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Recommended Council Decision

The Council, having considered document GEF/GBFF.6/E/01, Formative evaluation of the
Global Biodiversity Framework Fund (GBFF), and GEF/GBFF.06/07, the Management
Response, takes note of the related evaluation recommendations and endorses the
management response to address them.




Introduction

1.

2.

3.

The GEF Secretariat welcomes the second Formative Evaluation of the Global Biodiversity
Framework Fund (GEF/GBFF.6/E/01)! by the Independent Evaluation Office.

The GEF Secretariat appreciates the evaluation’s recognition of strong early performance,
with widespread portfolio alignment with national biodiversity strategies while meeting
all portfolio-level targets for the first time, namely for allocations to least developed
countries (LDCs) and small island developing states (SIDS), programming through
international financial institutions (IFIs), and support to actions by Indigenous Peoples and
local communities (IPLCs). As of May 2026, the share of GBFF financing allocated for SIDS
and LDCs, targeted at 36+3 percent, stood at 39 percent. The percentage of financing
programmed through IFIs stood at 30.4 percent, well above the 25 percent target, while
support for actions by IPLCs represented 31.8 percent of all GBFF financing, in excess of
the aspirational share set at 20 percent.

The GEF Secretariat is also encouraged by the recognition that whole-of-society
participation is embedded in GBFF policies and widely reflected in project design, with
systematic incorporation of gender and IPLC considerations in project design, while
noting that formal inclusion does not necessarily translate into decision-making authority
or control over resources.

Recommendations

Recommendation 1. Enhance coordination across the GEF Family of Funds to reinforce
complementarity. The Secretariat should strengthen practical coordination between the GBFF

and the GEF Trust Fund. This could include periodic cross-portfolio reviews, joint monitoring of

the distribution of KMGBF target coverage across the Family of Funds, and shared guidance and

knowledge platforms to support alignment in national programming. Recognizing that GBFF

portfolio composition appropriately reflects country-driven demand and Council-approved

programming directions, these measures would help ensure that GBFF investments reinforce and

complement—rather than duplicate—broader GEF-supported biodiversity programs, while

providing the Council with a stronger analytical basis to assess collective coverage of KMGBF

priorities across funds.

4.

The GEF Secretariat agrees with this recommendation.

1 GEF IEOQ, 2026, Formative Evaluation of the Global Biodiversity Framework Fund. Document GEF/GBFF.6/E/01,

119 pp.



The GEF Secretariat notes that the GBFF’s strategic complementarity with the GEF Trust
Fund was carefully considered and explicitly reflected from the outset. The GEF
Secretariat’s fully integrated GEF biodiversity team already ensures this complementarity
by overseeing and reviewing both the GBFF’'s and the GEF Trust Fund’s biodiversity
pipelines and portfolios. Moving forward, such complementarity and coherence will
continue to be strengthened, particularly during GEF-9.

Complementarity between the two funds has been further enhanced in the GEF-9
Programming Directions,? with the GEF Trust Fund continuing to build on its comparative
advantage of providing predictable financing for an integrated approach among all of its
focal areas, including biodiversity. In contrast, the GBFF offers an opportunity for
countries to do a deep dive on specific issues, with a focus on supporting actions by IPLCs
and mobilizing private and philanthropic financing as defined in the Fund’s selection
criteria.

Building on the experience of the GBFF, the GEF Trust Fund aims to allocate 20 percent of
financing in support of IPLCs under GEF-9. Likewise, the increase in blended finance in
GEF-9 aligns with the GBFF’s existing flexibility in deploying non-grant instruments across
its portfolio based on the needs of recipient countries. In addition, prospective revisions
of the GEF Trust Fund project cycle during GEF-9 may result in improved coherence with
the GBFF, potentially opening the prospect of multi-trust fund biodiversity projects
spanning GEF Trust Fund and GBFF financing.

The GEF-9 country engagement strategy is expected to build further bridges between the
GEF Trust Fund and the GBFF at national level by taking a Family-of-Funds approach to
engaging with partner countries. This strategy will include upstream technical dialogues
to understand national priorities for GEF support across the GEF Trust Fund, the GBFF
and, for eligible countries, the Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF) and the Special
Climate Change Fund (SCCF).

The Work Program cover notes of the GEF and GBFF presented for Council approval
already include a dedicated section on their respective contributions to the KMGBF
targets. This could provide the evidence base to conduct portfolio reviews across GEF-
managed funds. Such reviews may take place as part of GEF-9 implementation.

Recommendation 2. Strengthen feedback and technical review in the competitive

programming model. Building on recent efforts to provide feedback on non-selected proposals,

the Secretariat should continue to enhance the quality and consistency of feedback to support

institutional learning and help countries and agencies refine proposals over successive rounds.

2 GEF, 2025, GEF-9 Programming Directions. Document GEF/R.9/12, 155 pp.
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This could include feedback that addresses performance across multiple evaluation criteria,

periodic synthesis of common weaknesses and strengths observed across rounds as knowledge

products, and sharing anonymized examples of successful resubmissions as learning resources.

The Secretariat should also consider earlier integration of independent scientific and technical

review into the project preparation cycle, so that expert inputs can inform project design before

proposals are substantially finalized.

10. The GEF Secretariat agrees with this recommendation.

11.

12.

13.

14.

As recognized in this evaluation, the GEF Secretariat has already undertaken significant
efforts to provide feedback on non-selected proposals. Under the second programming
tranche, each non-selected proposal received written feedback through the review sheet
explaining the decision. The tiered feedback differentiated between (i) strong proposals
that proponents were encouraged to resubmit at a later stage with advice on which
selection criteria could be improved; (ii) ineligible proposals, with clarification of the GBFF
programming directions; and (iii) proposals that were significantly weaker based on GBFF
selection, which included the recommendation to consider a different proposal in
subsequent selection rounds. The GEF Secretariat also offers detailed feedback on
individual proposals upon request, an offer which many countries and agencies have
taken up. The GEF Secretariat will continue these practices and improve upon them as
needed.

In addition, the GEF Secretariat has held webinars in Arabic, English, French and Spanish
ahead of the second tranche of the GBFF and each of its calls for proposals, during which
feedback was provided based on lessons learnt from cohorts reviewed in prior rounds.
The GEF Secretariat will continue organizing such webinars ahead of future calls for
proposals, taking care to close the feedback loop by systematically integrating an updated
set of lessons learnt.

The GEF Secretariat takes note of the IEQ’s suggestion that lessons learnt from past GBFF
calls for proposals could be formatted as specific knowledge products for consumption
by countries and agencies alike. This will be considered as the GBFF continues to expand
its knowledge management activities.

Based on the Global Biodiversity Framework Fund Project Cycle Policy, approved at the
first GBFF Council,® the GEF Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel reviews GBFF projects
prior to CEO endorsement.* The IEQ’s suggested change of timing of the project review

3 GEF, 2024, Global Biodiversity Framework Fund Project Cycle Policy. Document GEF/GBFF.01/04/Rev.02, 13 pp.
4 Projects between $2 million and $5 million are circulated to STAP four weeks prior to CEO endorsement, while
projects above $5 million are circulated to STAP eight weeks in advance of the Council meeting where they are
presented, consistent with the above-mentioned GBFF project cycle policy.
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by the GEF Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel (STAP) will therefore entail a policy
change, which is a decision to be taken by the GBFF Council. The GEF Secretariat may
bring this proposal for discussion to a future GBFF Council, together with any other GBFF
policy and procedural amendments that may arise as the GBFF continues its
implementation.

Recommendation 3. Strengthen implementation of the enhanced Results Framework to
support monitoring and learning. The Secretariat should provide practical guidance to improve
the consistency and completeness of KMGBF target identification at entry. Projects should
identify all substantively addressed targets, supported by standardized tagging conventions to
ensure alignment between action areas and reported targets. Periodic portfolio-level analysis
and learning reviews can help address structural gaps in target coverage and improve aggregation
of results, including policy change, finance mobilization, and institutional outcomes.

15. The GEF Secretariat agrees with this recommendation.

16. At its fifth meeting in December 2025, the GBFF Council adopted a results framework?®
specific to the GBFF as a tailored means of assessing the GBFF’'s progress towards
achieving the implementation of the KMGBF.

17. Since then, the GEF Secretariat has designed guidelines for the GBFF Results Framework.
These guidelines have been developed in parallel with the guidelines for the GEF-9 Results
Management Framework and related guidelines with the aim of ensuring coherence and
alignment on the use of common indicators contributing to the KMGBF targets across the
GEF Trust Fund and GBFF.® In April 2026, the GEF Secretariat conducted consultations
with GEF Agencies, STAP, the CBD Secretariat, and GBFF Observers with a view to
integrating their views and finalizing guidelines for the GBFF Results Framework by June
2026.

18. Agencies are expected to begin applying these guidelines to project design starting July
2026. The GEF Secretariat intends to conduct regular portfolio-level analysis on
anticipated results reported on the GBFF Results Framework as part of GBFF progress
reports, and achieved results as part of future annual monitoring reports.

19. The Secretariat also plans to provide practical guidance by the next call for proposals to
improve the consistency and completeness of KMGBF target identification at entry. This
will be done through a combination of guidance in templates, project-specific review in
the GEF portal and webinars.

5 GEF, 2025, Results framework of the Global Biodiversity Framework Fund. Document GEF/GBFF.05/05, 28 pp.
6 GEF/C.71/Inf.09, Guidelines on the Implementation of the GEF-9 Results Management Framework, May 2026.
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Recommendation 4. Enhance reporting on whole-of-society participation and governance
outcomes. The Secretariat and Agencies should enhance reporting on how participation
commitments are implemented in practice. This includes clearer documentation of the roles of
IPLCs, women, youth, and other stakeholders in governance structures, decision-making
processes, and benefit-sharing arrangements. Strengthened reporting would improve
transparency and help demonstrate how participation contributes to sustained institutional and
development outcomes across the portfolio.

20. The GEF Secretariat agrees with this recommendation.

21. The GBFF’s holistic approach to building a whole-of-society approach to both the project
cycle and Fund governance has emerged as one of its hallmarks and greatest comparative
advantages. This builds on several elements embedded in the GBFF’'s design, notably
(i) the Fund’s portfolio-level target of allocating an aspirational share of 20 percent to
support actions by IPLCs; (ii) its project selection criteria on policy coherence across
ministries, agencies, the private sector and civil society, and engagement with and to
support IPLCs; and (iii) the Fund’s expanded governance and inclusion of Observers.

22.In December 2025 the GEF Secretariat released guidelines on supporting actions by
IPLCs,” which were designed based on extensive consultations with GBFF Observers, the
Indigenous Peoples’ Advisory Group and Indigenous leaders. As these guidelines are
rolled out, the GEF Secretariat expects to see strengthened inclusion in project design
result in bolstered partnerships and decision-making by IPLCs as GBFF projects undergo
implementation. This has cemented the GBFF’s role as one of the sources of international
finance that best recognizes and capitalizes on the crucial role of IPLCs in conserving,
restoring and sustainably managing biodiversity.

23. The GBFF Results Framework and its forthcoming guidelines will provide a simple,
guantitative and measurable means for agencies to report on several dimensions of the
whole-of-society vision baked into the design of the GBFF. This will further ensure
effective participation, including in decision-making processes, of all relevant
stakeholders in practice, including IPLCs and women and youth.

24. At Fund level, the GBFF’s governance system also includes (i) an expanded role for
Observers, with whom the GEF Secretariat consults on a regular basis (both ahead of each
Council meeting and as part of designing specific products such as the guidelines to
support actions by IPLCs, the guidelines for the GBFF Results Framework, and the GBFF
Resource Mobilization Strategy); (ii) an Advisory Group of Non-Sovereign Participants,

7 GEF, 2025, Guidelines on actions by Indigenous Peoples and local communities. Document GEF/GBFF.5/Inf.04, 14
pp.



https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/2025-12/EN_GEF.GBFF_.C.05.Inf_.04_Guidelines%20on%20Actions%20by%20IPLCs.pdf

mandated to support the engagement of non-sovereign contributors, and which has been
actively engaged in GBFF resource mobilization efforts, particularly in supporting
engagement with subnational actors and exploring opportunities to activate private
sector engagement, and (iii) an Auxiliary Body, mandated to provide technical advice and
recommendations to the GBFF Council on matters concerning the implementation of
GBFF programming directions, and which has been working, at the request of the Council,
on identifying options to facilitate the achievement of the portfolio target related to
International Financial Institutions (IFls). To date, these groups have actively contributed
to the mission of the GBFF and will continue to engage with the GBFF and its governance,
in line with their respective mandates.

Conclusion

25. The recommendations of this evaluation build on a solid quantitative and qualitative
analysis of the GBFF’s record to date, and are well aligned with current efforts to consolidate
GBFF policy and programming, as illustrated by recent portfolio trends and Fund guidelines,

26. In this respect, the GEF Secretariat appreciates the relevance of the report’s
recommendations to further improving GBFF implementation and adding to the effectiveness,
efficiency and relevance of the Fund.

27. The GEF Secretariat will track progress on the implementation of each of these
recommendations reporting to Council as needed through existing reports, as well as through
the IEQ’s standard Management Action Record.



