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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND ADJUSTMENTS ADDRESSING PARTICIPANTS’ 
POSITIONS 

1. Replenishment Participants considered  the policy directions and associated options for 
GEF-9 at the First Replenishment Meeting in Paris in May 2025, providing feedback and 
expressing positions both during the meeting and in subsequent written comments. This new 
version of the Draft Policy Directions to be discussed at the 2nd Replenishment Meeting in Kasane, 
Botswana, addresses these views. 

2. The global community’s ability to achieve the Sustainable Development Goals and key 
commitments for the environment and a pollution-free future hinges crucially on environmental 
progress. As 2030 approaches, the world is being hit by ecosystem degradation. The planet needs 
a significant boost in investment, to accelerate its progress and close the funding gap for the 
environment. 

3. Fortunately, solutions exist for this acceleration. Integration, policy coherence, whole-of-
society approaches and innovative technologies are proven ways to usher in system change. With 
the right investments and policies – including a retooling of the GEF’s operating model – the world 
has a real prospect in driving transformative outcomes, with the contribution of the private sector, 
Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities, and key partners. 

4. The four years of the ninth GEF phase will be critical. The GEF needs bold actions to meet 
the demands and expectations of parties to environmental progress. Its needs to establish the 
necessary foundation and enabling environment for the high-level goals set in the GEF-9 Strategic 
Positioning and Programming Directions, including through faster and nimbler investments, 
augmented financing, reinforced country ownership and adequate access to finance and 
architecture. 

5. This process asks for a step change in how countries face today’s environmental crisis. The 
GEF has a critical role to play in meeting the moment by evolving its operating model and the 
broader GEF Partnership.1  

6. Through recent replenishment  phases, the GEF has faced high demand for its support and 
external requests for more open, simpler and fit-for-purpose processes. Important stakeholders 
raising these points include the GEF IEO, MOPAN, the G20, and Conferences of the Parties to 
Multilateral Environmental Agreements. The GEF has responded by expanding the GEF family of 
funds, making more innovative use of financing and adapting its architecture to unique needs. 

7. The GEF has reached a stage where its current scale of resources, implementation 
modalities, policy standards, and architecture need to be enhanced to fully meet today’s 
environmental ambitions. Support for ambitious policy actions in GEF-9 would allow to scale 

 
1 GEF/R.9/07: Integration for Greater Impact: Eighth Comprehensive Evaluation of the GEF, Washington, DC, GEF IEO, 2025. 
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support to tackling the world’s ambitious environment agenda. This set of actions is structured 
around ‘The Five As’, strategic themes that taken together outline the measures needed to enhance 
the GEF’s reach, catalytic role, effectiveness, and efficiency, maximizing its transformative impact 
and optimizing resource use. 

During the 1st Replenishment Meeting, Participants expressed their views and support for the 
policy options presented. Subsequent written comments provided further clarity on the Five As. 
This augmented version of the Draft Policy Directions addresses these comments, feedback and 
reflections through refining policy actions as follows: 

①   Accelerated & Streamlined Delivery. To strengthen the GEF’s efficiency, measures 
include refining the move to a one-step modality, harmonizing Agency fees, and reviewing 
project management costs to ensure resources are deployed more effectively. 

②   Affordable & Scaled Finance. Limited support for outcomes-based and multiphase 
programmatic approaches led to the drop of these actions on the premise that Agencies may 
already implement them independently. Joint co-financing is prioritized to amplify leverage. 

③   Agile and Effective Implementation. Efforts to accelerate project start-up now place greater 
emphasis on clearly describing institutional arrangements and the path to first disbursement, 
coupled with stronger engagement to drive portfolio performance. 

④   Augmented Access and Empowered Countries. The cap of 25% of the GEF portfolio per 
Agency was retained (from the current 30%), with no minimum activity required. The project-
based accreditation approach was dropped due to transaction costs and operational challenges, 
while work continues to fast-track Enabling Activity financing and upholding the Letter of 
Endorsement principle across GEF financing. 

⑤   Appropriate Architecture and Representation. Responding to Participants’ feedback, 
emphasis is placed on inviting Council Members to consider establishing a dedicated working 
group to address governance and oversight enhancements.  

8. Progress across these themes will require concrete adjustments. A one-step financing 
approach across all funds, with streamlined review timelines, can accelerate project preparation 
while enhancing quality. Innovative modalities and stronger public-private finance blending will 
enhance the role of strategic partnerships. Incentives for project readiness and timely 
implementation, supported by adaptive management will improve delivery. Expanding the pool of 
Agencies, particularly in SIDS and LDCs, will broaden access. Ensuring the GEF’s architecture is 
fit-for-purpose is essential to the continued evolution of the GEF family. 

9. This second version of the paper framing Policy Directions further details the ambition and 
mechanics behind adjustments to the GEF’s System for Transparent Resource Allocation. It also 
introduces a new architecture for the GEF-9 Results Management Framework, addressing critical 
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needs to better measure system transformation and socio-economic co-benefits, and areas to 
strengthen risk management. Finally, Draft Policy Recommendations are included in Annex A to 
support discussions among Participants. 

10. During this Replenishment process, the GEF will continue its progress of modernization 
embarked upon in GEF-8, to ensure the most effective use of its resources in delivering lasting 
environmental outcomes. It is also recognized that bold step-wise changes require close 
collaboration between the GEF Secretariat, Trustee, STAP and IEO in order to turn policy options 
into action. Based on Participants’ guidance at the first meeting, this work has begun and informs 
latest developments. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The actions outlined in this document aim to establish the necessary foundation and enabling 
environment for the high-level goals set in the GEF-9 Strategic Positioning and Programming 
Directions, allowing the GEF to meet the ambitions and expectations of its stakeholders, including 
its responsibilities as the financing mechanism for Multilateral Environmental Agreements. This 
paper sets out the steps in the case to support decisions by Replenishment Participants for an 
ambitious set of policy reforms for the GEF-9 period. Such a commitment would enable the GEF 
to augment the efficiency and effectiveness of its financing to countries and leverage other sources 
of environmental finance.  

1. The GEF-9 Repenishment occurs at a pivotal moment, with the opportunity to bridge the 
gap between current financing for the environment and what is needed to achieve critical global 
goals to 2030 and beyond. Addressing this gap requires both increasing financial flows through 
resource mobilization and simultaneously reducing financial needs through greater policy 
coherence. Indeed, international environmental negotiations explicitly highlight the need to 
increase financing towards global environmental goals and targets.2 For example, Target 19 of the 
Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (KMGBF) aims to mobilize US$200 billion 
annually for biodiversity, with each year at least US$20 billion from developed to developing 
countries by 2025, rising to US$30 billion by 2030.3, 4 Similarly, the UNFCCC COP29 New 
Collective Quantified Goal on climate finance5 seeks to triple international finance to US$300 
billion per year by 2035. Additionally, the 2023 Agreement on Biodiversity Beyond National 
Jurisdiction (2023) and the work of the Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee (INC) on Plastic 
Pollution underscore the importance of resource mobilization.6,7,8 

2. In this context, the presented policy actions for GEF-9 reflect feedback, analysis and 
consultations from across the GEF Partnership. With a solid track record of reforms upon which 
to build, the GEF is uniquely positioned to drive the required changes. This role is further 
reinforced by its function as the financial mechanism for multiple environmental conventions, its 
leadership in advancing integrated solutions, and its global reach, enabling it to champion 
innovation in areas such as policy coherence, whole-of-society approaches, calculated risk-taking, 
and blended finance. This preliminary approach leverages these strengths to deliver the necessary 
transformation, with the recognition that successful implementation will be a shared achievement 

 
2 Monitoring, transparency, verification and compliance of the financial commitments are key topics in ongoing international 
discussions, including within the CoPs. 
3 CBD COP15, CBD/COP/DEC/15/4. 
4 Including from countries that voluntarily assume obligations of developed countries. 
5 UNFCCC COP29, FCCC/PA/CMA/2024/L.22. 
6 https://www.un.org/depts/los/convention_agreements/convention_overview_convention.htm 
7 https://www.unep.org/inc-plastic-pollution 
8 Decision CBD COP16, CBD/COP16.2/34, related to exploring modalities to broaden the donor base. 

https://www.un.org/depts/los/convention_agreements/convention_overview_convention.htm
https://www.unep.org/inc-plastic-pollution
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across the GEF Partnership, particularly with contributing participants, recipient countries, and 
Agencies. 

3. The actions outlined in this paper are ambitious, but the stakes are high for the planet and 
the countries the GEF serves. They build on calls for reform from external assessments, evaluative 
evidence and guidance by Parties to Conventions expressed over recent years that demand both 
incremental and fundamental changes to the GEF operating model as a family of funds presented 
in Section 1. In direct response, a set of policy actions structured around the main elements 
advanced by these stakeholders is outlined in Section 2. Section 3 focuses on how the GEF’s 
System for Transparent Allocation of Resources aims to incorporate latest methodological and 
data advancements addressing evolving demands for change. Finally, Section 4 indicates priorities 
for the development of the GEF-9 Results Management Framework. Annex A presents Draft 
Policy Recommendations and a timeline for implementation. 

4. These policy actions are products of past Council decisions, directions and exchanges, 
including with the Council Working Group on the Streamlining Process. They also build on 
consultations with recipient countries and Agencies, findings from the IEO’s Eighth 
Comprehensive Evaluation of the GEF (OPS8),9 as well as guidance from parties to environmental 
agreements. Further detailed work with the Trustee and other partners will be needed to 
operationalize them. Altogether, these actions extend the GEF modernization that has been 
underway during GEF-8. Grounded in the draft Strategic Directions proposal, this ambitious policy 
program will facilitate and create the enabling environment for the implementation of the GEF-9 
Programming Directions.  

5. Taken together, the proposed GEF-9 policy actions mark a significant shift from GEF-8 
commitments in scale, breadth, and depth. While GEF-8 advanced efforts on key areas—
concentration, results and monitoring, inclusion, sustainability, STAR, communication and 
visibility, and equitable access—GEF-9 aims to transform core aspects of the GEF Partnership 
shaped over the past decade. It signals a business model evolution: from light-touch streamlining 
to a shortened approval process; from an enhanced role for Non-Grant Instruments to new channels 
for scaled-up finance; from portfolio oversight to proactive portfolio management; from targeted 
measures on concentration to solutions that broaden access; and from continuous governance 
improvements to more fundamental reforms for the family of funds. GEF-8 measures catalyzed 
progress across the Partnership, positioning it for greater contributions toward 2030. These 
commitments fostered more integrated impact, stronger country ownership, and improved delivery 
and demonstration of results. In operations, they strengthened accountability and transparency, 

 
9 The findings of GEF IEO’s Eighth Comprehensive Evaluation of the GEF inform all sections of this document, including 
overall framing, innovation (e.g. policy coherence, whole-of-society approaches, calculated risk-taking, and blended finance), 
results, monitoring, risk, inclusion, sustainability, equitable access, and project cycle efficiency — particularly for LDCs, SIDS, 
and vulnerable countries — as well as co-financing, STAR, communication, and engagement in FCS contexts. See: GEF/R.9/07: 
Integration for Greater Impact: Eighth Comprehensive Evaluation of the GEF, Washington, DC, GEF IEO, 2025. 
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fiduciary integrity, voice and avenues of recourse for affected people and communities. The GEF 
has fulfilled these commitments through Council decisions, internal efforts, and consistent 
accountability (see Box 1). 

Box 1. The GEF has Delivered on 41 Commitments in GEF-8 

6. The Policy Directions for the first replenishment meeting identified actions for policy 
reforms deemed necessary by external assessments and parties to conventions to meet high 
expectations for GEF-9 and the GEF family of funds. These assessments highlight the need for 
bold and urgent actions to enhance the GEF’s accessibility, affordability, accelerated and 
streamlined delivery, adaptability and architecture. They also relect findings of the OPS8, which 
indicates what is working well and needs to be continued, as well as what needs to be enhanced 
and improved. The objective at this stage is to refine this ambitious set of actions to enable a shift 
in focus to discrete and concrete Policy Recommendations presented at the second Replenishment 
meeting, building on work on feasibility with the other parties in the GEF partnership. 

Overarching Issues 
✓ Focus implementation of the policy reform agenda 
✓ Work with Multilateral Climate Funds 

Concentration of GEF funding among Agencies 
✓ Target for regional MDBs and IFAD 
✓ Empower Operational Focal Points 
✓ Access to information on Agencies 
✓ Collaboration between Agencies and countries 
✓ Streamlining measures 
✓ Analysis on concentration 
✓ Improve agency coverage  

Results and Monitoring 
✓ Maintain Core Indicator 
✓ Adopt the GEF-8 RMF two tiers 
✓ Options to track socio-economic co-benefits 
✓ Track all Rio Markers  
✓ Targets for Rio Markers 
✓ Bilateral exchanges on portfolio progress 
✓ Country Performance and Learning Reviews 
✓ Use of Mid-Term Reviews 
✓ Report on actual results 

Inclusion Agenda 
✓ Continued policy implementation 
✓ Gap analysis on sexual orientation, youth and disability  
✓ Gap analysis on engagement in fragility and conflict 

Sustainability of GEF investments 
✓ Continue address sustainability 
✓ Knowledge and Learning Strategy 
✓ Implement the GEF-8 CES 
✓ Promote policy coherence  
✓ Implement sustainability recommendations 

Resource Allocation (STAR) 
✓ Full flexibility implementation 
✓ MTR of the full flexibility 
✓ Increased share to SIDS and LDCs 
✓ Harmonization of SIDS floors with LDCs’ 
✓ Lowering focal area ceiling 
✓ Formula adjustment 
✓ Options for policy coherence 
✓ Policy coherence competitive window 
✓ Vulnerability analysis 

Optimizing the Use of Resources and Ensuring 
Equitable Access  
✓ Streamlining, consolidation and efficiencies 
✓ Enhanced integrated programming 
✓ Transparent management of Integrated Programs 
✓ Incentive for Integrated Programs 
✓ Incentives for SIDS and LDCs 
–  Options for additional NGIs 
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7. The collaborative efforts and key international forums that have assessed and deliberated 
the effectiveness and efficiency of the GEF during GEF-8 include, among others, the G20 
Sustainable Finance Working Group (SFWG), the Long-Term Vision between the GEF and the 
GCF, the Multilateral Climate Funds Action Plan,10 independent reviews of the effectiveness of 
the GEF by conventions, and MOPAN—the Multilateral Organisation Performance Network 
comprising 20 donor countries responsible for assessing the performance of major multilateral 
organizations—, as well as the Conferences of the Parties to environmental conventions 11 . 
Decisions, directions and exchanges of the GEF Council, including the Council Working Group 
on the Streamlining Process and Risk Appetite Working Group, also assisted in setting the stage 
for extending the reforms of the GEF initiated in GEF-8. Finally, the implementation of 
commitments made in response to the GEF Independent Evaluation Office (IEO) Seventh 
Comprehensive Evaluation of the GEF (OPS7) and findings and recommendations from OPS8 
feed into the Policy Directions development. Collectively, these considerations are raising five 
strategic questions: 

- How can the GEF further streamline its project cycle and processes while maintaining 
quality? 

- What innovative instruments, blended finance solutions and strategies to crowd in the 
private sector can enhance affordability and amplify impact? What strategies can be 
employed to strengthen co-financing and leverage the expertise and capital of MDBs? 
 

- How can the GEF be more proactive in ensuring effective implementation and portfolio 
performance? What adaptive measures can address emerging project challenges? 

- How can the GEF enable countries to implement a whole-of-society and whole-of-
government approach to achieving environmental goals, including through improved 
collaboration with an expanded set of Agencies? 

- How can the GEF governance architecture be more efficient and effective, through 
enhanced representation? 

8. These questions frame the evolving context of the GEF. The Policy Directions for GEF-9 
address them within the framework of five key themes – or ‘The Five As.’ These strategic themes 
reflect both the calls for improvement and the ambition of GEF reform. Section II presents the 

 
10 Extensive collaboration among the four MCFs is driving the implementation of a Joint Action Plan aimed at strengthening 
coherence, complementarity, and harmonization. In parallel, the policy actions outlined in this document, as well as the 
development of the GEF-9 Results Management Framework, have been refined through benchmarking exercises and exchanges 
with the MCFs. 
11 References include: MOPAN, MOPAN Assessment Report GEF, May 2025; Resource Mobilization and Financial Mechanism, 
Decision adopted by the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity on 27 February 2025, 
CBD/COP/DEC/16/33; G20 Independent High-Level Expert Group Review of the Vertical Climate and Environmental Funds, 
Accelerating Sustainable Finance for Emerging Markets and Developing Economies, 2024; Stockholm Convention, 6th Review 
of the Financial Mechanism of the Stockholm Convention, 2024; Stockholm Convention, SC-8/16: Financial mechanism; 
Stockholm Convention, SC-9/15: Financial mechanism; UNFCCC, Decision 7/CP.28; UNFCCC, Decision -/CP.29; UNCCD, 
Decision 9/COP.16. 
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specific context and identfies the entities associated with each action area. The GEF-9 program of 
priority policy measures is similarly organized around ‘The Five As,’ ensuring a clear link between 
this context and the proposed policy actions: 

①   Accelerated & Streamlined Delivery 

②   Affordable & Scaled Finance  

③   Agile and Effective Implementation 

④   Augmented Access and Empowered Countries  

⑤   Appropriate Architecture and Representation 
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I. A COMPACT OF PRIORITY POLICY ACTIONS 

9. The Policy Directions identify actions in response to the findings from external 
assessments and the priorities expressed by parties to Conventions. This concrete program of 
policy actions not only addresses the current context but also positions the GEF to meet the 
ambitions for GEF-9 and the GEF family of funds. Taken together, the Policy Directions for GEF-
9 set out measures needed to strengthen the GEF’s reach, catalytic role, results, effectiveness, and 
efficiency, supporting greater impact and more strategic use of resources. 

10. The set of policy actions reflects direction provided by replenishment Participants  on how 
to modernize the GEF, building on the GEF Reforms and existing policies. Operational practices, 
partnership activities, and a suite of policies, guidelines and norms shaped over time by 
Replenishment negotiations and made operational by the GEF Council, Secretariat, Trustee and 
Agencies enable the GEF to raise the bar as it aims to better support the achievement of more 
integrated and ambitious programming objectives. This not only enables the GEF to adapt to change, 
but also help to drive it. 

11. While taking place within the 9th replenishment of the GEF Trust Fund, these policy actions 
will serve the GEF family of funds, which has grown to comprise the Global Environment Facility 
Trust Fund (GEF Trust Fund), Global Biodiversity Framework Fund (GBFF), Least Developed 
Countries Fund (LDCF), Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF), Nagoya Protocol Implementation 
Fund (NPIF), and Capacity-building Initiative for Transparency Trust Fund (CBIT). Indeeed, 
policies, procedures and the governance structure of the GEF apply to all funds, unless the respective 
Council decides otherwise, informed by guidance of the relevant Conference of Parties. This led for 
example the GBFF to adopt a more streamlined project cycle, specific governance features, as well 
as the ability to accept contributions from all sources. 

12. Combined, these five policy areas make the replenishment an important step in 
strengthening how the GEF delivers impact. By enhancing speed, mobilizing additional resources, 
streamlining implementation, expanding access, and empowering countries, these reforms will 
drive greater impact and responsiveness. An enhanced architecture will further ensure 
transparency and effectiveness, positioning the GEF to meet global environmental challenges with 
agility and scale. The following sub-sections outline the actions identified under each of the five 
priority policy areas, linking them to key findings and priorities from assessments and international 
forums. It highlights the critical issues the GEF must address and the rationale behind each action. 

Accelerated and Streamlined Delivery 

13. Context. The GEF has faced increasing scrutiny from Conferences of Parties and external 
assessments regarding its ability to deliver timely support. Recent reviews of the GEF, including 
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the IEO’s findings from its eighth comprehensive evaluation of the GEF (OPS8) and guidance 
from the CBD, Stockholm Convention, UNFCCC and UNCCD have called for greater 
streamlining and flexibility in project cycles, particularly to enhance timely access for LDCs, 
SIDS, and environmentally vulnerable countries. The G20 Sustainable Finance Working Group 
(SFWG) has highlighted that accessing funds remains challenging for beneficiary countries and 
some GEF Agencies, with project approval processes contributing to delays and high transaction 
costs. Similarly, MOPAN has noted perceptions among stakeholders that GEF’s project 
management procedures are cumbersome, leading to prolonged project cycles. Additionally, the 
G20 has stressed the need to strengthen upstream support for pipeline development and early-stage 
feedback. Rigid approval requirements that do not account for entity type, project size, or risk 
profile further exacerbate inefficiencies, as noted in both the G20 and MOPAN assessments. 
Addressing these concerns is critical to improving GEF’s effectiveness and maximizing its impact. 

14. Progress to date. The implementation of the streamlining agenda in GEF-8 provided early, 
important responses in this direction, culminating in simplified project templates and the 
development of policy measures by a working group composed of Council Members and GEF 
Secretariat. Notably, raising the ceiling of Medium-Sized Projects (MSPs) from USD 2 to USD 5 
million provides easier access to financing, by effectively expanding the use of a one-step approval 
process. As the GEF Secretariat has been able to address some of the bottlenecks under its control, 
further progress on the side of Agencies in streamlining their own internal processes has the 
potential to significantly reduce preparation time. This comes in a context where the GEF 
Secretariat is responsible for a very small fraction of the time spent in the review and approval 
process (See Figure 1 with values as of March 2025). 

Figure 1. PIF Submission to CEO Endorsement for GEF-7 and GEF-8 FSPs by contributor (months) 

15. Actions. The GEF will continue to amplify its focus on simplifying and accelerating the 
project approval and disbursement process. Ambition and urgency is needed to make a meaningful 
impact in the face of urgent and escalating environmental challenges. By improving speed and 
efficiency, the GEF can better support countries in meeting their environmental goals. To this end, 
the GEF will strengthen the reform of its internal procedures to streamline project development 
and approval, while ensuring that Agencies also streamline their processes for faster approval and 
funding release. Taken together, the actions listed here and presented will facilitate prompt access 
to GEF finance: 

Total 
4.3 with GEFSEC 
19.8 with Agencies 
1.5 with Council 

2.8 with GEFSEC 
2.7 with Agencies 
0.5 with Council 

3.5 14.9 6.0 25.4

PIF Submission to PIF Approval PIF Approval to CEO Endorsement submission CEO Endorsement submission to CEO Endorsement

1.3 with GEFSEC  
1.3 with Agencies 
0.9 with Council 

14.9 with Agencies 
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a. Facilitate access to finance across funds with fewer modalities — To establish a more 
unified approach for accessing funding and processing projects across all GEF-
administered funds, the GEF will mainstream the use of a single modality for standalone 
projects, adapted from the one-step approach introduced by the GBFF and building on 
the experience with one-step MSPs. This will enhance efficiency by reducing 
preparation times, enabling countries and Agencies to focus on the preparation phase 
after PPG approval and facilitate access to funding, hereby upholding the GEF’s 
country-driven model. Analyses of current PIF submission steps and the GBFF 
experience suggest that shifting to a one-step approach will not diminish project quality. 
Greater emphasis on project preparation is expected to concentrate resources on 
delivering stronger designs. It will facilitate multi-trust fund proposals (i.e. proposals 
drawing funding from more than one GEF family of funds’ trust funds) with aligned 
project timelines across funds. The benefits include streamlined processes, unified 
project and program cycles and associated policies and guidelines across all four funds, 
and improved stakeholder engagement. Importantly, it will eliminate most of the effort 
involved in preparing today’s PIF, saving an estimated 3–4 months. To further 
accelerate the approval process and in line with possible rolling submissions of PPG 
requests, projects could be approved through intersessional work programs separate 
from Council Meeting proceedings. This change requires amendments to several 
policies and guidelines, consultation with agencies, engagement with the Trustee, and 
adjustments to internal workflows and portals, which come with associated costs. It will 
also change the process to develop the Work Program for each Council. 

b. Streamlining Agencies’ internal processes — To accelerate project preparation, 
Agencies will be incentivized to streamline internal processes, reducing delays in 
reaching CEO Endorsement, which accounts for 78% of the timeline. Many Agencies 
apply the same approval pathways and cost structure to small GEF grants as they do for 
larger projects, while sequential approvals, baseline project dependencies, and late-stage 
grant negotiations add further delays. To address this, Agencies could simplify 
procedures for smaller grants, run internal approvals in parallel with CEO Endorsement, 
and start grant negotiations earlier. Bilateral exchanges on portfolio progress during 
GEF-8 with Agencies have allowed to identify such obstacles and outline solutions. This 
change will require greater collaboration between Agencies and the GEF Secretariat to 
ensure alignment with GEF priorities and standards. The GEF Secretariat could 
incentivize adoption, including through greater performance visibility, as well as adapt 
its requirements to Agencies’ own internal modalities. Success depends on Agencies’ 
scope to adapt, with supporting amendments to policy elements related to the project 
and program cycle, agency fee and cancellation. Risks include misalignment if 
approvals run in parallel, negotiation challenges, and reluctance to adjust broader 
portfolio frameworks, but streamlining is crucial to accelerating disbursement. 
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c. Better tracking early project ideas — Incorporating upstream project initiation in the 
GEF Portal to capture the first project idea discussions fills a data gap in the project 
cycle. Currently, the project cycle begins with the submission of a concept (PIF/PFD) 
by an implementing Agency, but this does not account for the earlier stages of project 
development. By allowing Operational Focal Points (OFPs) or Agency Coordinators to 
record when project discussions start, the GEF can gain a more comprehensive 
understanding of the project preparation timeline. This approach aligns with key 
objectives of the Country Engagement Strategy, including the use of National Dialogues 
to promote early, upstream engagement where technical staff review initial concepts and 
explore country priorities for the use of GEF financing. Introducing the optional step of 
tracking early project ideas may require updating the GEF Portal to facilitate this early 
step, expected to be formalized at the time of signing the Letter of Endorsement. 

d. Introducing time standards for Agencies — To improve project timeliness and 
accountability, a maximum time standard will be established for Agencies to submit 
revised projects after receiving GEFSEC comments. Currently, while GEFSEC aims to 
review projects within 10 days, Agencies are not restricted in the time they take to 
conduct the necessary design, preparation and other actions before resubmitting, 
creating unpredictability and delaying implementation. Setting a clear submission 
timeframe will align Agency processes with the GEF’s efficiency goals, enhancing 
pipeline predictability and accelerating fund disbursement. Compliance could be 
reinforced through periodic progress tracking and escalation procedures. While this 
change will improve efficiency, challenges include potential rushed resubmissions 
depending on the adopted timeline, difficulties for Agencies with complex approval 
processes, and risks for projects in capacity-constrained countries. Ensuring a balance 
between timeliness and flexibility will be key to maintaining project quality and strong 
partnerships. 

e. Harmonize Agency fees, commitment schedule and project management costs — To 
streamline processes and ensure level playing field, the GEF will harmonize Agency 
fees and tranching by setting a uniform 9% fee across all Agencies and standardizing 
fee tranching across modalities. Currently, original Agencies receive higher fees than 
those accredited later, despite providing the same services. Moreover, the Agency fee 
structure may not fully reflect variations in administrative costs due to differences in 
project size. GEF’s Agency fees are also slightly higher than those of most other 
multilateral climate funds. Tranching structures also vary by funding type, increasing 
processing complexity. An alternative approach to release Agencies fees—e.g. 20% at 
CEO endorsement/approval, 50% at first disbursement, and 30% at mid-term review or 
terminal evaluation—will align with broader project cycle streamlining efforts. 
Similarly, a benchmarking exercise shows that GEF’s Project Management Costs – 
those related to the unit executing the project – are on par with or slightly higher than 
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those of the Adaptation Fund, CIF, and GCF. However, Agencies indicate that current 
caps remain challenging given project needs. Therefore, the existing PMC thresholds – 
5% for projects over $2 million and 10% for projects up to $2 million – will be 
maintained, with flexibility for Agencies and countries to provide justification and 
request higher thresholds. The policy will also clarify that the proportionality 
requirement between PMC covered by co-financing and GEF funding applies only to 
joint co-financing, introducing more flexibility in co-financing management. 
Implementing this change requires amendments to the Agency Fee Policy and Project 
Cycle Policy, alongside consultations with Agencies and the Trustee. It comes in tandem 
with related policy actions to strengthen the capacity of executing entities (action k) and 
recent tightening of rules for exception of dual project implementation and execution 
(GEF/C.69/12). 

f. Upgrade and align the GEF Information Technology systems for higher efficiency — 
To enhance efficiency across the project cycle and make current systems fit-for-purpose, 
the GEF Secretariat aims to upgrade the GEF Portal to better support the GEF 
Partnership through strengthened user-centric design, automation, facilitated access to 
data, flexibility and use of Artificial Intelligence. This action will not only rationalize 
internal workflows by allowing direct exchanges across the GEF, Agencies, Trustee and 
countries but also by increasing agility and transforming data into timely, actionable 
intelligence. Simultaneously, upgrading systems with a more intuitive and user-friendly 
interface will improve data entry, workflow visibility, and system performance, 
ensuring faster processing and scalability. Participants’ support for this modernization 
initiative is as a prerequisite to securing Council approval for IT upgrades in the 
administrative budget.  

Affordability and Scaled Finance 

16. Context. Over the years, the GEF has remained almost exclusively a provider of grant 
resources, along with a blended finance window which is seen as underutilized by LDCs and SIDS. 
This, in turn limits access to concessional loans, guarantees, equity, as well as local currency 
products for these countries that need it the most. Developing countries, often the most vulnerable 
to environmental degradation, face significant barriers in accessing affordable financing due to 
high borrowing costs and limited creditworthiness. Additionally, traditional public funding is 
insufficient to meet the scale of investment required for transformative environmental action. The 
GEF has increased the impact of its resources by leveraging significant co-financing. Yet, the 
quality and durability of co-financing has been questioned in a recent IEO evaluation 
(GEF/C.67/10) and in OPS8 findings. Meanwhile, the share of GEF investments implemented by 
MDBs stands at about a fifth of approval volumes in GEF-8, a share considered low by many GEF 
partners, considering MDBs’ co-financing ability, policy influence, institutional expertise and 
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leverage and co-finance potential. The GEF also surpassed its target of channeling 10 percent of 
GEF-8 financing through regional MDBs, including IFAD. Limited financial offerings hinder 
adapting grants, equity, and loans in full to diverse recipient needs and risk profiles, while a 
constrained risk ecosystem is yet to fully encourage innovation and careful risk-taking. These 
concerns align with assessments from the G20 Sustainable Finance Working Group (SFWG), 
which calls for maximizing concessional finance impact, increasing adaptation finance, mobilizing 
private capital, and expanding flexible financial instruments. Reviews and guidance from the Rio 
Conventions echo these challenges, urging greater flexibility in co-financing and stronger 
engagement with financial institutions. MOPAN further emphasizes the need to streamline co-
financing, strengthen the efficiency of GEF’s model, and address recipient country reluctance 
toward loan finance and private-sector engagement. 

17. Progress to date. The GEF is recognized as effective in deploying grants as its primary 
financing mechanism while effectively leveraging blended finance to expand available resources 
and attract private sector investments. It has exceeded co-financing targets, mobilizing additional 
funding from both public and private sources to enhance project impact. Predictable resource 
allocation through the STAR system has ensured transparency and efficiency in programming, 
while efforts to diversify financing options have led to an expanded use of non-grant instruments, 
such as equity, loans and risk mitigation instruments in frontier markets. Private sector engagement 
has been strengthened through blended finance and integrated programs, fostering greater 
collaboration and investment in environmental initiatives, and underpinned by the GEF’s Private 
Sector Engagement Strategy. Additionally, the GEF has sustained financial support for Indigenous 
Peoples and Local Communities, empowering grassroots efforts in environmental sustainability. 
Moving forward, these achievements need to be further enhanced by aligning resource 
mobilization with the objectives of multilateral environmental agreements (MEAs) to drive long-
term, transformative investments. 

18. Actions. The environmental finance gap to meet global commitments calls for mobilizing 
substantial financial resources. The GEF is not just a source for finance; it needs to be a catalyst 
for wider environmental processes. This requires enhancing the GEF’s ability to mobilize and 
channel resources more effectively. To achieve this, key actions include deepening the use of 
innovative financial instruments, such as investments in blended finance structures through non-
grant instruments. Additionally, targeted attention to co-financing will not only improve the 
quality, but also the impact of financing brought by external partners. These actions aim to increase 
the catalytic impact of GEF funding while ensuring equitable access for the most vulnerable 
countries. Considerations to enhance financing to cities and sub-national governments are also 
being explored. Key actions include: 

g. Mainstreaming blended finance to increase private sector mobilization, efficiency and 
reach — Streamlining blended finance processing in the project cycle is essential to 
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making non-grant instruments (NGIs) more efficient and scalable within GEF 
operations. A key challenge is the complexity of aligning project processing 
requirements across multiple funding sources. To overcome this, a more flexible 
approach will be adopted for GEF-9, allowing blended finance projects to use resources 
from the Blended Finance Global Program (NGI Window) and other financing windows 
from the GEF Trust Fund, including focal and non-focal area allocations, as well as 
facilitating multi-trust fund (MTF) arrangements across the family of funds. In order to 
strengthen and facilitate blended finance in line with recipient country priorities, the 
GEF aims to integrate NGI/blended finance into the broader shift to a one-step project 
cycle. This will include eliminating reliance on calls for proposals, thereby fully 
integrating NGIs into the regular project cycle. This change, alongside with dedicated 
outreach and targeted technical assistance provided through the Country Engagement 
Strategy, also aims to incentivize access for countries facing barriers and with limited 
experience in using blended finance, such as LDCs and SIDS, with further analysis to 
assess potential impacts and inform future adjustments. While these measures will 
encourage greater private sector participation, they also introduce tradeoffs related to 
financial integrity and compliance which will emerge from mixing different funding 
sources, and different treatment of reflows depending on the source of funds. As a result, 
GEF-9 will require amending the NGI, Project and Program Cycle, and Access to 
Information policies, as well as to update Minimum Fiduciary Standards, Environmental 
and Social Safeguards to ensure project-specific needs related to compliance and 
confidentiality. Finally, mainstreaming blended finance would involve assessing 
options for project-based cash withdrawals based on the specific terms and conditions 
agreed upon in each blended finance transaction. Currently, as described in Financial 
Procedures Agreements (FPAs), GEF grant financing relies on Agencies’ bi-annual cash 
transfer requests to the Trustee that aggregate and consolidate the amounts to be 
financed with GEF funding. In blended finance transactions though, cash transfer 
requests would be dependent on the terms and conditions agreed on each transaction. 
Financial products such as funded guarantees, liquidity facilities or contingent 
instruments for outcome-based bonds could require upfront financing. Increased 
flexibility in cash transfers by types of financing would need to be reflected in amended 
FPAs to be negotiated and agreed with the Trustee, as well as updated approaches to 
liquidity management to be agreed with the Trustee. 

 

h. Enhancing co-financing transparency and effectiveness —A fundamental overhaul to 
the GEF Co-Financing Policy aims to drive stronger leverage by clearly distinguishing 
among joint, parallel, and coordinated co-financing, thereby improving consistency in 
measurement and reporting. This approach will more accurately capture and credit joint 
and parallel co-financing that directly contributes to project results, with an emphasis 
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on early mobilization and ongoing reporting throughout project implementation. 
Reflecting recommendations from the IEO evaluation (GEF/E/C.67/01), the update will 
better recognize the long-term leveraging of resources beyond project and program 
budgets, enhancing transparency and strengthening strategic partnerships across sectors. 
It will also align further with the practice observed in multilateral climate and 
environmental funds. Key policy changes would include introducing clear co-financing 
categories, refining evidence requirements with more flexible timing for confirmation, 
aligning results attribution with the direct contribution of financing, and expanding 
focus on private sector mobilization through blended finance. The monitoring of in-kind 
co-financing will be enhanced. Additionally, proportionality rules for management costs 
will be clarified to ensure fairness. Updates to definitions, reporting frameworks, and 
guidelines will be essential. To support a smooth and effective transition, a phased 
implementation approach, targeted stakeholder consultations, and capacity-building 
initiatives will help minimize perceived administrative efforts, while maintaining 
necessary flexibility. These reforms are designed to provide a more accurate, credible, 
and strategic picture of the GEF’s role in mobilizing co-financing that meaningfully 
advances environmental outcomes.  

Agile and Effective Implementation 

19. Context. The GEF faces growing pressure to enhance its adaptability and effectiveness 
amid heightened expectations for impact. Agencies and countries cite delays in project execution, 
perceived rigid operational frameworks, and limited responsiveness to evolving recipient needs, 
with cost-efficiency flagged as a concern (MOPAN). These challenges can be particularly acute 
in fragile and conflict-affected situations (IEO). Procedural bottlenecks slow fund disbursement, 
while weak monitoring and reporting systems hinder transparency, agility, and real-time tracking. 
MOPAN, the G20 and IEO also highlight fragmented and insufficient capacity-building for 
executing entities, further delaying implementation. In response, stakeholders, including MOPAN, 
call for leveraging ICT (e.g., the GEF Portal) to enhance reporting, strengthening governance to 
support capacity-building, and improving mechanisms to replicate successful innovations. The 
G20 recommends expanding differentiated project modalities based on size and risk rating to 
improve efficiency and fostering early engagement with Indigenous Peoples, Local Communities, 
and regional MDBs to strengthen project origination. Addressing these challenges is key to making 
GEF financing more agile, transparent, and impactful. 

20. Progress to date. Efforts to improve the timeliness of disbursements and related monitoring 
are leading to sustained efficiency in execution, with ongoing policy revisions aimed at further 
acceleration. Incentives are being introduced to expedite first disbursements by heightening the 
focus on project readiness, ensuring swift fund availability for project initiation. The introduction 
of the Proactivity Index in the GEF-8 Results Measurement Framework and related tracking of 
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project amendments allows to gauge adaptive management during implementation. Related to this, 
the GEF Risk Appetite also allows to assess progress in implementing mitigation measures during 
implementation. This is supported by regular touchpoints and annual bilateral exchanges on 
portfolio progress with Agencies initiated in GEF-8. Strengthening national execution and 
ownership remains a priority, with a focus on building local capacity for effective project delivery, 
notably throuhg Implementing Agency support. This is why exceptions to the dual role of 
implementing and executing Agency roles have been clarified. Looking ahead, enhancing support 
for local systems will be essential to equipping national stakeholders with the tools needed for 
sustainable project management. 

21. Actions. Adapting to changing circumstances and being continuously more effective on 
the ground are not merely operational goals; they are fundamental to driving transformative 
environmental outcomes in an increasingly complex and dynamic global landscape. The GEF must 
focus on enhancing the flexibility and responsiveness in the operations it finances. This includes 
allowing for quicker course correction and greater agility in adapting to the evolving needs of 
recipient countries. Strengthening monitoring and supervision mechanisms within the Mid-Term 
Review milestone will be critical to ensure timely identification of issues, enabling rapid corrective 
action. This could for example lead to re-allocate unused resources. Additionally, developing 
tailored support strategies for projects in fragile and conflict-affected situations will be vital to 
ensure that their unique challenges are met with appropriate and targeted interventions; in instances 
where no project preparation and implementation support can be provided due to security reasons 
or operational challenges, re-allocation of resources should be enabled. Lastly, adopting a more 
proactive and risk-based approach to portfolio management will allow for a more dynamic 
allocation of resources, ensuring that projects can respond effectively to emerging needs and 
opportunities while maintaining cost-efficiency. Figure 2 presents how these elements are 
interconnected. Key actions would be: 

i. Increase project readiness — Strengthening the requirements and assessment of project 
implementation arrangements during preparation, prior to CEO Endorsement/Approval, 
is vital to minimize start-up delays and ensure a smooth transition into implementation. 
It is essential not only to identify the designated executing entity and assess its capacity 
before endorsement, but also to have the project governance structure and disbursement 
schedule fully established, not just planned. Key pillars of the institutional arrangements 
that must be clearly described include: the flow of funds, ideally shown in a diagram 
illustrating resource movement from GEF to implementing partners; clear 
accountabilities for project management and financial reporting, outlined in an 
organogram specifying roles and audit responsibilities; and detailed staffing plans 
demonstrating capacity for timely execution. Additional components may include risk 
management, communication protocols, and monitoring systems. Ensuring these 
elements are in place before endorsement builds a strong foundation for prompt project 
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start-up and reduces delays caused by unclear roles, funding bottlenecks, or capacity 
gaps. This will require amendments to the Project Cycle Policy and Guidelines. 
Challenges include balancing the need for a reasonable timeline to accelerate startup 
without compromising quality and ensuring that new requirements are effective.  

j. Accelerating the implementation start of pending projects — Ensuring timely project 
implementation is critical to maximizing the impact of GEF resources and ensuring 
continuous relevance with country priorities. To address the residual number of 
persistent delays observed in reaching first disbursement—24 projects had yet to start 
implementation 30 months after CEO endorsement as of the end of fiscal 2024—, 
stricter timelines to promote prompt fund utilization and prevent projects from 
remaining inactive after CEO Endorsement could be introduced. Projects that fail to 
disburse within eighteen months would receive a cancellation notice, with formal 
cancellation at 30 months if no progress is made. This would apply to both the ongoing 
portfolio and future programming. To maintain implementation prospects, GEF policy 
allows for project transfers to another Agency and resubmissions within one year of 
actual cancellation, alongside with the possibility of reallocating funds. This builds on 
the operating processes of the GBFF and similar measure at the GCF. It is supported by 
the tranching of Agency fees linked to implementation progress. Amendments to the 
Project Cycle Policy and operational guidelines will be required, with consultations to 
assess feasibility and potential challenges. Enhanced monitoring and early interventions 
will help mitigate unintended disruptions. 

Figure 2. Adaptive Cycle: Project and Portfolio Management 
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k. Strengthening executing entity capacity for faster implementation — Building the 
capacity of executing agencies is essential for accelerating project implementation and 
improving overall effectiveness. This is already expected to take place through Agency 
fee provisions for capacity building, but remains inconsistent and resource-limited. 
Ensuring that capacity assessments are undertaken and project design addresses capacity 
building when relevant will strengthen the skills and systems needed for efficient fund 
management by executing entities. This effort will align with the Country Engagement 
Strategy (CES).  

l. Formalizing portfolio review for stronger oversight — Enhancing GEF portfolio 
effectiveness and efficiency requires structured and routine portfolio review meetings 
with countries and Agencies to ensure timely identification of implementation 
challenges, risks, and delays. While such bilateral meetings on portfolio progress with 
Agencies have been held annually since the beginning of GEF-8, their lack of grounding 
in a formal policy requirement limits their consistency and impact. The GEF could 
instead establish clear requirements on meeting frequency, participation, and agenda, 
while also strengthening proactive engagement through joining ad-hoc learning and 
project mid-term review missions. Investments in digital tools—such as interactive 
dashboards and enhanced GEF Portal functionalities—would further streamline 
performance tracking, with a dedicated report on project outliers acting as an early 
warning system to be made available to Agencies. This report is already in place for 
GEF Secretariat’s internal use and complements bilateral exchanges as well as 
disaggregated reporting by Agency in the Monitoring Report. Minor revisions to the 
Monitoring Policy are required, alongside consultations with Agencies to ensure 
alignment. Careful coordination of efforts will minimize duplication and enhance 
portfolio oversight. 

m. Enhance flexibility and incentives for projects in FCS — To improve the relevance, 
effectiveness, and sustainability of projects in Fragile and Conflict-Affected Situations 
(FCS), the GEF could increase flexibility and incentives, such as extended project 
timelines, budget flexibility, engagement with the civil society, and possibly adapting 
the Letter of Endorsement (LoE) to the realities of FCS settings. The challenges of 
implementing conflict-sensitive approaches in FCS settings often require more time and 
resources. Thus, allowing flexibility in the project cycle—based on conflict assessments 
and adaptive management—would enhance project design, implementation, and 
monitoring. Specifically, a qualified FCS sensitivity assessment should be required 
during project design and periodically updated throughout implementation, unlocking 
relevant flexibility on a case-by-case basis and as relevant. Such asssessment would 
complement project risk analysis by focusing on institutional mechanisms so as to 
prevent integrity matters. The GEF Secretariat, Agencies and countries would also 
continue review the need to suspend or cancel projects. In addition, allowing increased 
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PMC and higher thresholds for PPG and M&E specifically for FCS contexts may also 
support these efforts. FCS-relevant and dedicated capacity building for executing 
entities could be permitted, provided executing entities demonstrate early effectiveness 
and operational integrity, working hand-in-hand with potential PMC increases. The 
reliance on local entities to execute projects could expand operational flexibility. In 
addition, when significant changes in an implementing country—such as security 
challenges—impede planned implementation, support could be redirected to other 
projects or programmes through a mid-cycle assessment, rather than waiting until the 
final six months of the cycle. While the proposed measures address crucial needs, risks 
include the inability to guarantee outcomes and potential safety concerns in high-risk 
areas.  

n. Risk-based approach to fast-tracking project management — Introducing risk-based 
elements to accelerate project timelines would support more proactive portfolio 
oversight. Currently, all projects undergo the same review process, regardless of risk 
level, leading to unnecessary delays for low-risk projects. A more tailored approach 
would fast-track low- to moderate-risk projects through simplified documentation, 
expedited reviews, and fewer approval steps. This would allow complex, high-risk 
projects to receive the necessary scrutiny while reducing bottlenecks for simpler 
initiatives. While this system may increase efficiency, challenges include the risk of 
misclassifying projects, weakened oversight, and potential resistance from partners who 
prefer uniform procedures across all projects.   

Augmented Access and Empowered Countries 

22. Context. Access to finance and enhanced institutional country governance are essential for 
a whole-of-government, whole-of-society approach, but challenges persist. The G20’s SFWG 
highlighted that accessing funding is difficult for beneficiary countries, especially in LDCs and 
SIDS. A smaller pool of GEF Agencies and slow implementation support provided through 
Enabling Activities impede progress, as does the absence of a harmonized accreditation process 
across funds. Guidance from global environmental conventions stressed the need for stronger 
country ownership, faster access to resources from Enabling Activities and importance of working 
with Agencies with experience with IPLCs. Different GEF requirements and MDB procedures 
increase transaction costs. Additionally, Indigenous Peoples, local communities, women, and 
youth face barriers to funding. Strengthening national investment platforms and developing 
country investment plans are crucial for improving coordination. Expanding accreditation will help 
ensure more equitable access to environmental finance, and role for the private sector. 

23. The G20 SFWG highlighted the importance of supporting country-driven strategies over 
individual projects to overcome the fragmentation and inefficiencies in current climate funding 
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mechanisms. Discussions at COP29 around the Global Financial Architecture Reform emphasized 
the urgent need to develop pipelines of green investments grounded on country leadership. This 
will build on successful examples that integrate climate funds into cohesive country platforms to 
ensure that financing mechanisms are efficient, scalable, and aligned with national priorities, 
offering a roadmap for other countries. The Center for Global Development and others highlighted 
the need to provide grants to support countries in building integrated investments and country 
platforms. Meanwhile, MOPAN pointed out that weak coordination between ministries hinders 
effective implementation. 

24. Progress to date. Direct, demand-driven support for capacity building, programming, and 
participation in governance, which strengthens country ownership and engagement, ensures that 
countries drive their own priorities. By fostering whole-of-government and whole-of-society 
approaches, the GEF promotes cross-sector coordination and ensures that environmental priorities 
are integrated across national efforts. In this regard, the implementation of Integrated Programs 
has highlighted the primacy of these approaches to making environmental progress. Continued 
monitoring of the GEF Partnership helps maintain strong, effective collaborations, while enhanced 
support for Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities ensures that these groups are actively 
involved and their rights are protected. In particular, the GEF-financed Inclusive Conservation 
Initiative (ICI) works in partnership with Indigenous Peoples and local communities in their 
continuing efforts to safeguard natural ecosystems, recognizing the historical roles they have 
played in nature conservation. Within the GEF family of funds, different modalities have been 
successfully implemented to support the LDCs and SIDS. In particular, the LDCF is a fund 
dedicated to supporting adaptation priorities of the 44 LDCs and is a major source of GEF support 
for LDCs. In the GEF-8 period, more than 90 percent of the LDCs received more grant support 
from the LDCF than from their combined STAR allocations. The SIDS also have a dedicated 
window in the SCCF, which enables them to have predictable support to address their priorities. 

Additionally, the growing role of OFPs in convening stakeholders and integrating environmental 
priorities across government enhances coordination and ensures that GEF-supported initiatives 
align with broader national development goals. Indeed, the GEF has engaged with Country 
Platforms in different countries as an effective way to mainstream environment objectives under a 
whole-of-government country-owned approach. These efforts together create a cohesive, 
inclusive, and sustainable approach to environmental governance. 

25. Actions. As the world’s leading international institution dedicated to investing in the joint 
management, care, and restoration of the planet, the GEF will strengthen accessibility to its funding 
and enable countries to mobilize further financing. It will focus on expanding the cohort of 
implementing Agencies and specific modalities for specific instances, enhancing support for 
country platforms and national steering committees, and improving collaboration across national 
institutions. This will involve identifying appropriate accreditation mechanisms, scaling up 
capacity-building initiatives and deepening country engagement further. Additionally, the 
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potential actions will explore mechanisms to better align GEF financing with national priorities. 
These efforts aim to further empower countries to take ownership of their environmental agendas 
while ensuring equitable and rapid access to GEF resources. The potential actions include: 

o. Expanding Agency cohort through open, cross-fund and targeted accreditation — 
Opening the Partnership to a select few new Agencies will enhance the GEF’s ability to 
expand strategically based on regional priorities and thematic expertise. Currently, the 
lack of a mechanism to work through entities other than GEF Agencies limits the 
Partnership’s reach, particularly in underrepresented geographies such as SIDS and 
LDCs and specialized areas like Enabling Activities. Further consultations with the 
Trustee will help ensure the financial and legal feasibility of the presented actions, which 
support cost-effectiveness and oversight. Policy actions are expected to include: 

 A cross-fund fast-track process to accredit up to three new Agencies already 
accredited by the GCF or AF could improve access to GEF resources and 
strengthen complementarity across climate funds, while reducing review time, 
minimizing duplication, and lowering application burdens. Currently, entities 
seeking accreditation must navigate separate, resource-intensive processes. By 
establishing a streamlined approach with clear criteria, including geographic 
and thematic, GEF can reduce duplication and delays while ensuring adherence 
to fiduciary, ESS and other minimum standards. The development of a gap 
analysis comparing accreditation standards and policies across the GCF, AF, 
and GEF is now at an advanced stage. Early findings indicate that there is 
substantial alignment between GEF accreditation requirements and those of the 
GCF and AF in fiduciary, gender, and ESS policies. 

 Alternative mechanisms are being explored to facilitate the disbursement of 
Enabling Activities to countries. This could involve identifying one or more 
Agencies willing to simplify country access to such resources, subject to their 
respective policies and procedures. Similar arrangements could be made for 
private sector entities, building on GCF’s pilot. Any such approach would 
continue to rely on existing funds transfer arrangements, which are governed 
exclusively by dedicated Financial Procedures Agreements with the Agencies. 
 

p. Ensuring financing to IPLCs, women and youth — In a bid to empower Indigenous 
Peoples and Local Communities (IPLCs), the GEF is exploring innovative ways to 
support funding for these groups, along with women and youth. The Inclusive 
Conservation Initiative (ICI) provides a strong foundation for future financing that 
expands and builds on its achievements in IPLCs. This initiative channels direct, 
responsive funding through two grant categories: regular resources for conservation 
action and institutional strengthening, and resources that are re-granted to smaller IPLC 
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organizations. With awards typically ranging from US $1-2 million, ICI empowers 
IPLCs to plan and implement initiatives under their own governance systems, ensuring 
local ownership and long-term stewardship, an approach well-positioned for broader 
replication and scale in global biodiversity conservation. Through this initiative, GEF’s 
operations strengthen alignment with the evolving expectations of international 
conventions and ensure that the voices of indigenous communities are integral to 
decision-making processes. 

q. Promoting Country Platforms to boost private and public investments — In an effort to 
strengthen the strategic engagement of countries with Multilateral Development Banks 
(MDBs) and other key financiers, the GEF would continue to explore options to support 
country platforms—coordinated national frameworks for collaboration and 
investment—as a family of funds. Considerations to support establishing these country-
led mechanisms include relying on specific provisions to support Country Platforms 
under the Country Engagement Strategy for GEF-9 and as a family of funds, providing 
dedicated STAR resources. This would help engage with the key players whom are part 
of Country Platforms, such as MDBs and increasingly the private sector, as well as other 
Multilateral Climate and Environmental Funds for enhanced coherence. Importantly, it 
would also enable whole-of-government-owned policy reforms and large-scale 
financing from multiple actors. In turn, the GEF family of funds would become in a 
position to support the implementation of key national priorities. This approach requires 
careful design to ensure equity, transparency, and minimal administrative burden on 
participating countries, particularly those in LDCs, SIDS, and fragile contexts. 

r. Ensuring an active and diverse GEF Partnership — To ensure a more active and 
accountable partnership, the GEF will introduce a performance-based measure where 
Agencies must account for no more than a maximum share of 25 percent of the overall 
GEF portfolio, hereby revisiting the current ceiling of 30 percent per Agency in the GEF 
portfolio. Enforcing this ceiling will require managing the pipeline of early project ideas 
proactively (action c.), possibly establishing monitoring thresholds that require active 
engagement with Agencies and countries as the ceiling may be at risk of being breached 
In turn, if the ceiling is breached, measures could include temporarily freezing new 
approvals for this Agency, conditional approval until other Agencies’ portfolios grow 
or portfolio rebalancing via project transfer from one Agency to another. While this 
policy action aims to drive active participation, it also acknowledges the risks of 
Agencies focusing on volume over quality, as well as the potential of reducing the choice 
of Agencies in countries. As a complement to this, a notional minimum target level of 
approvals of 25 percent for MDBs would be applied, up from the observed rate of 18.8 
percent as of June 2025 in GEF programming. This focus aligns with GEF-9 policy 
actions to scale finance, including greater joint co-financing and mainstreaming blended 
finance, given MDBs’ role as active public investors with a proven record of mobilizing 
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private actors. It also builds on the 10 percent minimum target for Regional MDBs and 
IFAD in GEF-8, which currently stands at 8.6 percent, and is consistent with the GBFF’s 
target of channeling 25 percent of its resources through MDBs. 

s. Promoting National Steering Committees — The GEF aims to move to a whole-of-
society approach through GEF-9, starting with more cross-ministerial work to enhance 
impact, implemented and incentivized through the Country Engagement Strategy. 
Political and Operational Focal Points would increasingly lead coordination and policy 
coherence through National Steering Committees (NSCs), facilitating consultation, 
information sharing, and coherent decision-making. The GEF proposes transitioning to 
GEF National Steering Committees (NSCs) that include main line ministries, 
established at the beginning of each GEF Cycle through the National Dialogue exercise, 
with the involvement of convention focal points and negotiators. By bringing all 
relevant ministries — including those working with civil society, Indigenous Peoples, 
and Local Communities — around the same table, National Steering Committees will 
not only promote a whole-of-government approach and policy coherence, but also foster 
a more whole-of-society approach. NSCs could include national focal points from other 
climate funds for harmonization and complementarity. Establishing NSCs also advances 
the GEF’s goal of strenghtening country systems, helping to mitigate the OFP turnover 
observed in some countries and further involving Political Focal Points. In practice, the 
Country Engagement Strategy will promote the establishment of NSCs. Guidelines for 
OFPs to establish NSCs need development, and the project cycle policy updated. Further 
engagement with countries is needed to weigh pros and cons of this shift, including 
around cost-efficiency and need for incentives to support prompt set-up of NSCs in first 
few countries. Consultations with GEF Agencies in countries already implementing this 
modality can provide lessons learned. 

t. Enhancing OFP capacity and supporting engagement in projects — Building on GEF-8 
progress, the GEF would enhance the capacity of OFPs by providing dedicated capacity-
building and technical assistance. This may include training, resources, financial support 
for national coordination, international event participation, and opportunities for 
exchanges across countries. Many OFPs lack resources and capacity, relying on GEF 
Agencies for information, and frequent turnover hampers continuity in their domestic 
role as country coordinator of GEF project financing, among other responsibilities. The 
GEF-9 proposal through the Country Engagement Strategy would continue support 
countries through key activities. This support may enable OFPs to join supervision 
missions, organize field visits, and contribute to project performance reports. GEF 
Agencies will collaborate with OFPs to identify oversight touchpoints, ensuring active 
engagement. Limits to this approach may lie in the lack of continuity and active 
participation of OFPs. There will be a focus on strategic communication at the project 
level, in recognition of the important role this plays in both focusing attention and 
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publicizing effective approaches for further development, replication and scaling-up. 
Ensuring that the full breadth and impact of GEF-funded activities will be visible and 
understood is critically important to delivering on an ambitious GEF-9 replenishment.   

Appropriate Architecture and Representation 

Context. As the GEF evolves to address complex global challenges, there is recognition of the 
need for a robust and inclusive governance structure. Some of the guidance from recent COPs have 
called on the GEF to look closer at governance structures, such as differentiation in Council 
arrangements across the GEF family. Countries with no or limited representation in the GEF Trust 
Fund governance may not see a clear path to influence, potentially limiting resources and 
participation. 

26. Progress to date. The Global Environment Facility (GEF) has undertaken significant 
efforts to enhance its governance, particularly with the establishment of the Global Biodiversity 
Framework Fund (GBFF) with its own governing arrangements during the GEF-8 period and 
continuous advances in the Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF) and the Special Climate 
Change Fund (SCCF). This led to the establishment of an Advisory Group and Auxiliary Body 
allowing for a larger representation of experts and stakeholders whom are key to conservation 
progress, such as women, Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities, and the private sector. In 
addition, Councils serving the LDCF/SCCF and the GBFF act under governance modifications 
based on guidance from Conferences of Parties. The experiences with these governing bodies and 
views of Parties to conventions could provide insights for the GEF overall. Separately, in 2022, 
the ad-hoc Working Group established to address findings from the Sixth Comprehensive 
Evaluation of the GEF (OPS6) made advances in ensuring an effective co-chairing arrangement at 
Council. This group was tasked with reviewing governance aspects related to the efficiency of 
decision-making, accountability, and transparency in programming decisions. They also examined 
the roles and interactions between the GEF Assembly, Council, Secretariat, and Agencies. 
Moreover, the GEF Council at its June 2025 endorsed a realignment of constituencies identified 
as needed by some of its Members. These efforts reflect GEF’s commitment to improving 
efficiency, accountability, and transparency within its governance framework, while upholding 
ongoing governance mechanisms. 

27. Actions. The GEF’s governance structure could evolve beyond ensuring effective 
procedural functions to foster enhanced environmental stewardship. This would require pursuing 
concrete actions to strengthen the GEF’s governance architecture and oversight mechanisms, while 
carefully weighing the implications of evolving current arrangements. Options to explore could 
include assessing whether arrangements established for other more recent facilities could provide 
useful lessons for enhancing participation across the GEF family of funds. Consistent with 
guidance from COPs, the GEF is also engaged in efforts to broaden the donor base through the 
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ongoing Replenishment process. Considerations on the role and representation of non-sovereign 
entities in the GEF Partnership, as well as their contribution to resource mobilization, are expected 
to be important topics for future deliberation, in a context where contributions remain limited to 
sovereign donors. 

u. Advancing governance through the establishment of a dedicated working group — At 
the first Replenishment Meeting, Participants confirmed that the evolution of the GEF 
governance should be explored directly by the GEF Council, including any implication 
for the GEF Instrument. In addition, the Secretariat confirmed its availability to support 
this work, including by investigating the practicality, cost-efficiency and value of reform 
areas. In the context of the Replenishment, Participants could therefore invite Council 
Members to consider appropriate steps toward developing a process for reform 
beginning in GEF-9. 
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II. SYSTEM FOR TRANSPARENT ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES 

28. The recently concluded 4th International Conference on Financing for Development 
(FfD4) strongly recognized the importance of grant-based instruments for developing countries as 
essential to closing the significant financing gap hindering the achievement of the Sustainable 
Development Goals.12 The Sevilla Commitment specifically underscored the need to “explore 
increasing the share of grants in official development assistance” and emphasized aligning ODA 
and other forms of international support with national needs and priorities.13  These priorities align 
closely with the GEF-9 Programming Directions, which set out ambitious goals and call for 
accelerated action. Within this framework, the System for Transparent Allocation of Resources 
(STAR) continues to serve as the GEF’s core grant allocation mechanism, targeting countries with 
the greatest needs across its three focal areas—Biodiversity, Climate Change, and Land 
Degradation. For GEF-9, STAR offers multiple design opportunities to enhance equity, 
effectiveness, and impact in delivering global environmental benefits. 

29. To this end, preliminary options for the GEF-9 STAR model were introduced in the First 
GEF-9 Replenishment meeting in May 2025 along the following five dimensions14:  

(i) Prioritize key environmental challenges 

(ii) Strengthen support for countries with special needs 

(iii) Integrate policy considerations 

(iv)  Improve efficiency 

(v) Maintain full flexibility 

30. Discussions surrounding the STAR proposal presented at the First Replenishment meeting 
reflect diverse priorities and perspectives. Participants underscored the importance of STAR in 
addressing key environmental priorities, with some requests for the consideration of additional 
focal areas into the allocation system. Replenishment participants largely underscored the 
importance of enhancing assistance to Least Developed Countries (LDCs) and Small Island 
Developing States (SIDS), through several available levers, including the potential integration of 
a vulnerability index into the allocation system, the allocation floors, and the weight of the GDP 
Index. Some participants expressed that these options necessitate further analyses in both design 
and implications. 

 
12 UN FFD4, Outcome document of the Fourth International Conference on Financing for Development, June 16, 
2025.  
13 Ibid.  
14 GEF/R.9/06, First Meeting for the Ninth Replenishment of the GEF Trust Fund, May 20–21, 2025.  

https://financing.desa.un.org/sites/default/files/ffd4-documents/2025/Compromiso%20de%20Sevilla%20for%20action%2016%20June.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2025-04/GEF.R.9.06-Draft%20Policy%20Directions_1.pdf
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31. There was significant interest in the enhancement of policy considerations within the 
STAR model. Proposed measures included the potential introduction of a policy coherence index, 
and the continuation and expansion of the competitive window. There was broad support for the 
potential introduction of a disbursement index in order to improve the alignment of allocations 
with well-functioning projects, with some participants expressing the need to carefully monitor its 
potential impact on countries with lower capacities. Overall support was also expressed for 
maintaining full flexibility in the allocation system. 

32. Based on these inputs, the GEF Secretariat continues to explore actions in these five 
dimensions. This paper presents these advancements in terms of key methodological principles. In 
parallel, rigorous routine data updates have recently been completed for the existing indices, sub-
indices and country categories of the GEF-9 STAR model. As per usual practice, GEF-9 STAR 
simulations will be presented for discussion at the third GEF-9 replenishment meeting. 

Enhancing methodologies on Global Benefits Indices to address key environmental 
priorities 

33. Alongside routine updates, key enhancements are considered under GEF-9 include 
methodological and data refinements to the Global Benefit Indices (GBIs) for (i) Biodiversity, (ii) 
Land Degradation, and (iii) Climate Change. 15  

Global Benefits Index for Biodiversity  

34. The Global Benefits Index for Biodiversity (GBIBD) was developed by the GEF Secretariat, 
with support from the World Bank Development Research Group, and was introduced into the 
Resource Allocation Framework (RAF) in 200516, which provided country-level scores reflecting 
their potential contributions to the GEF’s biodiversity objectives. In 2010, the GEF replaced the 
RAF (GEF-4) with the System for Transparent Allocation of Resources (STAR GEF-5). As part 
of the STAR’s development, the methodology of the GBIBD was further updated and refined17 
from the index originally developed for the RAF, with technical support from the Scientific and 
Technical Advisory Panel (STAP)18. This index was applied in the successive GEF-6 funding 
cycle). In 2017, for the GEF-7 STAR model19, the GEF collaborated with the UN Environment 
Programme World Conservation Monitoring Centre (UNEP-WCMC) to update both the 

 
15 These efforts are being undertaken in collaboration with United Nations Environment Programme – World 
Conservation Monitoring Centre (UNEP-WCMC), Conservation International (CI), and the Food and Agriculture 
Organization (FAO), respectively.  
16 GEF/C.27/Rev.1, The GEF resource allocation framework, November 8-10 2005.   
17 GEF/C.36/0, Joint summary of the chairs, November 10-12 2009.  
18 GEF/C.35/Rev.1, Revised scenario and options for a “System for Transparent Allocation of Resources” in GEF-
5, June 22-24, 2009.  
19 GEF/C.54/03/Rev.01, Updating the System for Transparent Allocation of Resources (STAR), June 24-26, 2018.  

https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/C.27.Inf_.8.Rev_.1_RAF.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/Joint_Summary_C.36_0.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/C.35.4.Rev_.1_STAR.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/C.35.4.Rev_.1_STAR.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.C.54.03.Rev_.01_STAR.pdf
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methodology and underlying data of the GBIBD and its component sub-indices. This updated 
version was carried forward into the GEF-8 STAR system. For GEF-9, the GEF has once again 
worked with UNEP-WCMC to refine and enhance the index’s methodologies and data inputs in 
line with the latest scientific thinking and global datasets. 

35. During the GEF-9 update, it was aimed to make maximum possible use of newly available 
and scientifically reliable information for a cross-country assessment of biodiversity. The updated 
GBIBD provides a transparent and scientifically robust assessment of biodiversity based on the 
most recent, globally consistent maps of species and ecoregions.  A detailed technical note on the 
methodology is provided in Annex B.1.  

36. The underlying datasets have been updated to the latest versions, with range data on 63,564 
species now included - compared to 30,254 in the previous GBIBD. These include data on species 
groups not previously available, such as reptiles, trees and various freshwater species. As such, a 
more taxonomically diverse group of species’ ranges were available to map global patterns of 
biodiversity.  

37. Options for various methodological changes were explored, including the addition of a 
freshwater component.20 After assessing these options’ ability to accurately capture global patterns 
of biodiversity, the update retained the core logic of the original methodology, while expanding 
the underlying dataset by including freshwater species together with terrestrial in a combined 
terrestrial-freshwater component.  

38. Multiple considerations supported this combined approach. First, approximately one-third 
of all species included (11,128) in the dataset are dependent on both the terrestrial and freshwater 
realms for habitat, making it very difficult to place a species in one realm or another. Second, there 
are fundamental limitations of trying to demarcate between freshwater and terrestrial areas, such 
as how small the water bodies are included and how complicated shorelines are recorded. In 
addition to these factors, the team noted that also many more terrestrial species depend on 
freshwater for drinking and that land use is one of the key factors for the health of freshwater 
ecosystems so there was also a biological logic to having a combined indicator. 

39. The GBIBD consists of a weighted sum of a country’s terrestrial and marine biodiversity 
scores—originally weighted 80/20 in the RAF, and later refined to 75/25 with the introduction of 
STAR in GEF-5. This weighting remained unchanged throughout the STAR models of the GEF-
6 to GEF-8 funding cycles.  

40. The Status Quo of the existing weights of 0.25 for the marine component and 0.75 for the 
newly defined terrestrial/freshwater components aligns with the methodology applied throughout 

 
20 This was based on a GEF-funded IUCN project - https://iucn.org/press-release/202501/one-quarter-freshwater-
animals-risk-extinction-iucn-red-list 

https://iucn.org/press-release/202501/one-quarter-freshwater-animals-risk-extinction-iucn-red-list
https://iucn.org/press-release/202501/one-quarter-freshwater-animals-risk-extinction-iucn-red-list
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the STAR cycles, which reflects the relative total number of species in each realm. It is estimated 
that approximately 6.5 million species exist in the terrestrial and freshwater realms, compared to 
2.2 million species in the marine realm 21 , that is 75% of species are estimated to be 
terrestrial/freshwater and 25% of marine species. In GEF-9, with the inclusion of a freshwater 
component now integrated into the terrestrial component, there is an opportunity to rebalance the 
weighting between these two major components. Increasing weights on the marine component 
would acknowledge its critical role of marine biodiversity in global ecological health.  

Global Benefits Index of Land Degradation  

41. During GEF-5, when the Land Degradation focal area was incorporated into the STAR 
system, the Global Benefits Index for Land Degradation (GBILD) was developed in 2010 for the 
GEF-5 allocation model.22 The original indicator, derived from Bai et al. (2008)23, placed strong 
emphasis on the proportion of dryland (60% weight), complemented by two additional components 
– the Land Degraded (20% weight) and Rural Population (20% weight). This methodology 
remains the same since its introduction. The Land Degraded component has since been updated 
regularly by using data generated through a GEF-funded project24, implemented by Conservation 
International (CI), while the Rural Population component has been routinely updated using data 
from the World Bank. Due to the absence of reliable data sources, the dryland component has only 
been updated once—during GEF-8—since its inception, by using the WCMC World Dryland 
Areas.25 

42. The GEF-9 Land Degradation Focal Area Strategy places an enhanced emphasis on 
supporting proactive drought management, addressing drought-prone ecosystems and vulnerable 
populations.26 The Intergovernmental Working Group on Drought (IWG on Drought) established 
by the UNCCD has recommended to adapt the STAR formula to give more weight to the “drought 
sensitiveness” part of the “Global Benefit Index for Land Degradation” component and to the gross 

 
21 Mora, C., Tittensor, D. P., Adl, S., Simpson, A. G., & Worm, B. (2011). How many species are there on Earth and 
in the ocean?. PLoS biology, 9(8). https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.1001127 
22 GEF/G.36/6.Rev.1, System for a Transparent Allocation of Resources (STAR), November 10-12, 2009 
23 Bai, Z.G., Dent, D.L., Olsson, L., Schaepman, M.E. (2008), Proxy global assessment of land degradation. Soil 
Use and Management, 24: 223-234. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-2743.2008.00169.x 
24 The global statistics on land degradation were produced by the Global Environment Facility (GEF)-funded project 
“Enabling the use of global data sources to assess and monitor land degradation at multiple scales” a partnership of 
Conservation International, Lund University, and the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA). This 
project aimed to provide guidance on robust methods and a toolbox for assessing and monitoring indicators of land 
degradation using remote sensing technology. The Trends.Earth tool was built as a multi-level decisions support 
system which can be used for analyzing land condition from the effects of specific interventions to national level 
reporting of Sustainable Development Goal 15.3.1 on land degradation neutrality. Trends.Earth is a free and open 
source tool which brings the power of earth observations and cloud computing to the assessment of land condition 
produced to support tracking of changes in primary productivity, land cover and soil organic carbon.  
25 UN Environment Programme World Conservation Monitoring Centre (UNEP-WCMC) (2007). Protected Planet: 
The World Database on Protected Areas (WDPA).  
26 GEF/R.9/09 Results Section, Draft Policy Directions for GEF-9, September 10, 2025.  

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.1001127
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/C.36.6_STAR.FInal_.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-2743.2008.00169.x
https://resources.unep-wcmc.org/products/789fcac8959943ab9ed7a225e5316f08
https://resources.unep-wcmc.org/products/789fcac8959943ab9ed7a225e5316f08
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domestic product (GDP) index, in order to better support the most vulnerable countries facing the 
highest capacity constraints related to drought.27 With this purpose, the GEF has collaborated with 
an expert team from CI to update and further refine the index’s methodology and data inputs. A 
detailed technical note on the methodology is provided in Annex B.2.  

43. Guided by these principles, a significant exploration for the LD index in GEF-9 is the 
integration of drought vulnerability indicators to better capture the risks associated with drought 
and the potential of nature-based solutions. As such, the following datasets were considered: 

• The Potential of Nature-Based Solutions to Reduce Vulnerability to Drought (NBS) 
index 28   is comprised of the WRI Aqueduct projections of future water availability, 
withdrawals, and seasonal variability (baseline 1980, projected to 2030 under RCP 4.5)29 
with global datasets on adaptive capacity30 and population sensitivity31. It estimates how 
conserving or restoring ecosystems can help reduce vulnerability to water stress and 
identifies vulnerable populations in areas of high projected water stress that overlap with 
ecosystems important for water regulation—such as forests, wetlands, and grasslands 
(GLAD 2019)32—as well as zones suitable for restoration where forest or wetland cover 
was lost between 2014 and 2019. While the approach highlights areas where nature-based 
solutions could deliver water-related benefits, it has limitations, including assumptions in 
climate and socioeconomic projections, underrepresentation of groundwater use, lack of 
ecosystem condition data, and incomplete consideration of spatial benefit flows, such as 
upstream forests benefiting downstream communities. 

• The JRC Drought Vulnerability Index33, developed by the European Commission Joint 
Research Centre (JRC), was the default dataset for UNCCD national reporting for 2016–
2019. The global dataset was calculated using subnational estimates (where possible) of 

 
27 UNCCD ICCD/COP(16)/20. Final report by the Intergovernmental Working Group on Drought, December 2-13, 
2024. 
28  Becker D.A. , Donatti  CI.I, McDonald R.I., Brandon C., Brock C., Chaplin-Kramer R., Diep L., Fedele G., 
Grimm N.B., Hole D., Jones H.,  Mulligan M., Neugarten R.A.,  Opperman J.J., Polasky S., Roehrdanz P.R., Zvoleff 
A. The Possible Global Role of Nature-Based Solutions in Reducing People’s Vulnerability to Climate Change  
(submitted manuscript in review). 
29 https://www.wri.org/data/aqueduct-water-stress-projections-data 
30 Several indicators can be used to calculate the adaptive capacity of people to climate change. Selected indicators 
here include: Age distribution obtained from World Bank’s Population Database 
(https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.1564.TO.ZS); All six dimensions of governance obtained from 
Worldwide Governance Indicators database (https://www.worldbank.org/en/publication/worldwide-governance-
indicators);  Human Development Index obtained from MOSAIKS (https://www.mosaiks.org/hdi) 
31 Sims, K., Reith, A., Bright, E., Kaufman, J., Pyle, J., Epting, J., Gonzales, J., Adams, D., Powell, E., Urban, M., & 
Rose, A. (2023). LandScan Global 2022 [Data set]. Oak Ridge National Laboratory. https://landscan.ornl.gov/ 
32 https://glad.earthengine.app/view/global-land-cover-land-use-v1#lon=0;lat=0;zoom=3; 
33 Hagenlocher, M., Vogt, J. V., Meza, I., Naumann, G. and Frischen, J. (2019), Drought vulnerability indicators for 
global-scale drought risk assessments – Global expert survey results report, 
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/73844 

https://www.unccd.int/sites/default/files/2024-10/2415085E_0.pdf
https://www.wri.org/data/aqueduct-water-stress-projections-data
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.POP.1564.TO.ZS
https://www.worldbank.org/en/publication/worldwide-governance-indicators
https://www.worldbank.org/en/publication/worldwide-governance-indicators
https://landscan.ornl.gov/
https://glad.earthengine.app/view/global-land-cover-land-use-v1%23lon=0;lat=0;zoom=3;
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15 different factors associated with economic, social, and infrastructural vulnerability 
(Carrão, 2016) 34 . While some countries do have subnational estimates of drought 
vulnerability in this dataset, in general there is little subnational variation in the data. It is 
included for comparison due to its role in the last UNCCD reporting round. 

• The Multidimensional Vulnerability Index35, developed by the UN, measures countries’ 
structural vulnerabilities and resilience beyond income, combining economic, 
environmental, and social dimensions. While it includes a drought-related indicator, the 
share of a country’s area in drylands (derived from the CRU TS dataset36), it does not 
directly measure drought vulnerability. Its limitations include inconsistent data, 
complicated indicator weighting, and interpretive difficulties. 

• Drylands Extent (2024 Aridity Index) 37  was mapped using the Aridity Index (AI) 
calculated from 2000–2024 TerraClimate data on monthly evapotranspiration and 
precipitation at ~5 km resolution. Areas with AI < 0.65—covering hyper-arid, arid, semi-
arid, and dry subhumid zones—were classified as drylands, following definitions in the 
JRC’s aridity patterns resource. 

• Percent Rural Population (2024)38, sourced from FAOSTAT, serves as a rough proxy 
for drought vulnerability, reflecting the higher exposure of rural compared to urban 
populations. 

44. For integrating drought vulnerability aspects into the STAR formula, the NBS index or 
JRC Drought Vulnerability Index were considered, with a preference for the NBS. While the JRC 
index benefits from peer review and complete coverage, it is based largely on 2016 data and is less 
directly aligned with the GEF’s focus on targeting investments to achieve Global Environmental 
Benefits (GEBs). The NBS index, despite ongoing resubmission and incomplete country coverage, 
provides a timely and focused assessment of where GEF-supported NBS efforts can most 
effectively reduce drought vulnerability.   

45. In addition to the new drought-focused component, the data sources and methodologies of 
the existing components have also been reviewed and assessed. 

 
34 Carrão, H., Naumann, G., and Barbosa, P. (2016),  “Mapping Global Patterns of Drought Risk: An Empirical 
Framework Based on Sub-National Estimates of Hazard, Exposure and Vulnerability.” Global Environmental 
Change 39: 108–24. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2016.04.012 
35 UN, High level panel on the development of a Multidimensional Vulnerability Index, February 2024.  
36 Harris, I., Osborn, T.J., Jones, P., and Lister, D. (2020),  Version 4 of the CRU TS monthly high-resolution gridded 
multivariate climate dataset, Sci Data 7 109, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41597-020-0453-3 
37 Feldman, A. and William K. Smith (2024), ARID Commentary: aridity index dataset [Data set]. In Earth's 
Future. Zenodo, https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.13371893 
38 Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO). FAOSTAT Statistical Database, 2024.  

https://www.un.org/ohrlls/sites/www.un.org.ohrlls/files/final_mvi_report_1.pdf
https://docs.trends.earth/en/latest/for_users/features/landdegradation.html
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• For the Land Degraded component, it is suggested to use the SDG Indicator 15.3.1 
Status layer for 2023 from Trends.Earth39. This method leverages the most recent 
datasets and reflects expert consensus from the UNCCD national reporting process. 
It also serves as the basis for the default datasets that UNCCD will provide to 
countries for the national reporting round starting in August 2025. 

• For the Drylands component, it is suggested to use TerraClimate40 global datasets 
for monthly precipitation accumulation and reference evapotranspiration. These 
layers share the same spatial grid and ~5 km resolution, enabling consistent 
derivation of the Aridity Index without data transformation, thereby minimizing 
additional sources of uncertainty. 

• For the Rural Population component, it is suggested to maintain the existing 
methodology and data source from the World Bank41. Although it is not a perfect 
measure of sensitivity to land degradation, it is a broadly available proxy, and 
alternative indicators - such as percent of population engaged in agriculture from 
FAOStats42 or gridded population overlaid with degraded land used by UNCCD43 
- are either not widely available or have methodological limitations. 

46. These three existing components of the GBILD are statistically independent and each 
provides essential information for the overall calculation. The Secretariat therefore suggests 
retaining all three indicators in the GBILD formula for GEF-9, updating the calculations with the 
most recent available data.  

47. In responses to the recommendation from UNCCD IWG on Drought to adapt the STAR 
formula to give more weight to the “Drought sensitiveness” part of the “Global Benefit Index for 
Land Degradation” component,44  one GEF-9 option is to retain the structure of the GEF-8 GBI 
formula, while increasing the weight on the fraction of drylands, and rebalancing the weights 
among other components.  

48.  Another option is to introduce a drought vulnerability indicator while retaining the existing 
three components. This would respond to Parties’ interests in “prioritizing the allocation of 
resources to proactive drought management” (UNCCD, Decision 9, COP 16).45 The Drought 

 
39 Conservation International. Trends.Earth: Land Degradation Feature (SDG Indicator 15.3.1), 2024.  
40 Abatzoglou, J. T., S. Z. Dobrowski, S. A. Parks, and K. C. Hegewisch, (2018). TerraClimate, a high-resolution 
global dataset of monthly climate and climatic water balance from 1958–2015. Scientific Data, 5, 
https://doi.org/10.1038/sdata.2017.191. 
41 https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.RUR.TOTL.ZS 
42 Conservation International. Trends.Earth: Land Degradation Feature (SDG Indicator 15.3.1), 2024. 
43 https://data.unccd.int/exposure-to-land-degradation 
44 UNCCD ICCD/COP(16)/20. Final report by the Intergovernmental Working Group on Drought, December 2-13, 
2024. 
45 UNCCD Decision 9/COP.16, Collaboration with the Global Environment Facility, December 2024.  

https://docs.trends.earth/en/latest/for_users/features/landdegradation.html
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SP.RUR.TOTL.ZS
https://docs.trends.earth/en/latest/for_users/features/landdegradation.html
https://data.unccd.int/exposure-to-land-degradation
https://www.unccd.int/sites/default/files/2024-10/2415085E_0.pdf
https://www.unccd.int/sites/default/files/2025-03/9-cop16.pdf
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Vulnerability indicator would estimate the potential of nature conservation or restoration to reduce 
vulnerability to water stress. In this scenario, by incorporating a new drought vulnerability index, 
the weights for the three pre-existing components would also need to be rebalanced, with all the 
pre-existing indicators updated to reflect the latest datasets. 

Global Benefits Index of Climate Change 

49. The GBI for Climate Change (GBICC) is comprised of two indices. One index is related to 
the emissions of greenhouse gases, excluding land use change (GHG). The other index is related 
to forest cover (FC), in the absence of an adequate indicator to track GHG budgets from land use 
change. 

50. The Forest Cover Index serves as a proxy for a country’s potential for emissions reduction 
and/or carbon sequestration related to forest cover and deforestation. To ensure both 
comprehensiveness and comparability, the index uses forest cover data from FAO’s Global Forest 
Resources Assessment46, supported by the GEF.47 The current index was calculated based on a 
country’s forest cover, adjusted by a factor that rewards countries with a declining rate of forest 
loss over a five-year period. 

51. As part of the GEF-9 update, and in collaboration with FAO, the GEF Secretariat proposes 
extending the forest cover time span from five years to a longer period. This extension reflects the 
natural growth cycle of forests and is intended to reduce fluctuations in the data between update 
cycles, providing a more stable and meaningful measure. 

Supporting countries with special needs 

52. The Sevilla Commitment reaffirms the long-standing pledge by most developed countries 
to allocate 0.7 per cent of their gross national income (GNI) as official development assistance 
(ODA) to developing countries, with a dedicated target of 0.15-0.2% for LDCs. The Commitment 
also acknowledges SIDS as a “special case for sustainable development,” due to their limited size, 
geographic isolation, narrow resource and export bases, and heightened exposure to global 
environmental challenges.48 

53. Across the three Rio Conventions, multiple decisions emphasize supporting countries 
facing structural or environmental challenges.  Article 20 “Financial resources” of the CBD 

 
46 The 2025 forest cover data from the Forest Resources Assessment will only become available upon its official 
release in October 2025. 
47 https://www.thegef.org/newsroom/news/helping-countries-better-monitor-and-report-forest-and-land-use-under-
paris-climate  
48 UN FFD4, Outcome document of the Fourth International Conference on Financing for Development, June 16, 
2025.  

https://www.thegef.org/newsroom/news/helping-countries-better-monitor-and-report-forest-and-land-use-under-paris-climate
https://www.thegef.org/newsroom/news/helping-countries-better-monitor-and-report-forest-and-land-use-under-paris-climate
https://financing.desa.un.org/sites/default/files/ffd4-documents/2025/Compromiso%20de%20Sevilla%20for%20action%2016%20June.pdf
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highlights particular attention to LDCs, SIDS, and environmentally fragile countries, including 
those with arid, coastal, or mountainous conditions.49 The UNCCD’s Strategic Framework 2018–
2030 and COP decisions prioritize proactive drought management to enhance the resilience of 
vulnerable populations and ecosystems 50 , with initiatives like the Riyadh Global Drought 
Resilience Partnership 51  targeting LDCs, SIDS, and landlocked developing countries. The 
UNFCCC, through the Paris Agreement and National Adaptation Plans, commits financial, 
technical, and capacity-building support to the most climate-vulnerable nations, including LDCs, 
SIDS, and African states.52 The Paris Commitment further underscores the need for accessible 
finance on adaptation and mitigation53.  

54. It is important to recall that the GEF’s core mandate, since its establishment on the eve of 
the 1992 Rio Earth Summit, has been to generate Global Environmental Benefits (GEBs), which 
remain central to sustaining a “Healthy Planet for Healthy People.”54 In line with this mandate, the 
STAR model must continue to reflect both a country’s potential to deliver GEBs and its ability to 
do so, thereby guiding resource allocation consistent with the commitments under the MEAs for 
which the GEF serves as a financial mechanism. At the same time, the need to provide adequate 
support to SIDS and LDCs has been a simultaneous priority since the introduction of the RAF in 
GEF-4. Striking the right balance between these priorities will be essential to ensure that equity 
considerations are met while safeguarding the GEF’s overarching mandate.  

Vulnerability in other Performance-Based Allocation Systems 

55. Many development banks and international aid agencies use performance-based allocation 
(PBA) systems to distribute grants and/or concessional loans. While these systems themselves 
undergo periodic review and updates, Annex B.3 outlines the most recent PBA formulae for 7 
relevant institutions. It is instructive to note that, at the time of its creation, the STAR’s predecessor 
and the original GEF PBA system – the RAF – was inspired by some of the systems of these 
institutions, and many of these foundational characteristics remain in the STAR today. 

56. Most PBA formulae consider two main factors in their allocation calculations – (i) need 
and (ii) performance. “Need” is often based in part on some measure of national income per capita 
(either GDP or GNI), while “performance” draws on a series policy, institutional and governance 
dimensions - generally the World Bank’s Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) or 
a similar system built upon the CPIA, as well as some measure of portfolio performance. GEF’s 
STAR also shares this structure. 

 
49 Convention on Biological Diversity, Article 20. Financial Resources, February 2006.  
50  UNCCD Decision 7/COP.13, The future strategic framework of the Convention, 2018.  
51 https://www.unccdcop16.org/news-room/news-details?lang=en&id=171 
52 https://unfccc.int/national-adaptation-plans 
53 UNFCC, The Paris Agreement, December 2015.   
54 GEF/R.9/08, GEF-9 Programming Directions, September 10, 2025.   

https://www.cbd.int/convention/articles?a=cbd-20
https://www.unccd.int/convention/governance/strategic-framework-2018-2030
https://unfccc.int/national-adaptation-plans
https://unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/the-paris-agreement
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2025-05/GEF-9%20Programming%20Directions.pdf
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57. There have been increasing arguments that the traditional measures of economic needs do 
not fully capture the vulnerability of recipient countries; as such, several institutions have begun 
to incorporate vulnerability dimensions into their PBA system. 55 , 56  In some cases, explicit 
vulnerability indices can be brought into the PBA formula. Additionally, or alternatively, a 
treatment can be designed for the most vulnerable or fragile of an institution’s recipient list, such 
as special windows or premiums that act as “top-up” facilities to these countries over and above 
their allocations through the baseline model.  

58. As can be seen in Annex B.3, three of the current PBA systems under review by this 
analysis have introduced vulnerability dimensions into their allocation formulas – the African 
Development Bank (AfDB), the Caribbean Development Bank (CDB), and the International Fund 
for Agriculture (IFAD). The AfDB incorporates vulnerability using the Africa Infrastructure 
Development Index, which was introduced into the system in 2014. The Caribbean Development 
Bank adopted a Multidimensional Vulnerability Index (MVI) in 2017, which replaced the older 
Economic Vulnerability Index which had been in use since 2000.  In 2017, IFAD created a 
vulnerability index (IVI), which attempts to capture rural vulnerability in terms of exposure, 
sensitivity and lack of adaptive capacity.57  These indices are further detailed in the section below, 
which outlines the scoping exercise of all available vulnerability indices. 

59. In terms of special windows, the AfDB allocates additional funding through its Fragile 
States Facility, which uses, among other criteria, declines in GDP per capita and the Human 
Development Index (HDI) to determine eligibility.58 In 2020, the Asian Development Bank (ADB) 
introduced a SIDS premium, with eligibility based on the Economic and Environmental 
Vulnerability Index (EVI), to address gaps in its PBA system in serving small, vulnerable states.59 
The World Bank’s International Development Associate (IDA), under its IDA21 frameworks, 
includes a Fragility, Conflict and Violence (FCV) envelope as part of its PBA system. 

60. While indices relating to economic needs can themselves be seen as measures of 
vulnerability, in recent years, several PBA systems have either discussed or incorporated factors 
specifically designed to address vulnerability. It is also evident that the definition and 
quantification of vulnerability within PBA formulae vary across institutions. These variations 
reflect (i) alignment with each organization’s mandate, (ii) compatibility with the respective list of 

 
55 Guillaumont, P., McGillivray, M., and Wagner, L. (2017), “Performance Assessment, Vulnerability, Human 
Capital, and the Allocation of Aid Among Developing Countries,” World Development 90 (February 2017): 17–26, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2015.05.005  
56 Guillaumont, P., Jeanneney, S.G., and Wagner, L. (2017), “How to Take into Account Vulnerability in Aid 
Allocation Criteria and Lack of Human Capital as Well: Improving the Performance Based Allocation,” World 
Development 90 (February 2017): 27–40, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2015.10.045 
57 IFAD, IFAD’s Performance-Based Allocation System: Frequently Asked Questions 2017.  
58 African Development Bank Group, ADF Country Resources Allocation August 13.  
59 ADB ADF 13 Replenishment Meeting, A Framework for Addressing the Financing Needs of Small Island 
Developing States, November 2019.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2015.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2015.10.045
https://webapps.ifad.org/members/wgpbas/docs/IFADs-performance-based-allocation-system-Frequently-asked-questions-e.pdf
https://www.afdb.org/en/about-us/corporate-information/african-development-fund-adf/adf-country-resources-allocation
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/page/561776/framework-financing-needs-sids-discussion-paper.pdf
https://www.adb.org/sites/default/files/page/561776/framework-financing-needs-sids-discussion-paper.pdf
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recipient countries, and (iii) inclusion of key index design elements such as update frequency, 
historical consistency, and current applicability. 

History of Vulnerability Considerations in the RAF/STAR 

61. The Sevilla Commitment aligns closely with a core objective of GEF programming, 
reaffirmed by the Eighth Comprehensive Evaluation of the GEF 60: increasing support to SIDS 
and LDCs. The importance of distributing resources to SIDS and LDCs has been an ongoing theme 
since the development of the RAF in GEF-4.  

62. In the development of the RAF during the GEF-5 replenishment negotiations (and 
reiterated through the IEO’s Mid-Term Review61), one of the concerns raised by stakeholders was 
the impact and potential negative consequences “on smaller, vulnerable countries: SIDS, and 
countries with poor capacity”.62  

63. During the STAR ad hoc committee meeting in March 2009 and the GEF replenishment 
meeting in June 2009, it was suggested that the GEF Secretariat consider adding a social and 
economic component to its resource allocation, intended to help distribute resources to poorer 
countries to build their capacities in implementing GEF projects.63 This was the impetus to the 
introduction of the GDP Index in GEF-5 (as shown in Annex B.4), which was described as “a 
premium to take into account country capacity and vulnerability”.64  

64. Along these lines of distribution and equity, the GEF-5 STAR model also included and 
extensively modified the “floors” and “ceilings” structure that were first introduced in the RAF 
Model (GEF-4) to ensure minimum and maximum allocation amounts.  

65. The STAR structure has therefore incorporated the needs and considerations of vulnerable 
countries through two points of access: (i) the GDP Index, and (ii) the levels of focal area allocation 
floors. Over successive replenishment periods, these two parameters have been modified for 
greater impact. Since GEF-5, the share of STAR resources allocated to SIDS and LDCs has 
steadily increased with each GEF cycle, as illustrated in Figure 3 below.   

 
60 GEF/R.9/07, Global Environment Facility Independent Evaluation Office (GEF IEO), Integration for Greater 
Impact: Eighth Comprehensive Evaluation of the GEF, September 2025.   
61 GEF/ME/C.34/2, Mid-Term Review of the Resource Allocation Framework, November 11-13, 2008.  
62 GEF/C.36/6, System for a Transparent Allocation of Resources (STAR): Options and Scenarios, November 10-12, 
2009.   
63 GEF/C.36/6, System for a Transparent Allocation of Resources (STAR): Options and Scenarios, November 10-12, 
2009.  
64 Ibid. 

https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2025-09/GEF.R.9.07-OPS8-%20Integration%20for%20Greater%20Impact-8th%20Comprehensive%20Evaluation%20of%20the%20GEF.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2025-09/GEF.R.9.07-OPS8-%20Integration%20for%20Greater%20Impact-8th%20Comprehensive%20Evaluation%20of%20the%20GEF.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/GEFME-C34.2-RAF_MTR.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/C.36.6_STAR.FInal__4.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/C.36.6_STAR.FInal__4.pdf
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Figure 3. Share of Total STAR Resources for LDCs and SIDS by GEF Phase 

 

66. Beyond adjustments to GDP index weights and floor levels, no further consideration of 
vulnerability was included in the STAR formula until GEF-8. During the GEF-8 negotiations, the 
limitations of traditional income-based metrics (e.g., GDP) in capturing countries’ economic needs 
were discussed, leading to the proposal of a vulnerability index. Although not incorporated into 
the final GEF-8 STAR model, replenishment participants acknowledged the analysis and options 
to reflect vulnerability, and” …request[ed] the GEF Secretariat to continue this work for 
consideration in subsequent replenishments”.65  

Scoping Exercise on Methodologies and Indices on Vulnerability Indices  

67. As part of the analytical work to inform the potential integration of vulnerability 
dimensions into the GEF-9 STAR system, a comprehensive review of existing indices and 
methodologies was conducted (Annex B.5 and Annex B.6), building on the OECD’s recent 
mapping of Multidimensional Vulnerability Indices (OECD, 2024) 66  as well as a review of 
additional indices used in the allocation systems of major development institutions.  

68. The OECD review focused on nine MVIs including the Economic and Environmental 
vulnerability index (EVI), OECD Fragility Framework, the Commonwealth Universal 
vulnerability index (UVI), the Multidimensional Structural Vulnerability Index (MSVI) from the 
UN Sustainable Development Solutions Network, the Caribbean Development Bank MVI, the UN 
MVI, the UNDP MVI, and the World Bank Multidimensional Poverty Measure (MPM). In 
addition, the GEF Secretariat reviewed another three other indices that have been adapted into the 

 
65 GEF/C.62/03, Summary of Negotiations of the 8th Replenishment of the GEF Trust Fund, June 21-23, 2022. 
66 OECD, Mapping, reviewing and using multi-dimensional vulnerability indexes, June 2025.  

https://www.thegef.org/council-meeting-documents/gef-c-62-03
https://one.oecd.org/document/DCD(2025)7/en/pdf
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PBAs: IFAD’s Internal Vulnerability Index (IVI), AfDB’s Africa Infrastructure Development 
Index (AIDI), and Asian Development Bank (ADB)’s concessional assistance allocation to SIDS 
with eligibility based on Economic and Environmental Vulnerability Index (EVI).  

69. These indices vary in concept frameworks, methodologies, and data coverage. Structurally, 
most vulnerability indices are based on economic, environmental, and social dimensions, with 
recent indices integrating resilience components and disaggregated sub-indices. Methodologies 
vary from simple arithmetic averages to more complex aggregations using principal components 
analysis (PCA) and quadratic means.  Annex B.6 summarizes the main characteristics of the 
vulnerability indices and compares the thematic components they cover. 

70. The Economic and Environmental Vulnerability Index (EVI) 67  which is designed to 
primarily focus on LDCs, captures structural economic and environmental exposure using 8 
indicators and a simple arithmetic average, with strong country coverage (92 percent of STAR 
eligible countries) but limited scope of indicators. The OECD Fragility Framework provides the 
broadest conceptual coverage across six pillars including economic, environmental, political, 
security, and societal with PCA applied to 57 indicators, making it one of the most robust indices 
in terms of methodology and it is especially valuable for fragile and conflict-affected contexts.  

71. The Commonwealth UVI68 incorporates both structural vulnerability and non-structural 
resilience dimensions using a quadratic mean across 46 indicators, specifically focusing on SIDS 
and covering 90 percent of STAR eligible countries. Similarly, the UNDP MVI is tailored to SIDS 
and consists of environmental, geographic, economic, and financial dimensions using 11 
indicators, but it has limited country coverage (25 percent of STAR eligible countries). In contrast, 
the UN MVI applies a quadratic mean across 26 indicators capturing both structural vulnerability 
and resilience dimensions, with high country coverage (92 percent of STAR eligible countries) 
and aligning with GEF-9’s multidimensional goals. The UNSDSN MSVI focuses on structural 
development vulnerability in developing countries, but with limited country coverage (21 percent 
of STAR eligible countries). CDB MVI offers region-specific insights on Caribbean SIDS, but 
remains relatively narrow in scope for GEF-9 STAR’s purpose due to its focus on one region. 
Poverty-focused indices such as UNDP MPI and World Bank MPM provide data on monetary 
poverty and living standards (health, education, infrastructure etc.) with broad coverage and 
frequent updates, though they provide limited information on environmental vulnerability.  

72. In terms of other institutional indices, AfDB introduced the Africa Infrastructure 
Development Index (AIDI)69 in 2014 as a key metric in its PBA formula, which draws on four 
composite indices including transport, electricity, ICT, water, and sanitation to capture 

 
67 https://policy.desa.un.org/themes/least-developed-countries-category/ldc-identification-criteria-and-indicators 
68 The Commonwealth, The Commonwealth Universal Vulnerability Index For a Global Consensus on the 
Definition and Measurement of Vulnerability, April 2021.  
69 https://infrastructureafrica.opendataforafrica.org/pbuerhd/africa-infrastructure-development-index-aidi-2024 

https://policy.desa.un.org/themes/least-developed-countries-category/ldc-identification-criteria-and-indicators
https://sdgs.un.org/sites/default/files/2021-09/The%20Commonwealth%20Universal%20Vulnerability%20Index.pdf
https://sdgs.un.org/sites/default/files/2021-09/The%20Commonwealth%20Universal%20Vulnerability%20Index.pdf
https://infrastructureafrica.opendataforafrica.org/pbuerhd/africa-infrastructure-development-index-aidi-2024
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infrastructure development. Additionally, AfDB allocates additional resources through its Fragile 
States Facility, where vulnerability is incorporated through proxies including GDP per capita and 
the Human Development Index (HDI). Similarly, IFAD created a vulnerability index (IVI)70 in 
2017 to better capture rural vulnerability in its PBA system. The IVI comprises 12 indicators 
related to food security, nutrition, inequality, and climate vulnerability. Finally, the Asian 
Development Bank (ADB) incorporates the Economic and Environmental Vulnerability Index 
(EVI) from UNDESA into its concessional assistance allocation to capture SIDS countries’ 
structural exposure to economic shocks, trade volatility, and natural disasters.  

73. While comparability across MVIs remains limited due to different assumptions, 
methodologies, and coverage, the OECD review underscores that vulnerability indices are more 
valuable when pairing them with other relevant indicators and tailoring methodologies. When 
selecting which indices to incorporate into the allocation system, critical factors such as country 
coverage, data quality, and differences in methodologies should be taken into account. These 
findings offer relevant insights as GEF-9 continues to explore the optimal vulnerability metrics 
that can be potentially integrated into the STAR.  

GEF-9 Options to Support Countries with Special Needs  

1. Introducing a Vulnerability Index into the STAR formula 

74. The scoping exercise on Vulnerability indices (VIs) reviewed the evolving landscape of 
available methodologies and indices, and demonstrates that reliance on economic or income-based 
indicators alone fails to capture the full complexity of countries’ development realities and needs.71 
To address this and to advance the incorporation of a dedicated vulnerability dimension72, a 
Vulnerability Index is being considered for potential introduction into the GEF-9 STAR model.  

75.  Specifically, the proposal is to combine the income-based metrics (GDP per capita) with 
a vulnerability index to enable a more comprehensive assessment of financing needs. A wide body 
of literature consistently emphasizes that the VI is"…not intended to replace GNI per capita; 
rather, it complements it, offering a deeper understanding of a country's development 
requirements, including its need for concessional financing".73 In essence, VIs explain the “why” 
and “what kind of” vulnerability, while traditional income metrics provide the “how much” in 
terms of economic capacity—together enabling more nuanced financing decisions. 

76. Furthermore, for more effective resource allocation and targeted interventions, it is 
recommended to "examine sub-components or dimensions to identify precise areas for 

 
70 IFAD, IFAD’s Performance-Based Allocation System: Frequently Asked Questions 2017.  
71 OECD, Using the new UN MVI to identify and fill in vulnerability financing gaps in SIDS, April 2024.  
72 GEF/C.62/03, Summary of Negotiations of the 8th Replenishment of the GEF Trust Fund, June 21-23, 2022.  
73 UN, High level panel on the development of a Multidimensional Vulnerability Index final report, February 2024.  

https://webapps.ifad.org/members/wgpbas/docs/IFADs-performance-based-allocation-system-Frequently-asked-questions-e.pdf
https://one.oecd.org/document/DCD(2024)16/en/pdf
https://www.thegef.org/council-meeting-documents/gef-c-62-03
https://www.un.org/ohrlls/sites/www.un.org.ohrlls/files/final_mvi_report_1.pdf
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intervention". 74  Institutions reviewed earlier have adopted indices that reflected their 
organizational mandate – IFAD, for example, developed an index designed to capture rural 
vulnerability, while the Caribbean Development Bank uses one that incorporates economic, 
environmental, and social indicators.  Recognizing the GEF mandate of global environmental 
benefits, some broader components of the MVI—such as those related to man-made 
vulnerability—may fall outside the GEF’s mandate. In the case of the GEF, whose mandate 
focuses on global environmental benefits, some broader elements of existing multidimensional 
vulnerability indices (e.g., man-made related vulnerability) may fall outside its scope. The GEF-9 
STAR model could therefore consider selectively applying sub-indicators that focus specifically 
on environmental vulnerability.  

77.  Building upon the scoping exercise discussed in the previous section, an analytical 
exercise has been undertaken to further explore the potential integration of a vulnerability index 
into the STAR allocation formula. This assessment considered several key criteria—including 
country coverage, update frequency, historical consistency, and current use—alongside lessons 
learned from other performance-based allocation (PBA) systems that have incorporated 
vulnerability dimensions. Based on this analysis, three indices have been shortlisted for potential 
integration into the GEF-9 STAR model:  

(i) the Multidimensional Vulnerability Index (UN MVI) developed under the auspices 
of the United Nations75,  

(ii) the Economic and Environmental Vulnerability Index (EVI) produced by UN 
DESA76, and  

(iii) the Fragility Framework utilized by the OECD77.  

78. Each of these indices offers different strengths and design considerations, and their 
relevance will be further examined in the context of STAR’s operational and strategic objectives. 
Relatedly, the weighting of the potential index relative to the GDP Index will also need to be 
considered.   

2. Increasing the GDP weight  

79. It has been routine practice to increase (in absolute terms) the GDP Index weight from one 
replenishment cycle to the next. From GEF-5 to GEF-6, the weight of the GDP Index was doubled 

 
74 OECD, Mapping, reviewing and using multi-dimensional vulnerability indexes, June 2025.  
75 https://www.un.org/ohrlls/mvi 
76 https://www.un.org/development/desa/dpad/least-developed-country-category/evi-indicators-ldc.html 
77 OECD, Stats of fragility, February 2025.  

https://one.oecd.org/document/DCD(2025)7/en/pdf
https://www.un.org/ohrlls/mvi
https://www.un.org/development/desa/dpad/least-developed-country-category/evi-indicators-ldc.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/2025/02/states-of-fragility-2025_c9080496.html
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from -0.04 to -0.08, as recommended by IEO78. In GEF-7, the weight was increased to -0.1279. 
The GEF-8 model featured a further increase in the GDP Index weight, to -0.16.80 (see Figure 4) 

Figure 4. GDP weight index by GEF phase 

 

80. The UNCCD IWG on Drought recommended a further increase in the GDP Index weight 
within the STAR formula to enhance support for vulnerable countries.81 A number of participants 
at the first GEF-9 replenishment meeting also expressed support for this potential increase. The GDP 
Index weight therefore remains as a potential lever for adjustment in the GEF-9 STAR Model.  

3. Increasing the Level of Floors 

81. When introduced into the GEF-4 allocation system, the focal area allocation floors were 
set at aggregate levels of US$ 2 million,82 doubled to US$ 4 million in GEF-5,83 and in GEF-6 
increased for LDCs only to aggregate US$ 6 million, while the non-LDCs floor remained at US$ 
4 million.84 These differential floor amounts for LDCs and non-LDCs were maintained for GEF-

 
78GEFIEO, Mid Term Evaluation of the System for Transparent Allocation of Resources, February 12, 2013.  
79 GEF/C.54/03/Rev.01, Updating the System for Transparent Allocation of Resources (STAR), June 24-26, 2018.  
80 GEF/C.62/04, Updating the System for Transparent Allocation of Resources (STAR), June 21-23 2022.  
81 UNCCD ICCD/COP(16)/20. Final report by the Intergovernmental Working Group on Drought, December 2-13, 
2024.  
82 GEF/C.27/Inf.8/Rev.1, The GEF Resource Allocation Framework, November 8-10, 2005.   
83 GEF/C.36/6, System for a Transparent Allocation of Resources (STAR): Options and Scenarios, November 10-12 
2009.  
84 GEF/C.46/05/Rev.01, Proposal for the System of Transparent Allocation of Resources (STAR) for GEF-6, May 
25-27, 2014.  

https://www.gefieo.org/sites/default/files/documents/star-2014-approach-paper.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.C.54.03.Rev_.01_STAR.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2022-06/EN_GEF.C.62.04_Updating%20the%20System%20for%20Transparent%20Allocation%20of%20Resources%20%28STAR%29.pdf
https://www.unccd.int/sites/default/files/2024-10/2415085E_0.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/C.27.Inf_.8.Rev_.1_RAF.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/council-meeting-documents/system-transparent-allocation-resources-star-options-and-scenarios
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/GEF.C.46.05.Rev_.01_Proposal_for_the_System_of_Transparent_Allocation_of_Resources_%28STAR%29_for_GEF-6_May_19_2014_5.pdf
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7.85  The GEF-8 STAR Model featured a harmonization by raising the SIDS floors to the level of 
the LDC floors. This therefore resulted in two categories of floors: “SIDS and LDCs”, and “Non-
SIDS/LDCs”.  Furthermore, aggregate LDC floors (US$ 6 million) had not increased since GEF-
6, and the aggregate SIDS floors (US$ 4 million) had not increased since GEF-5. Therefore, the 
GEF-8 STAR Model increased this newly defined aggregate “SIDS and LDCs” floor to US$ 8 
million and increased the Non-SIDS/LDCs aggregate floor to US$ 5 million. (Figure 5) 

Figure 5. Floor allocations by GEF phase 

 

82. In GEF-8, the harmonization and subsequent increase of the SIDS and LDC floors 
significantly boosted resources for these groups, particularly for SIDS. For many SIDS at the floor, 
this adjustment effectively doubled their allocations—from USD 4 million (GEF-5 to GEF-7) to 
USD 8 million in GEF-8. (see Figure 6)  

 
85 GEF/C.54/03/Rev.01, Updating the System for Transparent Allocation of Resources (STAR), June 24-26, 2018.  

https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.C.54.03.Rev_.01_STAR.pdf
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Figure 6. Floor for SIDS and LDCs by GEF phase 

 

83. As Table 1 illustrates, in the GEF-8 STAR Model, a significant number of SIDS and LDCs 
are at the GEF-8 focal area floors and/or the aggregate floor. In particular, all SIDS (100%) and 
most LDCs that are not SIDS (81%) are at the climate change floor, meaning that 90% of 
SIDS/LDCs in total fall at the climate change floor. For the land degradation focal area, the number 
of LDCs at the floor is lowest: only 4 LDCs that are not SIDS (8%), compared to 18 SIDS that are 
not LDCs (58%). For the biodiversity focal area, which has the highest floor among the three, the 
distribution is more balanced, with around 50% of SIDS/LDCs at the floor. At the aggregate level, 
38 SIDS/LDCs—roughly half of the countries in this group—are at the $8 million aggregate floor. 

Table 1. The Distribution of LDCs and SIDS at the GEF-8 Focal Area Floors 

Focal Area 

GEF-8 
SIDS/LDC 
Floor (Mn 

US$) 

No. of 
SIDS/LDCs at 
the SIDS/LDC 

Focal Area Floor 

No. of SIDS that are 
also LDCs at the 
SIDS/LDC Focal 

Area Floor 

No. of SIDS that 
are not LDCs at 
the SIDS/LDC 

Focal Area Floor 

No. of LDCs that 
are not SIDS at 
the SIDS/LDC 

Focal Area Floor 

Biodiversity 4 35 (47%) 3 (43%) 15 (48%) 16 (43%) 

Climate Change 2 68 (90%) 7 (100%) 31 (100%) 30 (81%) 

Land Degradation 2 25 (33%) 4 (57%) 18 (58%) 3 (8%) 

Aggregate Floor 8 38 (51%) 5 (71%) 21 (68%) 12 (32%) 

84. Many participants of the first GEF-9 Replenishment meeting emphasized the importance 
of maintaining or raising the SIDS/LDCs floor in GEF-9. As demonstrated above, the floor 
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remains one of the most effective mechanism for channeling resources to SIDS/LDCs. In this 
context, the level of floors (both focal-area-specific and in aggregate terms) remains a potential 
lever for adjustment in the GEF-9 STAR Model. It should be noted, however, that in the context 
of the GEF’s overall mandate to deliver global environmental benefits, decisions on absolute floor 
levels must be associated with the scale of the overall replenishment.  

4. Ringfencing the Share of STAR Resources to SIDS/LDCs 

85. Given that absolute floor levels are closely linked to the overall replenishment scale, a 
complementary approach to ensuring adequate STAR resources for countries with special needs is 
to establish a STAR percentage allocation target for the SIDS/LDCs grouping. This target could 
then be translated into specific country allocations once financial scenarios are more clearly 
defined. Compared to the traditional method—setting absolute floor levels and subsequently 
assessing the total share allocated to SIDS/LDCs under various financial scenarios—this approach 
is more results-oriented. 

86. Establishing portfolio targets on resource allocations is not unique to the GEF. In fact, 
among the GEF family of funds, the Global Biodiversity Framework Fund (GBFF) has set out 
targets for the GBFF portfolio: “36%+3% of the total GBFF resources are allocated to LDCs and 
SIDS.” 86  

87. In this context, ringfencing STAR resources for SIDS/LDCs at the GEF-8 share level 
(38%) or maintaining the absolute floor of $8 Mn (whichever value is higher) could provide an 
alternative lever of adjustment for the targeting of resources to SIDS/LDCs in the GEF-9 STAR 
Model.   

Enhancing incentives for policy coherence  

88. Policy coherence, defined as “the systematic promotion of mutually reinforcing policy 
actions across government departments and agencies, creating synergies towards achieving the 
agreed objectives” 87 , is a fundamental and cross-cutting theme in the GEF-9 programming 
directions, recognized as essential for achieving ambitious environmental goals and driving 
transformative change.88 It is a core component of the GEF's efforts to enhance its effectiveness, 
efficiency, and impact.89As part of the ongoing development of the GEF-9 STAR model, the 

 
86 GEF/GBFF.01/03, Policy on Allocation of Resources for the Global Biodiversity Framework Fund (GBFF), 
February 12, 2024.  
87 GEF/C.65/04, Enhancing Policy Coherence through GEF Operations, October 10, 2023.  
88 GEF/R.9/08, GEF-9 Programming Directions, September 10, 2025.   
89 GEF/R.9/09 Results Section, Draft Policy Directions for GEF-9, September 10, 2025.  

https://www.thegef.org/council-meeting-documents/gef-gbff-01-03-rev-03
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2023-09/EN_GEF.C.65.04_Enhancing%20Policy%20Coherence%20through%20GEF%20Operations_.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2025-05/GEF-9%20Programming%20Directions.pdf
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Secretariat has reassessed the feasibility of including a policy coherence dimension as a 
governance index. 

89. Assessing governance requires consideration of two distinct components: (1) the existence 
of appropriate laws, regulations, and institutional frameworks, and (2) their implementation, 
performance, and effectiveness.  

90. In the current STAR model, both aspects are already addressed through the Country Policy 
and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) Index produced by the World Bank, which comprises a set 
of criteria representing different policy and institutional dimensions essential for an effective 
poverty reduction and growth strategy. The CPIA was created in the 1970s to guide the allocation 
of IDA lending resources. Since then, it or some of its components have become a standard 
measure of governance across almost all PBA systems, including STAR (Annex B.3).  

91. The STAR model adopted a particular CPIA component since RAF 90 - The Country 
Environmental Policy and Institutional Assessment (CEPIA), specifically Criterion 11: Policies 
and Institutions for Environmental Sustainability. This criterion assesses the extent to which a 
country's environmental policies and institutions promote the protection and sustainable use of 
natural resources and the effective management of pollution. It is divided into two main parts: A. 
cross-cutting issues related to the policymaking process and the existence of regulations, including 
aspects that cover cross-sectoral coordination (which we can consider as a proxy for policy 
coherence), and B. specific policies and institutions at a sectoral level, focusing on policy 
implementation and enforcement across nine specific environmental themes. 91 Therefore, the 
index effectively captures the two distinct components of governance outlined in paragraph 89. 

92. Expanding the STAR model to incorporate elements specifically focusing on policy 
coherence, as a complement to the CPIA, would therefore require indicators that also capture both 
components described in paragraph 89, while also taking into account critical factors for selecting 
indices in the allocation system, such as country coverage, data quality, and methodological 
differences. To this end, a review of existing environmental governance related indices has been 
conducted.  

• UNEP-OECD monitoring tool on policy coherence for sustainable development 92 :  
designed to assess the mechanisms in place to enhance policy coherence in alignment with 
SDG Target 17.14. Current efforts are focused on the development of a conceptual 
framework and an associated scoring system across eight thematic areas. However, given 
its recent design and limited pilot testing in a small number of countries, the tool is not yet 
suitable for application within the STAR framework.  

 
90 GEF/C.27/Inf.8/Rev.1, The GEF Resource Allocation Framework, October 17, 2005  
91 World Bank Group, CPIA Criteria 2024, 2025.  
92 United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) SGD17, Why do Sustainable Development Goals matter? 2024.  

https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/C.27.Inf_.8.Rev_.1_RAF.pdf
https://thedocs.worldbank.org/en/doc/5573e58edce388c9de286a026bb604ff-0410012025/original/CPIA-Criteria-2024.pdf
https://www.unep.org/topics/sustainable-development-goals/why-do-sustainable-development-goals-matter/goal-17-0


 
44 

 

 
• OECD Environmental Policy Stringency Index 93 : assessing the stringency of 

environmental policies across countries. Notwithstanding its analytical rigor, the index is 
limited in scope, as it exclusively covers OECD member countries and primarily addresses 
climate change and air pollution, thereby constraining its applicability in a global context 
such as the STAR framework. 
 

• UNEP’s Environmental Rule of Law Dataset94: focusing on environmental governance, 
including institutions, civil engagement, rights, and justice. Its 2023 report provides a 
comprehensive assessment of developments since the release of the first report in 2019. 
However, the dataset is built using a standardized survey questionnaire and not converted 
into an index as the data is not intended for ranking or scoring countries and instead to 
provide a quantitative global snapshot of the state of environmental rule of law and to help 
identify patterns and gaps in legal and institutional frameworks. 
 

• The OECD PINE (Policy Instruments for the Environment) database95: providing detailed 
information on environmentally relevant subsidies, with a particular focus on biodiversity-
related policy instruments. The database offers only partial country coverage, with 
significant gaps. Its focus is primarily restricted to biodiversity-related instruments, 
limiting its scope for broader environmental governance assessments. In addition, the data 
are not structured in a way that allows for easy conversion into a composite index.  
 

• The Environmental Conventions Index96, developed by the Center for Governance and 
Sustainability at the University of Massachusetts Boston: assessing how countries 
implement their commitments under selected international environmental agreements. The 
index covers four conventions: the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, the Convention on 
International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES), the Basel 
Convention on the Control of Transboundary Movements of Hazardous Wastes and their 
Disposal, and the Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants. While the index 
provides useful insights into countries’ engagement with these specific legal instruments, 
it notably does not include the three Rio Conventions (UNFCCC, UNCCD, and CBD), 
which are central to the GEF’s mandate and that are specific to the three focal areas covered 
by the STAR.  
 

• The Stockholm Environment Institute (SEI)97 has developed an artificial intelligence (AI) 
driven approach to identify policy implementation processes and analyze their influence 
on the success of policy outcomes. This innovative method leverages natural language 

 
93 OECD, Measuring environmental policy stringency in OECD countries, March 14, 2022.  
94 UNEP, Promoting Environmental Rule of Law, 2025.  
95 https://www.oecd.org/en/data/datasets/policy-instruments-for-the-environment-pine-database.html 
96 https://eci.environmentalgovernance.org/ 
97 https://www.sei.org/ 

https://www.oecd.org/en/publications/measuring-environmental-policy-stringency-in-oecd-countries_90ab82e8-en.html
https://www.unep.org/explore-topics/environmental-rights-and-governance/what-we-do/promoting-environmental-rule-law-0
https://www.oecd.org/en/data/datasets/policy-instruments-for-the-environment-pine-database.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/data/datasets/policy-instruments-for-the-environment-pine-database.html
https://eci.environmentalgovernance.org/
https://www.sei.org/
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processing and machine learning techniques to examine large volumes of policy-related 
documents and extract patterns that shed light on how policies are formulated, coordinated, 
and put into practice. Its purpose is to improve understanding of the factors that contribute 
to effective implementation and the coherence between policy goals and outcomes. 
However, while this approach can provide valuable qualitative and analytical insights, it 
currently does not currently generate a standardized or comparable index.  
 

93. This in-depth review of existing indices confirms that there is currently no feasible, 
quantifiable option that can systematically measure policy coherence across countries in a manner 
suitable for integration into the GEF-9 STAR model. As such, no policy coherence index is further 
proposed, though it should be noted that the broader environmental governance dimension 
continues to be reflected by the existing CPIA Index, as discussed above. 

94. Nonetheless, the GEF Secretariat remains committed to monitoring developments in this 
evolving field going forward, and with an eye to future STAR models in successive replenishment 
cycles. For example, the Secretariat is closely following an ongoing refinement of the World 
Bank’s CPIA to assess whether greater emphasis will be placed on the implementation and 
effectiveness dimensions of governance across sectors. In addition, the GEF maintains active 
engagement with key partners, including the OECD, UNEP, World Bank, and the Stockholm 
Environment Institute, to stay informed on progress in the development of policy coherence 
indicators and related analytical tools.  

95. It is important to note that STAR is only one of several mechanisms through which policy 
coherence is actively operationalized and monitored in GEF programming. In GEF-8, this concept 
has been established as a foundational element into GEF-8 programming, particularly in the GEF-
8 Integrated Programs. Dedicated funding activities such as the GEF-8 STAR Competitive 
Window supports the advancement of national policy coherence in some of the GEF’s largest 
recipient countries. A paper approved at the 65th GEF Council Meeting98 details the Secretariat’s 
policy coherence workplan, which includes analysis of project design, knowledge management 
initiatives, and facilitation of country engagement activities through workshops, national dialogues 
and National Steering Committees. In GEF-9, policy coherence remains a cross-cutting element 
in the proposed GEF-9 programming framework99, in addition to potential dedicated funding 
activities, and the facilitation of coordination, knowledge and communication across ministries 
and partners through GEF National Steering Committees and Country Platforms.    

 
98 GEF/C.65/04. Enhancing Policy Coherence Through GEF Operations. October 10, 2023.  
99 GEF/R.9/08, GEF-9 Programming Directions, September 10, 2025.   

https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2023-09/EN_GEF.C.65.04_Enhancing%20Policy%20Coherence%20through%20GEF%20Operations_.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2025-05/GEF-9%20Programming%20Directions.pdf
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Increasing country incentives for efficient use of GEF resources  

96. Various evaluations from the Conferences of the Parties (COPs) to Multilateral 
Environmental Agreements, the GEF Independent Evaluation Office (IEO) Comprehensive 
Evaluations of the GEF (OPS), and MOPAN (Multilateral Organization Performance Network) 
have consistently recommended strengthening GEF’s effectiveness and efficiency. 100   These 
assessments, in particular, highlighted the need to improve access to finance, deliver timely 
support, and empower countries to enhance cost-efficiency. Responding to these external calls, the 
proposed GEF-9 Policy Directions 101  promotes interconnected strategies to boost country 
incentives for efficient GEF resource use. Aligned with this approach, the Secretariat is exploring 
the introduction of targeted initiatives into the GEF-9 STAR model to further advance these 
objectives. 

Introducing a Disbursement Index  

97. The Portfolio Performance Index is a key part of the Performance component of the STAR 
formula. As shown in Annex B.4, this approach is aligned with most performance-based allocation 
systems articulated along two main components: (1) potential benefits and needs, and (2) 
performance. The “potential benefits and needs” component assesses the areas where the 
organization should potentially focus its funding based on its mandate, whereas the performance 
component evaluates a country’s capacity to deliver the potential benefits.  

98. In the STAR system, the performance component is represented by the Country 
Performance Index. Similar to the practice seen in most PBAs, this index typically consists of two 
subcomponents: (1) the overall quality of country policy frameworks – reflected as CPIA in STAR, 
and (2) the performance of the implementing portfolio – reflected as Portfolio Performance Index 
(PPI) in STAR.  

99. The Portfolio Performance Index used in GEF-8 is calculated using a) implementation 
progress ratings of project implementation reports (PIR)102 , and b) ratings of terminal evaluation 
reports (TER) 103  focusing on project level outcomes. PIRs and TERs serve as key project 
monitoring milestones and support the GEF’s efforts to strengthen proactive oversight of projects 
and the overall portfolio (Annex B.4). Their ratings feed into the PPI as sub-indices, while also 
providing broader, richer information on all aspects of project implementation. The GEF 
Monitoring Report104 draws on these reports to assess actual results, disbursement speed, and other 
indicators of portfolio performance.  

 
100 GEF/R.9/09 Results Section, Draft Policy Directions for GEF-9, September 10, 2025.  
101 Ibid. 
102 Project Implementation Reports 
103 GEFIEO Data & Ratings  
104 GEF/C.68/03, GEF Monitoring Report, November 18, 2024.  

https://gefportal.worldbank.org/
https://www.gefieo.org/data-ratings
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2024-11/EN_GEF_C.68_03_The%20GEF%20Monitoring%20Report%202024%20%281%29.pdf
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100. It is proposed to incorporate into the GEF-9 STAR Model a focus on the speed of 
disbursement in country portfolios, complementing the current reliance on project ratings during 
implementation and at completion as measures of portfolio performance. This update detailed the 
significant emphasis in GEF-9 programming105 and policy directions106 on the efficient and timely 
disbursement of funds. The GEF has placed increasing importance on the integration of 
disbursement considerations into project design, monitoring portfolios along key disbursement 
indicators, and proposing related policy actions for GEF-9. A robust pace of disbursement is 
recognized as critical to accelerate the achievement of environmental goals and maximizes the 
impact of its investments.  

101. A focus on prompt disbursement also meets country needs for a more rapid availability of 
resources, thereby enhancing country ownership by addressing country evolving environmental 
needs and challenges in a timely fashion – an imperative for SIDS and LDCs in particular.107 In 
addition, the GEF-9 Country Engagement Strategy (CES) positions Operational Focal Points 
(OFPs) at the center of a "whole-of-government" and "whole-of-society" approach, facilitating a 
more holistic method to overseeing country portfolio progress, of which the speed of disbursement 
is a key element to drive environmental outcomes at the country level. 

102. Incorporating a Disbursement Index into the broader Portfolio Performance Index helps 
balance the current reliance on qualitative implementation ratings with the more objective measure 
of disbursement speed. This responds to a finding from the Independent Evaluation Office (IEO) 
that questions the level of candor in Agency Self-Evaluation Systems. 108  Analyses of 
Implementation Progress implementation ratings in Project Implementation Reports (PIRs) and 
project outcome ratings in Terminal Evaluations (TEs) illustrate that approximately 80% of 
projects are rated Moderately Satisfactory and above, with a noticeable level of correlation. This 
suggests limited sensitivity in the current metric to capture the full range of portfolio performance. 
Therefore, using the disbursement speed as an additional source of data on portfolio performance 
would help triangulate and strengthen the overall assessment of progress. 

103. Incorporating disbursement speed into resource allocation systems is not unique to the 
GEF. In fact, several performance-based allocations systems (PBAs) have integrated disbursement 
metrics into their resource allocation model under their portfolio performance component (Annex 
B.3). As shown in Table 2, the International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) and Inter-
American Development Bank (IADB) have introduced an explicit Disbursement Index into their 
allocation formulas to complement project ratings, while several other MDBs/IFIs, have embedded 
the focus on Disbursement into their project implementation ratings. 

 
105 GEF/R.9/08, GEF-9 Programming Directions, September 10, 2025.   
106 GEF/R.9/09 Results Section, Draft Policy Directions for GEF-9, September 10, 2025.  
107 Ibid. 
108 GEF Results-Based Management (RBM): Agency Self-Evaluation and the GEF Portal 

https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2025-05/GEF-9%20Programming%20Directions.pdf
https://www.gefieo.org/evaluations/rbm-2023
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Table 2. Portfolio Performance Metrics used by various PBAs 

Data used AfDB ADB CBD GEF IDA IADB IFAD 

Ratings of projects under implementation        

Ratings from completed projects        

Disbursement        

Additional ratings        

104. After careful review, the suggested Disbursement Index in STAR will draw from the 
indicator captured under the GEF Results Measurement Framework measuring the Disbursement 
Ratio.109 The Disbursement Ratio has been annually reported in the GEF Monitoring Report in a 
consistent manner since 2019.110 Measuring the disbursement ratio entails capturing the ratio of 
GEF disbursement since the beginning of the fiscal year over the undisbursed GEF balance of 
projects at the beginning of the year. This draws from disbursement data systematically updated 
and reported by Agencies through the GEF Portal as part of their annual PIR submissions, 
consistent with the data sources and methodologies used for the two existing sub-indices (PIR and 
TER) of the Portfolio Performance Index.  

105. Specifically, the index would capture the speed of disbursement111 over the most recent 
five fiscal years, covering all ongoing Medium-Sized Projects (MSPs) and Full-Sized Projects 
(FSPs) funded by the GEF Trust Fund112. It is calculated as follows: 

• Aggregate the total amount disbursed over the past five fiscal years for all eligible 
projects within a given country. 

• Divide this amount by the total undisbursed balance at the start of the five-year period, 
producing a ratio that reflects the relative speed of fund utilization. 

106. To ensure fairness and avoid annual fluctuations - particularly for countries with limited 
project portfolios or small allocations - the suggested Disbursement Index measures overall 
disbursement speed over a five-year period, rather than on an annual basis. Taking into project 

 
109 GEF, Guidelines on the Implementation of the GEF-8 Results Measurement Framework 
(GEF/C.62/Inf.12/Rev.01), 2022. 
110 GEF/C.68/03, GEF Monitoring Report, November 18, 2024.  
111 GEF/C.68/03, GEF Monitoring Report, November 18, 2024.  
112 Given the recent expansion of the one-step approval process - raising the MSP ceiling from USD 2 million to 
USD 5 million - providing easier access to financing and faster preparation, it is important to include Medium-Sized 
Projects alongside FSPs funded by the GEF Trust Fund in this index. In addition, analyses in the Monitoring Report 
over the years have confirmed that MSPs behave in a way that tends to be similar to FSPs with increasingly more 
limited differences in implementation duration. 

https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2024-11/EN_GEF_C.68_03_The%20GEF%20Monitoring%20Report%202024%20%281%29.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2024-11/EN_GEF_C.68_03_The%20GEF%20Monitoring%20Report%202024%20%281%29.pdf
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lifecycles and to avoid statistical volatility from very small disbursement size, projects that have 
already disbursed 95% or more at the time of calculation are excluded.    

107. To ensure comparability and consistency, this ratio is then converted into a standardized 
scale ranging from 1 to 5, similar to the PIR and TER components. This is done by applying min–
max normalization to the values, followed by multiplication by 5 to fit the intended scale. Should 
the Disbursement Index be introduced, this would necessitate a corresponding adjustment to the 
weighting of the PIR and TER components. 

Maintaining a competitive window for the top recipient countries 

108. Building on the successful experience in the GEF-8 competitive window focused on Policy 
Coherence, the GEF-9 STAR model is envisaged to retain this window, while evolving its design 
in terms of scope, country coverage, and thematic focus. Drawing from discussions during the 
First Replenishment Meeting and written inputs from participants, the following key features for 
the GEF-9 competitive window are under consideration: 

(1) The size of the window – targeted percentage:  

A fixed percentage of STAR allocations will be pooled from eligible countries to fund 
this window. In GEF-8, 8 percent of STAR allocations were set aside; for GEF-9, it is 
proposed to increase this to 12 percent, allowing for a more ambitious and impactful 
implementation of the targeted thematic focus. 

(2) The cohort of countries:  

In GEF-8, the window targeted the top 5 STAR recipient countries, excluding SIDS 
and LDCs. In GEF-9, the approach would be maintained, with a possible expansion to 
the top 10 STAR recipients excluding any SIDS or LDCs. To promote equitable access 
among participating countries, a ceiling will be placed on the amount each country can 
receive from the competitive pool. The ceiling structure will be determined based on 
the total size of the window and the number of eligible countries in the cohort.  

(3) Thematic focus:   

The potential thematic focus for this competitive window could be:  

- Whole-of-Government approaches: this thematic focus aims to continue the 
emphasis on policy coherence and cross-sectoral collaboration to ensure 
more integrated and coordinated environmental governance. 

Other sub-criteria, where relevant, will be promoted within this framework: 
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- Whole-of-Society approaches: The GEF links “Whole-of-Government” and 
“Whole-of-Society” approaches through National Steering Committees that 
engage ministries, civil society, Indigenous Peoples, and Local 
Communities. 

- Partnering with Multilateral Development Banks (MDBs): MDBs play a 
pivotal role in catalyzing private sector investment through blended finance, 
implementing over 90% of the GEF’s blended finance portfolio in GEF-8. 
To increase MDB participation, the GEF aims to mainstream blended 
finance and provide technical assistance, potentially through Country 
Platforms. 

- Country Platforms: Country Platforms are coordinated national frameworks 
for collaboration and investment, encouraging the use of STAR resources 
alongside multilateral and bilateral donors. They support country-led 
pipelines of green investments, enable whole-of-government policy 
reforms, and mobilize large-scale financing from MDBs, the private sector, 
and others—helping to mainstream environmental objectives under a 
country-owned approach. 

Conducting a mid-term review of GEF-9 STAR utilization 

109. The GEF Secretariat will conduct a mid-term review of GEF-9 STAR utilization for 
Council discussion. This would take stock of current STAR programming, highlight any 
significant under-utilizations, and potentially develop measures to further incentivize timely 
programming.   

Maintaining full flexibility to support integrated programming principles 

110. The GEF-9 Replenishment Participants expressed strong and consistent support for 
maintaining full flexibility in the implementation of integrated programming principles. At its 
recent 69th Council meeting, the GEF Council welcomed the GEF-8 Midterm Review on 
Performance of Full Flexibility 113  and requested the GEF Secretariat to continue monitoring the 
use of full flexibility in GEF-8. This full flexibility was considered essential for enabling country-
driven decisions and responding to specific needs, overcoming fragmentation and funding more 
impactful projects, and facilitating integrated approaches.  

 
113 GEF/C.68/11, GEF-8 Midterm Review on Performance of Full Flexibility, December 16-20, 2024.  

https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2024-11/EN_GEF.C68.11_Policy_GEF-8%20Midterm%20Review%20on%20Performance%20of%20Full%20Flexibility_FINAL%20%282%29.pdf
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111. Towards the end of GEF-8, the GEF Secretariat will conduct a similar review of portfolio 
performance under full flexibility to further inform the GEF-9 negotiations on this matter.  

112. Under the assumption that the full flexibility feature is maintained in GEF-9, tracking of 
the OECD-DAC Rio Markers for Biodiversity, Land Degradation, and Climate Change and regular 
reporting via the GEF Scorecard is expected to continue.114. This approach would facilitate the 
consistent monitoring of the objectives outlined in the three Rio Conventions—the Convention on 
Biological Diversity, the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification, and the United 
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change—irrespective of the flexibility permitted by 
STAR provisions. 

* * * 

113. In the context of the GEF-9 programming strategy and the evolving global landscape, there 
is scope to strengthen the STAR allocation system across several dimensions. These refinements 
will be developed in parallel with replenishment discussions, guided by overarching principles that 
extend beyond STAR and into the broader GEF architecture.  

114. Simultaneously, rigorous routine data updates have been completed for all indices, sub-
indices, and country categories of the GEF-9 STAR. Simulations will be prepared for discussion 
at the Third GEF-9 Replenishment meeting. 

115. The GEF-9 STAR will remain a transparent, indicator-based system reflecting each 
country’s potential and performance in delivering global environmental benefits, consistent with 
MEA commitments. It will uphold country ownership, provide flexibility to direct resources to 
high-impact priorities, and ensure predictable, equitable access for all countries, including those 
with significant capacity constraints or environmental challenges. 

  

 
114 GEF/R.9/06 Results Section, Draft Policy Directions for GEF-9, September 10, 2025. 
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III. TOWARD THE GEF-9 RESULTS MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK 

116. The GEF assesses its effectiveness by how well it delivers lasting global environmental 
benefits through its financing. This focus is central to the GEF-9 Results Management Framework 
(RMF). The stakes for the planet are high, with time-bound commitments set for achievement by 
2030, coinciding with the end of the GEF-9 funding cycle. In light of this ambition, the GEF must 
go beyond measuring results — it must manage for results, fostering evidence-based decision-
making, learning, and adaptive management. This shift in emphasis underpins the transition in 
name from Results Measurement Framework to Results Management Framework. 

117. This section outlines the proposed directions for structuring the GEF-9 RMF. The 
framework aligns with the strategic objectives and theory of change set out in the Draft GEF-9 
Programming Directions, and responds to key priorities including enhanced measurement of socio-
economic co-benefits, driving system transformation, and advancing GEF modernization. It 
streamlines indicators, addresses conventions’ guidance, harmonizes metrics with other climate 
funds, and embeds a family-of-funds approach. The RMF builds on evaluative evidence from the 
IEO and scientific and technical advice from STAP, and has been informed by consultations with 
Multilateral Climate Funds and Agencies, as well as benchmarking exercises and practices 
observed across GEF Agencies. 

118. The RMF is embedded within the GEF’s broader outcome-oriented system and learning 
strategy, supported by complementary tools for both progress reporting, knowledge and results 
delivery. The GEF reports to Council through the Annual Monitoring Report and the Corporate 
Scorecard. Similar frameworks exist for the GBFF – partly nested within the GEF RMF – and for 
the LDCF and SCCF, which share a standalone framework. An end-to-end results system in the 
GEF Portal enables Agencies to provide regular updates, while the GEF Geospatial Platform tracks 
local-level results, overlaying project locations with satellite imagery to reveal environmental 
change. This is underpinned by project- and program-level implementation and reporting, 
including Project Implementation Reports, Program Progress Monitoring Reports, Mid-Term 
Reviews, and Terminal Evaluations. This information underpins advances in learning mechanisms 
now being implemented under the Strategy for Knowledge Management and Learning. Upstream, 
the focus on results and targets drives higher-impact projects and strategic selectivity. See Figure 
7 for an overview of this architecture. 

119. In this context, the RMF forms the apex of the GEF’s results management system. It is a 
strategic tool for assessing and managing results and performance. The two-tier structure adopted 
in GEF-8 is retained (see Figure 8), distinguishing operational results (Tier 1) from operational 
inputs and management (Tier 2). Supported by Core Indicator targets for GEF-9 to be presented at 
the Third Replenishment Meeting, the RMF guides programming with a clear focus and aligned 
incentives. It enables informed decisions, shared ownership, and timely resource allocation, while 
fostering learning and performance improvements that strengthen environmental results. The RMF 
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also supports accountability and facilitates communication of achievements, with target tracking 
and results reported respectively in the Corporate Scorecard and Annual Monitoring Report. 

Figure 7. Managing for Environmental Results with Incentives, Systems and Tools 

 

120. Outcome management in GEF-9 will build on recent innovations and advances at the nexus 
of results and risk, with forthcoming evolutions outlined later in this section. The GEF-8 RMF 
strengthened the assurance framework for projects and programs through robust target setting, 
monitoring, and reporting, underpinned by clear theories of change. The adoption of the GEF Risk 
Appetite in February 2024 further underscored that prudent risk-taking is essential not only to 
deliver environmental outcomes but also to catalyze transformational change through innovative 
solutions. 

A Framework to Deliver GEF-9 and Increase Results 

121. The GEF-9 RMF builds on innovations from the past two funding cycles, with enhanced 
tools, practices, and systems to assess effectiveness. In GEF-7, the focus shifted from tracking 
numerous focal area indicators to a streamlined set of integrated Core Indicators. GEF-8 retained 
most of these while introducing a two-tier Results Measurement Framework: Tier 1 tracks Core 
Indicators across key environmental results areas, and Tier 2 monitors portfolio effectiveness and 
efficiency. Together, the tiers capture the GEF’s ability to convert financing into global 
environmental benefits, with stronger conceptual linkages between outcomes and the inputs, 
processes, and activities that drive them. Reporting practices have also improved, enabling 
consistent updates on actual results achieved. 
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122. In the ninth replenishment phase, the RMF will retain the structure adopted in GEF-8 while 
enhancing the tracking of socio-economic co-benefits and progress toward system change. The 
RMF will introduce to this end additional metrics to be tracked at the project level, as appropriate, 
with existing M&E budget notional caps. Additionally, refinements to environmental results 
tracking are underway to reflect emerging priorities and strengthen alignment with programming 
directions. 

123. Three principles underpin and guide the development of the GEF-9 RMF: streamlining, 
harmonization, and synergies through a family-of-funds approach. First, the RMF development 
aligns with the streamlining agenda, balancing comprehensiveness with strategic focus. This 
means maintaining a selective framework that highlights key results areas while keeping reporting 
manageable and consistent with good practice. Consequently, it avoids adding reporting burdens 
on Agencies and countries by introducing only a limited number of new standard indicators. For 
reference, Tier 1 of the GEF-8 RMF already includes 28 results indicators – slightly more than in 
the corporate frameworks of GEF Agencies – some of which feature extensive disaggregation, 
such as by geophysical regions and targeted chemical types.115 

124. Second, harmonizing results indicators is essential to reduce transaction costs for countries, 
especially among climate funds with similar strategies, donors, and recipients. Harmonization 
improves awareness of climate funds’ collective efforts, enhances decision-making and mutual 
learning, facilitates joint reporting for aggregated results, and responds to donor interests. It also 
lessens countries’ reporting burdens by standardizing information requirements. This effort 
supports a commitment made by climate funds at UNFCCC COP28 in December 2023 to 
accelerate collaboration on monitoring, evaluation, and learning through common indicators and 
aligned frameworks. Since then, results teams have collaborated closely, including through a 
recent workshop at GEF offices to identify shared indicators for joint reporting. 

125. Third, a family-of-funds approach infuses the development of the RMF, strengthening 
coherence, accountability, and visibility across the GEF Partnership. While the RMF focuses on 
results generated through GEF financing, reporting will highlight instances where multi-trust fund 
projects allowed to deliver additional climate adaptation or biodiversity results through financing 
from the LDCF and SCCF, and the GBFF. This approach integrates individual fund mandates 
while maintaining required distinct reporting lines. Through publication, the GEF will also present 
harmonized, “One GEF” reporting on collective portfolio results, showcasing impact at scale and 
incentivizing cross-fund collaboration, 

 
115 For context, the number of indicators tracking project results in the corporate results framework identified for 
GEF Agencies is: 23 for the AfDB, 12 for the ADB, 24 for EBRD, 26 for IDB, 27 for IFAD and 22 for the World 
Bank. It should be noted that the GEF’s indicators are designed primarily to track progress toward the objectives of 
the MEAs for which it serves as a financial mechanism, a mandate that contrasts with other Agencies with a focus 
on economic and social development outcomes. 
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126. The GEF-9 RMF raises ambition for the FY27–31 period by extending measurement to 
socio-economic co-benefits and system change. While increasing the number of indicators, it 
enhances the GEF’s ability to track investment impact, deepen accountability, and guide integrated 
environmental progress. The RMF ensures a cohesive, integrated approach to advancing 
environmental progress, identifying people-centered outcomes and system-specific results areas. 
Consistent with the GEF-9 Programming Directions, it places greater emphasis on measuring 
integration and captures key elements of GEF modernization. Beyond accountability, it provides 
critical data to inform strategic programming discussions. 

Extending and Deepening Outcome Measurement 

127. The GEF-9 RMF builds on the GEF-8 framework, retaining its indicators for reporting 
continuity while broadening its scope to better track socio-economic co-benefits and contributions 
to system change across environmental areas. It continues monitoring results in five environmental 
domains and integrates climate adaptation resilience into the grouping of indicators previously 
focused solely on climate mitigation, acknowledge the extent of this co-benefit. See Figure 8 for 
an overview of the GEF-9 RMF architecture. To ensure effective management, continuity and 
consistency of indicators across cycles is essential; thus, most indicators introduced since GEF-7 
are recommended to remain in use through GEF-9. 

128. Advances in the GEF-9 RMF acknowledge inherent challenges in tracking environmental 
outcomes. Measuring ecological impact is complex, as improvements often manifest years after 
project completion. Similarly, socio-economic co-benefits typically arise as downstream effects of 
healthier ecosystems. Attributing outcomes to single investments is difficult in long-term, regional, 
multi-focal area processes supporting system change. Moreover, many GEF initiatives target 
policies, regulations, and management practices, which are often better captured through 
qualitative reporting than quantitative metrics. 

Enhancing the Measurement of Environmental Areas 

129. The GEF-9 RMF tracks five environmental areas. A careful review of the GEF-8 RMF 
indicates the continuous relevance of the vast majority of indicators, as well as the need to adapt 
and improve the measurement of some indicators, such as reducing plastic pollution, as well as to 
introduce new ones to better measure emerging priorities. In adopting new metrics, the Secretariat 
prioritizes those that can effectively drive action and impact through GEF financing. 

■ Conserving & Sustainably Using Biodiversity.  

130. The RMF continues to include four core indicators covering key aspects of biodiversity 
conservation and sustainable use. It places greater emphasis on GEF’s contribution to achieving 
Target 3 of the Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework (KMGBF)—protecting 30 
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percent of the planet by 2030—through support for protected areas and other effective area-based 
conservation measures (OECMs). Alignment with the KMGBF Monitoring Framework and 
development of additional GBFF indicators are underway, with potential to integrate some as 
ancillary indicators to enrich results analysis beyond the GEF-9 RMF, such as around the tracking 
of decreases in harmful subsidies. 

Figure 8. The GEF-9 RMF 

■ Sustainably Managing and Restoring Land 

131. To complement tracking of restored land and ecosystems, the RMF elevates the existing 
sub-indicator ‘Area of landscapes under sustainable land management in production systems’ as a 
main Core Indicator, with its dedicated target. Already, a target for this indicator was reported on 
in GEF-8. This change speaks to the importance of sustainably improving soil health, water quality 
and overall ecosystem resilience in land used for agriculture and forestry. Separate information on 
the level of aridity of the landscape targeted would be tracked. This will also allow to better capture 
important investment areas such as drought management and healthy groundwater systems. 

■ Advancing Climate Action  

132. The RMF integrates greenhouse gas reduction outcomes alongside climate resilience as co-
benefits of investments with the LDCF/SCCF, reflecting the interconnected nature of mitigation 
and adaptation. It moves to recognize the adaptation benefits associated with multi-trust fund 
investments with LDCF/SCCF. The framework emphasizes measuring direct GEF-attributable 
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emissions reductions, with a dedicated target, while separately reporting indirect reductions as 
ancillary benefits such as technology replication, policy impact, and reduced deforestation. This 
aligns with approaches of other Multilateral Climate Funds. 

■ Strengthening Transboundary Water Management 

133. Recognizing the critical importance of marine and freshwater ecosystems, the RMF tracks 
GEF support for transboundary collaboration, governance, and strategic investments, relying on 
qualitative governance effectiveness indicators – rather than focusing on processes. It focuses on 
restoring over-exploited marine fisheries and will develop new methods to track freshwater and 
groundwater ecosystem progress. The RMF will also measure results beyond national boundaries, 
as and when the Marine Biodiversity of Areas Beyond National Jurisdiction (BBNJ) agreement 
enters into force. 

■ Reducing Chemicals & Waste 

134. The GEF continues supporting policies to eliminate hazardous chemicals in industrial use, 
products, and waste, and to mitigate persistent organic pollutants and mercury emissions. The 
RMF will clarify reporting by elevating the indicator tracking materials containing harmful 
chemicals as a Core Indicator, subsuming the previous indicator tracking the weight of reduced 
chemicals and waste as a subset. This streamlines reporting while enhancing tracking of plastic 
waste and a broader range of harmful substances. Starting in GEF-9, disaggregation by specific 
chemicals, such as PFOS, will be provided in editions of the Corporate Scorecard. 

Better Tracking System Change 

135. A core priority for the GEF is delivering lasting environmental outcomes that drive system 
change. Integrated approaches have been part of the portfolio since GEF-6 and have since 
expanded in scale, scope, and complexity. Managing such an ambitious portfolio requires clear 
metrics to track progress toward system transformation. In GEF-8, global coordination projects 
were introduced to monitor overall programs and identify common indicators. However, recent 
evaluations highlight persistent gaps in outcome tracking.116 

136. Measuring contributions to system change is inherently challenging, both conceptually and 
practically. System change unfolds over longer timeframes than individual projects and cannot be 
attributed to any single intervention or organization. Outcomes arise from the actions of diverse 
agents –governments, companies, households, agencies – and are influenced by external factors 
like conflicts, health crises, climate events, and economic shifts. The GEF-funded Systems Change 
Lab at the World Resources Institute tracks and analyzes transformative environmental change 

 
116 GEF IEO, Evaluation of Components of the GEF’s Results-Based Management System, GEF/E/C.68/03. 
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globally. Similarly, the Green Climate Fund captures progress toward achieving paradigm shift by 
assessing scale, replicability, and sustainability; elements tracked through the Sustainability 
criteria in the Terminal Evaluation of GEF-financed projects.117 The Climate Investment Funds 
have refined their understanding of transformational change through their Learning Partnership, 
as has the GEF’s Independent Evaluation Office (notably in OPS8). STAP’s guidance has helped 
articulate strategies to deepen contributions to system transformation and establish measurement 
practices signaling progress toward these goals.118 

137. To track the GEF’s contribution to system change, the GEF-9 RMF introduces five 
indicator groupings aligned with the five interlinked systems targeted by Integrated Programs: 
Nature, Urban, Food, Energy, and Health. Each cluster includes key indicators that enable 
Integrated Programs and additional GEF programming to report tangible intermediary outcomes 
reflecting progress. While these indicators do not capture the full scope of the GEF’s system 
change contribution, they point to the strategic direction of the GEF’s investments in priority 
systems. Table 3 illustrates the desired transformation within each system, complemented by 
results indicators currently under identification and development. For example, in the Food 
systems, indicators may track the number of farmers adopting resilient and sustainable agricultural 
practices. In Urban systems, progress could be measured by the number of cities with strengthened 
capacity for sustainable, integrated planning and policy reform. Within the Health system, 
indicators might capture reduced exposure to pollution. These tangible metrics help ground the 
broader goals of system change in concrete, measurable outcomes that reflect both environmental 
and social benefits. 

Table 3. Tracking the Contribution to Transformational Change along Systems 

SYSTEM DESIRED TRANSFORMATION 

Strengthening natural capital Protecting and Valuing Nature, Shifting Incentives for Sustainability 

Developing urban ecosystem Undertaking sustainable, integrated planning and policy reform 

Linking food, land and water Promoting nature-positive and carbon-neutral production 

Supporting energy and industry Expanding decarbonization technologies 

Ensuring human health Reducing exposure to pollution 

138. This outcome-focused approach complements Integrated Programs designed around key 
levers for change: governance, policies, financial leverage, innovation, and multi-stakeholder 
dialogue. To better measure Integrated Programs’ contribution to system change, the GEF is 

 
117 GCF, Integrated Results Management Framework, 2021, GCF/B.29/14; GEF, Evaluation Policy, 
GEF/ME/C.56/02/Rev.01. 
118 STAP, STAP’s Initial Perspective on GEF-9, GEF/STAP/C.68/Inf.02 
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introducing the Program Progress Monitoring Report (PPMR), an annual report submitted by the 
Program Lead Agency.119 The PPMR is more than a conduit for results report; it needs to bolster 
a catalyst for program progress by honing on the key components and levers that shape program 
implementation. It promotes a shift from traditional reporting toward outcome-focused 
management, combining narrative explanations with quantitative updates from child projects. 
Narrative reporting captures indirect pathways and illustrates how system-level actions drive 
environmental outcomes, reinforcing common objectives and fostering shared ownership of 
program delivery. Over time, the PPMR will enable continuous adaptive learning, allowing 
reflection and mid-course corrections. It will also build a repository of effective cases and lessons 
for sharing with program managers and stakeholders. Together, the GEF-9 RMF and PPMR aim 
to transform linear results-based management into a dynamic system-monitoring approach that 
values learning and leverages external data throughout a program’s duration. 

Tracking Socio-economic Co-benefits 

139. The interplay between humans, livelihoods, and the planet’s health is fundamental. Over 
recent years, the GEF has taken significant steps to strengthen its focus on socio-economic co-
benefits in the projects and programs it finances. Building on groundwork laid in GEF-8, the 
Healthy Planet, Healthy People framework underpins the GEF-9 Programming Directions, 
embracing whole-of-society approaches. Operationally, this recognizes that achieving 
environmental outcomes both supports and depends on socio-economic benefits, which are 
integrated across GEF-9’s integrated programs, focal areas, and strategic initiatives. 

140. The GEF-8 RMF advanced this vision by expanding socio-economic co-benefits 
measurement through five indicators tracking direct beneficiaries across environmental areas, 
disaggregated by sex—up from one in GEF-7. This enables assessment of differentiated impacts 
on women and girls. Strengthened guidelines (GEF/C.62/Inf.12/Rev.01) clarify how Agencies and 
countries should ensure projects track only direct beneficiaries. Additionally, the SGP 2.0 results 
framework introduced tracking of grants to women-led groups, Indigenous Peoples, and youth. 

141. Portfolio analyses by the GEF Secretariat and IEO confirm the importance of socio-
economic co-benefits in project design and results frameworks, but highlight a need to improve 
reporting mechanisms to better demonstrate the GEF’s broader societal impact. Livelihoods, 
capacity, and women’s empowerment show the largest coverage of co-benefits.120 Through its 
own work and in response to IEO’s evaluation on socio-economic co-benefits, the Secretariat 

 
119 See GEF, Policy Amendments to Streamline the GEF Project Cycle, GEF/C.69/12. 
120 See Table 2 in GEF, Tracking and Measuring the Socio-economic Co-benefits of GEF Investments, 
GEF/C.66/12, and Figure 6 in GEF IEO, Evaluation of the Socioeconomic Co-Benefits of GEF-Funded 
Interventions, GEF/E/C.69/03. 
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committed to two key actions under the GEF-9 RMF to better target key groups and highlight 
priority co-benefits. 

142. First, the GEF-9 RMF will enhance monitoring of GEF financing results for Indigenous 
Peoples and Local Communities (IPLCs) and youth across people-centered indicators. This 
approach provides detailed disaggregation by these key demographics, improving visibility and 
delivering a more nuanced picture of beneficiaries and outcomes aligned with their priorities. 
Effective monitoring will uphold IPLCs’ rights to self-determination, free, prior, and informed 
consent, cultural integrity, and protection of sensitive information. This effort may use existing 
stakeholder engagement mechanisms with IPLCs for the purpose of monitoring and reporting. 

143. Second, the GEF-9 RMF introduces three new standard indicators to aggregate the GEF’s 
contribution to socio-economic co-benefits. Guided by the GEF-9 Programming Directions, which 
emphasize livelihoods, women’s empowerment (see Box 2), and resilience, this development is 
also informed by portfolio analyses and agency practices. These people-centered indicators avoid 
common pitfalls of generic socio-economic metrics while offering concrete measures of 
empowerment and development. Definitions for each of the three people-centric indicators will be 
developed, clearly specifying the criteria and scope to ensure consistent measurement. Narrative 
analysis will complement quantitative reporting. The new indicators include: 

- People with improved livelihoods. This additional indicator tracks the number of men and 
women reporting increased income and/or access to additional sources of revenue resulting 
from environmentally sustainable project activities. 

- Women enabled to participate in leadership, decision-making, or nature-based solutions. 
This new metric captures results including the protection of human capital, access to jobs, 
financial mechanisms, technology, ownership and use of land, participation and leadership 
in decision-making bodies. 

- People provided with strengthened climate resilience. This indicator captures the direct 
beneficiaries of project interventions financed by the LDCF/SCCF within multi-trust fund 
projects that aim to reduce climate-related vulnerabilities, for example through ecosystem-
based adaptation or adaptive capacities to a changing climate. 

144. Geospatial analysis provides a novel approach for GEF stakeholders to monitor socio-
economic co-benefits. By geo-referencing project activities, the GEF Geospatial Platform 
(thegef.org/maps) visualizes where beneficiaries of GEF financing are located, overlaying this 
with satellite imagery that highlights environmental progress and improvements in well-being. 
Currently, the platform maps over 2,000 projects across 8,200 unique locations. 

Aligning Metrics with the Modernization Drive 
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145. The GEF is undertaking major modernization efforts to improve the quality, speed, and 
scale of its financing. Implementing the GEF-9 policy actions has implications for tracking 
progress both within the RMF and beyond, such as through the Corporate Scorecard. The three 
indicator groups structuring Tier 2 – project speed, portfolio management and adaptation, and co-
financing – will continue to be tracked. 

Box 2. From tracking gender mainstreaming to women empowerment outcomes 

The implementation of the Gender Equality Policy is shifting from mainstreaming processes toward 
delivering measurable gender equality outcomes. Since GEF-7, GEF projects and programs increasingly 
demonstrate how gender analyses and targeted actions shape concrete results. Independent 
evaluations and Secretariat reporting confirm that gender considerations are now embedded early in 
project design, informing risk assessments, shaping project components, and guiding the development 
of gender action plans and outcome-level indicators. As all projects include gender action plans (GAPs), 
the review of projects in GEF-8 moved away from ensuring compliance with the policy toward ensuring 
that specific actions addressing the identified gender inequalities drive transformative change for 
women and girls. Looking ahead, the GEF-9 RMF raises the bar by monitoring progress in achieving 
women’s empowerment outcomes throughout the project cycle with a dedicated new indicator. The 
RMF also continues to disaggregate data by sex wherever feasible, particularly for people-centered 
indicators. 

146. Tier 2 progress data reported annually in the Annual Monitoring Report focus on fiscal-
year-specific values, highlighting recent advances, identifying trends, and informing actions. 
Reporting uses a three-color “traffic light” system to assess the overall portfolio status and flag 
projects falling outside standards, helping guide the GEF Partnership and incentivize delivery. 

■ Enhancing the Speed of Operations 

147. The current indicators tracking portfolio speed remain fit for purpose, covering the full 
project cycle from CEO endorsement to completion and Terminal Evaluation. However, the recent 
increase in the Medium-Sized Project (MSP) ceiling narrows the distinction between MSPs and 
Full-Sized Projects (FSPs), as larger MSPs now generally match the typical five-year duration of 
FSPs. Consequently, separate indicators for MSPs and FSPs should be consolidated. Additionally, 
revising the Mid-Term Review (MTR) indicator to measure time from first disbursement (actual 
implementation start) rather than CEO endorsement will better reflect implementation speed and 
avoid penalizing delayed starts that proceed on schedule. This change would enhance the 
indicator’s accuracy and relevance. 

■ Enhancing Strong Portfolio Management and Adaptation 

148. The indicators effectively track project implementation, financial performance, and 
proactive management throughout the cycle. They provide a balanced view of disbursement 
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progress, outcome ratings, portfolio responsiveness, and timely financial closure, supporting 
strong oversight. Like the speed indicators, consolidation of MSP and FSP disbursement balance 
indicators is warranted due to the MSP ceiling increase, simplifying the framework while 
maintaining monitoring effectiveness. 

■ Increasing Co-financing across the Portfolio 

149. The indicators under the co-financing cluster remain relevant and appropriate, as they 
capture the realization or disbursement of expected co-financing at key project milestones—mid-
term and completion—which is critical to leveraging resources and achieving intended results. 
These indicators will continue under the GEF-9 RMF.   

Driving Accountability and Strategic Action 

Enhancing Results Reporting and Strategic Oversight 

150. As a premier environmental finance institution, the GEF is committed to demonstrating 
that its investments deliver measurable development outcomes. Building on past cycles, quantified 
and time-bound targets for a focused set of Core Indicators will guide GEF-9 implementation, 
spelling out its desired level of impact and underscoring key impact areas aligned with the GEF-9 
vision. Target estimates will be presented at the Third Replenishment Meeting. 

151. Reflecting the GEF Secretariat’s matrix structure by region and environmental area, these 
targets will cascade through implementation, supported by regular monitoring to drive 
performance and foster accountability and ownership. This approach aims to incentivize 
improvement, accelerate implementation, and set strategic priorities. Two corporate reports guide 
this process: the Annual Monitoring Report, providing detailed results and portfolio analyses, and 
the Corporate Scorecard, delivering a biannual strategic overview by region, focal area, program, 
and Agency, while tracking cross-cutting policies and initiatives. GEF-9 enhancements will align 
with Policy Directions and related recommendations, including plans to increase public access to 
results through a dynamic dashboard allowing stakeholders to track progress by region and country 
in real time.  

152. To strengthen the GEF-9 RMF as a key communication tool, reporting in the Annual 
Monitoring Report will shift from presenting cumulative results over the entire GEF cycle to 
highlighting annual results. In addition to focusing on actual results – as introduced in GEF-8 – 
the report will also present the stock of expected results. Combining these approaches provides a 
more comprehensive view of the GEF portfolio, offering insight into the trajectory of results in 
coming years and reflecting the growing ambition of recent GEF phases. This dual focus will 
enhance internal alignment around key outcomes and improve the external communication of the 
GEF’s objectives, indicators, and measures of success. 
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153. Broader reporting through the Corporate Scorecard and other platforms will incorporate 
improvements in co-financing measurement to better capture the joint and parallel co-financing 
that directly contributes to project outcomes, including by distinguishing public and private 
contributions. While this may reduce overall reported co-financing by excluding co-financing at 
large with limited linkage to GEF projects, it will improve clarity on joint results and the attribution 
of outcomes to the GEF and its co-financiers. No retroactive adjustments are planned for projects 
approved before this change, in line with the practice observed to date to account mainly for results 
from joint co-financing. 

154. Corporate Scorecard reporting will also reflect implementation of policy actions, including 
adjustments for the move to a one-step project modality, where Council reviews and approves 
projects and their targets at CEO endorsement. This change in project modality may delay the 
tracking of progress to results targets as these will become formally set and approved at CEO 
endorsement stage, as opposed to PIF stage today.  

Figure 9. GEF-8 financing targets multiple Rio Markers 

 

155. Tracking of OECD-DAC Rio Markers for Biodiversity, Land Degradation, and Climate 
Change is expected to continue, highlighting overlaps where multiple markers apply. Figure 9 
presents the share of financing for projects and programs marking at least one Rio Marker –
Biodiversity, Land Degradation, or Climate Change –as principal or significant, including the 
overlaps where multiple markers apply. The Scorecard will also track financing directed to 
Indigenous Peoples, Local Communities (IPLCs), and Civil Society Organizations (CSOs), 
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reinforcing the GEF’s ability to link financing and results to countries and conventions served. 
Likewise, the Scorecard will track financing supporting IPLCs and CSOs. 

Enabling Effective Implementation 

156. Key policy actions supporting GEF-9 RMF implementation focus on two main areas: 
‘Agile and Effective Implementation’ and ‘Augmented Access and Empowered Countries.’ These 
measures seek to enhance project readiness, accelerate start-up, and strengthen executing entity 
capacity for efficient, impactful results. Structured portfolio reviews, including at the country 
level, will enable proactive oversight and adaptive management. Streamlining project preparation 
via a one-step modality will prioritize strong project design and further integration of private sector 
in project development will support more durable and higher results. Capacity building for 
executing entities through the Country Engagement Strategy may also include results 
measurement. A whole-of-society approach encourages participatory monitoring in sensitive 
contexts (see Box 3), engaging local stakeholders to improve data relevance, capture ground 
realities, and foster ownership. Together, these actions aim to elevate implementation quality and 
portfolio performance in support of GEF-9 objectives. 

Box 3. Measuring Results in Fragile and Conflict-affected Situations 

Measuring results in fragile and conflict-affected situations (FCS) presents significant and complex 
challenges due to volatile environments and often limited or weakened institutional capacity. 
Insecurity and violence frequently hinder fieldwork and data collection, making the direct 
measurement of outcomes particularly difficult and sometimes unreliable. Consequently, greater 
emphasis on process indicators is often necessary to track incremental progress, capture early signs of 
change, and adapt strategies as conditions evolve. Participatory monitoring—engaging civil society 
organizations, Indigenous Peoples, local communities, and third parties—is vital for enhancing 
transparency, accountability, and a nuanced understanding of local contexts and dynamics. Their 
involvement builds trust and legitimacy, which are critical foundations for effective implementation 
and sustainable impact in fragile settings. The GEF’s guidance underscores flexibility, innovation, and 
collaboration in designing and adapting M&E frameworks to these contexts, with the goal of 
advancing environmental progress. 

157. The GEF has established robust systems for managing project data through its Portal, 
enhancing data quality and governance. The Portal tracks project results, co-financing, milestones, 
and policy implementation, while capturing narrative updates from Agencies. Implementation and 
completion modules ensure consistent monitoring, supporting data-driven analysis and reporting. 
This data feeds into Country Agency Factsheets, enabling countries to program new projects and 
monitor portfolio progress. Automated reporting to the International Aid Transparency Initiative 
(IATI) further boosts global transparency, with the GEF being the only climate and environmental 
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fund reporting through IATI, as confirmed by a recent independent assessment.121 Further progress 
in making results data available to the public will take place in GEF-9. Additionally, the Policy on 
Communication and Visibility and the Knowledge Management and Learning Strategy strengthen 
results management by promoting transparency, sharing lessons, and improving knowledge uptake 
to enhance project design and delivery.    

 
121 Publish What You Fund, Better Data for Better Outcomes: How Climate Funds Can Enhance Transparency, 
April 2024. 
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IV. MANAGING RISK TO OUTCOMES 

158. Reassessing risk appetite levels is central to improving how environmental projects are 
managed and ensuring the continuous validity of the GEF Risk Appetite approved in early 2024. 
The framework underpinning the risk appetite statement allows to develop risk profiles into every 
project and work program, fostering a risk-aware culture across the partnership. This risk  
framework encompasses Context, Innovation, and Execution, balancing uncertainties with 
innovative solutions and effective execution. This section addresses the evolution of the Risk 
Appetite which could include differentiated appetite levels for Fragile and Conflict-affected 
Situations, while ensuring transparency and informed governance. This section also articulates a 
multi-tiered risk management system aiming to anticipate, monitor, and address elevated risks 
proactively, safeguarding objectives and delivering sustainable environmental outcomes. 

Reassessing Risk Appetite Levels 

159. To realize the ambitious vision of the GEF-9 Programming Directions under the Healthy 
Planet, Healthy People framework, the GEF must embrace various forms of risk. The 
establishment of the GEF Risk Appetite in early 2024 marked a significant milestone in fostering 
a risk-aware culture across the partnership. Since then, a risk profile has been included in every 
Work Program across the family of funds and in the Annual Monitoring Report, covering the 
portfolio under implementation. This profile gauges residual risk to outcomes after accounting for 
mitigation measures. The risk framework comprises three dimensions—Context, Innovation, and 
Execution—where Context captures risks in the operating environment; Innovation addresses the 
balance between risk and innovation; and Execution covers financial management, institutional 
capacity, and stakeholder engagement. 

160. Implementation of the GEF Risk Appetite shows that risk appetite levels are met across 
two of the three dimensions. The GEF Council assigned risk appetite levels as Substantial for 
Context, High for Innovation, and Moderate for Execution. To date, risk assessments at the Project 
Identification Form (PIF) stage align with these levels for Context and Execution—both marked 
Substantial and Moderate respectively—but Innovation risks are assessed as Moderate, below the 
High appetite level (see Figure 10). 

161. This gap between stated risk appetite and observed risk can be explained by methodological 
and practical factors. Methodologically, residual risk (after mitigation) is rated, rather than 
inherent risk. Thus, even high-risk innovative technologies are expected to have mitigations 
lowering the overall rating. Practically, while innovation was central to GEF-8 Programming 
Directions, average innovation risk was not expected to be high. Moreover, by the time the Risk 
Appetite Statement was introduced, most GEF-8 Integrated Programs, many already embedding 
innovation, were approved. This context helps explain the lower Innovation risk level observed. 



 
67 

 

Additionally, Agencies maintain their own risk management practices, which do not always 
encourage high-risk investments. 

Figure 10. Risk Appetite Levels and Revealed Risk at Concept Stage in GEF Work Program 
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162. Drawing on experience and considering the mainstreamed innovation focus in GEF-9, it is 
recommended to retain the current risk appetite levels but introduce a risk tolerance band for 
specific portfolio segments. This tolerance band could apply to Context and Execution dimensions, 
whereas Innovation risk remains unconstrained. Given the strategic importance of Fragile and 
Conflict-affected Situations (FCS) and their unique challenges, it is proposed for Council 
consideration that FCS countries be allowed a higher risk tolerance—High risk for Context and 
Substantial risk for Execution on average. This approach enables the GEF to pursue transformative 
investments in high-need areas where environmental outcomes are most at risk, while accepting 
greater uncertainty in the pursuit of environmental outcomes. Such a differentiated risk strategy 
strengthens risk management by ensuring elevated risks are anticipated, transparently monitored, 
and addressed through targeted mitigation and informed governance, rather than avoided. This 
approach would be applied concurrently with enhanced flexibility in FCS and related options to 
suspend or cancel projects, where appropriate and needed. 

Strengthening Risk Management 

163. Risk ownership and active management within the GEF Partnership is a shared 
responsibility. Agencies are the primary actors overseeing operational risk management, 
supervising project implementation, including disbursing resources to Executing Entities, 
monitoring progress, and commissioning audits. The Trustee’s role is limited to providing project 
financing to Agencies upon request, focusing on facilitating financial flows without involvement 
in risk management. Since the GEF primarily funds grants rather than loans or equity investments 
and does not accept donor loan or capital contributions, it holds no financial assets or liabilities 

Appetite Levels 

Dimension 

Category 

Observed Risk 
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typical of balance sheets. Consequently, traditional financial risks like credit or market exposure 
do not apply, although programmatic and operational risks remain central to oversight. 

164. The GEF Secretariat supports Council’s oversight by providing regular updates on 
implementation risks to outcomes. It engages bilaterally with Agencies and countries through 
structured exchanges focused on key indicators to promote portfolio progress and enable course 
corrections. These discussions are based on evidence from Agencies’ annual Project 
Implementation Reports (PIRs) and Mid-Term Reviews (MTRs). In PIRs, Agencies provide 
updated overall risk ratings, disbursement progress, and likelihood of outcome achievement. 
MTRs offer a full risk profile aligned with the GEF Risk Appetite framework. This risk 
information feeds into internal reports accessible via the GEF Portal. 

165. Escalation mechanisms exist across the partnership, and the Secretariat is committed to 
strengthening proactive risk oversight in GEF-9. Per GEF Minimum Fiduciary Standards, 
Agencies maintain systems such as project-at-risk mechanisms that flag projects facing challenges 
likely to compromise objectives, triggering timely corrective actions. Agencies also have dedicated 
portfolio monitoring units separate from day-to-day project management, operating under 
enterprise risk frameworks that assign clear escalation responsibilities. These frameworks ensure 
material risks are promptly elevated through governance channels. Agencies further uphold their 
own accountability mechanisms and comply with the GEF grievance policy. Together, these layers 
create a robust system for timely and effective risk escalation, which will be reinforced through 
more structured engagement in GEF-9. 

166. Operating under a delegated authority model, the GEF’s multi-tiered risk management 
system is structured as a three-lines-of-defense model spanning the Secretariat, GEF Agencies, 
and Executing Entities (illustrated in Figure 11): 

167. First line of defense. GEF Agencies and Executing Entities share responsibility for 
identifying and managing operational risks during daily project delivery. They handle fiduciary 
risks, ensure compliance with safeguards and controls, maintain updated risk profiles, implement 
mitigation measures, and systematically report issues. 

• Second line of defense. Within each Agency, specialized oversight units, 
independent from project teams, provide portfolio-wide monitoring, fiduciary 
supervision, and risk management support. The GEF Secretariat also acts in this 
capacity by conducting proactive portfolio reviews, identifying at-risk projects, and 
facilitating corrective dialogue with Agencies and countries. It supports Council 
oversight by delivering risk assessments, early warnings, and highlighting systemic 
issues requiring strategic attention or policy action. 
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• Third line of defense. Independent assurance mechanisms – including internal 
audits and evaluations across countries, Agencies, and the GEF – offer objective 
assessments of risk exposure and policy compliance. These mechanisms inform 
governance bodies, ensuring transparency, accountability, and enabling corrective 
action and risk escalation as needed. 

Figure 11. GEF’s Three Lines of Defense Model and Risk Appetite 

 

168. Ultimately, enhancing the Risk Appetite Statement and strengthening risk management 
frameworks are crucial to fostering a balanced approach that encourages innovation while 
protecting the GEF’s objectives. By clearly defining acceptable and ambitious risk levels tailored 
to specific contexts and embedding robust oversight mechanisms, the GEF can better anticipate 
challenges, make informed decisions, and deliver sustainable environmental outcomes with 
increased assurance.  
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CONCLUSION AND THE WAY FORWARD 

169. The replenishment represents a strategic investment to steer a positive course and mobilize 
finance to address environmental degradation. With its unique mandate and global reach, the GEF 
is well placed to support countries. The policy actions presented in this paper would enable the 
GEF to maximize the environmental outcomes of its financing across the GEF-9 Programming 
Directions. 

170. In this document, the GEF recognizes a range of areas where it needs to do better to be fit-
for-purpose and maximize its ability to use the additional replenishment resources effectively. 
Under GEF-9, the GEF will work to implement ‘The Five As’. It will enhance its effectiveness 
and future readiness by accelerating and streamlining delivery, ensuring faster and more 
responsive support. It will scale and optimize financing to enhance affordability and impact. 
Implementation will become more agile and results-driven, improving responsiveness to emerging 
challenges. Access would be expanded, empowering countries with greater ownership and 
capacity. Finally, a strengthened architecture and oversight framework could reinforce 
transparency, accountability, and long-term sustainability. 

171. The next and final iteration of this paper, to be presented at the third replenishment meeting 
expected in January 2026, will feature a fully developed set of policy actions shaped by 
Participants’ guidance and inputs, along with negotiated Policy Recommendations. It will also 
translate priorities expressed for STAR and the GEF-9 Results Measurement Framework into, 
respectively, concrete allocation mechanisms with country group simulations and measureable 
results indicators, as well as clear revisions of the GEF risk appetite and framework.  

172. Extensive consultations inform the refinement of each policy action and will continue up 
until the third replenishment meeting. In addition to reflecting more advanced policy actions, the 
next version of the Policy Directions document for GEF-9 will provide a finalized reporting process, 
progress measures for each policy action and check-in points with Council during GEF-9. 
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ANNEX A. DRAFT GEF-9 POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS: SUMMARY AND 
IMPLEMENTATION TIMELINE 

173. GEF-9 policy actions will provide a comprehensive, innovative and ambitious path to 
modernizing the GEF. They build on incremental policy achievements of earlier periods and take 
a more step-wise and holistic approach. There are three elements to the presented actions: first, a 
set of policy enhancements structured around the Five As, five priority policy areas to enable the 
implementation of GEF-9 Programming Directions; second, improvements to the System for 
Transparent Allocation of Resources; and, finally, a set of improvements to measure and manage 
for results. 

174. The list of policy actions to undertake is listed in Table A. They include not only clearly 
defined actions, but also specific time-bound deliverables. The impact of these actions will be 
assessed against expected outcomes identified and quantified for each action where appropriate. 
This list should be read together with the accompanying main Policy Directions document which 
spells out the actual policies requiring adjustments under the Council’s authority. While the GEF 
Secretariat will be at the initiation of most actions, achieving this ambitious policy agenda will 
require the joint effort of the Trustee, countries and Agencies, under the guidance and authority of 
the GEF Council.  

175. The GEF Secretariat will implement robust mechanisms for reporting on implementation 
of the policy actions. First, the GEF-9 Corporate Scorecard will allow to monitor programming 
trends and progress. Second, the GEF Secretariat will track and report to the Council on the 
implementation of the policy recommendations referenced in the table below at mid-term and 
during the last year of GEF-9. This will provide more granularity and transparency, allowing a 
clearer picture of where progress along the policy recommendations is taking place, including 
through a risk-based approach that highlights areas requiring enhanced attention or mitigation. 

176. The policy recommendations will reflect the outcomes of negotiations among GEF-9 
Replenishment Participants on all elements of GEF programming and strategic direction, as well 
as the specific policy measures deliberated throughout the replenishment process. They are are 
also informed by the findings of OPS8 and contributions from Observers and other stakeholders. 
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Table A. Draft GEF-9 Policy Recommendations 

POLICY ACTION  EXPECTED T IME LINE  
      

ACCELERATED AND STREAMLINED DELIVERY (OBJECTIVE 1) 

a. Facilitate access to finance across funds with fewer modalities 

❚ By 2027122, the GEF will mainstream a single, one-step project 
modality across funds 

❚ By 2030, all projects approved are using the one-step modality. 

b. Streamlining Agencies’ internal processes 

❚ By 2028, the GEF Agencies will implement internal streamlining 
measures for processing GEF funding. 

❚ By 2028, delays in reaching CEO Endorsement are reduced, 
accelerating project preparation and disbursement. 

c. Better tracking early project ideas 

❚ By 2027, the GEF enables OFPs or Agencies to record early-stage 
project discussions in the GEF Portal. 

❚ By 2027, a pipeline of investments will improve visibility into 
upcoming programming and funding flows. 

d. Introducing time standards for Agencies 

❚ By 2027, the GEF Secretariat introduces a maximum time standard 
for both GEFSEC and Agencies to resubmit projects. 

❚ By 2027, the GEF Partnership observed improved pipeline 
predictability and accountability. 

e. Harmonize Agency fees and commitment schedule 

❚ By 2027, the GEF harmonizes Agency fees by setting a 9% uniform 
fee rate, standardizes the fee release schedule and applies flexibility 
in Project Management Cost. 

❚ By 2027, this effort will streamline processes, reduce complexity, 
and ensure a level playing field among Agencies. 

f. Upgrade and align the GEF IT systems for higher efficiency 

❚ By 2027, processes and workflows in the GEF Portal reflect GEF-9 
policy decisions; the GEF Portal is measurably more user-friendly. 

❚ By 2028, an enhanced Portal levels the playing field among 
Agencies.  

AFFORDABILITY AND SCALED FINANCE (OBJECTIVE 2) 

g. Mainstreaming blended finance to increase private sector mobilization, efficiency and reach 

❚ By 2027, the GEF Secretariat will mainstream blended finance 
through private sector engagement and by integrating NGIs into a 
more flexible, streamlined project cycle and enabling access to 
funding sources across the GEF Trust Fund. 

❚ By 2027, This will enhance private sector mobilization, increase 
operational efficiency, and expand the scalability of investments. 

h. Enhancing co-financing transparency and effectiveness 

❚ By 2027 a new Co-Financing Policy will clarify co-financing types 
and sources (public and private), improve reporting consistency, 
and strengthen guidance for blended finance. 

❚ By 2027, this will amplify leverage, the quality of financing and 
achievement of environmental outcomes. 

AGILE AND EFFECTIVE IMPLEMENTATION (OBJECTIVE 3) 

i. Increase project readiness 

❚ By 2027, the GEF will strengthen requirements and assessments of 
project implementation arrangements during preparation, ensuring 
clear governance and disbursement plans before CEO endorsement. 

❚ By 2027, this will reduce start-up delays and improve project 
readiness, while upholding quality. 

 
122 Dates throughout refer to the beginning of the calendar year, unless otherwise indicated. 
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POLICY ACTION  EXPECTED T IME LINE  

j. Accelerating the implementation start of pending projects 

❚ By 2027, the GEF will introduce stricter timelines for projects to 
reach first disbursement, including potential cancellation for delays 
beyond specified thresholds. 

❚ By 2028, this will accelerate project start-up, improve fund 
utilization, and maintain alignment with country priorities. 

k. Strengthening executing entity capacity for faster implementation 

❚ By 2027, the GEF will ensure that projects design addresses 
capacity building when relevant. 

❚ By 2028, this will enhance executing agencies’ skills and systems, 
accelerating implementation and improving project effectiveness. 

l. Formalizing portfolio review for stronger oversight 

❚ By 2027, the GEF will formalize portfolio engagement through 
clear frequency, digital tools and mission participation. 

❚ By 2027, this will strengthen portfolio oversight, enable timely 
identification of challenges, and improve performance tracking. 

m. Enhance flexibility for projects in FCS  

❚ By 2027, the GEF will enhance flexibility, where relevant, in FCS by 
adapting timelines, budgets, and engagement. 

❚ By 2027, this will improve project relevance, effectiveness, and 
sustainability while supporting adaptive and risk management. 

n. Risk-based approach to fast-tracking project management 

❚ By 2028, the GEF will implement a risk-based approach to fast-
track low-risk projects through simplified and expedited processes. 

❚ By 2029, this will increase efficiency by reducing delays for 
simpler projects while maintaining oversight of high-risk initiatives. 

AUGMENTED ACCESS AND EMPOWERED COUNTRIES (OBJECTIVE 4) 

o. Expanding Agency cohort through open, cross-fund and targeted accreditation 

❚ By 2027, the GEF will expand its Agency cohort through open, 
cross-fund, and targeted accreditation processes to include new 
entities. 

❚ By 2027, this will enhance the Partnership’s reach, improve 
complementarity with other climate funds, and increase access for 
specialized organizations and underrepresented regions. 

p. Enhancing financing to IPLCs, women and youth  

❚ By 2028, the GEF will establish initiatives to ensure financing for 
IPLCs, women, and youth. 

❚ By 2028, this will empower specific groups, support their rights 
and knowledge systems, and ensure their voices are integral to 
decision-making processes. 

q. Promoting Country Platforms to boost private and public investments 

❚ By 2027, the GEF will promote and support Country Platforms as 
coordinated national frameworks to enhance collaboration among 
MDBs, the private sector, and other financiers. 

❚ By 2027, This will strengthen strategic engagement, enable 
whole-of-government reforms, and mobilize large-scale 
investments aligned with national priorities. 

r. Ensuring an active and diverse GEF Partnership 

❚ By 2027, the GEF will require Agencies to limit their portfolio share 
to a maximum of 25 percent and a minimum of 25 percent across 
MDBs. 

❚ By 2027, this will promote a more active and balanced 
Partnership, encouraging greater engagement from MDBs and 
other Agencies. 

s. Promoting National Steering Committees 

❚ By 2028, the GEF will promote the establishment of National 
Steering Committees that include multiple ministries and 
stakeholders to coordinate GEF activities. 

❚ By 2028, this will foster a whole-of-government and whole-of-
society approach. 
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POLICY ACTION  EXPECTED T IME LINE  

t. Enhancing OFP capacity and supporting engagement in projects 

❚ By 2028, the GEF will enhance OFP capacity by providing 
dedicated training, technical assistance, and resources to support 
their active engagement in project oversight and coordination. 

❚ By 2028, this will strengthen OFP participation, improve project 
supervision and reporting. 

APPROPRIATE ARCHITECTURE AND REPRESENTATION (OBJECTIVE 5) 

u. Advancing governance through the establishment of a dedicated working group 

❚ By end-2026, the GEF Council sets up an Ad hoc Working Group on 
the evolution of the GEF architecture and oversight. 

❚ By 2028, the updated GEF architecture is refined and in place. 

SYSTEM FOR TRANSPARENT ALLOCATION OF RESOURCES 

❚ The methodology, data and operationalization of the GEF-9 STAR 
are updated to include: 

• refinements to the Global Benefits Indices for Biodiversity, 
Land Degradation and Climate Change, and data updates to all 
existing indices and sub-indices;  

• the introduction of a Vulnerability Index (combined with the 
existing GDP index), an increase in the weight of the GDP Index, 
the introduction of higher floors for SIDS/LDCs, and the 
ringfencing of a share of STAR resources to SIDS/LDCs to better 
support countries with special needs;  

• the introduction of a Disbursement Index, and an expansion of 
the competitive window to the top 10 recipient countries 
(excluding any SIDS or LDCs) with a thematic focus on Whole-
of-Government approaches, relying on 12 percent of the 
allocations of the eligible countries, to enhance the focus on 
portfolio performance and efficient use of GEF resources;  

• a mid-term review of GEF-9 STAR utilization to potentially 
develop measures to incentivize timely programming; and 

• full flexibility for country programming across the three STAR 
focal areas, with continued tracking of OECD-DAC Rio Markers. 

❚ From July 2026, countries start programming activities based on 
predictable and known allocation levels. 

❚ By the end of GEF-9, all STAR resources are fully programmed. 

RESULTS MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK 

❚ By mid-2026, countries and Agencies start programming along the 
GEF-9 RMF. 

❚ By 2026, the GEF reports results along the enhanced and 
expanded GEF-9 Results Management Framework. 

MANAGING RISK TO OUTCOMES 

❚ By end-2026, a risk tolerance band is implemented and monitored 
under the Context and Execution risk dimensions in FCS. 

❚ By 2027, improved risk management and oversight in FCS 
settings, enabling more informed and tailored support. 

❚ By mid-2026, the GEF Secretariat monitors through the Rio 
Marker methodology that, over the GEF-9 period, funding 
commitments meet the following minimum thresholds: 60% for 
biodiversity, 50% for desertification, 80% for climate change-related 
investments, including at least 45% for adaptation and 65% for 
mitigation. 

❚ By 2027, balanced and strategic allocation of GEF resources 
aligned with global environmental priorities and GEF-9 
programming is ongoing. 
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ANNEX B. STAR ANNEXES 

ANNEX B.1. Methodological Note on the Global Benefit Index for Biodiversity 

177. The purpose of this annex is to provide a detailed accounting of the methodology developed 
and used by UNEP-WCMC, with guidance from the GEF Secretariat, to calculate the country 
scores for the GBI for biodiversity for GEF-9. The methodology and scores were previously 
updated for GEF-7 by UNEP-WCMC. Both times UNEP-WCMC has worked with the IUCN Red 
List Unit to develop and apply the methodology. The GEF-9 update reflects the inclusion of 
freshwater species as well as applying the updated and expanded versions of the datasets .  

178. The method characterizes each country using three scores: represented species, threatened 
species. and represented ecoregions. These were calculated in a consistent manner across 
terrestrial-freshwater and marine realms, using the following steps.  

• Step 1: Prepare represented and threatened species layers (separately for each realm)  
o Existing Python scripts and ArcGIS processing models, developed by UNEP-WCMC 

for the previous version of the GBIBD, were adapted and used to process the IUCN 
species range data. The data cover species from all taxonomic groups that have been 
comprehensively assessed by the IUCN (i.e., >80% species evaluated within group), 
resulting in a database of range polygons for 63,564 unique species, of which 40,783 
species were associated with the terrestrial realm, 29,036 with the freshwater realm, 
and 7,481 with the marine realm. UNEP-WCMC followed the standard IUCN 
procedure for filtering species’ ranges in species richness analysis1, applying a spatial 
union of the following types of range: i. extant and probably extant range (also 
including possibly extinct range for Critically Endangered species), ii. native, 
reintroduced, and assisted colonization range, and iii. resident, breeding season, and 
non-breeding season range. Terrestrial and freshwater biodiversity were put in a 
combined group due to the high degree of overlap in species dependent on terrestrial 
and freshwater systems.   

• Step 2: Create the scores for represented species (separately for each realm)  
o Range-size rarity was calculated for each species (i.e., 1/global range size), whereby an 

occupied 10 km grid cell contributes a score relative to the proportion of a species’ 
global range that it contains. For every grid cell the scores for all species that occupy 
that grid cell were then summed to produce a global map of rarity-weighted species 
richness per realm.   

• Step 3: Create the scores for threatened species (separately for each realm)  
o This score considered the subset of species from the represented species score that are 

assessed as threatened according to the IUCN Red List — i.e., Critically Endangered 
(CR), Endangered (EN), or Vulnerable (VU). The range-size rarity for each threatened 
species was multiplied by weightings of 10, 6.7, and 1 for CR, EN, and VU, 
respectively. These weightings were developed by the IUCN2 and are unchanged from 
the original methodology for the GBIBD. These weighted range rarity values were 
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then summed across all species, to produce a global map of rarity-weighted threatened 
species richness per realm. Each threatened species contributed to the component score 
based on the proportion of its global range within each 10km grid cell, weighted based 
on its relative extinction risk.  

• Step 4: Create the scores for represented ecoregions (separately for each realm)  
o As with range-size rarity scores for species, each ecoregion was represented 

proportionally to its global extent (i.e., 1/global extent) so the score for a 10 km grid 
cell represents the proportion of an ecoregion's global extent that it contains. These 
values were summed where more than one ecoregion occurs in a grid cell. A 
combined represented ecoregion score was calculated based on the coverage and 
geographical rarity of terrestrial and freshwater ecoregions.  

• Step 5: Generate country level scores for each of the 3 component scores (separately for 
each realm)   
o For each component, scores were summed across all grid cells occurring within a 

country’s borders. For the terrestrial-freshwater realm UN terrestrial administrative 
boundaries were used, while for the marine realm EEZs were used. For three island 
countries, information on terrestrial and/or freshwater ecoregions were unavailable: 
Kiribati (freshwater), Nauru (terrestrial and freshwater), and Tuvalu (freshwater). 
These cases were assigned the ecoregion scores of the Marshall Islands, the nearest 
and most biogeographically similar nation with terrestrial and freshwater ecoregion 
scores.   

• Step 6: Normalize and weight the 3 component scores for each country and combine into a 
composite score for each country (separately for each realm)  

o The penultimate analytical step scaled the composite score for each country. Each 
component score was normalized from 0-100 and then multiplied by the defined 
component weight as shown in the following equation:  

𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵𝐵 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆
= 𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊1 × 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 + 𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊2 × 𝑇𝑇ℎ𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟𝑟 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆
+ 𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊3 × 𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅𝑅 𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸 

Where 

𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊1 = 0.65;𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊2 = 0.2; 𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊3 = 0.153 

o Thus, larger weights are given to species attributes as these are characterized with 
greater certainty. Furthermore, threatened species are given additional weight 
through the inclusion of the ‘threatened species’ component score, which accounts 
for the relative extinction risk of species.   

• Step 7: Combine the realm scores to get the final GBIBD for each country  
o The Country Biodiversity Realm Scores generated in Step 6 were then re-

normalized from 0-100 and summed together applying additional realm weights.   

𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺 = 𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 ×
𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇
𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹𝐹ℎ𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤𝑤 

 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 + 𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 × 𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 
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GBIBD = WT x Terrestrial/Freshwater Score + WM x Marine Score 

Where  

𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 = 0.75; 𝑊𝑊𝑊𝑊 = 0.25 
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ANNEX B.2. Methodological Note on the Global Benefit Index for Land 
Degradation 

179. A team from Conservation International (CI) was contracted to update the datasets, review 
methodologies, and consider additional indicators for the Global Benefits Index (GBI) for Land 
Degradation. All underlying datasets used in the previous analysis were reviewed and updated 
where possible, and options for incorporating newly available data were explored. Furthermore, 
CI was asked to provide specific recommendations for how drought vulnerability might be 
included within the GBI formula. 

INPUT DATASETS 

• Potential of nature-based solutions to reduce vulnerability to drought123  

180. This dataset estimates the potential of nature conservation or restoration 124  to reduce 
vulnerability to water stress, using data from WRI Aqueduct125 to estimate exposure, data from a 
number of global datasets to assess adaptive capacity, and population data to estimate sensitivity. 

181. To assess global exposure to water stress, this dataset uses the Aqueduct Water Stress 
Projections. These projections are based on estimates of future water availability, water 
withdrawals (including irrigation, domestic, and industrial uses), and seasonal variability in 
atmospheric and hydrological conditions. The index uses 1980 as a baseline and provides 
projections for the year 2030 under the RCP 4.5 scenario.126 

182. To estimate the population vulnerable to water stress that could potentially benefit from 
ecosystem conservation, areas projected to experience high water stress were overlapped with 
regions with ecosystems important for water regulation, such as forests, wetlands, and grasslands, 
based on the Global Land Analysis and Discovery (GLAD) 2019 global land cover database127. 
These areas were complemented by potential restoration zones, identified as regions projected to 
face high water stress where forest or wetland tree cover was lost between 2014 and 2019. 

 
123  Becker D.A. , Donatti  CI.I, McDonald R.I., Brandon C., Brock C., Chaplin-Kramer R., Diep L., Fedele G., 
Grimm N.B., Hole D., Jones H.,  Mulligan M., Neugarten R.A.,  Opperman J.J., Polasky S., Roehrdanz P.R., Zvoleff 
A. The Possible Global Role of Nature-Based Solutions in Reducing People’s Vulnerability to Climate Change  
(submitted manuscript in review). 
124 For simplicity it is referred to here as “nature-based solutions”, though noting that is a broader term that 
encompasses more than just nature conservation and restoration, for example including management approaches not 
considered here.  
125 World Resources Institute. Aqueduct Water Risk Atlas. Washington, DC: World Resources Institute, 2023. 
https://www.wri.org/aqueduct 
126 https://www.wri.org/data/aqueduct-water-stress-projections-data 
127 https://glad.earthengine.app/view/global-land-cover-land-use-v1#lon=0;lat=0;zoom=3; 
 

https://www.wri.org/data/aqueduct-water-stress-projections-data
https://glad.earthengine.app/view/global-land-cover-land-use-v1%23lon=0;lat=0;zoom=3;
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• JRC Drought Vulnerability Index128 

183. This dataset produced by the European Commission Joint Research Center (JRC) was used 
as the default data provided to parties to the UNCCD for the national reporting round covering the 
2016-2019 period. The global dataset was calculated using subnational estimates (where possible) 
of 15 different factors associated with economic, social, and infrastructural vulnerability, as 
described in Carrão, 2016.129 While some countries do have subnational estimates of drought 
vulnerability in this dataset, in general there is little subnational variation in the data. This dataset 
was included for comparison purposes given its use by UNCCD in the last reporting round. 

• Drylands extent (calculated from 2024 aridity index)130 

184. The Aridity Index (AI) for the last 25 years (2000-2024) was calculated to map the global 
extent of drylands. To calculate the AI,  TerraClimate spatial layers representing monthly values 
for evapotranspiration and precipitation at approximately 5km spatial resolution for the entire 
globe were used131. A threshold of AI <0.65 was applied for identifying drylands from the AI data, 
which includes hyper-arid, arid, semi-arid and dry subhumid climate types132.  

• Percent rural population (2024) 133 

185. Percent rural population can be used as a rough proxy of potential exposure to drought 
vulnerability given the generally greater exposure of rural versus urban populations. Rural 
population was pulled directly from FAOSTAT, using 2024 data for each country. 

• Land degradation status, 2023 (Trends.Earth)134 

186. An indicator of the area affected by degradation is directly relevant to the LD Focal Area 
objectives. This analysis uses the default indicator of land degradation produced using 
Trends.Earth. This indicator is consistent with the Version 2.0 of the Good Practice Guidance for 
SDG Indicator 15.3.1  (“the GPG”). Using the standardized approach for assessing SDG Indicator 
15.3.1 (“proportion of land that is degraded over total land area”) ensures consistency of the 

 
128 Hagenlocher, M., Vogt, J. V., Meza, I., Naumann, G. and Frischen, J. (2019), Drought vulnerability indicators 
for global-scale drought risk assessments – Global expert survey results report, 
https://data.europa.eu/doi/10.2760/73844 
129 Carrão, Hugo, Gustavo Naumann, and Paulo Barbosa. “Mapping Global Patterns of Drought Risk: An Empirical 
Framework Based on Sub-National Estimates of Hazard, Exposure and Vulnerability.” Global Environmental 
Change 39 (July 2016): 108–24. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2016.04.012. 
130 Feldman, A. and William K. Smith (2024), ARID Commentary: aridity index dataset [Data set]. In Earth's 
Future. Zenodo, https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.13371893 
131 Abatzoglou, J.T., S.Z. Dobrowski, S.A. Parks, K.C. Hegewisch, 2018, TerraClimate, a high-resolution global 
dataset of monthly climate and climatic water balance from 1958-2015, Scientific Data 
5:170191, doi:10.1038/sdata.2017.191. 
132 https://wad.jrc.ec.europa.eu/patternsaridity 
133 FAOSTAT, www.fao.org/faostat  
134 Conservation International. https://docs.trends.earth/en/latest/for_users/features/landdegradation.html, 2024. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2016.04.012
https://doi.org/10.1038/sdata.2017.191
https://wad.jrc.ec.europa.eu/patternsaridity
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indicator with the default datasets provided to countries for UNCCD national reporting. The 
indicator was calculated using Trends.Earth following the same methods that were used to provide 
default datasets to UNCCD for the national reporting cycle starting in 2025 (CI collaborates with 
UNCCD to provide these data to countries via the UNCCD’s national reporting platform). 

ACCOUNTING FOR MISSING DATA 

187. There are several missing observations in the raw data for several variables, in particular 
three of the vulnerability indicators (the MVI, JRC Drought Vulnerability Index, and potential for 
nature conservation to reduce vulnerability), and the rural population data from FAO. To address 
missing data, values using the mean for the respective UNCCD Annex subregion of a particular 
country were applied.  

CALCULATING THE GBI 

188.  Number of different approaches for calculating the GBI were tested, using alternative 
approaches for parameterizing the formula. In each case, missing data was first accounted for, as 
described above. Each indicator included in the formula (with the indicators included in varying 
across approaches) was then normalized to range between zero and one, and the weighted GBI for 
each approach was calculated.  
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ANNEX B.3. Overview of Formulas of Existing Performance-based Allocation Systems 

Institution/Fund 
Needs Factors 

Performance/Governance Factors 
Country Needs Country 

income Vulnerability 

African Development Bank (AfDB) Pop1 x GNIpc-0.125 x AIDI-0.25 x 
0.2AfDB_CPIA(A-

C)+0.58*AfDB_CPIAD+0.06AfDB_CPIAE+0.
16PP 

Asian Development Bank (ADB) Pop0.60 x GNIpc -0.25   x [(ADB_CPIA(A-C))1.4*(ADB_CPIAD)2*(PP)0.6]2 

Caribbean Development Bank 
(CDB) logPOP  x GNIpc-0.9 x MVI2 x (0.7CDB_CPIA + 0.3PP)2 

Global Environment Facility (GEF) GBI0.8 x GDPpc-0.16   x 0.65CPIAC + 0.15CPIAD + 0.2PP 

International Development 
Association (IDA) Pop x GNIpc-0.125   x (0.24CPIA(A-C) + 0.68CPIAD+ 0.08PP)3 

Inter-American Development 
Bank (IADB) Pop0.5 x GNIpc-0.125   x (0.7CIPE + 0.3*PP)2 

International Fund for Agriculture 
(IFAD) RuralPop0.405 x GNIpc-0.265 x IVI0.95 x (0.35RSP +0.65PAD)1 

 
ADB_CPIA = ADB assessment using the CPIA questionnaire and guidelines           AfDB_CPIA= AfDB assessment using the CPIA questionnaire and guidelines 
AIDI = African Infrastructure Development Index                                                        CBD_CPIA = CBD assessment using the CPIA questionnaire and guidelines 
CIPE = Country Institutional and Policies Evaluation                                                   CPIA = Country Policy and Institutional Assessment from the World Bank  
GBI=Global Benefits Index                                                                                                CPIAA = Rating of CPIA cluster A - Economic Management 
CPIAB = Rating of CPIA cluster B - Structural Policies                                                   CPIA(A-C) = CPIA(A-C) is the average of the ratings of CPIA clusters A to C 
CPIAC = Rating of CPIA cluster C - Policies for Social Inclusion  (In the GEF formula, CPIAC represents the criteria 11 in cluster C: Policies and Institutions for Environmental 
Sustainability)                                                                                                                     CPIAD = Rating of CPIA cluster D - Public Sector Management and Institutions  
GDPpc = GDP per capita                                                                                                   GNIpc = GNI per capita 
IVI = IFAD Vulnerability Index 
MVI = Multidimensional Vulnerability Index                                                                Pop = Population 
POOR = Number of “poor” persons in the country                                                     PAD = Portfolio Performance and Disbursement 
RSP = Rural Sector Performance                                                                                     RuralPop = Rural Population 



82 

ANNEX B.4. Overview of GEF-8 STAR Higher-Level Indices and Sub-Indices 

 

The higher-level indices are weighted as follows: 

a. GBI = 0.8; 

b. CPI = 1.0; and 

c. GDP = -0.16. 

Based on each country’s values for each of the above indices, STAR assigns a Country Score for each country in each STAR Focal Area: 

𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶 𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆𝑆 =  𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶1.0 × 𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺0.8 × 𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺𝐺−0.16 

The full model is detailed in the Annex I of the Council document Updating the System for Transparent Allocation of Resources 
(STAR)135 

 
135 GEF/C.62/04, Updating the System for Transparent Allocation of Resources (STAR), May 19, 2022 
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https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2022-06/EN_GEF.C.62.04_Updating%20the%20System%20for%20Transparent%20Allocation%20of%20Resources%20%28STAR%29.pdf
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ANNEX B.5. The Main Characteristics of the MVIs Studied 

 
Conceptual framework 

 
Vulnerability       Resilience 

Focus 
Dimensions/ 

thematic 
components 

Number 
of 

Indicators 
Computation 

Coverage 
(ODA 

eligible 
developing 
countries 

as at 2024) 

Coverage 
of STAR 
eligible 

countries 

Data sources 

EVI Yes Yes, 
structural 

Least 
developed 
countries 

(LDCs) 

Economic; 
Environmental 8 

Arithmetic 
average for 

the 
dimensions 

125 
countries 92% 

UN data; Cepii; 
UNCTAD; FAO; 

Earthdata 

OECD Fragility 
Framework Yes Yes, 

structural 
Developing 
countries 

Economics; 
Environmental; 

Human; Political; 
Security; Societal 

57 

Principal 
components 
analysis and 
arithmetic 

average 

122 
countries 89% 

World Bank; IMF; 
UNUWider; 

UNDP; ODI; UNEP; 
Yale Centre for 
Environment; 

IDMC; FAO; Notre 
Dame; Global 

Initiative; World 
Resource 
Institute; 

ILOSTAT; V-Dem; 
Digital Society; 

Freedom House; 
SIPRI. Etc. 

Commonwealth 
MSVI Yes Yes, 

structural SIDS 

Structural 
vulnerability 
(Economic; 

Climatic; Socio-
Political); 

Structural and 
non-structural 

resilience (Built-
up; Policy 

performance) 

46 Quadratic 
mean 

120 
countries 90% 

World Bank ; 
UNCTAD ; UN 
data; EM-DAT; 

CRED; Earthedata; 
University of East 

Anglia; NOAA; 
UCDP; IDMC; 
IDMC; GTD; 

UNDP; WHO; UN 
CDP; UNHCR; 
UNDESA; IMF. 
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Conceptual framework 

 
Vulnerability       Resilience 

Focus 
Dimensions/ 

thematic 
components 

Number 
of 

Indicators 
Computation 

Coverage 
(ODA 

eligible 
developing 
countries 

as at 2024) 

Coverage 
of STAR 
eligible 

countries 

Data sources 

UNSDSN MSVI Yes Yes, 
structural 

Developing 
countries 

Economics; 
Structural 

developmental; 
Environmental 

18 Arithmetic 
average 

26 
countries 21% 

World Bank; 
UNCTAD; IMF; 

FAO; WTO; CRED; 
CIESIN; CIDR 

CDB MVI Yes Yes, 
structural 

Caribbean 
SIDS 

Economic; 
Environmental; 

Social 
15 

Principal 
components 
analysis and 
arithmetic 

average 

10 
countries 10% 

UNCTAD; World 
Bank; UNODC; 

EM-DAT; official 
statistics for 
poverty and 

unemployment 
rates 

UN MVI Yes Yes, 
structural 

Developing 
countries 

Structural 
vulnerability 
(Economic; 

Environmental; 
Social); 

Structural 
resilience 

(Economic; 
Environmental; 

Social) 

26 Quadratic 
mean 

123 
countries 92% 

UNCTAD; 
UNDESA; UNDP; 
EMDAT; CRU TS -
University of East 

Anglia; 
CoastalDEM; 

EMDA; ACLED; 
UNHCR; CEPI; 

FAO; WHO; IPU; 
UNODC/WH 

/IHME Burden of 
Disease 

UNDP MVI Yes Yes, 
structural 

SIDS (even 
if the first 

report 
included all 
developing 
countries) 

Environmental; 
Geographic; 
Economic; 
Financial 

11 

Principal 
components 
analysis and 
arithmetic 

average 

116 
countries 25% 

UNDP; UNDRR; 
UNdata; CEPII; 

UNCTAD; 
Columbia 

University; FAO; 
World Bank 
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Conceptual framework 

 
Vulnerability       Resilience 

Focus 
Dimensions/ 

thematic 
components 

Number 
of 

Indicators 
Computation 

Coverage 
(ODA 

eligible 
developing 
countries 

as at 2024) 

Coverage 
of STAR 
eligible 

countries 

Data sources 

Multidimensional 
Poverty Index 
(MPI) UNDP 

Yes Yes, 
structural 

Developing 
countries 

Health; 
Education; Living 

standards 
10 Arithmetic 

average 
106 

countries 77% 

ICF Macro and the 
UNICEF’s Multiple 
Indicators Cluster 

Survey (MICS). 

Multidimensional 
Poverty Measure 

(MPM) World 
Bank 

Yes Yes, 
structural 

Developing 
countries 

Monetary 
poverty; 

education; basic 
infrastructure 

services 

11 Arithmetic 
average 

109 
countries 57% 

National 
household 

surveys in 121 
countries included 

in the World 
Bank’s Global 

Monitoring 
Database for circa 

2018 (ranging 
from 2015 to 

2021) 

AfDB Africa 
Infrastructure 
Development 
Index (AIDI) 

Yes No 

African 
countries 
(primarily 

ADF 
countries) 

Infrastructure 
development: 

Transport, 
Electricity, ICT, 

Water & 
Sanitation 

9 Arithmetic 
average 

54 
countries 40% 

AfDB; National 
statistics; IEA; ITU; 

WHO/UNICEF; 
World Bank WDI 

IFAD IVI Yes 
Yes 

(adaptive 
capacity) 

Rural area 
in 

developing 
countries 

Exposure; 
Sensitivity; 
Adaptive 
Capacity 

12 Weighted 
average 100 85% 

FAOSTAT; UNDP; 
INFORM Risk 
Index; IFAD; 

national statistics 
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ANNEX B.6. Thematic Components across the Different MVIs 

 External financing 

 Income/GDP 
per capita 

Environment 
and climate 

change-related 

Health-
related 

Education-
related 

Governance-
related 

Social 
cohesion-

related 

Gender-
related 

Trade-
related Remittances Tourism FDI 

EVI √ √      √    

OECD Fragility 
framework √ √ √ √ √ √ √ √    

Commonwealth 
MSVI √ √ √ √ √   √    

UNSDSN MSVI  √      √ √ √  

CDB MVI  √    √  √ √ √ √ 

UN MVI  √ √ √  √ √ √    

UNDP MVI  √      √ √ √ √ 

MPI UNDP   √ √  √      

MPM WB √  √ √  √      

AfDB AIDI √   √        

IFAD IVI  √ √   √      
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