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Applicability and Effective Date 

1. These guidelines cover the GEF-9 cycle and apply for reporting from July 1, 2026, to June 
30, 2030. They are effective as of July 1, 2026. The use of Core Indicators and Sub-Indicators, 
commonly called Core Indicators, presented in these guidelines is specific to projects and 
programs financed by the GEF Trust Fund. Their use is required for any project and program 
approved after July 1, 2014 (GEF/C.54/11/Rev.02). For projects approved before July 1, 2014, and 
for coordination projects of Integrated Programs (GEF/E/C.60/09), the use of Core Indicators is 
encouraged, but not required. 

Purpose and Scope  

2. This document serves to clarify reporting on the GEF-9 Results Management Framework 
(RMF) developed during the ninth replenishment of the GEF Trust Fund. The transition from the 
GEF-8 Results Measurement Framework to the GEF-9 Results Management Framework reflects 
a deliberate shift in emphasis: the GEF must go beyond measuring results to actively managing 
for them, fostering evidence-based decision-making, learning, and adaptive management. This 
shift is aligned with time-bound global commitments for achievement by 2030, coinciding with 
the end of the GEF-9 cycle. It aims to ensure reporting consistency, data quality and transparency 
in projects and programs as well as through corporate reporting across the portfolio to 
demonstrate how projects and programs contribute to the GEF’s programming directions and 
partnership priorities in measurable terms. Guidelines on the Project and Program Results 
Framework and Monitoring & Evaluation Plans complement this document1, which updates the 
list of Core Indicators. Data entry in the GEF Portal for Core Indicators takes place in the order 
presented in the Annex. Core Indicators are referenced throughout this document using their 
new assigned codes (e.g., EP-BD-01, SC-NC-04).  

3. These guidelines provide information to ensure a clear and consistent use and 
understanding of RMF indicators by Agencies, countries and the GEF Secretariat. For Agencies 
and countries, this document clarifies the use of Tier 1 Core Indicators in projects and programs. 
This includes identifying intended results, monitoring progress and supporting data with 
justification. Further details on Core Indicators first introduced in GEF-7 (see Box 1) and clarifying 
edits to their definitions (ME/GN/02) are provided. The names of some indicators have also been 
edited for brevity and to make them easier to understand. For all GEF partners, the guidelines 
also present the mechanics of the GEF-9 RMF implementation and cover Tier 2 metrics tracking 
the effectiveness of the GEF Partnership in managing projects and programs. 

 
1 Annex 3, Guidelines on the Program and Project Cycle Policy, GEF/C.59/Inf.03. 
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Context for the GEF-9 RMF 

4. The GEF-9 RMF provides the framework for reporting on the achievement of Global 
Environmental Benefits and operational performance across the GEF Partnership. It facilitates 
learning, promotes performance improvement and enhances accountability on the GEF 
effectiveness with relevant stakeholders. In this context, these guidelines set out methodological 
guidance and provide clear technical definitions for each indicator. Indicators are presented 
along the RMF structure divided into two tiers of measurement, with Tier 1 focused on Project 
and Program Results and Tier 2 on Operational Performance (see Figure 1). Under this structure, 
the GEF-9 RMF integrates the Global Environmental Benefits it targets in a comprehensive vision 
of what the GEF aims to achieve, assessing how change is taking place. 

Box 1. Forming the GEF-9 Results Management Framework 

The GEF-9 RMF builds on the revamped results architecture introduced in GEF-7 and consolidated 
through GEF-8 as well as on a framework tracking operational performance established during the 
same cycle. 

The GEF pivoted in GEF-7 from monitoring a large number of indicators through focal area tracking 
tools to gauging progress against a lean set of more relevant and integrated Core Indicators 
(GEF/C.54/11/Rev.02). This move was supported by findings in OPS6 from the GEF’s Independent 
Evaluation Office (GEF/ME/C.53/Inf.01). Core Indicators are now tracked in Tier 1 of the GEF-9 RMF. 
They provide a simplified results framework capturing the most relevant outcomes with streamlined 
monitoring and reporting requirements. 

Most Tier 2 metrics were developed during GEF-7 and presented for the first time under a reporting 
framework called the Portfolio Scorecard in the 2020 Monitoring Report (GEF/C.59/03/Rev.01). This 
methodology was further refined during GEF-8. This approach started to track the GEF Partnership’s 
progress in key areas of operational effectiveness. It provided a consistent approach to reporting 
progress over time, with indicators that allow for comparability across Agencies and regions, 
reinforced by the use of a traffic-light system.  

 

5. The RMF is embedded within the GEF’s broader outcome-oriented results system, 
supported by complementary tools for progress reporting, knowledge management, and results 
communication. The GEF reports to Council through the Annual Monitoring Report and the 
Corporate Scorecard. Parallel frameworks exist for the GBFF — partly nested within the GEF RMF 
— and for the LDCF and SCCF, which share a standalone framework. Additional narrative 
reporting takes place through the Results in Motion series, featuring project results briefs. The 
GEF Geospatial Platform tracks local-level results, overlaying project locations with satellite 
imagery to reveal environmental change. Implementation and reporting are underpinned by 
Project Implementation Reports, Program Progress Monitoring Reports, Mid-Term Reviews, and 
Terminal Evaluations, which together feed the Strategy for Knowledge Management and 
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Learning. Upstream, the focus on results and targets drives higher-impact projects and strategic 
selectivity. 

Figure 1: Two Tiers of the GEF-9 Results Management Framework 

 

6. Three orientations underpin the development of the GEF-9 RMF: 

① Streamlining: the RMF maintains a selective framework that highlights key results 
areas while keeping reporting manageable, avoiding additional burdens on Agencies 
and countries.  

② Harmonization: harmonizing results indicators and methodologies with other 
Multilateral Climate Funds (MCFs) reduces transaction costs for countries, improves 
awareness of collective efforts, and responds to the commitment made by 
environmental funds to accelerate collaboration on monitoring, evaluation, and 
learning.  

③ Family-of-funds approach: while the RMF focuses on results generated through GEF 
Trust Fund financing, reporting highlights instances where multi-trust fund projects 
deliver additional results through the LDCF, SCCF, and GBFF, maintaining distinct 
reporting lines while enabling “One GEF” communication of collective impact. 

7. The GEF-9 RMF disentangles the way the GEF aims for results (Tier 1) from operational 
inputs and management (Tier 2). Tier 1 measures the GEF’s contributions to achieving global 
environmental benefits, through aggregated Core Indicator data. Tier 2 assesses the GEF 
Partnership’s progress in implementing operations. The two tiers describe the GEF’s ability to 
transform its financing into global environmental benefits. Figure 2 shows the clusters of 
indicators used for each of the two tiers of the GEF-9 RMF. By vertically aligning the two tiers of 
measurement, the RMF establishes stronger conceptual linkages between the GEF’s outcomes 
(Tier 1) and the inputs, processes and activities (Tier 2) that helped lead to them. This architecture 
also makes it easier to analyze each area, learn from implementation and report on progress. 

Tier 1 indicators reflect the GEF-9 strategic priorities along five groups of indicators. The GEF-9 
RMF maintains continuity with the GEF-8 RMF (GEF/C.62/Inf.12/Rev.01) and GEF-7 Results 

TIER 1 | Project and Program Results 
Outcomes and outputs of projects and  

programs financed by the GEF 

TIER 2 | Operational Performance 
Effectiveness of the GEF Partnership in  

managing projects and programs 
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Architecture by retaining all Core Indicators (GEF/C.54/11/Rev.02), while addressing emerging 
issues for GEF-9. It tracks the aggregated outputs and outcomes that are supported through GEF-
financed projects and programs. Indicators are structured along key environmental themes that 
overlap with multiple focal areas of funding: Conserving & sustainably using biodiversity, 
Sustainably managing & restoring ecosystems, Advancing climate action, Strengthening 
transboundary water management, and Reducing pollution from chemicals & waste. 

8. To track contributions to system change — which unfolds over longer timeframes than 
individual projects and cannot be attributed to single interventions — the GEF-9 RMF introduces 
five indicator groupings aligned with the five interconnected systems targeted by Integrated 
Programs: Nature, Urban, Food, Energy, and Health. These indicators are new, tracked without 
portfolio-wide targets, and reported in the Corporate Scorecard and Annual Monitoring Report 
as data become available. They complement the Core Indicators by pointing to the strategic 
direction of GEF investments and signaling progress toward systemic transformation. 

9. The GEF-9 RMF also introduces new indicators to track socio-economic co-benefits, 
building on the expanded people-centered measurement architecture established in GEF-8 and 
reflecting the Healthy Planet, Healthy People framework underpinning the GEF-9 Programming 
Directions. These indicators track improvements in livelihoods, women’s empowerment and 
participation in environmental and natural resource management, and the enabling policy 
environment for environmental sustainability. They complement the five area-specific people-
centered Core Indicators retained from GEF-8 by providing cross-cutting measures of 
empowerment and systemic change that cut across environmental themes. All three are 
disaggregated by sex, youth, and separately Indigenous Peoples and local communities.  

10. Metrics under Tier 2 track operational progress. They assess how projects and programs 
subject to standard implementation and completion reporting requirements perform in 
delivering results, leveraging existing project data shared during implementation and at 
completion. This means the use of these metrics does not require reporting efforts other than 
those already existing by Agencies and countries. These metrics provide a consistent approach 
to reporting on and understanding portfolio progress through different dimensions. They include 
three groups of indicators tracking different aspects of the GEF business. The first assesses 
the speed of project implementation across five key lifecycle transitions: from CEO Endorsement 
or Approval to first disbursement; from CEO Endorsement or Approval to Mid-Term Review; from 
CEO Endorsement or Approval to project completion; from project completion to Terminal 
Evaluation; and from Terminal Evaluation to financial closure. Each transition is assessed against 
a benchmark duration. The second measures key portfolio management indicators, and the third 
monitors the materialization of project co-financing. Taken together, these groups of metrics 
provide a picture of how well implementation is taking place. 
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Figure 2: Two tiers capturing the GEF’s aspirations, results, and operational effectiveness 

 

Application of GEF-9 Core Indicators 

11. Core Indicators apply differently to projects under preparation and implementation 
depending on their stage and approval date. The use of Core Indicators is required for any new 
project and program. Agencies should also use Core Indicators presented in these guidelines as 
they submit for CEO Endorsement or CEO Approval any project approved by Council after July 1, 
2014. Ongoing projects from the GEF-6 phase and onward are required to also use Core Indicators 
and Sub-Indicators. The use of Core Indicators and Sub-Indicators is only encouraged, but not 
required, for projects from GEF-5 and earlier and for coordination projects of GEF-9 Integrated 
Programs. 

12. Data provided on Core Indicators are specific to the milestones at which projects and 
programs are. At Project Identification Form or Program Framework Document stage, Agencies 
share expected results. When reaching CEO Endorsement or Approval, Agencies provide adjusted 
expected results informed by project preparation as appropriate. The Mid-Term Review and 
Terminal Evaluation are the stages when Agencies assess and share actual results data. In 
instances where expected results have not been reported at CEO Endorsement or Approval or in 
the case of newly introduced indicators, Agencies should then also share initially envisioned 
expected results in addition to actual results at Mid-Term Review or Terminal Evaluation stages. 
Agencies should consider using the Mid-Term Review milestone to assess whether the project 
requires adjustments to adapt implementation to new circumstances and enhance the delivery 
of results. In this regard, the Mid-Term Review should include an explicit reassessment of the 
plausibility of Core Indicator targets in light of implementation experience to date, including 

TIER 2 — OPERATIONAL PERFORMANCE 

Enhancing the speed of 
operations 

Ensuring strong portfolio 
management and adaptation 

Increasing co-financing across the 
portfolio 

Socio-Economic Co-Benefits: Women’s outcomes • Livelihoods • Policy regulatory 

TIER 1 — PROJECT AND PROGRAM RESULTS 

Conserving & 
sustainably using 

biodiversity 

Sustainably managing 
& restoring 
ecosystems 

Advancing 
Climate Action 

Strengthening 
transboundary water 

management 

Reducing 
pollution from 

chemicals & waste 

Environmental Progress 

Strengthening 
natural capital 

Improving urban 
system 

Linking food, land 
and water 

Supporting energy 
and industry 

Protecting human 
health 

Accelerating System Change 
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progress rates, co-financing materialization, contextual changes, and any methodological 
refinements made since CEO Endorsement. A documented justification of changes should be 
provided, including reasons for any revision and related methodology, as well as the implications 
for the project’s theory of change and results framework. Significant downward revisions should 
trigger a discussion of corrective measures. This adaptive management function of the Mid-Term 
Review is intended to strengthen overall results achievement and the reliability of Terminal 
Evaluation results data. 

13. Core Indicator selection and target-setting should be explicitly grounded in and traceable 
to the project’s documented theory of change (ToC). The ToC articulates the causal logic 
connecting project inputs, activities, and outputs to the expected outcomes and global 
environmental benefits, identifying the assumptions, risks, and enabling conditions on which the 
results pathway depends. Each reported indicator reflects an outcome or output that is directly 
supported by the project’s ToC. 

Characteristics of RMF Indicators and Principles Specific to the Use of Core 
Indicators  

14. Indicators of this RMF are tied to performance and results by focusing on one or more 
characteristics of the broader goal of each grouping of indicator, using SMART criteria. The 
characteristics of SMART indicators are as follows:  

• Specific. Indicators should convey clear, precise information that is easy to communicate 
and understand.  

• Measurable. The values of indicators should be easy to determine, objectively and with 
economy and scientific accuracy.  

• Achievable. Indicators and their measurement units aim to reflect goals that are 
achievable during the relevant timespan.  

• Relevant. Indicators should be directly applicable to the goals and context of the level 
being measured and be useful for management or analytical purposes.  

• Time-bound. Indicators should enable progress to be tracked at a desired frequency for 
a set period.  

15. Overarching principles guide the use of Core Indicators in projects and programs. These 
principles are informed by evaluative evidence (GEF/E/C.61/Inf.01). They structure both the type 
of results to consider and speak to the key attributes of different indicator types comprising the 
set of Tier 1 metrics. These are: 
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• Core Indicators are predominantly outcome indicators. They are designed to capture 
changes in environmental conditions, management practices, institutional 
arrangements, or human wellbeing that result from project and program interventions, 
not merely the delivery of outputs. Where an indicator sits closer to the output end of 
the results chain, Agencies are encouraged to complement Core Indicator reporting with 
outcome-level evidence in their results frameworks. 

• Only direct outputs and outcomes are captured through Core and Sub-Indicators.  

• As GEF projects are made up of both GEF financing as well as co-financing, the GEF RMF 
seeks to capture Core Indicator and Sub-Indicator values to which the GEF-funded 
projects have contributed. Project teams are not required to determine the portion of 
results attributed to GEF financing.  

• Sub-Indicators sum up to their parent indicators. 

• Expected values should be based on what the GEF-financed project and program can 
achieve by its completion and be reported as such in Terminal Evaluations. They should 
be based on past trends, professional judgment and an assessment of what is likely to 
be achieved considering available resources and planned activities.  

• Exception — Greenhouse Gas emissions: the indicator tracking Greenhouse Gas 
emissions reduced assesses results to be achieved over the lifetime of the investment –
at completion (e.g. before the capitalization phase in AFOLU sector, operation phase in 
infrastructure investments), an updated estimate can be based on observed data from 
project implementation.  

• A justification for the level of expected values should be provided and should explain 
the methodological approach and underlying logic or causal pathway adopted, 
considering barriers, enablers, risks, assumptions, and ensuring consistency of data with 
project activities and theory of change. The justification should be sufficiently detailed 
to allow an independent reviewer to assess the plausibility of the target, including how 
the stated barriers, enablers, and risks have informed the level of ambition. Agencies 
are encouraged to use this document, and in particular the Inclusion and Exclusion 
criteria for each indicator, to self-assess their results frameworks prior to submission, so 
that the GEFSEC review stage can focus on quality rather than completeness. Adequate 
care should be provided in justifying the level of actual results reported. 

• The level of expected results reflects an honest assessment of risk and ambition 
consistent with the GEF’s stated Risk Appetite (GEF/C.66/13 and any future update), 
neither understating expected results to guarantee achievement nor overstating them 
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without methodological grounding. Risk assessments informing target-setting should be 
grounded in residual risk — that is, the risk remaining after the implementation of 
planned mitigation measures — rather than inherent risk alone. This focus on residual 
risk promotes quality design and effective target-setting by incentivizing robust risk 
mitigation and adaptive management as integral components of project planning.  

• The same hectare can be counted across multiple indicators if it qualifies for the specific 
results being measured, with the exception that EP-BD-02 through EP-BD-06 and EP-LD-
02 (and their sub-indicators) are mutually exclusive with one another, and EP-BD-07 and 
EP-LD-01 are mutually exclusive with each other; all other overlaps are permitted. 
Overlapping indicators are not aggregated in the context of RMF reporting to prevent 
double counting. A justification should be provided on the nature and scope of overlap. 

• A baseline value of zero is expected for Core Indicators to allow measuring the net effect 
of a project or program receiving GEF financing. This applies to all Core Indicators, 
except for indicators which use ratings as their unit of measure. 

• Disaggregation: For indicators that capture results for people, results should be 
disaggregated by sex, by youth, and by Indigenous Peoples and local communities, and 
Indigenous Peoples specifically. 

• Precision: GEF Agencies should use a maximum of three significant figures.  

• Metric tons: Use of metric tons for all indicators refers to the unit that is equal to 1,000 
kilograms. 

16. These guidelines acknowledge inherent challenges in tracking environmental outcomes. 
Measuring ecological impact is complex, as improvements often manifest years after project 
completion. 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. Many GEF initiatives target policies, regulations, 
and management practices, which are often better captured through qualitative reporting than 
quantitative metrics alone. Core Indicators are therefore designed to serve as traceable proxies 
for environmental progress, not as comprehensive measures of ecological change, and should be 
read alongside the qualitative reporting instruments described further below. 

17. The GEF-9 Results Management Framework strengthens the granularity of results 
reporting by expanding disaggregation requirements for Core Indicators that capture results for 
people. For all such indicators, results should be reported separately by sex, distinguishing 
outcomes for women and girls from those for men and boys. GEF-9 also introduces 
disaggregation by youth, defined as individuals aged 15 to 24 years in line with the UN definition. 
A further requirement, distinctive to the GEF context, is disaggregation by Indigenous Peoples 
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and local communities, with results reported separately for Indigenous Peoples and for non-
Indigenous local communities. Together, these three dimensions of disaggregation offer a more 
differentiated picture of who benefits from GEF-financed interventions and how results are 
distributed across population groups, supporting more targeted and accountable results. 

18. The quality and verifiability of results data are foundational to the credibility of RMF 
reporting. Agencies should apply minimum data quality standards when submitting Core 
Indicator data at any milestone. This includes directly collecting data through project monitoring 
systems, field surveys, remote sensing, or facility records, as feasible and with relevant 
documentation. Secondary data are acceptable where primary data collection is not feasible. 
Estimation and modelling are acceptable, sometimes essential, where direct measurement is not 
practicable, provided that the methodology is transparent, assumptions are explicitly stated, 
conservative values are applied where uncertainty is high, and the approach is consistent with 
any tool or methodology referenced in these guidelines or in the indicator-specific guidance. 

Accountability in Reporting on the GEF-9 RMF  

19. This section describes the process for RMF data collection, analysis and reporting to GEF 
stakeholders. Reporting is a shared responsibility of the GEF Secretariat and Agencies working 
with Executing entities in recipient countries and recipient countries themselves. Details for 
collecting data at each level of the RMF are presented below. 

20. The Annual Monitoring Report tracks progress against the GEF-9 RMF using a consistent 
approach to reporting progress over time. It focuses on the achievement of expected and actual 
results along Tier 1 indicators and on operational progress with Tier 2 metrics. Different reporting 
mechanisms are in place for each of the two tiers of measurement, reflecting their specific 
purposes. In addition, the Corporate Scorecard tracks aggregate expected results for each Core 
Indicator against targets to be achieved by the end of the GEF cycle. The same is presented in the 
Cover Notes prepared for each Work Program. Altogether, this helps to make evidence-based 
decisions on work planning, encourages performance, strengthens accountability for results and 
enhances effectiveness.  

21. Mid-Term Reviews and Terminal Evaluations provide the source of data on results 
achievements used for reporting on Tier 1 of the RMF. These reports include information and 
data on the extent to which a project achieved its intended objectives. The information covers 
relevant Core Indicators, as well as additional indicators pertaining to each project’s results 
framework. Systematic reporting on actual results takes place in a way that highlights the GEF’s 
increasing impact over the GEF-9 cycle. To demonstrate the extent of impact in GEF-9, reporting 
will be cumulative, adding each year the level of results achieved during the previous year. This 
means Tier 1 results will first report progress achieved during FY26 (in the 2026 Monitoring 
Report); followed by FY26 and FY27; then FY26, FY27 and FY28; and finally, FY26, FY27, FY28 and 
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FY29 covering the full GEF-9 cycle. In addition, actual results reported during the reporting year 
will also be provided. To give perspective, the stock of expected results from the portfolio of CEO 
endorsed/approved and under implementation projects at the end of the fiscal year of reporting 
will also be provided. Accountability will be focused on Core Indicators primarily, with public 
dashboards reporting on all indicators. 

Box 2. Measuring Results in Fragile and Conflict-affected Situations 

Measuring results in fragile and conflict-affected situations (FCS) presents significant challenges due 
to volatile environments and limited institutional capacity. Insecurity frequently hinders fieldwork 
and direct outcome measurement. Greater emphasis on process indicators is often necessary to 
track incremental progress 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 contextual understanding. GEF’s approach 
emphasizes flexibility, innovation, and collaboration in designing M&E frameworks for these 
contexts. Likewise, projects under implementation may face higher challenges in meeting 
performance monitoring thresholds built into Tier 2 indicators. 

 

22. Progress data provided each year under Tier 2 metrics focus on values specific to the fiscal 
year of reporting. This allows for highlighting the latest progress, understanding patterns over 
time, and driving actions. Reporting takes place through a three-color “traffic light” system which 
helps assess the overall shape of a project portfolio and identify whether projects fall within or 
outside of a specific standard. Color bands, moving from green (●) to amber (●) and then red (●), 
denote increasing distance from satisfactory progress. A green light means that above 80% of the 
portfolio responds positively to an indicator’s threshold, an amber one that it responds positively 
in 60-80% of the cases, and a red one that it responds positively in less than 60% of the portfolio. 
Grey (●) is used when data are not available. The data are drawn from the GEF Portal, leveraging 
data provided by Agencies in annual Project Implementation Reports, project Mid-Term Reviews 
and project Terminal Evaluations.  

23. Quantitative Core Indicator data are complemented by qualitative results narratives that 
capture dimensions of change — including institutional reform, market transformation, and 
systems-level shifts — that aggregate indicators alone cannot fully convey. These qualitative 
details are usually expected as part of the Core Indicator textual justification and in alignment 
with the project’s theory of change. At the program level, Agencies complete an annual Program 
Progress Monitoring Report (PPMR), which provides structured results narratives organized 
along the program’s levers for change and tracks progress toward the program objective across 
child projects and geographies. The PPMR serves as the primary vehicle for capturing cross-
cutting learning, documenting adaptive management decisions, and communicating program-
level results to the GEF Secretariat and Council. At the project level, the “Results in Motion” series 
features concise results briefs that highlight concrete outcomes achieved by individual GEF-
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financed projects, providing accessible and evidence-based communication of impact to a 
broader audience. Together, these instruments complement the RMF’s quantitative architecture 
and support the GEF’s commitment to transparent, multi-dimensional results communication. 
The GEF Geospatial Platform (thegef.org/maps) complements these tools by visualizing where 
beneficiaries of GEF financing are located and overlaying project sites with satellite imagery to 
track environmental change. In GEF-9, Agencies are encouraged to submit polygon data in 
addition to point coordinates to enable more robust ex-post analysis of ecological change over 
time. The GEF Portal serves as the system to receive and collate results and progress information 
that Agencies share with the GEF Secretariat. Agencies use dedicated online modules to provide 
data that feed into the RMF, including in the form of Project Implementation Reports, Mid-Term 
Reviews and Terminal Evaluation reports. 

Definition of GEF-9 RMF Indicators 

24. This section contains the full technical definitions of all GEF-9 RMF indicators — both Tier 
1 (environmental and social results delivered by individual projects and programs) and Tier 2 (GEF 
Secretariat operational performance). Agencies and countries developing project results 
frameworks should focus on the Tier 1 indicators corresponding to their project's results areas. 
For each indicator, the Definition, Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria, and Method of Calculation 
subsections provide the information needed to set baselines and targets in the GEF Portal; the 
Disaggregation subsection specifies how results should be reported.  
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TIER 1: Outcomes of projects and programs financed by the GEF 

Definitions follow a common structure clarifying what is measured, the unit of measure, the type 
of indicator, and, where relevant, inclusion criteria or methodological considerations necessary 
to ensure accurate aggregation and avoid double counting. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRESS (EP) 
 

Conserving and Sustainably Using Biodiversity (BD) 

Establish and improve the management of conservation areas 

EP-BD-01 — Conservation areas created or under improved management effectiveness 

Definition: This indicator measures the surface area of protected areas and Other Effective area-
based Conservation Measures (OECMs) created or with strengthened management effectiveness 
through GEF-financed projects. A protected area is ‘A clearly defined geographical space, 
recognized, dedicated and managed, through legal or other effective means, to achieve the long-
term conservation of nature with associated ecosystem services and cultural values.’ (Dudley et 
al., 2008)2. An OECM is ‘a geographically defined area other than a Protected Area, which is 
governed and managed in ways that achieve positive and sustained long-term outcomes for the 
in situ conservation of biodiversity, with associated ecosystem functions and services and where 
applicable, cultural, spiritual, socio–economic, and other locally relevant values.’ (CBD, 2018)3 

Method of calculation: This is a system-calculated aggregate. Agencies do not enter data directly 
against EP-BD-01. Data are entered under EP-BD-02, EP-BD-03, EP-BD-04, and EP-BD-05, which 
the system sums. 

Unit: Hectares 

Disaggregation: EP-BD-02, EP-BD-03, EP-BD-04, EP-BD-05. 

EP-BD-02 — Protected areas created 
Definition: This indicator captures the territorial and marine area (hectares) newly placed under 
legal protection status. Protected areas are defined as totally or partially protected areas that are 
newly designated as national parks, natural monuments, nature reserves, or wildlife sanctuaries; 
protected landscapes; and scientific reserves. The intent is to capture the hectares of new 
terrestrial and marine protected areas resulting from project support, and which were not 
established before the start of the project. Please note that the GEF requires new Protected Areas 

 
2  Dudley, N. (Ed.). (2008). Guidelines for applying protected area management categories; 
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/pag-021.pdf 
3  Convention on Biological Diversity. (2018). Decision 14/8: Protected areas and other effective area-based 
conservation measures. Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity; 
https://www.cbd.int/doc/decisions/cop-14/cop-14-dec-08-en.pdf 
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established with its support to meet the Key Biodiversity Area standard.4 When KBA criteria are 
not met, proposals will be considered on a case-by-case basis. 
Inclusion criteria: The category includes all protected areas formally designated according to 
national legislation. It encompasses the International Union for the Conservation of Nature’s 
(IUCN) protected area Categories I–VI 5 . Where the hectares overlap with Indigenous or 
traditional territories, Free, Prior and Informed Consent (FPIC) is a mandatory prerequisite for 
the site to be reported. 
Exclusion criteria: Existing protected areas (i.e. established before the start of the project) in 
which projects increase the level of protection (e.g., a change in IUCN category) should not be 
included. For projects that expand a protected area existing at project start, only the new 
expanded hectares should be reported. Protection of new areas implies improved management 
that accompanies the protection. To avoid double-counting, hectares reported under EP-BD-02  
should not be reported under EP-BD-03. 
Method of calculation: The value of this component is determined by aggregating the hectares 
of all newly designated protected areas established under the project. 
At PIF request stage, the anticipated size of the protected area to be created should be indicated.  
At CEO Endorsement stage, the anticipated name, size and IUCN protected area category 
(Categories I–VI) of the protected area(s) to be created should be provided. Projects are 
requested to include steps to register the created protected areas in the WDPA. 
By mid-term or final evaluation, projects should indicate the name, size and IUCN protected area 
category (Categories I–VI), as well as, if available, the ID number from the World Database of 
Protected Areas (WDPA)6.  
For new protected areas that are not captured in the WDPA, Agencies are encouraged to provide 
polygon data depicting the extent of the protected area. 
In cases where the protected area does not fit IUCN criteria (e.g., some Indigenous and 
Community Conserved Areas [ICCA]), “Other Category” should be selected.  
Aggregation: This is a system-calculated aggregate. Agencies report the sub‑indicators (EP-BD-
02.1 and EP-BD-02.2), which the system sums. 
Unit: hectares 

 EP-BD-02.1 — of which terrestrial  

 
4  International Union for Conservation of Nature. (2025). Key biodiversity areas. 
https://iucn.org/resources/conservation-tool/key-biodiversity-areas 
5 International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), Protected Area Categories- explanation of the six IUCN 
management categories for protected areas (Ia–VI) https://www.iucn.org/theme/protected-
areas/about/protected-area-categories 
6 Dudley, N. (Editor) (2008). Guidelines for Applying Protected Area Management Categories. Gland, Switzerland: 
IUCN. WITH Stolton, S., P. Shadie and N. Dudley (2013). IUCN WCPA Best Practice Guidance on Recognising Protected 
Areas and Assigning Management Categories and Governance Types, Best Practice Protected Area Guidelines Series 
No. 21, Gland, Switzerland: IUCN. https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/pag-021.pdf For 
assigning IUCN protected and management categories please refer to Day, J., Dudley, N., Hockings, M., Holmes, G., 
Laffoley, D., Stolton, S., Wells, S. and Wenzel, L. (eds.) (2019). Guidelines for applying the IUCN protected area 
management categories to marine protected areas. Second edition. Gland. Switzerland: IUCN 

https://portals.iucn.org/library/node/30018
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/PAG-019-2nd%20ed.-En.pdf
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/PAG-019-2nd%20ed.-En.pdf
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Method of calculation: The value of this component is determined by aggregating the 
hectares of all newly designated terrestrial protected areas established under the project. 
For protected areas covering both marine and terrestrial ecosystems, only the terrestrial 
surface area should be reported here. The marine surface area should be parsed out and 
reported under EP-BD-02.2. 

 EP-BD-02.2 — of which marine 
Method of calculation: For protected areas covering both marine and terrestrial 
ecosystems, only the marine surface area should be reported here. The terrestrial surface 
area should be parsed out and reported under EP-BD-02.1. 

EP-BD-03 — Protected areas under improved management effectiveness 
Definition: This indicator captures the number of hectares of protected areas, both territorial 
and marine, whose management has been improved thanks to a GEF-financed project. The main 
data source for this indicator is the Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) score, which 
is calculated using the GEF-9 protected area tracking tool.7 The METT was originally developed 
by the World Wildlife Fund and the World Bank Alliance for Forest Conservation and Sustainable 
Use. It has been applied as the main qualitative measure of management effectiveness at 
protected areas since 20018.  
Inclusion criteria: If the METT score increases over the life of the project, the protected area 
hectares should be counted. Any increase in METT score satisfies the threshold for this 
component. Where the hectares overlap with Indigenous or traditional territories, Free, Prior and 
Informed Consent (FPIC) is a mandatory prerequisite for the site to be reported. 
Exclusion criteria: If the METT score does not change or decreases, then the protected area 
hectares should not be counted. Where the area in question is newly protected through project 
implementation, hectares should only be reported under indicator EP-BD-02. Additional analysis 
may further characterize increases in METT scores. 
Method of calculation: This indicator is calculated based on the protected areas that show an 
increase in METT score at completion of the GEF-financed project compared to the baseline score 
established prior to project start.  
At PIF request stage, the name, WDPA ID (if available), size, and IUCN protected area category 
(Categories I–VI) should be indicated. In cases where the protected area does not fit IUCN criteria 
(e.g., ICCAs), “Other Category” should be noted.  
At CEO endorsement request stage, projects should provide, in addition to the information 
provided at PIF stage, the baseline METT score and upload the corresponding completed GEF-9 
protected area tracking tool for each protected area. The project results framework should 
include, for each protected area reported, the targeted METT scores at mid-term and project 
end. The project should also provide the polygon data for each protected area. 
By mid-term and final evaluation, for each protected area targeted by the project, projects are 
requested to carry out a METT assessment following GEF-9 protected area tracking tool and to 

 
7 Forthcoming 
8 Stolton, S., Hockings, M., & Dudley, N. (2020). Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT-4) guide. BIOPAMA 
RRIS. https://rris.biopama.org/node/20639 
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provide the METT score in the reporting module and upload the GEF METT template. Only 
protected areas with increased METT score compared to the baseline established prior to project 
start can be reported as actual results by completion.  
Aggregation: This is a system-calculated aggregate. Agencies report the sub‑indicators (EP-BD-
03.1 and EP-BD-03.2), which the system sums. 
Unit: hectares 

 EP-BD-03.1 — of which terrestrial 
Definition: This indicator refers to the number of hectares of terrestrial protected areas 
whose management has been improved. In the case of protected areas that are partly 
marine and partly terrestrial, agencies are requested to parse the respective surface area 
across EP-BD-03.1 and EP-BD-03.2. Given the METT is dedicated to assessing a 
management unit, only one METT assessment should be undertaken per protected area 
with the same METT score reported for both its marine and terrestrial components. 

 EP-BD-03.2 — of which marine 
Definition: This indicator refers to the number of hectares of marine protected areas 
whose management has been improved. In the case of protected areas that are partly 
marine and partly terrestrial, agencies are requested to parse the respective surface area 
across EP-BD-03.1 and EP-BD-03.2. Given the METT is dedicated to assessing a 
management unit, only one METT assessment should be undertaken per protected area 
with the same METT score reported for both its marine and terrestrial components. 

EP-BD-04 — OECMs newly created 
Definition: This indicator refers to the territorial and marine area (hectare) newly placed under 
OECMs as recognized under national policy frameworks. Please note that the GEF requires new 
OECMs established with its support to meet the Key Biodiversity Area standard.9 When KBA 
criteria are not met, proposals will be considered on a case-by-case basis. 
An OECM is a geographically defined area other than a Protected Area, which is governed and 
managed in ways that achieve positive and sustained long-term outcomes for the in-situ 
conservation of biodiversity with associated ecosystem functions and services and where 
applicable, cultural, spiritual, socio-economic, and other locally relevant values.10,11 An OECM 
can be governed and/or managed by a government agency, private group (e.g. a company, a 
university, or a non-profit organization), by Indigenous Peoples and local communities, or in a 
shared arrangement. Biodiversity conservation must be an explicit objective of site management. 
Management can also pursue other objectives, such as the sustainable management of water 

 
9  International Union for Conservation of Nature. (2025). Key biodiversity areas. 
https://iucn.org/resources/conservation-tool/key-biodiversity-areas 
10 Jonas, H. D., Wood, P., & Woodley, S. (Eds.). (2024). Guidance on other effective area-based conservation measures 
(OECMs) (IUCN WCPA Good Practice Guidelines Series No. 36). International Union for Conservation of Nature; 
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/documents/GPG-036-En.pdf 
11 FAO. 2022. A handbook for identifying, evaluating and reporting other effective area-based conservation measures 
in marine fisheries. Rome. https://openknowledge.fao.org/handle/20.500.14283/cc3307en 

https://openknowledge.fao.org/handle/20.500.14283/cc3307en
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resources, provided that long-term biodiversity conservation is maintained12. OECMs must have 
an intent for permanence. OECMs recognized with GEF support should be registered in the World 
Database of OECMs (WD-OECM), where feasible. 
Inclusion criteria: This component captures the hectares of new OECMs resulting from project 
support, and which were not established/formally designated under relevant national policy 
frameworks before the start of the project. For projects that expand current terrestrial and 
marine OECMs, only the new expanded hectares should be reported.  
Exclusion criteria: Only OECMs that are recognized as such in national policy frameworks should 
be reported under this indicator. OECM sites or areas that were established before the start of 
the project and in which the project only increases the level of protection should not be included. 
Similarly, OECM sites or areas that overlap with existing protected areas must be adjusted to 
avoid double-counting. Sites that do not actively conserve biodiversity or for which sufficient area 
information is unavailable are also excluded. Finally, areas that are solely Indigenous or 
traditional territories but not formally recognized as OECMs are not counted in this indicator. 
Where the OECM hectares overlap with Indigenous or traditional territories, Free, Prior and 
Informed Consent (FPIC) is a mandatory prerequisite for the site to be reported. 
Method of calculation: The value of this component is determined by aggregating the hectares 
of all newly designated OECMs established under the project.  
At PIF stage, the anticipated size of the OECM(s) to be created should be indicated.  
At CEO Endorsement stage, the anticipated name and size of the OECM(s) to be created should 
be provided. Projects are requested to include steps to register the supported OECMs in the 
WDPA in the project activities. 
By mid-term or final evaluation, projects should indicate the name, size and, if available, the ID 
number from the World Database of Protected Areas (WDPA)13. Agencies are encouraged to 
provide polygon data depicting the spatial location and extent of the OECM. 
Aggregation: This is a system-calculated aggregate. Agencies report the sub‑indicators (EP-BD-
04.1 (terrestrial), and EP-BD-04.2 (marine), which the system sums.  
Unit: hectares 

 EP-BD-04.1 — of which terrestrial 
Definition: This component captures the total area (hectares) of terrestrial areas newly 
designated as OECMs through project-supported actions.  

 EP-BD-04.2 — of which marine 
Definition: This component captures the total area (hectares) of marine areas newly 
designated as OECMs through project-supported actions.  

 

 
12 Jonas, H. D., Wood, P., & Woodley, S. (Eds.). (2024). Guidance on Other Effective Area-Based Conservation 
Measures (OECMs) (IUCN WCPA Good Practice Guidelines No. 36). International Union for Conservation of Nature; 
https://iucn.org/resources/publication/guidance-other-effective-area-based-conservation-measures-oecms 
13  UNEP-WCMC & IUCN. (2025). World Database on Protected Areas (WDPA). Protected Planet. 
https://www.protectedplanet.net/en/thematic-areas/wdpa?tab=WDPA 
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EP-BD-05 — OECMs under improved management effectiveness 
Definition: This indicator captures the territorial and marine OECMs area (hectare), whose 
management has been improved. The main data source for this component is the Management 
Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) score, which is calculated using the GEF-9 OECM tracking 
tool14. 
For the definition of OECMs, see EP-BD-04 above.  
Inclusion criteria: If the OECM tracking tool score increases over the life of the project, the OECM 
hectares should be counted. Any increase in score satisfies the threshold for this component. 
Exclusion criteria: If the OECM tracking tool score does not change or decreases, then the OECM 
hectares should not be counted. Where the area in question is newly established OECM through 
project implementation, hectares should only be reported under EP-BD-04.  
Method of calculation: This indicator is calculated based on the OECM areas that show an 
increase in OECM tracking tool score at mid-term or project completion.  
At PIF stage, the name, WDPA ID or WD-OECM (if available), and size of each OECM should be 
indicated.  
At CEO endorsement request stage, projects should update PIF-stage values and provide the 
baseline OECM tracking tool score and upload the corresponding completed GEF-9 OECM 
tracking tool for each OECM. The project results framework should include, for each OECM 
reported, the targeted OECM tracking tool scores at mid-term and project end. The project 
should also provide the polygon data for each OECM. 
By mid-term and final evaluation, for each OECM targeted by the project, projects are requested 
to carry out an OECM assessment following GEF-9 OECM tracking tool and to provide the score 
in the reporting module and upload the GEF-9 OECM tracking tool template.  
Aggregation: This is a system-calculated aggregate. Agencies report the sub‑indicators (EP-BD-
05.1 – terrestrial, and EP-BD-05.2 - marine), which the system sums. In the case of OECMs that 
are partly marine and partly terrestrial, agencies are requested to parse the respective surface 
area across EP-BD-05.1 and EP-BD-05.2. Given the OECM tracking tool is dedicated to assessing 
a management unit, only one assessment should be undertaken per OECM with the same score 
reported for both its marine and terrestrial components. 
Unit: hectares 

 EP-BD-05.1 — of which terrestrial 
Definition: This component captures the total area (hectares) of terrestrial OECMs whose 
management effectiveness has improved as demonstrated by an increase in OECM 
tracking tool score over the project period. In the case of OECMs that cover both 
terrestrial and marine areas, agencies should parse the respective surface area across EP-
BD-05.1 and EP-BD-05.2. Given that the OECM tracking tool assesses a management unit 
as a whole, only one assessment should be undertaken per OECM, with the same score 
reported for both its terrestrial and marine components. 

 EP-BD-05.2 — of which marine 

 
14 Forthcoming 
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Definition: This component captures the total area (hectares) of marine OECMs whose 
management effectiveness has improved as demonstrated by an increase in OECM 
tracking tool score over the project period. In the case of OECMs that cover both 
terrestrial and marine areas, agencies should parse the respective surface area across EP-
BD-05.1 and EP-BD-05.2. 

Biodiversity mainstreaming outside of conservation areas 

EP-BD-06 — Area under improved management outside of conservation areas 
Definition: This indicator captures the total area of landscapes and seascapes outside of 
conservation areas that are under improved management or where loss has been avoided 
through GEF-financed interventions. It includes production and natural ecosystems where 
management changes lead to measurable biodiversity benefits, as well as fisheries that have 
moved from unsustainable to more sustainable levels. This indicator excludes protected areas 
and OECMs. It includes freshwater ecosystems. 
Inclusion criteria: Areas qualify for this indicator if they are (a) outside of protected areas and 
OECMs; (b) subject to a documented change in management and/or practices that is causally 
linked to GEF project activities; and (c) the management change can be demonstrated to deliver 
a measurable or credible benefit to biodiversity. Production landscapes, seascapes, and 
freshwater systems where management changes occur under project support qualify. Fisheries 
qualify where project activities contribute to a documented transition toward sustainable harvest 
levels. Areas under third-party certification schemes incorporating biodiversity considerations 
may qualify; the certification scheme and its biodiversity relevance must be documented and 
justified in the project results framework. 
Exclusion criteria: Excludes protected areas and OECMs. Each sub-indicator must be reported 
without spatial or quantitative overlap. 
Method of calculation: Simple count of hectares. At completion, only hectares with 
demonstrated management improvement or measurable biodiversity benefits should be 
counted. 
Aggregation: This is a system-calculated aggregate. Agencies report the sub‑indicators (EP-BD-
06.1, EP-BD-06.2), which the system sums. 
Unit: hectares 

 EP-BD-06.1 — of which landscapes under improved management to benefit biodiversity 
Definition: This sub-indicator captures the landscape area being actively managed to 
benefit biodiversity or where practices have changed to benefit biodiversity thanks to the 
project. The project results framework should qualitatively describe the benefit provided 
to biodiversity through a change in management and/or practices. A brief description 
should be included as textual justification when reporting. 
It may include areas under third-party certification incorporating biodiversity 
considerations. In such cases, the project should indicate the details of third-party 
certification (e.g., Forest Stewardship Council, Round Table on Responsible Soy, Global 
Forest Alliance) and justify its relevance to benefit biodiversity in the project’s context.  
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At CEO endorsement request stage, projects are required to include detailed explanation 
in their project-specific results framework on how improved management/practices will 
be measured in the context of the project, including ground truthing. Agencies should 
provide polygon data showing the extent and location of landscapes under improved 
management, outside of protected areas and OECMs. 

 EP-BD-06.2 — of which marine habitat under improved management to benefit 
biodiversity 
Definition: This sub-indicator captures the area of marine habitat under improved 
management to benefit biodiversity, and/or for which management plans have been 
prepared, endorsed, and are under implementation, and/or practices have changed to 
benefit biodiversity thanks to the project. The project should qualitatively describe the 
benefit provided to biodiversity through a change in management and/or practices.  
It may include areas under third-party certification incorporating biodiversity 
considerations. In such cases, the project should indicate the details of third-party 
certification (e.g., Marine Stewardship Council) and justify its relevance to benefit 
biodiversity in the project context.  
At CEO endorsement request stage, projects are required to include detailed explanation 
in their project-specific results framework on how improvement management will be 
measured in the context of the project, including ground truthing. Projects are required 
to provide polygon data showing the extent and location of marine habitats under 
improved management, outside of protected areas and OECMs. 

Other biodiversity indicators 

EP-BD-07 — Natural ecosystem loss avoided 
Definition: The conversion of natural ecosystems to intensively modified or anthropogenic 
ecosystems, driven by human activities such as urban development, agriculture, and 
infrastructure development, is one of the main drivers of biodiversity loss. The term “natural 
ecosystem” broadly refers to ecosystems where the impact of humans on ecosystem 
composition, structure and function are low compared to natural factors.  
In line with KMGBF headline indicator A.2, it includes natural and semi-natural ecosystems, which 
are identified based on the ecosystem functional groups of the IUCN Global Ecosystem 
Typology15. Of the 110 ecosystem functional groups, 98 are considered natural or semi-natural 
and 12 are considered anthropogenic. The anthropogenic ecosystem functional groups are listed 
in Table 1.  
This indicator captures the area of natural ecosystems, including terrestrial, marine and 
freshwater ecosystems, which would have been lost or converted to an anthropogenic ecosystem 
(as listed in table 1), without implementation of GEF-financed interventions. The areas reported 
under this indicator may overlap with that reported under any of the other surface area 
indicators of the GEF-9 RMF. In such cases, the project documentation should clarify the overlap. 

 
15 Keith, D.A., Ferrer-Paris, J.R., Nicholson, E. and Kingsford, R.T. (eds.) (2020). The IUCN Global Ecosystem Typology 
2.0: Descriptive profiles for biomes and ecosystem functional groups. Gland, Switzerland: IUCN 
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Inclusion criteria: A natural ecosystem qualifies for reporting under EP-BD-07 if the following 
conditions are met: 

1. The ecosystem type is classified as natural or semi-natural under the IUCN Global 
Ecosystem Typology 2.0, i.e, it belongs to one of the 98 ecosystem functional groups that 
are not listed in Table 1. 

2. A documented and evidenced threat of conversion or degradation exists at project 
baseline. This may be demonstrated through historical rates of land or sea use change, 
land tenure dynamics, planned infrastructure or extractive development, agricultural 
expansion pressure, or modelled deforestation risk (e.g., using tools such as Global Forest 
Watch, MapBiomas, or equivalent). The threat must be specific to the project's 
geographic area of intervention. 

3. The project’s activities can credibly prevent or reduce conversion. Qualifying project 
activities include, but are not limited to: strengthening land use planning or zoning; 
improving law enforcement in targeted areas; supporting alternative livelihoods that 
reduce conversion pressure; community-based natural resource governance; payment 
for ecosystem services schemes; and securing land tenure for Indigenous Peoples and 
local communities whose stewardship prevents conversion. 

4. A credible counterfactual scenario has been established. The counterfactual describes 
what would have occurred in the absence of the project, expressed as a rate of loss in 
hectares per year. The counterfactual must be documented, evidence-based, and 
reported in the project results framework.  

Exclusion criteria: The list of ecosystem functional groups in the IUCN Global Ecosystem Typology 
that are considered anthropogenic and thus excluded from “natural ecosystems” is as follows16: 

 
 

16 Please refer to the IUCN Global Ecosystem Typology for detailed descriptive profiles, which can also be 
found at https://global-ecosystems.org/. 
 

https://global-ecosystems.org/


 

21 
 

Aggregation: This is a system-calculated aggregate. Agencies report the sub‑indicators (EP-BD-
07.1 -terrestrial and EP-BD-07.2 marine), which the system sums. 
Method of calculation:  
Baseline and counterfactual: At PIF stage, projects must establish a documented baseline 
describing the pre-project rate of natural and semi-natural ecosystem loss — expressed as 
hectare per year — in the area targeted by the project. They should estimate and justify how 
much anticipated loss the project interventions will contribute to avoid. 
At CEO endorsement stage, project should include an evidenced and scientifically sound scenario 
of anticipated natural and semi-natural ecosystem loss without the GEF-financed project, and 
quantify, with evidence, how much anticipated loss the project interventions will contribute to 
avoid. The counterfactual scenario should reflect what would have occurred in the absence of 
the project, accounting for any pre-existing or foreseeable trends in natural ecosystem loss. The 
project-specific results framework should clarify and justify the counterfactual(s) and the 
methods that will be used to monitor avoided loss during project implementation (e.g. remote 
sensing and/or field surveys; projections using historical or modeled rates of natural ecosystem 
loss in the targeted area or set of control sites that are not benefiting from project interventions, 
etc.). For model-based counterfactuals, while ex-ante estimation is necessary to set targets prior 
to implementation start, ex-post estimation, i.e. constructing counterfactuals based on data 
gathered at the end of an evaluation period, should be used when assessing and reporting 
results.17 RCT-based methodologies, when feasible, should be favored.18 
Unit: hectares 
Disaggregation: 

 EP-BD-07.1 — of which terrestrial  
 EP-BD-07.2 — of which marine 

EP-BD-08 — People benefiting from the conservation, sustainable use, and/or restoration of 
biodiversity 
Definition: The definition for this indicator is available under indicator CB-PB-01, as is information 
on the disaggregation by women, IPLC and youth. 
Aggregation: This is a system-calculated aggregate. Beneficiary data are entered once under 
indicator CB-PB-01. The system apportions beneficiaries across focal areas proportionally to GEF 
financing shares to avoid double counting at aggregate level. 
Unit: number 

 EP-BD-08.1 — of whom women 
 EP-BD-08.2 — of whom Indigenous Peoples and local communities (IPLCs) 

 
17 Rau, E. P., Holland, J., Swinfield, T., Williams, A., Keshav, S., & Coomes, D. A. (2025). Strengthening the integrity of 
REDD+ credits: objectively assessing counterfactual methods using placebos. Environmental Research 
Letters, 20(11), 114051. 
18 Pynegar, E., Booth, H., Doulton, H., Ferraro, P. J., Mohamed, M., Rakotonarivo, O. S., & Jones, J. P. (2025). RCTs in 
the wild: Designing and implementing conservation programs as randomized control trials. Conservation Science and 
Practice, 7(11), e70029. 
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o EP-BD-08.2.1 — of whom Indigenous Peoples 
 EP-BD-08.3 — of whom youth 

Sustainably managing & restoring ecosystems (LD) 

EP-LD-01 — Area of land and ecosystems under restoration 
Definition: This indicator captures the total area of terrestrial and marine ecosystems directly 
undergoing restoration in terms of ecosystem function and/or ecology. Restoration is defined as 
the process of repairing and/or assisting the recovery of land and ecosystems that have been 
degraded, damaged, destroyed, or modified to an extent that the land and/or ecosystem cannot 
fulfil its ecological functions and/or fully deliver ecosystem services. Activities may include (a) 
restoring converted areas back to natural states; (b) improving the ecological integrity of 
degraded natural areas; and (c) rehabilitating converted and degraded areas (e.g. degraded 
agricultural lands) to improve productivity and integrity. Ecosystem restoration encompasses a 
wide continuum of activities that can range from rehabilitating and improving systems that are 
under human use and management towards restoring disturbed natural ecosystems to their 
natural state.19 Project documents should clarify the type of restoration to be carried out with 
project support (active, assisted, passive). 
Exclusion criteria: Areas should be excluded if they are under routine management and not 
subject to restoration, or if they are not targeted for restoration. Temporary fallow land that is 
not officially classified as degraded should also be excluded.  
Method of calculation: The value of each sub-indicator is calculated by aggregating the verified 
hectares of ecosystems under restoration interventions during the reporting period. Restoration 
areas must be documented and supported by project records or spatial data where available. For 
restoration in mixed landscapes, total landscape targets may be apportioned in different sub-
indicators. 
Aggregation: This is a system-calculated aggregate. Agencies report the sub‑indicators (EP-LD-
01.1, EP-LD-01.2, EP-LD-01.3, EP-LD-01.4, EP-LD-01.5 and EP-LD-01.6), which the system sums. 
The six Sub-Indicators follow the IUCN Global Ecosystems Typology20 i.e. Forests (IUCN categories 
T1 and T2); Natural grass ecosystems and woodlands (IUCN categories T3, T4,T5, T6); Degraded 
agricultural lands (IUCN category T7); Wetlands and coastal ecosystems (including mangroves; 
IUCN categories TF1, FM1, MT, MFT); Freshwater ecosystems (rivers, streams, and lakes; IUCN 
category F); and Marine ecosystems (including coral reef, seagrass meadows; IUCN category M). 
Unit: hectares 

 EP-LD-01.1 — of which degraded agricultural land 
Inclusion criteria: Rehabilitating and improving degraded agricultural land with the 
objective of restoring productive functions and ecosystem services. Agricultural land is 
land used for farming purposes, including arable land under temporary and permanent 

 
19 https://www.ser.org/page/serstandards/international-standards-for-the-practice-of-ecological-restoration.htm 
20  Keith, D. A., Ferrer-Paris, J. R., Nicholson, E., & Kingsford, R. T. (2020). IUCN global ecosystem typology 
2.0. Descriptive Profiles for Biomes and Ecosystem Functional Groups. 
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crops. This refers to IUCN category T7. It covers croplands, sown and semi-natural 
pastures, and plantations. 
Exclusion criteria: SLM activities on agricultural land that is not degraded should be 
counted under indicator EP-LD-02.1. 

 EP-LD-01.2 — of which forest and forest land  
Inclusion criteria: Restoration of forest and forest land as per national definitions of what 
constitutes forest and forest land in the context of the project. Note that GEF encourages 
natural regeneration and assisted natural regeneration of forests and forest land. This 
refers to IUCN categories T1 and T2. 
Exclusion criteria: SFM activities that primarily focus on the management of existing 
forests or woodlands should be counted under indicator EP-LD-02.2. This also excludes 
plantations. 

 EP-LD-01.3 — of which grass and woodlands 
Inclusion criteria: Restoration of degraded grasslands and woodlands, including 
rangelands and pastures used for grazing. This refers to IUCN categories T3, T4, T5 and 
T6. This excludes sown or semi-natural pastures. 
Exclusion criteria: Rangeland and pasture management that focuses on the sustainable 
management of rangelands and livestock should be counted under indicator EP-LD-02.3. 

 EP-LD-01.4 — of which wetlands and coastal ecosystems 
Inclusion criteria: Restoration of converted or degraded ecosystem types and habitats, 
such as wetlands, peatlands, mangroves, coastal areas, including shoreline/intertidal 
ecosystems. This refers to IUCN categories TF1, FM1, MT, MFT. 
Exclusion criteria: Activities that primarily focus on the sustainable use or management 
of wetlands and coastal areas for production purposes should be counted under EP-LD-
02.4. 

 EP-LD-01.5 — of which freshwater ecosystems  
Inclusion criteria: Restoration of freshwater ecosystems including estuaries, rivers, 
streams, lakes, ponds, and associated riparian areas. This refers to IUCN category F. 
Exclusion criteria: Marine and coastal ecosystems should be excluded. 

 EP-LD-01.6 — of which marine ecosystems 
Inclusion criteria: Restoration of marine ecosystems, including nearshore and offshore 
coral reef systems, kelp forests, seabed habitats, and other marine biodiversity-
supporting habitats beyond the coastal zone covered in EP-LD-01.4. This refers to IUCN 
category M. 
Exclusion criteria: Shoreline/intertidal ecosystems and wetland ecosystems (mangroves, 
coastal wetlands) should be counted under EP-LD-01.4. 

EP-LD-02 — Area of production landscapes under sustainable management 
Definition: This indicator captures the landscape area that is in production (e.g. agriculture, 
forests, rangelands, wetlands) and where SLM interventions are applied that improve land health 
and maintain the flow of agro-ecosystem services that underpin food production and livelihoods. 
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Specific practices that are considered SLM practices are presented in the WOCAT global database 
on SLM: https://wocat.net/en/global-slm-database/  
Aggregation: This is a system-calculated aggregate. Agencies report the sub‑indicators (EP-LD-
02.1, EP-LD-02.2, EP-LD-02.3 and EP-LD-02.4), which the system sums. 
Unit: hectares 

 EP-LD-02.1 — of which agricultural crop lands 
Inclusion criteria: A wide range of SLM activities on land that is primarily used for crop 
production, e.g. (i) Agroecological approaches, including the diversification of farming 
systems, agro-forestry and other regenerative agriculture practices that rely on natural 
ecological processes to enhance yields and reduce agrochemical inputs, avoiding GHG 
emissions, and sequestering carbon in agricultural systems; (ii) Measures to improve soil 
health and nutrient management, reduce soil erosion, pollution risks and degradation of 
water resources; (iii) Water management measures for efficient irrigation, water 
harvesting and measures to increase soil moisture; (iv) Agro-biodiversity conservation 
measures, reducing the conversion of natural habitats. 
Exclusion criteria: Activities that have the primary objective to improve globally 
significant biodiversity should be counted under EP-BD-06.1 
Method of calculation: It is acknowledged that production landscapes often have 
multiple uses. The sub-indicators attempt to capture the primary use; that means that a 
larger landscape may be apportioned by sub-indicators. For example, a 30,000 hectare 
agro-silvo-pastoral landscape intervention could be apportioned into 10,000 hectare each 
for the sub-indicators EP-LD-02.1, 02.2, and 02.3. 

 EP-LD-02.2 — of which forest and forest land 
Inclusion criteria: A range of SFM activities on land that is primarily used for forest 
production, e.g. Community-based forest management and restoration to maintain agro-
ecosystem services and to curb forest loss and the reduction of trees and vegetative cover 
in production landscapes. 
Exclusion criteria: Activities, that have the primary objective to improve globally 
significant biodiversity should be counted under EP-BD-06.1 
Method of calculation: It is acknowledged that production landscapes often have 
multiple uses. The sub-indicators attempt to capture the primary use; that means that a 
larger landscape may be apportioned by sub-indicators. For example, a 30,000 hectare 
agro-silvo-pastoral landscape intervention could be apportioned into 10,000 hectare each 
for the sub-indicators EP-LD-02.1, 02.2, and 02.3. 

 EP-LD-02.3 — of which rangelands and pastures 
Inclusion criteria: A range of rangeland and pasture management activities on land that 
is primarily used for grazing. This may include grasslands, woodlands and savannas if the 
primary use is livestock production. Sustainable rangeland management includes 
practices that maintain or improve the health and productivity of rangelands through 
rotational grazing, forage species management, and soil preservation with disturbance 
and erosion control techniques. 

https://wocat.net/en/global-slm-database/
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Exclusion criteria: Activities that have the primary objective to improve globally 
significant biodiversity should be counted under EP-BD-06.1.  
Method of calculation: It is acknowledged that production landscapes often have 
multiple uses. The sub-indicators attempt to capture the primary use; that means that a 
larger landscape may be apportioned by sub-indicators. For example, a 30,000 hectare 
agro-silvo-pastoral landscape intervention could be apportioned into 10,000 hectare each 
for the sub-indicators EP-LD-02.1, 02.2, and 02.3. 

 EP-LD-02.4 — of which wetlands and coastal areas  
Inclusion criteria: A range of SLM interventions in wetlands and coastal areas, focusing 
on sustainable production, e.g. rice production, fisheries in freshwater bodies and coastal 
areas, aquaculture in mangroves. This may include artificial wetlands.  
Exclusion criteria: Activities that have the primary objective to improve globally 
significant biodiversity should be counted under EP-BD-06.1 
Method of calculation: In mixed production landscapes, this sub-indicator may be 
apportioned with the other three sub-indicators above. 

EP-LD-03 — People benefiting from sustainable land management and restoration investments 
Definition: The definition for this indicator is available under indicator CB-PB-01, as is information 
on the disaggregation by women, IPLC and youth. 
Aggregation: This is a system-calculated aggregate. Beneficiary data are entered once under 
indicator CB-PB-01. The system apportions beneficiaries across focal areas proportionally to GEF 
financing shares to avoid double counting at aggregate level. 
Unit: number 

 EP-LD-03.1 — of whom women 
 EP-LD-03.2 — of whom IPLCs 

o EP-LD-03.2.1 — of whom Indigenous Peoples  
 EP-LD-03.3 — of whom youth 

Advancing climate action (CC) 

EP-CC-01 — Greenhouse gas emissions reduced 
Definition:  
This indicator refers to the total reduction of Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions and enhancement 
of carbon sinks and reservoirs reported in tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e). As such, it is 
reported as the aggregate of the following Sub-Indicators.  
The mitigation of climate change is defined as a human intervention to reduce the sources 
(emissions), or enhance the sinks, of GHG.21  
Using guidance from the GEF and its Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel (STAP), two values 
will be reported: (i) direct GHG emissions reduced, and (ii) indirect GHG emissions reduced.  

 
21 IPCC (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change). 2020. 
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• Direct project GHG emissions reduced are attributable to investments either during the 
project’s supervised implementation period or after it, but supported by GEF-financed 
financial facilities (such as guarantee and risk mitigation facilities or revolving funds 
remaining in operation after project completion) or interventions with delayed impact 
(such as carbon sequestration in the capitalization (post-implementation) phase of 
improved practices in the AFOLU sector), totaled over the respective lifetime of the 
investments. Under this approach, Direct emissions reduced may encompass Scope 1, 
Scope 2 and Scope 3 emissions, under the IFI Framework for a Harmonised Approach to 
Greenhouse Gas Accounting. 

• Indirect GHG emissions reduced are those attributable to the long-term outcomes of GEF 
activities that remove barriers and lead to broader adoption and behavioral change, such 
as capacity building, innovation and catalytic action. Broader adoption of a GEF project 
proceeds through several processes including sustaining, mainstreaming, replication, 
scaling-up and market transformation. They occur outside of the project results 
framework, mostly after project closure. Top-down and bottom-up approaches are used 
for their assessment and rely on assumptions and expert judgment regarding the GEF 
project investment, and its assumed contribution to future market potential and 
penetration. The term “Indirect" in the context of GEF investments is not equivalent to 
emissions in other parts of a value chain (e.g. Scope 2 and 3 under the IFI Framework) 
even if there may be some overlap. While no strict equivalency exists, the term 
“consequential” (as used in lifecycle assessment methodology) has also been used to 
describe this category of emissions reductions. 

Inclusion criteria: GHG emissions reduced should be calculated (i) if climate change focal area 
funding is programmed; (ii) for other windows, if a Climate Change Mitigation Rio Marker of 1 or 
2 is reported, if climate change mitigation is featured in the project’s theory of change, or if a 
significant mitigation potential is identified. Further sub-indicator specific criteria are listed 
below. 
Are usually included under direct GHG emissions reductions (EP-CC-01.3.1 and EP-CC-01.4.1):  
- Capital investment (in infrastructure, equipment) in cash (EP-CC-01.4.1) 

• Capital investment in renewable energy infrastructure 
• Cash support to purchase energy efficient appliances, or construct energy efficient 

buildings or systems 
• Procurement of e-vehicles 

- Direct investment in change of agricultural practices (EP-CC-01.3.1) 
• Training and equipment, inputs or cash transfers for agroforestry, no-tillage, manure and 

inputs management  
- Some direct investments in restoration or afforestation (EP-CC-01.3.1) 

• Training and seeds for restoration, equipment for assisted natural regeneration, and 
related cash transfers 

Are usually included under indirect GHG emission reductions (EP-CC-01.3.2 and EP-CC-01.4.2): 
- Scaling up of capital investments in infrastructure and equipment 
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• Pilot replication 
• Mainstreaming through policy or regulations 
• Market transformation through standard development 

- Avoided deforestation or forest degradation 
• Landscape approach through land use planning, protected area management, community 

involvement, alternative livelihoods, fire and logging monitoring, reduced pressure on 
ecosystems 

- Indirect investment in restoration 
• Improved forest and ecosystem management through land tenure security, planning 

Exclusion criteria: Double counting should be avoided, including with earlier post-project 
impacts, with financing sources that are beyond the scope of the project, or if results are 
transferred to third parties (e.g. carbon markets).  
Conservative assumptions are encouraged: data should be included only if supported by evidence 
– in the context of two-step project approaches, this means that the estimate at first step would 
usually be expected to be more conservative in the face of uncertainty. Further sub-indicator 
specific criteria listed below. 
Method of calculation:  
Calculation is made at sub-indicator levels – specific methods are outlined under each sub-
indicator. If a single sector is covered, use of the corresponding GEF-aligned method of 
calculation is recommended (please see details below under sub-indicators). If multiple sectors 
are covered, proponents may use (i) a combination of GEF-aligned methods, or (ii) a system 
specific methodology (e.g. consumption-based, value chain specific). If no existing GEF-aligned 
methodology is found, proponents may either (i) develop an ad hoc approach consistent with 
these guidelines, or (ii) use a GHG inventory approach (e.g. GHG protocol) as a last resort.  
Disaggregation: This indicator is disaggregated by: 

 EP-CC-01.1 — Direct emissions reduced 
 EP-CC-01.2 — Indirect emissions reduced 

Aggregation: EP-CC-01.1 and EP-CC-01.2 are system-calculated aggregate. The sub-indicators EP-
CC-01.3.1 and EP-CC-01.4.1 feed into EP-CC-01.1. And the sub-indicators EP-CC-01.3.2 and EP-
CC-01.4.2 feed into EP-CC-01.2. Agencies report only the sub‑indicators EP-CC-01.3.1, EP-CC-
01.3.2, EP-CC-01.4.1, and EP-CC-01.4.2, which the system sums. 
Unit: metric tons of CO2e 

 EP-CC-01.3 — of which carbon sequestered, or emissions avoided in the AFOLU sector 
Definition: Carbon sequestration is defined as the process of increasing the carbon 
content of a reservoir or pool other than the atmosphere (IPCC, 2012). Avoided emissions 
refer to reduced emissions due to avoided deforestation or forest degradation, 
sustainable forest management, and improved practices on other land uses such as 
agriculture. 
Inclusion criteria: Emission avoided and/or carbon sequestered from  
- avoided land use change and/or deforestation 
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- sustainable forest management and ecosystem restoration 
- sustainable land management - e.g. improved practices in cropland, grassland and 
livestock 
- Input efficiency - e.g. fertilizer and feed management for fisheries and livestock, and 
energy 
Exclusion criteria: As noted above under EP-CC-01. In addition, when computing hectares 
as activity data into a calculation for the AFOLU sector, proponents should only account 
for areas where change in practice, land use or level of degradation is expected to lead to 
emission reductions – caution should be exercised when reusing area-based estimates 
from other Core Indicators (such as EP-BD-06 and EP-LD-02), as they may not be fully 
applicable in this context. To clarify further, only the hectares where activities are 
expected to lead to a relative increase in biomass based on the system’s drivers of 
degradation should be taken into account. 
Method of calculation: This requires information on the quantity of carbon (metric tons 
CO2e) stored or not emitted in forests and soils as a result of the project, the duration of 
accounting period, and the anticipated start year of accounting. By definition, the benefits 
should be measured above a baseline value. The estimate must be based on a widely 
recognized methodology clearly presented in the project document.  
Regarding the Agriculture, Forestry, and Land Use lifetime, the default accounting period 
is 20 years, unless an alternative number of years is deemed appropriate. Any deviation 
from the 20-year default should be justified in the project document. For emission or 
removal factors (metric tons of CO2e per hectare per annum), the defaults to be applied 
are those of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) or country-specific 
factors. The GEF recommends its Agencies apply the NDC Expert Tool (NEXT) or the Ex-
Ante Carbon-balance Tool (EX-ACT) of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the 
United Nations (FAO) or the GEF’s Carbon Benefits Project tool for estimating benefits. It 
also suggests providing strong justification for the use of an equivalent tool based on IPCC 
guidelines. A summary of available tools, intended applicability and important 
considerations when applying them to GEF investments is listed below. 
Aggregation: This is a system-calculated aggregate. Agencies report the sub‑indicators 
EP-CC-01.3.1 and EP-CC-01.3.2, which the system sums. 

GEF-aligned tools that can be used for AFOLU sector calculations:  

Ex-Ante Carbon-
balance Tool 
(EX-ACT) 

The EX-ACT tool was developed by the Food and Agriculture Organization 
(FAO) and has been recommended for use for GEF projects in the AFOLU 
sector since GEF-7. Based on past practice of use of this tool in GEF projects, 
there are important elements of quality assurance to consider to ensure 
consistency with GEF principles and project theory of change. 

NDC Expert Tool 
(NEXT) 

The FAO also developed the NDC Expert Tool, with a similar structure, 
which is also recommended for use in GEF AFOLU projects. It was designed 
to inform national pathways and targets, with a 30-year timeframe. Similar 
QA precautions as EX-ACT are applicable to NEXT, along with ensuring that 
data is extracted for a 20-year period. 

https://www.fao.org/in-action/epic/ex-act-tool/suite-of-tools/ex-act/en/
https://www.fao.org/in-action/epic/ex-act-tool/suite-of-tools/ex-act/en/
https://www.fao.org/in-action/epic/ex-act-tool/suite-of-tools/ex-act/en/
https://www.fao.org/documents/card/fr?details=cc0568en/
https://www.fao.org/documents/card/fr?details=cc0568en/
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Carbon Benefits 
Project tool 
(CBP) 

The CBP, developed by Colorado State University, has been recommended 
for AFOLU projects since GEF-7. Same QA precautions as above. 

Ad hoc 
calculation 

Alternatively, a project specific calculation can be made as long as it 
remains in line with GEF principles, with strong justification and 
consistency with IPCC guidelines. 

 
Most frequent errors in using above AFOLU-specific tools: 

- Translating project activities into calculation language: activities not correctly mapped to 
categories and terminology used in the tools. This includes errors in geographical setting 
(climate, moisture, soil), land uses, management practices, or required sections in the 
tools being left incomplete. 

- Hectare reported: overestimation of surfaces covered by relevant project activities, 
inconsistency between hectares used in calculations and hectares reported on in the 
project description, incomplete or uncertain coverage of activities, confusion between 
outputs (e.g. improved planning) and outcomes (tangible interventions leading to 
measurable increases in biomass or carbon stocks relative to a baseline).  

- Levels of degradation: overestimated, inconsistent, incomplete, or uncertain data used as 
inputs, be it for gaps in levels in the without-project and with-project scenarios, levels 
applied to areas inconsistent with the project baseline or description, or insufficient 
certainty regarding degradation of targeted ecosystems. 

- Duration of accounting: setting inappropriate durations (default is 20 years), or 
misclassifying the capitalization (post-implementation) phase – which should be reported 
as Direct (if the impact in implementation phase is direct) – under the Indirect sub-
indicator. 

- Quality checks and orders of magnitude: computation errors, which can be addressed 
through a standard QA/QC process, by looking at the resulting order of magnitude. 

Corresponding AFOLU-specific time-saving recommendations: 
- It is recommended that project proponents receive training on the use of accounting tools 

applied to the AFOLU sector before attempting a calculation for GEF projects.  
- Map GHG effects on the basis of the project causal pathways to clarify which activity data 

should be used as input in which of the tool’s tabs – the textual justification under the 
Core Indicator table can help serve that purpose.  

- Applying conservatism by only reporting what is expected to lead to a relative increase in 
biomass based on the system’s drivers of degradation and by minimizing gaps in 
parameters (using Tier 2 as needed, or applying calculation only to most relevant portion 
of project hectarage). In case of lack of information or an applicable category in the tool, 
or uncertain data, it is preferred to leave this out of the calculation and provide textual 
justification. 

https://www.carbonbenefitsproject.org/#:%7E:text=The%20Carbon%20Benefits%20Project%20(CBP,gas%20(GHG)%20emissions).
https://www.carbonbenefitsproject.org/#:%7E:text=The%20Carbon%20Benefits%20Project%20(CBP,gas%20(GHG)%20emissions).
https://www.carbonbenefitsproject.org/#:%7E:text=The%20Carbon%20Benefits%20Project%20(CBP,gas%20(GHG)%20emissions).
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- Justification / Document assumptions: Report sources, assumptions and any intermediary 
calculations made to derive the input data, either in a “calculation notes” tab or in textual 
format per agency-specific modalities. 

- Post-implementation monitoring: Most GHG emission reduction benefits are generated 
after implementation in the AFOLU sector. Ensuring linkages with national monitoring 
systems, including GHG inventory systems, can help to monitor longer term durability, 
which should also be fostered by integrating financial durability and socio-economic 
benefits in project design. 

Unit: metric tons of CO2e:  
Disaggregation: 

 EP-CC-01.3.1 — of which carbon sequestered, or emissions avoided in the AFOLU 
sector (Direct) 

 EP-CC-01.3.2 — of which carbon sequestered, or emissions avoided in the AFOLU 
sector (Indirect) 

 EP-CC-01.4 — of which emissions avoided outside AFOLU sector 
Definition: This sub-indicator captures the amount of GHG emissions expected to be 
avoided through the interventions of the GEF project in sectors other than the 
Agriculture, Forestry, and Other Land Use sector. These may include GHG benefits from 
energy efficiency, renewable energy, transportation, and urban projects or project 
components. These benefits should be measured above a baseline value.  
Calculating GHG emissions avoided from GEF projects has several steps, depending on 
project complexity and components. Some project components contain investments as 
an output that lead to direct GHG emission reductions (e.g., equipment purchase). Other 
components (e.g., revolving funds) typically lead to both direct and indirect GHG emission 
reductions. A third group, such as regulatory and policy reform, might lead — primarily if 
not exclusively — to indirect GHG emission reductions.  
Inclusion criteria: emissions avoided from interventions on: 
- Renewable energy – e.g. shifting production, productive use and captive (self-
consumption) use 
- Buildings – e.g. energy and material efficiency, decarbonized electrification of cooling 
and heating systems, green roofs and facades, building envelope improvements. 
- Industry – e.g. energy and material efficiency and circularity, electrification from 
renewable energy sources, feedstock decarbonization 
- Transport – e.g. e-mobility, public transit, compact city planning, soft/active mobility, 
shipping optimization 
- Waste – e.g. reduced methane from avoided organic waste 
- Supply chains – e.g. avoided production through demand side management, 
decarbonized feedstock, design optimization, reuse and remanufacture systems 
Exclusion criteria: As noted above under EP-CC-01. 
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Aggregation: This is a system-calculated aggregate. Agencies report the sub‑indicators 
EP-CC-01.4.1 and EP-CC-01.4.2, which the system sums. 
Method of calculation: To calculate total emissions avoided, baseline emissions of the 
scenario without a GEF contribution to the project are first calculated. Subsequently, 
emissions for the GEF alternative are calculated, including investments that are tracked 
in the results framework during project implementation, totaled over the respective 
lifetime of the investments. The difference between this number and the baseline 
emissions equals the direct emission reductions of the project. If, for the post-project 
period (after project completion), a project-sponsored (financial) mechanism will remain 
in place and continue to provide support for GHG-reducing investments — which would 
not happen in the baseline case — the direct emission reductions for these investments 
should be calculated. Finally, for emission reductions resulting from broader adoption and 
behavioral change, mostly after completion, that will have a causal link to GEF 
intervention, indirect emission reductions should be calculated and the corresponding 
causal link between project activities and catalytic impact qualitatively justified. In 
assessing indirect emission reductions, a conservative attribution factor is used to 
account for the influence of the GEF investment through either a top-down approach 
(based on market transformation data) or a bottom-up approach (based on replication 
data).  
Data and assumptions for this indicator are project- or component-specific. Some general 
assumptions, however, in line with usual GHG accounting principles outlined in the 
International Financial Institution Framework for a Harmonised Approach to Greenhouse 
Gas Accounting, include the following: all analyses are in metric tons of CO2e; avoided 
emissions reported are cumulative reductions, calculated for the lifetimes of the 
investments; no time-discounting of future GHG emission reductions based on past 
performance is applied; IPCC global warming potentials of non-CO2 GHG with a 100-year 
horizon should be used; sectoral, spatial and temporal boundaries should be set 
consistently with the project logical framework; similarly, emissions factors and activity 
data for the baseline and the GEF alternative should be as specific as possible based on 
project activities, with dynamic data over the lifetime of the investment (e.g. taking into 
account the decarbonization trajectory of the electricity grid for e-mobility investments); 
carbon leakage and rebound effects – unintended emission increases in other 
areas/sectors – should be accounted for; a quality check should be performed for the 
order of magnitude and for consistency. A justification is systematically shared for 
transparency and considering the above, also clarifying the level of confidence and 
uncertainty. For specific guidelines, various methodologies and manuals are available22.  

 
22  GEF, 2008, “Manual for Calculating GHG Benefits of GEF Projects: Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy 
Projects.” GEF/C.33/Inf.18; GEF, 2015, “Guidelines for Greenhouse Gas Emissions Accounting and Reporting for GEF 
Projects.” GEF/C.48/Inf.09.; ITDP. Undated. Manual for Calculating Greenhouse Gas Benefits GEF Transportation 
Projects; STAP, 2011, 2013. Calculating Greenhouse Gas Benefits of the GEF Energy Efficiency Projects. Version 1.0. 
Washington, DC: Global Environment Facility. 
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The benchmark databases of the Technical Working Group of the International Financial 
Institutions (IFI TWG)23 to harmonize project-level greenhouse gas emissions accounting 
include harmonized and up to date dataset, including on grid factors and energy 
consumption, which can be useful inputs to any calculation. The IPCC emission factor 
database24 is also regularly updated to complement IPCC guidelines. 
A summary of available tools, intended applicability and important considerations when 
applying them to GEF investments is listed below.  

GEF-aligned tools that can be used for calculations in non-AFOLU sectors:  

Option #1: selection/combination of sectoral tools based on sectors covered 
GEF Energy 
Efficiency Tool 

The GEF EE Tool was developed with the support of STAP in 2013 and 
consists of an excel sheet and a step-by-step guidance manual. It remains 
applicable when used with updated data, appropriate QA and a 
conservative use of attribution factors (not to exceed 20%). 

E-mob calculator The E-mob calculator was developed by UNEP in 2018 and is 
recommended for GEF interventions in the e-mobility sector, with 
appropriate QA and a conservative use of attribution factors (not to exceed 
20%). 

Green Hydrogen Methodologies for green hydrogen GHG accounting are still undergoing 
standardization. Recently approved GEF projects used the ISO/TS 
19870:2023 standard as a resource for ad hoc calculations. Carbon 
rebound and leakage effect associated with demand pull should be 
considered. 

Option #2: Inventory or project specific approach 
Inventory 
approach 

A more labor-intensive option, only recommended as a last resort, is a GHG 
inventory approach following IPCC guidelines. Specific protocols applying 
these guidelines exist at national and local levels depending on 
interventions. The IPCC emission factor database is also regularly updated 
as a complement to guidelines. 

System specific 
tool or ad hoc 
calculation 

The above is far from an exhaustive list. Other system or sector-specific 
tools (for example for city level calculations) may be used, as well as any 
ad hoc project-specific calculation, as long as they remain in line with GEF 
principles, with a strong justification and consistency with IPCC guidelines. 

The GEF Renewable Energy Manual and GEF Transportation Manual are no longer 
recommended for use as they have been superseded by more recent methodologies. 
While they may offer useful conceptual background, they should not be used as primary 
accounting methods for GEF-9 projects. 
Most frequent errors in using the non-AFOLU-specific above tools: 

 
23 UNFCCC, 2015, International Financial Institution Framework for a Harmonised Approach to Greenhouse Gas 
Accounting, https://unfccc.int/topics/mitigation/resources/ifis-harmonization-of-standards-for-ghg-accounting  
24 IPCC, 2021, EFDB emission factor database, https://www.ipcc-nggip.iges.or.jp/EFDB/main.php  

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/Harmonized_IFI_Default_Grid_Factors_2021_v3.2_0.xlsx
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/AHG-002_IFI_Approach_to_grid_electricity_consumption_v01_clean.pdf
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/AHG-002_IFI_Approach_to_grid_electricity_consumption_v01_clean.pdf
https://stapgef.org/sites/default/files/2020-02/GEF-EE-Methodology-v1.0.pdf?null=
https://stapgef.org/sites/default/files/2020-02/GEF-EE-Methodology-v1.0.pdf?null=
https://www.unep.org/resources/toolkits-manuals-and-guides/emob-calculator
https://www.iso.org/standard/65628.html#:%7E:text=ISO%2FTS%2019870%3A2023%20provides,policy%20formulation%20on%20hydrogen%20deployment.
https://www.iso.org/standard/65628.html#:%7E:text=ISO%2FTS%2019870%3A2023%20provides,policy%20formulation%20on%20hydrogen%20deployment.
https://www.ipcc-nggip.iges.or.jp/EFDB/main.php
https://unfccc.int/topics/mitigation/resources/ifis-harmonization-of-standards-for-ghg-accounting
https://www.ipcc-nggip.iges.or.jp/EFDB/main.php
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Incorrect accounting durations: these should correspond to the lifetime of the 
investment, not arbitrary periods; and misclassification of GHG sub-indicator categories 
(i.e. mixing up direct and indirect impacts). 
Overestimated indirect impact resulting from overly high attribution factors (both in 
bottom-up and top-down methodologies) and from lack of clarity on causal link from GEF 
interventions to impact. 
Computation errors, which can be addressed through a standard QA/QC process by 
looking at the resulting order of magnitude. 
Use of non-interoperable intermediary data resulting in overestimation and double 
counting. 
Solely focusing on a supply chain’s output quantities contributing to pollution and 
emissions and applying a single emission factor to these quantities (emissions reductions 
differ depending on whether they occur at production source, at reuse or remanufacture 
level, or at recycling and disposal level).  
Corresponding non-AFOLU-specific time-saving recommendations: 
Map GHG effects on the basis of the project causal pathways to clarify which activity data 
should be used as input in which of the tool’s tabs or modules – the textual justification 
under the Core Indicator table can help serve that purpose.  
A simple criteria to identify whether a GEF project’s emission reductions are direct or 
indirect: are stakeholders (e.g. co-financiers) and actions (e.g. investments) needed to 
reach the long term GHG outcomes fully within the scope of the project (all required 
levers under project control)? If no, and if an attribution factor is needed to calculate 
impact, then the impact is indirect. 
Specific emission factors: Use emission factors and activity data categories that are as 
specific and granular as possible, consistent with the project’s theory of change. 
Attribution factor: Avoiding re-using across sectors obsolete pre-set levels suggested in 
the GEF energy efficiency/transport tools – developed for a financing landscape where 
assumptions on market penetration based on GEF interventions were more suited to high 
values. While adjusting to country, sectoral and project size and context to tailor market 
penetration assumptions, factors should not exceed 20% for a specific segment, and 
should remain below 1% for whole of sector/economy (see below). 
Policy acceleration: Using a percentage of targets (waste or emission reduction) from 
national or local strategies to calculate GEF impact amounts to using an attribution factor. 
Extreme conservatism is advised in such cases, with a strong justification of the causal 
chain leading to the estimated GHG effect.  
Caution in reusing intermediate data from other Core Indicator calculations. Emissions for 
the plastics lifecycle for example range beyond the scope of waste as considered in the 
chemicals and waste focal area and related Core Indicators, and require a causal pathway 
mapping leading to granular emission factors for each lever of emissions reductions 
addressed by the project (for example Reuse leads to the same effect as avoided 
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production when looking at PoP emissions, but not when looking at GHG emissions due 
to its energy footprint). 
Disaggregation: 

 EP-CC-01.4.1 — of which emissions avoided outside AFOLU sector (Direct) 
 EP-CC-01.4.2 — of which emissions avoided outside AFOLU sector (Indirect) 

EP-CC-02 — Energy saved 
Definition: This sub-Indicator should be used if a project aims to achieve energy savings.  
Inclusion criteria: Energy saved is the amount of energy use avoided by the intervention over the 
lifetime of the investment.  
Exclusion criteria: Energy savings from the AFOLU sector (e.g., efficiency in agricultural inputs) 
may not be included.  
Method of calculation: Fuel savings should be converted to energy savings by using the net 
calorific value of the specific fuel. End-use electricity savings should be converted to energy 
savings by using the conversion factor for the specific supply and distribution system. These 
energy savings are then totaled over the respective lifetime of the investments.25  
The benchmark databases of the Technical Working Group of the International Financial 
Institutions (IFI TWG) to harmonize project-level greenhouse gas emissions accounting include 
harmonized and up-to-date datasets, including on energy consumption, which can be useful 
inputs to any calculation. The IPCC emission factor database is also regularly updated to 
complement IPCC guidelines. 
Unit: megajoules 

EP-CC-03 — Increase in installed renewable energy capacity per technology 
Definition: This sub-Indicator should be reported on if a project aims to increase renewable 
energy generation or storage capacity.  
Inclusion criteria: This sub-indicator refers to the rated capacity of a heat or power generating 
plant or the aggregate potential output of a collection of such plants. The Sub-Indicator will also 
account for projects that increase energy storage capacity of grid power for load shifting and 
variable renewable energy integration or storage of self-generated renewable power for later 
use. Among others, energy storage capacity may refer to pumped hydropower storage; home-, 
or commercial- or grid-scale batteries; and thermal storage. Each technology should have its own 
measurement. 
Exclusion criteria: Capacity from fossil fuel-based generation is excluded.  
Method of calculation: The benchmark databases of the Technical Working Group of the 
International Financial Institutions (IFI TWG) to harmonize project-level greenhouse gas 
emissions accounting include harmonized and up to date dataset, including on grid factors, which 
can be useful inputs to any calculation. The IPCC emission factor database is also regularly 
updated to complement IPCC guidelines.  

 
25  IEA (International Energy Agency). 2018. Statistics Database (online). Paris: IEA. Available at 
www.iea.org/statistics/statisticssearch 

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/AHG-002_IFI_Approach_to_grid_electricity_consumption_v01_clean.pdf
https://www.ipcc-nggip.iges.or.jp/EFDB/main.php
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/Harmonized_IFI_Default_Grid_Factors_2021_v3.2_0.xlsx
https://www.ipcc-nggip.iges.or.jp/EFDB/main.php
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Disaggregation: Disaggregate through a drop-down menu in the GEF Portal by type of renewable 
energy technology (geothermal, ocean, small hydro, solar photovoltaic, solar thermal, wind 
power, biomass, and storage).  
Unit: megawatts 

EP-CC-04 — People with strengthened climate resilience 
Definition: This indicator counts the total number of people supported by interventions to 
strengthen their resilience to climate change impacts. It applies to multi-trust fund (MTF) projects 
jointly receiving funding from the LDCF and/or SCCF. Reporting is aligned with Core Indicator 1 
of the Climate Change Adaptation (CCA) Results Framework of the LDCF and SCCF strategy of the 
GEF-9 period. The beneficiaries counted under this indicator are those who receive locally 
targeted, context-specific climate adaptation support. The total number of people reported is 
divided into two categories — direct beneficiaries and indirect beneficiaries — determined based 
on the targeting and intensity of support provided. Further guidance on this indicator will be 
provided in the forthcoming LDCF/SCCF Results Framework guidelines. 
Inclusion criteria: For eligible MTF projects, the adaptation impact derived for these beneficiaries 
is attributable to LDCF/SCCF investments. Only beneficiaries of adaptation impact should be 
counted, not broader project beneficiaries.  
Exclusion criteria: Any project that is not financed in part by LDCF or SCCF will not report results 
under this indicator. A beneficiary may receive more than one type of adaptation support at 
varying intensities; however, when aggregating totals, each beneficiary should be counted only 
once. Duplication between direct and indirect beneficiary counts should be avoided. If an 
individual qualifies under both categories, they should be counted as a direct beneficiary. 
Method of calculation: A simple count of individual beneficiary is required. 
Unit: number 
Disaggregation: 

 EP-CC-04.1 — of whom women 
 EP-CC-04.2 — of whom IPLCs 

o EP-CC-04.2.1 — of whom Indigenous Peoples 
 EP-CC-04.3 — of whom youth 

EP-CC-05 — People benefiting from climate change mitigation 
Definition: The definition for this indicator is available under indicator CB-PB-01, as is information 
on the disaggregation by women, IPLC and youth. 
Aggregation: This is a system-calculated aggregate. Beneficiary data are entered once under 
indicator CB-PB-01. The system apportions beneficiaries across focal areas proportionally to GEF 
financing shares to avoid double counting at aggregate level. 
Unit: number 
Disaggregation: 

 EP-CC-05.1 — of whom women 
 EP-CC-05.2 — of whom IPLCs 
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o EP-CC-05.2.1 — of whom Indigenous Peoples 
 EP-CC-05.3 — of whom youth 

Strengthening transboundary water management (IW) 

EP-IW-01 — Shared water ecosystems under new or improved cooperative management  
Definition: This indicator captures the commitment of countries to cooperatively manage a 
shared water ecosystem (e.g., rivers, lakes, groundwater and aquifers, Large Marine Ecosystems, 
and other shared marine ecosystems, including in areas beyond national jurisdiction). Projects 
may cover one or more shared water ecosystems. 
Inclusion criteria: Including this result requires that the project identify shared water 
ecosystem(s) and includes specific activities that strengthen transboundary management of the 
ecosystem, including but not limited to (i) foundational investments that create an enabling 
environment for multi-country cooperation; (ii) Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA)-
Strategic Action Programme (SAP) or similar processes for jointly identifying and agreeing on a 
common transboundary agenda; and/or (iii) other activities that promote long-term cooperative 
management among two or more countries in shared water ecosystems.  
Source to Sea/Ridge to Reef projects may identify upstream and downstream shared water 
ecosystems. Integrated Program child projects should only report this indicator where two or 
more national child projects in the same shared water ecosystem have jointly included activities 
that address transboundary issues. The names of the shared water ecosystems should be 
included as per the picklist available on the GEF Portal, with an option to write in water 
ecosystems that are not already identified. Written in ecosystems are validated as part of GEF 
Secretariat project review.  
Method of calculation: The indicator spans shared freshwater, coastal and marine projects. Each 
water ecosystem should be calculated as a single result.  
Unit: number 

EP-IW-02 — Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis and Strategic Action Program (TDA-SAP) 
formulation and implementation 
Definition: This indicator is based on a rating for the level of Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis 
(TDA) or Strategic Action Program (SAP) formulation and implementation.  
Inclusion criteria:  
Exclusion criteria:  
Method of calculation: Projects provide a rating on a scale of 1 to 4:  

1 = No TDA-SAP developed 
2 = TDA finalized or updated 
3 = SAP ministerially endorsed  
4 = SAP under implementation  

Unit: Rating 1—4 



 

37 
 

EP-IW-03 — Regional Legal Agreements and Regional Management Institutions to support its 
implementation 
Definition: This indicator is based on a rating for the level of regional legal agreements and/or 
regional management institution(s) (RMI) formulation and implementation.  
Inclusion criteria:  
Exclusion criteria:  
Method of calculation: Projects provide a rating on a scale of 1 to 4:  

1 = No regional legal agreement, or neither institutional framework nor RMI in place  
2 = Regional legal agreement under development  
3 = Regional legal agreement signed and RMI in place  
4 = Regional legal agreement ratified and RMI functional  

Unit: Rating 1—4 

EP-IW-04 — National/Local reforms and active participation of Inter-Ministerial Committees 
Definition: This indicator is based on a rating for the level of national or local reforms and 
participation in inter-ministerial committees (IMC).  
Inclusion criteria:  
Exclusion criteria:  
Method of calculation: Projects provide a rating on a scale of 1 to 4:  

1 = Neither national/local reforms nor IMCs  
2 = National/local reforms in preparation, IMCs functional  
3 = National/local reforms and IMCs in place  
4 = National/local reforms/policies implemented, supported by IMCs.  

Unit: Rating 1—4 

EP-IW-05 — Engagement in IW:LEARN through participation and delivery of key products 
Definition: This indicator is based on a rating for the level of engagement in International Waters 
Learning Exchange and Resource Network (IW:LEARN).  
Inclusion criteria:  
Exclusion criteria:  
Method of calculation: Projects provide a rating on a scale of 1 to 4:  

1 = No participation, including all new GEF IW projects.  
2 = Website in line with IW:LEARN guidance and updated at least quarterly. This may 
include subsequent phases of existing IW projects.  
3 = As above, plus participation in training/twinning events and production of at least one 
experience note and one results note during the life of the project 
4 = As above, plus participation of project staff and country representatives at 
International Waters Conferences (IWCs) and the provision of spatial data and other data 
points via the project website.  
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Unit: Rating 1—4 

EP-IW-06 — Globally unsustainable fisheries moved to more sustainable levels 
Definition: This indicator refers to globally unsustainable fisheries, including over-exploited 
fisheries, that have been moved to a more sustainable level as a result of project intervention(s). 
The term of “unsustainable fisheries” is defined here as the long-term harvesting of globally 
important fish stocks at a rate faster than they can replenish themselves. This broad definition 
includes terms such as “over-fished” and “over-exploited” and similar terminology at national 
and regional levels reflecting globally important fish stocks that are experiencing long-term 
declines due to human fishing pressure.  
Inclusion criteria:  
Exclusion criteria:  
Method of calculation: Methods to calculate estimated metric tons will vary by project based on 
available stock data and should follow the best available science and existing methodologies, 
where possible. The GEF Secretariat will review methods as part of the project review. The 
presented method should include the name of the globally important fishery or fisheries 
targeted, the source/justification for the current unsustainable stock status, and a concise but 
rigorous description of the method(s) used to estimate results, including the logic for how specific 
project activities will yield the expected results.  
Unit: metric tons 

EP-IW-07 — Fisheries under third-party certification 
Definition: This indicator captures the number of fisheries that are managed to benefit 
biodiversity, and which are certified through a third-party. 
Inclusion criteria: The project should indicate the names of the fisheries and the details of third-
party certification (e.g., Marine Stewardship Council, Global Aquaculture Alliance) (UNEP-WCMC, 
2011) for a general review of biodiversity criteria in various standards and certifications.  
Method of calculation: Simple count.  
Unit: number 

EP-IW-08 — Shared water ecosystems with reduced pollution, including hypoxia 
Definition: This indicator captures the total number of shared water ecosystems where project 
activity(ies) yield tangible pollution reduction, including organic pollution that can lead to 
hypoxia.  
Inclusion criteria: The project should indicate the names of the fisheries and the details of third-
party certification (e.g., Marine Stewardship Council, Global Aquaculture Alliance) (UNEP-WCMC, 
2011) for a general review of biodiversity criteria in various standards and certifications. 
Exclusion criteria:  
Method of calculation: Simple count.  
Unit: number 

EP-IW-09 — People benefiting from transboundary water management  
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Definition: The definition for this indicator is available under indicator CB-PB-01, as is information 
on the disaggregation by women, IPLC and youth. 
Aggregation: This is a system-calculated aggregate. Beneficiary data are entered once under 
indicator CB-PB-01. The system apportions beneficiaries across focal areas proportionally to GEF 
financing shares to avoid double counting at aggregate level. 
Unit: number  

 EP-IW-08.1 — of whom women 
 EP-IW-08.2 — of whom IPLCs 

o EP-IW-08.2.1 — of whom Indigenous Peoples 
 EP-IW-08.3 — of whom youth 

Reducing pollution from chemicals & waste (CW) 

EP-CW-01 —Materials and products containing or contaminated with hazardous chemicals 
avoided or disposed of 
Definition: This indicator measures the total mass, measured in metric tons, of products and 
materials that are either avoided through substitution, phase-out, or prevention of production 
and use, or safely disposed of through controlled treatment, in ways that prevent their release 
into the environment. The indicator spans the full chemical lifecycle, capturing both upstream 
prevention of hazardous materials entering use and downstream safe management of materials 
already in circulation.  
Inclusion criteria: This indicator captures the following products and materials that contain or 
are contaminated by the chemicals and hazardous substances captured under the indicators EP-
CW-02, EP-CW-03, EP-CW-04 and EP-CW-05: 

• Avoided materials and products: Mass of hazardous chemical-containing or contaminated 
materials and products that are prevented from being produced, imported, or placed on 
the market as a result of project-supported regulatory measures, substitution programs, 
or phase-out schemes. This includes, for example, mercury-added products replaced by 
mercury-free alternatives, HHP formulations withdrawn from agricultural supply chains, 
and POPs-containing equipment decommissioned and replaced. 

• Safely disposed materials and products: Mass of hazardous chemical-containing or 
contaminated materials and products that are collected and subjected to controlled, 
environmentally sound management (ESM), including destruction, neutralization, 
containment, or recovery in compliance with applicable international standards (e.g., 
Stockholm Convention ESM guidelines, Basel Convention technical guidelines). Examples 
include polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB)-containing oil disposed of, obsolete pesticide 
stockpiles destroyed, mercury-containing devices collected and processed, and e-waste 
containing hazardous substances managed through certified facilities. 

• Contaminated materials: Mass of materials — including soils, sediments, equipment, or 
packaging — contaminated with hazardous chemicals and subjected to ESM or 
remediation, where the contamination is documented and the treatment verifiably 
prevents environmental release. 
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Exclusion criteria: This indicator captures the following: 
• Materials managed through informal or non-certified channels where compliance with 

ESM standards cannot be verified. 
• Materials attributable exclusively to co-financing partners without a direct GEF project 

contribution to the management intervention. 
Method of calculation: Results are reported as total metric tons, calculated as the sum of all 
mass of materials and products avoided, and mass of materials and products safely disposed of, 
within the project implementation period. Where a material contains a hazardous chemical at a 
regulated threshold concentration (e.g., PCB oil at >50 ppm), the total mass of the material — 
not the mass of the chemical fraction alone — is reported, consistent with standard practice 
under the Stockholm Convention. These are reported under EP-CW-02, EP-CW-03, EP-CW-04 and 
EP-CW-05. 
Unit: metric tons 

EP-CW-02 —POPs removed or disposed of 
Definition: This indicator measures the total mass, in metric tons, of the pure persistent organic 
pollutants (POPs) listed under the Stockholm Convention that are removed from use, destroyed 
or otherwise safely disposed of in an environmentally sound manner. Where the POP is present 
within a product or material, this indicator captures the mass of the pure chemical fraction 
contained therein, not the total mass of the carrier material or product. Where the POP is 
addressed as a pure substance — such as DDT stockpiles or technical endosulfan — the total 
mass of the substance is reported. This indicator is complementary to EP-CW-01 and must be 
completed for all projects addressing Stockholm Convention chemicals: in cases where the POP 
is contained in a product or material, the value reported under EP-CW-02 will constitute a subset 
of the EP-CW-01 value; where a pure chemical substance is addressed, the two indicators will be 
equal. Results must be disaggregated by individual chemical. 
Inclusion criteria: The eligible mass captured under this indicator includes: 

• POPs as pure substances: Total mass of POPs addressed in stockpile destruction, disposal, 
or elimination programs, including obsolete pesticide stockpiles (e.g., DDT, aldrin, 
chlordane), industrial chemicals held in storage, and unintentionally produced POPs 
captured and destroyed (e.g., dioxins and furans from thermal processes). 

• POPs contained in products or materials: Mass of the pure POP chemical fraction within a 
product or material that is collected and subjected to environmentally sound 
management (ESM), calculated as the total mass of the product or material multiplied by 
the documented concentration of the POP. Examples include the POP fraction in PCB-
containing transformer oil disposed of, the chemical content of POPs-containing 
equipment, and the active ingredient mass in HHP formulations containing Stockholm-
listed substances. 

Exclusion criteria:  
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• Only chemicals directly reduced during the project lifespan can be counted. This excludes 
POPs that are planned for disposal or elimination but for which active management has 
not commenced during the project implementation period. 

• Chemical quantities reported solely on the basis of national inventory estimates without 
project-level verification of removal or disposal. 

• Any mass already counted under EP-CW-01 as total product or material mass; EP-CW-02 
captures only the pure chemical fraction within that material and must not result in 
double-counting of the same mass across both indicators. 

Method of calculation:  
• Results must be reported as a total figure disaggregated by individual Stockholm 

Convention chemical or chemical group. Where multiple chemicals are addressed within 
the same project, each must be reported as a separate line item.  

• For pure chemicals, such as those in stockpiles, the calculation is the total mass of the 
chemical to be addressed by the project.  

• For chemicals in products, the calculation is the percentage of the chemical contained in 
the product or material expressed in metric tons. Guidance on these chemicals developed 
by the Stockholm Convention can be found at: 
https://nips.pops.int/Guidance_docs/Document_2_2_1.pdf and 
https://nips.pops.int/Guidance_docs/Document_2_2_2.pdf  

Disaggregation: This indicator is disaggregated along the following chemicals: 
• of which Aldrin 
• of which Alpha-hexachlorocyclohexane (α-HCH) 
• of which Beta-hexachlorocyclohexane (β-HCH) 
• of which Chlordane 
• of which Chlordecone (Kepone) 
• of which Chlorpyrifos 
• of which DDT (Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane) 
• of which Decabromodiphenyl ether (commercial mixture, c-decaBDE) 
• of which Dechlorane Plus 
• of which Dicofol 
• of which Dieldrin 
• of which Endosulfan (technical endosulfan and related isomers) 
• of which Endrin 
• of which Heptachlor 
• of which Hexabromobiphenyl 
• of which Hexabromocyclododecane (HBCDD) 
• of which Hexabromodiphenyl ether and heptabromodiphenyl ether 
• of which Hexachlorobenzene (HCB) 
• of which Hexachlorobutadiene (HCBD) 
• of which Lindane (gamma-HCH) 

https://nips.pops.int/Guidance_docs/Document_2_2_2.pdfHYPERLINK
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• of which Long-chain perfluorocarboxylic acids (PFCAs), their salts and related compounds 
• of which Medium-chain chlorinated paraffins (MCCPs) 
• of which Methoxychlor 
• of which Mirex 
• of which Pentachlorobenzene 
• of which Pentachlorophenol (PCP), its salts and esters 
• of which Perfluorohexane sulfonic acid (PFHxS), its salts and PFHxS-related compounds 
• of which Perfluorooctane sulfonic acid (PFOS), its salts and perfluorooctane sulfonyl 

fluoride (PFOSF) 
• of which Perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA), its salts and PFOA-related compounds 
• of which Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 
• of which Polychlorinated naphthalenes 
• of which Short-chain chlorinated paraffins (SCCPs) 
• of which Tetrabromodiphenyl ether and pentabromodiphenyl ether 
• of which Toxaphene 
• of which UV-328 

EP-CW-03 — Mercury reduced 
Definition: This indicator measures the total mass, in metric tons, of the pure mercury, emitted 
or contained within a given material or product that is reduced, removed or disposed of in an 
environmentally sound manner. Where mercury is addressed as a pure substance — such as 
elemental mercury in dental amalgam, artisanal and small-scale gold mining (ASGM) operations, 
or industrial stockpiles — the total mass of the substance is reported. The indicator spans 
mercury across its full lifecycle, capturing atmospheric emissions, environmental releases, phase-
out from products and processes, and safe containment or disposal of mercury-containing 
products. Where mercury is present within a product or material, this indicator captures the mass 
of the pure mercury fraction contained therein, not the total mass of the carrier product or 
material. Results must be disaggregated by sub-indicator category as specified below. This 
indicator is complementary to EP-CW-01: where mercury is contained in a product or material, 
the EP-CW-03 value constitutes a subset of the EP-CW-01 value; where pure mercury is 
addressed, the two indicators are equal. 
Inclusion criteria: This indicator captures the following through related sub-indicators: 

 EP-CW-03.1 — Mercury emissions  
Mass of mercury released to the atmosphere that is avoided or reduced as a result of 
project interventions targeting stationary combustion sources (e.g., coal-fired power 
plants), industrial processes (e.g., cement, non-ferrous metals, waste incineration), or 
ASGM operations. Emissions reductions must be calculated using sector-specific 
methodologies from the UNEP Mercury Toolkit and expressed in metric tons of mercury 
equivalent. 

 EP-CW-03.2 — Mercury releases 
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Mass of mercury discharged to water, land, or managed waste streams that is avoided or 
reduced through project interventions, including improved wastewater treatment, 
containment of mine tailings, remediation of contaminated sites, or elimination of 
mercury discharge from chlor-alkali or other industrial processes. 

 EP-CW-03.3 — Mercury phased out from use 
Mass of mercury eliminated from intentional use in products, processes, or sectors as a 
result of project-supported phase-out programs, regulatory measures, or substitution 
with mercury-free alternatives. This includes mercury used in ASGM, dental amalgam, 
measuring and control devices, lamps, batteries, and other Minamata Convention-listed 
products and processes. The mass reported is the pure mercury content of the substance 
or formulation phased out. 

 EP-CW-03.4 — Mercury contained in products  
Mass of the pure mercury fraction within collected and safely managed mercury-
containing products or materials — such as fluorescent lamps, thermometers, 
sphygmomanometers, switches, and relays — calculated as the total product mass 
multiplied by the documented mercury concentration. Products must be demonstrated 
to have been collected and subjected to environmentally sound management (ESM) 
consistent with Minamata Convention standards. 

Exclusion criteria:  
• Only chemicals directly reduced during the project lifespan can be counted. This excludes 

planned mercury reductions under national action plans, Minamata Initial Assessments, 
or ASGM National Action Plans for which active project implementation has not 
commenced during the project period. 

• Quantities reported solely on the basis of national inventory estimates without project-
level verification of reduction or safe management. 

• Mercury reductions attributable to macroeconomic or sectoral trends — such as coal 
plant closures driven by energy policy — unless the project can demonstrate a direct and 
attributable contribution to the reduction. 

• The aggregate total must reflect the sum of non-overlapping quantities only, to prevent 
double counting across categories. For example, mercury phased out from ASGM use (EP-
CW-03.3) and mercury releases reduced as a consequence of the same ASGM 
intervention (EP-CW-03.2) must not both be counted unless they represent demonstrably 
distinct and additive outcomes. 

Method of calculation: The UNEP mercury toolkit should be used to calculate mercury in the 
specific sector or product that the project is addressing. The tool kit can be found at 
https://www.unep.org/mercury-inventory-toolkit This toolkit allows the following: 

• Emissions and releases (EP-CW-03.1 and EP-CW-03.2): Calculate the mass of mercury 
reduced using sector-specific emission and release factors and activity data, following the 
methodologies provided in the UNEP Mercury Toolkit. Projects must specify the sector 
addressed, the emission or release factor applied, the activity data source, and the 
calculation steps. Results are expressed in metric tons of mercury equivalent. 

https://www.unep.org/mercury-inventory-toolkit
https://www.unep.org/mercury-inventory-toolkit
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• Mercury phased out (EP-CW-03.3): Calculate as the total mass of mercury in substances 
or formulations eliminated from use during the project period, verified through 
procurement records, sales data, regulatory compliance monitoring, or destruction 
certificates. For ASGM, apply the UNEP Mercury Toolkit ASGM module, specifying the 
estimated reduction in mercury use per unit of gold produced and the total gold 
production affected by the intervention. 

• Mercury in products (EP-CW-03.4): Calculate as total mass of mercury-containing 
products collected (metric tons) × documented mercury concentration (percentage or 
ppm), consistent with Minamata Convention guidance and the UNEP Mercury Toolkit 
product-specific modules. Collection and ESM must be verified through facility records or 
chain-of-custody documentation. 

Aggregation: This is a system-calculated aggregate. Agencies report the sub‑indicators (EP-CW-
03.1, EP-CW-03.2, EP-CW-03.3 and EP-CW-03.4), which the system sums. The aggregate total 
must reflect the sum of non-overlapping quantities only, to prevent double-counting across 
categories.  
Disaggregation: This indicator is disaggregated along the following categories: 

- EP-CW-03.1 — Mercury emissions  
- EP-CW-03.2 — Mercury releases 
- EP-CW-03.3 — Mercury phased out from use 
- EP-CW-03.4 — Mercury contained in products  

EP-CW-04 —Hydrochlorofluorocarbons reduced or phased out 
Definition: This indicator measures the total mass, in metric tons of Ozone Depleting Substances 
(ODS) and Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) controlled under the Montreal Protocol that are reduced, 
eliminated or phased out. This indicator must be completed for all projects addressing Montreal 
Protocol chemicals, in addition to EP-CW-01. Results must be disaggregated by substance or 
substance group and expressed in metric tons. 
Inclusion criteria: This captures the mass of: 

• HCFCs or other ODS eliminated from industrial manufacturing processes through 
conversion to controlled-substance-free or low-GWP alternatives, supported by project-
funded technology transfer, investment, or regulatory measures. 

• HCFCs or other ODS recovered, reclaimed, or destroyed from existing equipment during 
servicing operations, where the project supports transition to alternative substances. 

• controlled substances collected from stockpiles or equipment banks and subjected to 
environmentally sound destruction or reclamation, verified through destruction facility 
records consistent with Montreal Protocol guidelines. 

• methyl bromide eliminated from agricultural or quarantine applications through project-
supported introduction of alternatives. 

Exclusion criteria: This indicator excludes: 
• Substances planned for phase-out but not yet under active project implementation during 

the reporting period. 
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• Reductions driven by market trends or regulatory compliance independent of GEF project 
support, unless a direct project contribution is documented. 

Method of calculation: The indicator value is calculated as the difference between the baseline 
ODP figure and the ODP figure at project completion. The baseline ODP figure is established from 
substance-specific national consumption or production data reported to the Ozone Secretariat, 
using the ODP values assigned to each controlled substance under the Montreal Protocol. The 
final ODP figure is measured at project completion using the same methodology and data 
sources. The indicator value is the difference between the two.  
Results must be disaggregated by individual HCFC or substance group, with separate reporting 
on reductions from different sources or activities (e.g., manufacturing conversion, servicing 
sector recovery, stockpile destruction). Common HCFCs includes HCFC-22, HCFC-141b, HCFC-
142b, HCFC-123, HCFC-124, HCFC-225ca and 225cb, and HCFC-21. 
Unit: metric tons 

EP-CW-05 — Highly hazardous pesticides eliminated 
Definition: This indicator measures the total mass of highly hazardous pesticides (HHPs) that are 
eliminated from use or avoided. HHPs are defined as pesticide active ingredients or formulations 
that exhibit at least one of the hazard characteristics identified by the FAO/WHO Joint Meeting 
on Pesticide Management (JMPM), including acute toxicity, carcinogenicity, mutagenicity, 
reproductive toxicity, endocrine disruption, high environmental persistence, bioaccumulation 
potential, or severe ecological toxicity. This indicator must be completed for all projects 
addressing HHP elimination or avoidance, in addition to EP-CW-01. It captures both the 
destruction or disposal of existing HHP stockpiles and the avoided use of HHPs through 
substitution with safer alternatives, integrated pest management (IPM), or regulatory phase-out.  
Inclusion criteria: This indicator captures HHPs from: 

• Stockpile destruction and disposal: Mass of HHP formulations held in obsolete stockpiles 
— including legacy pesticide stocks accumulated through discontinued use, import bans, 
or withdrawal from the market — that are collected and subjected to environmentally 
sound destruction or disposal, verified through destruction facility records or chain-of-
custody documentation. 

• Elimination from agricultural use: Mass of HHPs eliminated from active use in crop 
production, vector control, or post-harvest treatment through project-supported 
regulatory measures, bans, or phase-out schemes, calculated as the reduction in HHP 
quantities applied in the target area relative to the documented baseline. 

• Substitution and avoidance: Mass of HHPs avoided through project-supported adoption 
of safer alternative pesticides, biological control agents, or IPM practices, calculated as 
the difference between the quantity of HHPs that would have been used under business-
as-usual conditions and the quantity actually used following the intervention. 

• Regulatory phase-out: Mass of HHPs removed from the national or regional market as a 
result of project-supported regulatory actions — including registration cancellations, 
import bans, or maximum residue limit enforcement — where the regulation entered into 
force and was subject to enforcement during the project period. 
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Exclusion criteria: This indicator excludes: 
• Contaminated pesticide containers, packaging, or associated waste materials; these 

should be reported under EP-CW-01 and, where applicable, the relevant plastics 
indicator. 

• When HHPs qualify as POPs listed under the Stockholm Convention, such substances must 
be recorded under EP-CW-02 and must not be counted under this indicator to avoid 
double-counting. 

• HHPs planned for elimination or phase-out under national pesticide action plans or 
regulatory frameworks that have not yet entered active implementation during the 
project period. 

• Reductions in HHP use attributable solely to market trends, crop failures, or land use 
changes unrelated to project interventions, unless a direct and documented project 
contribution is established. 

• Pesticides that do not meet the JMPM definition of highly hazardous. 
Method of calculation: Results are reported as total metric tons of HHP active ingredient 
eliminated or avoided during the project implementation period, calculated as follows: 

• For stockpile destruction: Total mass of HHP formulation destroyed or disposed of, 
multiplied by the documented active ingredient concentration, to yield the mass of pure 
HHP active ingredient. Verified through destruction certificates or facility records. 

• For elimination from use: Baseline HHP application quantity (metric tons per year, derived 
from agricultural census data, sales records, or field surveys) multiplied by the number of 
years of elimination within the project period, adjusted for the proportion of the target 
area or sector covered by the intervention. 

• For substitution and avoidance: Estimated quantity of HHP that would have been applied 
under BAU conditions, minus the quantity actually applied following adoption of the 
alternative practice, multiplied by the number of adopting farmers or hectares covered, 
summed over the project period. 

• For regulatory phase-out: Verified reduction in national or regional HHP market volume 
attributable to the regulatory measure, expressed as metric tons of active ingredient, 
supported by trade, import, or sales data. 

Agencies should identify the specific HHP active ingredients addressed, confirm their HHP 
classification against JMPM criteria, and provide details on the methodology used to calculate 
quantities eliminated or avoided, including data sources, assumptions, and geographic scale of 
reporting. 
Unit: metric tons 

EP-CW-06 — Persistent organic pollutants to air reduced 
Definition: This indicator measures the reduction in unintentional releases of persistent organic 
pollutants (uPOPs) to air, covering all substances listed in Annex C of the Stockholm Convention, 
including polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins (PCDD), polychlorinated dibenzofurans (PCDF), 
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unintentionally produced PCBs, hexachlorobenzene (HCB), pentachlorobenzene (PeCB), and 
polychlorinated naphthalenes (PCNs).  
Inclusion criteria:  

• Reductions in UPOP releases to air from point sources — including waste incinerators, 
medical waste facilities, cement kilns, secondary metal smelters, and chemical production 
facilities — through adoption of best available techniques (BAT) and best environmental 
practices (BEP) as defined under the Stockholm Convention. 

• Reductions from diffuse or non-point sources, including open burning of municipal solid 
waste, agricultural residues, or biomass, through project-supported collection systems, 
controlled treatment technologies, or regulatory measures restricting open burning. 

Sector-wide reductions attributable to project-supported regulatory reforms or BAT/BEP 
strategies, where verified using the Stockholm Convention UPOPs Toolkit and the project's 
contribution is clearly documented. 
Exclusion criteria:  

• Intentionally produced POPs listed under Annex A or B of the Stockholm Convention; 
these must be reported under EP-CW-02. 

• Releases to water, land, or sediment; this indicator covers atmospheric releases only. 
• Reductions attributable to industrial output declines or facility closures unrelated to 

project interventions. 
• Measures planned but not yet under active implementation during the project period. 

Method of calculation:  
The indicator value is the difference between the baseline emissions figure and the final 
emissions figure at project completion, both expressed in grams of toxic equivalent (gTEQ). A 
documented baseline and estimated reduction target are required at project proposal stage. 
Projects must report both an aggregate gTEQ reduction and figures disaggregated by Annex C 
substance or chemical group, together with the approach used and the geographic scale of 
reporting (e.g., project site, facility, province, national). 
The toolkit for estimating the emissions of unintentionally produced persistent organic pollutants 
is found on the Stockholm Convention, here: 
https://www.pops.int/Implementation/UnintentionalPOPs/ToolkitforUPOPs/ToolkitMethodolo
gy/tabid/196/Default.aspx 
Unit: grams of toxic equivalent 

EP-CW-07 – Plastic prevented from entering the environment 
Aggregation: This is a system-calculated aggregate. Agencies report the sub‑indicators (EP-CW-
07.1, EP-CW-07.2, EP-CW-07.3 and EP-CW-07.4), which the system sums.  
Definition: This indicator measures the mass of plastic that is directly prevented from entering 
the environment — including terrestrial, freshwater, and marine ecosystems — as a result of 
project interventions. Prevention is understood as any reduction in the quantity of plastic that 
would otherwise have been mismanaged, meaning plastic that, in the absence of the project, 
would have been openly dumped, burned, discharged into waterways, or otherwise released into 
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the environment without controlled treatment or recovery. This indicator captures the full 
upstream-to-downstream spectrum of plastic prevention: from source reduction and 
substitution, through improved collection and sorting, to controlled end-of-life treatment that 
diverts plastic from environmental release. It is grounded in the recognition that plastic pollution 
constitutes a systemic threat to biodiversity, human health, and ecosystem function across all 
environmental compartments, and that effective prevention requires interventions across the 
entire plastic value chain. 
Inclusion criteria: The following intervention types and plastic streams may be counted, provided 
that the causal link between the project activity and the prevented environmental release is 
documented and quantifiable. 
Types of interventions eligible for inclusion:  

• Plastic avoidance and source reduction: Reduction in the volume of plastic produced, 
imported, or placed on the market as a result of regulatory measures, extended producer 
responsibility (EPR) schemes, product design standards, or market-based instruments 
supported by the project. This includes the phase-out of single-use plastics (SUPs) and the 
substitution of plastic materials with non-plastic or reusable alternatives. 

• Improved waste collection and containment: Expansion or improvement of waste 
collection systems — including formal municipal collection, community-based collection 
schemes, and waterway or coastal interception infrastructure — that capture plastic 
before it enters or re-enters the environment. Only plastic that is subsequently subject to 
controlled treatment may be counted; plastic collected and openly burned or dumped is 
excluded. 

• Improved sorting, recycling, and recovery: Plastic diverted from environmental release 
through mechanical or chemical recycling, energy recovery in controlled facilities, or 
material recovery for reuse, provided that the treatment process is verified and compliant 
with applicable environmental standards. 

• Substitute materials and product redesign: Where a project supports the replacement of 
plastic products or packaging with non-plastic alternatives, the mass of plastic displaced 
by the substitution — calculated on a per-unit basis over the volume of units replaced 
during the project period — may be counted. 

• Regulatory and policy measures with demonstrated implementation: Where a project 
supports the adoption and enforcement of plastic-related regulations (e.g., bans, 
standards, EPR obligations) and can demonstrate that the regulation entered into force 
and was being implemented during the project period, the resulting reduction in plastic 
potentially entering the environment may be estimated and counted, with transparent 
methodology. 

Plastic types and streams eligible for inclusion: 
• Single-use plastics (SUPs), as defined under applicable national or regional regulatory 

frameworks or, in the absence of such frameworks, consistent with the UNEP definition.  
• Plastics containing hazardous chemicals, including persistent organic pollutants (POPs) 

listed under the Stockholm Convention, intentionally added chemicals of concern, and 
non-intentionally added substances (NIAS) where evidence of contamination is 
documented. 
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• Plastics contaminated by hazardous chemicals, including agricultural plastics 
contaminated with pesticide residues, industrial packaging contaminated with solvents 
or heavy metals, and medical plastics. 

• Microplastics, where quantification is feasible and methodology is documented. Projects 
should clearly distinguish between primary microplastic prevention (e.g., elimination of 
microbeads, reduction of tyre wear particles, textile fibre filtration) and secondary 
microplastic prevention (e.g., interception of macroplastics before fragmentation and 
environmental release). 

• Mixed plastic waste streams, provided that the plastic fraction is disaggregated from total 
waste mass using documented composition data. 

Exclusion criteria: The following should not be counted toward this indicator: 
• Plastic that is collected but subsequently openly burned, dumped in uncontrolled sites, 

or transferred to facilities that do not meet applicable environmental standards. 
Collection alone does not constitute prevention without verified controlled end-of-life 
management. 

• Plastic waste addressed through measures that were planned but not yet under 
implementation during the project period, including commitments in national plastic 
action plans or equivalent that have not translated into operational activities. 

• Plastic volumes attributed to interventions funded exclusively by co-financing partners, 
where the GEF-funded project did not directly contribute to the design, implementation, 
or enabling conditions of the intervention.  

Method of calculation: Results should be reported in metric tons of plastic prevented from 
entering the environment, calculated as the difference between the estimated business-as-usual 
(BAU) plastic release and the actual or projected plastic release attributable to the project 
intervention over the project implementation period. 
Baseline and counterfactual: Projects must establish a documented baseline describing the pre-
project rate of plastic mismanagement in the target system — expressed as metric tons per year 
or per unit of economic activity — drawing on national waste statistics, subnational surveys, or 
peer-reviewed estimates. The counterfactual scenario should reflect what would have occurred 
in the absence of the project, accounting for any pre-existing trends in waste management 
improvement. 
Calculation approach by intervention type: 

• For source reduction and substitution, calculate the mass of plastic avoided as: (units of 
plastic product or material displaced) × (mass per unit), summed over the project period. 
Evidence of market uptake or regulatory compliance rates must support the estimate. 

• For improved collection, calculate as: (mass of plastic collected and subject to controlled 
treatment) minus (estimated mass that would have been collected under BAU). Net 
collection improvement should be reported, not gross collection volume. 

• For recycling and recovery, calculate as: (mass of plastic recycled or recovered in 
controlled facilities) minus (estimated mass that would have been recycled or recovered 
under BAU). Displacement of informal or substandard treatment may also be quantified 
where evidence supports it. 
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• For regulatory measures, calculate as: (estimated reduction in plastic placed on the 
market or mismanaged, attributable to the regulation) × (estimated compliance rate 
during the project period), supported by market data or monitoring reports. 

Unit: metric tons 
Disaggregation: 

 EP-CW-07.1 — of which Single Use Plastics not containing or contaminated with 
hazardous chemicals 

 EP-CW-07.2 — of which Single Use Plastics containing or contaminated with hazardous 
chemicals 

 EP-CW-07.3 — of which durable plastics that can be recycled 
 EP-CW-07.4 — of which durable plastics that contain, or are contaminated with, 

hazardous chemicals 

EP-CW-08 – Pharmaceuticals and antimicrobial agents prevented from release into the 
environment 
Definition: This indicator measures the total mass, in metric tons, of active pharmaceutical 
ingredients (APIs) — including antimicrobial agents and other environmentally persistent 
pharmaceuticals — prevented from being released into the environment as a result of project 
interventions. Environmental release encompasses discharge to surface water, groundwater, and 
soil through manufacturing effluent, inadequate wastewater treatment, improper disposal of 
unused or expired medicines, and agricultural or aquacultural use of veterinary antimicrobials. 
The indicator captures both upstream prevention through source reduction, improved effluent 
treatment, and regulatory controls, and downstream safe management through collection and 
environmentally sound disposal of unused, expired, or off-specification medicines and 
pharmaceutical waste. Given the role of sub-therapeutic and residual concentrations of 
antimicrobial agents in driving selection and spread of antimicrobial resistance (AMR) in 
environmental compartments, antimicrobial substances must be identified and reported 
separately through this indicator and not lumped into a broader category. This indicator is 
complementary to EP-CW-01: where pharmaceuticals are contained in a product or material, the 
value reported under EP-CW-08 reflects the mass of the pure API fraction. 
Inclusion criteria: This indicator captures the following: 

• Mass of APIs prevented from entering the environment through project-supported 
improvements to pharmaceutical manufacturing effluent treatment, adoption of Green 
Pharmacy manufacturing standards, or enforcement of discharge limits at manufacturing 
or healthcare facilities. 

• Mass of unused, expired, or off-specification pharmaceutical products — including human 
and veterinary medicines — collected from households, healthcare facilities, pharmacies, 
agricultural supply chains, or manufacturing sites and subjected to environmentally sound 
management (ESM), including controlled incineration or chemical neutralization. The 
mass reported is the pure API content, calculated as total product mass multiplied by the 
documented API concentration. 
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• Mass of antimicrobial agents used in livestock, poultry, aquaculture, or crop production 
eliminated or reduced as a result of project-supported regulatory measures, veterinary 
prescription reforms, or adoption of alternatives, verified through sales records, 
prescription data, or farm-level monitoring. 

• Mass of API load removed from pharmaceutical-contaminated wastewater or sludge 
through advanced treatment supported by the project, calculated using influent and 
effluent monitoring data and treated volume. 

Exclusion criteria: This indicator excludes the following: 
• APIs in products or waste streams planned for collection or treatment under national 

pharmaceutical waste management plans but for which active project-supported 
implementation has not commenced during the project period. 

• Reductions attributable to market trends, output declines, or facility closures unrelated 
to project interventions, unless a direct and documented project contribution is 
established. 

• Pharmaceutical packaging and containers not containing API residues; these should be 
reported under EP-CW-01 and, where applicable, EP-CW-07. 

• Quantities reported solely on the basis of national inventory or sales estimates without 
project-level verification. 

• Quantities already reported under EP-CW-02 for any pharmaceutical substance that is 
also a Stockholm Convention-listed POP. 

Method of calculation: There is no single internationally standardized toolkit for pharmaceutical 
environmental releases equivalent to those available for mercury or uPOPs. Agencies should 
apply the most appropriate documented methodology available, drawing from 
UNEP's Pharmaceuticals in the Environment technical guidance, WHO guidelines on 
pharmaceutical waste management, Basel Convention technical guidelines on healthcare waste, 
and OECD guidance on pharmaceutical discharge thresholds. The approach used — including 
data sources, assumptions, conversion factors, and geographic scope — must be fully disclosed. 
For manufacturing and wastewater streams, mass-balance calculations using monitored API 
concentrations and volumetric flow data should be applied. For collected medicines, the 
calculation follows the same approach as EP-CW-03.4. For agricultural antimicrobial avoidance, 
the calculation is the difference between baseline and post-intervention antimicrobial use 
quantities, verified through sales or prescription records. Agencies must clearly identify, within 
the methodology narrative, the share of the total attributable to antimicrobial agents specifically. 
Unit: metric tons 

EP-CW-09 — People benefiting from support to reducing hazardous chemicals 
Definition: The definition for this indicator is available under indicator CB-PB-01, as is information 
on the disaggregation by women, IPLC and youth. 
Aggregation: This is a system-calculated aggregate. Beneficiary data are entered once under 
indicator CB-PB-01. The system apportions beneficiaries across focal areas proportionally to GEF 
financing shares to avoid double counting at aggregate level. 
Unit: number 
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 EP-CW-09.1 — of whom women 
 EP-CW-09.2 — of whom IPLCs 

o EP-CW-09.2.1 — of whom Indigenous Peoples 
 EP-CW-09.3 — of whom youth 

ACCELERATING SYSTEM CHANGE (SC) 

 

Strengthening natural capital (NC) 

SC-NC-01 — Primary forest area under enhanced conservation management 
Definition: This indicator measures the area of primary forest, in hectares, where project 
interventions have demonstrably improved conservation or management outcomes relative to a 
documented baseline. The indicator does not credit the mere existence of primary forest within 
a project area, but requires evidence that management quality or protection effectiveness has 
meaningfully improved as a result of project activities. Primary forest is understood as forest that 
has not been subject to significant human disturbance and retains its native species composition, 
structure, and ecological processes, consistent with globally recognized definitions detailed 
under Inclusion Criteria. 
Inclusion criteria:  
The following may be counted, provided direct project attribution can be demonstrated: 

• Primary forest definitions: Given the absence of a single universally adopted definition, 
the following globally recognized concepts are all eligible and may be reported under this 
indicator, provided the definition used is stated explicitly and applied consistently 
throughout the project. This may include relying on the primary forest indicator tracked 
by Global Forest Watch; old-growth or ancient woodland as defined by national forest 
authorities or peer-reviewed ecological literature; high ecosystem integrity forests as 
measured by the Forest Landscape Integrity Index (FLII) or equivalent; and primary forest 
as defined under FAO's Global Forest Resources Assessment (FRA) framework. Projects 
must specify which definition they apply at inception and maintain that definition 
throughout reporting to ensure comparability across reporting periods. 

• Types of enhanced management: Area may be counted where the project has contributed 
to one or more of the following verifiable improvements: formal legal designation or 
upgraded protection status; establishment or strengthening of management plans with 
enforcement capacity where relevant; improved governance including community-based 
or Indigenous-led management arrangements; reduced deforestation or degradation 
pressure evidenced through remote sensing; and integration into landscape or 
jurisdictional conservation frameworks with demonstrated effectiveness. 

• Spatial scope: Area within formally designated protected areas, OECMs, Indigenous 
territories, community forests, and undesignated primary forests under active 
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management agreements are all eligible, provided enhanced management is 
demonstrable, such as through METT scores as available.  

Exclusion criteria:  
The following should not be counted: 

• Primary forest area within the project geography for which the project cannot 
demonstrate improved management. 

• Secondary, degraded, planted, or regenerating forests, even where these are ecologically 
valuable or adjacent to primary forest areas. 

Method of calculation: Area is reported in hectares. Baseline area and management 
effectiveness status are established at project inception using the best available data, combining 
remote sensing products with ground-truthing. The preferred methodology combines: high-
resolution satellite imagery analysis (including platforms such as Global Forest Watch, Hansen et 
al. global forest cover data, or equivalent national systems) for area delineation and change 
detection; the Forest Landscape Integrity Index or equivalent for integrity status assessment. 
Where a project covers a large landscape and only a portion is under direct management 
intervention, apportionment methodology must be documented, with only the directly managed 
portion counted. Aggregation across project sites should avoid double-counting shared 
landscape areas where multiple project components overlap geographically. 
Unit: hectares 

SC-NC-02 — Enabling policies and financial frameworks supporting primary forests under 
implementation 
Definition: This indicator captures the number of new policies, institutional reforms, regulatory 
frameworks, and financial mechanisms aiming at protecting or better managing primary forests 
at national, jurisdictional or landscape level. It captures enabling environment changes. A policy 
or mechanism is counted only when it has moved beyond adoption into active implementation, 
meaning it is operationally in force, funded, and generating observable effects.  
Inclusion criteria: The following may be counted, provided they are a direct, substantial and 
verifiable contribution from project interventions: 

• Institutional and coordination reforms: New or strengthened multi-stakeholder 
governance bodies, inter-agency coordination mechanisms, or jurisdictional 
management arrangements where primary forest protection is an explicit and legally or 
administratively binding mandate. This includes reforms that mainstream primary forest 
considerations into broader land-use planning or environmental permitting systems. 

• Policy and regulatory frameworks: New or amended legislation, decrees, regulations, or 
spatial planning instruments that strengthen the legal status, protection category, or 
management obligations of primary forests. This includes policies that establish or raise 
forest definitions, recognition of primary forests as a distinct category, moratoriums on 
conversion and elimination of perverse incentives. Policies at national level as well as 
subnational jurisdictional instruments (state, province, landscape) are eligible. 

• Protected area systems: Formal expansion, upgrading, or improved governance of 
protected area networks — including Indigenous and community-conserved areas and 
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OECMs — where primary forests constitute a significant share of the area under improved 
management. Improvement must be evidenced by a recognized management 
effectiveness assessment (e.g., METT score progression) or equivalent. 

• Sustainable finance mechanisms: Financial instruments and programs specifically 
designed and operationally deployed to fund primary forest protection or sustainable 
management. This includes: country packages and jurisdictional finance programs; 
Project Finance for Permanence (PFP) structures; Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES) 
schemes with primary forest eligibility criteria; green bonds with primary forest use-of-
proceeds conditions; REDD+ results-based payment programs; and sustainable value 
chain standards or certification schemes with verified primary forest safeguards. A 
mechanism is counted when capitalized and disbursing, not merely when designed. 

Exclusion criteria:  
The following should not be counted: 

• Policies, reforms, or mechanisms adopted without direct, documented, and significant 
contribution from the project, including those that were already under development 
independently and where the project’s causal role cannot be substantiated. 

• Instruments that protect forests generally but do not specifically address primary forests 
as a distinct category, unless primary forests constitute the dominant cover type and the 
instrument's practical effect is equivalent. 

• Financial mechanisms that have been designed or agreed but are not yet operational — 
i.e. not yet capitalized, legally enacted, or disbursing. 

• Protected area designations or management plans that have been formally adopted but 
lack enforcement capacity, funding, or governance structures, where “under 
implementation” cannot be credibly demonstrated. 

Method of calculation: This indicator is reported as a simple count of qualifying policies and 
financial mechanisms under implementation at the time of reporting. Each element counted 
should be described in the justification on results or project description. Each qualifying item is 
counted once regardless of geographic scale, unless distinct instruments operate independently 
at multiple levels, in which case each level may be counted separately with justification. Where 
a single reform encompasses multiple elements (e.g., a national forest law that simultaneously 
strengthens protected area governance and establishes a PES framework), the components may 
be disaggregated and counted separately provided each meets the inclusion criteria 
independently.  
Unit: number  

SC-NC-03 — Communities with a positive shift in perception toward human-wildlife 
coexistence 
Definition: This social outcome indicator measures the proportion of targeted communities 
demonstrating improved perception toward coexistence with wildlife. The conservation of 
wildlife and wildlife landscapes requires both addressing the drivers of wildlife loss and 
supporting human-wildlife coexistence. As human wildlife conflict is intensifying globally, 
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preventing and mitigating human wildlife conflict and achieving coexistence have become an 
increasing priority for governments and a focus of conservation efforts.26  
This indicator will track the proportion of targeted communities demonstrating improved 
perception of human wildlife coexistence. It measures whether perceptions (e.g. including 
attitudes, values, and views etc.) of local communities living in or around wildlife landscapes have 
moved toward a more accepting, adaptive or constructive direction regarding their relationships 
with wildlife; particularly in communities where there has been recent human-wildlife conflict. 
Where a project observes that a significant proportion of targeted communities show no change 
or a negative shift in perception, this should be documented in the project and program results 
framework and narrative of related reports, as this information is material to learning and 
adaptive management. 
This indicator is aligned with the KMGBF Target 4 to Halt Species Extinction, Protect Genetic 
Diversity, and Manage Human-Wildlife Conflicts, and its component indicator tracking: “Trends 
in effective and sustainable management of human-wildlife conflict and coexistence.”27 

Inclusion criteria: A community may be counted against this indicator if a perception assessment 
demonstrates a change of more than 5% in a positive direction. All GEF-funded projects that are 
designed to prevent or mitigate human wildlife conflict and to support human-wildlife 
coexistence should set a baseline and report on this indicator, however any GEF-funded project 
with wildlife conservation elements may also choose to report on this. 
Exclusion criteria: Communities where the change in perception is less than 5% in either direction 
are not counted, as this falls within the measurement threshold and does not constitute a 
demonstrable shift. Communities added to the project after baseline establishment should only 
be counted if a comparable baseline assessment has been conducted for them. 
Method of calculation: Methods for measuring community perception of human-wildlife 
coexistence should be validated, locally appropriate, and consistently applied across baseline and 
reassessment. Approaches may include structured household surveys, semi-structured 
interviews, focus group discussions, or mixed methods, drawing on dimensions such as attitudes, 
tolerance levels, and economic or cultural relationships with wildlife. Knowledge, Attitude, and 
Practices (KAP) indices provide one recognized framework for this purpose.  
For all methods, a baseline should be established for all targeted communities before project 
activities commence. Periodic reassessment using the same method will then indicate the 
direction and magnitude of change in perception over time. Any change in methodology should 
be disclosed/reported.  
Agencies should calculate the number of communities demonstrating improved perception – 
defined as a shift of more than 5 percentage points in a positive direction – and divide this by the 
total number of targeted communities assessed at baseline to derive the percentage of 
communities with improved perception toward human-wildlife coexistence. This proportion is 
the value reported against the indicator. Calculations should account for any addition of new 
communities during the period of implementation. Agencies should also document, in MTR, TE 

 
26  https://www.worldbank.org/en/programs/global-wildlife-program/brief/human-wildlife-conflict-global-
policy-and-perception-insights#1 
27 https://www.cbd.int/gbf/targets/4 

https://www.worldbank.org/en/programs/global-wildlife-program/brief/human-wildlife-conflict-global-policy-and-perception-insights#1
https://www.worldbank.org/en/programs/global-wildlife-program/brief/human-wildlife-conflict-global-policy-and-perception-insights#1
https://www.cbd.int/gbf/targets/4
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and PPMR narrative, the proportion of targeted communities that experienced no change or a 
negative shift, to support portfolio-level learning. 
Unit: percentage  

SC-NC-04 — Landscape area with improved drought resilience 
Definition: The indicator measures the landscape area with improved drought resilience. 
Landscapes cover natural areas and include human-made infrastructure and the communities 
that live and interact with them. Building resilience to drought in these landscapes requires 
coordinated actions that simultaneously or sequentially address governance weaknesses, land 
degradation, water scarcity, and biodiversity loss. Effective adaptation depends on the enabling 
environment such as proactive drought planning and early warning systems, and on 
strengthening the ecological, socio-economic, and technological buffers that sustain soil, water, 
and ecosystem functions. The complexity of drought—spanning climatic, hydrological, ecological, 
and socioeconomic systems—requires an approach that connects nature-based solutions and 
drought-smart land management practices with enabling policy, finance, and knowledge 
systems, while ensuring coherence across institutions and sectors. The conceptual basis for the 
indicator is described in detail in UNCCD (2019): Drought Resilience, Adaptation, and 
Management Policy Framework: Supporting Technical Guidelines28.  
Inclusion criteria: The following area types may be counted toward this indicator: 

• Area where drought-smart land management practices are applied. These practices 
improve soil organic matter, soil health and soil moisture, infiltration, and water 
retention, reducing erosion and vulnerability to prolonged dry periods, e.g. through the 
introduction of drought-tolerant and drought-resistant trees and shrubs, crops, and 
livestock species. The UNCCD Science Policy Brief (2019)29 defines and lists 14 categories 
of SLM practices that are considered “drought-smart”. Projects should specify which 
categories of drought-smart land management practices are applied and over what area. 

• Area with biodiversity conservation measures focused on ecosystem-based adaptation 
and restoration, including reconnecting and conserving natural ecosystems such as 
wetlands, watersheds, forests, grasslands, and dryland ecosystems, as well as enhancing 
species' functional diversity and controlling the spread of water-demanding invasive plant 
species, 

• Area with improved groundwater management, including actions to prevent the 
overextraction and pollution of groundwater, managed aquifer recharge, and effective 
water allocation, 

• Area with improved water management and conservation practices, including efficient 
irrigation techniques like drip irrigation and water storage infrastructure, e.g., small 
reservoirs and check dams, aquifer recharge, and rainwater harvesting systems, 

• Area with improved management of transboundary water basins, 
• Area covered by early warning systems for drought, 

 
28  https://www.unccd.int/resources/manuals-and-guides/drought-resilience-adaptation-and-management-policy-
framework 
29 https://catalogue.unccd.int/1214_UNCCD_SPI_2019_PB_2_WEB.pdf 



 

57 
 

• Area covered by drought insurance schemes and risk transfer to support drought relief 
and recovery efforts 

• Area with green infrastructure and urban design features, such as tree cover to reduce 
heat islands, green roofs, bioswales, and permeable pavement to capture and infiltrate 
rainwater, replenishing local groundwater, and water-efficient landscaping. 

Areas already reported under GEF Core Indicators 3 (Terrestrial Protected and Conserved Areas) 
or 4 (Area under Improved Land Management Practices) may also be counted here, provided that 
drought resilience is an explicit and documented objective of the relevant project activities. 
Projects should flag any such overlap transparently to avoid misrepresentation at the portfolio 
level. 

Exclusion criteria: The measures described above should only be counted if their objective is to 
improve drought resilience (either as a primary or significant objective). The objective should be 
an explicit, documented project objective in order to avoid counting all sustainable land and 
water management practices applied in GEF projects.  
The above measures should be implemented through GEF funded projects, and must be 
underway or completed within the project implementation period, as opposed to measures that 
are planned for the future, e.g. in national drought plans, if those measures are not yet under 
implementation.  
Method of calculation: Where more than one of the practices/measures mentioned above are 
applied simultaneously or sequentially in the same area, the area must be counted only once.  
Unit: hectares 

Improving urban system (UR) 

SC-UR-01 — Cities with strengthened capacity for sustainable, integrated planning, policies and 
investments 
Definition: This indicator measures the number of cities that demonstrate tangible 
improvements in institutional, technical, and financial capacity to design, implement and monitor 
sustainable and integrated urban plans, policies, and investments in urban sustainability 
solutions. These efforts support cross-sectoral integration and strengthen resilience while 
contributing to global environmental benefits. For the purposes of this indicator, "city" refers to 
a defined urban administrative unit or metropolitan area with a recognized local government 
authority.  

Inclusion criteria: A city can be counted towards this indicator if, within the reporting period, it 
achieves at least three of the following five outcomes with demonstrated durability aligned with 
the GEF system transformation levers and programming priorities.  

• Planning, institutional and governance: Formal adoption or update by a relevant city 
authority of an integrated urban development plan or strategy (e.g., urban master plans, 
land use plans at the neighborhood and/or metropolitan scale; climate, nature, and 
circularity strategies); creation or strengthening of cross-sector and multi-level 
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coordination mechanisms that promote systems thinking, institutionalize plans, support 
stakeholder engagement, and build long-term capacity.  

• Policy and regulatory: Development or improvement of policies, incentives, bylaws, or 
standards to support integrated and nature-positive, net-zero, resilient, and circular 
urban development (e.g., TOD and mixed land use, urban protected areas, infrastructure 
and building standards, nature-based solutions, sustainable procurement, and waste and 
pollution limits), emphasizing policy coherence. 

• Technical tools and data: Development and operationalization of decision-support tools 
to support evidence-based decision-making for policy, planning and investments (e.g., 
geospatial land use planning systems, risk assessments tool, investment planning and 
prioritization tools and frameworks, and knowledge management, monitoring, evaluation 
and learning systems).  

• Implementation readiness: Development of pipeline of projects to implement sustainable 
infrastructure, nature-based, or circular economy solutions aligned with city level and/or 
national level plans with evidence of consideration for investments. Demonstrated 
investments in innovative urban sustainability solutions that can be scaled up beyond the 
project period.  

• Financial capacity: Improved financial management and processes to mobilize finance at 
the city level from the public and private sector. This can include the establishment of 
public-private-partnership frameworks, and the development of innovative financing 
instruments (e.g., municipal green bonds, risk financing mechanisms, payment for 
ecosystem services, land value capture, municipal finance reforms, and innovation funds), 
evidenced through approved frameworks, financial transactions and specific institutional 
and policy or regulatory measures relevant to financing. 

Exclusion criteria: Do not count: 
• Cities with only preliminary diagnostics, plans or workshops without formal adoption, 

institutionalization, operationalization, or documented changes. 
• Cities with activities limited to single-sector improvements without evidence of 

integration across sectors. 
• Cities that benefit from knowledge exchange and capacity building activities without 

meeting any of the specific criteria. Such activity can be reported separately in project 
results.  

Method of calculation: 
• A city is counted if it meets at least three inclusion criteria that span different categories, 

reflecting a sustainable transformation pathway. 
• Verification: Agencies should document evidence. 
• Aggregation: Sum of cities meeting the criteria in the reporting period across all 

participating countries/programs. 
• Time-bounded contribution: Count only milestones achieved within the project 

implementation reporting period.  
Unit: number 
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Linking food, land and water (FL) 

SC-FL-01 — Food producers adopting agroecological or regenerative practices 
Definition: The indicator measures the number of individual food producers, including farmers, 
fishers, aquaculture operators, and livestock/dairy producers who have demonstrably adopted 
at least one sustainable, nature-positive production practice as a direct result of project support. 
It captures behavioral change at the production unit level — moving away from conventional or 
ecologically damaging approaches toward practices that restore or maintain ecosystem 
functions, enhance biodiversity, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and support the long-term 
productivity of terrestrial and aquatic food systems. Adoption requires active and sustained 
application within the individual's own operation, not merely exposure to training or awareness 
activities. 

Inclusion criteria:  

- An individual is counted upon verified adoption of at least one qualifying practice from 
the relevant category below which should align with the GEF’s mandate and the FS IP’s 
transformational levers and outcomes: Agroecological and regenerative practices (crop 
farmers): soil health management (cover cropping, composting, reduced tillage, green 
manures); biodiversity-enhancing practices (agroforestry, intercropping, polyculture, 
local crop varieties); integrated pest and disease management (biological controls, 
reduced synthetic pesticide use); water and landscape management (rainwater 
harvesting, contour farming, terracing); and documented reduction in synthetic input 
dependency accompanied by ecological alternatives. 

- Sustainable livestock and dairy practices (livestock/dairy producers): rotational or 
adaptive grazing and participatory rangeland management that restores grassland carbon 
stocks and prevents overgrazing; silvopastoral systems integrating trees into pasture; 
improved feed and nutrition management that reduces enteric methane emissions (e.g., 
legume-based forages, feed additives, diet optimization); manure management practices 
that reduce greenhouse gas emissions and nutrient runoff (biogas digesters, composting, 
proper storage and application); integrated crop-livestock-forestry systems; adoption of 
improved animal health practices that reduce antimicrobial use; and engagement in 
green, organic, or low-emission livestock product certification schemes. Pastoralists and 
agropastoralists operating in rangeland systems are included. 

- Sustainable aquaculture and small-scale fisheries practices (fishers and aquaculture 
operators): transition to low-impact and selective fishing gear (hook-and-line, modified 
nets with escape panels, fish traps); active participation in community-based or rights-
based fisheries management (territorial use rights for fisheries - TURFs, seasonal closures, 
effort restrictions) or compliance with an ecosystem-based fisheries management plan; 
reduction of abandoned, lost, or discarded fishing gear (ALDFG); adoption of improved 
post-harvest handling or processing practices that reduce spoilage and energy use; 
cultivation of low-trophic, non-fed species (bivalves, seaweed) that contribute to water 
filtration and nutrient cycling; integrated multi-trophic aquaculture (IMTA) or restorative 
aquaculture (shellfish reef restoration, mangrove-integrated systems); adoption of siting 
and management practices consistent with the Ecosystem Approach to Aquaculture (EAA) 
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or FAO Guidelines for Sustainable Aquaculture; reduction of antibiotic and chemical use 
in aquaculture; adoption of climate-adaptive or energy-efficient production methods; and 
engagement in credible traceability or certification schemes. 

Smallholder farmers, pastoralists, small-scale dairy producers, artisanal and subsistence fishers, 
small-scale aquaculture operators, members of cooperatives or producer/fisher organizations, 
and women engaged in post-harvest processing and trade are all eligible. Individuals operating 
across multiple production systems are counted once in the aggregate total. 

This indicator may count the same people counted as beneficiary of GEF support through other 
indicators. Separate reporting should however be ensured to avoid double counting. 

Exclusion criteria: 
• Individuals who have only received training or awareness activities without applying a 

practice in their own operation are excluded.  
• Adoption that merely meets existing legal minimum standards (i.e. no improvement 

beyond the regulatory baseline) is excluded.  
• Large-scale industrial operations are excluded unless individual operator-level adoption 

is explicitly targeted and verifiable.  
• Adoption of predating project support and not attributable to project activities is 

excluded. 
• Individuals trialing a practice during a project demonstration without continuing their 

own operation are excluded.  
Method of calculation: The indicator is the simple sum of qualifying individuals within the 
reporting period: 

• Each individual is counted once regardless of the number of practices adopted or whether 
they operate across multiple production systems.  

• Adoption must be verified through at least one of the following: field monitoring visits, 
beneficiary surveys, self-reporting validated by extension agents or fisheries officers, or 
records from producer/fisher organizations.  

• A minimum adoption period of one full production cycle, grazing season, or fishing season 
is recommended before counting.  

• Disaggregation by sub-indicators (SC-FL-01.1, 01.2, 01.3) is mandatory; sub-indicator 
totals may exceed the aggregate where individuals belong to more than one category. 

Unit: number 
Disaggregation: 

 SC-FL-01.1 — of whom women 
 SC-FL-01.2 — of whom IPLCs 

o SC-FL-01.2.1 — of whom Indigenous Peoples  
 SC-FL-01.3 — of whom youth 
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SC-FL-02 — Policy and regulatory frameworks under implementation supporting nature-
positive food systems 
Definition: This indicator measures the number of policy and regulatory frameworks formally 
adopted and demonstrably under active implementation that contain explicit provisions 
supporting nature-positive food systems, including terrestrial agriculture, livestock and dairy, and 
aquaculture and fisheries. A nature-positive food system produces food in ways that halt and 
reverse biodiversity loss, restore ecosystem functions, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, 
improve soil and water health, and promote equitable access to nutritious food. 

Inclusion criteria: A framework is counted if it meets all three conditions: (i) formally adopted by 
a competent national or subnational authority; (ii) contains explicit nature-positive provisions in 
at least one of the categories below; and (iii) implementation has demonstrably commenced 
(implementing agency designated, budget allocated, action plan developed, or enforcement 
initiated). 

• Terrestrial food system frameworks: policies promoting agroecological or regenerative 
farming; land use or spatial planning frameworks governing food production landscapes; 
subsidy reform redirecting support toward sustainable practices; and national food 
system strategies with biodiversity or ecosystem restoration provisions. 

• Livestock and dairy frameworks: national or subnational livestock sector strategies or 
action plans with explicit low-emission or nature-positive provisions; regulatory 
frameworks governing sustainable rangeland and grassland management, including 
carrying capacity limits, rotational grazing requirements, or restoration obligations; 
policies reforming livestock subsidies to incentivize low-emission technologies and 
practices (e.g., improved feed, manure management, silvopastoral systems); frameworks 
establishing or strengthening MRV systems for greenhouse gas emissions from livestock 
value chains; regulations promoting green, organic, or low-emission livestock product 
certification; and One Health frameworks integrating livestock, human, and 
environmental health governance to reduce antimicrobial resistance and zoonotic 
disease risk. 

• Aquaculture and fisheries frameworks: fisheries management plans based on stock 
assessment and ecosystem considerations (catch limits, closures, gear restrictions); 
rights-based or community-based fisheries management frameworks with legal standing, 
consistent with the FAO Voluntary Guidelines for Securing Sustainable Small-Scale 
Fisheries (2015); regulations targeting illegal, unreported, and unregulated (IUU) fishing 
(vessel monitoring, catch documentation, traceability); subsidy reform redirecting 
harmful fisheries subsidies toward sustainable management or livelihood diversification; 
frameworks governing reduction of abandoned, lost, or discarded fishing gear (ALDFG); 
national aquaculture policies with nature-positive provisions (environmental impact 
assessment, habitat protection, effluent standards); frameworks promoting the 
Ecosystem Approach to Aquaculture (EAA) or restorative aquaculture (bivalve reef 
restoration, seaweed cultivation, mangrove-integrated systems); and certification or 
traceability regulations linked to internationally recognized sustainability standards. 

Exclusion criteria 
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• Draft or consultation-stage frameworks not yet formally adopted are excluded 
• Adopted frameworks with no evidence of implementation commencement are excluded. 
• General development plans or sector promotion strategies focused solely on production 

growth without explicit nature-positive provisions are excluded.  
• Frameworks counted under other GEF focal area indicators should not be double counted 

unless distinct food system provisions are tracked separately.  
• Frameworks that merely restate existing international obligations without adding new 

domestic implementation measures are excluded. 
Method of calculation: The indicator is the simple count of qualifying frameworks across all 
countries and subnational jurisdictions covered by the project.  

• Each distinct framework is counted once.  
• An omnibus policy covering multiple sectors (e.g., a national food systems law or blue 

economy strategy) is counted as one framework unless its components are implemented 
through separate instruments with distinct agencies and budgets.  

• Projects should maintain a policy tracking register documenting for each framework: title, 
adopting authority, date of adoption, nature-positive provisions (specifying whether 
terrestrial, livestock/dairy, or aquaculture/fisheries), and evidence of implementation 
commencement.  

• A milestone scale (adopted → implementation commenced → partially implemented → 
fully implemented) is recommended; the indicator counts any framework at or beyond 
"implementation commenced." 

Unit: number 

Supporting energy and industry (EI) 

SC-EI-01 — Industrial and agricultural entities adopting pollution-reducing sustainable 
practices 
Definition: This indicator measures the number of industrial and agricultural entities — including 
firms, facilities, farms, and producer organizations — that have adopted one or more pollution-
reducing sustainable practices as a direct result of GEF project support. Adoption is defined as 
the documented implementation of a practice, technology, process change, or management 
system that demonstrably reduces the release of pollutants into the environment relative to the 
pre-project baseline. Adoption must be active and operational during the project period; 
commitments, plans, or pilot trials not yet implemented at scale do not qualify.  
Inclusion criteria: An entity is counted under this indicator where it meets the following 
conditions: 

• It is an industrial facility (e.g., manufacturing plant, mining operation, waste treatment 
facility, chemical producer) or an agricultural entity (e.g., farm, plantation, cooperative, 
agro-processing unit) operating within the project's geographic scope. 
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• It has adopted at least one pollution-reducing practice supported or enabled by the GEF 
project, including but not limited to: substitution of hazardous inputs with safer 
alternatives; installation of pollution control or treatment equipment; adoption of 
integrated pest management (IPM) or agroecological practices reducing HHP use; 
implementation of cleaner production processes; improved waste containment, 
segregation, or disposal systems; or certification under a recognized environmental 
management standard (e.g., ISO 14001, national equivalent). 

• Adoption is confirmed through documentary evidence. 
Where a single legal entity operates multiple facilities or sites, each facility may be counted 
separately provided that adoption is independently verified at each site. 
Exclusion criteria:  

• Entities that have received awareness-raising, training, or technical assistance but have 
not yet implemented a practice operationally during the project period. 

• Entities whose practice changes are attributable solely to regulatory compliance 
obligations predating the project, or to co-financing partners acting independently of the 
GEF-supported intervention. 

• Entities counted under this indicator solely on the basis of participation in a project-
supported scheme or association, without verified individual-level adoption of a 
pollution-reducing practice. 

Method of calculation: Results are reported as the total count of entities that have adopted at 
least one pollution-reducing sustainable practice during the project implementation period, 
verified as described above. Each entity is counted once regardless of the number of practices 
adopted. Where a project targets both industrial and agricultural entities, results should be 
reported as a combined total with disaggregation by sector. The reported result represents net 
new adopters attributable to the project. 
Unit: number 

Protecting human health (HP) 

SC-HP-01 — People with reduced exposure to hazardous chemicals 
Definition: This indicator measures the number of people whose exposure to hazardous 
chemicals is demonstrably reduced as a direct result of GEF-funded project interventions. 
Exposure is understood as contact with hazardous chemicals through any pathway — ingestion, 
inhalation, or dermal absorption — occurring in domestic, occupational, agricultural, or 
environmental settings. Hazardous chemicals include those captured under the grouping of 
indicators dedicated to reducing chemicals and waste of global concern. This indicator is 
grounded in the recognition that hazardous chemical exposure constitutes a major and often 
inequitably distributed risk to human health, with disproportionate impacts on women, children, 
Indigenous Peoples, agricultural workers, and communities in the proximity of industrial or waste 
sites. 
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Inclusion criteria: The following population groups and intervention types may be counted, 
provided that the causal link between the project activity and the reduction in exposure is 
documented and plausible. 
Population groups eligible for inclusion are direct beneficiaries of project interventions who 
experience a verifiable reduction in exposure through personal participation in, or direct receipt 
of, project-supported activities. This includes: 

• farmers trained in and adopting HHP-free or reduced-pesticide practices, workers in 
facilities where hazardous chemical handling is improved, households benefiting from 
improved water treatment or contamination remediation, and consumers reached by 
product substitution or phase-out programs. 

• Occupationally exposed populations, including agricultural workers, waste pickers, 
artisanal and small-scale gold miners (ASGM), chemical plant workers, and healthcare 
workers, where the project directly addresses occupational exposure pathways. 

• Vulnerable and disproportionately affected groups, including women and girls, children 
under five, pregnant women, Indigenous Peoples, and communities living adjacent to 
contaminated sites or waste facilities, where the project specifically targets their 
exposure reduction.  

The following Intervention types are eligible for inclusion: chemical phase-out and substitution, 
remediation of contaminated sites, improved chemical management and handling, and product 
market interventions. 
Exclusion criteria: The following should not be counted toward this indicator: 

- People who participate in training, workshops, or awareness activities without evidence 
of a subsequent change in exposure level. 

- People whose exposure reduction is attributable exclusively to co-financing partners or 
parallel initiatives, where the GEF-funded project did not directly contribute to the design 
or implementation of the relevant intervention.  

- Exposure reductions resulting solely from general improvements in sanitation, water 
supply, or air quality not specifically linked to hazardous chemical management 
interventions supported by the project. 

Method of calculation: Results should be reported as the number of people with demonstrably 
reduced exposure to one or more hazardous chemicals as a direct result of GEF-funded project 
interventions, covering the project implementation period. Depending on the intervention type, 
this should involve estimating the population covered by the chemical substitution, residing 
within the exposure zone of a contaminated site, working in facilities or supply chains where 
improved chemical management practices have been adopted, or consuming products with 
hazardous chemicals. 
Unit: number  

 SC-HP-01.1 — of whom women 
 SC-HP-01.2 — of whom IPLCs 

o SC-HP-01.2.1 — of whom Indigenous Peoples  
 SC-HP-01.3 — of whom youth 
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SOCIO-ECONOMIC CO-BENEFITS (CB) 
 

People benefiting from improved livelihoods (LV) 

CB-LV-01 — People with improved livelihoods 
Definition: This indicator measures the number of people who experience a meaningful and 
attributable improvement in their livelihoods as a direct result of project activities. Improvement 
in livelihoods is understood broadly to encompass gains in income or economic output from 
supported activities, as well as enhanced access to productive assets, markets, financial services, 
employment, security of land tenure, social protection, food and nutrition security, or natural 
resources that sustainably strengthen individuals’ or households’ economic wellbeing. The 
indicator reflects an outcome-level result, not merely participation in a project activity. 
 
Inclusion criteria: An individual may be counted if they directly participate in a project-supported 
livelihood activity and can demonstrate a verifiable improvement against a pre-established 
baseline. Qualifying improvements include: a measurable increase in income or sales from 
income-generating activities supported by the project; transition to better or more stable 
employment; improved access to productive assets, value chains, financial instruments, security 
of land tenure, social protection, food and nutrition security, or markets as a result of project 
support; and improved access to and sustainable use of natural resources with documented 
livelihood outcomes. Improvements should be attributable at least in part to the project 
intervention.  
Exclusion criteria: Individuals who participate in project activities but for whom no improvement 
against baseline can be documented should not be counted. Household members who are not 
direct participants should not be counted unless the project can credibly demonstrate and 
document household-level improvements attributable to the project. Improvements driven by 
external factors (e.g., commodity price increases unrelated to project support) should not be 
attributed to the project. An individual should not be counted more than once even across 
multiple project components or reporting periods. 
Method of calculation: The indicator is calculated as a simple count of individuals for whom an 
improvement in livelihoods has been documented and is attributable to project support, 
reported at the project level. Where population size makes individual measurement impractical, 
representative beneficiary surveys with sufficient sample size and sampling design may be used 
to estimate the total, and the estimation method must be documented. 
Unit: number 
Disaggregation: 

 CB-LV-01.1 — of whom women 
 CB-LV-01.2 — of whom IPLCs 

o CB-LV-01.2.1 — of whom Indigenous Peoples  
 CB-LV-01.3 — of whom youth 
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Women’s empowerment and leadership enhanced (WO) 

CB-WO-01 — Women’s leadership and effective engagement in environmental and natural 
resource management enhanced 
Definition: This indicator measures the number of women whose leadership, meaningful 
engagement or contribution to  climate actions, pollution prevention and reduction, chemicals 
and waste management, wildlife, circular economy, energy, environmental, coastal conservation 
and natural resource and water management is enhanced or facilitated as a result of project 
interventions specifically designed or adapted to advance gender equality and women’s 
empowerment. Qualifying interventions are tagged under recognized thematic headings 
covering equal access and rights to natural and productive resources, leadership and influence in 
decision-making on resources management and environmental governance, equal access and 
rights to the enjoyment of socio-economic benefits and services, and catalytic or 
transformational actions addressing structural gender inequalities. 
Inclusion criteria: Women who are directly and intentionally empowered or enabled to 
meaningfully engage and lead through a project activity falling under one of the following four 
thematic headings may be counted:  

• access and rights to natural and productive resources (including elements such as tenure 
rights, land ownership, maintaining secure titles, seeds, trees;  

• leadership and influence in decision-making on natural and productive resources 
management, wildlife conservation, water management committees, and environmental 
governance (including roles in governance bodies and leadership in natural resources 
management planning, community-based wildlife management and wildlife-related 
governance bodies, roles in policy and strategy development);  

• access to socio-economic services and instruments (including finance, information and 
technologies, time-saving technologies (energy efficient cookstoves, piped water, 
innovations such as smart phone enabling farm/garden watering systems, opportunities 
for skills development, value chains, early warning systems, community conservancies, 
wildlife tourism) and women's access to compensation or grievance mechanisms, and 
safety and sanitation services, other enabling mechanisms (e.g. day care services, 
transportation adaptable to women’s schedules and safety, etc.); and  

• catalytic or transformational actions (including activities that tackle gender stereotypes, 
redistribute care work, addressing power imbalances and relations, or address gender-
based violence).  

 
Exclusion criteria: Women who are incidentally reached by general project activities not 
specifically designed or adapted for gender equality or women's empowerment should not be 
counted. Actions that are merely consultative, intended to raise awareness, disseminate 
information, or training without the goal of empowering, are excluded. 
Method of calculation: The indicator is calculated as a count of individual women directly 
empowered or enabled to participate through qualifying interventions, aggregated to the project 
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level. Where direct counting is not feasible, estimation methods based on representative 
sampling or administrative records may be used and should be documented. 
Unit: number 
Disaggregation: 

 CB-WO-01.1 — of whom IPLCs 
o CB-WO-01.1.1 — of whom Indigenous Peoples 

 CB-WO-01.2 — of whom youth 

Enabling legal and regulatory environment (LR) 

CB-LR-01 — Legal and regulatory framework for environmental sustainability under 
implementation 
Definition: This indicator measures the number of legal and regulatory frameworks for 
environmental sustainability that the project aims to bring to implementation by completion. It 
captures progress beyond the adoption or enactment stage, reflecting that frameworks are being 
actively applied, enforced, or operationalized within the relevant jurisdiction or institutional 
context.  
Inclusion criteria: A framework may be counted if it meets all three conditions: (1) it has a legal 
or regulatory character (laws, regulations, decrees, bylaws, standards, or equivalent 
instruments); (2) it addresses environmental sustainability in one of the recognized thematic 
areas (see drop-down); and (3) it has moved into active implementation by project completion 
— meaning operational mechanisms such as enforcement procedures, institutional mandates, 
compliance monitoring, or secondary legislation are in place and functioning — as a direct or 
indirect result of project support. Frameworks at subnational level may be counted where the 
project explicitly targets subnational governance. 
Exclusion criteria: Frameworks that have been drafted or adopted but for which implementation 
has not yet commenced should not be counted. Policy documents, strategies, or action plans that 
carry no legal or regulatory force are excluded. A framework should be counted only once 
regardless of the number of project activities that contributed to its implementation. 
Method of calculation: Simple count of qualifying legal and regulatory frameworks under 
implementation, reported at the project level.  
Unit: number 
Data entry: Data entry takes place through a drop-down menu with pre-defined categories under 
continuous adjustment, which includes areas such as: 

• Legal and regulatory frameworks to ensure the fair and equitable sharing of benefits from 
the utilization of genetic resources and from digital sequence information on genetic 
resources — particularly for projects linked to the Nagoya Protocol and Target 13 of the 
KMGBF;  

• GEF supported National Drought Plans; 
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• Frameworks on climate mitigation (energy, resource efficiency, circularity, decarbonized 
power systems, energy access, integrated and zero-emission mobility, nature-based 
solutions); 

• Whole-of-economy frameworks on climate and development planning, including net zero 
plans, just transition frameworks; 

• support actions by IPLCs; 
• Support to Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity Framework.  

People benefiting from GEF investments (PB) 

CB-PB-01 — People benefiting from GEF-financed investments 
Definition: This indicator captures the total number of direct beneficiaries, with associated 
disaggregation. 
Inclusion criteria: This indicator captures the number of individual people who receive targeted 
support or assistance from a given GEF-financed project or program and/or who use the specific 
resources that the project maintains or enhances. Direct beneficiaries are all individuals receiving 
either30:  

• Targeted support. This includes individuals who can be explicitly identified by the project 
as receiving direct support or assistance, can be counted individually, and are aware they 
are receiving support and/or use the specific resources provided by the project. This 
implies a high degree of attribution to the project.  

• High intensity of support. This means receiving a high level of support/effort provided 
per person, assessed on a continuum, where only high intensity of support qualifies as a 
direct beneficiary as per Table 1. Intensity can be assessed across three dimensions: (i) 
Relevance — how closely the support is linked to the project’s environmental outcomes 
and to addressing the vulnerabilities of the targeted population; (ii) Duration and 
frequency — whether support is sustained over time or repeated across the project 
lifetime, rather than one-off; and (iii) Extent — whether the individual receives multiple 
forms of support from the project. Professional judgment should be applied across all 
three dimensions; a high score on one dimension alone does not automatically qualify 
support as high intensity, nor does a high score on two dimensions automatically 
disqualify it. 

Further considerations in identifying the direct number of beneficiaries include: 
• Professional judgement should be applied when identifying direct beneficiaries in 

instances where it may be challenging to assign the appropriate level of intensity. Project 
teams are expected to document the rationale for their intensity assessment. 

• As a general rule, support that generates an outcome-level result for people — such as a 
verified change in knowledge, practices, or behavior — are construed as high intensity. 

 
30 Derived from BRACED (Building Resilience and Adaptation to Climate Extremes and Disasters). Undated. “Building 
Resilience and Adaptation to Climate Extremes and Disasters (BRACED) Programme.” London: BRACED. 
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Outcome-level results are typically measured through surveys, focus group discussions, 
or other consultative methods conducted by the project. 

• In case data is available by households, Agencies may estimate the number of individual 
direct beneficiaries by using local or national data on household size. 

• Direct beneficiaries should be counted only once if several activities of the same project 
support the same person in different ways. Where a person receives support of varying 
intensity across project activities, they should be counted according to the highest 
intensity support received. 

• Disaggregation by male and female should be grounded on actual data to the extent 
possible, rather than estimated. 

Table 1. Direct beneficiaries receive a high intensity of support 

High intensity 
Direct beneficiary 

Medium intensity 
Not a direct beneficiary 

Low intensity 
Not a direct beneficiary 

Conserving and sustainably using biodiversity 

People working in a 
strengthened agency 
managing a protected area 

People with access to 
protected areas 

People living in a community 
where other members have 
been receiving training services 
by the project 

Sustainably managing and restoring land 

People receiving training on 
climate-smart agriculture 

People provided with 
access to information on 
sustainable forest 
management 

People living within a land or 
water area targeted by a 
management plan supported 
by the project 

Reducing GHG emissions 

People provided with access 
to clean energy or receiving 
payment for avoided 
emissions 

People made aware of 
electric mobility 
opportunities 

People living within an 
administrative area of an 
institution targeted by the 
project 

Strengthening transboundary water management 

People working in an 
organization responsible for 
facilitating transboundary 
water management 

People whose livelihoods 
depend on an area being 
placed in sustainable 
fishery management 

People living within a river 
basin subject to a water 
resources management plan  

Reducing chemicals and waste 

People working as a miner 
who received training on 

People who consume 
crops grown without 
hazardous pesticides 

People living within an 
administrative area of an 
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creating a sustainable mining 
operation 

institution targeted by the 
project 

The examples above are illustrative and not exhaustive. Project teams should not interpret them 
as strict rules. The intensity classification depends on the combined assessment of relevance, 
duration/frequency, and extent of support in the specific project context. 
Corporate reporting on this indicator in the context of GEF publications will take place under five 
distinct indicators tracking beneficiaries along environmental themes. The number of 
beneficiaries will be pro-rated to attribute a number reflecting the relative financing share of 
each focal area contributing to a specific project where financing from the Biodiversity, Land 
Degradation, Climate Change, International Waters and, Chemicals and Waste focal areas 
correspond respectively to the indicators tracking: 

• People benefiting from the conservation, sustainable use or restoration of biodiversity  
• People benefiting from sustainable land management and restoration investments  
• People benefiting from climate change mitigation support  
• People benefiting from transboundary water management  
• People benefiting from support to reducing hazardous chemicals  

Method of calculation: Simple count of the number of identified people. 
Unit: number 

 CP-PB-01.1 — of whom women 
The RMF requires that results for people be reported separately for women and girls and 
for men and boys. Projects must document the methodology used to derive sex-
disaggregated figures, specifying whether these are based on direct counts, household 
surveys, or estimated proportions drawn from national census or demographic data. 
Where direct data are unavailable, projects may apply census-derived sex ratios as a 
proxy, provided the data source and underlying assumptions are documented in project 
reporting. 

 CP-PB-01.2 — of whom IPLCs 
IPLCs — Indigenous Peoples and local communities is an inclusive compound term that 
groups together two distinct but related categories of people because of the similarities 
in their relationship to land and natural resources, while still recognizing important 
differences between the two groups. For this reason, data between Indigenous Peoples 
and  local communities are further disaggregated. 
Aggregation: This is not a system-calculated aggregate. Agencies report separately on the 
sub‑indicator CP-PB-01.2.1 as relevant. 
o CP-PB-01.2.1 — of whom Indigenous Peoples 

Indigenous Peoples (IPs) are defined — consistent with the Guidelines on GEF’s 
Policy on Environmental and Social Safeguards (SD/GN/03) — as belonging to a 
distinct social and cultural group characterized in varying degrees by (i) self-
identification as members of a distinct indigenous social and cultural group and 
recognition of this identity by others; (ii) collective attachment to geographically 
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distinct habitats, ancestral territories, or areas of seasonal use or occupation, as 
well as to the natural resources in these areas; (iii) customary cultural, economic, 
social, or political institutions that are distinct or separate from those of the 
mainstream society or culture; and (iv) a distinct language or dialect, often different 
from the official language or languages of the country or region in which they 
reside. Projects should apply a self-identification approach as the primary basis for 
determining Indigenous Peoples status, consistent with international human rights 
standards and GEF safeguards policy. Where self-identification data are 
unavailable, projects may draw on national census classifications, community-level 
consultations, or assessments conducted under the project's Environmental and 
Social Management Framework, provided that the methodology is documented 
and the limitations acknowledged. 
Where an individual could plausibly fall into both Indigenous Peoples and local 
communities categories, they should be assigned to the Indigenous Peoples 
category if they fit the Indigenous Peoples criteria, which carries the more stringent 
definitional threshold, and counted only once in the aggregate. 

 CP-PB-01.3 — of whom youth 
The standardized approach followed for the RMF is based on the UN definition of youth, 
which refers to persons between the ages of 15 and 24 years (A/36/215, 1981; A/40/256, 
1985). For ease of reference, Agencies are encouraged to indicate the age range they are 
using when designing and reporting on youth‑related indicators so as to confirm the 
appropriate range is applied and noting that there is no single, universally applied 
definition of youth. Where project-specific age data are unavailable, Agencies may use 
age-cohort proportions derived from national census or demographic data as a proxy. In 
such cases, the data source and any assumptions underlying the estimation must be 
clearly documented in the project's reporting to ensure transparency and reproducibility 
of the disaggregated figures. 

Indigenous and Traditional Territories (IT)  

CB-IT-01 — Indigenous and traditional territories supported 
Definition: Activities that support interventions contributing to GEBs in Indigenous and 
Traditional Territories (ITTs). Any decisions regarding these areas must recognize and respect the 
rights of Indigenous Peoples over them, including obtaining Free, Prior, and Informed Consent 
(FPIC), insofar as they include Indigenous Peoples. Respecting and promoting Indigenous and 
Traditional Territories is a key pathway through which Indigenous Peoples contribute to global 
environmental goals across biodiversity, climate, land, water, and pollution. 
While there is no standard definition of ITTs, ITTs are understood here as the lands, territories 
and waters including marine and coastal areas that Indigenous Peoples and local communities 
have traditionally owned, occupied, used, or managed under their customary laws, governance 
systems, and practices. These territories cover the full range of ecosystems, including forests, 
wetlands, drylands, rangelands, rivers, lakes, and coastal and marine areas, that Indigenous 

https://docs.un.org/en/A/36/215
https://digitallibrary.un.org/record/85263/files/A_40_256-EN.pdf
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Peoples and local communities have managed and stewarded across generations, and which 
contain significant environmental values, ecological services, and cultural heritage. 31 
Inclusion criteria: Interventions on ITTs are counted when they demonstrably support GEBs 
across any GEF focal area by maintaining, strengthening, or developing practices and conditions 
within the territories of IPLCs. All interventions must obtain Free, Prior and Informed Consent 
(FPIC) from Indigenous Peoples. Eligible actions fall under the following categories: 

• Governance, rights, and tenure: Actions that strengthen IPLC governance systems, 
customary laws, and territorial management — including legal recognition, management 
or protection of ITTs through land titling, demarcation, collective tenure, or other legal 
and administrative measures — as well as actions that incorporate ITTs and their socio-
ecological and biocultural values into national spatial planning, environmental strategies, 
and environmental impact assessment frameworks. 

• Stewardship and sustainable use: Actions in which IPLCs use and manage natural and 
biological resources through their traditional knowledge, innovations, and practices in 
ways that maintain ecosystem integrity, species health, and resource sustainability across 
terrestrial, freshwater, coastal, and marine environments, and that prevent 
overexploitation or degradation of biodiversity. 

• Conservation, restoration, and ecosystem management: Actions in which IPLCs lead or co-
lead conservation, sustainable use and management, and restoration efforts — including 
of degraded areas — combining traditional knowledge and practices with scientific 
approaches to restore habitats, ecosystem function, connectivity, and ecosystem 
processes. 

• Capacity and financing: Actions that build the technical, institutional, and financial 
capacity of IPLCs to govern, manage, monitor, and restore their territories, including 
direct and flexible financing to IPLC-led initiatives. 

Exclusion criteria:  
• When the ITT was identified without FPIC. 

Method of calculation (where applicable): This is a simple count of hectares covered. 
Information on such territories can be found at the following links, among others: Indigenous 
Navigator: https://indigenousnavigator.org/ ; LandMark: https://www.landmarkmap.org/ ;  
LANDex: https://www.landexglobal.org/en/ 

 
31 In the CBD document, Indigenous lands or territories refer to the collectively held and governed lands, territories 
and natural resources of Indigenous Peoples. As with other community lands, some indigenous lands may be 
allocated with group consent for use by individuals and families. Other indigenous land is managed as common 
property. In some cases, indigenous land is held by individuals or families. Traditional indigenous territories are 
estimated to encompass up to 22 percent of the world’s land surface. Furthermore, Indigenous Peoples’ abilities to 
manage their lands and territories should be maintained and enhanced in all UNCCD policies and actions, including 
recognition and support for Indigenous Peoples’ lands and territorial rights, tenure systems, and governance, as well 
as collective actions and efforts related to the restoration of degraded lands and conservation of indigenous and 
traditional lands and territories. 

https://indigenousnavigator.org/
https://www.landmarkmap.org/
https://www.landexglobal.org/en/
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Unit: hectares TIER 2: Operational Performance (OP)  

 

ENHANCING THE SPEED OF OPERATIONS (SP) 

OP-SP-01 — Time from CEO endorsement / approval to first disbursement below 18 months 
Definition: This indicator measures the timeliness of project start-up by assessing whether 
projects reach first disbursement within 18 months of CEO endorsement/approval. It may serve 
as a proxy for start-up efficiency, including the quality of project design, effectiveness of agency-
country coordination, and operational readiness for implementation.  
Method of calculation: The indicator is system-calculated: 

 the average number of months (or converted into years, where relevant) between CEO 
endorsement/approval date and first disbursement date, for projects that reached first 
disbursement for the first time during the most recent fiscal year; and 

 the number of projects that reached first disbursement within 18 months, divided by the 
total number of projects that reached first disbursement during the most recent fiscal 
year. 

Unit: percentage 
Disaggregation: Reported at the portfolio level, with agency-level breakdowns where relevant  

OP-SP-02 — Time from CEO endorsement / approval to mid-term review submission below 4 
years 
Definition: This indicator measures the timeliness of MTR submission by assessing whether 
projects with GEF financing above US$2 million submit an MTR within 4 years of CEO 
endorsement/approval. It may serve as a proxy for implementation progress and adaptive 
management, including the quality of project design, effectiveness of agency-country 
coordination, and operational execution.  
Method of calculation: The indicator is system-calculated as: 

 the average number of months (or converted into years, where relevant) between CEO 
endorsement/approval date and MTR submission date, for eligible projects that 
submitted an MTR during the most recent fiscal year; and 

 the number of eligible projects that submitted an MTR within 4 years, divided by the total 
number of eligible projects that submitted an MTR during the most recent fiscal year. 

Unit: percentage 
Disaggregation: Reported for FSPs only, with agency-level breakdowns where relevant  

OP-SP-03 — Project age below 6 years 
Definition: This indicator measures the timeliness of project implementation by assessing 
whether projects that have reported at least one PIR and are yet to reach completion remain 
within 6 years of CEO endorsement/approval. It may serve as a proxy for implementation 
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progress, including the quality of implementation and execution, and related aging of the 
portfolio. 
Method of calculation: The indicator is system-calculated as: 

 the average number of months (or converted into years, where relevant) between CEO 
endorsement/approval date and fiscal year-end reference date, for all active projects as 
of the most recent fiscal year; and 

 the number of active projects that are 6 years of age, each divided by the total number of 
active projects, respectively, as of the most recent fiscal year.  

Unit: percentage 
Disaggregation: Reported at the portfolio level, with agency-level breakdowns where relevant  

OP-SP-04 — Completed projects with a timely Terminal Evaluation 
Definition: This indicator measures the timeliness of TE submission by assessing whether 
completed projects submit their TE reports within 12 months of the project completion date as 
recorded in the Final PIR or TE, in accordance with the Evaluation Policy and inclusive of any 
applicable grace period. Timely TE submission may serve as a proxy for accountability and 
compliance with results reporting requirements.  
Method of calculation: The indicator is system-calculated as: 

 the average number of months (or converted into years, where relevant) between actual 
project completion date and TE submission date, for projects that submitted a TE during 
the most recent fiscal year; and 

 the number of projects that submitted a TE within 12 months of actual project completion 
date, divided by the total number of projects submitted a TE during the most recent fiscal 
year.  

Unit: percentage 
Disaggregation: Reported at the portfolio level, with agency-level breakdowns where relevant  

ENSURING STRONG PORTFOLIO MANAGEMENT AND ADAPTATION (PM) 

OP-PM-01 — Disbursement ratio of ongoing portfolio 
Definition: This indicator measures the pace at which Agencies disburse GEF resources by 
assessing total GEF disbursements made during the fiscal year relative to the undisbursed GEF 
financing balance of active projects at the beginning of the fiscal year. It may serve as a proxy for 
financial execution and the overall progress of the active portfolio. 
Method of calculation: The indicator is system-calculated as: the total amount of GEF 
disbursements reported during the most recent fiscal year, divided by the total undisbursed GEF 
balance of projects that reported a disbursement value in a PIR during the most recent fiscal year, 
as of the beginning of that year. It takes into account all ongoing projects, with a disbursement 
value reported in a Project Implementation Report in the most recent fiscal year.  
Unit: percentage 
Disaggregation: Reported at the portfolio level, with agency-level breakdowns where relevant  
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OP-PM-02 — Projects rated in the satisfactory range for both Implementation Progress (IP) 
and Development Objective (DO) 
Definition: This indicator measures the share of active projects rated in the satisfactory range 
for both IP and DO, based on Agency self-ratings. Ratings are provided on a six-point scale: 
Highly Unsatisfactory (HU), Unsatisfactory (U), Moderately Unsatisfactory (MU), Moderately 
Satisfactory (MS), Satisfactory (S), and Highly Satisfactory (HS). It may serve as a proxy for 
overall portfolio performance. 
Method of calculation: The indicator is system-calculated as: the number of active projects 
rated Moderately Satisfactory or above for both IP and DO, divided by the total number of 
active projects rated during the most recent fiscal year. 
Unit: percentage 
Disaggregation: Reported for IP and DO together, with separate breakdowns for IP and DO (see 
OP-PM-03 and OP-PM-04).  

OP-PM-03 — Projects rated in the satisfactory range for Implementation Progress (IP) 
Definition: This indicator complements OP-PM-02, by measuring the share of active projects 
rated in the satisfactory range for IP only.  
Method of calculation: The indicator is system-calculated as: the number of active projects 
rated Moderately Satisfactory or above (MS, S, or HS) for IP, divided by the total number of 
active projects rated during the most recent fiscal year. 
Unit: percentage 
Disaggregation: Reported at the portfolio level, with agency-level breakdowns where relevant  

OP-PM-04 — Projects rated in the satisfactory range for Development Objective (DO) 
Definition: This indicator complements OP-PM-02, by measuring the share of active projects 
rated in the satisfactory range for DO only.  
Method of calculation: The indicator is system-calculated as: the number of active projects 
rated Moderately Satisfactory or above (MS, S, or HS) for DO; divided by the total number of 
active projects rated during the most recent fiscal year. 
Unit: Percentage 
Disaggregation: Reported at the portfolio level, with agency-level breakdowns where relevant  

OP-PM-05 — Proactivity index 
Definition: This indicator measures the extent to which Agencies take corrective or adaptive 
actions in response to projects previously rated in the unsatisfactory range. It assesses whether 
projects rated in the unsatisfactory range (HU, U, or MU) for IP and/or DO demonstrate 
documented changes or actions in the subsequent fiscal year. It may serve as a proxy for active 
portfolio management and responsiveness to implementation challenges.  
Method of calculation: The indicator is system-calculated as: the number of projects that had 
an IP and/or DO rating in the unsatisfactory range during the preceding fiscal year (e.g. FY2025) 
to the most recent fiscal year, and that recorded at least one qualifying action or change during 
the most recent fiscal year (e.g., FY2026); divided by the total number of projects rated 
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Moderately Unsatisfactory or below for IP and/or DO during the preceding fiscal year (e.g. 
FY2025). 
A qualifying action or change is defined as: 

 a rating upgrade, supported by justification and corrective actions 
 an MTR conducted, with documented findings and follow-up actions 
 a minor amendment in any of the following categories: Executing Entity; Executing 

Entity Category; Financial Management; Implementation Schedule; GEF Project 
Financing Increase (up to 5%); Institutional/Implementation Arrangement; Minor 
Project Objective Change; Results Framework; or Safeguards 

 a project status change to Cancelled, Suspended, Project Implemented, or Financially 
Closed. 

Note: extensions of completion date or internal reallocations are not considered qualifying 
proactivity actions. 
Unit: Percentage 
Disaggregation: Reported at the portfolio level, with agency-level breakdowns where relevant  

OP-PM-06 — Projects with disbursement in the past year 
Definition: This indicator measures the share of eligible active projects that recorded year-over-
year disbursements. It may serve as a proxy for ongoing portfolio execution and annual 
financial activity. Projects with a remaining undisbursed balance of less than 5 percent of total 
GEF financing are excluded from the eligible cohort. 
Method of calculation: The indicator is system-calculated as: the number of eligible active 
projects that reported a disbursement value, divided by the total number of eligible active 
projects during the most recent fiscal year. 
Unit: Percentage 
Disaggregation: Reported at the portfolio level, with agency-level breakdowns where relevant  

OP-PM-07 — Over 50% disbursed balance after 5 years of project implementation 
Definition: This indicator measures the share of eligible active projects that have disbursed 
more than 50 percent of total GEF financing after five years of implementation. It may serve as 
a proxy for the pace of financial execution relative to project age and implementation progress. 
Method of calculation: The indicator is system-calculated as: the number of eligible active 
projects that have been under implementation for five years or more as of the most recent 
fiscal year and have cumulatively disbursed more than 50 percent of total GEF financing; 
divided by the total number of eligible active projects that have been under implementation for 
five years or more at fiscal year-end.  
Unit: Percentage 
Disaggregation: Reported at the portfolio level, with agency-level breakdowns where relevant  

OP-PM-08 — Projects with financial closure after Terminal Evaluation submission 
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Definition: This indicator measures progress in clearing projects pending financial closure by 
assessing the share of operationally closed projects [i.e. completed with or followed by a TE 
submission (or Completion Memo)] that achieve financial closure during the fiscal year. It may 
serve as a proxy for sound fiduciary and financial management and the timely resolution of 
projects awaiting financial closure. The cohort covers projects that had submitted a Terminal 
Evaluation as of the end of June of the most recent fiscal year. 
Method of calculation: The indicator is system-calculated as: the number of projects that 
achieved financial closure during the most recent fiscal year, divided by the total number of 
projects that were operationally closed as of the beginning the most recent fiscal year.  
Unit: Months or Percentage 
Disaggregation: Reported at the portfolio level, with agency-level breakdowns where relevant  

OP-PM-09 — Projects financially closed on time in the last year 
Definition: This indicator complements OP-PM-08 by focusing on the timeliness of financial 
closure for projects closed during the most recent fiscal year. It assesses whether financial 
closure occurs within 12 months of TE submission (or Completion Memo for EAs). It may serve 
as a proxy for sound fiduciary and financial management and compliance with Trustee 
reporting requirements. 
Method of calculation: The indicator is system-calculated as:  

 The average number of months (or converted into years, where relevant) between TE 
submission date (or Completion Memo date) and financial closure date, for projects 
financially closed during the most recent fiscal year.  

 the number of projects financially closed within 12 months of TE submission (or 
Completion Memo), divided by the total number of projects financially closed during the 
most recent fiscal year.  

Unit: Percentage 
Disaggregation: Reported at the portfolio level, with agency-level breakdowns where relevant  
Source: System-recorded dates in GEF Portal and Agency-reported data in Trustee system 

INCREASING CO-FINANCING ACROSS THE PORTFOLIO (CF) 

OP-CF-01 — Co-financing materialized higher than 35% at MTR 
Definition: This indicator measures the extent to which projects have materialized co-financing 
commitments at the MTR stage. It assesses whether actual co-financing realized at MTR 
reaches at least 35 percent of the co-financing amount committed at CEO 
endorsement/approval. The 35 percent threshold reflects the expected level of co-financing 
maturity at this stage of project life, accounting for typical disbursement rates at mid-term. Co-
financing may materialize differently than planned for a variety of reasons, including a donor 
revising priorities or an additional private sector actor entering. It serves as a proxy for early-
stage co-financing delivery and implementation progress. The cohort covers projects that 
reached an actual MTR during the most recent fiscal year and provided co-financing 
materialization data. 
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Method of calculation: The indicator is system-calculated as:  
 the amount of actual co-financing realized at MTR divided by the total co-financing 

amount committed at CEO endorsement/approval, for projects that reached MTR 
during the most recent fiscal year; and 

 The number of projects that reached MTR and reported a co-financing materialization 
rate of 35 percent or higher, divided by the total number of projects that reached MTR 
during the most recent fiscal year.  

Unit: Percentage 
Disaggregation: Reported at the portfolio level, with agency-level breakdowns where relevant  

OP-CF-02 — Co-financing materialized higher than 80% at Terminal Evaluation 
Definition: This indicator measures the extent to which projects have materialized co-financing 
commitments at the TE stage. It assesses whether actual co-financing realized at TE reaches at 
least 80 percent of the co-financing amount committed at CEO endorsement/approval. The 80 
percent threshold reflects the expectation that, at project completion, the substantial majority 
of committed co-financing should have materialized. Co-financing may materialize differently 
than planned for a variety of reasons, including a donor revising priorities or an additional 
private sector actor entering. It may serve as a proxy for overall co-financing delivery and 
credibility of financing commitments at project completion. The cohort covers projects that 
reached an actual Terminal Evaluation during the most recent fiscal year and provided co-
financing materialization data. 
Method of calculation: The indicator is system-calculated as:  

 the amount of actual co-financing realized at TE divided by the total co-financing 
amount committed at CEO endorsement/approval, for projects that reached TE during 
the most recent fiscal year; and 

 The number of projects that reached TE and reported a co-financing materialization rate 
of 80 percent or higher, divided by the total number of projects that reached TE during 
the most recent fiscal year.  

Unit: Percentage 
Disaggregation: Reported at the portfolio level, with agency-level breakdowns where relevant   
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Annex A. List of Indicators in the GEF-9 RMF  

This annex provides the list of GEF-9 RMF indicators, as well as a crosswalk between the GEF-8 RMF Core 
Indicator references and the GEF-9 RMF coding structure.  

Code  
(GEF-9) 

Code 
(GEF-8) 

Indicator 

  TIER 1 — Project and Program Results 
  Environmental Progress (EP) 

  Conserving and sustainably using biodiversity (BD) 

  Establish and improve the management of conservation areas 

EP-BD-01  Conservation areas created or under improved management effectiveness (hectare) 

EP-BD-02  Protected areas created (hectare) 

EP-BD-02.1 1.1 – of which terrestrial 

EP-BD-02.2 2.1 – of which marine 

EP-BD-03  Protected areas under improved management effectiveness (hectare) 

EP-BD-03.1 1.2 – of which terrestrial 

EP-BD-03.2 2.2 – of which marine 

EP-BD-04  OECMs newly created (hectare) 

EP-BD-04.1 4.5 – of which terrestrial 

EP-BD-04.2 5.3 – of which marine 

EP-BD-05  OECMs under improved management effectiveness (hectare) 
EP-BD-05.1 4.5 – of which terrestrial 
EP-BD-05.2 5.3 – of which marine 

  Biodiversity mainstreaming outside of conservation areas 

EP-BD-06 4 Area under improved management outside of conservation areas (hectare) 

EP-BD-06.1 4.1 – of which landscapes under improved management to benefit biodiversity 

EP-BD-06.2 5 – of which marine habitat under improved management to benefit biodiversity 

  Other biodiversity indicators 

EP-BD-07 4.4 Natural ecosystem loss avoided (hectare) 

EP-BD-07.1  – of which terrestrial 

EP-BD-07.2  – of which marine 

EP-BD-08  People benefiting from the conservation, sustainable use, and/or restoration of biodiversity 
(number) 

EP-BD-08.1  – of whom women 

EP-BD-08.2  – of whom IPLCs 

EP-BD-08.2.1  – of whom Indigenous Peoples 

EP-BD-08.3  – of whom youth 

  Sustainably managing & restoring ecosystems (LD) 

EP-LD-01 3 Area of land and ecosystems under restoration (hectare) 

EP-LD-01.1 3.1 – of which degraded agricultural land 

EP-LD-01.2 3.2 – of which forest and forest land 

EP-LD-01.3 3.3 – of which grass and woodlands 
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Code  
(GEF-9) 

Code 
(GEF-8) 

Indicator 

EP-LD-01.4 3.4 – of which wetlands and coastal areas  

EP-LD-01.5  – of which freshwater ecosystems 

EP-LD-01.6  – of which marine ecosystems 

EP-LD-02 4.3 Area of production landscapes under sustainable management (hectare) 

EP-LD-02.1  – of which agricultural crop lands 

EP-LD-02.2  – of which forest and forest land 

EP-LD-02.3  – of which rangelands and pastures 

EP-LD-02.4  – of which wetlands and coastal areas  

EP-LD-03  People benefiting from sustainable land management and restoration investments (number) 

EP-LD-03.1  – of whom women 

EP-LD-03.2  – of whom IPLCs 

EP-LD-03.2.1  – of whom Indigenous Peoples 

EP-LD-03.3  – of whom youth 

  Advancing climate action (CC) 

EP-CC-01 6 Greenhouse gas emissions reduced (metric tons of CO2e) 

EP-CC-01.1 6.5, 6.7 – of which directly reduced 

EP-CC-01.2 6.6, 6.8 – of which indirectly reduced 

EP-CC-01.3 6.1 – of which carbon sequestered, or emissions avoided in the AFOLU sector 

EP-CC-01.3.1 6.5 – of which carbon sequestered, or emissions avoided in the AFOLU sector (Direct) 

EP-CC-01.3.2 6.6 – of which carbon sequestered, or emissions avoided in the AFOLU sector (Indirect) 

EP-CC-01.4 6.2 – of which emissions avoided outside AFOLU sector 

EP-CC-01.4.1 6.7 – of which emissions avoided outside AFOLU sector (Direct) 

EP-CC-01.4.2 6.8 – of which emissions avoided outside AFOLU sector (Indirect) 

EP-CC-02 6.3 Energy saved (megajoule) 

EP-CC-03 6.4 Increase in installed renewable energy capacity per technology (megawatt) 

EP-CC-04  People with strengthened climate resilience (number) 

EP-CC-04.1  – of whom women 

EP-CC-04.2  – of whom IPLCs 

EP-CC-04.2.1  – of whom Indigenous Peoples 

EP-CC-04.3  – of whom youth 

EP-CC-05  People benefiting from climate change mitigation (number) 

EP-CC-05.1  – of whom women 

EP-CC-05.2  – of whom IPLCs 

EP-CC-05.2.1  – of whom Indigenous Peoples 

EP-CC-05.3  – of whom youth 

  Strengthening transboundary water management (IW) 

EP-IW-01 7 Shared water ecosystems under new or improved cooperative management (number) 

EP-IW-02 7.1 Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis and Strategic Action Program (TDA/SAP) formulation and 
implementation (rating 1—4) 

EP-IW-03 7.2 Regional Legal Agreements and Regional Management Institutions to support its 
implementation (rating 1—4) 
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Code  
(GEF-9) 

Code 
(GEF-8) 

Indicator 

EP-IW-04 7.3 National/Local reforms and active participation of Inter-Ministerial Committees (rating 1—4) 
EP-IW-05 7.4 Engagement in IW:LEARN through participation and delivery of key products (rating 1—4) 
EP-IW-06 8 Globally unsustainable fisheries moved to more sustainable levels (metric tons) 
EP-IW-07 5.1 Fisheries under third-party certification 
EP-IW-08 5.2 Shared water ecosystems with reduced pollution and hypoxia (number) 
EP-IW-09  People benefiting from transboundary water management (number) 
EP-IW-09.1  – of whom women 

EP-IW-09.2  – of whom IPLCs 

EP-IW-09.2.1  – of whom Indigenous Peoples 

EP-IW-09.3  – of whom youth 

  Reducing pollution from chemicals & waste (CW) 

EP-CW-01 9.6 Materials and products containing or contaminated with hazardous chemicals avoided or 
disposed of (metric tons) 

EP-CW-02 9.1 POPs removed or disposed of (metric tons) 

EP-CW-03 9.2 Mercury reduced (metric tons) 

EP-CW-03.1  – of which mercury emissions 

EP-CW-03.2  – of which releases 

EP-CW-03.3  – of which mercury phased out from use 

EP-CW-03.4  – of which mercury contained in products 

EP-CW-04 9.3 Hydrochlorofluorocarbons reduced/phased out (metric tons) 

EP-CW-05 9.7 Highly hazardous pesticides eliminated (metric tons) 

EP-CW-06 10 Persistent organic pollutants to air reduced (grams of toxic equivalent) 

EP-CW-07 9.8 Plastic prevented from entering the environment (metric tons) 

EP-CW-07.1  – of which Single Use Plastics not containing or contaminated with hazardous chemicals  

EP-CW-07.2  – of which Single Use Plastics containing or contaminated with hazardous chemicals 

EP-CW-07.3  – of which durable plastics that can be recycled 

EP-CW-07.4  – of which durable plastics that contain, or are contaminated with, hazardous chemicals 

EP-CW-08  Pharmaceuticals and antimicrobial agents prevented from release into the environment (metric 
tons) 

EP-CW-09  People benefiting from support to reducing hazardous chemicals (number) 

EP-CW-09.1  – of whom women 

EP-CW-09.2  – of whom IPLCs 

EP-CW-09.2.1  – of whom Indigenous Peoples 

EP-CW-09.3  – of whom youth 

  Accelerating System Change (SC) 

  Strengthening natural capital (NC) 

SC-NC-01  Primary forest area under enhanced conservation management (hectare)  

SC-NC-02  Enabling policies and financial frameworks supporting primary forests under implementation 
(number) 

SC-NC-03  Communities with a positive shift in perception toward human-wildlife coexistence (percent) 
SC-NC-04  Landscape area with improved drought resilience (hectare) 
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Code  
(GEF-9) 

Code 
(GEF-8) 

Indicator 

  Improved urban system (UR) 

SC-UR-01  Cities with strengthened capacity for sustainable, integrated planning, policies and investments 
(number) 

  Linking food, land and water (FL) 

SC-FL-01  Food producers adopting agroecological or regenerative practices (number) 
SC-FL-01.1  – of whom women 

SC-FL-01.2  – of whom IPLCs 

SC-FL-01.2.1  – of whom Indigenous Peoples 

SC-FL-01.3  – of whom youth 

SC-FL-02  Policy and regulatory frameworks under implementation supporting nature-positive food 
systems (number) 

  Supporting energy and industry (EI) 

SC-EI-01  Industrial and agricultural entities adopting pollution-reducing sustainable practices (number) 
  Protecting human health (HP) 

SC-HP-01  People with reduced exposure to hazardous chemicals (number)  
SC-HP-01.1  – of whom women 

SC-HP-01.2  – of whom IPLCs 

SC-HP-01.2.1  – of whom Indigenous Peoples 

SC-HP-01.3  – of whom youth 

  Socio-Economic Co-Benefits (CB) 

  People benefiting from improved livelihoods (LV) 

CB-LV-01  People with improved livelihoods (number) 
CB-LV-01.1  – of whom women 

CB-LV-01.2  – of whom IPLCs 

CB-LV-01.2.1  – of whom Indigenous Peoples 

CB-LV-01.3  – of whom youth 

  Women’s participation in decision-making (WO) 

CB-WO-01  Women’s leadership and effective engagement in environmental and natural resource 
management enhanced (number) 

CB-WO-01.1  – of whom IPLCs 

CB-WO-01.1.1  – of whom Indigenous Peoples 

CB-WO-01.2  – of whom youth 

  Enabling legal and regulatory environment (LR) 

CB-LR-01  Legal and regulatory framework for environmental sustainability under implementation 
(number) 

  Indigenous and Traditional Territories (IT 
CB-IT-01  Indigenous and traditional territories supported (hectare) 

  People benefiting from GEF investments (PB) 

CB-PB-01 11 People benefiting from GEF-financed investments (number) 
CB-PB-01.1 11.1 – of whom women 

CB-PB-01.2  – of whom IPLCs 
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Code  
(GEF-9) 

Code 
(GEF-8) 

Indicator 

CB-PB-01.2.1  – of whom Indigenous Peoples 

CB-PB -01.3  – of whom youth 

  TIER 2 — Operational Performance  

  Enhancing the speed of operations (SP) 

OP-SP-01  Time from CEO endorsement / approval to first disbursement below 18 months 

OP-SP-02  Time from CEO endorsement to mid-term review submission below 4 years 

OP-SP-03  Project age below 6 years 

OP-SP-04  Completed projects with a timely Terminal Evaluation 

  Ensuring strong portfolio management and adaptation (PM) 

OP-PM-01  Disbursement ratio of ongoing portfolio 

OP-PM-02  Projects rated in the satisfactory range for both Implementation Progress and Development 
Objective 

OP-PM-03  Projects rated in the satisfactory range for Implementation Progress 

OP-PM-04  Projects rated in the satisfactory range for Development Objective 

OP-PM-05  Proactivity index 

OP-PM-06  Projects with disbursement in the past year 

OP-PM-07  Over 50% disbursed balance after 5 years of project implementation 

OP-PM-08  Projects with financial closure after Terminal Evaluation submission 

OP-PM-09  Projects financially closed on time in the last year 

  Increasing co-financing across the portfolio (CF) 

OP-CF-01  Co-financing materialized higher than 35% at MTR 
OP-CF-02  Co-financing materialized higher than 80% at Terminal Evaluation 
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