical excellence and 

horizontal coherence and are accountable for delivery of Strategy 

2030 targets. 

Why it matters: 

• GGGI’s current thematic structure – anchored in 11 Programmatic Solutions – is fragmented and lacks 
the strategic and operational mechanisms to drive high-quality delivery at scale.  



Mid-term Evaluation of Strategy 2030 | Final Report 

 

 57 

• Communities of Practice (CoPs), intended to foster horizontal collaboration, are under-resourced, quasi-
voluntary, and lack the structure, incentives, and leadership needed to deliver results. In the absence of 
other formal mechanisms, GGGI’s technical expertise remains siloed across countries and regions, 
limiting knowledge sharing, internal collaboration, and quality assurance. 

• In the absence of strong sectoral cadres and cadre leadership, the organization has become fragmented. 
This fragmentation has reduced GGGI’s visibility and brand coherence, making the whole less than the 
sum of its parts, and donors have noted the negative impact on GGGI’s programmatic value proposition. 

• A structured set of “Practices” should be evolved, drawing on positive features of existing technical 
clusters and avoiding past errors (e.g., see Annex 8), to consolidate sectoral expertise across 
programmatic solutions, support technical leadership, promote professional development, facilitate 
financial sustainability and ensure core resource for essential non-program funded activity. 

• Each Practice should be responsible for a clearly defined strategy and results framework (RF) nested 
within Strategy 2030 – addressing a major weakness of the PS model, which lacked outcome-level targets 
or clear lines of accountability. 

• This new structure would allow Practices to set sectoral direction, supporting country teams with high-
quality technical inputs, and being accountable for results within their areas of responsibility. A strong 
Practice-based model would improve programmatic consistency, streamline partnerships and donor 
relationships, and ensure that GGGI's global footprint is matched by coherent, high-performing technical 
leadership. 

 

 

 

Recommendation 3: GGGI should build a small, dedicated 

strategic expertise and foresight capacity to encourage 

investment in green technological and other innovation. 

Why it matters:  

• Innovation is a primary driver of Green Growth but is consistently underfunded due to market failures; 
public institutions like GGGI play a critical role in identifying, coordinating, and de-risking innovation 
through information, finance, and agenda-setting.  

• GGGI’s previous efforts in thought leadership— such as the Thought Leadership Unit – lacked strategic 
anchoring, visibility, and sustained traction. As such, GGGI lacks the institutional capacity to 
systematically identify, understand, engage with, and incorporate new and emerging themes for Green 
Growth – such as AI, Clean Hydrogen – necessary for it to fulfill this role.  

• Cross-sectoral topics that the current COP structures and mandates are not well placed to lead on, future 
opportunities that are important but not immediately tied to operational opportunities, and important 
innovation topics that require deeper analytical and research approaches are all potentially relevant for 
Green Growth. 

• Some of this capability already exists within the Climate Action and Inclusive Development division. 
Rather than building from scratch, GGGI should consolidate and elevate this capacity to support both 
internal foresight and external influence, ensuring clear distinction and complementarity with other 
knowledge-related functions led by the COPs (or new Practices - cf. Recommendation 2) or IEU. 

• Internally, this function would support thematic COPs (or Practices under the proposed model) and 
Country Teams by providing future-oriented insight that informs programming decisions, identifies new 
partnerships, and anticipates shifts in donor and Member priorities.  

• Externally, this function would better enable GGGI to leverage its unique expertise to shape the Global 
Green growth agenda, much like other organizations (e.g., WRI) do in adjacent spaces. GGGI’s deep field 
experience gives it a strong foundation for this type of advocacy-oriented leadership, enabling it to 
produce credible, applied knowledge products – such as strategic briefings and issue notes on emerging 
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themes – that inform global discourse and promote innovation. Likewise, this function could play a 
broader role than conducting research by convening high-level discussions, amplifying Member 
perspectives in global fora, and influencing funding and partnerships. 

• Without this dual capability, GGGI risks becoming too reactive, missing the opportunity either to lead, or 
have an external influence, on emerging or cross-sectoral issues that do not neatly fall under COPs (or 
new Practices). GGGI also risks losing an opportunity to add to its overall value proposition and 
attractiveness to donors and governments, or worse fall behind peers who are actively investing in such 
future-facing expertise. 

 

 
 

Recommendation 4: GGGI should strengthen HR and MEL 

functions - including reviewing related IT-based management 

systems - and develop its project cycle management oversight and 

advice capability 

Why it matters: 

• GGGI’s rapid expansion in countries and programs has outpaced the development of its internal systems. 
Country Teams are delivering more, but often with insufficient support, unclear guidance, and inadequate 
tools. Simultaneously, oversight functions have not evolved in ways that provide the “right” kind of light-
touch quality assurance or strategic steer. 

• Satisfaction with current IT-based management systems, and their inter-linkages, is low – yet there is no 
consensus on whether the issue lies with the systems themselves, training, or implementation. This 
critically affects the ability of HR and MEL to be more strategic. 

• GGGI lacks a developed capability to provide end-to-end oversight of project cycle management, 
including quality assurance and ensuring alignment between delivery and organizational policy. This 
could include advisory support, light-touch reviews at key decision points, and feedback loops for 
continuous operational improvement. 

People: 

• GGGI lacks a clear and future-oriented capabilities framework to guide workforce planning, recruitment, 
and training. 

• Authority for human resource decisions remains overly centralized in some cases, contributing to slow 
decision-making, recruitment delays, and misalignment with local delivery needs. 

• Training remains uneven and often ad hoc, while career growth is frequently constrained by project-
based funding, contributing to staff stress, turnover, and the erosion of institutional memory. 

MEL: 

• GGGI has made progress in building the building blocks of RBM — such as the Corporate Results 
Framework, project monitoring systems, and MEL roles — but RBM remains only partially embedded in 
practice. 

• MEL officers, both at country and regional levels, vary in terms of their skills and experience, making it 
difficult for GGGI to standardize its approach to MEL and to drive more systematic learning from 
evaluation across the organization. 

• Project Managers are not consistently monitoring results that matter for GGGI’s mission – focusing 
primarily on activity reporting – weakening RBM and leading to gaps in learning, missed opportunities for 
improved quality and course correction, and accountability. 

• Internal learning remains ad hoc, with limited mechanisms to synthesize and apply lessons at strategic or 
portfolio level. There exist few mechanisms to ensure the uptake of lessons in future programming and 
GGGI does not have a navigable, curated repository of lessons learned from which teams can draw. 
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Wider Project Management Issues: 

• GGGI’s project cycle guidance is spread across five manuals, and responsibility for quality control and 
oversight is fragmented, resulting in limited traction of policies and uneven quality.  

• While Country Teams often carry primary delivery responsibility, they lack access to sustained project 
management or program design support across the project life cycle. 

• GGGI Online and related systems are not fit for purpose as project management tools. The platform is 
widely seen as a compliance-driven repository rather than a functional tool for tracking delivery. 

 

 

 

Recommendation 5: GGGI should (i) revisit how existing core 

funding is allocated and (ii) explore opportunities to scale up more 

flexible, programmatic funding models. 

Why it matters: 

• GGGI’s growing dependence on country-level resource mobilization has brought success in terms of 
expanding GGGI’s presence and influence, but such resources are typically only small-scale, volatile, and 
carry high transaction costs.  

• GGGI’s available core funding is currently spread across multiple competing claims, be those operational 
or institutional, without a clear, organization-wide prioritization process, limiting its ability to support the 
transformative shifts needed to implement Strategy 2030. 

• Flexible resources are critical to scaling innovations and capabilities – for example, to anticipate emerging 
trends (see Recommendation 3), establish new technical areas, and build the systems and skills needed to 
sustain delivery across an expanding footprint. GGGI currently lacks the flexible resources needed to 
make the whole greater than the sum of its parts and ensure its continued relevance in an increasingly 
competitive development landscape. 

• Programmatic funding – whether global or regional – offers GGGI more flexibility than the current 
projectized, country-led model. However, the model of global or regional programs that take ownership 
of mobilizing their own large scale, flexible programmatic resources is limited to a few examples (such as 
Carbon Pricing, Sustainable Finance, and the Pacific Region). There is scope to expand this approach by 
empowering the new Practices to proactively design, lead, and mobilize multi-country platforms and 
multi-donor trust fund arrangements. 

• A tilt toward programmatic funding can also improve donor coordination and reduce fragmentation. As 
GGGI grows, different country teams are increasingly engaging with the same donors through separate 
projects and channels, risking confusion and reputational strain. Programmatic platforms - proactively 
coordinated by the Partnerships function - provide a vehicle for clearer accountability, harmonized 
engagement, and improved donor confidence by streamlining oversight and consolidating results. 

 

 

 

Recommendation 6: GGGI should take deliberate steps to raise its 

global visibility through more strategic, coordinated, and targeted 

external engagement and communications. 

Why it matters: 



Mid-term Evaluation of Strategy 2030 | Final Report 

 

 60 

• Despite its rapid growth and strong reputation among direct partners, GGGI lacks visibility compared to 
longer-established peers such as the World Resources Institute and other INGOs, let alone other UN 
agencies. 

• The organization has deep and valuable experience in Green Growth, but has not consistently translated 
this into visible, high-impact knowledge products that inform sectoral practice, shape global policy 
debates, increase visibility, and deepen GGGI’s brand and impact.  

• Branding and messaging remain fragmented across Country Offices, reducing the organization’s ability 
to present a coherent identity or amplify cross-country achievements. 

• The organization struggles to communicate to the outside world what it does and the impact that it is 
having, making it harder to attract new funding in an increasingly crowded and competitive space. 

• A more strategic approach to external engagement – through clearer communications, curated 
knowledge products, and convening power – could strengthen GGGI’s positioning, help better articulate 
its value proposition, and increase trust and interest from donors, governments, and partners. 
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Annex 1: Key Evaluation Questions 
Table 4: Key Evaluation Questions 

KEQ Sub-questions 

KEQ1: What results have 
been achieved under 
Strategy 2030 in relation to 
the SOs and GOPs, including 
GESI? 

whether or not Strategy 2030 is on or off track in relation to both intermediate 
and, where possible, strategic outcomes (including programmatic solutions) 

GESI intermediate and, where possible, strategic outcomes (e.g., but not only, 
progress on gender markers) 

whether the delivery of some Programmatic GOPs, including the integration of 
GESI, is more advanced than others  

the factors that have supported and/or impeded the delivery of these 
Programmatic Solutions. 

KEQ2: How has Strategy 
2030 supported GGGI to 
establish an enabling 
environment (structures, 
processes, systems, and 
culture) for RBM? 

the adequacy and effectiveness of GGGI’s structures, processes, systems, and 
culture for monitoring and reporting on results and RBM across the organization 

whether GGGI’s monitoring and reporting on the delivery of the Programmatic 
Solutions and other results supports effective accountability and decision making. 

KEQ3: How has Strategy 
2030 enabled GGGI to 
adapt to Members’ and 
Partners’ specific contexts 
and needs, and effectively 
coordinate and collaborate 
with other development 
partners? 

the purpose and value of the CPFs and regional strategies in delivering on 
Strategy 2030 

the value of GGGI’s global investment policies and solutions for Member and 
Partner countries’ specific needs 

partner government’s views about the relevance of GGGI’s Programmatic 
Solutions and associated support 

how well GGGI uses country experience to optimize global programming and vice 
versa. 

KEQ4: How has Strategy 
2030 supported GGGI to 
respond to the urgency and 
ambition needed to achieve 
the ambition of the Paris 
Agreement and Agenda 
2030 and is it still fit for 
purpose? 

how effectively GGGI combines investment and policy solutions with country 
programming to accelerate:  

global and national progress towards GGGI’s Strategic Outcomes and SDGs  

how GGGI targets its adaptation interventions to those Member and Partner 
countries assessed as most vulnerable to climate change  

how GGGI supports partner governments to increase the level of their ambition 
in national goals and the speed at which these goals are achieved. 

KEQ5: How has Strategy 
2030 driven the design and 
delivery of projects and 
programs around GOPs, 
including GESI? 

how far Strategy 2030 shaped the design and delivery of Programmatic Solutions 

the alignment and interconnectedness between GGGI’s 2 strategic goals, the 
GOPs, the SOs and Programmatic solutions. 

the focus and coherence of services under each Programmatic Solution 

how GESI has been integrated into the design and delivery of various 
Programmatic Solutions 

what processes and tools were put in place to help ensure delivery of Strategy 
2030. 

KEQ6: What is GGGI’s 
strategic niche today, taking 
into account its evolution 
since the start of Strategy 
2030? 

what distinguishes GGGI from other organizations operating in green growth and 
sustainable development policy and implementation 

how well GGGI coordinates and collaborates with development partners at a 
country, regional, and global level 

how effectively GGGI leverages its strategic positioning.  



Mid-term Evaluation of Strategy 2030 | Final Report 

 

 62 

KEQ Sub-questions 

KEQ7: How has Strategy 
2030 supported GGGI to 
become a learning 
organization, to leverage 
external knowledge and 
disseminate knowledge 
generated from its 
programs? 

how GGGI leverages the knowledge and lessons from other organizations 
supporting Members in the Programmatic Solutions 

how GGGI utilizes knowledge and lessons from its projects internally, including 
through evaluations, in the design, implementation and adaptation of projects and 
programs 

the effectiveness and utilization of centers of Communities of Practice in 
developing approaches and guidance  

the dissemination, reach, and use of GGGI’s knowledge and lessons derived from 
its projects and programs 

the factors that have supported and/or impeded GGGI to be a learning 
organization. 

KEQ8: How has Strategy 
2030 supported GGGI to 
build its people capabilities 
needed for delivering its 
Global Operational 
Priorities? 

GGGI’s approach to identify and build the necessary capacity to deliver on its 
Programmatic Solutions and achieve its SO 

how GGGI identifies and utilizes networks and partnerships to bring in 
complementary expertise 

the factors that have supported and/or impeded the engagement of the high-
quality expertise and capabilities 

how GGGI is developing technical skills for improved project management. 
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Annex 2: Survey Summary Statistics 
Table 5: Survey summary statistics 

Characteristic N 
Survey 
percent 

Total 108 - 

Africa 17 16 percent 

Asia 36 33 percent 

Latin America & Caribbean 29 27 percent 

Middle East 5 5 percent 

Pacific 3 3 percent 

N/A - Global 18 17 percent 

Project/ Program Management 72 67 percent 

Other 36 33 percent 

Junior (X6 and below) 26 24 percent 

Mid-Level (X7-X10) 62 57 percent 

Senior (X11 and above) 19 18 percent 

Executive 1 1 percent 

Less than 1 year 16 15 percent 

1 year or more, but less than 3 years 38 35 percent 

3 years or more, but less than 5 years 20 19 percent 

5 years or more, but less than 7 years 12 11 percent 

7 years or more 22 20 percent 

Woman 44 41 percent 

Man 52 48 percent 

Prefer not to say 12 11 percent 
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Annex 3: Programmatic Solutions – Results 
GGGI’s Programmatic Solutions are defined in its Strategy 2030 Roadmap as priority thematic areas where the 
organization intends to deliver the greatest value. These solutions reflect GGGI’s thematic specializations in 
areas ranging from climate finance to sector-specific solutions such as sustainable mobility, waste, and energy 
systems. Due to their centrality to GGGI’s mission, Green Investments and Climate Action represent the core 
programmatic solutions and are tagged mandatorily in GGGI’s project management system. This results in higher 
data availability for these areas compared to other solutions, rather than reflecting a higher level of 
implementation or impact. Relatedly, there is a degree of double counting in the data due to the system of tagging 
adopted by GGGI, as a single project can be tagged for multiple Programmatic Solutions. Another limitation in the 
following analysis is the absence of results-based strategies and specific targets for each Programmatic Solution, 
as noted in the RBM section. This affects the ability to assess the effectiveness of the Programmatic Solutions on 
the factors that are most important to them, and instead often reduces the evaluation to shared indicators such 
as investments mobilized and policy outputs, which may not fully capture the distinct contributions or ambitions 
of each thematic area. 

1. Green Investments 

Green Investments stands as GGGI’s flagship Programmatic Solution, demonstrating unmatched performance 
in both policy and finance outcomes. Tagged to 267 projects between 2020 and 2024, unsurprisingly it is 
associated with the highest level of total investment mobilized (US$12.1 billion; Rank: 1st). It averaged an 
impressive US$45 million per project and tops the rankings for public, private, and total investments. Work in this 
area is associated with the adoption of 140 policies, averaging out at 0.5 adoptions per project. These results 
reflect GGGI’s ability to effectively support Member countries in accessing climate finance and catalyzing green 
investment at scale. This work is especially critical in light of the outcome of COP29, which failed to deliver an 
ambitious New Collective Quantified Goal (NCQG) on climate finance. With developing countries facing 
escalating climate challenges, GGGI’s role in unlocking finance is more important than ever. 

Staff perceptions strongly aligned with these results. Green Investments was ranked highest among all 
Programmatic Solutions in a question exploring the extent to which they believed GGGI has achieved tangible 
results at the programmatic solution level, with an average rating of 2.6 (“To a Great Extent”), signaling wide 
recognition of its centrality in the way that GGGI works. Moreover, of the 42 responses to the question in the 
internal survey asking staff what GGGI’s biggest achievements during Strategy 2030 were, themes relative to 
Green Investments were referenced half of the time. Staff reflected on the fact that, through considerable effort, 
the organization is a recognized global leader in sustainable finance, demonstrating its ability to drive substantial 
financial flows toward sustainable development and low-carbon transitions.  

Notable examples included the mobilization of US$1.45 billion in Mexico through the design and structuring of 
innovative financial instruments and mechanisms rooted in the GGGI-supported Sustainable Taxonomy and 
Finance Mobilization Strategy, the recent listing of a US$50 million green bond on the Cambodian Stock Exchange 
supported by GGGI’s Cambodia Bond Accelerator Program and also support to the Dominican Republic’s first 
sustainable sovereign bond. On the latter subject, respondents often pointed to GGGI’s early role in pioneering 
thematic bonds, which has created a powerful catalytic effect on other players in the sector. During our visit to 
Dominican Republic we heard GGGI described as a strategic partner in green finance. It played a pivotal role in 
green bond issuance and taxonomy development. Banks commended GGGI for offering free technical assistance, 
capacity building for 600+ staff, and facilitating second-party opinions – services that others like IFC or IDB would 
not offer without cost. This work enabled banks like BANFONDESA to become pioneers in sustainable finance, 
especially in underserved rural and women-led markets. 

2. Climate Action 

Climate Action is the most frequently implemented solution, tagged to 325 projects between 2020 and 2024. 
Work in this area is associated with the adoption of 196 (Rank: 1st) policies and US$7.1 billion in total investment 
mobilized. It ranks third in both public and private investment per project and performs similarly to Green 
Investments for policy adoption per project (0.6). These results underscore its foundational role in GGGI’s work 
to strengthen enabling frameworks for Green Growth. Climate Action interventions serve as the entry point for 
broader green transformation, with GGGI’s support in developing NDCs and long-term climate strategies helping 
to create the foundational policy and institutional infrastructure needed for sustained Green Growth. As one 
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internal stakeholder observed, this Programmatic Solution “sets the scene”, positioning Climate Action not only 
as a sectoral focus, but as an enabler for GGGI’s entire agenda. 

Staff feedback corroborates this strength: Climate Action was ranked second in perceived success (Score: 2.3), 
signaling strong delivery on Member country priorities in climate planning and policy reform.  Of the 42 
responses to the question in the internal survey asking staff what GGGI’s biggest achievements during Strategy 
2030 were, themes relative to Climate Action were referenced about a fifth of the time. Here, respondents 
consistently highlighted GGGI’s critical role in supporting countries with the implementation of their NDCs, SDGs, 
and LT-LEDS, as well as its facilitative role in greening government development priorities more broadly. Staff also 
praised GGGI’s efforts in building institutional capacity across government levels on the climate agenda. These 
achievements were seen as central to GGGI’s mission and evidence of its growing influence in shaping national 
and global climate governance. 

Across Senegal, Lao PDR, and DR, GGGI’s support to national climate frameworks was highly valued. In Senegal, 
GGGI provided capacity building on Article 6 and policy support. In Lao PDR, they helped align NAP, NGGS, and 
NDC processes, while in DR, stakeholders praised GGGI’s facilitation of climate financial strategies to make NDCs 
bankable. GGGI’s embedded approach was often cited as critical to this work, with physical presence enhancing 
alignment with SDGs and responsiveness to evolving climate priorities. 

3. Climate Resilient Agriculture 

This solution shows strength in policy influence, generating 44 policy adoptions across 45 tagged projects 
between 2020 and 2024 – the second highest per-project policy rate (1.0). It also recorded US$1.3 billion in total 
investments (Rank: 3rd), with a per-project investment average of US$30 million – the second highest among all 
Programmatic Solutions, driven largely by private finance. This Programmatic Solution also led the portfolio in 
capacity building and gender-inclusive poverty programming. It delivered 651 training events (Rank: 1st), 
reaching nearly 50,000 trainees. It also supported over 5,100 people through poverty-aligned projects and more 
than 5,100 women through targeted gender interventions, ranking second in both categories on a per project 
basis. Together, this support plays an important role in supporting Members in achieving climate resilience in rural 
economies. 

Staff perceptions placed this solution in the middle tier (Rank: 6th; Score: 2.0), reflecting recognition of its 
importance in advancing adaptation objectives. Notably, this was one of the few Programmatic Solutions outside 
of Green Investments and Climate Action to be mentioned in staff responses to the internal survey question on 
GGGI’s biggest achievements during Strategy 2030. Several respondents cited climate-smart agriculture, 
particularly in countries such as Senegal, Kiribati, Uzbekistan, and Ethiopia, as a localized but high-impact 
contribution. 

The Kiribati Climate Smart Agriculture project was recognized as GGGI’s ‘Best Project’ in the organization’s 
internal awards ceremony in 2024. It was a US$1.8 million project to enhance adaptive capacity, strengthen 
resilience and reduce vulnerability to climate change of i-Kiribati communities through the introduction of low-
cost climate smart technologies, build capacity and enhance livelihood & income earning opportunities. We saw 
another example of impact in CSA during our visit to Senegal where GGGI implemented a US$2.9 million solar-
powered irrigation project in the Senegal River Valley funded by the Qatar Fund for Development. Farmers and 
officials from SAED and ISRA highlighted the benefits of solar-powered irrigation systems, resilient seed varieties, 
and land rehabilitation. Yields rose from 5 to 8.7 tons per hectare, and abandoned plots due to salinity were being 
restored. This recognition suggests that while the financial scale of this Programmatic Solution may be modest, 
the solution’s influence on rural resilience is valuable. 

4. Sustainable Forests 

Sustainable Forests is one of GGGI’s strongest policy advisory areas, with 64 policy adoptions across 39 projects 
between 2020 and 2024 – the highest policy adoption rate per project (1.6). However, it mobilized only US$143 
million in total investments, placing it toward the bottom in financial terms. This points to a solution that excels in 
normative influence but lacks investment depth, likely due to the challenges of monetizing forest-related 
interventions. Despite lower investment volumes, this solution demonstrated exceptional delivery in capacity 
development and inclusive impact. It ranked second for both number of training events (534) and total trainees 
(36,478), while achieving the highest per-project outreach to women and beneficiaries through poverty and 
gender-targeted efforts. The solution's high normative impact and relevance to climate mitigation and 
biodiversity goals have been recognized both internally and externally. Staff ranked Sustainable Forests 5th in 
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perceived success (Score: 2.0), acknowledging GGGI’s expertise in this area. It also stood out as one of the few 
Programmatic Solutions beyond Green Investments and Climate Action to be highlighted in responses to the 
internal survey on GGGI’s top achievements under Strategy 2030. Respondents pointed to GGGI’s forest policy 
contributions in Colombia and Indonesia as significant milestones, achievements at both national and sub-national 
levels that contributed to the reduction of deforestation. GGGI’s 2020 Annual Report notes that GGGI’s technical 
assistance helped Indonesia secure over US$100 million in REDD+ payments from the GCF, among the largest 
payments of its kind, based on verified emissions reductions from 2014–2016. Later in 2023, Indonesia’s Jambi 
Province committed to reducing 3.6 MtCO₂e per year over five years by cutting forest cover loss by 10 percent 
annually through the BioCarbon Fund, reflecting strong subnational ownership of forest protection goals 
supported by GGGI. 

5. Coastal Resilience & Blue Economy 

This solution is at the earliest stages of development, with no policies adopted and limited investment recorded 
across the 14 tagged projects between 2020 and 2024. Staff perceptions were accordingly muted – it ranked last 
(11th) in terms of perceived success with a score of 1.5, on the cusp of “To a Small Extent” – indicating both low 
visibility and limited activity to date. GGGI has made efforts to raise their visibility in this sector, notably through 
their recent hosting of a side event on “Navigating the Future of the Sustainable Blue Economy” at the 10th Our 

Ocean Conference 2025 in Busan, Korea. In Senegal we heard that GGGI’s work in aquaculture was part of the 
CSA program, with SME support for fish feed production, digital marketing, and solar applications for fisheries. 
GGGI had also initiated support for traditional landowners in Fiji to engage in eco-tourism to maintain mangrove 
forests. Stakeholders appreciated GGGI’s coaching and market development assistance in these areas. 

6. Circular Economy & Sustainable Waste Management 

With 58 tagged projects between 2020 and 2024, this solution achieved 28 policy adoptions and mobilized 
US$571 million in total investments. It middled both in terms of policy adoption per project (Rank: 6th) and per-
project investment (Rank: 6th). Nonetheless, staff rated this area more modestly in terms of perceived success 
(Rank: 8th; Score: 1.8), which may reflect a perception that its impact is still emerging or that the organization’s 
achievements remain limited compared to the scale of need. The low staff ranking for this PS in the internal survey 
may also reflect the relatively weaker progress seen at the Strategic Outcome level, particularly in relation to 
improved sanitation and sustainable waste management, where progress is currently “Off Track”. 

A success in this PS highlighted in GGGI’s Annual Reports is the waste management work in Lao PDR where 
GGGI helped mobilize US$6.2 million in green investments to improve municipal waste management and 
sanitation services, to benefit 70,000 people. The country visit to Lao PDR demonstrated that GGGI’s work in 
Waste Management is impactful and highly valued by partners. We saw that GGGI had introduced the concept of 
source separation, leading to structured waste recycling practices. This was seen as a significant step beyond prior 
informal systems. The capacity building component was highlighted as especially valuable, as well as the 
contributions to regulations and guidelines, and officials expressed strong interest in scaling this model to other 
cities. However, we found GGGI has not yet leveraged these successes by communicating their learnings more 
broadly and bringing their approaches to scale. 

7. Sustainable Mobility 

This solution produced 18 policy adoptions and US$113 million in investments across 51 tagged projects 
between 2020 and 2024. At 0.4, its policy adoption per project is one of the lowest among all solutions (Rank: 8th). 
It ranks low in investment per project (Rank: 9th). Staff perceptions roughly mirror the performance data, ranking 
Sustainable Mobility 7th (Score: 1.9) in terms of perceived success. However, this appears inconsistent with the 
Strategic Outcome-level results, where sustainable public transport is one of the few areas on track, already 
surpassing the 2025 milestone. This disconnect may indicate that staff are evaluating success based on individual 
project-level experience, rather than cumulative impacts achieved across the portfolio. 

Some notable successes in this PS include GGGI’s support to Mexico City in 2022 in securing US$38 million to 
deploy 60 electric buses, enhancing low-carbon mobility for 190,000 riders, with an additional US$42 million 
mobilized in 2023 to bring e-mobility to Nuevo León State. GGGI also supported the development of a 148.5km 
Bus Rapid Transit system to combat air pollution and improve sustainable transport in Vientiane, Lao PDR, as well 
as initiating a battery-swap program to improve uptake of electric scooters in the capital. In Jordan, GGGI’s 
involvement in the Petra e-mobility project was viewed as foundational. Despite funding constraints for electric 
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buses, GGGI provided critical early-stage support—route mapping, stakeholder coordination, technical planning, 
and community consultations. This work laid the groundwork for what could become a replicable model for low-
emission tourism transport in sensitive heritage zones. 

8. Green Buildings 

With only 20 policy adoptions across 46 tagged projects between 2020 and 2024, Green Buildings ranks among 
the lowest in terms of policy influence (Rank: 7th). With only US$92 million in total investment, per project 
investment outcomes are also minimal (Rank: 10th). Staff perceptions mirror this weak performance, ranking this 
PS 10th in terms of perceived success (Score: 1.7), and suggest that the solution may need increased resourcing to 
scale up impact. 

Despite this, there have been notable successes in the PS. For example, in 2021, GGGI helped secure €18 million 
from the NAMA Facility to support residential energy efficiency retrofits in Ulaanbaatar, Mongolia. 22 The project, 
co-financed by national and municipal authorities, will save an estimated 4 million tCO₂e over its lifetime while 
improving thermal comfort for 78,000 residents, demonstrating how retrofits can deliver both mitigation and 
adaptation benefits in cold-climate cities. During the country visit to Fiji, government partners also highlighted 
the successes of the GGGI’s Fiji Bamboo Project, working with the Ministry of Public Works and partnering with 
Fiji National University to develop building standards for construction using bamboo, and conducting research 
into most appropriate and durable bamboo varieties for building, noting that it aligns strongly with the Ministry’s 
priorities. The start-up of the US$19 million multi-country Asia Low Carbon Buildings Transition project this year 
also demonstrates donor appetite to fund this PS. 

9. Sustainable Energy 

Sustainable Energy recorded 26 policy adoptions across 75 tagged projects between 2020 and 2024 and 
mobilized US$1,282 million in investments – ranking 4th overall in terms of investment performance. GGGI has 
been seen to play a pivotal role in unlocking major renewable energy investments, including US$145 million for a 
250 MW solar project along India’s Mumbai–Nagpur superhighway and US$276 million for 30,000 distributed PV 
systems in rural Colombia. However, the policy adoption rate per project in this PS was relatively low (0.3), ranking 
9th overall and indicating that there is room for improvement in terms of facilitating institutional change to drive 
energy transitions within Member countries. Staff rated this solution highly, 4th overall with a score of 2.2, 
suggesting a positive internal view of GGGI’s role in energy transitions. Sustainable Energy was also one of the few 
Programmatic Solutions outside Green Investments and Climate Action to be mentioned in responses to the 
internal survey on GGGI’s major achievements. Staff highlighted GGGI’s innovative work in floating solar, biogas, 
geothermal energy, and energy efficiency retrofits, noting its role in bringing new technologies to new markets. In 
Senegal, our country visit revealed that GGGI-supported solar irrigation systems are drastically reducing energy 
costs. Farmers reported savings from 17,000 CFA/ha to as low as 9,000 CFA/ha, allowing for more predictable 
and sustainable irrigation. This reduced dependency on grid electricity and alleviated payment issues caused by 
collective debt in water users’ associations. These contributions, though sometimes localized, were seen as 
strategically important for advancing clean energy transitions and aligning national energy pathways with Green 
Growth objectives. Yet, these staff views and evidence from the field stand somewhat in contrast with Strategic 
Outcome-level achievements, where only 0.8 million people have gained energy access to date, far below the 2030 
target of 30 million. This lack of alignment may indicate that staff perceptions are being influenced by the number 
of projects or funding mobilized, rather than by direct impacts on beneficiaries. 

10. Green Industries 

Green Industries was tagged to 46 projects between 2020 and 2024, with 33 policies adopted (0.7 per project), 
indicating a relatively strong policy-to-project ratio (Rank: 3rd). It also attracted US$874 million in total 
investment (Rank: 5th). The solution also ranks above most peers in capacity building. With 294 events (Rank: 3rd) 
and 16,373 trainees reached, it ranks third in activity and fifth in participation on a per-project basis. However, 
staff rated this solution 9th in perceived success (Score: 1.8), despite commendable policy progress and 
investment mobilization. This disparity suggests a need for stronger communication of results in this area, 
particularly regarding how policy shifts are contributing to longer-term structural change in industrial sectors. 
Some successes within this PS include the Switch Garment project in Cambodia, where 50 energy audits led to 
US$2 million in factory investments, reducing emissions and increasing energy efficiency while supporting 

 
22 GGGI (2022) Annual report 2021 
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Cambodia’s female-dominated workforces, as well as GGGI’s partnership with the EU to support Uganda’s 
emerging secondary cities and industrial areas to grow sustainably, through the development of green industrial 
guidelines, urban physical development plans, and the promotion of gender-sensitive access to sustainable 
services. We heard GGGI’s SME and entrepreneurship support through the CSA and green jobs programs in 
Senegal and Jordan commended for its flexibility, tailored technical assistance, and capacity building. The PGEN 
program in Fiji was also recognized as supporting small business owners to develop skills and access finance. 
Entrepreneurs reported satisfaction with the mentorship and appreciated GGGI’s holistic approach to incubation 
and acceleration. 

11. Carbon Pricing 

GGGI established the Carbon Pricing Unit in 2021, implementing its earmarked programs of MATS and DAPA 
which included pilot programs on policy crediting in Indonesia, Senegal, and Morocco. It expanded implementation 
to 10 countries, through securing EUR 20 million from the German government to implement the SPAR6C 
initiative in Colombia, Pakistan, Thailand, and Zambia. Since then, GGGI has established and launched the Carbon 
Transaction Facility in 2024 shortly after Article 6 was fully agreed at COP29 in November 2024, expanding its 
activities to 21 countries. In 2024 alone it delivered 42 capacity-building workshops and produced leading 
guidance on carbon markets. The country visit to Lao PDR demonstrated how valued the capacity building aspect 
of GGGI’s carbon work is, with Government partners reporting they now “know when to say no to projects” – 
demonstrating their increased capacity to critically assess and screen potential carbon projects. 

However, in terms of higher-level achievements, as one of the newer Programmatic Solutions, Carbon Pricing has 
relatively modest outcomes: 13 policy adoptions and US$315 million investment since 2022 – the first year the 
Carbon Pricing tag was available to use on GGGI Online. Given its recent establishment (e.g., compared with long 
established experience in other areas such as Green Investments), lower numbers are expected. It has 
nevertheless delivered 144 training events to 4,128 trainees during this time, more even than longer established 
PSs such as Coastal Resilience & Blue Economy. Staff ranked it 3rd in terms of perceived success with a 2.3 score. 
This was echoed by staff responses to the question in the internal survey asking staff what GGGI’s biggest 
achievements during Strategy 2030 were, where staff frequently cited carbon pricing, carbon markets, and Article 
6 readiness as among GGGI’s most forward-looking achievements under Strategy 2030. Several noted GGGI’s 
growing reputation and leadership in this space, pointing to its significant contributions to capacity building, 
especially in LDCs preparing for international carbon trading. One respondent even suggested that GGGI has 
done “probably more capacity building globally [on Article 6] than any other organization.” This suggests that 
Carbon Pricing is viewed as a strategically valuable growth area, not only as a niche intervention, but as a 
strategically catalytic solution that positions GGGI at the forefront of global climate finance architecture. 

We heard from at least one of GGGI’s key resource partners that GGGI’s work on carbon pricing is a stand-out 
area of comparative advantage for the organization. This reflects the high level of competence of the leadership 
and team working on carbon pricing and the ability of the organization to adapt in a flexible and agile manner in a 
rapidly evolving terrain. On the ground, in Senegal for example, stakeholders confirmed that GGGI had been 
actively supporting Article 6.2 capacity building. They also highlighted the usefulness of technical documentation 
provided by GGGI and its well-regarded role in supporting carbon market readiness. The Ministry of Energy in 
Dakar said they would not have gotten as far as they have without the support of GGGI. In Lao PDR, the Ministry 
of Climate Change praised the capacity building in carbon markets done by GGGI, and recognized GGGI’s support 
in the development of the Carbon Decree. 
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Annex 4: Additional Detail on CAID 
The Climate Action and Inclusive Development (CAID) Unit, established as a Global Practice in 2020, serves as 
GGGI’s global center of excellence in Green Growth and climate planning, MRV, impact measurement, climate 
diplomacy, gender and social inclusion, and environmental and social safeguards. It coordinates key corporate 
KPIs related to NAPs, NDCs, LT-LEDS, SDGs, transparency, the Green Growth Index, and safeguards. CAID also 
manages the Gender Equality and Social Inclusion Strategy and Action Plans and co-hosts the Green Growth 
Knowledge Partnership Secretariat with UNEP. 

Between 2021 and 2024, CAID achieved significant progress in climate policy, adaptation planning, and 
inclusive development. From 2021 to 2022, it supported 30 countries in enhancing NDCs and developing LT-
LEDS, directly influencing increased ambition in 28. It launched tools for urban resilience and nature-based 
solutions under a new adaptation workstream, while bolstering the UNFCCC LDC Group’s negotiation capacities. 
It also produced 16 knowledge products, led green recovery efforts in 15 countries, and mainstreamed gender 
and inclusion through a new strategy and leadership in a Gender Expert Group. By 2023–2024, CAID expanded 
its support to 66 projects in 39 countries. It developed four LT-LEDS integrating macroeconomic modeling, 
adaptation, and gender equality. National and regional planning increasingly used the Green Growth Index, and 
enhanced MRV systems laid groundwork for 2025 NDC updates. Adaptation advances included 11 National 
Adaptation Plans and a global Loss and Damage program. Strategic planning and risk management were 
reinforced through methodological improvements and an upgraded safeguard system. CAID also deepened 
gender action with biannual plans and published 16 flagship knowledge products in 2023, with more expected in 
2024. 

The GESI COP, which sits within CAID, is not a sector-based COP. Rather it seeks to drive the implementation of 
the GESI Action Plan across GGGI’s programming. Examples of its outputs include the successful launch and 
implementation of the 2023-2024 GESI Action Plan, aimed at fostering gender equality and social inclusion within 
GGGI's programs and projects. The team developed two knowledge products to elevate GGGI's thought 
leadership profile—one focusing on gender-just energy transition and another providing guidelines on GESI in LT-
LEDS. The COP's commitment to capacity building and awareness-raising efforts contributed to the achievement 
of GGGI’s corporate targets for gender equality and poverty reduction. Additionally, strategic partnerships were 
established with organizations such as the International Institute for Environment and Development (IIED), UN 
Women, and the Climate Investment Fund. As part of its continuous improvement efforts, the team conducted a 
thorough review and revision of GGGI’s Environmental and Social Management Framework (ESMF), ensuring 
alignment with evolving best practices and standards. 

Aligned with the 2030 Strategy Framework, GGGI launched the GESI Strategy 2021-2025 to focus attention on 
entry points for GESI integration in GGGI’s programmatic and internal operations. Implementation of the Strategy 
is guided by biennial GESI Action Plans. A progress report was produced to conclude implementation of the GESI 
Action Plan 2021-2022, which focuses on enhanced awareness of GESI requirements, measured by an increase in 
application of gender and poverty markers across GGGI’s program. The GESI COP designed a participatory 
process for development of the GESI Action Plan 2023-2024. The action plan targeted five outcomes: quality of 
GESI in program design enhanced; GESI in program implementation enhanced; enhancement of RBM and 
reporting for GESI; learning and knowledge sharing on GESI; GESI outcomes supported through GGGI internal 
operations. 

In practice, GESI has been integrated into implementation to a limited extent. 76 percent of GGGI staff feel that 
GESI has been integrated into program design to a moderate extent or less. Challenges to better implementation 
of the GESI action plan include: a policy of ‘gender neutrality’ adopted by some Member countries; lack of 
awareness among some GGGI staff in region and country offices; sector specific challenges particularly in 
downstream segments of infrastructure (e.g. waste management) sectors; insufficient expert capacity on GESI; 
and a lack of top-level leadership on the agenda. 
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Annex 5: Operation of GGGI’s Value Chain 

During country visits, we found GGGI’s value chain delivery model to be a key component of its unique offer to 
Member countries. The model proposes a systemic approach to Green Growth, outlining GGGI’s services across 
three main phases i) Diagnosis and assessment of Green Growth challenges and potential ii) Green Growth 
policy and strategic planning iii) Project design, financing, and implementation. As the position of countries 
within this proposed Green Growth process ranges, the ‘starting point’ of GGGI’s engagement varies - a 
reflection that GGGI is meeting countries where they are and responding to country-level needs and capacity. 
Across all countries, GGGI’s success has rested on its capacity to operate across the value chain (both as a 
facilitator and primary mover), offering continued support and working hand in hand with governments at each 
phase. 

Jordan: In 2016, GGGI led the development of Jordan’s first National Green Growth Plan, combining extensive 
consultation and technical analysis. The NGGP sets out Green Growth opportunities in six priority sectors - 
water, agriculture, transport, energy, waste, and tourism - and the policies and finance mechanisms needed for 
implementation. Building on the NGGP, GGGI supported the development of the Green Growth National 
Action Plan (GG-NAP) 2021–2025 which proposes implementation actions and investment needs, policy and 
regulatory reforms, private sector engagement strategies, resulting in 86 priority enabling policy actions and 
projects across the six priority sectors. GGGI has continued to work closely with the Government of Jordan to 
advance these priority initiatives. For example, the Integrated Adoption of Electric Mobility project targets 
several of the 13 priority actions identified in the transport sector GG-NAP. It established an inter-ministerial 
High-Level Forum on E-mobility, linked to priority actions i) Develop a national electric mobility strategy and 
action plan ii) transport sector governance enhancement program and reform agenda to increase the 
effectiveness and efficiency of the transport sector policymaking process. The project also provides technical 
support and training sessions on electric bus procurement, planning and financing to Petra Development and 
Tourism Authority, linked to the priority action to design and implement a public transport electric mobility 
pilot. 

GGGI’s success in Jordan is strongly linked to the value chain model: its early and direct engagement with 
Jordan’s Green Growth strategy gave it significant leverage with both the government and external partners. 
Across sectors, a number of partners we spoke to approached GGGI specifically due to their credible knowledge 
of Jordan’s priorities for Green Growth. The government recently requested GGGI to conduct an 
Implementation Progress Review of the GG-NAP, and the country office is currently applying for funding to 
develop the next 5-year action plan, which will utilize GGGI’s Green Growth Index. 

“When we got in contact with GGGI, it was a very strategic partnership. GGGI led the entire 
Green Growth Strategy for Jordan and the sectoral action plans. The action plan is still one of 
the leading documents we use when we are building a program. It was clear these are the people 
to work with” - Implementing partner 

Lao PDR: GGGI provided technical expertise in the formulation of Lao PDR's National Green Growth Strategy, 
which was endorsed in 2019. In July 2020, GGGI supported the development of a Green Growth Planning 
Manual to facilitate the mainstreaming of Green Growth initiatives into national, local, and sectoral planning 
processes. As part of this process, a workshop was held in Vientiane Capital to train government officials on the 
manual's application. GGGI has also been actively involved in implementation of projects; collaborating with the 
Ministry of Public Works and Transport and city authorities in Vientiane Capital and Pakse City to improve 
wastewater and solid waste treatment systems.  

In Lao PDR, the value chain has been implemented as a cycle rather than a linear chain, with implementation 
coming before policy development as GGGI’s direct implementation in Waste Management on the ground has 
been seen to give it legitimacy and credibility within the sector and allowed GGGI to build the relationships at a 
national and municipal level to support policy development. In order to solidify these efforts, GGGI should make 
more explicit connections between GGGI’s project level implementation and its support to policy and 
investment, demonstrating how one informs and facilitates the other. There is an opportunity for GGGI to 
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further leverage its involvement at the subnational level, bringing its increasing knowledge of local context into 
higher level discussions and strategies. 

Key takeaways 

While the value chain suggests the approach to Green Growth is linear, we found GGGI is often supporting 
work at multiple stages simultaneously. This is partially due to the benefit of piloting or ‘proof of concept’ - as 
seen in Lao and Jordan - for scale up and buy-in. We observed a similar virtuous cycle in other countries: for 
example, in Senegal, GGGI combines work at the policy level with pilot projects on solar CSA, energizing the 
public sector and providing expert knowledge in areas that are still not well understood in government. We also 
heard how the implementation of a CSA project in Kiribati which built on initial policy work, identified barriers 
to reaching scale, which the government partner then requested GGGI’s support for further policy development 
to address. GGGI’s theory of change suggests that impacts at scale require combined work along the value chain 
– developing successful investment projects to demonstrate commercial viability while tackling policy barriers 
that would enable similar projects to be replicated more easily by others.23 

The ability to work across the value chain enables GGGI to deploy new approaches within each phase.  For 
example, following the addition of Carbon Pricing as the 11th programmatic solution24, the CPU demonstrated 
how carbon pricing sits across the value chain (Figure 21 below). Most recently, GGGI’s 2024 Work Program 
and Budget sets out how the new Loss and Damage Readiness fund will focus on expanding support across the 
value chain, linking adaptation planning with green finance to improve Member countries’ capacity to access 
the Loss and Damage Fund, once operational.  

Figure 21: Carbon pricing product offering along the value25 

 

The value chain approach is strongly supported by the model of embedded staff within ministries. Embedded 
staff are directly involved in drafting policies and regulations and have an intimate understanding of the 
government's Green Growth strategies as they evolve. This provides GGGI with a solid foundation to identify 
gaps and proactively position its support along the value chain. Leveraging this knowledge of country context, 
GGGI can more effectively support capacity building and keep momentum towards implementation and project 
design. Its close involvement in strategy development gives GGGI credibility to approach ministries of finance, 
economy, investment and planning, central banks and development banks, and it is what has led the National 
Designated Authorities in some 40 countries to select GGGI as the delivery partner for more than 80 GCF 
readiness projects.26  

While the depth and variety of GGGI’s partners across the value chain varies across countries, its ability to 
accompany partners along the value chain through capacity building and coordination has been effective.  
While not highlighted in the value chain model, in all countries, GGGI’s convening role and ability to facilitate 
coordination among a range of actors was widely regarded as a distinct feature of GGGI’s operating model. The 
degree to which country offices proactively engage partners along the value chain varied; some projects 
proactively mapped relevant actors based on influence and interest, while others relied on explicit links. 

 
23 CPF Guidelines 
24 Strategy 2030 Amendment 
25 GGGI (2021), “Strategy 2030 Addendum, GGGI Strategy 2030 & Covid-19 Recovery 
26 GGGI (2024) DG Progress Report 2024 
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The value chain is supported by in-house expertise and tools, such as the Green Growth Index and the Green 
Economy model, that are unique to GGGI. For example, in Jordan, GGGI’s technical input is reflected in tools 
used throughout the NGGP, including a cost benefit analysis which maps GGGI impact categories against the 
SDGs, and the new phase of GG-NAPs will include the Green Growth Index.  
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Annex 6: Green Finance 

GGGI contributes to green finance solutions through its work on green bonds and carbon trading: 

• GOP1 highlights GGGI’s role in “catalyzing and accelerating access to climate finance/green 
investments for Members’ public and private sectors.” Green bonds are fixed-income instruments that 
are earmarked to finance or re-finance projects relating to all NDC and SDG targets. GGGI has 
supported Member countries to enter the bond market to raise long-term climate finance towards 
these targets. 

• Carbon trading is exercised through Article 6 of the Paris Agreement which allows countries to 
cooperate in the implementation of their NDCs by transferring GHG emission reduction units in 
exchange for payment. Carbon pricing is integrated across all programmatic solutions at GGGI with 
PS11 stretching across the Institute’s operations. Through its work on green finance, GGGI can 
support countries develop innovative and cutting-edge policies and programs for Green Growth. 

Sustainable finance 

In the Dominican Republic, through its multi-year GCF Readiness program, GGGI have been instrumental in 
advancing green finance initiatives in the country. In June 2024, GGGI achieved a significant milestone of the 
successful issuance of the Dominican Republic’s first sovereign green bond which amounted to US$750 million 
– an amount that exceeded the expected mobilization target. The sovereign green bond is earmarked for 
projects in transportation, clean energy and waste management. 

“GGGI is a reference in green finance, they are the epicenter of this topic in the Dominican 
Republic. Everyone knows them in green finance, sustainable bonds and carbon markets” – 
Implementing partner 

In providing technical assistance and training to the Banking Association of the Dominican Republic [Asociación 
de Bancos Múltiples de la República Dominicana] and their members, GGGI’s work ensures that national banks 
operations comply with international green finance standard, thus enhancing their ability to mobilize climate 
finance. For example, GGGI have developed three sustainable thematic bond frameworks for local banks, 
which, in November 2024 allowed for the approval of a US$8.3 million sustainable bond issuance by 
BANFONDESA, a local microfinance bank. 

With funding support from UK Partnering for Accelerated Climate Transitions, GGGI also supported Peru 
structure and design a sustainable sovereign bond in local currency—the first in the country. GGGI helped 
Peru develop its first Sustainable Bond Framework, which prioritized financing projects to support vulnerable 
communities, increase access to affordable housing, education and essential health services, and support SMEs 
and social programs to reduce unemployment. In 2023, the Peruvian Government issued €3.25 billion across 
two sustainable bonds. This collaboration with the Peruvian Ministry of Economy and Finance was 
instrumental in supporting Peru unlock long-term, affordable finance to align the country with its climate 
targets. 

Carbon Pricing 

GGGI is seen as a leader in the carbon pricing world. GGGI began its work on catalyzing carbon trading under 
Article 6 of the Paris Agreement in 2019 and is currently active in 21 countries. GGGI’s leadership in this area 
is illustrated by its disproportionately large influence and presence in the carbon market. For example, after 
the CTF launched, it secured the world’s largest single pledge on Article 6 carbon trading: US$100 million from 
Norway. One resource partner said, “The reason we work with GGGI is Article 6 on carbon markets.” GGGI 
seems committed to constant learning and growth in this area, given the constantly changing landscape. 

In Lao PDR, GGGI has been instrumental in the country’s development on Article 6 carbon trading.  GGGI 
supported the government to build capacity on carbon trading to prepare a Decree on Carbon Credits (which 
is near ratification). Working across multiple ministries and departments, GGGI made sure that its work in this 
area aligned with national strategies and was consistent across government, which was verified in interviews 
with government officials. GGGI has also created several learning products and workshops to train government 
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officials on carbon pricing. A government representative from Lao PDR noted how GGGI had changed their 
department’s perspective on carbon pricing: 

“We have the high potential for carbon credits… Previously we didn’t understand that; we 
thought it was only forests. Now we see different sources [for carbon credits] and we got support 
from GGGI… GGGI has the expertise on this topic.” - Government partner 

In Senegal, GGGI facilitated a collaboration between Senegal and Norway on Designing Article 6 Policy 
Approaches. The two governments signed a Memorandum of Understanding in November 2023 to mark the 
beginning of their cooperation towards strengthening Senegal’s climate ambitions through increased 
participation in carbon markets. GGGI has since supported the government of Senegal in building up its policy 
on Carbon Pricing and is preparing to accelerate this program by increasing ambitions, building frameworks 
within local ministries, and strengthening governance. 
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Annex 7: GGGI’s Embedded Operating Model 

The rationale for embedding GGGI staff within Member countries is clearly set out in Strategy 2030: 

Through staff embedded in governments of the countries where it operates, GGGI provides support by placing green 
growth at the center of their economic development model - Strategy 2030 

Through an embedded model, GGGI can work closely and directly with decision-makers to integrate Green 
Growth strategies into national development planning and implementation. While the CPFs are a strategic asset 
for aligning GGGI’s mid-term objectives with country priorities, the embedded model helps ensure Green 
Growth initiatives are internalized, owned, and implemented within national systems. As embedded advisors are 
directly engaged with government institutions in setting the strategic direction for program development and 
delivery, they can further align GGGI’s technical support with the ministry’s planning cycles, budgets, and 
strategies – a model that is particularly important in countries without an established CPF. In such countries, the 
embedded model has enabled GGGI country offices to align program delivery around government-owned Green 
Growth strategies and policy frameworks – which are often developed with significant input from GGGI 
embedded staff. 

The embedded model cements GGGI’s position as a trusted advisor working for and with governments: 
Interviews with government officials, GGGI staff, implementing partners, and donors across countries confirmed 
GGGI’s close working with ministries. Being physically present within ministries means GGGI staff often work 
side-by-side with government officials, building daily working relationships and trust, and working ‘as one team’. 
This close working relationship increases GGGI’s ability to know and understand the government’s priorities, and 
context surrounding them, as they develop. 

“Other partners have offices in Ministries – but it’s different with GGGI. The GGGI team is always 
working with the Ministry as a partner, which makes them comfortable sharing with GGGI. I 
really like the dynamic because GGGI are always up to date on what’s happening in the Ministry, 
and what they are looking for.” – Implementing partner 

Embedded staff can provide real-time advice, troubleshooting, and assistance, appreciated by both 
implementing partners and government counterparts. Direct access to ministries allows for quicker 
coordination and response times, which project partners find especially useful for getting the approvals, 
information, and feedback necessary to keep projects moving forward efficiently. In-country, we found this real-
time advice can extend beyond project specific activities, with government ministers reporting that they 
frequently turn to GGGI staff with technical questions and sudden requests, knowing they can rely on prompt, 
informed support. GGGI’s deep understanding of both government priorities and institutional capacity enables 
it to serve as an effective bridge and convener among stakeholders. In all case study countries, external partners 
valued GGGI’s ability to facilitate access with ministry officials and share their knowledge of government 
priorities to better align funding.27 

“GGGI’s model really helps a lot to drive projects forward and speed things along. If every other 
international organization had their model, many projects would not have fallen through the 
cracks due to lack of follow up on a day-to-day basis.”- Government Partner 

 “Given that GGGI is embedded in MoENV, which acts as NDA, it has a robust understanding of 
ongoing climate activities (i.e., IsDB and UNICEF readiness) to ensure coherence and eliminate 
duplication.” – GCF Readiness Proposal  

With its insight into governments priorities, GGGI is better equipped to design tailored project proposals. By 
working closely with ministries daily, GGGI can identify gaps in institutional capacity and better understand the 

 
27 Denmark's 2023 Evaluation of GGGI highlighted a similar finding, noting “GGGI’s close connection with host governments (embeddedness) 
was seen as a distinct feature which benefitted access in some cases for embassies to relevant government partners.”  
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real barriers to implementation, ensuring that its training and capacity building efforts are directly aligned with 
government needs. Partners felt the embedded model enhanced GGGI’s ability to contextualize global 
knowledge, so it is practical to implement. 

“We’ve seen lots of flexibility and close collaboration from GGGI to keep the core knowledge and 
expertise, but contextualize it so it's practical to implement.” - Implementing partner 

Limitations of GGGI’s embedded model: 

Maintaining autonomy and cross-ministry engagement: While GGGI develops close working relationships with host 
ministries – often the Ministry of Environment – this relationship can be to the detriment of its perceived 
autonomy and its effectiveness in fostering whole-of-government approaches that are essential thus reducing 
the perception of being overly aligned with the agenda of a single ministry. However, this requires additional 
staff and may not be feasible given the growth of GGGI’s membership globally. 

Brand recognition: GGGI’s contributions to government strategies and policies are not always visible. This can 
hinder resource mobilization and create reputational risks if partners have negative perceptions of the host 
ministry. 

Staff capacity: Maintaining strong communication lines and a trusted advisor role requires significant time and 
attention. Embedded staff are highly accessible to government counterparts and are frequently pulled into day-
to-day requests and informal consultations from government officials. While this relationship is valuable, it often 
draws staff away from strategic planning, project delivery, and resource mobilization. 

Practical considerations: As GGGI’s teams grow in-country, space constraints grow more urgent, as jostling for 
space in government buildings with government staff may negatively impact relations. Stakeholders in Lao PDR 
suggested that operational staff and senior management may be better placed, both for practical reasons and for 
reasons of status and hierarchy, in a stand-alone office, while technical staff remain embedded. 

Systems: GGGI’s ability to leverage the responsiveness enabled through the embedded model is constrained by 
the effectiveness of its systems and processes which have been the object of criticism in some cases:  

“They work fast, but they actually have a huge amount of bureaucracy, even more than 
government. If they want a device they have very specific device specifications, or to hire a 
certain person they have to get approval from regional office, who has to get approval from HQ.” 
– Government partner 

 

  



Mid-term Evaluation of Strategy 2030 | Final Report 

 

 77 

Annex 8: Communities of Practice – Challenges and 
Opportunities 

GGGI’s Communities of Practice are the sectoral innovation and knowledge sharing platforms that support 
country teams with innovation, learning and knowledge sharing. COPs are characterized by the gathering 
together of GGGI-wide expertise within the following areas: sustainable energy; gender equality and social 
inclusion; adaptation and resilience; sustainable transport; peace, conflict and Green Growth; circular economy 
and sustainable waste management; green buildings/green industry; and forestry and other land uses. There are 
many challenges with the COPs, but they provide an important function at GGGI. 

“For GGGI, the COPs are important. What I am figuring out – sometimes people are doing the 
same things at GGGI without knowing there is experience in other countries doing the same 
thing. COPs are an opportunity to have insight on what others are doing and to learn from each 
other.” - Staff member 

The history of the COPs sheds some light on the current difficulties they face. In 2018/2019, the IPSD was 
restructured, and several new PhD-level staff members were brought in to lead Thought Leadership. This team 
worked with the DG to write publications on various Green Growth topics. They were then absorbed into the 
Climate Action and Inclusive Development Global Program. When that happened—around when Strategy 2030 
was adopted—many Thought Leadership staff left, and the COPs were established to fill this gap. 

However, there are several challenges with the operationalization of the COPs at GGGI: 

• Time for COP work is not ring-fenced. Most COP leads and the COP members do not have time set 
aside for this work. And as the pressure to mobilize resources and deliver projects is so high, working 
on high-level COP tasks gets deprioritized. One GGGI staff member said, “I don’t have time to dial into 
monthly COP meetings to see what other countries are doing.” The GESI COP, for example, plays an 
important role in setting standards for GESI and supporting programs to mainstream GESI 
considerations. However, as one GGGI staff member remarked, “The COP plays a role in upholding 
GGGI commitments, but workload constraints make full participation difficult.” 

• Participation in the COPs is variable. One schallenge is the different time zones that GGGI operates 
across; some in-country staff noted that COP meetings are held at inconvenient hours, making it more 
difficult to participate. Some COP experts are also based in different countries, which may limit 
engagement if their time is prioritized for country/regional programming. Another reason for low 
participation is that COPs are not necessarily the central learning mechanisms at GGGI, with many 
learning opportunities happening outside of the Communities. This suggests that the COPs’ potential is 
not fully realized. One staff member noted that, “GGGI hasn’t invested in COP leads to have convening 
power.” 

• Incentives to participate in COPs are weak. Participation in COPs is voluntary, and there is no 
accountability system within them. In addition, the COPs do not have formal KPIs, meaning that 
members do not have incentives to participate and contribute. Also, the time sheet system means that 
staff are less incentivized to log time to COP work. A GGGI staff member remarked that “If your role is 
uncertain, it’s more difficult to charge time. COPs have struggled to charge their time.” It was also noted 
that there is no mutual accountability within the COPs; there is a lack of accountability for COPs to 
support countries, and for countries to stay in touch with COPs so that there is alignment across GGGI. 

• The role of the COPs is not clear to all staff, and COP leads play multiple roles. Staff raised this 
criticism in the COP survey from 2022, and there still seems to be a lack of clarity on the role the COPs 
and COP leads play at GGGI. One staff member said, “I don’t really know what the [COP leads’] TORs 
are”. Another staff member said, “GGGI will need to step back and define the purpose of COPs.” Part of 
the reason for this confusion may be that the COP leads are required to play multiple roles: project 
delivery, advising, standard setting, etc., which complicates their role (and may also be burdensome for 
one person, with competing priorities, to handle). Another reason for the lack of clarity on COP roles 
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and processes may be that, although the COPs are based out of IPSD, they also work on on-the-ground 
programming with GGP&I. Staff noted that some COPs operate mainly on a theoretical level, but it is 
important that they engage substantively with GGGI programs in-country as well. 

“I see value in the COPs, but the operationalization hasn’t been there.” - Staff member 

The COPs are an important mechanism at GGGI: for alignment across the organization, and for building up 
learning and knowledge sharing. However, the current structures, incentives, and investments in COPs create 
challenges for their effective operationalization. 

To evolve the COPs into a more practical and appropriately structured mechanism, GGGI could create a role for 
them that extends beyond learning. ‘Practices’ would work to strengthen technical excellence and horizontal 
coherence. They would support GGGI to consolidate and integrate its capabilities across a set of thematic areas. 
This would help GGGI keep a more cohesive structure, with Practices working to unify thinking across the 
Institute on a variety of topics. The lead would operate across all Member countries to foster technical 
excellence and enhance impact. This goes beyond learning, as the Practices would be operationalized to support 
program delivery and support with on-the-ground technical challenges in a systematic and evidence-based way. 



 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

ABOUT THE GLOBAL GREEN GROWTH INSTITUTE 
 

The Global Green Growth Institute was founded to support and promote a model of economic growth 

known as “green growth”, which targets key aspects of economic performance such as poverty reduction, job 

creation, social inclusion, and environmental sustainability. 
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https://www.facebook.com/GGGIHQ/
https://twitter.com/gggi_hq
https://kr.linkedin.com/company/global-green-growth-institute
https://www.youtube.com/@GGGIMedia

