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Introduction 

1. At its fourth meeting1, the Global Biodiversity Framework Fund (GBFF) Council requested 
the Auxiliary Body to discuss options to facilitate the achievement of the portfolio-level target 
that 25 percent of GBFF resources are to be allocated through International Financial Institutions 
(IFIs) that are GEF Agencies, and to provide technical advice and recommendations to the Council 
at its sixth meeting. 

2. The Auxiliary Body, composed of experts nominated by national governments, is 
mandated to provide technical advice and recommendations to the GBFF Council in a 
comprehensive and independent manner. As stated in its Terms of Reference2, such advice and 
recommendations concern the implementation of the GBFF Programming Directions and may 
also be provided on items deliberated at each Council meeting. 

3. The Auxiliary Body for the first term, running from July 2024 to June 2026, consists of 
seventeen members, representing eleven constituencies. The list of members is provided in 
Annex A.  

4. In response to the Council’s request, this document presents the advice and 
recommendations of the Auxiliary Body on options to facilitate achievement of the GBFF 
portfolio-level target related to IFIs.  

Rationale and Operationalization of the IFI Target 

5. The GBFF Programming Directions3 sets three portfolio-level targets: (i) 36 percent, plus 
an additional 3 percent4, allocated to Small Island Developing States (SIDS) and Least Developed 
Countries (LDCs); (ii) 25 percent of resources to be programmed through International Financial 
Institutions (IFIs) that are GEF Agencies; and (iii) an aspirational target of 20 percent to support 
actions by Indigenous Peoples and local communities (IPLCs) for biodiversity. 

6. The portfolio-level target on programming through IFIs was introduced in response to 
guidance from the 15th Conference of the Parties (COP) to the Convention on Biological Diversity 
(CBD), which requested the Global Environment Facility (GEF) to “(...) engage all multilateral 
development banks and other international financial institutions in the design and 
operationalization of the Global Biodiversity Framework Fund, with the view of leveraging 

 
1 GEF, 2025, Progress Report on the Global Biodiversity Framework Fund (GBFF), Council Document GEF/GBFF.04/03. 
2 GEF, 2024, Terms of Reference for Advisory Group(s) and Auxiliary Body for the Global Biodiversity Framework Fund, 
Council Document GEF/GBFF/02/04. 
3GEF, 2023, Programming Directions for the Global Biodiversity Framework Fund, Council Document 
GEF/C.64/06/Rev.02. 
4 As stated in the Programming Directions, the 3 percent portion to SIDS and LDCs will be reviewed after 3 years 
of the date of the Fund ratification at the Assembly. If unused, the 3 percent will be reallocated to other 
countries 

https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2025-05/GEF-GBFF.04.03_Progress%20Report%20on%20the%20Global%20Biodiversity%20Framework%20Fund.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2024-05/EN_GEF.GBFF_.C.02.04_Terms_Reference_Advisory_Groups_and_Auxilliary_Body.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2023-09/EN_GEF.C.64.06.Rev_.02_GBF_Fund_Programming_Directions.pdf
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additional resources from and for the Fund and channel them through new and existing 
biodiversity portfolios, which need to be aligned with the goals and targets of the Kunming-
Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework”.5 

7. Within this context, IFIs can provide a strategic advantage in GBFF programming through 
their capacity to deploy non-grant instruments and to use innovative financing approaches to 
mobilize private sector resources, which can enhance the impact and catalytic effect of GBFF 
financing.  

8. To operationalize the 25 percent portfolio-level target on programming through IFIs, and 
in line with the mechanisms set out in the GBFF Policy on Allocation of Resources6, the GEF CEO 
has taken into account the portfolio-level share of funding programmed through IFIs in selecting 
Project Preparation Grant requests submitted to GBFF selection rounds. The GEF Secretariat has 
reported on progress toward this target to the Council at each of its meetings through progress 
reports and Work Program cover notes. As per the Policy, a report dedicated to the distribution 
of GBFF resources by agency was presented to the GBFF Council in December 20257, two years 
after the ratification of the GBFF.  

9. Among the 18 GEF Agencies, nine are IFIs: Asian Development Bank (ADB), African 
Development Bank (AfDB), European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), Inter-
American Development Bank (IADB), International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD), The 
World Bank Group (WBG), Development Bank of Latin America (CAF), Development Bank of 
Southern Africa (DBSA), and West African Development Bank (BOAD). 

Results to Date on the IFIs Portfolio-Level Target 

10. GBFF resources are allocated through programming tranches in a country-driven 
manner, with each tranche comprising successive selection rounds. Recipient countries select the 
Implementing Agency among the eighteen GEF Agencies, with endorsement by their respective 
GEF Operational Focal Points (OFPs). Agencies submit projects during a GBFF selection round, 
which is a competitive selection process based on criteria outlined in the Programming Directions 
for the GBFF as well as the GBFF’s portfolio-level targets. Only submissions supported by a valid 
letter of endorsement are considered. 

 
5 CBD, 2022. Decision adopted by the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity, 15/7. 
Resource mobilization, CBD/COP/DEC/15/7. 
6 GEF, 2024, Policy on Allocation of Resources for the Global Biodiversity Framework Fund, GEF/GBFF.01/03/Rev.03. 
7 GEF, 2025, Update on the Distribution of the Global Biodiversity Framework Fund Resources by Agency Two Years 
After the Date of Ratification, Information Document GEF/GBFF.05/Inf.05. 

https://www.cbd.int/doc/decisions/cop-15/cop-15-dec-07-en.pdf
https://www.cbd.int/doc/decisions/cop-15/cop-15-dec-07-en.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/council-meeting-documents/gef-gbff-01-03-rev-03
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2025-12/EN_GEF.GBFF_.C.05.Inf_.05_Update%20on%20the%20Distribution%20of%20the%20GBFF%20Resources%20by%20Agency.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2025-12/EN_GEF.GBFF_.C.05.Inf_.05_Update%20on%20the%20Distribution%20of%20the%20GBFF%20Resources%20by%20Agency.pdf
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11. To date, two programming tranches have been implemented, through a total of five 
selection rounds, which have programmed $362.1 million, inclusive of PPG and fees, for 82 
Project Preparation Grant (PPG) requests, benefiting 87 countries.  

12. The first programming tranche, which took place from February 2024 to August 2025, 
comprised three selection rounds and programmed $201.6 million across 40 projects, benefiting 
41 countries. A total of 127 PPG requests were submitted throughout this tranche by 14 GEF 
Agencies, of which 14 submissions were made through seven IFIs, representing 11 percent of 
total submissions and approximately 11 percent of total funding requested. Following the 
competitive selection process for the first tranche, 20 percent of resources were allocated for 
programming through IFIs, supporting six projects implemented by five IFI agencies. Accordingly, 
the share of programming through IFIs in the first tranche was below the 25 percent 
portfolio-level target. 

13. The second programming tranche, opened from August to December 2025, consisted of 
two selection rounds and programmed a total of $160.5 million across 42 projects, benefiting 46 
countries. A total of 127 valid submissions were received from 13 GEF Agencies, of which 38 were 
submitted through six IFI agencies, representing 30 percent of total submissions and 
approximately 42 percent of total funding requested. Of the resources programmed under this 
tranche, 43 percent was allocated through three IFIs, supporting 14 projects. 

14. To support progress toward the portfolio-level targets, the first selection round under 
the second tranche was conducted with eligibility restricted to submissions through IFI agencies 
and/or from SIDS and LDCs. In this round, a total of 43 PPG requests were received, of which 20 
submissions were made through IFIs. Of these, eight were selected, representing 43 percent of 
the resources allocated in this round.  

15. This dedicated round contributed to a significant increase in the overall share of 
resources programmed through IFIs compared to the first tranche, reaching 28.6 percent of all 
resources programmed to date. It enabled meeting the portfolio-level target for the first time, as 
reported in the Progress Report presented at the 5th GBFF Council meeting8. The second selection 
round of the second tranche, which was open to all countries and agencies, further advanced 
progress toward the IFI target, with 38.4 percent of the resources allocated in this round 
programmed through IFIs.  

16. Across the five selection rounds, 30.4 percent of the GBFF resources programmed to 
date, or $110.07 million, have been channeled through six IFIs (ADB, CAF, DBSA, IADB, IFAD, 
WBG), thereby exceeding the 25 percent portfolio-level target. Annex B provides a detailed 
report on the distribution of GBFF resources by agency across the two programming tranches.  

 
8 GEF, 2025, Progress Report on the Global Biodiversity Framework Fund, Council document GEF/GBFF.05/03 

https://www.thegef.org/council-meeting-documents/gef-gbff-05-03
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Figure 1. GBFF Resources Requested and Programmed through IFIs and Non-IFIs across the 
First and Second Programming Tranches 

   

 

Figure 2. PPG Request Submissions and Selections by Agency Type across Selection Rounds 

 

         

Key Findings from the Survey of GEF OFPs on Programming through IFIs in the 
Context of GBFF 

17. To inform potential measures to promote the achievement of the IFI portfolio-level 
target, the Auxiliary Body, with support from the GEF Secretariat, circulated a survey to all GEF 
Operational Focal Points (OFPs) from March 18 to April 10, 2026. The survey gathered country 
perspectives on the advantages and challenges of working with IFIs as Implementing Agencies in 
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the context of GBFF programming, including the factors shaping country decisions on whether to 
engage IFIs. The survey questionnaire is provided in Annex C.  

18. A total of 34 countries participated in the survey, including 11 from Africa, 4 from Asia, 
8 from Europe, Central Asia, and the Middle East, and 11 from Latin America and the Caribbean. 
Of these, 5 were SIDS and 9 were LDCs. No significant regional patterns were observed; therefore, 
the results are presented in aggregate form.  

19. Of the participating countries in the survey, 14 submitted 19 PPG requests through IFIs 
to the GBFF across the two programming tranches, of which 6 were selected.  

Perceived Advantages of IFIs 

20. Survey findings point to several advantages associated with working with IFIs as 
Implementing Agencies. The most cited benefits relate to financial leverage, particularly the 
ability to mobilize co-financing, which was highlighted by 85 percent of respondents (29 
countries). Countries also highlighted the institutional strengths of IFIs, including technical 
expertise, robust fiduciary and safeguard systems, and experience with innovative financial 
mechanisms. In addition, IFIs are recognized for their capacity to scale up impact and manage 
large, transformative projects, as well as their ability to facilitate strategic partnerships that 
promote collaboration and synergies across sectors and stakeholders. 

Figure 3. Perceived Advantages of IFIs as Implementing Agencies 

 

Key Challenges and Constraints 

21. The survey results also indicate several notable challenges associated with working with 
IFIs. Most respondents (82 percent, or 28 countries) identified complex and lengthy procedures 
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as the principal constraint. Additional challenges include limited flexibility to adapt to national 
circumstances, insufficient consultations with OFPs, and constraints related to in-country staffing 
and biodiversity expertise. Figure 3 presents the frequency of these challenges and the extent to 
which they are considered critical by countries.  

Figure 4. Key Challenges in working with IFIs as Implementing Agencies 

 

Barriers to Engagement with IFIs 

22. Seven countries reported instances where IFIs declined or showed limited interest in 
engaging in GBFF projects. Among these cases, the most frequently cited reasons relate to the 
relatively small size of proposed projects, high transaction costs relative to funding levels, and 
limited alignment with IFI priorities. Additional factors include insufficient expected co-financing 
leverage and limited in-country presence of IFIs. To a lesser extent, respondents also noted 
constraints related to technical expertise or limited interest in biodiversity-focused projects.  

Preferences for Non-IFI Agencies  

23. Survey findings suggest that preferences for non-IFI implementing agencies are driven 
by several key considerations. Established working relationships and trust (74 percent, or 25 
countries) is the most influential factor, followed by streamlined preparation and approval 
processes (65 percent, or 22 countries) and the availability of specialized biodiversity expertise 
(62 percent, or 21 countries). Respondents also emphasized strong in-country presence and 
accessibility, as well as more direct communication and engagement with OFPs, as important 
factors influencing the selection of non-IFI agencies.  
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Decision-Making Processes for Selecting Implementing Agencies 

24. Almost all participating countries indicated that they follow a similar decision-making 
process when selecting IFI and non-IFI implementing agencies, with OFPs and ministries of 
environment typically leading the process. Only two countries reported differences, noting that 
ministries of finance and, in some cases, Political Focal Points (PFPs) play a more prominent role 
in decision-making for IFIs. 

Country Perspectives on Measures to Strengthen Engagement with IFIs 

25. In response to the question of what would encourage more frequent engagement with 
IFIs in the context of the GBFF, survey responses point to several key measures. These broadly 
reflect the advantages and challenges identified earlier. Key areas identified include, among 
others, streamlining procedures and reducing approval timelines, strengthening in-country 
presence and accessibility, enhancing biodiversity-related technical expertise within IFIs, and 
increasing flexibility to align with national circumstances. Figure 4 illustrates the most frequently 
identified measures. 

Figure 5. Country Views on Measures to Improve Engagement with IFIs 

 

Advice and Recommendations of the Auxiliary Body 

26. Drawing on the analysis of portfolio progress and the survey findings on country 
experiences and perspectives, the Auxiliary Body provides the following advice and 
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recommendations to support the achievement of the portfolio-level target on programming 
through IFIs.  

27. The Auxiliary Body notes that, compared to when the Council tasked the group to work 
on this topic, programming of GBFF resources through IFIs has now exceeded the 25 percent 
portfolio-level target. It notes that it required a special selection round, which limited to 
submissions through IFIs for countries that are neither SIDS, nor LDCs, for the target to be 
achieved. The Body stresses that given the country-driven and competitive nature of the GBFF, 
the share of resources programmed through IFIs may fluctuate over time across programming 
tranches and selection rounds. 

28. In light of the survey results presented in this report and discussions within the Body, the 
Auxiliary Body recommends that: 

a. The Secretariat continue to monitor and report to Council on progress toward the IFI target 
to inform timely Council deliberations and adaptive portfolio management; 

b. GEF IFI Agencies strengthen coordination with OFPs and relevant national authorities 
through early consultation, to clarify IFI priorities and procedures, ensure alignment with 
country priorities, and identify opportunities for GBFF projects based on IFI pipeline and 
beyond; 

c. GEF IFI agencies strengthen biodiversity-related technical capacity by considering to recruit 
more staff with expertise in biodiversity, ecosystem services, and related fields; 

d. The Secretariat engage in dialogue with IFI agencies to discuss constraints identified by 
countries, to better understand perspectives from IFIs, and to explore opportunities to 
strengthen IFI engagement in GBFF programming; 

e. The Secretariat consider, when necessary for the achievement of the IFI target, the use of 
targeted programming measures, such as dedicated selection rounds that prioritize 
submissions through IFIs, while maintaining the country-driven nature of GBFF 
programming; and 

f. The Secretariat, in collaboration with IFI agencies, organize information-sharing sessions for 
GEF OFPs on the comparative advantages of IFIs to enhance understanding of the rationale 
and value of GBFF programming through IFIs, including sharing early lessons from countries 
that have accessed the GBFF through IFIs, by leveraging the GBFF elements of the Country 
Engagement Strategy, included in the FY27 Administrative Budget and Business Plan for the 
GBFF presented to the 6th GBFF Council.  

 



9 
 

Annex A: Members of the Auxiliary Body for the Global Biodiversity Framework 
Fund  

 
This table presents the members of the Auxiliary body for the term from July 2024 to June 2026, 
as of April 20, 2026. 
 

Constituency Member Name Nationality Position 

Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, 
Kyrgyz Republic, 
Switzerland, Tajikistan, 
Turkmenistan, 
Uzbekistan 

Mr. Sino Tohirzoda 
(Co-Chair) Tajikistan  

Head of NDC Secretariat, 
Committee for Environmental 
Protection under the Government of 
Tajikistan 

Mrs. Vera Voronova Kazakhstan 

Executive Director, Association for 
the Conservation Biodiversity of 
Kazakhstan (ACBK/Birdlife in 
Kazakhstan) 

Argentina, Bolivia, Chile, 
Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay 

Ms. María Laura 
Tomebesi Argentina 

Head of the Directorate of Water 
and Aquatic Ecosystems at the 
National Secretariat for Environment 
and Sustainable Development 

Mr. Dario 
Mandelburger Paraguay 

Director General of Biodiversity 
Protection and Conservation at the 
Ministry of Environment and 
Sustainable Development 

Austria, Belgium, Czech 
Republic, Hungary, 
Luxembourg, Slovak 
Republic, Slovenia, 
Türkiye 

Mr. Muhammed 
Hakan Çakmak Türkiye Agriculture and Forestry Expert 

China Mr. Xu Jing China 
Professor Engineer at Chinese 
Academy of Environmental Sciences 
(CRAES) 

Benin, Cote d'Ivoire, 
Ghana, Guinea, Liberia, 
Nigeria, Sierra Leone, 
Togo 

Mrs. Jeanne N'Tain  Cote d'Ivoire 
Expert on Biodiversity, CBD Focal 
Point, and the National Director of 
the FOLAB Project  

Mrs. Egbuwalo 
Sikeade Oluwakemi Nigeria  

Technical Advisor on Biodiversity 
Conservation/Forestry Office of 
Nigeria’s Honorable Minister of 
Environment 

Algeria, Egypt, Libya, 
Morocco, Tunisia 

Mr. Mohammed 
Salim Egypt 

Director of Nature Conservation 
Sector at Egyptian Environmental 
Affair Agency 

Mr. Mohamed Ali 
Ben Temessek Tunisia 

Director of Ecology and Natural 
Ecosystems, Ministry of 
Environment – General Direction of 
Environment and Quality of Life 
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Constituency Member Name Nationality Position 

Angola, Botswana, 
Lesotho, Malawi, 
Mozambique, Namibia, 
South Africa, Eswatini, 
Zambia, Zimbabwe 

Mr. Khorommbi 
Matibe South Africa 

Chief Director of the Biodiversity 
Economy and Sustainable Use 
Section of the Department of 
Forestry, Fisheries and the 
Environment 

Armenia, Belarus, 
Russian Federation 

Mr. Karen 
Khachatrian Armenia 

Chief Specialist of the Specially 
Protected Areas and Biodiversity 
Policy Department 

Brazil, Colombia, 
Ecuador 

Mr. Patrick Luna Brazil Head of the Biodiversity Division, 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

Mr. Andrés Factos Ecuador Biotechnology Engineer, Ministry of 
Environment of Ecuador  

Antigua And Barbuda, 
Bahamas, Barbados, 
Belize, Cuba, Dominica, 
Dominican Republic, 
Grenada, Guyana, Haiti, 
Jamaica, St. Kitts And 
Nevis, St. Lucia, St. 
Vincent and Grenadines, 
Suriname, Trinidad and 
Tobago 

Mr. Jesus Guerra 
Bell Cuba 

Senior officer in Policies, 
International Relations Department, 
Ministry of Science, Technology and 
Environment, Republic of Cuba 

Burundi, Cameroon, 
Central African Republic, 
Congo, Congo DR, 
Equatorial Guinea, 
Gabon, Sao Tome and 
Principe 

Mr. Adelard 
Mutombo Kazadi  Congo DR Expert at the Division of Sustainable 

Development 

Ms. Naoueyama 
Elsa Corine   

Central African 
Republic 

Officer for Adaptation and Mitigation 
Studies, Ministry of Environment and 
Sustainable Development. 
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Annex B. Distribution across Agencies of GBFF Resources Requested and 
Programmed in the First and Second Programming Tranches, inclusive of PPG and 
Fees 

Note: IFIs are marked in italics 
 

Agency PPG Request Submissions Resources Approved or Set Aside 
$ 

million 
% of 

Resources 
No. of 

Projects 
% of 

Projects 
$ 

million 
% of 

Resources 
No. of 

Projects 
% of 

Projects 
ADB $17.49 2% 8 3% $4.50 1% 2 2% 

AFDB         
BOAD $2.15 0.2% 1 0.3% $0 0% 0 0% 
CAF $33.53 4% 6 2% $19.77 5% 2 2% 
CI $50.17 5% 10 4% $35.67 10% 4 5% 

DBSA $14.01 2% 5 2% $2.20 1% 1 1% 
EBRD         
FAO $158.14 17% 41 16% $43.96 12% 14 17% 
FECO         

Funbio $9.88 1% 1 0.3% $9.88 3% 1 1% 
IADB $48.95 5% 139 5% $20.54 6% 5 6% 
IFAD $13.39 1% 2 1% $4.52 1% 1 1% 
IUCN $40.14 4% 12 5% $18.24 5% 4 5% 
UNDP $273.36 29% 959 37% $76.52 21% 249 29% 
UNEP $107.61 11% 26 10% $17.08 5% 6 7% 

UNIDO $10.61 1% 3 1% $0 0% 0 0% 
World 
Bank 

$89.83 10% 189 7% $58.50 16% 109 12% 

WWF-
US 

$78.19 8% 16 6% $50.69 14% 9 11% 

Totals $947.45 %100 254 %100 $362.12 100% 82 100% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
9 UNDP and the World Bank are co-implementing one selected PPG request. IABD and UNDP submitted a PPG 
request planning for co-implementation. The total by agency thus adds up to more than the total of projects 
received/approved. 
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Annex C: Survey of OFPs on Programming through IFIs in the Context of the GBFF 

 
Section 1. General Information 
 

1. Country 
 

Section 2. Selection of Implementing Agency for GBFF Projects 
 
4. In your view, what are the main advantages of working with IFIs as Implementing Agencies? 
Select all that apply 
 
 Co-financing opportunities 
 Technical expertise and capacity 
 Strong management systems (fiduciary management, safeguards) 
 Strategic partnerships 
 Capacity to manage large, transformative projects across multiple countries 
 Scaling up impact  
 Experience with innovative financial mechanisms 
 Other (please specify)  
 
4.a. Of the advantages listed above, which two are most important for your country when 
selecting an Implementing Agency? 
 
5. What are the main disadvantages your country has faced (or anticipates) in working with IFIs 
as Implementing Agencies? (Select all that apply) 
 
 Complex procedures and requirements 
 Lengthy preparation and approval process  
 Insufficient consultation with OFPs and/or Environment Ministries 
 Limited flexibility for national circumstances 
 Insufficient technical expertise on biodiversity or interest for biodiversity projects  
 Limited in-country staff 
 Other (please specify) 
 
5.a. Of the disadvantages listed above, which two are the most critical obstacles for your country 
when selecting an Implementing Agency? 
 
6. Has your country ever sought to work with an IFI for a GBFF project, but the IFI declined or was 
not interested? Yes / No 
 
6.a. If yes, what were the main reasons provided (or perceived)? Select all that apply 
 
 Project size considered too small 

https://www.thegef.org/partners/gef-agencies
https://www.thegef.org/partners/gef-agencies
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 Limited alignment with IFI priorities 
 Insufficient expected co-financing leverage  
 Limited IFI in-country staff 
 High transaction costs relative to funding size  
 Un-bankable projects  
 Other (please specify) 
 
7. What are the main reasons your country may prefer to work with Implementing Agencies that 
are not IFIs? (Select all that apply) 
 
 Longstanding working relationships and trust 
 Faster preparation and approval process 
 Better communication and engagement with OFP 
 Technical expertise in biodiversity 
 Strong in-country presence and accessibility 
 Other (please specify) 
 
8. In your country, is the decision-making process for selecting an IFI as an Implementing Agency 
different from the process used for selecting non-IFI Agencies? 
 
 Yes 
 No 
 
8.a. If yes, please briefly describe how the process differs, and who takes the decision 
 
Section 3. Open Feedback 
 
9. What would help your country consider working with IFI Implementing Agencies more often 
for GBFF projects? 
 
10. Any additional comments 

https://www.thegef.org/partners/gef-agencies
https://www.thegef.org/partners/gef-agencies
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