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GEF7 Business Case [March 2017] 
2 

 

 

Intervention Summary (2 pages max) 

 
Why UK support needed: The 25 Year Environment Plan states the Government’s 
commitment to being a world leader in environmental protection. In it we commit to “Provide 
international leadership and lead by example in tackling climate change and protecting and 
improving international biodiversity.  Help developing nations protect and improve the 
environment by providing assistance and supporting disaster planning.  The Global 
Environment Facility (GEF) is the principal multilateral mechanism to fulfil UK Convention 
commitments to provide finance for the management of climate change, biodiversity, land 
degradation, chemical pollution and marine degradation in developing countries.  Failure to 
tackle these problems would undermine progress in human development and risk tipping 
countries and individuals back into poverty.   
 
What the funds will be spent on, where, via whom:  It is proposed that the UK will 
contribute a grant of up to £250m to a $4,065m total for the seventh replenishment of the 
Global Environment Facility (GEF 7).   Options for the UK’s contribution were considered by 
DFID and Defra Ministers before the GEF replenishment meeting in April 2018.    The 
contribution will be paid over 4 financial years from 2018/19 to 2022/23 with 20% of the total 
contribution of this will being conditional funding or payment by results (PbR). The GEF is a 
multilateral fund, with the World Bank as Trustee, governed by a balanced Council of 
developed and developing country representatives including the UK. It will be the primary 
recipient of DFID/Defra funds and will be accountable to DFID/Defra for their use. The GEF 
works with developing countries through 18 accredited agencies to develop projects to tackle 
global environmental problems through sustainable development.   
 
What it will deliver: GEF supported activities will achieve outputs across a range of 
environmental sectors.  Expected direct results from GEF 7 include, inter alia, 200 million 
hectares of terrestrial protected areas created or under improved management for 
conservation and sustainable use; 8 million hectares of marine protected areas created or 
under improved management; 6 million hectares of degraded land restored; 1,500 million 
metric tons of CO2e of greenhouse gas emissions mitigated; and 100 thousand metric tons 
of toxic chemicals of global concern reduced.  GEF funded projects seek to provide broader 
transformative effect through demonstrating approaches that can be replicated and scaled 
up elsewhere. 
  
Does the programme fit with DFID and Defra’s strategic architecture:  The programme 
will contribute to commitments within the UK Government’s 25 Year Environment Plan1.  
Tackling environmental degradation and climate change through the GEF will contribute 
towards the UK Aid Strategy objectives, particularly strengthening resilience and response 
to crises and tackling extreme poverty and helping the world’s most vulnerable people.  
Funding the GEF is a key component of implementing DFID’s Single Departmental Plan 
commitment to work “with BEIS and Defra, to continue to lead international action against 
climate change, the degradation of habitat and loss of species”, and “with Defra, to work to 
prevent catastrophic environmental degradation”2.  
 
What percentage of DFID’s Single Departmental Plan results target does this 
programme represent? Could the programme be adjusted in scope or scale to deliver 
SDP results?:  DFID’s Single Departmental Plan sets out the UK Government’s 
International Climate Fund (ICF) commitment to increase spend on climate action by 50% 

                                            
1  A Green Future: Our 25 Year Plan to Improve the Environment, 11 January 2018, 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/25-year-environment-plan  
2 Department for International Development single departmental plan, 14 December 2017.  
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/department-for-international-development-single-
departmental-plan  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/25-year-environment-plan
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/department-for-international-development-single-departmental-plan
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/department-for-international-development-single-departmental-plan
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to at least £5.8 billion over five years from 2016-17 to 2020-21. Of this, DFID intends to 
spend £3.6 billion.  Assuming a £250m UK contribution to GEF7 and that Defra contribute 
and that 60% of GEF7 programming will contribute to climate change adaptation or 
mitigation, then £150m can be counted as climate finance.  Assuming all of the Defra 
contribution is ICF; then £50m of DFID’s contribution can count as ICF. This represents 1.4% 
of the Single Departmental Plan target.  An increase in the size of the UK contribution to the 
GEF7 replenishment would deliver greater SDP climate change results.   
 
Is the programme coherent with the wider international community and partner 
government response? Has the programme set out a sustainable exit strategy?  GEF 
has a clear niche in the international architecture to integrate environment and sustainable 
development. GEF is the financial mechanism to deliver global agreements on climate 
change, biodiversity, land degradation and chemical pollution.  The GEF7 replenishment 
period ends in June 2022, but it is highly likely that ongoing environmental pressures will 
necessitate further replenishments. The independent evaluation of GEF6 shows that 63% 
of GEF6 projects as have outcomes likely to be sustained. 
 
Has the programme considered working with HMG Departments and accessing cross-
HMG funds? Yes.  The GEF represents a major contribution to UK Government 
commitments to cross-Whitehall working on key environmental problems, including the 
illegal wildlife trade and marine plastics.  The programme has been designed in close 
consultation with Defra and BEIS, and Defra will contribute 40% of the funding to GEF7.   
 
How does the programme relate to other UK aid within the specific sector, including 
multilateral, bilateral and centrally managed programmes?  The GEF is part of a 
portfolio of multilateral funds managed by DFID’s Climate and Environment Department to 
tackle global environmental degradation.  GEF’s niche is to implement integrated 
programming that tackles multiple environmental challenges.  DFID has a range of bilateral 
and other centrally managed programming that complements the GEF to help fulfil the UK’s 
climate finance commitments.  GEF tests approaches that can be transferred and scaled-
up through other programming, and allows programming in countries where DFID does not 
have a bilateral focus, for example in the Sahel.   
 
Is there sufficient flexibility to learn and adjust to changes in the context?  What level 
of flexibility is there to shift this and future commitments?  The GEF was established 
in 1991. Since then it has continuously evolved to reflect changes in environmental risks and 
the effectiveness of measures to tackle them.  An Independent Evaluation Office forms part 
of the GEF governance mechanism and provides feedback to improve the performance of 
the GEF.  The GEF has also shown strong responsiveness to UK reform priorities, for 
example taking clear steps to improve on gender and transparency, and to differentiate the 
terms of GEF support for middle-income countries and increasing allocations to low-income 
countries. 
 
Does the proposed level of risk to be taken fit with DFID’s risk appetite for this 
portfolio? Yes. Overall risk was assessed as minor during the updated due diligence 
assessment completed in January 2017.  This identified that sufficient controls are in force 
through the GEF governance and management structure to monitor and manage risk.  
 
Is there a clear communications strategy to reinforce our objectives? Will the 
programme be branded with the UK aid logo and recognise UK Government funding 
– and, if not, why not?   The GEF recognises UK funding within its high level 
communications, but the nature of the GEF as a major broad based multilateral fund means 
that the UK Aid logo will not be used within individual projects and programmes.  DFID has 
highlighted our support to the GEF within our communications, for example on the illegal 
wildlife trade. 
 



GEF7 Business Case [March 2017] 
4 

 

Has the programme been quality assured? How confident are we that the skills, 
capability, resources and political will exist to deliver the programme?  The GEF is a 
high performing fund and received a score of A+ in DFID’s last three annual reviews.  The 
GEF was quality assured in the Multilateral Development Review of 2016 and was judged 
“good” for both its fit with UK development objectives and for its organisational strength. This 
business case was reviewed by DFID’s Quality Assurance Unit (QAU) in March 2018. 
 
Does the SRO and team have the capability and resources to deliver this programme? 
The DFID SRO has well established programme management procedures and adequate 
staff. DFID and Defra will provide both advisory and programme management support.   
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A. Strategic Case 

This Strategic Case sets out the reasons for continued UK investment in the Global 
Environment Facility, through contribution to the seventh replenishment (GEF7), alongside 
the expected results from a UK contribution.  The subsequent Appraisal Case sets out the 
options for the level of this support, and the rationale for the preferred option. 

Introduction to the Global Environment Facility 

The Global Environment Facility (GEF) is the principal multilateral agency to support 
developing countries in tackling major environmental problems including wildlife loss, land 
degradation, deforestation, chemical pollution, marine and freshwater degradation – 
including marine plastic - and climate change.  The GEF is the financial mechanism for 5 
major international environmental conventions: the United Nations Framework Convention 
on Climate Change (UNFCCC), the United Nations Convention on Biological Diversity 
(UNCBD), the Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs), the United 
Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD), and the Minamata Convention on 
Mercury.   

Since its inception in 1991 the GEF has supported management of more than 3,300 
protected areas covering 860 million hectares (an area larger than Brazil), 1010 climate 
change mitigation projects contributing to 2.7 billion tonnes of greenhouse gas emission 
reductions, sustainable management of 34 of the world’s major river basins, and provided 
$131m to the Global Wildlife Program to tackle the illegal wildlife trade.   

The GEF provides grants and other support to developing countries for projects and 
programmes to address global environmental problems.  The GEF works with developing 
countries and a set of 18 accredited agencies (predominantly the multilateral development 
banks (MDBs) and UN agencies) to develop and implement projects and programmes. The 
GEF is governed by a balanced board (GEF Council) of developed and developing country 
representatives; its work is co-ordinated by a Secretariat and the World Bank is Trustee.  
The UK has its own constituency seat on the board, represented by DFID with an Alternate 
from Defra. 

The GEF complements the work of other development institutions by piloting approaches 
which can be replicated and scaled up, particularly by the MDBs.   GEF support has enabled 
MDBs to test approaches, e.g. in energy efficiency, forestry and biodiversity management, 
which have influenced the development of other programmes supported by the UK, including 
the Climate Investment Funds (CIFs).  The projects and programmes funded by the GEF 
are developed in accordance with a set of Programming and Policy Directions set at the start 
of each four year replenishment period. 

The GEF is financed mainly by developed (and some developing) country contributors 
through 4-yearly agreements, known as replenishments, to provide funding to achieve jointly 
agreed results and performance improvements. Negotiations for the seventh replenishment 
period (GEF7), from June 2018 – June 2022, are currently under way, and GEF7 is the focus 
of this business case.  The current, sixth replenishment (GEF6) of $4.3bn started in 2014 
and will end in June 2018.  The UK contribution of £210m to GEF6 made the UK the fourth 
largest donor after Japan, the USA and Germany.  Payment of the UK £52.5m GEF6 annual 
contribution is shared by DFID, with £31.5m (60%) and Defra, with 21m (40%) for the last 
two years of GEF6.      
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Context and rationale for intervention 

What is the global environmental challenge that the GEF seeks to address? 

Human activities are having a fundamental effect on the global environment3.  Biodiversity 

has declined by 30% globally between 1990 and 2007; twice as much in tropical regions.  
Species are becoming extinct 10 to over 100 times faster than at historic rates. Thirty percent 
of global forest cover has been cleared, with another 20% degraded. One quarter of the 
world’s land area - on which 1.5 billion people depend - is being degraded, while 85% of 
global fish stocks are now fully exploited or have been depleted. In just three years, between 

2010 and 2012, 100,000 African elephants were killed for their ivory.4  Atmospheric 

concentrations of greenhouse gases are unprecedented in at least the last 800,000 years5.   

This matters to development.  Clean air, safe water, productive land and natural resources 
are essential for human wellbeing and economies.  For example, over 1 billion people world-

wide depend on forest-based assets for their food, fuel and livelihoods6. Environmental 

assets make a far larger relative contribution to national wealth in developing countries than 
in high income countries - an estimated 36% of the wealth of low income countries is from 

the natural environment compared to just 2% in upper income countries7.  Diseases caused 

by pollution were responsible for an estimated 9 million premature deaths in 2015 -16% of 
all deaths worldwide - three times more deaths than from AIDS, tuberculosis, and malaria 
combined - with nearly 92% of these pollution-related deaths occurring in low-income and 
middle-income countries.8  While significant progress has been made to halve global poverty 
rates since 2000, it is estimated that climate change could push more than 100 million 
additional people back into poverty by 2030, and the effects of climate change are projected 

to become the leading cause of global migration9.   

 

What is the economic case for intervention? 

Evidence is emerging that environmental degradation is already having a negative effect on 
economic growth.  For example, considering climate change, the World Economic Outlook 
2017 identifies that “increases in temperature have uneven macroeconomic effects, with 
adverse consequences concentrated in countries with relatively hot climates, such as most 
low-income countries. In these countries, a rise in temperature lowers per capita output, in 

both the short and medium term10”. In the World Economic Forum’s 2017 Global Risk report, 

environment-related risks constitute four of the top-five perceived risks11. Climate related 

disasters that affect at least 0.5 per cent of a country’s population typically cut GDP per 
person by about 0.6 per cent12, with droughts having the largest effect with cumulative 
reductions of 1% of GDP per capita.  Environmental disasters affect growth both in the short 

                                            
3 Jan Zalasiewicz, Mark Williams, Will Steffen, Paul Crutzen (2010) The New World of the Anthropocene 
Environmental Science & Technology, 2010 
4 25 Years of the GEF.  World Bank. 2016. 
5 IPCC, 2014: Climate Change 2014: Synthesis Report. Contribution of Working Groups I, II and III to the Fifth 
Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Core Writing Team, R.K. Pachauri 
and L.A. Meyer (eds.)]. IPCC, Geneva, Switzerland 
6 P. Vedeld, A. Angelsen, E. Sjaasrad and G. Berg, Counting on the Environment: Forest Income and the Rural 
Poor, Environmental Economics Series No. 98, World Bank, 2004 
7 http://www.wavespartnership.org/  
8 www.thelancet.com Published online October 19, 2017 http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(17)32345-0  
9 European Commission 10 factors shaping global migration. 
10 World Economic Outlook, October 2017.  International Monetary Fund. 
11 The Global Risks Report 2017.  World Economic Forum. 
12 Raddatz, C. (2009) The Wrath of God: the macro-economic costs of natural disasters, Policy Research Working Paper 

55039, World Bank 

http://www.wavespartnership.org/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(17)32345-0
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run and long run because resources that could have been used more productively elsewhere 
to stimulate growth will be absorbed by relief and recovery efforts. 

At the same time, the growth in environmental goods and services provides a major 
economic opportunity, particularly for developing countries which are less tied in to old and 
polluting technologies.  For example, renewables accounted for two-thirds of new power 
added to world’s grids in 2016, with solar electricity being the fastest growing source.  
Correctly managed natural habitats also provide economic opportunities.  For example, the 
International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) estimates that restoring 150 million 
hectares of degraded and deforested lands would create approximately USD 84 billion per 

year in net benefits, 90 percent of which are tradable13.  Within DFID countries, wildlife 

tourism is often a major foreign currency earner. 

Failure to address environmental degradation results from a number of market failures.  The 
GEF provides support to developing countries to help address market failures related to: 

 Treatment of the environment as a global public good, requiring global cooperation 
and governance to avoid a tragedy of the commons. 

 Externalities: the failure of the economic system to ensure that the costs of negative 
effects on the environment, for example pollution, are borne by those causing the 
problem. 

 Missing and incomplete markets: a common problem in developing countries 
where markets are missing, inaccessible, incomplete, or suffer from inefficient 
property rights.  

 

The GEF provides technical and financial support to help developing countries implement 
appropriate interventions and tackle these market failures. This includes supporting 
countries to develop: 

 awareness and education 

 information management and sharing 

 policy, legislative and regulatory frameworks 

 Innovative economic and financial tools to ensure sustainability.  

 

How does GEF7 deliver against UK priorities? 

The UK has pushed strongly for alignment with UK priorities on the environment during the 
negotiations for the GEF7 replenishment.  The final GEF7 Programming and Policy reflects 
and will deliver UK commitments set out inter alia in the 2017 Conservative and Unionist 
Party Manifesto, international environment conventions, the 25 Year Environment Plan, 
International Climate Finance, and the UK Aid Strategy: 

UK commitments in the 25 Year Environment Plan:  The recently published 25 Year 

Environment Plan14 provides more detail on how the Government will achieve its aim of  

leaving the environment in a better state than we found it, and sets out government action 

                                            
13 https://www.iucn.org/downloads/policy_brief_on_forest_restoration_1.pdf  
14 A Green Future: Our 25 Year Plan to Improve the Environment 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/673203/25-year-
environment-plan.pdf  

https://www.iucn.org/downloads/policy_brief_on_forest_restoration_1.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/673203/25-year-environment-plan.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/673203/25-year-environment-plan.pdf


GEF7 Business Case [March 2017] 
8 

 

to help the natural world regain and retain good health.  The Plan states that, “The poorest 
people and countries in the world are often the most vulnerable and likely to be hardest hit 
by the degradation of natural environments – the soil, water, seas, forests and wildlife. 
Climate change and the deterioration of natural environments are prime drivers of poverty, 
food insecurity and instability, and can trigger conflict and migration.” The UK contribution to 
the GEF forms a significant component of our commitments to protecting and improving our 
global environment set out in the 25 Year Environment Plan.  The GEF supports projects 
and programmes across all of the Plan’s international commitments: 

• Provide international leadership and lead by example in tackling climate change 
and protecting and improving international biodiversity. 

• Help developing nations protect and improve the environment by providing 
assistance and supporting disaster planning. 

• Support and protect international forests and sustainable agriculture. 

• Leave a lighter footprint on the global environment by enhancing sustainability and 
supporting zero deforestation supply chains. 

 

To date the GEF has invested more than US$3.5 billion to conserve biodiversity, and use it 
sustainably. This investment has levered over US$10 billion in additional funds, supporting 
1,300 projects in more than 155 countries.  On international waters, the GEF is the largest 
funding mechanism for multi-country collaboration on international waters and oceans. 
Through the International Waters focal area, the GEF has helped 156 GEF recipient 
countries and 24 non-recipient countries work together to manage their transboundary 
surface water basins, groundwater basins, and coastal and marine systems.     

The GEF is also a major component of our programming under recent commitments on 
tackling marine plastics and the illegal wildlife trade.  In GEF6 $2m was provided to the 
Addressing Marine Plastics global programme which aims to build a global alliance across 
the entire plastics value chain, and has achieved commitments from major plastic-producing 
and plastic-using corporations to phase out plastic waste.  The GEF has provided $131m to 
the Global Wildlife Programme, which is the world’s largest single investment to tackle the 
current wildlife crisis. 

UK commitments under global environmental conventions and the SDGs:  The work 
the UK supports and catalyses through GEF underpins the UK position in the international 
climate, biodiversity and other environmental negotiations and agreements.  The UK is a 
signatory to the Conventions the GEF serves as the financial mechanism for, notably the 
UNFCCC and the CBD, alongside the UNCCD, the Minamata Convention, and the 
Stockholm Convention.  The UK was a strong voice in both the original development of the 
UNFCCC and in the more recent Paris Agreement.  Contributing to the GEF helps ensure 
that the UK fulfils both our public commitments and our strong national interest in making 
global efforts to tackle climate change a success.  Alongside serving the Conventions above, 
the GEF is helps developing countries implement the environmental elements of the 
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), which universally agreed by all UN member states 
in September 2015.15  The GEF7 replenishment has been designed, particularly through 
revision of the results framework and in the adoption of Impact Programs (for example that 
in Cities), to align with the SDGs.  The GEF will particularly deliver results against: 

 Goal 11 Sustainable Cities and Communities 

 Goal 12 Responsible Consumption and Production,  

                                            
15 https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/post2015/transformingourworld 
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 Goal 13 Climate Action 

 Goal 14 Life below Water 

 Goal 15 Life on Land 

 

The GEF will also support delivery of other Goals including food production, education, 
health, and water and sanitation.   

UK commitments to International Climate Finance:  At the Copenhagen climate summit 
in 2009, developed countries committed to “jointly mobilising” $100 billion a year of climate 
financing by 2020 from public and private sources.  In 2015, at the Paris climate summit, 
developed countries re-committed to the $100 billion per year ambition, and agreed to 
maintain this until 2025 at which point a new financing target would take over, with $100 
billion per year as a floor.  In response to this, the UK Government set up the International 
Climate Fund (ICF) in 2010 to provide £3.87 billion between 2011 and 2016 to help the 
world’s poorest adapt to climate change and promote cleaner, greener growth. In September 
2015, the Prime Minister announced that the UK would significantly increase UK climate 
finance over the next five years, providing at least a further £5.8 billion by 2020.  DFID’s 
Single Departmental Plan sets out DFID’s intention to contribute £3.6 billion of the total ICF 
commitment.  We have worked with the GEF Secretariat to assess that 60% of GEF7 will 
deliver climate adaptation or mitigation.  This represents £150m of the total contribution.  
Assuming all of the Defra contribution of £100m will be ICF then £50m of DFID’s contribution 
or 1.4% of DFID’s Single Departmental Plan target will count as ICF.   

Implementing the UK Aid Strategy:  The GEF supports environmental projects and 
programmes that underpin the objectives of the UK Aid Strategy. It also helps avoid the risks 
of undoing development gains achieved by DFID and other Government departments in 
other areas.  The connections between the GEF’s work on environmental management and 
the objectives of the UK Aid Strategy are explained below: 

a) Strengthening global peace, security and governance:  Land degradation, 
drought and desertification are both a contributing cause and a consequence of 
migration.  They have been linked to the rise of extremist groups such as Boko 

Haram16.  The illegal wildlife trade is a serious organised crime, and is estimated to 

be worth between $10 and 20 billion each year17 making it one of the most lucrative 

transnational crimes along with drugs, arms and human trafficking.  Conflicts 

involving natural resources last longer and have a greater chance of reigniting.18 

b) Strengthening resilience and response to crises:  Climate change is increasing 
the risk of floods, droughts and temperature extremes.  The resilience of populations 
to these risks is often worsened by the state of the environment.  For example loss 
of tree cover on land and the loss of mangroves dramatically increase the effects of 
fluvial and coastal flooding respectively.  Drought is much more likely to lead to crises 
in areas where land is already degraded and water resources are poorly managed.  
Poor communities often turn to the natural environment for bush meat and fishing to 

supplement their diets when harvests fail19.   

                                            
16 United States Institute of Peace, 2011.  Climate Change Adaptation and Conflict in Nigeria.  
http://www.usip.org/sites/default/files/Climate_Change_Nigeria.pdf  
17 London Illegal Wildlife Trade Conference 2014.  Quoted by Prince William. 
18 UNEP (2014). Disasters and Conflict: Conflict Prevention, Peacebuilding and Natural Resources. [Online] Available 

from: http://www.unep.org/disastersandconflicts/Introduction/ECP/Conflict-prevention/tabid/105989/Default.aspx. 
19 The World Bank,2004.  Counting on the environment: Forest incomes and the rural poor. Environmental 
economics series No. 98.  

http://www.usip.org/sites/default/files/Climate_Change_Nigeria.pdf
http://www.unep.org/disastersandconflicts/Introduction/ECP/Conflict-prevention/tabid/105989/Default.aspx
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c) Promoting global prosperity:  Through legislation such as the Clean Air Act the UK 
was one of the first countries in the world to tackle environmental challenges 
systematically.  We have gone from being the “dirty man of Europe” to one of the 
leading suppliers of environmental services globally – the industry is worth £128 
billion to the UK’s economy and UK exports account for 8.1% of the global 

environmental market20.  Good environmental regulation provides a level playing 

field for industry, ensures that the natural resources underpinning industry, such as 
water supplies, are sustainable.  It leads to economic growth through new business 
opportunities.  For example solar energy could provide half of the world’s energy by 

205021.   

d) Tackling extreme poverty and helping the world’s most vulnerable:  The poorest 
people and the poorest countries in the world are the most reliant on the environment 
for their incomes and livelihoods.  Degradation, poor management and elite capture 
of these resources can lead those already on the margins into abject poverty.  The 
poorest are also more likely to be exposed to pollution with direct effects on their 
health.  For example the poor tend to contribute less to urban traffic pollution, but are 

more likely to live in neighbourhoods with higher pollution levels22.  Women are 

disproportionately affected by household air pollution.   Waste is exported to 
developing countries with the lowest environment safeguards.  For example the 
Agbogbloshie scrap metal site in Ghana affects an estimated 40000 people including 

10000 under 6 year olds due to burning of e-waste23. 

 

How does the GEF add value? 

GEF’s Role 

GEF’s niche in the international architecture is to pilot and build capacity for new approaches 
to integrate sound environmental management into sustainable development.  It is the only 
institution with the mandate to cover all the major global environmental issues enabling it to 
promote integrated approaches more readily than single issue institutions.  GEF is also the 
principal vehicle to support developing countries to play their part in implementing the 
international agreements on climate change, biodiversity, land degradation, international 
waters and persistent pollutants.  Supporting developing countries through GEF underpins 
the UK’s commitments in the international agreements it serves.  GEF complements the 
work of other development institutions by piloting approaches which can be replicated and 
scaled up, particularly by the MDBs.   GEF support has enabled MDBs to test approaches, 
e.g. in energy efficiency, forestry and biodiversity management, which have influenced the 
development of other programmes, including the Climate Investment Funds (CIF), which the 
UK supports. 

Promoting synergies 

Working through the international conventions, GEF has a clear niche in the international 
architecture to deliver global agreements on climate change, biodiversity, land degradation 
and persistent pollutants. GEF’s mandate and close relationship with the conventions means 
that its performance is monitored and reviewed to ensure that it aligns with convention 
guidance to ensure countries meet their commitments.  Under GEF7, the increase in 

                                            
20 Environmental Industries Commission http://www.eic-uk.co.uk  
21 International Energy Agency 
http://www.iea.org/newsroomandevents/pressreleases/2014/september/how-solar-energy-could-be-the-
largest-source-of-electricity-by-mid-century.html  
22 Garg, A., 2011. Pro-equity Effects of Ancillary Benefits of Climate Change Policies: A Case Study of Human 
Health Impacts of Outdoor Air Pollution in New Delhi.  http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2010.01.003    
23 http://www.pureearth.org/project/agbobloshie-e-waste/  

http://www.eic-uk.co.uk/
http://www.iea.org/newsroomandevents/pressreleases/2014/september/how-solar-energy-could-be-the-largest-source-of-electricity-by-mid-century.html
http://www.iea.org/newsroomandevents/pressreleases/2014/september/how-solar-energy-could-be-the-largest-source-of-electricity-by-mid-century.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2010.01.003
http://www.pureearth.org/project/agbobloshie-e-waste/
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integrated programmes, multi focal area investments and projects with multiple benefits, 
means that GEF is attempting to address the complex global drivers of climate change, 
deforestation and degradation, recognising that these problems are interlinked, require 
integrated solutions and cross collaboration. The GEF network aims to muster the skills, 
resources and expertise to address the ‘wicked’ nature of environmental problems. 

Predictability of resources and results 

The GEF has advantages in providing predictability of funding for the long term sustainability 
of environmental projects and programmes.  The GEF’s System for the Transparent 
Allocation of Resources (STAR) has proved effective at identifying country priorities and 
directing resources for maximum effect. The STAR allocates resources to eligible countries 
according to a formula based on the global value of environmental assets in that country, 
the GDP of the country and the success in delivery results through GEF projects. 
Participants in the GEF7 replenishment negotiations have voiced strong support for retaining 
STAR.  In line with UK and other donor priorities, however, adjustments will be made in 
GEF7 to allocate a larger share of GEF resources be directed to the poorest and most 
vulnerable countries.  We expect that Upper Middle Income Countries (UMICs) and High 
Income Countries (HICs) will receive a smaller share of STAR country allocations in GEF7. 
However, we also recognise that the national allocation system through the STAR needs to 
be balanced by incentives for recipients to innovate and to support regional and global 
outputs beyond the narrow national interest.  These potential trade-offs are balanced by two 
measures: the STAR allocation formula, which includes country capacity to yield global 
benefits as the key criterion, and the GEF7 allocation, which will set-aside $256m of 
programming to incentivise integrated programming under Impact Programs. 
 

Comparative Advantage 

GEF was designed as a network institution servicing a number of conventions, with a range 
of providers under one funding and management structure in a single institution.  There are 
no other institutions which offer GEF’s balance of functions, country coverage and network 
of specialist providers.  Support could, in theory, be provided directly to the multilateral 
implementing agencies but this would complicate resource allocation, reduce healthy 
competition between agencies and synergies between different thematic areas and increase 
transaction and oversight costs.  It would also make it more difficult for donors to coordinate 
their responses to the financial demands of the multilateral environmental agreements which 
GEF covers.   The UK, in common with most donors, lacks the country coverage and 
specialised technical services to support GEF recipients directly through our bilateral country 
programmes.  The GEF allows the UK to support environmental projects and programmes 
in countries where DFID does not otherwise have a presence, for example, in the Sahel.  
Donors are closely involved in policy and programming direction for the GEF at 
replenishments and the GEF has consistently proven responsive to UK reform priorities 
(those for GEF7 and the GEF response are outlined in subsequent sections). 

How has GEF performed? 

Performance and Results 

GEF’s results for projects completed and expected results from projects started during the 
period are independently evaluated at the end of each replenishment period.   The Report 
of Overall Performance Study (OPS6) conducted by the GEF’s Independent Office of 
Evaluation (IEO) for the GEF6 period found that: 
 

 GEF has a strong track record in achieving overall good project performance; 
sustainability of outcomes remains the greatest challenge. 

 GEF interventions have contributed to reducing environmental stress. 
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 GEF has played a catalytic role and supported transformational change primarily 
through mainstreaming. 

 GEF’s emphasis on integration, programmatic approaches and multifocal area 
projects, increased in GEF6, are relevant in addressing drivers of environmental 
degradation; however, complex programme designs have implications for outcomes, 
efficiency, and management. 

 The Integrated Approach Pilots are relevant to environmental problems and the 
countries/cities they serve, and have been designed for long-term sustainability. 
Additionality needs to be more clearly demonstrated and programme design and 
implementation constraints require attention. 

 
The GEF has built a strong record in delivering short- and medium-term results; in recent 
periods, the outcomes of 81% of GEF projects have been rated as satisfactory or better. Up 
to December 2016, the GEF Independent Evaluation Office (IEO) had received terminal 
evaluations for 1,184 completed GEF projects, all but eleven24 of which were rated on 
outcome achievements.  A summary of overall GEF6 results against targets for global 
environmental benefits as at June 2017 is given in the table below: 
 

Indicator Targets at June 
2017 

Achieved at June 2017 

Climate Change: Tons of CO2-
equivalent emissions to be mitigated 
through approved projects  

562.5 million tons 
mitigated  

1,243 million tons 
mitigated  
 

Biodiversity: Hectares of landscapes 
and seascapes to have improved 
management in place through approved 
projects  

225 million 
hectares with 
improved 
management  

395 million hectares 
with improved 
management  
 

Land Degradation: Hectares of 
agriculture, rangelands and forest 
landscapes to be sustainably managed 
through approved projects  

90 million hectares  74 million hectares  
 

International Waters: Number of 
freshwater basins to have Water-Food-
Energy-Ecosystems security and 
conjunctive management of surface and 
groundwater through approved projects  

7.5 water basins  12 water basins  
 

Chemicals & Waste: Tons of Persistent 
Organic Pollutants (POPs - PCBs, 
obsolete pesticides) to be disposed of 
through approved projects  

60,000 tons of 
POPs  

60,374 tons of POPs  
 

Chemicals & Waste: Tons of mercury 
to be reduced through approved 
projects  

750 tons of mercury  623 tons of mercury  
 

Chemicals & Waste: Tons of Ozone 
Depleting Potential (HCFC) to be 
phased out through approved projects  

225 tons of ODP  135 tons of ODP  
 

 
 

 

                                            
24 The remainder were not rated because of insufficient information in the terminal evaluations. Terminal 
evaluations are required for all full- and medium-size GEF projects, and for enabling activities accounting for 
$0.5 million or more in GEF funding. Of the total completed projects, 1,154 were funded by the GEF Trust 
Fund, 16 by the Least Developed Countries Fund, 13 by the Special Climate Change Fund, and 1 by the Nagoya 
Protocol Implementation Fund. 
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Operational Performance of the GEF 

DFID’s 2016 Multilateral Development Review (MDR) of the GEF found that it had a 
consistent record in delivering programmed results and a number of comparative 
advantages over bilateral aid, as a result of its broad global presence (active in more than 
150 countries) through its network of partner agencies. The GEF is described as 
continuously innovative, e.g. through the new integrated approaches building on synergies 
across development and environmental management introduced as part of GEF6; and 
responsive to demands to increase gender relevance and improve efficiency and 
transparency. However, the Multilateral Development Review identified that there is more to 
do to strengthen partnerships. 

The independent evaluation of GEF6, OPS6, identified the following for the operational 
performance: 

 GEF financing has been constrained by exchange rate volatility and impediments to 
scaling-up non-grant instruments. 

 Operational restrictions and lack of awareness of the GEF have resulted in limiting 
or not fully realising the potential for successful engagement with the private sector. 

 Overall, the GEF partnership is well governed; concerns continue to exist on matters 
related to representation, efficiency, accountability, and transparency. 

 The GEF Gender Mainstreaming Policy has advanced the GEF’s efforts to 
strengthen gender mainstreaming in GEF programming and operations in a more 
systematic manner; there is further room for improvement in implementation. 

 The GEF policies and guidance on safeguards and indigenous peoples have 
advanced the GEF’s efforts in these areas; gaps exist in the policy frameworks 
relative to good practice in partner Agencies and in implementation. 

 Some progress has been made with regard to the GEF’s Project Management 
Information System (PMIS), results-based management system, and knowledge 
management; the availability and quality of information in these systems needs 
further improvement. 

 

 

How is GEF responding to the policy and operational challenges? 

Background 

The UK is a strong voice in multilateral aid implementation and an effective advocate for 
reform.  Within the GEF, the UK has been effective in pushing for policies and programming 
to keep GEF an innovative and effective institution, underpinned by the scale of our 
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contributions (in the GEF6 replenishment the UK is the fourth largest donor). The UK has 
had notable successes working with other donors, in improving policies, e.g. on gender. 

Partnership working across HMG 

In the last two years of the GEF6 replenishment the UK support of the GEF moved from 
being a single department (DFID) managed programme to a joint DFID and Defra managed 
programme.  DFID provides the Council Member and Defra the Alternate Council Member 
to the GEF.  Defra is the UK policy lead for a range of international environmental matters 
covered by the GEF, for example, biodiversity, forestry, marine protection, and hazardous 
chemicals.  Through Defra, the UK has increased its oversight and engagement in the 
technical aspects of environmental management, helping to align better the policy and 
programming directions of the GEF6/7 to the UK’s environmental priorities. This joint 
departmental support is proposed to continue for GEF7, and this business case is a joint 
Defra and DFID proposal.  In GEF7 we propose that DFID support continues at 60% of the 
overall UK contribution to GEF7 with Defra providing 40%.  The options for levels of support, 
and what this would represent for the contributions for both departments is set out in the 
subsequent Appraisal Case.  

What are the UK reform priorities in GEF7? 

The UK, along with other contributors, sets the policy priorities and results targets that GEF 
should achieve for an agreed replenishment volume.  Having reviewed the policy and 
institutional context and the reform requirements identified through the Multilateral 
Development Review, DFID, with Defra and BEIS colleagues, identified the following main 
themes for reform:   

Policy reforms 

i) Results: We pressed for GEF’s objectives and results to be updated to reflect 
international policy, including through integrating relevant SDGs into GEF’s 
objectives and results framework.  We want a new programme-based GEF7 
programming document, with revised indicators and targets. 

ii) Maximising value for money:  We called for greater incentives for programmes 
designed to yield multiple benefits (e.g. climate, biodiversity and land degradation) 
and focus on systems that are critical for sustainable development (e.g. agricultural 
supply chains and cities).  We want to see new targets for programmes yielding 
multiple benefits. 

Operational reforms 

iii) Business model: We called for measures to increase GEF’s leverage on sustainable 
investment by increasing the proportion of its investment through International 
Financial Institutions and the private sector.  We want to see an increase in the 
proportion of GEF’s programming used to lever investment. 

iv) Concessionality.  We pressed for measures to optimise the leverage of GEF 
resources and graduate the concessionality of GEF support according to country 
needs and capacities.  We want to see increased leverage achieved through GEF 
grants for higher income countries and more resources for low income countries.     

v) Performance: We have called for a range of performance improvements, in line with 
MDR recommendations for GEF and its agencies, as applicable (e.g. MDB or UN 
reform). We want to see measures to improve transparency, risk management and 
tracking gender results. 

To formulate and promote agreement of reform priorities, UK officials work closely with the 
GEF Secretariat, through its CEO Naoko Ishii and her senior staff, with whom we have a 
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strong relationship.  DFID and Defra with the support of BEIS colleagues, actively engage 
with their counterparts which lead on the Conventions which GEF supports.  The UK has 
well established contacts with the major donors. 

 

Progress on achieving UK reform priorities in GEF7 – as at June 2018 

Reform priorities and thematic funding allocations are agreed through a series of 
negotiations culminating in a replenishment agreement.  Through the first two meetings, the 
UK was successful in getting broad agreement that the priorities we proposed (outlined 
above) be among the key themes for the replenishment.   The third meeting was held on 23-
25 January, in Brasilia, to refine policy and programming priorities, review indicative 
replenishment finance options and provide the last opportunity to embed UK reform 
priorities.  Negotiations concluded at the end of April 2018, at which point donors made their 
financial pledges for the replenishment.  Progress on embedding UK priorities can be 
summarised thus: 

 

Results:  There has been good progress in responding to the international policy context 
and the demands of donors, including the UK, in the proposed targeting of resources in 
GEF7.   

The UK has pushed for an increase in allocations to tackling the illegal wildlife trade and to 
tackling marine plastics in GEF7 and this has been achieved.  The most recent scenarios 
showing a projected increase in funding for the Global Wildlife Program compared with 
original proposals for GEF7, with an increase from $131m in GEF6 to $168m allocated for 
GEF7.  For international waters (including tackling marine plastics) we have also achieved 
an increase in projected funding, with an increase in overall funding from $456m in GEF6 to 
$463m in GEF7.  In line with most other donors we have accepted a decrease in allocation 
to dedicated climate change programming, in response to the Green Climate Fund coming 
on line.  A decrease from $1,260m in GEF6 to $802m in GEF7 is expected.  Note however 
that results for climate change, for example greenhouse gas emission reductions, are 
expected to increase due to reporting of results achieved through other focal areas, for 
example land degradation.  The table below sets out the projected allocations for each of 
the main focal areas for the status quo funding scenario together with the previous GEF6 
allocations25: 

Focal area GEF6 allocations in $m GEF7 allocations in $m 

Biodiversity 1296 1292 

Climate change 1260 802 

Land degradation 431 475 

Chemicals and Waste 554 559 

International waters 456 463 

 

                                            
25 https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-
documents/EN_GEF.C.54.19.Rev_.03_Replenishment.pdf  

https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.C.54.19.Rev_.03_Replenishment.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.C.54.19.Rev_.03_Replenishment.pdf


GEF7 Business Case [March 2017] 
16 

 

In order to balance the benefits and dis-benefits of the thematic and country allocations, 
which could tend towards recipients prioritising national over global benefits and treating 
environmental management as distinct from productive sustainable development,  it has 
been agreed that approximately $256m of STAR resources will be set aside to incentivise 
countries to invest in cross-sectoral activities under impact programmes to achieve 
sustainable development outcomes, as distinct from narrow environmental management.  
This builds on the successful initiation of cross-sectoral working in GEF6, which identified 
strengths, in terms of improved outputs, as well as weaknesses to resolve in GEF7, 
particularly how to improve inter-agency collaboration to manage complexity better.  This 
will provide an incentive to countries to tackle drivers of environmental degradation at a 
strategic level, including through transboundary cooperation.   

A simplified results framework has been developed for GEF7 (and this has been mapped 
across to selected SDG indicators).  The UK has also pushed for increased ambition in 
GEF7 targets for the global environmental benefits achieved compared with GEF6, and 
proposed targets are accordingly higher across indicators, except for fisheries management 
(where improved methodological rigour and evidence from past projects and programs call 
for a downward adjustment from the GEF-6 target).  Projected results across the different 
replenishment scenarios are given in the table below, in the section on results expected. 

Maximising value for money:  We expect the quantity, quality and sustainability of GEF 
results to improve.  The quantity of GEF results per unit of input is expected to be greater 
than GEF6 and thereby increase value for money for GEF7.  DFID economic modelling 
estimated that for a UK investment of £240m in GEF would create a return of between 
£1,145m and £1,999m, which amounts to a benefit of between £4.8 and £8.4 for every £1 
invested (see Appraisal Case for detail).  The quality of GEF7 programming is also expected 
to be greater since, as noted above, resources will be used to incentivise cross-sectoral 
projects linked to sustainable development priorities, or Impact Programmes.  GEF6 tested 
the delivery of integrated programming to tackle the systems driving environmental 
degradation through Integrated Approach Pilots.  Evaluation of these programmes has 
suggested that they outperform single focal area projects in terms of results achieved per 
unit of GEF funding provided.  GEF7 has responded to this evaluation and the UK, other 
donors and Conventions request for an increase in integrated programming.  The GEF-7 
Programming Directions provide countries with the opportunity to participate in selected 
“Impact Programmes” focusing on (i) Food systems, Land Use and Restoration; (ii) 
Sustainable Cities; and (iii) Sustainable Forest Management. The Impact Programmes are 
designed to help countries pursue holistic and integrated approaches for transformational 
change in these key systems in line with countries’ national development priorities. Overall, 
these Impact Programmes are projected to spend $846m of total funding in GEF726. 

One of the key challenges for providing value for money from the GEF, as identified by 
Independent Evaluation Office, is the financial sustainability of projects and programmes 
supported by the GEF.  We will be monitoring GEF programming to scrutinise rigour in the 
two main areas identified by OPS6: financial sustainability and inter-agency collaboration to 
improve management of complex programmes.  We will press the GEF Secretariat to apply 
strictly criteria on financial sustainability in the selection of projects and programmes for GEF 
funding. 

In addition evaluation of the GEF identified that integrated programming carries risks due to 
being more complex.  We will work with the GEF Secretariat and Agencies during GEF7 to 
ensure that integrated programming includes a clear Theory of Change that reflects the risks 
arising from complexity and that the management structure is clear in cases where multiple 
agencies are involved in delivery.  BC updated accordingly. 

                                            
26 https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-
documents/EN_GEF.C.54.19.Rev_.03_Replenishment.pdf  

https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.C.54.19.Rev_.03_Replenishment.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.C.54.19.Rev_.03_Replenishment.pdf
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Business model:  The share of multilateral development bank (MDBs) and other 
international financial institutions (IFIs) in GEF programming has declined over recent 
replenishment periods.  This is of concern since MDBs bring in most of the co-financing 
associated with GEF projects, and offer a distinct comparative advantage in their ability to 
blend GEF grant financing with larger-scale development investments.  Part of the rationale 
for the measures agreed to increase portfolio level co-financing and investment leverage 
targets, set out below, is to provide greater incentives for recipients to use their scarce GEF 
resources to lever public and private investment. As the MDBs are best placed to support 
increased investment, these measures should have the effect of incentivising greater MDB 
engagement in GEF7.   

The UK has also pushed for increased engagement with the private sector.  GEF6 included 
a Non-Grant Instrument (NGI) Pilot that, through debt, equity, or risk guarantees, was 
designed to pursue innovative blended finance to catalyse private sector investment.  The 
Non-Grant Pilot was successful, attracting more proposals than could be funded, and 
resulting in 11 projects that included USD 99.5 million in GEF funding while attracting USD 
1,792 million in co-financing.  Under GEF-7, the GEF will accelerate the use of non-grant 
instruments for blended finance. GEF7 will also work with the private sector as an agent for 
market transformation, for example in efforts to tackle marine plastic pollution. 

The UK has also sought to define more clearly the GEF’s niche and comparative advantage 
compared with other sources of climate finance.  This has included focusing on GEF’s core 
functions of supporting convention compliance, capacity building and innovation, including 
mainstreaming climate factors into other areas of environmental management.  
Consequently, GEF’s scope and dedicated finance on climate activities will be focused on 
programmes that 1) Promote Innovation and Technology Transfer for Sustainable Energy 
Breakthroughs, 2) Demonstrate Mitigation Options with Systemic Impacts, and 3) Foster 
Enabling Conditions for Mainstreaming Mitigation Concerns into Sustainable Development 
Strategies.  Successes from these demonstrations can be scaled up through other sources 
of climate finance, including the Green Climate Fund (GCF).  However, greater efforts to 
actively manage for and measure climate benefits in other areas, such as biodiversity and 
land management will result in an overall increase in greenhouse gas emissions reductions 
recorded in GEF7 compared with GEF6. 

Concessionality:  The UK has pushed to increase the leverage achieved with GEF grants 
in higher income countries with greater capacity to raise their own resources.  Accordingly, 
the grant element will be lower for higher income than low income countries.  The measures 
agreed for GEF7 include and updated co-financing policy.  The Policy sets out an ambition 
for the overall GEF portfolio to reach a ratio of Co-Financing to GEF Project Financing of at 
least 7:1, and for the portfolio of projects and programs approved in Upper-Middle Income 
Countries and High-Income Countries that are not Small Island Developing States or Least 
Developed Countries to reach a ratio of Investment Mobilized to GEF financing of at least 
5:127.   

Note that the GEF is designed to provide grants to cover or reduce costs of outputs.  There 
was limited appetite from other donors to change the mechanisms of support from the GEF, 
for example to include loans.  However, the co-financing and new leverage requirements 
will have the effect of reducing the grant equivalence of GEF support for UMICs and HICs 
relative to LMICs and LICs. 

GEF7 will also revise to the GDP weighting in the STAR to increase resources going to 
LDCs and SIDS.  The weight of the GDP Index will increase from -0.08 in GEF6 to -0.12 in 
GEF7.  This will reduce the proportion of resources going to UMICs and HICs from 44.6% 
in GEF6 to 40.4% in GEF7. 

                                            
27 https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.C.54.10.Rev_.01_Co-
Financing_Policy.pdf  

https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.C.54.10.Rev_.01_Co-Financing_Policy.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.C.54.10.Rev_.01_Co-Financing_Policy.pdf


GEF7 Business Case [March 2017] 
18 

 

Performance:  The UK has secured a commitment for the GEF Secretariat to begin 
publishing data and information on GEF financing and results to the International Aid 
Transparency Initiative (IATI) Registry during GEF7, supported through an improvement in 
the GEF Secretariat’s systems for reporting on the programme management cycle and 
results.  Further details on the progress achieved on gender are included in the section on 
gender equality below.  More broadly, the GEF is currently carrying out an update to its 
Environmental and Social Safeguards Policy to be presented for Council consideration at its 
55th meeting in autumn 2018. At the same meeting of the Council, the results of a review of 
the Minimum Fiduciary Standards for GEF Partner Agencies will also be presented, to reflect 
updated best practice since the original fiduciary standards were developed in 2007.  This 
review will specifically consider improvements to anti-money laundering and measures to 
combat the financing of terrorism, and specific provisions regarding anti-corruption 
requirements28.   

DFID Quality Assurance Unit identified a potential risk in the sequencing of approving 
important policies such as the above subsequent to funding commitments.  However we 
note that, as demonstrated by the DFID Due Diligence assessment, GEF’s standards are 
high and reviewed at regular intervals.  The revisions in policy referred to here are revisions 
rather than new policies, and we do not foresee major risks.  The GEF Secretariat is 
responsive to and engages well with the GEF Council (Board) on which the UK has a strong 
voice.  

The GEF has also taken steps to improve its knowledge management (KM).  Knowledge 
management supports corporate decision making and broader implementation of activities 
to address environmental degradation by building a comprehensive body of evidence, 
lessons learned, and good practice. In line with the GEF’s Monitoring and Evaluation Policy, 
the GEF Secretariat has established monitoring requirements at project, program and 
portfolio levels. In addition, the Secretariat, with guidance from the GEF KM Advisory Group, 
is working to develop KM guidelines for agencies to follow throughout the project cycle, to 
integrate KM components into the GEF Portal for capture, search and analysis of lessons, 
and to identify options for an IT-based GEF Knowledge and Learning Platform that would 
be functional in GEF7.  

GEF’s annual monitoring reports provide running totals of expected results from projects 
approved towards the targets set for the replenishment.  GEF evaluations, including output 
to purpose surveys for the replenishment as a whole, review progress towards actual 
results and various measures of sustainability for projects concluding in a given period.   
The UK pressed for improved reporting of actual results on a rolling basis to make sure 
lessons are learned as soon as possible.   The revision of the results framework, with a 
clear and simplified set of results indicators (presented subsequently) will support this.  
Within the proposed policy agenda for GEF7 the GEF Secretariat also commits to develop 
an upgraded IT platform, the GEF Portal, for the capture, aggregation, analysis and 
reporting of results information in GEF7.  The Portal will allow for the direct entry of results 
information by Agencies, including expected results at Work Program entry and CEO 
Endorsement/ Approval, and achieved results during implementation and at completion. At 
the portfolio-level, the new Portal will improve the timeliness and quality of reporting to the 
Council, Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEAs) and other stakeholders, and 
facilitate real-time oversight by the Secretariat and the Council on delivery against agreed 
targets for global environmental benefits.  We will continue to support the GEF’s efforts to 
increase the quality and timeliness of results reporting during the GEF7 period. 

 

Theory of Change and Results Expected 

                                            
28 https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-
documents/EN_GEF.C.53.08_Fiduciary_Standards_1.pdf  

https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.C.53.08_Fiduciary_Standards_1.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.C.53.08_Fiduciary_Standards_1.pdf
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The GEF ultimately seeks to reverse global trends in environmental degradation.  It does 
this through projects and programmes designed to drive change in the systems that underlie 
environmental degradation.  In doing so it supports direct results in terms of global 
environmental benefits for biodiversity, chemicals, international waters, land degradation 
and climate change. 

Conditional funding or “payment by results” (PbR) will be 20% of the preferred option, 
designed to incentivise greater performance by GEF.   

Intervention through investment in the GEF therefore accords with the following broad theory 
of change: 

 

 

 

Impact and Outcome expected 

Impact 

The SDGs provide clear global targets for the impact and SDG indicators will be used to 
track progress, particularly progress towards achievement of goals 11, 12, 13, 14 and 15.  
Contribution to the GEF7 is part of broader global efforts to reduce and reverse 
environmental degradation at a global scale.  As set out in the section on need for 
intervention, this is a long-term and complex challenge, and the environmental SDGs 
present some of the most difficult to achieve.  For example the most recent report on 
progress29 highlights that “declining trends in land productivity, biodiversity loss and 
poaching and trafficking of wildlife remain serious concerns”.  The role of the GEF in this 

                                            
29 Progress towards the Sustainable Development Goals, Report of the Secretary-General, 2017.  
http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=E/2017/66&Lang=E  

http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=E/2017/66&Lang=E
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context is to provide leadership in demonstrating the practical actions that can achieve the 
political commitments to tackling environmental degradation.  GEF supports developing 
countries to make development more sustainable.  Narrative tracking of the achievement of 
GEF impact will include consideration of increased engagement of the GEF with the private 
sector, including through financial leverage and in terms of transformation in the behaviours 
of key sectors. 

 

Outcome 

UK investment in GEF7 will seek to lever results beyond purely linear project delivery 
through: 

a) testing approaches that can then be applied elsewhere or scaled up using other 
sources of finance (for example through MDB lending or the private sector) and 

b) Seeking to address the underlying systems that drive environmental degradation (for 
example food production or urbanisation).   

 

Thus the outcome sought by GEF is a broader adoption of the approaches taken in GEF 
projects and demonstrable increase in the sustainability in the systems the GEF will work 
with.  Project sustainability, financial leverage and measures of knowledge 
management/transfer will be used to track progress on transformation.   

Outputs/results  

Results expected and the indicators being used in GEF7 are outlined below, with further 
detail in the GEF7 Results Architecture30.  
 

Proposed, GEF-7 core indicator GEF-7 target Comparable 
GEF-6 target 

1. Terrestrial protected areas created or under improved 
management for conservation and sustainable use (million hectares)  

200  

2. Marine protected areas created or under improved management 
for conservation and sustainable use (mha)  

8  

3. Area of land restored (mha)  6  
4. Area of landscapes under improved practices (mha; excl. protected 
areas)  

320  

5. Area of marine habitat under improved practices to benefit 
biodiversity (mha; excl. protected areas)  

28  

Total area under improved management (mha, sum of 1 through 5)  562 420  
6. Greenhouse gas emissions mitigated (million metric tons of CO2e)  1500 750  
7. Number of shared water ecosystems under new or improved 
cooperative management (fresh or marine)  

32  

8. Globally over-exploited marine fisheries moved to more 
sustainable levels (thousand metric tons) (Percent of fisheries, by 
volume)  

3500 and 13% 20%  

9. Reduction, disposal/destruction, phase out, elimination and 
avoidance of chemicals of global concern and their waste in the 

100 81  

                                            
30 https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-
documents/EN_GEF.C.54.11.Rev_.02_Results.pdf  

https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.C.54.11.Rev_.02_Results.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.C.54.11.Rev_.02_Results.pdf
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environment and in processes, materials and products (thousand 
metric tons of toxic chemicals reduced)  
10. Reduction, avoidance of emissions of POPs to air from point and 
non-point sources (grams of toxic equivalent)  

1300  

11. Number of direct beneficiaries disaggregated by gender as co-
benefit of GEF investment3  

Monitored   

As discussed above, UK engagement in the replenishment negotiations has led to increased 
ambition for results in GEF7 compared with GEF6, in part delivered through increasing 
integration of programming.  We also called for a clearer and simpler results framework, 
more closely aligned with the SDG indicators, which the above fulfils.  A comparison of 
targets across the financing scenarios, and between GEF7 and GEF6 targets suggests the 
following: 

 The proposed core indicators represent important improvements from the equivalent 
corporate indicators used in GEF-6, but result in limited comparability (with only 4 
indicators showing direct comparability). 

 The proposed targets for climate change mitigation would amount to a considerable 
increase in ambition compared with GEF6, despite a significantly smaller focal area 
financial allocation. 

 Areas of increased financing for GEF7 (particularly biodiversity and land 
degradation) would be matched by even greater upward adjustments from GEF6 
targets. 

 Fisheries management is the only area where improved methodological rigour and 
evidence from past projects and programs call for a downward adjustment from the 
GEF6 target. 

 

Terrorism and financing  

The risk of programme resources being diverted for terrorism is considered low given that 
the funds will be directly managed by GEF’s accredited implementing agencies.  Due 
diligence has been carried out on the implementing agencies and they will be made fully 
aware of UK counter terrorism laws.  DFID country offices will be invited to review project 
proposals and identify any risks associated with working with particular countries.  
Participants to the seventh replenishment of the GEF Trust Fund (GEF-7) requested that 
“the on-going review of the minimum fiduciary standards take into account international 
standards related to anti-money laundering and counter terrorism finance and that the 
Secretariat in collaboration with the Trustee propose any updates to the minimum fiduciary 
standards, as necessary, for Council consideration”.  A paper was presented at the 54th 
Council31.  The GEF Secretariat will present for Council consideration at its 55th meeting in 
December 2018 a proposal to update the Minimum Fiduciary Standards to close any 
immediate gaps related to anti-money laundering and combating the financing of terrorism.  

 

Gender equality and Social benefits beyond gender 

The poor, who rely most heavily on natural resources, have the lowest capacity to influence 
political processes and decision-making at all levels. The poor - women in particular - also 
suffer from weak or insecure rights of access to the resources they depend on.  Natural 
disasters also have gendered implications, killing more women than men. This trend is more 

                                            
31 https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.C.54.09.Rev_.01_AML-
CFT_0.pdf  

https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.C.54.09.Rev_.01_AML-CFT_0.pdf
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.C.54.09.Rev_.01_AML-CFT_0.pdf
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pronounced the stronger the disaster32.  It is hence essential that GEF funded projects and 
programmes consider gender in their design and implementation. 

A new Policy on Gender Equality33 was adopted by the GEF in November 2017, and will 
allow GEF-7 to deliver a more ambitious, gender-responsive approach across GEF 
operations. DFID CED’s Social Development Advisor was closely involved in the drafting of 
the new policy and the UK together with several other donors strongly support the efforts 
that have been made over recent years to improve the GEF’s attention to gender, including 
the recruitment of a dedicated advisor in the GEF Secretariat and the setting up of a multi-
agency Gender Partnership.  The new policy translates into concrete mandatory 
requirements the GEF’s ambition to shift from a gender-aware, “do no harm” approach to a 
“do good”, gender-responsive approach. It requires a gender analysis as part of project 
design, which is key to ensuring that GEF projects are designed with a better understanding 
of gender differences, roles and needs, and can identify opportunities to address gender 
gaps critical to the achievement of global environmental benefits. The policy also provides 
for improved monitoring, reporting and learning of gender-responsive measures carried out 
in GEF-financed projects and programs. 

The new policy responds to the recommendations of IEO’s Evaluation of Gender 
Mainstreaming, which recommended, inter alia, that the GEF consider a revision of its 2011 
Policy on Gender Mainstreaming to better align with international best practice standards 
and to clarify the respective roles and responsibilities of the Agencies and the Secretariat. 
The new policy also reflects the increased attention to gender equality and women’s 
empowerment by the conferences of the parties to the multilateral environmental 
agreements that the GEF serves. Recent decisions have underscored the important role 
that women play in the realisation of convention objectives, and they have called for specific 
actions to ensure that gender equality, including women’s empowerment, is addressed when 
pursuing these objectives. 

The GEF7 strategy will take forward the gender-responsive approach on which the policy is 
based, including by: 

 Proactively seizing opportunities to enhance the GEF’s positive effect on the global 
environment through measures that promote gender equality and women’s 
empowerment: In GEF-7 programming areas where the linkages between 
environmental degradation and gender inequality are particularly relevant, the 
Secretariat will invest in greater upstream engagement and analysis to ensure that 
such linkages are addressed in project and program design and implementation. 

 

 Fostering continued, close collaboration with the multi-stakeholder GEF Gender 
Partnership to share lessons learned, build capacity, and deliver better results: The 
GEF Gender Partnership has emerged as an effective platform for cooperation and 
learning on gender and the environment and currently includes gender experts from 
Agencies, MEA secretariats, as well as other environmental finance providers and 
stakeholders.  

 

 Strengthening the delivery, capture and reporting of progress and results on gender: 
The GEF-6 results framework on gender provided important information related to 
GEF’s progress on mainstreaming gender, but it primarily encouraged “box 
checking” rather than monitoring or reporting on the quality of interventions, or 

                                            
32 Neumayer, E., and Plümper, T., 2007, 'The Gendered Nature of Natural Disasters: The Impact of Catastrophic Events on 

the Gender Gap in Life Expectancy', Annals of the Association of American Geographers, vol. 97, no.3, pp. 551-566 
33 GEF/C.53/04 (http://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-
documents/EN_GEF.C.53.04_Gender_Policy.pdf)  

http://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.C.53.04_Gender_Policy.pdf
http://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.C.53.04_Gender_Policy.pdf
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gender results. In line with the new policy, an upgraded system is envisaged in GEF7 
to more effectively (i) ensure policy compliance and implementation; (ii) prompt 
considerations on gender early in the project cycle, and throughout implementation; 
and (iii) capture portfolio results across key dimensions of gender equality. 

 

As per the GEF-7 policy recommendations, the forward-looking strategy on gender, along 
with a time-bound action plan, will be completed by July 2018. The strategy and action plan 
will be developed in close consultation with Agencies and the GEF Gender Partnership, and 
they will include concrete entry points and actions to address gender equality in the context 
of the GEF-7 programming directions as well as other, on-going institutional and policy 
reforms. 

The improvements in GEF’s ability to deliver social development have to date focussed on 
gender. This focus has allowed significant progress to be made, and recognises the high 
level nature of much of GEF programming.  A conscious decision was made for the new 
Gender Policy to focus solely on gender.  The UK has had initial discussions with the GEF 
Secretariat on how to better capture and target broader social co-benefits in GEF7 
programmes, and we will continue to engage in this during GEF7 implementation.  Our 
judgement is that the GEF, with its operation as a trust fund under the World Bank through 
the GEF Secretariat, is compliant with the Public Sector Equality Duty under the Equality Act 
2010. 

 
 
 



GEF7 Business Case [March 2017] 
24 

 

 

B. Appraisal Case 

This section summarises the economic appraisal described in more detail in an economic 
appraisal (see annex 1). 
 
The UK adopted a two-stage approach to the negotiations:  focusing in early meetings on 
the reforms and UK priorities for GEF spending allocations, leaving the scale of UK support 
for the final negotiations.  The options Ministers were advised on at the outset of and 
subsequently during the replenishment negotiations were about: 
 

 GEF7 spending priorities, for allocating GEF7 resources across the GEF’s focal 
areas; 

 the areas in which the UK should press for GEF reforms; 

 the amount of UK support and linked to this; 

 the UK’s burden share for the GEF7 replenishment. 
 
The replenishment negotiations are now at an advanced stage.  Indicative allocations for 
thematic areas have been agreed pending ministerial approval and the UK has pursued and 
largely secured its objectives to agree further reforms to be implemented during GEF7.  The 
outstanding issue is largely the amount of UK support and our burden share.  This Appraisal 
Case focuses on the outstanding contribution issues, but also outlines the analysis which 
underpinned the advice on thematic allocations and reform priorities. 
 

Is providing no support to GEF 7 a feasible option? 

A cost-benefit analysis undertaken for this appraisal, as set out below, established that there 
is a strong economic case for funding GEF. This indicated that the benefits of GEF-funded 
activities to promote climate change mitigation and biodiversity (representing about 50% of 
GEF allocations) should comfortably exceed their costs.   

Following consultations with BEIS and Defra, cancelling support to GEF was not presented 
to Ministers as an option for the following reasons:  

i) GEF is the principle funding vehicle for assisting developing countries to 
implement Multilateral Environment Agreements (MEAs).   

Withdrawing from GEF, in the absence of international agreement on alternative 
arrangements, would undermine the UK’s commitments to the implementation of those 
agreements.  

ii) There is no more effective and efficient mechanism to help developing countries 
implement the MEAs.   

It makes sense to coordinate funding and support for the range of multilateral agreements 
together to maximise synergies, allocate resources effectively and minimise overhead costs 
for both donors and recipients.  Supporting more than 100 recipient countries requires a 
broad range of services from providers with regional and country presence.   Most of the 
literature on the pros and cons of different environment funding models concludes that the 
proliferation of finance mechanisms would increase the challenges of coordinating, 
accessing and accounting for finance for recipient countries34. 

iii) The risk that a UK withdrawal from GEF might trigger a sharp reduction in others’ 
funding.   

As the 4th largest donor to GEF6, a cessation of UK support may deter other donors, leading 
to a drastic reduction in funding.  For any given replenishment target, if a major donor 
removed its contribution this would either oblige the remaining donors to accept a higher 

                                            
34 
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burden share or reduce their contributions to maintain their share, thereby reducing the 
replenishment overall. 

 
Choices concerning the amount of the UK Contribution 
 
The resources for the GEF come from three sources: the principal source, new contributions 
from donors; investment income; and funds carried over from previous replenishments.  
GEF7 is strongly constrained by the appreciation of the US$, in which the GEF is 
denominated, which has the effect of reducing the US$ value of most of the major donors’ 
national currencies.  Since GEF6 (2014), the US$ has appreciated against the Yen by 12%, 
the Euro by 15% and Sterling by 19%.  Funds carried over from previous replenishments 
and investment income is likely to be minor relative to the currency ‘funding gap’.  Therefore, 
despite GEF’s strong performance and reform record, a major collective effort by donors 
would be required to maintain GEF6 funding levels in GEF7. 
 
An option for an increased replenishment in US dollar terms to a total of $5 billion was also 
presented by the GEF Secretariat for consideration at the outset of the GEF7 replenishment 
process.  This option could have provided the opportunity to increase GEF’s results and 
amplify the positive effects of its proposed GEF7 reforms.    However, during the 
replenishment negotiations it became clear that no other donor was prepared to seek a real 
terms increase, given that all had to make increases in national currency terms just to 
maintain the US dollar value of their GEF6 contributions, as noted above.  This meant that 
the option was, in effect, ruled out early in the process.  For these reasons, we assessed 
that it was not a feasible option and it was discounted from further appraisal. 
 
Table 7: GEF replenishment options 

 

Option 
Change in total 
resources vs. GEF6 

Increase in donor 
contributions 
required (nominal 
terms) 

Implied UK 
contribution £ 
million (% burden 
share1/) 

Option 1 

Low (national 
currency) 
scenario 

7.5% decrease in 
nominal US$ terms  

0% increase in donor 
contributions 

£210m 

Option 2 

Status Quo 
scenario with 
proportionate 
efforts to 
maintain US$ 
value 

Maintain flat in US$ 
nominal terms  

12% increase in 
aggregate donor 
contributions 

£240m 

Option 3 

Status Quo 
scenario with 
independent 
effort to maintain 
US$ value 

Maintain flat in US$ 
nominal  

% increase based on 
donor national 
currencies – 19% for 
the UK 

£250m 

 

We assess that the replenishment will conclude between options 1 and 2, depending on the 
leadership of the major donors.  The choices major donors make about which option to 
support will likely have a reciprocal effect on all other donors.  While all accept the case for 
at least maintaining the GEF6 level, it is likely that none will wish to change their existing 
burden share markedly.  While donors are reserving their positions at this stage, Japan, the 
lead donor, is lobbying hard for other donors to at least maintain their GEF6 US$ 
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contributions.  At the last replenishment meeting in January, a number of European donors 
indicated that they could increase their national currency contributions, but only as part of a 
general effort.    
 
In view of the above, we assess the options for the UK are: 
 

 Support the low scenario (option 1) and maintain the UK’s nominal GEF6 
contribution.  This would require £210m. 

 Support a collective effort where developed country donors contribute in the 
same proportion to reaching the status quo scenario (option 2).  This would 
require up to £240m. 

 Support the status quo scenario (option 3) irrespective of the contributions of 
others.  This would require £250m and 20% of this will be conditional funding or 
“payment by results” (PbR) of the preferred option, designed to incentivise 
greater performance by GEF.   

 
Note that Option 3 is not for the UK to cover the currency shortfall for other donors that 
decide not to match GEF6 in real terms, but is simply the increase required to match the 
existing UK real terms contribution. 
 

 
Choices concerning the burden share of the UK contribution 
 
As in other multilateral institutions, donors to GEF are concerned to maintain their respective 
shares of the total funding – known as ‘burden shares’.   The choices of other donors will 
affect the UK’s burden share, as illustrated in the table above.  To manage this potential 
variability, the UK could set a burden share cap in conjunction with a ceiling on its 
contribution.  Benchmarks for the UK burden share include: 
 

 9% share of new donor contributions to GEF6 (2014/2017); 

 12% of the Green Climate Fund Initial Resource Mobilisation period (2015/2018); 

 15% of the Global Partnership for Education (2018/2020); 

 25% of the Vaccine Alliance (2015/2020); 

 The UK’s share of OECD ODA in 2016, of 12.6%35. 
 
Accordingly, the UK could set an indicative financial contribution subject to a burden share 
cap.  The UK’ share of OECD ODA may be considered as an appropriate reference level.  
Assuming it is unlikely all donors would choose merely to flat-line their contribution (option1) 
then the UK’s financial contribution subject to a 12% cap would likely fall between £210 
million and £250m. 
 
Choices concerning the UK’s priorities for GEF7 thematic allocations 
 
In line with advice from donors, GEF has proposed thematic allocations based on their 
interpretation of the balance of donor priorities.  Following consultations with Defra and 
BEIS, the UK sought and obtained a substantial increase for biodiversity, including a 40% 
increase for the Global Wildlife Programme tackling the illegal wildlife trade.  Pressing for 
increases for managing chemicals and waste, including plastic, was also successful, and an 
11% increase for international waters was secured, given pressures on the marine 
environment.  These increases were achieved largely by reducing the dedicated allocation 
to climate, given that finance for investment at scale is now available through the Green 
Climate Fund (GCF).  However, better integrated programming is likely to lead to increased 

                                            
35 Source OECD:  http://www.oecd.org/dac/development-aid-rises-again-in-2016-but-flows-to-poorest-countries-dip.htm UK 

ODA in 2016 was $18.01bn of a total of $142.6bn from the 29 DAC member countries. 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/development-aid-rises-again-in-2016-but-flows-to-poorest-countries-dip.htm
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climate-related results as GEF gets better at managing for multiple benefits across its 
portfolio.   
 
 
Choices concerning the UK’s priorities for policy reforms  
 
DFID Ministers’ views on the reform priorities the UK should pursue for GEF7 were sought 
in advance of each of the GEF6 replenishment negotiation meetings.  The priorities derived 
from the UK MDR and the GEF Independent Output to Purpose Survey 6 (OPS6).  The 
reform priorities the UK has been pursuing during the negotiations were set out in the 
Strategic Case (Section 2) and fall into policy priorities and operational reforms.   
 
In setting out UK priorities, as agreed by ministers, we have helped frame the main themes 
to be addressed in GEF7.  In line with UK priorities, the GEF draft programming 
documents now contain measures to increase the: 

i)  value for money from GEF7 relative to GEF6, by setting more demanding targets 
and introducing a clearer focus on sustainable development objectives, such as 
food security - outputs per US$ are up in all thematic areas; 

ii)  effectiveness of programming in achieving multiple environmental benefits, through 
designing and measuring projects for co-benefits - 25% of resources will be 
targeted to incentivise integrated programming;  

iii) amount of sustainable investment, by increasing the amount of GEF resources 
used to lever Multilateral Development Bank and private sector activities – new 
leverage requirements are expected to increase MDB programming above GEF6 
levels; 

iiii) impact and financial leverage required from middle-income countries, through more 
demanding leverage targets, alongside increasing allocations to low-income 
countries – new co-financing (7:1) and leverage (5:1) targets will be introduced; 

v) operational efficiency and transparency of GEF, including a commitment to publish 
data under the International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI). 

 
We assess that the UK’s interests have largely been met in achieving agreement on the 
reform priorities through the draft policy recommendations agreed with other donors and 
support both the low and high scenarios.   

 

Identifying the strength of the case for each feasible option 
 
The previous section identified three feasible options, each comprising a package of 
financial support and negotiating objectives on GEF expenditure and reform priorities. 
 
Table 9: The case for each option is rated as either Very Strong, Strong, Medium, Limited (or No 
Evidence) 

Option Evidence Rating 

 Financial 
Expenditure 

Priorities 
Reform Strength of Argument 

1. Maintain the 
UK GEF6 
nominal 
Sterling 
contribution: 
£210m 

If a number of other 
large donors took a 
lead from the UK and 
also flat-lined then 
this would lead to a 
significant cut in 
GEF7, meaning that 
UK priorities of more 
resources for 
international waters 

UK may succeed 
in securing 
agreement on its 
reform objectives, 
but reducing the 
contribution to 
19% below GEF6 
levels may 
diminish influence 
in implementing 

Medium/Limited:  much 
would depend on the 
extent to which other 
donors followed the UK’s 
lead.  The likely fall in 
financial resources from 
GEF6 (and likely sharp 
real cut) would 
necessitate cuts in UK 
priority areas and dis-
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and biodiversity 
would not be met.  

reforms over 
GEF7. 

incentivise reforms on 
which the UK leads, e.g. 
on IATI. 

2 Maintain the 
GEF6 US$ 
contributions 
in aggregate 
from all 
donors: 
£240m  

If other donors follow 
suit in making 
proportionate 
increases in their 
national currencies, 
GEF would have 
sufficient resources to 
respond to UK 
priorities of 11% and 
35% increases for 
international waters 
and wildlife trade 
programmes 
respectively. 

Reform objectives 
likely to be met to 
the extent that the 
GEF has the 
financial resources 
to implement 
them. 

Medium: GEF’s MAR 
and OPS6 track record 
shows it responds 
effectively to agreed 
reforms when resourced 
to do so.  Contributing to 
maintaining the GEF6 
US$ funding level would 
incentivise proportionate 
contributions from others 
and should be sufficient 
to see through 
implementation of 
agreed GEF7 reforms. 

3 Maintain the 
UK GEF6 
nominal US$ 
contribution: 
£250m 

The additional effort 
from the UK would 
increase the 
likelihood of other 
donors increasing 
their national 
currency contributions 
and providing enough 
resources to respond 
to the UK priorities. 

Reform priorities 
likely largely to be 
met. 

Medium: Contributing to 
maintaining the GEF6 
US$ funding level and 
maintaining the UK 
share would incentivise 
proportionate 
contributions from others 
and should be sufficient 
to see through 
implementation of 
agreed GEF7 reforms. 

Risk of exceeding the 
UK long-term share 
could be mitigated by 
use of a burden share 
cap. 

 
On balance, the preferred option is 3, to maintain the GEF6 US$ value of the UK contribution 
to play a leading but proportionate role in achieving a successful replenishment, 
underpinned by a burden share cap of 12% which would avoid any disproportionate UK 
contribution.  As the above table highlights, the main difference between the options is in 
the relative priority the UK wishes to afford supporting GEF’s work and in increasing 
allocations for international waters and wildlife management.  Increasing our contribution 
would signal the importance the UK attaches to the GEF’s priorities and so give weight to 
our arguments in negotiations over spending priorities and how reforms are implemented.   

1. Cost-Benefit Analysis 

 
GEF typically invests in projects that support two broad categories: 

 Protection of the environment and biodiversity 

 Mitigation of green-house gases in order to combat climate change 

We conducted an economic appraisal of the GEF focusing on these two categories. Benefits 
from activities in the chemicals and waste focal area were excluded due to lack of evidence 
at present.  Below we summarise the approach we used and the results of our cost-benefit 
analysis, including the sensitivity analyses we did. A more detailed write-up is provided in 
the annex of this business case.  

1.1. Costs 
GEF anticipates raising approximately $4.1bn during the 2018 replenishment for its 2018-
2022 cycle. These funds will be spent on protecting biodiversity in different environments, 
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reducing Greenhouse Gas emissions (GHGs), and mitigating the negative effects of 
chemicals and waste.  

1.2. Benefits 
The biomes that GEF supports have different levels of biodiversity and ecosystem 
value. They "provide a range of services, many of which are of fundamental importance to 
human well-being, for health, livelihoods, and survival”36. The following diagram captures 
these ecosystem services and their effect on human well-being37:  

 

Ecosystem benefits are widely recognised but valuing them is difficult because there 
is no clear single and agreed way to measure the quantities and benefits of ecosystem 
services (water, clean air, etc.) being provided. de Groot et al38 reviewed hundreds of 
economic studies that monetised ecosystem benefits and recorded the different ranges of 
values that were found:  

 

Biome 
Benefits in 2018 US$/ha/year GEF7 target in millions of 

hectares (with leveraged finance) Median Lower mean 

Open oceans 163 102 592 0 
Coral reefs 238,438 44,331 425,206 4.6 
Coastal systems 32,241 31,527 34,840 84 
Coastal wetlands 14,654 361 233,552 6.2 
Inland wetlands 19,921 3,636 30,943 4.9 
Fresh water lakes & rivers 4,745 1,742 5,141 5.7 
Tropical forests 2,837 1,905 6,342 182.7 
Temperate & Boreal forests 1,358 335 3,630 33.8 
Woodlands 1,834 1,654 1,913 25.7 
Grasslands 3,251 149 3,459 20.6 

                                            
36 Costanza et al (1997): “Millennium Ecosystem Assessment”; and TEEB Foundations (2010): “The Economics of Ecosystems and 

Biodiversity: Ecological and Economic Foundations”, Earthscan, London. 
37 Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, (2005): “Ecosystems and Human Well- Being: Synthesis”, Island Press, Washington DC. 
38 Presented in Table 3 of de Groot et al (2012) “Global estimates of the value of ecosystems and their services in monetary units”, 

Ecosystem Services, 1, 50-61,  available at http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2212041612000101    

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2212041612000101#bib17
http://www.teebweb.org/our-publications/teeb-study-reports/ecological-and-economic-foundations/
http://www.teebweb.org/our-publications/teeb-study-reports/ecological-and-economic-foundations/
https://www.millenniumassessment.org/documents/document.356.aspx.pdf
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2212041612000101
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We used these values and quantities, Impact Evaluation evidence from the GEF’s 
Independent Evaluation Office, and a number of other conservative assumptions39 detailed 
in the economic annex to produce estimates of the benefits40 that GEF would produce by 
protecting ecosystem services: 

Year 2018 2019 2020 2021 Total 
Present Value Benefits (£m) 2,032 1,888 1,755 1,631 7,305 

GEF also supports interventions that aim to mitigate the concentration of GHGs in 
the atmosphere caused by human activity, in order to combat global warming. These 
interventions achieve this by: 

 Increasing renewable energy and decreasing fossil energy resources; 

 Improving energy efficiency; 

 Increasing adoption of innovative technologies and management practices for GHG 
emission reduction and carbon sequestration; and 

 Conserving & enhancing carbon stocks in agriculture, forest & other land use. 

Reducing GHG emmissions is important for reducing the negative effects of global 
warming and climate change, which the IPCC observes are likely to be significant and to 
increase over time41. Some of the major negative effects of global warming are: 

 Rising temperatures – lower worker productivity 

 More droughts, heatwaves and floods – damage to agriculture and food production 

 Sea-level rises – flooding damage to coastal areas and population centres 

 Increased strengths and frequency of tropical storms – destruction of populaiton 
centres and infrastructure. 

GEF projects that it will help to mitigate about 1,650 million tonnes of GHGs. Using 
conservative estimates and UK government directives on carbon-pricing and discounting, 
our economic modelling produced the following estimate: 

Year 2018 2019 2020 2021 Total 
Present Value benefits (£m) 3,171 3,171 3,171 3,171 12,682 

Combining the environmental and GHG mitigation benefits of GEF’s work and 
accounting for costs, we get the following table: 

Year 2018 2019 2020 2021 Total 
Present Value costs (£m) 659 613 569 529 2,371 
Present Value benefits (£m) 5,202 5,059 4,925 4,801 19,987 
Net Present Value benefits (£m) 4,543 4,446 4,356 4,272 17,616 

To conclude, our economic modelling estimated that if the UK invests about £240m 
in GEF, this will create a return of between £1,145m and £1,999m, which amounts to 
a benefit of between £4.8 and £8.4 for every £1 invested. 

1.3. Sensitivity Analysis 
To conduct a sensitivity analysis, we used the following levers to decrease potential benefits 
that might accrue from the investment in GEF: 

 Decrease the project success rate from 75% to 65% 

 Decrease GEF’s share of results from leveraged finance, from 10% to 0% 

                                            
39 The most conservative assumption was that benefits would only last for the 4-year duration of the GEF cycle, but GEF aims to build 

local/national capacity and ensure sustainability, so benefits are likely to last significantly longer. 
40 Note that these benefits are “net present value, net benefits”, so future benefits have been discounted to put values into 2018 terms 

and costs have been subtracted. 
41 IPCC (2014): “Summary for Policymakers”, Climate Change 2014: Impacts, Adaptation & Vulnerability. Working Group II Contribution 

to the Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK. 



GEF7 Business Case [March 2017] 
31 

 

 Use the lower ecosystem benefit estimates found by de Groot et al in the tables 
above, in red font for ease. 

 Use the lower value of a tonne of carbon from the BEIS/DFID price series, so £27 in 
2018 prices rather than £53. 

These very conservative assumptions produced the following net present value benefits for 
GEF as a whole: 

Year 2018 2019 2020 2021 Total 
Net Present Value benefits (£m) 848 839 831 823 3,340 

Accounting for just the UK investment of approximately £240m under these very 
conservative assumptions, our economic modelling estimated that GEF would provide a 
return of between £571m and £982m, which amounts to a benefit of between £2.4 and £4.1 
for every £1 invested. 

For the UK investment in GEF to only break-even, the success rate of projects would need 
to fall to just 27% compared to the current conservative assumption of 75% and the track-
record of 79%. We are therefore confident that GEF will at the very least yield a positive 
return for every Pound Sterling invested. 

Overall, we expect the benefit-cost ratio to be closer to 8 as our central scenarios already 
included conservative assumptions, and the median valuation of biomes and central carbon 
price estimate are also more likely to be more accurate.  

To conclude, we are confident that based on the academic evidence and GEF past-
performance, each Pound Sterling that the UK invests in GEF will produce a return 
between £4.8 (median low scenario) and £8.4 (median central scenario). 

2. Value-for-Money 

GEF’s Board has continued to remind the GEF Secretariat of the importance of continued 
improvement in value-for-money (VfM) so that tax-payer contributions achieve the biggest 
possible effect per Pound Sterling spent. The Secretariat has been receptive to this message 
and actively been implementing a number reforms and upgrades to increase its economy, 
efficiency, effectiveness and equity. This led to GEF receiving a score of “Good”, the second 
highest possible score after “Very Good”, in DFID’s Multilateral Development Review of 
2016. A number of VfM strengthening examples are detailed below42: 

2.1. Economy – spending less. 
 
DFID defines economy as ensuring lowest cost procurement of goods and services within 
project design, and focuses on making sure that the unit costs are benchmarked against 
market norms. 
 
GEF has instituted several cost-saving measures in recent years to achieve greater 
economy. Some of these are outlined here: 

 Office rental costs:  projected savings of US$823,000 during GEF7 thanks to 
negotiation of lease at new offices where lease only reaches higher market rates in 
2021 rather than 2018. The new offices are also in a building that consumes less 
energy and generates lower greenhouse gas emissions. 

 Cost of travel:  GEF applies numerous cost-saving measures for travel, including 
use of video-conferences where feasible, and strict planning and efficiencies in 
missions.   

                                            
42 It is important to note that a lot of these VfM measures cannot be quantified directly, so we have not 
attempted to give them a monetary value in terms of savings, efficiency gains or improved impact. Instead, 
we have described their positive impact qualitatively and are confident that these reflect current best 
practice in terms of improving institutional VfM.  
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 Office equipment costs: GEF has replaced printers in individual offices with 
network printers in common spaces to reduce the number of printers. 

 Consultants: GEF is following the strict rules and procedures of the World Bank to 
lower costs, including competitive bidding and strict conditions and supervision on 
work and delivery. 

2.2. Efficiency – spending well. 
 
DFID defines efficiency as ensuring that the choice of goods and services procured results 
in the highest possible number of envisaged outputs.  
 
GEF has taken a number of major steps in recent years to upgrade its IT systems to make 
processes more efficient and to streamline quality assurance procedures. These include: 

 Programme management system upgrades: GEF is upgrading its Project 
Management Information System in 2018. The system will be a highly automated 
and efficient space to process GEF project proposals. It will move away from email 
and paper-based submissions which require significant manual input, to an 
automated system of interactive screens that will enhance speed, efficiency, and 
data quality and assurance. 

 Processing of transactions:  GEF uses the same payment processing platforms 
as the World Bank (WB), and has adopted a number of efficiency measures instituted 
in recent years as part of the WB Expenditure Review, including a new automated 
system for transaction processing and continuous IT upgrades and efficiency 
improvements in processes for hiring consultants, and entering and approving 
expenses. 

 Automation of financial controls:  GEF has enhanced the automation of financial 
and fiduciary control of the GEF trust funds, to improve efficiency and reduce time 
required for tracking, reporting and follow-up at all levels.  

2.3. Effectiveness – spending wisely. 
 
DFID defines effectiveness as ensuring that the chosen outputs of an intervention are those 
most likely to result in the desired outcomes (and impacts). 
 
In response to recommendations from the GEF Board, the GEF Secretariat is upgrading its 
results framework with eleven core indicators and associated sub-indicators that span all 
five of GEF’s focal areas43. The core indicators, sub-indicators and methodologies, are 
designed to significantly enhance the GEF’s ability to capture, monitor, analyse and report 
on results by providing:  

 Greater focus on the most relevant outcomes: core indicators are as outcome-
oriented as possible, remain applicable across a range of different types of 
interventions and are readily aggregable across the GEF portfolio. This is intended 
to cover accountability, learning and decision-making needs, in order to strengthen 
effectiveness. 

 Stronger incentives and reduced transaction costs to capture monitor and 
report multiple benefits: core indicators have been designed to apply to integrated 
projects and programs that seek multiple benefits across focal areas. This will 
contribute to learning and strengthening of results. 

 Clarity of definitions and methodologies: each core indicator will be accompanied 
by a clear technical definition and methodological guidance to facilitate consistent 
application across GEF projects and programs.  

                                            
43 Biodiversity, Climate Change, Land Degradation, Chemicals and Waste, and International Waters. 
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 Disaggregation to support analytical needs and accountability: GEF’s new core 
indicators include a limited number of sub-indicators to allow for an appropriate level 
of disaggregation of information, to facilitate portfolio-level analysis and reporting. 

2.4. Equity – spending fairly. 
 

Equity relates to how benefits are distributed amongst the population. Equity is particularly 
important for delivering DFID’s commitment to “leave no one behind”, ensuring UK aid 
benefits the poorest and most marginalised people. 
 
GEF has established rules and requirements for stakeholder engagement through, amongst 

other things, its Agency Minimum Standards on Environmental and Social Safeguards44, 

Policy on Gender Mainstreaming45, and Guidelines for Engagement with Indigenous 

Peoples46. 
 
Regarding environmental and social safeguards, all agencies must carry out stakeholder 
consultation across all safeguard standards, including with affected groups, local civil society 
and indigenous peoples. Agencies are also required to have effective accountability and 
grievance systems in place. GEF policy also states that when engaging with indigenous 
peoples, there must be adherence to a standard of free, prior and informed consent (FPIC). 
For other projects, the GEF Agencies “rely on their systems for consultation with Indigenous 
Peoples and will ensure that such consultations result in broad community support for the 
GEF-financed operation being proposed.” 
 

GEF adopted a new “Policy on Gender Equality”47 in November 2017. The policy marks 
GEF’s increased ambition to address gender equality and promote women’s empowerment 
across its operations and in its projects and programs. It translates into concrete mandatory 
requirements that move GEF from a “do no harm” approach to a “do good”, gender-
responsive approach. The new policy requires a gender analysis as part of project design to 
ensure that GEF projects are designed with a better understanding of gender differences, 
roles and needs, and identify opportunities to address gender gaps critical to achieving 
global environmental benefits. The policy also provides for improved monitoring, reporting 
and learning of gender-responsive measures in GEF-financed projects and programmes. 

 

                                            
44 Environmental and Social Safeguards Policy 
45 Gender Mainstreaming Policy 
46 Principles and Guidelines for Engagement with Indigenous Peoples 
47 GEF Gender Equality Policy - 2017 

https://www.thegef.org/council-meeting-documents/policy-gender-equality
http://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/Policy_Environmental_and_Social_Safeguards_2015.pdf
http://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/Gender_Mainstreaming_Policy-2012_0.pdf
http://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/publications/Indigenous_Peoples_Principle_EN.pdf
http://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/council-meeting-documents/EN_GEF.C.53.04_Gender_Policy.pdf
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1.  

C. Commercial Case  

 
Value for money through Procurement  
 
GEF finance is channelled through Multilateral Banks (mainly for pilot investments) and UN 
agencies (for technical assistance and training) according to their technical and 
geographical comparative advantage.  The GEF takes a partnership approach to the 
selection of lead agencies for projects, with the focal points within countries having a major 
influence on the choice of agencies used.  As discussed, we wish to see greater 
transparency and guidance on the choice of agencies to ensure that the best agency is used 
for each programme.  This will particularly apply to the Impact Programmes.  We have 
requested that the GEF Secretariat, in consultation with Agencies, identify and present for 
Council consideration a proposal with additional policy measures to enhance the operational 
efficiency and transparency of the GEF.  We note in the Strategic Case the declining share 
of programming through the Multilateral Development Banks and the approach we will take 
in GEF7 to seek to address this, including through increasing financial leverage 
requirements.  We note that, as more Agencies have entered the GEF Partnership, 
concentration levels have declined and competition for resources has increased, as 
assessed using the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index (a widely-used measure of market 
concentration). 
 
In 2007, the GEF Council approved a set of minimum fiduciary standards recommended by 
the Trustee.  The minimum fiduciary standards required of Implementing and Executing 
Agencies in relation to procurement processes as outlined in GEF policy paper 
Recommended Minimum Fiduciary Standards for GEF Implementing and Executing 
Agencies (2007) are: 
 

a. Specific agency directives promote economy and efficiency in procurement through 
written standards and procedures that specify procurement requirements, 
accountability, and authority to take procurement actions. 

b. Specific procurement guidelines are in place with respect to different types of 
procurement managed by the agency, such as consultants, contractors and service 
providers. 

c. Specific procedures, guidelines and methodologies of assessing the procurement 
procedures of beneficiary institutions are in place. 

d. Procurement performance in implemented projects is monitored at periodic intervals, 
and there are processes in place requiring a response when issues are identified. 

e. Procurement records are easily accessible to procurement staff, and procurement 
policies and awards are publicly disclosed. 

 
Overall, DFID’s 2017 Internal Analysis for GEF concluded that funding to GEF is judged as 
low risk and that there are robust and well established controls in place. 
 
As part of the a pilot to accredit a number of new Implementing Agencies, GEF has 
established a strict accreditation process will see each application assessed to determine 
the value-added of each partnership and also whether they provide a good strategic fit with 
GEF, based on criteria agreed by the Council.   Following the initial review, a further 
assessment is carried out to ensure all new agencies meet the: fiduciary standards; 
environmental and social safeguards standards; and the GEF policy on gender 
mainstreaming.   
 
GEF’s Evaluation Office provides a summary of the performance of all GEF Implementing 
Agencies, looking specifically at results, factors affecting results, and the efficiency and 
quality of monitoring and evaluation (M&E).  The Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) also 
includes details of the administration costs of each agency.   
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All Memorandums of Understanding (MoU) with each agency includes terms and conditions 
which each agency must adhere to, these include: adherence to all GEF policies and 
processes and maintaining a record of all procurement in accordance with the respective 
procurement reporting policies, practices and guidelines. 
 
The GEF Secretariat is requesting an increase of $24 million above the projected total GEF6 
budget for its administrative budget. The requested total for GEF7 is therefore $153 million, 
which represents an 18.6% increase on GEF6. The bulk of this increase ($19.5m) is due to 
three cost factors: an increase in the WB staff cost recovery rate ($11m), an annual salary 
adjustment of 3% per WB compensation policies ($6.1m), and an increase in office lease 
costs ($2.4m).  There is not appetite from donors to the GEF to separate the operation of 
the GEF Secretariat from the structures of the World Bank, and so we have not sought to 
address these increases through the GEF7 replenishment.  The other parts of the increase 
relate to increased expectations and staffing needs for GEF7 compared with GEF6, for 
example on increased ambition for private sector engagement, and can hence be seen as 
reasonable.  Alongside other donors we have requested that the GEF Secretariat seeks and 
presents opportunities for efficiencies in other areas, for example on the costs of travel.  We 
will continue to provide pressure in this regard.  We also note that the GEF7 administrative 
budget request does not vary between the three funding scenarios proposed, meaning a 
lower admin/project ratio the higher the replenishment. 
 
Management framework/contracts  
 
All Implementing Agencies are required to submit all data extracted from the GEF’s 
standardised monitoring tools (i.e. project tracking tool, project implementation reports 
(PIRs), mid-term reviews (MTRs), and project completion reports or terminal evaluations 
(TEs) on an annual basis.  This information is then included within the GEF’s Annual 
Monitoring Report (AMR) which provides: (i) an overview of cumulative project approvals; 
(ii) an analysis of GEF-6 project approvals; (iii) a breakdown of GEF’s active portfolio 
including performance ratings for each Implementing Agency; and (iv) information on 
management effectiveness and efficiency indicators. 
 
Each of the Implementing Agencies are required to submit an annual financial report, audited 
by the agency’s independent auditors, and certain periodic unaudited financial reports, as 
evidence that the resources of the Trust Fund are being used in line with GEF procedures.  
The Trustee also has a responsibility to monitor the application of budgetary and project 
funds to ensure that the resources of the Trust Fund are being used in accordance with the 
Instrument and the decisions of the Council.  
 
Monitoring and Management  
 
The GEF have effective mechanisms and systems to track and manage poorly performing 
projects and programmes, which includes a Project Management Information System 
(PMIS) which contains data of all GEF projects.   The IT upgrade process for the PMIS 
remains ongoing).  The upgrade will include development of a number of web-based tracking 
tools, which will automatically upload information to the PMIS and automatically generated 
reports which will provide key information across each of the GEF focal areas.   
 
With regard to misappropriation of or fraudulent use of funds, the GEF, since 2012 has 
introduced stronger policies. All 18 GEF Partner Agencies have formally agreed to the 
provision on misuse of funds by either signing Financial Procedures Agreements or through 
amendments to existing FPAs with the Trustee. The Agreements explicitly address the 
aspect of return of funds that have not been used by a GEF Agency for the intended 
purposes, which was absent in the previous 2013 DD assessment but was noted as in 
progress. 
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If the Trustee has reason for concern that GEF resources provided to an Agency for a project 
may not have been used in accordance with the GEF Instrument and decisions taken by 
GEF Council, it will ask the Agency to provide it with information concerning the use of the 
resources.  The GEF have confirmed during the process of this DD assessment that nothing 
has been reported by the Agencies to this effect to the Trustee or the GEF Council. 
 
Further provisions and safeguards as follows:  
 

(i) In addition to the provisions in the FPA regarding suspension of commitments and 
disbursements to a GEF Partner Agency that is not in compliance with its reporting 
requirements under the FPA, the FPA should provide that, if any financial or auditor’s 
report provided to the Trustee by a GEF Partner Agency under the FPA indicates 
that resources provided to the GEF Partner Agency under the FPA were not used 
for the purposes provided under the GEF Instrument and the decisions taken by the 
GEF Council, then the following measures would apply: the GEF Partner Agency will 
promptly refund such resources to the Trustee or otherwise take necessary actions 
within its control to address the matter, including notification of such actions by the 
GEF Partner Agency to the CEO, and where appropriate, after consultation with the 
CEO, to the GEF Council; 

  

(ii) in the event of a failure on the part of a GEF Partner Agency to take the above action, 
the Trustee will bring the matter to the attention of the CEO, and, after consultation 
with the concerned GEF Partner Agency, the CEO will inform the GEF Council;  

(iii) the GEF Council will consult with, and seek the views of, the concerned GEF Partner 
Agency; and  

(iv) The GEF Council may instruct the Trustee to suspend commitments and 
disbursements of GEF funds to the GEF Partner Agency.  

 
The GEF Council are able to take other actions, such as deciding that the GEF Partner 
Agency will not be eligible to receive further GEF funding until the misused funds have been 
returned.  
 
If the funds were not used for the purposes provided due to the action of third parties and 
not as a result of the Agency’s gross negligence or willful misconduct, the GEF Partner 
Agency would be expected to follow its own rules and procedures and would be requested 
to use reasonable efforts to recover the amount from the third parties and return the GEF 
resources to the extent that they are recovered by the GEF Partner Agency, but the GEF 
Partner Agency would not be required to return any misused resources which are not so 
recovered. 
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D. Financial Case  

 
GEF is multi-donor fund, with the World Bank as Trustee. It will be the primary recipient of 
DFID/Defra funds and will be accountable to DFID/Defra for their use. 
 
Funds will be disbursed by GEF to in-country implementing agencies as secondary fund 
holders. In turn these funds will be disbursed to service agents who will be responsible for 
delivery of the projects and services, agreed under individual GEF funded projects and 
overseen by the country implementing agencies. 
 
The total cost to DFID will be up to £150m for the period 2018/19 -22/23. The funds will be 
managed by the Climate and Environment Department.  Defra will provide up to £100m over 
the same period. Linking 20% PbR (payment by results) of the UK’s funding to performance 
will be contingent on GEF’s performance against (these targets) 
 
The range of UK expectations on GEF reform is significant and DFID does judge that for a 
PbR approach, added incentive should be provided to areas that DFID regards as critical for 
GEF’s move to organisational excellence 
 
 
Management of our GEF contribution and participation in the GEF Council will require 
administrative resource of DFID staff of A1 x 0.2 FTE, A2 x 0.4 FTE, A2L x 0.4 FTE, and B1 
x 0.15 FTE.  
 
What are the costs to be incurred by third party organisations? 
 
Not applicable. 
 
Does the project involve financial aid to governments? If so, please define the 

arrangements in detail 
 
Not applicable - no financial aid to governments.  GEF funds are managed by international 
implementing agencies.   
 
Is the required funding available through current resource allocations or via a bid 

from contingency? Will it be funded through capital/programme/admin? 
 
This programme will be funded using current programme resources available from the 
DFID’s Climate and Environment Department’s budget together with Defra’s contribution. 
The contribution is 100% RDEL as GEF provides 95% of its funding through grants (and 5% 
through non-grant instruments) to incentivise adoption of sustainable development options. 
 
GEF was designed to provide grants to incentivise and enable sustainable development 
which yields global benefits.  GEF is not configured to receive CDEL either in the form of 
loans or to acquire a share of the fund and any future reflows.  GEF does not have the 
operational and procedural infrastructure to receive loan inputs and substantial changes in 
GEF’s business model would be required to make their use feasible.  Discussions with other 
donors on the potential applicability of loans to GEF showed that they do not think loans 
appropriate.   
 
Note that 100% of the total DFID and Defra contribution to GEF will be counted as ODA.  
The GEF is required to provide support to all eligible developing countries under the 
requirements of the Conventions for which it acts as financial mechanisms.  Almost all of the 
funding is to developing countries as defined by the OECD DAC list.  As described in the 
Strategic Case, we have sought to reduce the grant equivalence of support for the wealthier 
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of these countries through including a requirement for financial leverage to GEF funding, 
and hence increasing the results achieved through GEF7.  A small number of High Income 
Countries (HICs) remain eligible for support under the terms of the Conventions, despite 
recently graduating from the OECD DAC list.  3% of GEF funding went to HICs in GEF6.  As 
the Convention lists catch up with broader ODA eligibility we expect this figure to decrease 
in GEF7.  Note that under DAC rules up to 10% of total programme resources can be spent 
in not ODA eligible countries without affecting the definition of ODA of the total programme 
budget. 
 
Linked to the above, we are also seeking an increased use of non-grant instruments for 
blended finance in GEF7 as a mechanism to enhance private sector engagement. The GEF6 
Non-Grant Pilot was successful, attracting more proposals than could be funded, and 
resulting in ten innovative projects that included USD 91.2 million in GEF funding while 
attracting USD 1,689 million in co-financing.  Under GEF-7, non-grant instruments will 
continue to catalyse investments from capital markets at global and national levels aligned 
with focal area objectives. In order to enhance future investments, several new measures 
will be considered to address lessons learned. These might include allowing larger scale 
investment packages by removing the project size cap; including options for advisory 
services (i.e., technical assistance); documenting the process for project selection and 
award; and promoting the use of non-grant instruments within STAR allocation projects. The 
selection criteria will ensure that GEF funds provide the minimum level of concessionality 
needed to “crowd in” private sector investment. Each investment will have an expectation of 
reflows to the GEF Trust Fund. 
 
What is the profile of estimated costs? How will you work to ensure accurate 

forecasting? 
 
The UK has made previous payments to the GEF by promissory notes in four, annual 
instalments for GEF4, GEF5 and GEF6.  It is proposed to continue this practice in GEF7, 
with four equal payments in FYs 2018/19 -2022/23.  The timing of the payment will be set 
out in a Memorandum of Understanding between DFID and GEF. It is anticipated that the 
first payment will be made June 2018. 
 
We have an agreed encashment schedule with the World Bank, as Trustee, and, before any 
payments are made, we seek assurance from them that payments will not be in advance of 
need. We request that the Trustee provide us with a table showing disbursements to date 
and balance remaining, together with a list of commitments over the next 6 months, showing 
that the Secretariat anticipates approving a work programme requiring donors to make funds 
available according to their payment schedules. 
 
The Bank has recently provided the following information regarding promissory note 
encashments: 
 

“The GEF encashment modality is agreed by donors as a part of the replenishment 
negotiations. The promissory notes that are deposited by donors are encashed on 
an approximately pro-rata basis among donors based on an indicative (standard) 
encashment schedule agreed with donors under the GEF replenishment resolution. 
The standard encashment schedule takes into consideration the expected time 
profile of disbursements for GEF projects approved during the replenishment 
periods, and donors’ general preferences that encashment levels do not fluctuate 
sharply from period to period. The Trustee may also agree to encash promissory 
notes on a basis other than that of the indicative schedule as long as the revised 
(customised) encashment schedule is no less favourable to the GEF Trust Fund than 
the standard schedule, in present value terms.” 

Details on promissory note encashment modalities are elaborated in the financing 
framework document prepared during the replenishment negotiations. 
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It is worth noting that the independent evaluation of GEF6, OPS6, identified that GEF 
financing has been constrained by exchange rate volatility and impediments to scaling-up 
non-grant instruments. GEF7 is strongly constrained by the appreciation of the US$, in which 
the GEF is denominated, which has the effect of reducing the US$ value of most of the major 
donors’ national currencies.  Since GEF6 (2014), the US$ has appreciated against the Yen 
by 12%, the Euro by 15% and Sterling by 19%. At the request of donors, the GEF Trustee 
is preparing options for the management of currency risks in the GEF, including providing 
an option for hedging.  We will consider the proposal for hedging on its merits and respond 
accordingly, alongside other donors, in due course.  It is worth noting that using a hedging 
mechanism would incur additional costs and would mean losing potential benefits should 
exchange rates go in favour of Sterling. 

What is the assessment of financial risk and fraud? 
 
DFID’s 2017 Internal Analysis for GEF judged funding to GEF to be ‘low risk’. The Due 
Diligence assessment of GEF’s financial stability concluded that ‘GEF has sufficient 
processes in place to manage any risks’.   GEF’s financial management was also reviewed 
as part of the MDR and was assessed as being satisfactory; however, it was found to lack 
its own risk framework that clarifies risk appetite or escalation mechanisms. Discussions 
have already begun with GEF Secretariat to introduce improved arrangements. 
 
The GEF Evaluation Office Ethical Guidelines provide guidance to its staff and consultants 
on ethical behaviour, in order to ensure that evaluations are free of bias, transparent and 
considerate of stakeholder rights and interests.  The guidelines contain specific provisions 
to prevent conflict of interest on three levels: institutional, staff and consultants hired to 
contribute to evaluations. 

 
The GEF Policy Paper, Recommended Minimum Fiduciary Standards for GEF Implementing 
and Executive Agencies (June 2007), recommends standards to agencies and requests that 
agencies report on compliance with these.  These standards include recommendations for 
an internal audit in line with internationally recognised standards, a hotline to report incidents 
and a whistle-blower protection policy.  The GEF Council reviews these standards every 
four years.  While existing policies require GEF agencies to have and maintain safeguard 
policies in force, we will be considering the extent to which they actively seek out 
malpractice, other than through audits, and whether more proactive approaches are 
warranted. 
 
To further strengthen the controls in place GEF adopted a set of strengthened policies to 
address misappropriation of funds in June 2012.  The UK would be made aware of any 
suspected misappropriation of funds through our representative on the GEF Council. 
 
 
How will expenditure be monitored, reported and accounted for? 
 
GEF expenditure is routinely reported upon at the six monthly Council meetings, where the 
World Bank, as the Trustee, prepares Status Reports on the GEF. The DFID Council 
Member and Defra Alternate Member represent the UK at these meetings. The World Bank 
also carries out audits periodically. 
 
The Council / CEO are also involved in oversight of project approval through the following 
process: 
 

1. Council approval of a project concept (or a Project Identification Form (PIF)). This 
step can be skipped if the grant request is below US$ 2 million and no project 
preparation grant (PPG) is needed (GEF projects below US$ 2 million are subject to 
the same review and fiduciary standards as all other projects; they are also subject 
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to the annual monitoring review, and required to submit annual project implementation 
reports).   

2. CEO approval/ CEO endorsement of a fully developed project proposal. Once a 
project is CEO endorsed, the GEF Trustee releases the required project funds for 
transfer to the Implementing Agency.  

3. Project implementation. The implementation phase is undertaken by the 
Implementing Agency. 

 
Information on the status of projects (concept, pipeline, approved) is available on project 
score cards on the Project Management Information System. 
 
Are there any accounting considerations arising from the project? 
 
Standard accounts and financial management reports will be provided by the GEF. 
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E. Management Case  

 
GEF Governance and Organisational Structure 
 
The GEF Council is the main governing body of GEF, and the UK is one of the Council 
members. The Council comprises members representing 32 constituencies - 16 from 
developing countries, 14 from developed countries, and two from countries with transitional 
economies. Council Members rotate every three years or until the constituency appoints a 
new Member. The Council, which meets twice annually, develops, adopts and evaluates the 
operational policies and programs for GEF-financed activities. It also reviews and approves 
the work programme (projects submitted for approval), making decisions by consensus. The 
Council functions as an independent board of directors, with primary responsibility for 
developing, adopting, and evaluating GEF programmes.   Two-thirds of the Members of the 
Council constitute a quorum and decisions have, to date, been taken by consensus, 
although the GEF Instrument has provision for voting. The Council has an open door policy 
toward non-governmental organisations and representatives of civil society.  With respect to 
decision making, the Council meets twice a year and some business may be agreed by 
written procedure between meetings. 
 
The GEF Secretariat coordinates the overall implementation of GEF activities and services 
and reports to the Council.  The Secretariat is headed by the Chief Executive Officer (CEO), 
who is appointed to serve for three years, and may be reappointed by the Council.  
 
The GEF Agencies are the operational arm of GEF.  GEF develops its projects through 
eighteen Implementing Agencies: primarily the multilateral development banks and UN 
Agencies. At the second replenishment meeting in October 2017 the Secretariat presented 
updated analysis on the possible need to accredit additional Agencies to the GEF 
Partnership. The Secretariat concluded at the time that the latest data did not point to a clear 
need to expand the GEF Partnership so soon after the accreditation of eight new Agencies, 
and – based on criteria of coverage, efficiency and effectiveness, as well as the quality of 
engagement across the Partnership – that the potential cost of accrediting a limited number 
of additional Agencies would appear to outweigh the potential benefits.  
 
The Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel (STAP) provides independent advice to GEF 
on scientific and technical aspects of programmes and policies.  The members of STAP are 
appointed by the Executive Director of UNEP, in consultation with GEF’s CEO, the 
Administrator of UNDP, and the President of the World Bank.  
 
GEF’s Independent Evaluation Office provides a basis for decision-making on amendments 
and improvements of policies, strategies, programme management, procedures and 
projects; promotes accountability for resource use against project objectives; documents 
and provides feedback to subsequent activities; and promotes knowledge management on 
results, performance and lessons learned. 
 
 
Management of funds in DFID 
 
The GEF programme is jointly managed by DFID and Defra. DFID’s Climate and 
Environment Department (CED) in will lead on Programme Management and will include; 
the Head of CED (Senior Civil Service), the International Team Leader (A1) who will maintain 
oversight, with management inputs from an A2L, B1 and advice from DFID and Defra 
advisors on technical matters, as required.  Defra will also provide one Programme Manager. 
The DFID A1 is the SRO and UK Council member and the Defra Deputy Director, 
International is the Alternate.   
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The UK has had a seat since the start of GEF and will continue to have a seat. .  The UK 
has a close working relationship with the GEF Secretariat and is an influential voice on the 
GEF Council.   
 
What are the risks and how these will be managed? 
 

Risk Description Threat* Mitigating Actions 

1. Impediments to 
implementing the Ozone-
Depleting Substances work 
stream from GEF 6 persist and 
block progress in GEF7. 

Severe Continue to monitor situation on ODS with the 
technical lead in the GEF Secretariat and take 
any action to promote progress as soon as 
appropriate. 

2. GEF7 shortfall in financing 
does not achieve an optimum 
allocation of resources across 
priority locations and focal 
areas. 

Major Continue to monitor and direct through Council 
GEF Sec maintains appropriate balances 
across the different focal areas and themes, 
including the use of STAR allocations.  

3. GEF outputs fail to achieve 
sustainability objectives. 

Major Continue monitoring sustainability ratings as 
part of GEF corporate reporting and seek 
adjustments to programming through Council if 
necessary. 

4. GEF fails to mainstream 
gender. 

Moderate Continue engaging with GEF Sec’s Gender 
Lead and other interested parties to identify and 
clear bottlenecks in implementation of the 
gender policy. 

  

5. GEF fails to share lessons 
and promote lesson learning 
effectively; outputs are not 
scaled or replicated. 

Minor Continue to monitor progress of the GEF 
Secretariat KM Team to ensure progress is 
made in the KM Roadmap. 

6..Internal reputational risk 
resulting from GEF’s lack of 
progress in IATI reporting 

Minor Continue to promote the importance of following 
up on IATI membership with the GEF 
Secretariat as agreed through the GEF-7 
replenishment negotiations. 

7.1 GEF fails to remain at the 
forefront of innovation. 
7.2 GEF fails to make best use 
of cross-thematic solutions to 

Minor • Regular review and revision of GEF’s 
thematic area strategies and indicators. 
• Monitoring the success of new 
programmes to increase cross-thematic area 
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environmental and 
developmental problems. 
7.3 GEF’s programming 
modalities do not appropriately 
reflect the inter-connected 
nature of the problems 
addressed. 
7.4 GEF targets/programming 
are/is too heavily focused on 
progress against individual 
rather than integrated 
objectives 

working, and ensuring that there continues to be 
prioritisation of pressing development 
challenges, e.g. food security. 

8 Exchange rate volatility Severe GEF Trustee is preparing options for the 
management of currency risks in the GEF, 
including providing an option for hedging.  We 
will consider the proposal for hedging on its 
merits and respond accordingly, alongside other 
donors, in due course.  It is worth noting that 
using a hedging mechanism would incur 
additional costs and would mean losing 
potential benefits should exchange rates go in 
favour of Sterling. 

8. Donor contributions to GEF7 
not forthcoming. 

Moderate Continue to monitor donor contributions. 

9. GEF/LDCF does not improve 
and maintain the existing 
Safeguarding policies. 

Moderate Continue to monitor GEF’s Safeguarding policies 
and those currently being updated. Use Council 
meetings as an opportunity to raise awareness and 
gain support of this with other donors when possible. 

 
* Threat is a function of effect and probability 
 

 
 
What conditions apply (for financial aid only)? 
 
Not applicable, as the programme does not involve financial aid to governments. 
 
How will progress and results be monitored, measured and evaluated? 
 
GEF has an established Results Based Management (RBM) system, which sets out a 
process to ensure the quality of objectives, baselines, and results indicators, where each 
step of the results chain can be easily defined and tracked. The RBM system seeks to ensure 
that project outputs feed into focal area objectives, which in turn feed into GEF’s corporate 
level targets and indicators. 
 
Figure 4: GEF RBM Framework 
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All Implementing Agencies are required to submit all data extracted from GEF’s standardised 
monitoring tools (i.e. project tracking tool, project implementation reports (PIRs), mid-term 
reviews (MTRs), and project completion reports or terminal evaluations (TEs) on an annual 
basis.  This information is then included within GEF’s Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) which 
provides: (i) an overview of cumulative project approvals; (ii) detailed information on the 
projects approved in the year in question; (iii) a breakdown of GEF’s active portfolio including 
performance ratings for each Implementing Agency; and (iv) information on management 
effectiveness and efficiency indicators. 
 
Each of the Implementing Agencies are required to submit an annual financial report, audited 
by the agency’s independent auditors, and certain periodic unaudited financial reports, as 
evidence that the resources of the Trust Fund are being used in line with GEF procedures.  
The Trustee also has a responsibility to monitor the application of budgetary and project 
funds to ensure that the resources of the Trust Fund are being used in accordance with the 
Instrument and the decisions of the Council.  
 
GEF have effective mechanisms and systems to track and manage poorly performing 
projects and programmes, which includes a Project Management Information System 
(PMIS) which contains data of all GEF projects.   GEF is currently in the process of upgrading 
the PMIS.  The upgrade will include development of a number of web-based tracking tools, 
which will automatically upload information to the PMIS and automatically generated reports 
which will provide key information across each of the GEF focal areas. 
 
At the end of each replenishment period, the GEF Independent Evaluation Office produces 
an Overall Performance Study (OPS), which provides an independent assessment of the 
achievements of GEF up to the time of the study. OPS6 was published in 2017. 
 
DFID will measure the performance of GEF against the corporate-level indicators which form 
the apex of the RBM system. DFID will monitor and take action, as necessary, through the 
Council meetings.  DFID reporting will be by the standard Annual Report and the concluding 
assessment of GEF6 through the standard Project Completion Report.   
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Monitoring and evaluating the UK Contribution 
 
Monitoring and evaluation of the UK support will draw on GEF M&E systems and results 
frameworks.   All approved projects have developed a detailed monitoring and evaluation 
plan that includes provision and arrangements for annual monitoring reports and 
independent mid-term and final evaluations. In addition, indicators for tracking the 
achievement of project goals and objectives are provided, including targets for mid-term and 
project completion.  
 

The GEF Secretariat has developed a corporate-level results framework48, which includes 

high-level targets for each of the GEF focal areas: climate change; biodiversity; land 
degradation; international waters; chemicals and waste; and corporate programmes. These 
targets are incorporated in the logical framework which DFID and Defra have developed to 
measure the progress of GEF. DFID and Defra will draw on this performance framework to 
produce Annual Reports for each year of the GEF7 replenishment and a Project Completion 
Report at the end of the replenishment period. 
 
The ICF KPIs are the primary way in which the UK measures results from across the whole 
of its portfolio of ICF investments. In 2017, for the first time, DFID were able to report against 
some ICF KPIs for GEF6 using the data published in the latest GEF Corporate Scorecard. 
This helps DFID and HMG to demonstrate what it is achieving with its ICF investments and 
fulfil its accountability functions. The work of the GEF secretariat in delivering this was 
appreciated. 
 
For GEF6, in 2017, DFID reported lifetime expected results attributable to its investment in 
GEF for three KPIs:  

 6. Net Change in Greenhouse Gas Emissions (tCO2e) 

 11. Volume of public finance mobilised for climate change purposes 

 12. Volume of private finance mobilised for climate change purposes 
 
HMG will work with GEF secretariat to deliver at least the same level of ICF KPI reporting 
for GEF7 and look for opportunities to increase it. These might include: 

 Reporting against more KPIs, e.g.  
o 7. Level of installed capacity of clean energy generated (likely from 2019 

onwards) 
o 15. Extent to which ICF intervention is likely to have a transformational effect 
o Potentially the forestry KPIs depending on their level of development and 

relevance for GEF 

 Better disaggregation, e.g. 
o for KPI 11 and 12, the origin of the leveraged finance (developed or 

developing country) and the sector/theme that finance is going towards 
(Adaptation, Low Carbon Development, Forestry) 

 Reporting achieved results for completed projects in earlier replenishments, where 
this is possible, including through drawing on the work of the GEF Independent 
Evaluation Office (IEO) 

 Reporting results from previous years, e.g. to fill in gaps for GEF5 
 
GEF are developing a new results framework. HMG will work with GEF secretariat to 
promote alignment in results frameworks where possible, particularly on forestry indicators. 
This new framework will be used from the start of GEF7 on July 1 2018. 
 

                                            
48 The GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Policy 
https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/ME_Policy_2010_0.pdf  

https://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/ME_Policy_2010_0.pdf
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Also there are improvements that could be made to the methodology used for GEF6. These 
improvements will be taken forward by HMG working with GEF secretariat during future ICF 
results collections.  
 
On evaluation, HMG will look to work with the Independent Evaluation Office (IEO) to 
consider whether evaluations of GEF7 could look more at outcomes delivered by GEF 
projects and explicitly examine UK priority areas such as the Leave No One Behind agenda 
and transformational change. 
 
Conversations with the IEO suggest that there are a number of areas where we will wish to 
work with them closely during the period covered by this Business Case. One is on 
verification of achieved results, which GEF secretariat does not provide due to the lag 
between programme implementation and benefits realisation. For example, on greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions, only at the end of GEF 4 were targets on GHG emissions for projects 
brought in, and projects approved at that time are only starting to finish now. Therefore, an 
assessment of the GHG reductions they achieved did not feature in the recent OPS 6, but 
should feature in the IEO work plan for the next replenishment period.  
 
There is also IEO work ongoing looking at public and private finance leveraged by a 
subgroup of projects. When this is concluded in 2018, we will utilise this to provide estimates 
of achieved results for KPI 11 and 12.  
 
The IEO have published an evaluative piece looking at evidence of transformational change 
within the GEF portfolio. We will also use this as the basis of an assessment for KPI 15. 


