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1. CONTEXT 

1. This evaluation is intended to inform GEF’s strategy of achieving multiple benefits 
through programs and projects that are funded through multiple focal area allocations and 
trust funds in GEF-7. This chapter provides a background of the evaluation’s purpose, key 
concepts used, and a review of the Global Environment Facility’s (GEF’s) approach to multiple 
benefits since its inception. 

1.1. Purpose  

2. Multiple benefits refer to the global environmental benefits achieved within a project or 
program that meet the priorities of at least two focal areas, including any local environmental 
and social benefits that contribute to achieving and sustaining these global environmental 
benefits. The purpose of this evaluation was to assess the extent to which GEF support has 
generated multiple benefits—including any synergies and trade-offs—as the funding 
mechanism of several multilateral environmental agreements (MEAs). The multifocal area 
(MFA) portfolio was chosen as the focus of this evaluation because it explicitly aims to achieve 
benefits for more than one focal area.1 In the process, the evaluation also characterized the 
MFA portfolio, which is a subset of the GEF portfolio that had not yet been comprehensively 
assessed. It complements the evaluation of the GEF’s programmatic approaches, which 
assesses how MFA programs are implemented. 
 
3. Key terms used throughout this evaluation are defined in Box 1. Section 1.2 provides 
their historical and institutional context. 

Box 1: Definition of key terms in evaluation 

MFA project or 
program 

A project or program that is funded through allocations from more than one focal area, 
or is labeled as such 

Multiple benefits The aggregate global environmental benefits achieved within a project or program that 
meet the priorities of at least two focal areas, including any local environmental and 
social benefits that contribute to achieving and sustaining these global environmental 
benefits  

Synergy Multiple benefits achieved in more than one focal area as a result of a single 
intervention, or benefits achieved from the interaction of outcomes from at least two 
separate interventions in addition to those achieved, had the interventions been done 
independently  

Trade-off A reduction in one benefit in the process of maximizing or increasing another benefit  
 

                                                           
1 GEF focal areas are biodiversity, climate change, land degradation, international waters, and chemicals and waste. Single-focal 
area (SFA) projects may also generate multiple benefits, but do not explicitly target priorities of multiple focal areas. 
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1.2. Background and Key Concepts 

Multiple Benefits and Synergy 

4. Given the interconnected nature of environmental issues, interventions intended to 
meet the targets of one MEA can produce benefits aligned with the priorities of others (Cowie 
et al. 2007). Within international institutions such as the GEF, the term multiple benefits is used 
to refer to the benefits achieved by a project or program in more than one sector (e.g., Milne et 
al. 2015; IEA 2014; Melo et al. 2014; Sinnassamy et al. 2016). In the literature, this concept is 
referred to as co-benefits (e.g., Brown et al. 2008; Karousakis 2009), synergy (e.g., Cowie et al. 
2007), win-win (e.g., Chhatre and Agrawal 2009; Haase et al. 2012; Howe et al. 2014) or even 
win-win-win (Halpern et al. 2013, referring to biodiversity conservation, efficiency, and 
equality). “Multiple benefits” and “synergy” cover similar concepts, with multiple benefits being 
a more general term that avoids treating some benefits as more important to maximize than 
others (IEA, 2014). 

5. The three main areas of global environmental change—land, biodiversity, and climate—
are ecologically interlinked in a way that make them particularly suited for exploring synergies 
(Gisladottir and Stocking 2005) (see Figure 1). Several interventions targeting different 
outcomes can also together produce a benefit that is greater than the sum of its parts; in other 
words, “a more positive form of win-win” (OME 2005, p. ii). For example, the prevention of 
deforestation, ecological restoration of fragmented landscapes, and reforestation on degraded 
lands address biodiversity and climate change goals simultaneously (Totten et al. 2003). 
Tscharntke et al. (2012) describe the benefits that protecting biodiversity in native habitats can 
have on agroecosystems through pest management, pollination, and soil and water quality. It 
was immediately apparent when discussions on REDD+ began in 2005 that activities for 
reducing emissions through deforestation and forest degradation could simultaneously 
contribute to poverty reduction, biodiversity, and land benefits (Brown et al. 2008, Karousakis 
2009). 

  

6. In the GEF, multiple benefits refer to both global environmental benefits (e.g., 
ecosystem goods and services that have global significance, such as reduction in forest loss and 
degradation) and the local benefits that support their achievement (e.g., food security, access 
to sustainable energy). Local environmental, social, and economic benefits are recognized 
within the GEF as tightly linked to global benefits, with the former supporting achievement of 
the latter by providing incentives and the appropriate social conditions and enabling behaviors 
that sustain global environmental benefits (GEF EO 2006).  

This evaluation uses the term multiple benefits to refer to the aggregate benefits achieved by a project or 
program in more than one focal area. Synergy refers to multiple benefits that are achieved either 
simultaneously through a single intervention, or through the interaction of outcomes of at least two 
interventions (Figure 2).  
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Figure 1: Opportunities for synergy across different focal areas as well as to the socioeconomic sphere 
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Figure 2: Diagram of key terms used in the evaluation including multifocal area project  
(blue shaded area), multiple benefits (green shaded area), two types of synergies (dotted lines), and 
potential trade-offs (dotted arrows). Source: Compiled from synergies identified in various sources 
including: Brown et al. 2008, Cowie et al. 2011, Karousakis 2009, Visseren-Hamakers et al. 2012, Wall et 
al. 2015. 

 

Trade-off 

7. Contrasting with the notion of “win-win” is the argument that it is not possible to 
maximize benefits in two or more sectors at the same time; trade-offs are inevitable (Hirsh et 
al. 2011, McShane et al. 2011). At a basic level, the term trade-off expresses the idea that 
“when some things are gained, others are lost” (McShane et al. 2011, p 968). Trade-offs have 
been discussed in the literature between sector objectives, between environmental and 
socioeconomic outcomes, between geographic locations, and between global and local 
benefits, in addition to temporal trade-offs between short-term and long-term benefits (see 
examples in Box 2). The call for recognizing trade-offs is reflected in a GEF report on 
mainstreaming biodiversity which noted that “[i]n practice, most apparent win-win biodiversity 
mainstreaming projects actually involve trade-offs between desired conservation outcomes and 
desired social outcomes” (GEF 2016, p. 6). 
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Box 2: Types of trade-offs and examples identified in the literature 
Type of Trade-Off Examples from the Literature 
Between focal 
areas 

• Land used for biofuel production for GHG reduction is an opportunity cost for land uses 
that benefit biodiversity or food production (Santangeli et al. 2016) 

Between 
environmental and 
socioeconomic 
outcomes 
 

• Maximizing conservation targets through protected areas restricts access to natural 
resources and reduces opportunities for local communities to meet their needs (Adams 
et al. 2004, Christie 2004, West et al. 2006) 

Between 
geographic 
locations 

• Forest protection activities through REDD+ can displace human pressure to areas 
considered “low carbon” but which are biodiversity-rich, such as grasslands (Visseren-
Hamakers et al. 2012) 

Between global 
and local benefits 

• Loss of local ownership and benefits could occur if governments assume control of 
common forests for achieving REDD+ benefits (Hirsch et al. 2011)  

Between short- 
and long-term 
benefits 

• Forest plantations for carbon sequestration over more biologically diverse natural 
ecosystems represents a temporal trade-off between short-term carbon sequestration 
benefits and long-term ecological resilience (Cowie et al. 2007) 

 

8. Quantitative assessments of trade-offs have been limited by the need to oversimplify 
assumptions in modeling (Butler et al. 2013, Lee et al. 2014, Persha et al. 2011). However, 
identifying potential trade-offs and understanding real and potential gains and losses has been 
recognized as important for learning and comprehensive planning for interventions that aim for 
multiple benefits (Hirsh et al. 2011, McShane et al. 2011). While the complexity of social-
ecological systems means there is no one-size fits all solution to mitigating trade-offs, 
management approaches can play a key role. As one example, the impact of the trade-off 
between land-intensive renewable energy (e.g., biofuel) and habitat for biodiversity varies 
depending on the region, type of renewable energy used, and restrictions on harvest 
(Santangeli et al.2016). 

Integration 

9. GEF’s Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel (STAP) outlines 14 possible domains of 
integration based on where they could occur during a project cycle—during problem diagnosis, 
project design, and implementation (Tengberg and Valencia, 2017, p 11-12). For example, 
during project design, integration can occur across land, water, and soil (or focal areas in GEF 
context), within landscapes, between environmental and development concerns, across 
agencies, across policy, and through multiple stakeholder engagement in design. During 
implementation and governance, integration can be seen in, among others, the involvement of 
multiple stakeholders in decision making, inclusion of equity concerns, and adaptive policy and 
decision making. 

10. Integration has been seen globally through MEAs, with a trend toward aiming for the 
generation of multiple benefits through integrating environmental with socioeconomic goals. 
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The MEAs adopted during the Rio Summit2 all emphasize the need for addressing their 
objectives within the context of sustainable development. Opportunities for synergies across 
MEAs are being explored, such as through a Joint Liaison Group formed in 2001 among the CBD, 
UNFCCC and UNCCD Secretariats. The Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) build on the 
Millennium Development Goals by taking a more integrated approach to development 
interventions that seeks connections and synergies across goals. While not formally mandated 
to deliver on SDGs, GEF contributes to SDGs 2, 6, 13, and 15 related to zero hunger, clean water 
and sanitation, climate action, and life-sustaining forests and biodiversity through the delivery 
of global environmental benefits corresponding with multiple MEA targets. 

11. GEF gives priority to “integrating global environmental concerns with national ones in 
the framework of national sustainable development strategies” (GEF Instrument 2015, Annex 
D, para. 6). STAP has been a strong advocate for delivering global environmental benefits within 
the context of sustainable development in an integrated manner, where “the synergy between 
development and environment is pursued, and the generation of multiple benefits is promoted 
vigorously” (Bierbaum et al 2014, p.4).  

1.3. Evolution of GEF’s Approach to Multiple Benefits 

12. The intent to generate multiple benefits has been evident in GEF support prior to the 
emergence of the MFA label in GEF-4. In 2000, the GEF Secretariat issued guidance for 
Operational Program 12 (OP12): Integrated Ecosystem Management, considered by many as 
the precursor to MFA programming. OP12 was the primary entry point for LD projects, seen as 
a cross-cutting issue linked to BD, CC and international waters (IW). Projects were intended to 
be multifocal and synergistic, “where achievement of benefits in one focal area leads to 
increased benefits in another” (GEF OME 2005). Projects approved under OP12 were required 
to generate at least two out of four types of environmental benefits related to biodiversity 
conservation and sustainable use, carbon storage and emissions reduction, conservation and 
sustainable use of water-bodies, and pollution prevention in globally important ecosystems.3  

13. OP12 also aimed to generate socioeconomic benefits at the local scale in response to 
the three Rio Summit MEAs, with explicit guidance to “[catalyze] widespread adoption of 
comprehensive ecosystem management interventions that integrate ecological, economic and 
social goals to achieve multiple and cross-cutting local, national and global benefits” (GEF OME 

                                                           
2 The Rio Summit is the popular name of the United Nations Conference in Environment and Development (UNCED) held in Rio 
de Janeiro, Brazil in June 1992, which designated the GEF as the primary financial mechanism for these global conventions. The 
conventions adopted as a result of the Rio Summit are the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), and the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD), which form 
the bases for GEF’s BD, CC and LD focal areas, respectively.  
3 Two other cross-focal area programs introduced were Integrated Land and Water Multiple Focal Area (OP9) and Operational 
Program on Sustainable Land Management (OP15). OP9 aimed to produce benefits for land, biodiversity and climate specifically 
linked with transboundary water bodies, as one area of work under the IW focal area. OP15 aimed to mitigate the causes and 
negative impacts specifically of land degradation on the structure and functional integrity of ecosystems, to contribute to 
improving people’s livelihoods and economic well-being. OP15 mainly supported sustainable land management, and was the 
first financing window dedicated to the then-new LD focal area. 
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2000, p.3). Country demand for more integrated projects was cited by GEF Secretariat as one of 
the reasons OP12 was introduced. 

14. When the Resource Allocation Framework (RAF) was introduced in 2006—revised and 
renamed as the System for Transparent Allocation of Resources (STAR) in 2009—the GEF 
transitioned from approving projects by operational program to focal area strategies. Under the 
new system, each country is given a specific funding envelope for the BD, CC, and LD focal 
areas. Projects that combine funding from different focal areas are categorized as MFA. In 
addition, projects that combine the priorities of at least two of these three focal areas can 
access the Sustainable Forest Management (SFM/REDD+) funding envelope. SFM/REDD+ 
funding could match STAR funds by as much as 33 percent in GEF-5, and up to 50 percent in 
GEF-6 per project. The GEF provided this incentive with the goal of “encouraging investments in 
the forestry sector and promoting integrated approaches” (GEF 2017, p.2). 

15. The GEF-6 Programming Directions, presented to the GEF Assembly in May 2014, 
further identify the different ways that each focal area might produce synergies that benefit 
other focal areas. One innovation in GEF-6 is the Integrated Approach Pilots (IAPs), which were 
launched to catalyze transformational change at higher scales. IAPs are designed as integrated 
investments targeting the underlying drivers of environmental degradation with the goal to 
“overcome focal area silos and build on the necessary linkages that help achieve sustainable 
development goals” (GEF 2014a, p. 173). Countries are offered additional matching funds of up 
to 100 percent when part of their STAR allocation is used toward projects that are part of IAPs. 

  

Box 3: Timeline of MFA projects 

 

16. Apart from providing financial incentives, the GEF Secretariat in GEF-6 has taken on a 
more active role in influencing the strategic decision of whether a project should be funded as 
an MFA. This has taken place through consultations during the Conference of Parties (COP) of 
the conventions and National Portfolio Formulation Exercises (NPFEs), as well as through direct 
communication with GEF OFPs on how focal area funding may be better structured. As a result 
of all these developments combined, the MFA portfolio has grown quickly in recent years.  

Timeline of MFA Projects 

• GEF-3 (2002-2007): GEF Secretariat issues official guidance on OP12 that aims to address concerns across 
focal areas and theoretically provide multiple focal area and socioeconomic benefits. OP12 considered by 
many as a precursor to MFA programming. 

• GEF-4 (2007-2010): RAF, later replaced by STAR, is introduced. MFA as a category of projects emerges. 

• GEF-5 (2010-2015): Additional funding envelope for SFM, piloted in GEF-4 through $50 million Forest 
Management Program, is made available for MFA projects. 

• GEF-6 (2014-2018): IAPs introduced. These are MFA programs intended to address drivers of environmental 
decline and catalyze transformational change at higher scales. Countries receive additional matching funds 
when part of their STAR allocation is used toward IAPs.  
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1.4. Structure of the Report 

17. Chapter 2 provides an overview of the evaluation’s approach and methods. Chapter 3 
presents the characteristics of the MFA portfolio assessed by this evaluation. Findings that 
respond to the key evaluation questions are discussed from Chapters 4 to 6. Chapters 4 and 5 
present the multiple benefits, synergies and progress toward impact achieved, mechanisms 
used to mitigate trade-offs, and the factors that have affected these outcomes. Chapter 6 
discusses the opportunities and risks of the GEF’s multifocal approach, as well as conditions 
under which it is most suitable for implementation. Chapter 7 presents conclusions and 
recommendations drawn from findings in the preceding chapters. 
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2. EVALUATION APPROACH 

This chapter provides an overview of the evaluation’s approach and methods. 

2.1. Evaluation Objective and Key Questions 

18. The main objective of the evaluation was to assess whether interventions designed to 
meet the strategic priorities of multiple focal areas have generated multiple benefits in these 
focal areas, focusing specifically on the MFA portfolio. The evaluation also sought to explore the 
extent to which synergies were achieved and trade-offs mitigated through these projects. 

The four main questions guiding the evaluation were: 

(a) To what extent has GEF support generated multiple benefits through multifocal 
approaches? 

(b) What synergies and trade-offs are produced by GEF support through multifocal 
approaches? 

(c) What factors and conditions contribute to and prevent synergies and trade-offs in 
multiple benefits of GEF-supported interventions? 

(d) How effective has GEF been in enhancing synergies and mitigating trade-offs among 
multiple benefits? 

2.2. Scope 

19. As of September 30, 2016, 532 projects labeled as MFA in GEF’s Project Management 
Information System (PMIS) have been CEO-endorsed or- approved, totaling USD 2.4 billion in 
GEF grants and USD 9.7 billion in co-financing. Of these, 174 are Enabling Activities, accounting 
for 33 percent of projects and 2 percent of GEF funding of the MFA portfolio; 48 are Small 
Grant Programmes (SGPs), equivalent to 9 percent of MFA projects and 34 percent of the GEF 
funding. Cross-cutting capacity development projects comprise 11 percent of projects and 4 
percent of GEF MFA funding. These capacity development projects support interventions that 
primarily aim to enhance country capacities for meeting their MEA obligations, such as through 
mainstreaming convention guidance into national policy and financial frameworks.  

20. The remaining 250 MFA projects, equating to USD 1.4 billion (60 percent) of GEF MFA 
funding, were identified as those primarily intended to achieve multiple environmental 
benefits. This set of MFA projects comprises the evaluation portfolio. It includes projects 
funded prior to GEF-4 that were retroactively labeled as MFA by the GEF Secretariat. 

21. Only those projects CEO-endorsed or -approved in GEF-4 and onwards have funding 
components that are explicitly linked to multiple focal areas through the RAF / STAR. Thus, only 
projects from GEF-4 and onwards were included for analyses involving financing. This reduced 
the total number of projects and sites that could be analyzed; however, it ensured that the 
results are comparable within this subset of projects. Since this subset of projects is more 
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recent and reflective of GEF’s current operational processes, the findings are expected to be 
more applicable to GEF’s newer portfolio of MFA projects that have yet to be implemented. 

22. As stated in Section 1.1, the main purpose of the evaluation was to assess the multiple 
benefits of GEF support, focusing on this MFA portfolio as the source of evidence. Due to the 
wide variety and distinct nature of MFA projects, the evaluation did not aim to assess whether 
projects have better or worse results when implemented as MFA rather than as SFA. However, 
comparable SFA projects were also assessed when feasible, as a way to identify characteristics 
that may be distinct to the MFA portfolio. Also because of the wide variety of MFA projects in 
terms of size and objectives targeted, the evaluation does not assess the scale of impacts of the 
MFA portfolio in aggregate, or compare the scale of impact across projects. Rather, it assesses 
the extent to which multiple benefits have been achieved across the portfolio, and investigates 
some of the ways that projects have generated these benefits, given each project’s particular 
set of resources and objectives. 

2.3. Evaluation Components 

23. The evaluation assessed outcomes and GEF contributions at the portfolio level, at site 
level in select case studies, and at the institutional level. Within each component, different 
sources of evidence, data collection tools, and analytical methods were used to derive the 
findings through a mixed methods approach. Wherever possible, MFA portfolio characteristics 
and contributions were assessed against a comparison group to more precisely distinguish the 
role of GEF support through its multifocal area approach (see Annex 1B). Any quantitative 
differences between the MFA portfolio and comparison groups, as well as between subsets of 
the MFA portfolio, were tested for statistical significance, and are reported in the text when 
significant at a 95 percent confidence level.  

(a) Portfolio Component. Spatial, temporal and institutional trends were identified 
across the portfolio of MFA projects (n=250) using GEF and GEF IEO data sets. A 
standardized protocol was used to do an in-depth review of project documents. From 
this in-depth review, a data set on the portfolio’s design characteristics and outcomes 
was constructed and analyzed. The evaluation conducted geospatial analysis using 
propensity score matching, causal tree analysis, and multiple linear regression to 
assess the impact of MFA projects specifically on forest cover loss and vegetation 
productivity relative to similar non-supported sites and SFA projects (n=460 MFA 
sites). Datasets covering project start dates up to 2015 from the Global Land Cover 
facility at 30-m resolution for forest cover loss, and the Long-term Normalized 
Difference Vegetation Index (NDVI) at 500-m resolution for vegetation productivity 
were used for this purpose.4 

(b) Case Study Component. Given the amount of variation across the MFA portfolio, the 
case study component provided a more in-depth understanding of MFA projects that 
could not be obtained from the portfolio analysis alone. Five MFA projects in four 

                                                           
4 See Technical Documents 1 and 2 for a full description of methodology and results for the portfolio and geospatial analysis.  



 

11 
 

countries (Brazil, China, Malawi and Senegal) were selected (see Annex 1C for case 
study descriptions). Rather than drawing generalizations about the MFA portfolio, the 
case studies served to provide evidence of the different types of benefits that may be 
generated by MFA projects, and the types of interventions that generate these 
benefits in specific environmental contexts. Project outcomes were not part of the 
criteria (see Annex 1D for selection criteria). Case studies were also done on SFA 
projects in the same countries to understand similarities and differences in 
characteristics between the two types of projects (see Annex 1E for all countries, 
projects, and sites visited). These projects were selected using the same criteria as for 
the MFA projects. 

For each case study, interviews were conducted with key national and local level 
stakeholders from government, GEF Agencies, beneficiary communities, and civil 
society organizations (see Annex 1F). Multiple benefits were compared across case 
studies through a weighted scoring method (see Annex 1G). Synergies, trade-offs, and 
factors affecting outcomes were assessed from a review of project documents and 
interviews.5 Geospatial analyses on changes in forest cover, vegetation productivity 
and land use were performed at up to an 8-day temporal resolution to verify and 
complement information from self-reported data in interviews, project reports, and 
environmental monitoring data provided by stakeholders.  

(c) Institutional Component. This component sought to assess the varying perspectives 
of different members of the GEF partnership in designing, reviewing, and 
implementing MFA projects. Interviews were done with the different GEF Secretariat 
teams and GEF Coordination Units of GEF Agencies, as well as the GEF Coordination 
Units within the convention Secretariats of the three Rio conventions. GEF country 
focal points were also interviewed in countries visited for case studies for both this 
and the Evaluation of GEF Programmatic Approaches. Information on non-GEF donor 
support was collected through project documents and in-country interviews. 

24. Stakeholders were engaged at different stages of the evaluation to ensure that it 
accounted for multiple perspectives and data sources. A Reference Group, which consisted of 
members of the GEF Secretariat, GEF Agencies and the GEF STAP Secretariat, was convened to 
provide feedback on aspects of the evaluation that would be most relevant and useful to the 
GEF partnership in the next replenishment phase. Reference Group members and country 
stakeholders also provided assistance in accessing various sources of project information. A 
Peer Review Panel of evaluation and science experts provided guidance on the interpretation 
and communication of evidence.  

2.4. Methodological Challenges and Mitigating Measures 

25. The number of projects included in the analyses for the portfolio component was 
constrained by the availability of project documents, accuracy of PMIS data, and precision of 

                                                           
5 See Technical Document 3 for details on the case study analysis methods and results. 
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location information provided in project documents. The most up-to-date and complete set of 
information available after verification with different sources was selected to address this data 
limitation. A double-blind coding system using the AidData development finance and 
international aid geocoding methodology was used to extract location information from project 
documents. 

26. GPS coordinates and boundary definitions of GEF intervention sites were rarely 
available. To measure environmental impact at the portfolio level through geospatial analysis, a 
10-km radius around geolocated points was used to estimate the actual area of intervention. 
Potential errors therefore exist through estimating impacts across areas that may not have 
been covered by GEF support, or in underestimating impact in areas that were larger than this 
radius. Projects for which sites could not be geocoded due to insufficient information, and 
which were implemented prior to GEF-4, were excluded from the final data set.  

27. At the portfolio level, wherever possible, comparisons were done within countries to 
account for national governance factors influencing financing decisions. Propensity score 
matching was done prior to performing geospatial analyses to minimize the measurement of 
differences in environmental outcomes resulting from contextual factors. SFA projects with 
similar parameters were assessed as comparison units in all components wherever feasible and 
appropriate, to identify characteristics that may be distinct to MFA projects. Information on 
similar non-GEF projects and areas without support was also collected where it was available.  

28. Data on outcomes were obtained through terminal evaluations (TEs), project reports 
and monitoring data, and field interviews. Since these data are considered to be self-reported, 
this evaluation only reports on outcomes that can be reasonably linked with project activities 
that have been completed, and that can be expected to generate those outcomes, based on the 
scientific literature. In cases where benefits were inferred based solely on achieved project 
outputs (e.g., number of trees planted, hectares of forest protected), anticipated benefits may 
not be generated over the long term, as various contextual factors can impede the causal links 
between outputs and impacts (e.g., attrition in trees planted means lower carbon sequestration 
than expected or initially reported). 

29. The mixed methods approach outlined in section 1.7 was used to address the limitations 
and mitigate the biases inherent to the individual data sources and methods. Since each 
method provides evidence using different units of analysis, no single method is considered 
more valid or reliable. Each one provides complementary information that, when assessed 
together, provides a broader picture and more robust findings. Having different types of 
comparison units outside of the evaluation portfolio allowed further triangulation of evidence 
to define the characteristics and outcomes of MFA projects.  
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3. THE MULTIFOCAL AREA APPROACH: PORTFOLIO PROFILE 

30. This chapter reports on the MFA portfolio’s distribution across GEF phases, regions, and 
Agencies. Financing for MFA projects is compared with single-focal area (SFA) projects in the 
BD, CC and LD focal areas. Design characteristics of MFA projects are also presented. 

3.1. Distribution 

FINDING. The number of MFA projects has increased by about 50 percent with each GEF phase in 
terms of both number of projects and total GEF grants. All regions have a similar percentage of 
MFA projects within their respective GEF portfolios.  

31. The portfolio of 250 MFA projects accounts for 10 percent of the GEF portfolio, 
equivalent to 13 percent of total GEF grants. Six percent of MFA projects (15) were supported 
through funds from more than one of the GEF-administered trust funds.6 Thirty-five percent 
(87) of the MFA portfolio is comprised of child projects under 21 programs,7 the majority (91 
percent) of which are from GEF-4 and-5. Since GEF-3, when the integration of the objectives of 
multiple focal areas in single projects was formalized, the MFA portfolio has grown by about 50 
percent in each succeeding GEF phase in terms of both number of projects and total GEF grants 
(Table 1). A similar growth is seen in terms of the portfolio’s percentage share of the overall 
GEF portfolio. The trend is mainly due to a higher number of countries implementing MFA 
projects. In GEF-4, only 27 countries had at least one national MFA project; this increased to 80 
countries in GEF-5. However, the majority of countries to date implement one or no MFA 
projects. 

Table 1: Distribution of MFA projects and grants across GEF phases 

GEF phase 

MFA projects MFA grants 
Total No 
of GEF 

Projects 

Total Grant 
Amount in 

GEF portfolio 
(M $)** No 

% of 
MFA 

portfolio 
% of GEF 
portfolio M $ 

% of 
MFA 

portfolio 
% of GEF 
portfolio 

Pilot phase 0 0 0 0 0 0 82 453.2 
GEF-1  2 1 2 3.7 0.3 0.4 111 856.1 
GEF-2 16 6 5 53.4 4 4 308 1,436.4 
GEF-3 44 18 9 202.8 14 9 477 2,221.0 
GEF-4 62 25 9 348.1 24 14 701 2,432.6 
GEF-5 109 44 14 722.0 50 20 761 3,531.7 
GEF-6* 17 7 22 102.7 7 27 77 383.5 

Total 250 100 10 1,432.6 100 13 2,517 11,314.5 
* Numbers for GEF-6 as of September 30, 2016. **Agency fees and project preparation grants excluded. 

32. Of the four regions, Africa has the highest number of MFA projects and share of MFA 
grants, while Europe and Central Asia (ECA) has the lowest (Figure 4). MFA projects comprise 
about the same proportion of each region’s GEF portfolio in terms of number of projects and 

                                                           
6 Multitrust fund projects include those funded through the GEF Trust Fund (GET), Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF), 
Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF), and Nagoya Protocol Implementation Fund (NPIF). 
7 The 21 programs include the Food Security IAP.  
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total grant amount, with the exception of Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC) region, which 
has slightly more MFA projects and higher total MFA grant relative to its entire portfolio. 

 

 
Figure 3: Distribution of MFA projects and grants across regions 
 

33. The bulk of the MFA portfolio (73 percent, equivalent to 69 percent of total MFA grants) 
was implemented by the three original GEF Agencies—the World Bank, UNDP and UNEP—with 
the World Bank having the largest share of projects and grant amount. The remainder of the 
portfolio was implemented by Agencies that became members of the GEF partnership in GEF-3 
or later, or jointly by two or more Agencies.  

34. From GEF-4 onwards, the majority of Agencies had MFA projects comprising more than 
15 percent of their respective GEF portfolios, and at least 25 percent of total GEF funding 
(Figure 5). Exceptions to this are UNIDO, which generally implements chemicals-related 
projects, UNDP, and UNEP. The African Development Bank (AfDB) and European Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) did not have any MFA projects in their portfolio when 
this evaluation was carried out. Among the new Project Agencies, the Development Bank of 
Latin America (CAF) and International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) each have one 
MFA project to date, comprising half or all of their respective GEF portfolios and funding; none 
of the other Project Agencies had any approved.  
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Figure 4: Distribution of MFA projects and grants across GEF Agencies. 

 Project Agencies excluded from graph due to small numbers. Joint Agencies that implemented MFA 
projects include: FAO/UNEP, IFAD/UNIDO, UNDP/UNEP, UNEP/UNIDO, UNEP/World Bank, and World 
Bank/IFC. 

3.2. Financing 

Project Size 

FINDING: On average, the grant amount for an MFA project is larger than for an SFA project, partly due to 
incentives for greater focal area integration. Funding from the SFM envelope matched STAR resources 
allocated to MFA projects by 28 percent on average in GEF-5, and by 50 percent in GEF-6. 

35. In GEF-4, the average grant amount for an MFA project with a BD or CC component was 
at least 60 percent more than for an SFA project in either of these focal areas (Figure 6). 
Similarly, in the LD focal area, the grant amount for an MFA project was on average 41 percent 
larger than for an LD SFA project. When the SFM/REDD+ funding envelope became available in 
GEF-5, 63 percent of MFA projects (n=109) received SFM funding. This matched STAR resources 
allocated to MFA projects by 28 percent on average. In actual numbers, an MFA project with BD 
or LD components in GEF-5 was on average more than double the size of an SFA project. In GEF-
6, SFM funding matched STAR resources for an MFA grant by 50 percent on average. As of 
September 30, 2016, 77 percent of the GEF-6 MFA portfolio (n=17) has received SFM funding. 
The distance between points in Figure 6 shows the difference in average project size between 
MFA and SFA projects funded through each focal area in GEF-4 and -5.  
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Figure 5: Comparison of MFA grants and SFA grants by focal area in GEF-4 and -5  
 
Note: 171 MFA projects and 1,291 SFA projects from GEF-4 and -5 are included in this analysis. 
 

Cofinancing Ratio 

FINDING. Each GEF grant dollar for MFA projects has leveraged 6 dollars in cofinancing, consistent 
with the overall GEF portfolio. MFA projects with a biodiversity component have a significantly 
higher cofinancing ratio on average than SFA projects in the BD focal area. 

36. The total promised cofinancing for MFA projects is 6 dollars for every GEF dollar. This is 
similar to a ratio of 6.4 in the overall GEF portfolio (GEF IEO 2016). The ratio of cofinancing to 
GEF grant for MFA projects has risen from 3.7 in GEF-3 to 5.8 in GEF-4, reaching 7.0 in GEF-5. 
Development banks showed higher cofinancing ratios for MFA projects, led by ADB with a ratio 
of 9.5 and the World Bank with a ratio of 7.7. The cofinancing ratio for the Asia region was 
highest at 8.7, followed by Africa (6.8), LAC (4.4), and ECA (4.2). Annex 2 presents the 
cofinancing ratios across all GEF phases, Agencies, and regions.  

37. MFA projects with a biodiversity component have a higher cofinancing ratio on average 
compared to SFA projects in the BD focal area (6.5 vs. 3.8).8 MFA and SFA projects in all other 
focal areas had similar cofinancing ratios on average, and were all higher than those for the BD 
focal area (see Figure 7). 

 

 

                                                           
8 MFA and SFA projects in GEF-4 and -5 were compared within countries to account for contextual differences. The difference is 
statistically significant at a 95 percent confidence level. 
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Figure 6: Cofinancing ratio of MFA and SFA projects within each focal area averaged within countries 
 

Focal Area Allocation 

FINDING. Funds allocated from the BD and CC focal areas were significantly less for an MFA than for an SFA 
project on average. However, the proportion of funds allocated to MFA projects through each focal area 
increased from GEF-4 to GEF-5.  

38. The average amount allocated from the BD focal area to an MFA project was USD 3 
million in GEF-4 and USD 4 million in GEF-5 (Figure 8), equivalent to less than half (29 percent 
and 45 percent, respectively) of the average allocation to a BD SFA project. For the CC focal 
area, the average amount allocated to an MFA project was USD 1.6 million, equivalent to only 7 
percent of that for a CC SFA project in GEF-4. While the actual amount doubled in GEF-5, this 
was equivalent to only 23 percent of the average grant amount for a CC SFA project. The 
distance between points in Figure 8 shows the difference in average funding allocation between 
MFA and SFA projects approved through the BD and CC focal areas.9 LD projects were excluded 
from the analysis due to insufficient numbers for comparison. 

 

Figure 7: Grants allocated to MFA projects within each focal area averaged within countries 
  

                                                           
9 MFA and SFA projects in GEF-4 and -5 were compared within countries to account for contextual differences. The differences 
are statistically significant at a 95 percent confidence level. 
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39. The share of grants allocated from the BD, CC and LD focal areas to MFA projects 
increased from GEF-4 to GEF-5 (Table 2). In the BD focal area, the percentage of projects 
implemented as MFA increased by 20 percent, even though the total number of BD projects 
decreased by 12 percent. While having the highest increase in funding allocation from GEF-4 to 
GEF-5 at 89 percent, the CC focal area had the lowest increase in percentage of projects and 
funding approved as MFA (5 percent). Within the LD portfolio, the percentage of both projects 
and grants approved as MFA increased by 13 percent. The actual number of projects targeting 
LD priorities (both SFA and MFA) increased by 56 percent, despite only a 4 percent increase in 
the LD funding allocation. 

 

Table 2: Share of MFA projects and grants within each focal area 

Focal Area 
(FA) 

GEF-4 GEF-5 

MFA projects with 
FA component 

Total FA funds 
allocated to MFA 

projects 

MFA projects with FA 
component 

Total FA funds 
allocated to MFA 

projects 
No % of MFA 

portfolio 
M $ % of FA 

portfolio 
No % of MFA 

portfolio 
M $ % of FA 

portfolio 
BD 42 15 91.8 12 87 35 240.3 30 

CC 32 12 59.7 6 70 18 198.3 11 
LD 40 50 90.6 40 79 63 124.7 53 

 

3.3. Design  

Focal Area Combinations and Priorities 

FINDING. Almost all MFA projects address BD, CC, or LD focal area priorities, more than half of which 
combine the BD and LD focal areas. By addressing these focal area priorities, the majority of MFA projects 
respond to convention guidance. 

40. Of the 169 MFA projects in GEF-4 and GEF-5, 97 percent intended to produce a 
combination of benefits to either the BD (76 percent), LD (70 percent) or CC (60 percent) focal 
areas (Figure 9). The remainder targeted focal area priorities combining solely the chemicals 
and waste, ozone-depleting substances, or IW focal areas. The most common combinations 
include BD and LD (54 percent), half of which also include CC (BD, LD and CC jointly, 27 
percent), either in combination with additional focal areas or otherwise. 

41. The majority of MFA projects (67 percent, n=169) combined two focal areas10; 25 
percent combined three focal areas. Only eight projects covered four focal areas (BD, CC, LD 
and IW). However, in terms of targeted focal area priorities, the 49 MFA projects in GEF-4 that 

                                                           
10 For this analysis, only the GEF focal areas are considered: biodiversity, climate change, land degradation, international 
waters, and chemicals & waste, which in this evaluation includes ozone-depleting substances (ODS). The sustainable forest 
management (SFM) funding envelope is not counted as a focal area, although it has its own strategic priorities and tracking 
tool. For example, if a project received funding from the BD, LD and SFM allocations, then it is counted as an MFA project 
covering two focal areas. 
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indicated their target priorities featured 40 unique combinations, while the 109 MFA projects in 
GEF-5 had 97 unique combinations. The high number of unique combinations suggests that, 
while most projects have BD and LD components, almost every MFA project is designed to 
simultaneously address a distinct set of focal area priorities. 

 

Figure 8: Focal area combinations of MFA projects in GEF-4 and GEF-5 (n=169 for all percentages) 
 

42. Most MFA projects target focal area priorities that mainstream different focal area 
concerns, especially in landscapes. In GEF-4, most MFA projects (n=62) aimed to mainstream 
biodiversity through policy and regulatory frameworks (BD-4, 32 percent); address issues on 
land use, land use change and forestry, or LULUCF (CC-6, 29 percent); and support sustainable 
forest management in production landscapes (LD-2, 27 percent). The majority of MFA projects 
in GEF-5 (n=109) targeted LD and BD priorities in landscapes, including integrated landscapes 
(LD-3, 58 percent), protected area systems (BD-1, 56 percent), and production landscapes (BD-
2, 53 percent).  

43. In contrast, SFA projects in the GEF-4 portfolio (n=639) more commonly targeted 
sustainable protected area system financing (BD-1, 10 percent of total SFA portfolio); energy 
efficiency in residential and commercial buildings (CC-1, 9 percent); and partnering for 
investments to implement national plans (POPS-2, 8 percent). In GEF-5, most SFA projects 
(n=652) addressed climate change adaptation priorities (CCA-2, increasing adaptive capacity, 19 
percent; and CCA-1, reducing vulnerability, 18 percent), and again sustainability of protected 
area systems (BD-1, 13 percent). 

44. MFA projects comprised the majority of projects approved since GEF-3 under priorities 
that by nature address multiple focal areas using an integrated approach. These were 
integrated ecosystem management (OP 12, 72 percent); LULUCF (CC-6, 78 percent, and CCM-5, 
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87 percent); persistent organic pollutants in water bodies (IW-4, 58 percent); integrated 
landscapes (LD-3, 67 percent); forest ecosystem services and sustainable livelihoods in drylands 
(LD-2, 63 percent); and agriculture in rangeland ecosystems (LD-1, 52 percent). 

45. By addressing LULUCF priorities, 65 percent of MFA projects with CC funding respond to 
guidance given by COP 12 of the UNFCCC in 2006. This guidance specifically requested the GEF 
to explore options for undertaking land use and land-use change projects within the CC focal 
area11. Similarly, by addressing priorities on protected areas and mainstreaming, at least 91 
percent of BD-funded MFA projects address 17 of the 20 Aichi Biodiversity Targets, with which 
these two focal area priorities are associated12. Over-all, 79 percent of MFA projects funded 
through the BD and CC focal area allocations respond to the guidance of these conventions. The 
UNCCD has not provided similar guidance to date, and therefore the responsiveness of MFA 
projects to this convention could not be assessed. 

Environmental Issues and Management Approaches 

FINDING. Most MFA projects aim to address drivers of biodiversity loss, land degradation, and deforestation 
or forest degradation, and are designed to generate multiple benefits through management approaches 
that address the priorities of multiple focal areas simultaneously. 

46. Biodiversity loss was identified as the most frequently mentioned environmental 
degradation problem targeted by MFA projects (78 percent, n=23513), followed by land 
degradation (72 percent). MFA projects also intended to address overexploitation or 
unsustainable use of natural resources as a driver of biodiversity loss (75 percent), and targeted 
unsustainable land use practices as the driver causing land degradation (69 percent). 
Agricultural activities for food production were targeted by 59 percent of MFA projects as the 
main driver of deforestation or forest degradation. These activities were further classified into 
agricultural production, overgrazing, and poor management of shifting cultivation. 

47. The majority of MFA projects (74 percent, n=235) were designed to implement 
integrated ecosystem management, landscape-based management or both, which according to 
the scientific literature are management approaches that address multiple focal area issues 
simultaneously (see Section 1.6). Almost half of the MFA projects (43 percent) addressed both 
agriculture and forestry sectors at the same time by combining approaches such as sustainable 
agriculture or sustainable land management with sustainable forest management and 
sustainable forest use/protection. Of these projects addressing agriculture and forestry 
concerns together, 71 percent also addressed biodiversity concerns through ecosystem-based 
management.  

                                                           
11 GEF-5 Focal Area Strategies (2010), p.15, http://www.thegef.org/documents/gef-5-focal-areas-strategy 
12 GEF report to CBD COP 11 (2012), p.4. http://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/cop-11-08-en_1.pdf 
13 Only 235 out of 250 MFA projects were included in the analysis due to lack of accessible documents for the other projects.  

http://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/cop-11-08-en_1.pdf
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Focal Area Indicators 

FINDING. Almost all MFA projects tracked indicators specific to each focal area that provided a 
corresponding funding allocation. The majority of MFA projects also tracked environmental indicators of 
focal areas that did not allocate any funding. 

48. Based on a review of project documents, 95 percent of MFA projects with CC funding 
(n=95) specified CC-related environmental indicators in GEF-4 and -5. On the other hand, 75 
percent of MFA projects with LD funding (n=115) and 88 percent of MFA projects with BD 
funding (n=123) specified indicators tracking environmental outcomes relevant to their 
corresponding focal areas14. MFA projects that did not track environmental indicators despite 
receiving funding allocations from the relevant focal areas were found to track only process-
related outputs and outcomes (e.g., development of natural resource management plans, 
awareness raised on new technologies).  

49. The majority of MFA projects also tracked environmental indicators of focal areas that 
did not allocate any funding to them. Twenty-seven out of 31 (87 percent) MFA projects that 
did not receive funding allocation from the BD focal area tracked BD-related indicators. In the 
LD focal area, 78 percent (n=27) of MFA projects without LD funding tracked LD-related 
indicators. Of the 58 projects without CC funding, 88 percent tracked CCM or CCA indicators. 
More than half of the MFA portfolio (56 percent) tracked BD, LD and CC environmental 
indicators together in the same project, even though only 27 percent of projects were funded 
through all three focal areas. 

50. In addition to environmental indicators, socioeconomic indicators were specified in the 
majority of MFA projects (85 percent, n=20615) to track socioeconomic outcomes as part of the 
multiple benefits. Fifty-three percent of MFA projects reported indicators tracking changes in 
income or access to capital, and 37 percent had indicators related to cooperation or reduction 
in conflict. Gender-related indicators were specified in 29 percent of the MFA projects. 

4. RESULTS: MULTIPLE BENEFITS  

51. This chapter reports the extent to which multiple benefits have been achieved in the 
MFA portfolio. Findings are derived from a review of terminal evaluations, geospatial analyses, 
and in-depth analysis of case studies from four countries. For each case study, benefits to the 
relevant focal areas as well as socioeconomic outcomes are presented to illustrate the diversity 
and extent of multiple benefits. Factors contributing to and hindering the achievement of 
outcomes and broader adoption are explored at both the portfolio and case study levels. 

  

                                                           
14 CC-related indicators were: carbon sequestration, carbon mitigation, vulnerability/resilience. LD-related indicators were: soil 
cover and/or quality, soil productivity/vegetation cover, water coverage and/or quality. BD-related indicators were: ecosystem 
cover and/or quality, biodiversity and/or species populations. 
15 Only 206 out of 250 MFA projects were included in the analysis due to lack of accessible documents in the other projects to 
identify indicators used. 
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4.1. Extent of Achievement of Multiple Benefits 

FINDING. The large majority of GEF-supported MFA projects reported achieving multiple benefits and 
broader adoption of intermediate outcomes at project end. 

 

52. Of the completed projects 
that had outcome ratings (n=44), 77 
percent were rated Moderately 
Satisfactory or higher. However, the 
generation of benefits linked to 
project activities was not necessarily 
contingent on overall project 
performance.  

53. All 49 completed MFA projects 
that had terminal evaluations 
reported the achievement of 
environmental outcomes occurring in 
at least one project site, while 88 
percent reported achieving some 
type of socioeconomic outcome. 
Eighty-six percent reported positive 
environmental outcomes consistent 
with the combination of focal areas 
for which they aimed to produce benefits. 
Over-all, 80 percent reported achieving 
both positive socioeconomic outcomes 
and environmental outcomes consistent with their focal area targets (Figure 10).  

54. Almost all projects (98 percent, n=47) that received funding from or had objectives 
linked to the BD focal area reported positive environmental outcomes on biodiversity 
indicators. For the CC and LD focal areas, this figure was 74 percent and 71 percent, 
respectively (n=39 for each). 

55. Positive environmental outcomes were most commonly reported to be in the form of 
reduction in environmental stress or threats (90 percent), and improvements in ecosystem 
cover or quality (71 percent), both of which are typically associated with benefits to the BD 
focal area. A little over half of the projects (51 percent) reported improvements in soil 
productivity or vegetation cover. Among socioeconomic outcomes, increased income or access 
to capital was the most frequently reported (79 percent). Other commonly reported positive 
socioeconomic outcomes were related to cooperation or reduction in conflict among 
stakeholders (33 percent), increased access to natural resources (30 percent) and gender 
equality (28 percent). Annex 3A provides the full list of types of outcomes reported.  

Figure 9: Multiple benefits reported according to targeted 
focal area (n=49 for all percentages) 
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56. Some degree of broader adoption of governance, management, and institutional 
capacity-related outcomes was reported in 80 percent of projects. These projects had fully or 
partially started the broader adoption of these outcomes, indicating progress toward larger-
scale impact. Most projects reported broader adoption occurring in the form of mainstreaming 
and sustaining of outcomes (90 percent), and replication (59 percent) (see Figure 11). 

 

 

 
 

Figure 10: Types and areas of broader adoption reported 

 

57. Despite having achieved some extent of positive environmental outcomes on certain 
aspects, four projects (8 percent) reported no improvement or worse conditions on other 
aspects, which is the same percentage for the larger portfolio of completed projects reviewed 
for OPS516. In these four projects, positive outcomes were reported at some sites, while other 
sites within the same projects reported no improvements by project end. This was reported in 
TEs as due to insufficient time elapsed for the interventions to have had measurable positive 
environmental impact on those indicators, or to contextual conditions or events slowing down 
the achievement of some outcomes. In six other projects (12 percent), no improvements in 
environmental status were reported due to the GEF-supported technology either not being fully 
implemented, inappropriate for the local conditions, or both. Seven projects (14 percent) were 
unable to ascertain achievement of some targeted outcomes due to lack of monitoring data or 
unreliable monitoring methods, both of which are related to lack of local monitoring capacity. 
Eight projects (16 percent) also reported some unachieved environmental or socioeconomic 
outcomes but did not provide explanations in their terminal evaluations. 

                                                           
16 See Annex 1B for information on OPS5 portfolio. 
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4.2. Types of Multiple Benefits 

FINDING. All case study projects generated multiple benefits. Some projects had a greater diversity of types 
of focal area and socioeconomic benefits than others. 

58. Case studies were analyzed to better understand the different types of benefits that 
may be generated by MFA projects. This approach also allowed the identification of links 
between benefits and interventions, specifically within the context of the environmental issues 
that each project aimed to address. Outcomes were not known at the time of case study 
selection (see Annex 1D), nor were the MFA projects intended to be representative of the 
broader MFA portfolio. As explained in section 1.8, benefits were identified from self-reported 
quantitative and qualitative information. Given that multiple benefits are defined as outcomes 
generated in more than one focal area or sector, the case study analysis focused on assessing 
the number of focal areas—and the diversity of types of benefits within those focal areas—that 
each project contributed to.  

59. BD benefits included improvements in ecosystem cover, species population numbers 
and diversity, and reduced threats to biodiversity. LD benefits included improvements to soil 
structure, greater soil productivity, and reduced threats to both. CC benefits accounted for 
were carbon sequestered, GHG emissions reduced, and carbon sinks maintained. Other 
environmental benefits reported were more local in nature, such as improvements in air 
quality, and reductions in organic waste and chemical pollution. Socioeconomic benefits 
consisted mainly of increases in income, access to capital, and food sources. Other 
socioeconomic benefits documented were more context-specific, such as reduced rural 
emigration, especially among youth, land tenure rights, and women’s access to capital. 

60. To facilitate comparison across case studies, benefits were scored and a weighted sum 
was calculated (see Annex 1G for details on scoring and benefit categories). Each score 
represents the diversity of types of benefits achieved under that sector. The final score 
represents the diversity of all types of benefits achieved by a project. All case study projects 
generated multiple benefits, as evidenced by outcomes identified in more than one focal area, 
as well as socioeconomic benefits (Table 3). Four of the five MFA projects—Senegal PGIES, 
Brazil Rio Rural, China IEM Drylands, and Senegal Ecovillages—had scores higher than 5. One 
MFA, Malawi Shire Basin, scored lower in part due to the project’s more long-term objectives 
(see case study summary later in this chapter). All SFA case study projects received a total 
weighted benefit score of less than 4, and are used in this and the next chapter only to illustrate 
similarities and differences with the MFA case study projects. Details of the SFA scores can be 
found in Annex 3B. 

61. Projects with a higher score indicate more types of environmental or socioeconomic 
benefits, and more benefits that are quantitatively measured, as opposed to qualitatively 
observed, or inferred from project outputs. Higher socioeconomic scores capture a greater 
diversity of both income and food sources generated by a project. 
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Table 3: Weighted Benefit Scoring of MFA Case Study Projects  

Case Study Projects  

Types of Benefits* 

BD FA CC FA LD FA 
Other 

Environ
-mental 

Socio-
economic 

WEIGHTED 
BENEFIT 
SCORE** 

933/2268 Senegal PGIES 1.75 1.17 0.92 0 2.42 6.25 
1544 Brazil Rio Rural 1.17 0.92 1.50 0.17 3.58 7.33 
2369 China IEM Drylands 2.17 0.75 1.50 0.50 3.67 8.58 
4080 Senegal Ecovillages 1.17 1.42 0.58 0.08 4.08 7.33 
4625 Malawi Shire Basin  0.83 0.58 0.50 0 1.67 3.58 

*Outcomes were identified from self-reported indicators documented through interviews and project reports. **Scores were 
weighted based on whether the benefit was quantitatively measured, qualitatively reported, or inferred. See Annex 1G for 
scoring method. 

 

62. A comparison of the extent or magnitude of benefits achieved across projects was 
challenging given the wide diversity of project types and activities, and the need to consider 
these benefits within the context of the environmental and socioeconomic baselines that the 
project aimed to change. The scale of resources, project objectives, and geographic scope was 
considered in assessing the benefits in each case study. Scales ranged from a 5-year 
demonstration project targeting 10 villages and their surrounding areas (Senegal Ecovillages) to 
a 15-year river basin-wide project that includes protected areas, marshes, floodplains, and 
multiple sectoral interests under one broad management plan (Malawi Shire Basin) (Table 4). 
Given this range of differences in project characteristics, comparing the scale and magnitude of 
impacts across case studies was beyond the scope of this evaluation. Instead, the case study 
analysis looked at how each project generated its range of types of benefits, given its particular 
set of resources, objectives, and social-ecological context. 

 

Table 4: Resource and Geographic Scope of MFA Case Study Projects  
Case Study Project 

Objective/ 
Approach 

Total 
Budget 
(US$ 
million) 

GEF 
Financing 
(US$ 
million) 

Focus of GEF funding  
Geographic Scope 
of Project 

933/2268 
Senegal 
PGIES 

Community-
based 
management  14/11 4/3.6 

planning/capacity building; 
NRM in CNRs and villages; PA 
management; alternative 
livelihoods 

4 representative 
ecosystems 
(57.7 million ha) 

1544 Brazil 
Rio Rural 

Sustainable 
land 
management 15 6.8 

planning; adoption of SLM 
practices; capacity building for 
IEM 

48 micro-
catchments in 5 
watersheds (31,650 
ha) covering 30,000 
farms 

2369 China 
IEM 
Drylands  

Integrated 
ecosystem 
management 

29.5 4.5 
planning; sustainable 
livelihoods; PA management; 
education/awareness 

3 provinces (8,685 
km2 total area) 
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4080 
Senegal 
Ecovillages  

Pilot of 
Ecovillage 
model 

16 2.9 
planning/capacity building; 
NRM in CNRs; clean energy; 
carbon sequestration 

10 pilot villages 
and PAs (225,788 
ha) 

4625 
Malawi 
Shire Basin  

Basin-wide 
multiuse/ 
multisector 
management 
plan 

73 6.6 

Studies; plans; PA management; 
forest co-management17 
 

3 protected areas 
and 6 forest 
reserves in the  
Shire River Basin 
(22,317 km2, 520 
km long) 

 

63. The following case study descriptions provide examples of the types of benefits 
reported and the interventions that contributed to their achievement. A summary of 
quantitative environmental and socioeconomic benefits generated in each case study project 
can be found in Table 5. 

Senegal PGIES 

64. The Integrated Ecosystem Management in Four Representative Landscapes of Senegal 
project (Senegal PGIES, GEF ID 933 and 2268, UNDP) was a two-phase project that sought to 
address threats to both land and biodiversity from, among other things, overgrazing, 
deforestation, poaching of wildlife that preyed on livestock, and uncontrolled fires. The project 
operated in four of the country’s distinct ecosystems: silvo-pastoral, dry forest, coastal, and 
marine-inland-savannah. All sites were noted as having a high degree of conflict between local 
community members and protected area staff.  

65. The project helped establish 26 Community Nature Reserves (CNRs) and 3 Pastoral Units 
(PUs), which served as buffer areas for existing protected areas. These CNRs and PUs, covering 
a total of 577,000 ha, also linked fragmented ecosystems across 270 villages. This resulted in 
higher habitat connectivity, contributing to a reported 30 percent increase in the presence of 
animal and plant species of global importance at each site. The project assisted villages in 
obtaining legal land rights through the CNRs and PUs to allow access to timber, forage, and 
other resources that were previously only allowed by government permit. Local management 
plans developed for each site helped reduce conflict among users, and between local villagers 
and park staff. This contributed to reducing rangeland clearing in the PUs. Former poachers 
were engaged as ecoguards and tour guides, and given alternative income sources. Fire control 
activities undertaken by both protected area management staff and community members were 
reported to result in a 90 percent reduction in bush fires by Phase 2. 

66. Reduced soil erosion, while not directly measured, was inferred from documented 
reforestation in CNRs, the planting of live hedges, and dune fixation. Improved soil quality was 
inferred from a reported increase in vegetable and rice production in areas that used salt dykes 

                                                           
17 Other project components (alternative livelihoods, sustainable land & water management, and large- and small-scale water 
infrastructure) were funded wholly through cofinancing. In the other case study projects, project components listed were either 
funded in part through cofinancing, or wholly with GEF funds. 
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and compost. Carbon benefits were similarly inferred from tree-planting activities, a shift to 
fuel-efficient stoves, and the rehabilitation of mangrove, forest, and rangeland ecosystems. A 
pilot study in 8 CNRs reported a reduction of 2.295 million tons of carbon dioxide equivalents 
(tCO2e) between 2004 and 2009. 

67. In addition to more equitable access to natural resources, local villagers planted and 
harvested nuts and fruits in the CNRs, which was reported to increase their income, allowing 
the purchase of a variety of food items. Fruit trees in orchards and live hedges also increased 
access to and diversity of food. Among other alternative livelihood activities supported were 
beekeeping, oyster cultivation, fish processing, and payment for mangrove planting. A network 
of mutual savings groups was established, which continued to provide micro loans to local 
businesses at the time of this evaluation.  

68. Despite the reported socioeconomic benefits, many of the alternative livelihood 
activities in sites visited had been discontinued due to a lack of funds to purchase equipment 
that would allow community members to apply the training that they had received from the 
project. The mutual savings groups have insufficient capital to provide these. The project’s 
planned third phase that would have provided support for this was unexpectedly not allocated 
any GEF funds. However, a new GEF project has recently been approved, intending to continue 
the socioeconomic benefits seen in Senegal PGIES. 

Brazil Rio Rural 

69. The Rio de Janeiro IEM in Production Landscapes of the North-Northwestern Fluminense 
project (Brazil Rio Rural, GEF ID 1544, World Bank) was implemented in Rio de Janeiro, a state 
with the highest deforestation rate for Atlantic Forest due to cattle-raising, and boom and bust 
cycles in sugarcane and coffee production. It also had the lowest indicators for income, 
education and infant survival. The project specifically aimed to address deforestation and soil 
erosion from unsustainable agriculture practices, which had been linked with poverty, 
especially in the state’s dry northern region. The project piloted the use of micro-catchments as 
the basis of integrated ecosystem management. 

70. SLM activities such as pasture rotation and soil conservation were implemented in 48 
micro-watersheds covering over 31,650 ha. The project helped establish nature reserves on 
private farms, which protected 792 ha of land. This, in combination with reforestation efforts, 
increased the number of biological corridors in the project area from 5 to 34. Landowners and 
municipalities received financial compensation for establishing these private nature reserves 
under a national program18. To protect water sources, the project supported tree-planting in 
riparian and native forests. Cattle were prohibited from grazing near spring headwaters to 
prevent soil compaction and protect water quality. The combination of activities was reported 
to increase wildlife numbers, including bird and frog species in one of the visited sites. 
Interviews reported that droughts in 2014 and 2015 did not lead to water scarcity due to the 

                                                           
18 The municipalities of Natividade and Porciúncula received R$368.446,00 and R 360.806,00, respectively, from Environmental 
Compensation Chambers. 
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protected springs; conversely, excessive rainfall did not result in massive erosion as before. This 
anecdotal report was supported by a decrease in average sediment concentrations in springs by 
up to 26 percent in two micro-watersheds tested.  

71. An average 0.5 percent increase in soil organic material was measured in four pasture 
rotation sub-projects. Carbon storage from pasture rotation, private reserves, and headwaters 
protection were estimated to total more than 28,000 tons of CO2. Carbon sequestration 
benefits are also inferred from tree-planting activities.  

72. Internal rates of return of at least 26 percent were measured for livelihood activities 
supported by the project, such as rustic poultry, fruit trees, and beekeeping. Food security was 
improved directly through these additional food sources. Income from the sale of chickens, 
eggs, fruits, and honey allowed the purchase of other food items. Use of chicken waste as 
fertilizer was reported to reduce expenses from buying inorganic fertilizers. Pesticide use was 
also reduced or eliminated through the planting of species that served as natural pest 
repellents. About 56 percent of surveyed municipalities reported that diversification in income 
sources and reduced farming costs were associated with increased farmer incomes. Efforts at 
gender equality were made through the implementation of 9 percent of almost 3,000 
subprojects under the direct leadership of women, such as in small-scale agro-industries, crafts, 
and clothes-making. 

China IEM Drylands 

73. The An IEM Approach to the Conservation of Biodiversity in Dryland Ecosystems project 
(China IEM Drylands, GEF ID 2369, IFAD) aimed to address desertification, deforestation, and 
biodiversity loss resulting from land degradation in three of China’s western dryland provinces. 
Poverty was found to influence the use of unsustainable land practices, the key driver of 
environmental degradation. The project supported existing government initiatives to protect 
forest and grassland ecosystems through activities both in protected areas and adjacent farms. 

74. In the province of Ningxia, a 100 percent reduction in illegal grazing and medicinal herb 
extraction in grasslands was reported. This was achieved partly through the provision of 
greenhouses, warm sheds for livestock, and fodder, thus providing a better alternative to use of 
grasslands. Soil productivity was said to have increased in Gansu by 8 percent through the use 
of mulching, livestock manure, and biodigester effluent. Protection and restoration of 
grasslands were linked to a minimum of 22 percent reduction in soil erosion in each of the 
three provinces. Carbon benefits were inferred from tree-planting activities, ecosystem 
protection, and reduced firewood use through replacement with solar and biogas energy. 
Grassland sites in Gansu analyzed by this evaluation showed a statistically significant increase 
or at least no decrease in vegetation cover after project activities started. 

75. Higher diversity in wildlife species was reported in all three protected areas supported 
in the three provinces. Populations of deer and wild pigs were reported to have increased to 
such a degree that the wildlife were destroying crops in farms around Mt. Taizi National Nature 



 

29 
 

Reserve. To defuse human-wildlife conflict, the County Forest Bureau compensated farmers for 
the loss, as recommended by a GEF BD project also supporting the protected area. 

76. In Haba Lake National Nature Reserve in Ningxia, average NDVI showed a statistically 
significant increase in vegetation since 2011 (Figure 13). However, destructive activities such as 
quarrying by some residents within the reserve continue to threaten biodiversity and land 
integrity. The provincial government plans to relocate all residents when sufficient funds for 
compensation become available. 

77. Across all provinces, local incomes were reported to have increased by at least 20 
percent from 2012 to 2015 as a result of medicinal herb and mushroom cultivation, greenhouse 
fruits and vegetables, tree nurseries, and livestock-raising. These income sources also improved 
food security. Almost half (48 percent) of beneficiaries were women. They were encouraged to 
participate in project management, decision making, Village Implementation Groups, and public 
affairs. 

 

 

Figure 11: NDVI Change at Haba Lake Reserve, China (GEF ID 2369) 
 

Senegal Ecovillages 

78. The Participatory Biodiversity Conservation and Low Carbon Development in Pilot 
Ecovillages project (Senegal Ecovillages, GEF ID 4080, UNDP) sought to meet energy and 
livelihood needs in rural villages without degrading natural habitats. The project tested the 
Ecovillage model that the national government wanted to adopt. It built on the Senegal PGIES 
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project by establishing or expanding CNRs as a way to reduce resource extraction in protected 
areas. To replace these resources, the project provided solar and clay stoves, solar panels, 
biodigesters and Jatropha for biofuel, as well as several livelihood activities. These were 
reported to collectively reduce village GHG emissions by 42 percent from 2011 to 2016, or by 
62,110 tons CO2e. Use of the alternative and fuel-efficient stoves reduced the amount of 
firewood extracted, estimated as equivalent to 900 ha of avoided deforestation. In addition, the 
planting of live hedges, fruit trees, and bamboo to reduce soil erosion were estimated to 
sequester at least 164 tons of CO2 per year. 

79. Improved soil quality was inferred from the reported doubling of vegetable production, 
an effect of the combined introduction of biodigester effluent, biochar, compost, and solar-
powered irrigation. Increased vegetable production over an area of 70 ha was reported to 
generate 2.5 million CFA per year. Income from gardening was said to have increased by six. 
Collection of timber and fruits from CNRs likewise contributed to higher incomes. The increase 
in diversity of crops is inferred to have contributed to food security in the villages. The diversity 
in sources of income has reduced the number of youth seeking livelihoods elsewhere. However, 
because younger men now have more income, they have the expectation of becoming village 
chiefs, a position traditionally held by the oldest men. This conflict is being resolved internally 
within the villages. 

80. Low-carbon income sources employed 73 percent of women beneficiaries, such as in 
the making of clay stoves, processing of non-timber products, and soap production. Their time 
available for earning income also increased in part due to the reduced need to collect firewood. 
During interviews, women in the village of Mbackombel said that they could now solve 
problems without waiting to ask men for money. On the other hand, they noted that since they 
can now afford household costs, men might use the opportunity to take on second wives. Also 
as a result of improved income and living conditions, people can now acquire technology such 
as appliances and individual water pumps that are expected to increase water and energy use. 
The executing agency (ANEV) is currently looking at ways that this can be addressed in a 
sustainable manner. 

Malawi Shire Basin 

81. The Shire Natural Ecosystems Management Project (Malawi Shire Basin, GEF ID 4625, 
World Bank) is the first phase of a 15-year project. The Shire River Basin is important for 
hydropower generation, fisheries, agriculture, and flood attenuation, among other things. The 
project aims to create a basin-wide management plan to address lack of coordination among 
users, high vulnerability to flooding, and key threats that include deforestation for fuelwood 
and charcoal. The basin-wide management plan will integrate the plans of existing protected 
areas, an innovation for the country. The CEO Endorsement document notes that GEF support 
was essential to ensure that the basin planning approach includes biodiversity concerns and not 
solely resources under the executing agency’s mandate, such as agriculture, water resources, 
and infrastructure, which are being addressed by the World Bank loan. 
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82. Despite funding delays, procurement challenges, a major macroeconomic shock, and a 
2015 flood, and although this first phase focuses on building capacities, benefits were reported 
in some project sites. Increased patrolling, and improved infrastructure and road networks in 
Lengwe National Park were reported to decrease poaching, burning, and firewood collection. 
These biodiversity threats persisted, however, in other areas of the park where road access for 
patrolling was poor. Improvements in wildlife populations are anticipated from the recently 
installed water holes and solar-powered pumps, which restore the park’s water supply for the 
first time in 30 years. Reduced incidents of poaching, burning, and firewood collection were 
also reported in co-managed forest reserves due to community forest patrols. Reduced GHG 
emissions are inferred from the reduced burning for charcoal. Carbon sequestration benefits 
are also inferred from tree-planting activities in the forest co-management blocks. Several of 
the tree species selected for tree-planting in the forest reserves had other uses with potential 
benefits to local villagers such as forage and wood, although these benefits were not 
specifically reported. The project has provided additional sources of income and food in the 
form of maize grinding mills, goat breeding, and beekeeping in villages around the protected 
areas. 

83. Co-management in three forest reserves was initiated under the two-phase EU-funded 
Improved Forest Management for Sustainable Livelihoods Programme (2005-2014). Therefore, 
not all benefits can be solely attributed to the Malawi Shire Basin project. Income was reported 
to have increased from beekeeping and sale of sustainably harvested timber and firewood, 
funds from which were used toward community improvements, and the establishment of a 
village savings and loan program. In two forest reserves, forest regeneration due to both 
patrolling and enrichment planting was reported to have promoted the growth of some 
medicinal plants, which are a source of income; BD and CC benefits are inferred. Improved 
water flow in one stream was also reported as an outcome of forest regeneration. This 
facilitated the introduction of new crops such as strawberry, maize, and vegetables grown 
during the dry season through irrigated farming. While these reported outcomes may be linked 
more closely to the outputs of the previous EU-funded project, GEF support provided the 
necessary funding to maintain these benefits, as well as to replicate co-management in 
additional forest reserves. 

Broader Adoption 

FINDING. Stakeholders have mainstreamed, replicated, and scaled up the management approaches 
demonstrated by case study projects. Partnerships to leverage resources from multiple sectors contributed 
to broader adoption. 
 

84. Broader adoption was evident in four MFA projects through the mainstreaming, 
replication, and scaling-up of demonstrated interventions.19 As the first phase of the Malawi 

                                                           
19 Box 4 in Annex 1 provides definitions of the different types of broader adoption. 
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Shire Basin project is focused on capacity-building to support the basin-wide plan and is still 
under implementation, no broader adoption was expected. 

85. Mainstreaming. Through the China IEM Drylands project, IEM principles were 
mainstreamed into provincial, state, village and township planning systems. Provincial planning 
approaches have shifted from a top-down to a multisector integrated approach. Recommended 
IEM actions served as inputs to county development plans, which have been incorporated into 
provincial and national budgets. Brazil Rio Rural’s demonstration of SLM principles eventually 
changed the professional culture and career development system of EMATER-RIO, the state’s 
agricultural extension agency. Through its partnership with 21 institutions, Brazil Rio Rural was 
also able to mainstream SLM through multiple channels. A permanent program management 
team now exists within the state government. 

86. Replication. The CNR/PU model piloted by Senegal PGIES was adopted by NGOs and 
other projects, including Senegal Ecovillages. In Senegal Ecovillages, project activities were 
replicated from the original 10 to 84 villages during the course of the project by leveraging civil 
society organizations (CSO) and private sector funds to establish infrastructure. Some village 
members also used their own funds to adopt technologies such as biodigesters. The National 
Ecovillage Strategy was translated from French into English and Arabic so that other countries 
could learn from and replicate the experience. Similarly, in China IEM Drylands and Brazil Rio 
Rural, the respective IEM methodologies these projects developed have been replicated in 
other government projects. Farmers that had not been supported by Brazil Rio Rural used their 
own funds to adopt SLM practices and protect more than 200 springs. Due to the benefits 
achieved by the project, the World Bank provided two more loans to the State of Rio de Janeiro 
to replicate the methodology from the original 48 to currently 566 more microwatersheds. The 
program management team was invited by FAO to share the methodology to other countries. 

87. Scaling-up. Management approaches introduced by Senegal PGIES and Senegal 
Ecovillages were scaled up to become the national approaches to biodiversity protection and 
sustainable development. CNRs have been adopted throughout Senegal’s protected area 
system. The low-carbon Ecovillage model has now been extended to 400 more villages 
throughout the country under a national program, with funding from other donors as well as 
from the government. Brazil Rio Rural’s use of the microwatershed as the unit for policy 
planning and service delivery has been adopted as the state’s approach to sustainable rural 
development. Continuity of project activities is being secured through the development of a 
Financial Sustainability System with institutional partners. 
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Table 5: Summary of quantitative outcomes of MFA case studies 

Case Study Interventions 
Measured Outcomes 

BD FA CC FA LD FA Socio-economic 

933/2688 
Senegal PGIES  

BD—established 29 inter-linked 
spatial units (577,000 ha) with PA 
core, community nature reserves 
(CNRs)/pastoral units (PU) in buffer, 
and village territories; fire control; 
tree/vegetation planting  
LD—dune fixation; dams and dykes 
for salt control; compost 
Livelihoods—e.g., beekeeping; 
harvesting NTFPs; orchard fruit trees 

30% increase in presence 
of animal and plant 
species of global 
importance 
90% reduction in bush 
fires 
1169.21 ha of wetlands 
restored 
Increases of up to 70 
animals in Giant Eland 
herds 

Reduction in 2.295 
million tCO2e calculated 
between 2004 and 2009 
in 8 CNRs 

No quantitative data 
available 

At one site earned up 
to 7500 CFA in a day 
from fish and shrimp in 
MPA  
Women accounted for 
53.8% of beneficiaries 

1544 Brazil Rio 
Rural 

BD—riparian and forest tree 
planting; excluding cattle from 
riparian areas; private natural 
heritage reserves  
LD—soil conservation; minimum 
tillage; pasture rotation; rainwater 
capture 
Livelihoods—e.g., beekeeping; rustic 
poultry; agroforestry 
 

No quantitative data 
available 

Carbon storage: 19,040 
tons CO2e for 224 
pasture rotation 
projects; 9475 tons for 
336 ha land put aside 
for biodiversity; 295 
tons per year from and 
source water protection 

26% reduction in 
average values of 
sediment 
concentrations and 31% 
reduction in maximum 
values of sedimentation 
in one micro-catchment 
Average increase in soil 
organic material of 5.04 
g/dm3 
Increased potassium 
(average 2.14 
mmolc/dm3) and 
phosphorus (average 
10.14 mg/dm3) in five 
subprojects  

Pasture rotation: 80% 
increase in milk 
production in 90% of 
subprojects; average 
IRR 59% in 6 
subprojects 
Eggs and poultry: IRR 
of 26.2% for 4 projects; 
profitability of R$ 0.52 
to R$ 0.84 per Real 
spent 
Beekeeping: IRR of 
32.7% in four 
subprojects; 
profitability of R$ 0.50 
to R$ 0.90 per Real  

2369 China IEM 
Drylands  

IEM planning and training 
BD—improved PA management and 
enforcement; habitat restoration  

Illegal extraction of 
resources reduced by 80% 
in Shanxi, by 100% in 
Ningxia, and down to 4% 
in Gansu 

No quantitative data 
available 

Erosion in grasslands 
reduced by 22% in 
Gansu, 25% in Ningxia 
and 75% in Shanxi  

Local farmer’s income 
increased 20% from 
2012 (additional data 
available per province 
and per activity)  
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Case Study Interventions 
Measured Outcomes 

BD FA CC FA LD FA Socio-economic 
LD—artificial pasture; maize-sheep-
biofuel system; plastic film and 
mulch 
Livelihoods—fruit trees, medicinal 
herbs, greenhouse, warm sheep 
sheds, fruit and vegetables  
 

Ningxia: vegetation cover 
in PA increased from 
33.4% to 36.9% from 2012 
to 2014; vegetation 
height increased from 
16.7 cm to 18 cm; 
biomass increased from 
86.7 kg/mu to 194 kg/mu 

Shaanxi: vegetation 
increased from 80% to 
83% by 2015 

Fire occurrence rate 
reduced by 50% 

Ningxia: desertification 
reduced 4.9% by 2015 
Gansu: land productivity 
improved by 7.7%  

Maize yields increased 
38% to 830 kg/Mu; 
potatoes increased 
62% to 2,865 kg /Mu  
48% beneficiaries are 
women 

4080 Senegal 
Ecovillages  

BD—established and extended 
CNRs; perennial livestock fodder 
CC—renewable energy (alternative 
fuel/fuel-efficient stoves, Jatropha 
for biofuel, biodigesters, solar 
panels); carbon sequestration—tree 
planting in CNR, live hedges, 
bamboo, mangroves, firebreaks 
LD—compost, biochar 
Livelihoods—e.g., gardening, 
harvesting NTFPs, fruit trees, soap 
making, poultry, bakery 
 

Net biomass gain of 1.7 to 
2.4 m3 per hectare per 
year in the CNRs 
Avoided deforestation 
equivalent of 900 ha 

42% reduction in carbon 
balance from baseline to 
2016  
Carbon storage: 57,750 
CO2/year from 28,875 
ha of new CNRs 
established; 110 tons of 
CO2 per village /year 
from hedges; 54 tons of 
CO2 per year from 
40,000 bamboo plants; 
1,184 t CO2 e/year from 
400 ha of mangrove 
planted  

No quantitative data 
available 

2.5 million FCFA/year 
from double vegetable 
cropping 
Gardening production 
increased by 4 and 
revenues increased by 
6 due to sales during 
peak periods. 
73% of women 
involved in Ecovillage 
jobs 

4625 Malawi 
Shire Basin  

BD—protected area management; 
road network enhancement; 
research; forest co-management 

No quantitative data 
available 

79.8 million tons of 
carbon maintained in 
carbon sinks across all 9 
sites  

 No quantitative data 
available 

K617,270 raised from 
sale of trees and 
firewood in one Forest 
Block 
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4.3. Factors Affecting Achievement of Multiple Benefits 

FINDING. Achievement of multiple benefits and broader adoption in MFA projects was most positively 
affected by internal factors such as project design and stakeholder engagement. Lack of institutional 
capacity within countries was the only factor in MFA projects significantly affecting outcome ratings.  

 

Contributing Factors 

88. Factors most frequently mentioned in terminal evaluations (TEs) as contributing to 
positive outcomes in MFA projects (n=44) were good engagement of key stakeholders (77 
percent), national government support (48 percent), highly relevant technology or approach 
(41 percent), good coordination with or continuity of previous or current initiatives (32 
percent), good project design (32 percent), and support from other stakeholders (32 percent). 

89. Good project design was noted in TEs more often in MFA projects than in SFA projects in 
the OPS5 portfolio as an important contributing factor to positive outcomes (Table 6). In 
contrast, broader adoption using project resources was not a common contributing factor cited 
in MFA projects. This may have been due to the innovative nature of the MFA projects, focusing 
project resources primarily on demonstrations rather than on the broader adoption of more 
straightforward and tested approaches. Regardless, as seen in the previous section, this did not 
prevent broader adoption from taking place in MFA projects. No MFA projects cited favorable 
political or economic conditions as being particularly important to project success. This suggests 
that the success of project outcomes in these MFA projects was well within the control of 
project management staff and direct beneficiaries. 

Table 6: Comparison of factors contributing to project outcomes at portfolio level 
Reported Factor* Factor Type MFA (n=44) 

(%) 
SFA** 

(n=440) (%) 
National government support Contextual 48 58 
Good project design Project-related 32 9 
Broader adoption processes initiated using project 
resources 

Project-related 5 38 

Previous/current related initiatives Contextual 14 54 
Favorable political conditions/ drivers/ events Contextual 0 18 
Favorable economic conditions/ drivers/ events Contextual 0 9 

*All percentage differences between MFA and SFA projects are statistically significant at a 95% confidence level. **SFA projects 
from the OPS5 portfolio 

90. Good engagement of key stakeholders, particularly engaging local communities in the 
selection of project activities, contributed to case study project outcomes by increasing support 
for and adoption of activities. In the case of Senegal PGIES, local management plans that 
included conservation and sustainable management activities were developed by forming Local 
Management Committees. In China IEM Drylands, farmers chose the livelihood activities that 
would best suit their needs and context. The project’s midterm review attributed this process 
to ownership of the Village Environmental Development Plans (VEDP, prepared in 444 villages), 
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and adoption of activities. A similar process has been initiated by Malawi Shire Basin in villages 
co-managing forest reserves. 

91. Brazil Rio Rural organized community groups called COGEMs in each microwatershed. 
One function of these groups was to develop their own project proposals for their respective 
microwatersheds, which Brazil Rio Rural would then fund as an incentive to adopt SLM 
practices. The COGEMs also provided socioeconomic benefits as they allowed small and 
medium farmers to access markets they could not as individuals, including national food and 
school programs that directly bought their produce. Prior to this, an intensive and broad-based 
consultation was undertaken with stakeholders at all levels during project preparation, which 
contributed to shaping the project concept and selection of project areas. 

92. Good coordination or continuity with previous or current initiatives contributed to 
achievement of outcomes in several case study projects. For example, China IEM Drylands had 
strong links with national institutions through the PRC-GEF Partnership on Land Degradation in 
Dryland Ecosystem Program. This improved project efficiency, which in turn contributed to 
positive outcomes. In Gansu, the project was also implemented in close coordination with the 
Strengthening Globally Important Biodiversity Conservation through Protected Area 
Strengthening in Gansu (GEF ID 3864) project. This BD SFA project strengthened activities 
within the Mt. Taizi protected area, while the MFA project supported boundary demarcation, 
and addressed agricultural drivers outside the protected area. The project was also designed as 
a blended project with IFAD’s South Gansu Poverty Reduction Program and the Environmental 
Conservation and Poverty Reduction Program (Ningxia and Shanxi Provinces). This increased 
project efficiency due to existing project management arrangements. An important factor 
contributing to coordination with other projects was the role of the provincial government in 
distributing donor-funded resources within its jurisdiction to avoid overlap. 

93. Good project design, particularly one that was appropriate for the context of the 
project, was noted in project documents as a key contributor to both project outcomes and 
broader adoption in the MFA case studies. For example, two MFA projects integrated project 
activities with existing national laws to leverage additional benefits. Brazil Rio Rural 
incorporated the establishment of natural heritage reserves on private property into the 
project design, for which municipalities and landowners could benefit from national tax 
incentives. In China IEM Drylands, a national-level grazing ban provided cash compensation and 
subsidies for warm sheep sheds and planting of fodder, which the project also supported, to 
further help reduce grazing on sensitive grassland areas. Providing access to funding was key to 
ensuring that stakeholders were able to adopt innovative, environment-friendly practices. In 
Brazil Rio Rural, SLM was implemented through sub-projects made possible with technical 
assistance and grants of between R$4000 and R$6000 to cover the upfront costs of switching to 
more sustainable agricultural practices. These costs had been identified in project design as a 
barrier to adopting SLM practices. 

94. Another important aspect of project design was engaging not only key stakeholders, but 
also the wider network of actors in the field. As highlighted in the previous section, broader 
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adoption in the form of replication and scaling-up occurred during or soon after the project 
ended in cases where the project formed partnerships that leveraged the resources of multiple 
sectors, such as private companies, research institutions, CSOs, and other donors with similar 
objectives. In Senegal Ecovillages, 13 inter-ministerial protocols were signed and implemented 
between government departments, private sector agencies, and non-government actors. The 
project partnered with two micro-credit agencies, one developed as part of Senegal PGIES, to 
finance the purchase of renewable energy equipment, and biodiversity-friendly livelihood 
activities (e.g., beekeeping, soap making, bakery, aquaculture). Private sector investment 
facilitated replication of the project methodology in other villages through agreements to invest 
in renewable technologies, such as solar panels. This made it easier for villagers to switch from 
firewood to renewable energy. Other infrastructure was funded through grants from CSOs and 
private companies through their corporate social responsibility (CSR) programs. Another 
partnership between government ministries and Senegalese academic institutions led to the 
development of a prototype for radiative cooling that improved storage of cereals, dairy and 
vegetables. In Brazil Rio Rural, the local government executing agency pointed out that by 
implementing interventions through multiple partners, mainstreaming among different sectors 
was faster, and the risk of losing funding or interest to continue these interventions was 
reduced. Features of good project design for enhancing synergies are discussed in Section 4.3. 

Hindering Factors  

95. The three factors mentioned in the most number of TEs for hindering achievement of 
outcomes in MFA projects (n=44) were low institutional capacity (50 percent), poor project 
management (39 percent), and overly ambitious project objectives (32 percent). Low 
institutional capacity to implement activities was particularly linked to unsatisfactory outcome 
ratings20. 

96. Poor project management was more frequently reported in TEs as hindering project 
outcomes in MFA compared to SFA projects in the OPS5 portfolio, while poor project design 
was noted in significantly fewer MFA projects as a hindering factor compared to SFA projects 
(Table 7). Unfavorable political and economic conditions or events were also noted in fewer 
MFA projects as a hindering factor. 

Table 7: Comparison of factors hindering project outcomes at portfolio level 
Factor* Factor Type  MFA (n=44) (%)  SFA** (n=440) (%) 

Poor project management Project 39 13 
Unfavorable political 
conditions/ drivers/ events 

Contextual 18 40 

Poor project design Project 7 34 
*All percentage differences between MFA and SFA projects are statistically significant at a 95% confidence level. **SFA projects 
from the OPS5 portfolio 

97. The Malawi Shire Basin midterm review (MTR), for example, noted that low institutional 
capacity beyond the project’s control and poor project management were found to hinder 

                                                           
20Statistically significant at a 95 percent confidence level (p=0.009) using Fisher’s exact test. 
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achievement of the project’s outcomes. Strict procurement rules and complex disbursement 
procedures caused delays in transfers of funds to communities, and in turn delays in project 
activities. District Councils that were expected to lead implementation were under-resourced in 
terms of operational costs to achieve their mandates related to the project. Also, budget 
constraints hampered the functioning of the Shire Basin Stakeholder Forum, and several field 
activities were noted as under-budgeted. 

98. Insufficient stakeholder engagement was also identified in the MTR as a hindering factor 
in the Malawi Shire Basin project. While there were reports of high levels of engagement and 
ownership in the co-managed forest reserves, this received less attention in other components 
of the project. The project MTR notes that government extension workers at the district level 
played a limited role, with most contracts given to international consultants. This compromised 
ownership and sustainability of activities due to staff resentment. Shire Basin Stakeholder 
Forum members were not involved in planning or implementation; during a workshop in 2015, 
they had limited knowledge of project objectives. Members of the Area Development 
Committee (ADC) in one district noted that the ADC is “aware of the Project but it does not 
exactly know what its objectives are except that there are activities in the Lengwe National Park 
as Project vehicles seem to visit the park frequently”21.  

99. As opposed to one factor alone, a combination of factors likely affected how outcomes 
and broader adoption were achieved in the case studies. While the first phase of the Malawi 
Shire Basin targets fewer environmental and socioeconomic outcomes, factors such as those 
mentioned above combined to hinder the timely achievement of some of these outcomes, as 
reported in the project’s midterm review in 2015. Unless resolved, these factors may also 
create challenges in later phases. Several of these hindering factors were likewise raised in 
project reports of the other MFA case study projects, even though they reported high diversity 
in types of outcomes and achievement of broader adoption. The presence of key contributing 
factors, such as effective stakeholder engagement, highly relevant approach, and good 
coordination with previous or existing projects, may have overcome these hindering factors to 
facilitate the outcomes. At the portfolio level, projects with low institutional capacity yet 
satisfactory outcome ratings had either the absence of poor project management and overly 
ambitious project objectives, or the implementation of a highly relevant management approach 
in common22. The sample size was insufficient to determine correlations between outcomes 
and project characteristics such as GEF Agency and project size.  

  

                                                           
21 Noted in the project’s MTR 2015, p. 36. 
22 Results derived using qualitative comparative analysis. 



 

39 
 

5. RESULTS: SYNERGIES AND TRADE-OFFS 

101. This chapter presents findings on both actual and potential synergies, trade-offs, and 
the degree to which trade-offs have been mitigated in MFA case study projects. SFA case 
studies were also assessed to identify and better illustrate similar or differing mechanisms to 
create synergies and address trade-offs. The final section explores common features of MFA 
case studies that contributed to enhancing synergies and mitigating trade-offs.  

5.1. Synergies 

FINDING. MFA case study projects with a high diversity of types of outcomes generated these benefits 
through synergies. Activities with high potential for synergies common to the projects included tree-planting, 
ecosystem protection and rehabilitation, clean energy technologies that reduced fuelwood use, and 
sustainable land management practices, including use of organic waste as fertilizer.  

102. As defined in Chapter 1, multiple benefits are the aggregate benefits produced in more 
than one focal area by a project. Synergies are benefits produced simultaneously in more than 
one focal area through a single intervention, or through the interaction of outcomes (Box 1, 
Chapter 1). MFA projects are not required to create synergies among focal areas to be 
approved for implementation. The minimum approval criteria are that: 1) proposed 
interventions directly align with the strategic priorities of at least two focal areas, and 2) 
indicators are specified to measure the achievement of benefits for each of these focal areas.23 

103. The portfolio analysis showed that 74 percent of projects (n=206) mentioned the terms 
“synergy” or “mitigation” of trade-offs in project documents. Slightly more projects in GEF-3 (79 
percent) mentioned synergies compared to GEF-4 (71 percent) and GEF-5 (75 percent), 
however the reason for this would require further study. Identifying actual synergies and trade-
offs at the portfolio level was not possible, as it required more detailed information on project 
activities and associated outcomes. The case studies provided this level of detail. 

104. In the case studies examined, the four MFA projects with high scores on diversity of 
types of benefits (Table 3, Chapter 3) were found to implement more types of activities that 
each had high potential for synergies, many of which were used in combination within a 
project. Highly synergistic activities common to the case study projects are discussed below, 
and the associated benefits of these synergies are summarized in Table 8. Synergies identified 
in SFA case studies are in Annex 4A. 

105. Tree-planting was an intervention in all five MFA case studies. In Brazil Rio Rural this was 
reported to generate benefits for BD through habitat regeneration and increase in wildlife 
populations, and LD through soil stabilization, especially during excessive rainfall. Tree-planting 
also has the potential to produce benefits to the CC focal area through carbon sequestration 
over the long-term. Live hedges and firebreaks in Senegal Ecovillages were reported to 
sequester carbon and contribute to a reduction in bush fires. They were also inferred to reduce 

                                                           
23 While no guidelines exist on the criteria for MFA project approval as of this writing, this information was triangulated from a 
review of project documents, field visits, and interviews at the corporate and country levels. 
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soil erosion, especially in sandy regions (Table 8). In Senegal PGIES, tree species that provided 
non-timber forest products were specifically chosen for planting in the CNRs. In addition to 
inferred BD and LD benefits, increased income from the collection and sale of nuts, fruits and 
other products was reported, although not measured. In Senegal Ecovillages, revenues from 
forest fruits was estimated at 20 percent of agricultural income. In China IEM Drylands, tree 
planting in and around reserves contributed to reported increases in vegetation cover and 
wildlife populations, improved water quality, and reduced soil erosion by wind. High-value 
indigenous fruit trees planted in some communities also generated additional income.  

106. Ecosystem protection and rehabilitation was also common across all MFA case study 
projects, through various forms of sustainable use arrangements. For example, Senegal PGIES 
and Senegal Ecovillages both implemented CNRs and PUs to allow natural resource use without 
further degrading protected areas, while Malawi Shire Basin promoted co-managed forest 
reserves. Protecting or restoring the integrity of ecosystems has the potential synergy of 
improving biodiversity (BD), maintaining ecosystem services such as soil stabilization, water 
quality and quantity (LD), and maintaining carbon sinks (CC). 

107. In Senegal PGIES, the CNRs contributed to a 30 percent increase in presence of animal 
and plant species of global importance and increased size of Giant Eland herds, due to reduced 
pressure on protected areas, habitat rehabilitation, and improved corridors. A reduction of CO2 
emissions was calculated in 8 CNRs (Table 8). Reduced conflict over resources was also reported 
in the project, due to the legal access provided through CNRs. Complementing the CNRs, 
Senegal Ecovillages introduced the planting of fodder in home gardens to reduce foraging in 
protected forests. An unexpected benefit reported from this is that children now attend school 
more regularly. Prior to this, they had to bring livestock out to forage, which resulted in school 
attendance for only 3 or 4 months each year. 

108. In Brazil Rio Rural, preventing livestock from grazing in riparian areas, in addition to tree 
planting, contributed to reported increases in wildlife, an estimated 295 tons of carbon stored 
per year, and at least 26 percent sediment reduction in waterways (Table 8). Improved water 
flow from source water protection was reported, which improved irrigation in some cases, as 
well as reduced the negative effects of recent droughts. 

109. Clean energy technologies were introduced in three MFA case study projects. These 
were in the form of solar and fuel-efficient clay stoves, solar panels, and biodigesters. In all 
cases, these technologies had the aim of reducing firewood use and, to a lesser extent, fossil 
fuel use. In Senegal Ecovillages, there was a reported decline in extraction of firewood from use 
of solar stoves, solar panels and biofuel for cooking and lighting, with an estimated 900 ha of 
avoided deforestation. This suggests that preserved forests were maintained as carbon sinks, 
and continued to stabilize soil against wind erosion in dry areas. Another potential synergistic 
benefit is the preservation of wildlife habitats through reduced resource extraction. The 
technologies also had socioeconomic benefits. Women reported that reducing the need to 
collect firewood gave them more time and physical energy to spend on income-generating 
activities. Electricity from solar panels provided additional unexpected benefits; it allowed 
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children to study at night, and to access drinking water through solar pumps while at school, 
rather than going back to their houses during the day. While not measured by the project, it is 
inferred that CC benefits in the form of reduced GHG emissions were generated through the 
use of biogas instead of fossil fuels in China IEM Drylands. Biodigesters simultaneously reduced 
threats to protected grasslands from grazing (BD), indirectly maintained carbon sinks through 
the preservation of the grasslands (additional CC benefits), and increased soil fertility (LD) 
through the use of biodigester effluent as fertilizer. 

110. Four MFA case studies used organic waste as fertilizer not only in the form of 
biodigester effluent as in Chine IEM Drylands and Senegal Ecovillages, but also through compost 
and direct application of animal manure. Use of organic waste, such as animal manure, crop 
residues, and household waste, has the potential to benefit long-term soil fertility, water 
quality, and human health through reduced chemical fertilizer use and improved waste 
management. While these benefits were not directly measured in any of the projects, field 
interviews revealed that these benefits were perceived by community members who 
implemented these activities. 

111. More broadly, sustainable land management (SLM) was also found to be highly 
synergistic. Consisting of a set of practices, the type of SLM interventions depended on the 
context, and often include some combination of the activities mentioned above with those 
primarily intended to improve agricultural productivity. For example, Brazil Rio Rural used 
pasture rotation to help rehabilitate agroecosystems. By letting land rest from grazing for a 
specific period, 19,040 tons of carbon was estimated to be sequestered in soil and vegetation. It 
also provided the opportunity for higher plant diversity through 336 ha of land set aside for 
biodiversity. Farmers benefited through an 80 percent increase in milk production linked to the 
rehabilitated pasture lands. In combination with this, the project promoted the use of chicken 
manure as fertilizer to naturally improve soil structure, and the planting of certain plant species 
to naturally repel pests (integrated pest management). Both SLM practices were said to reduce 
chemical use and agricultural expenses. While not specifically monitored, these practices are 
also inferred to reduce hazards to soil, wildlife, and human health. 

112. The benefits produced by these different interventions, when combined, have the 
potential to produce another synergy: reduced vulnerability to climate change24. The four 
high-scoring MFA projects each supported multiple sources of energy, food, and income, 
thereby reducing community dependence on any single resource that might be affected by 
climate change. For example, in Senegal Ecovillages, vegetable gardens, fruit tree cultivation, 
and rustic poultry contribute to both food security and income diversity. The introduction of 
various sources of clean energy has also improved food security through irrigation of a greater 
variety of crops, bread production, and refrigeration for longer food storage. Solar-powered 
well pumps have increased access to drinking water. Well pumps also ensure crop productivity 
in the dry season, which has become more susceptible to reduced rainfall. All of these 
                                                           
24 Socioeconomic resilience, combined with ecological resilience from intact ecosystems, improves the capacity of local 
communities to recover from climate change-related disturbances, such as droughts, floods, and storms (Adger et al. 2005, 
Cowie et al. 2011). 
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contribute to the villages’ food security while avoiding GHG emissions. At the same time, tree-
planting and ecosystem protection activities in forests and grasslands contribute to providing 
ecosystem goods and services that further mitigate the negative effects of climate change, such 
as soil productivity and regulation of the hydrological cycle, as seen in Rio Rural during droughts 
and excessive rainfall. 
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Table 8: Examples of synergistic interventions in MFA case study projects and their reported outcomes 

  BENEFITS 
SYNERGY BD CC LD SE 

 Tree Planting  
Senegal PGIES: Planting non-
timber forest product species, 
fire breaks (538 km) 

Habitat restoration (inferred); 90% 
reduction in bush fires reported.  

Carbon storage 
(inferred) 

Reduced erosion 
(inferred) 

Increased income from collection 
and sale of nuts, fruits reported 
but not measured 

Senegal PGIES: Mangrove 
restoration (2,862 ha)  

Increased populations of fish and 
shrimp reported in one community 

Carbon storage 
(inferred) 

 Fish and shrimp have increased 
and are harvested for income (for 
up to 7500 CFA in a day) 

Senegal Ecovillages: Planting 
bamboo, firebreaks and live 
hedges; non-timber forest 
products 

Habitat regeneration in CNRs 
(inferred) 

54 tons CO2/yr stored 
with bamboo; 110 tons 
CO2/yr stored in hedges 

Soil stabilization 
(inferred) 

Estimated revenues from forest 
fruits was 20% of agricultural 
income; sale of 800 kg of acacia 
harvested in the CNR gained an 
individual 680,000 CFA francs for 
family; sale of 900 kg of jujubes 
earned 225,000 CFA francs to 
cover the needs of his household  

China IEM: Tree planting in and 
around reserves 

Contributed to reported increases 
in wildlife populations; biomass 
increased from 86.7 kg/mu to 194 
kg/mu (Ningxia); vegetation cover 
increased from 80 to 83% (Shanxii), 
from 31 to 35% (Gansu) 

Carbon storage 
(inferred) 

Improved water 
quality reported; 
Reduced erosion 
(inferred) 

Income from processing fruit of 
indigenous fruit trees 

Ecosystem Protection and Rehabilitation  
Senegal PGIES: Community 
Nature Reserves (CNRs) & 
Pastoral Units (PUs) (577,000 ha) 

30% increase in presence of animal 
and plant species of global 
importance; increases of up to 70 
animals in Giant Eland herds; 
habitat connectivity through 3 
transhumant corridors  

Reduction of 2.295 
million tCO2e calculated 
between 2004 and 2009 
in 8 CNRs 
 

Reduced rangeland 
clearing in PUs 
reported 

Legal access to resources in CNRs;  
Reduced conflict over resources 
reported 
 
 

Senegal Ecovillages: 
Established/extended CNRs 
(28,875 hectares) 

Increased habitat connectivity 
(especially in chimpanzee habitat);  
Contributed to the measured net 
biomass gain of 1.7 to 2.4 m3/ha/yr 

Carbon storage of 
57,750 CO2/year with 
new CNRs 

 Non-timber forest products in 
CNRs increased household income 
(e.g., one woman reported 
earning 50,000 CFA francs from 
tamarind collection) 
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  BENEFITS 
SYNERGY BD CC LD SE 

Brazil Rio Rural: Rehabilitation of 
1332 ha of riparian land/913 
source waters through tree 
planting/ excluding cattle from 
source waters 

Contributed to observed increases 
in wildlife (e.g., in Magé, increase in 
birds, frogs, white-browed guan 
reported) 
 
 

Source water protection 
stores an estimated 295 
tons CO2/year 

26% reduction in 
average sediment 
values in one micro-
catchment; 
Improved soil and 
water quality 
reported  

Increased availability of water 
from source water protection 
allowed farmers to increase 
irrigation. In one pilot farm, 
pineapple production increased 
by 12%; Reduced vulnerability to 
effects of drought and excessive 
rainfall 

Malawi Shire Basin: 
Management of two protected 
areas and a marsh; co-
management in 6 forest reserves 
 

Habitat regeneration (inferred) 79.8 million tonnes of 
carbon maintained in 
carbon sinks across all 9 
sites 

 Inferred benefits from habitat 
regeneration (more diverse crops, 
income from herbs) 

Clean Energy Technologies  
Senegal Ecovillages: Improved 
stoves (solar, peanut, and 40% 
fuel-efficient clay stoves) 

Avoided deforestation estimated at 
900 ha from reduced extraction of 
fuelwood for cooking 

Contributed to 42% 
reduction in GHG 
emissions from baseline 
to 2016  

  
  

Women’s labour reduced from 
less need to cut, collect and haul 
firewood 

Senegal Ecovillages: Solar panels 
and biodigesters (for cooking gas 
and lighting) 
 
 
 
 

Avoided deforestation estimated at 
900 ha from reduced extraction of 
fuelwood for cooking and lighting 

Contributed to 42% 
reduction in GHG 
emissions from baseline 
to 2016 

Inferred soil quality 
improvements from 
biodigester effluent 
used as fertilizer 

Increased children’s school 
performance with lights to study 
at night; Solar powered well 
pumps increased water supply; 
market gardening production 
increased by 4 (from irrigation and 
biodigester effluent)  

Sustainable Land Management Practices  
Brazil Rio Rural: Pasture rotation 336 ha of land put aside to benefit 

biodiversity 
Sequestered 19,040 
tons of carbon for 224 
pasture rotation 
projects 

Average increase in 
soil organic material 
of 5.04 g/dm3 

80% increase in milk production in 
90% of subprojects; average IRR 
of 59% in 6 subprojects 
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5.2. Trade-offs 

FINDING. Trade-offs were found in all case study projects, primarily between environmental and 
socioeconomic outcomes. Three out of five MFA projects mitigated trade-offs in a way that provided 
additional value rather than simply reducing losses, essentially producing synergies. 

113. The portfolio analysis revealed that 8 percent of projects in the MFA portfolio (n=206) 
specifically used the term “trade-off” in project documents. However, as the case study analysis 
showed, the lack of use of the term does not necessarily mean that trade-offs were not 
present, or that they were not recognized and addressed during project design.  

114. For the case studies, trade-offs were identified through an analysis of project activities 
and outcomes against potential trade-offs discussed in the literature (see Section 1.2). Trade-
offs were identified between environmental and socioeconomic benefits, among objectives 
within or between focal areas, between short- and long-term objectives, and between local and 
national benefits (see detailed list in Annex 4B). Geographic trade-offs were not identified in 
the case studies. This was primarily due to the difficulty in assessing outcomes beyond project 
area boundaries, and attributing them to the project. The magnitude of trade-offs could not be 
calculated, as available data to estimate what would have happened in the absence of the 
projects was not sufficient.  

115. Trade-off between environmental and socioeconomic objectives. Trade-offs between 
environmental and socioeconomic objectives were the most evident type of trade-off in the 
case studies. A common example was restricting or eliminating access of local beneficiaries to a 
particular area or habitat in order to benefit biodiversity. All MFA case study projects, as well as 
most of the SFA projects visited, had components that supported ecosystem protection in 
various forms. In Malawi Shire Basin, the protected area boundaries were strengthened with 
increased patrolling and enforcement, while in Rio Rural, farmers set aside land for private 
reserves. While increasing the areas under protection, these interventions reduced the 
potential socioeconomic benefits from these resources, such as access to meat for food, and 
timber as a source of income. The scale of this type of trade-off ranged from small plots where 
specific activities were promoted over others, to the exclusion of all villages and families in and 
around a protected area. On the other hand, interventions that aimed to generate CC and LD 
benefits tended to produce rather than reduce socioeconomic benefits in the case study 
projects. 

116. Temporal trade-off. In Brazil Rio Rural, landowners who established private natural 
heritage reserves traded short-term economic benefits from timber, cash crops, and other 
natural resources for long-term biodiversity protection, as well as corresponding ecosystem 
services that benefit long-term agricultural productivity. While the monetary scale of this trade-
off was not assessed, 792 ha of land were converted into private nature reserves during the 
project. 
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117. Trade-off within and between focal area objectives. Senegal Ecovillages introduced the 
planting of Brazil grass to reduce foraging and firewood extraction from protected areas, and 
Jatropha in villages, to replace the use of fossil fuel. While already widespread in the country, 
these two exotic species could potentially displace indigenous species outside of the protected 
area. Thus, in the case of Jatropha, there is a potential trade-off between the BD and CC focal 
area objectives; to some extent, the planting of Brazil grass is also a potential trade-off between 
biodiversity within and outside the protected areas. This potential trade-off is localized to the 
villages that planted these species in large quantities. Similarly, in China IEM Drylands, 
protecting grasslands from grazing by promoting the planting of maize for fodder is a potential 
opportunity cost for lowland biodiversity and other more diverse agroecological systems, 
particularly if the volume of fodder needed increases. 

118. Trade-off between objectives at different scales. In Senegal PGIES, the establishment of 
CNRs provided local benefits through legal access to resources such as firewood, timber, and 
non-timber forest products. The CNRs, however, are an opportunity cost for using the land to 
achieve national goals. For example, the terminal evaluation reported that the national 
government had an interest to mine zircon in one of the project areas. Meeting local objectives 
means the national economic development objectives cannot be met in the same location at 
the same time. The terminal evaluation notes that the CNR in question was at risk of being 
expropriated for this use. 

Mitigating Trade-offs 

119. Potential losses from trade-offs were reduced in some projects through what this 
evaluation has classified into three types of mitigating measures: compensation, compromise, 
and value addition. Trade-offs were also found where there was no evidence of mitigation 
(Annex 4B); however, this was in part due to lack of available evidence to determine if 
mitigation had been considered or had occurred. Table 9 summarizes the types of mitigation 
measures evident in the MFA case study projects. Compensation was the only mechanism of 
mitigating trade-offs identified in the SFA case studies (Annex 4C).  

Table 9: Types of measures identified in MFA projects for mitigating trade-offs 

Project Trade-off Mitigation Measures Identified Trade-off identified—
no obvious mitigation 

taken  
Compensation Compromise Value Added 

933/2268 Senegal PGIES     

1544 Brazil Rio Rural     

2369 China IEM Drylands     

4080 Senegal Ecovillages     

4625 Malawi Shire Basin     
 

120. Compensation involved direct payment or replacement of income to address the loss of 
socioeconomic benefits. In Brazil Rio Rural, the temporal trade-off associated with private 
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nature reserves was offset through tax benefits established through a national law. This law 
was not a result of project activities, but was leveraged to achieve project outcomes. Similarly, 
some farmers in the provinces that China IEM Drylands supported received cash compensation 
from the government for being relocated outside of the protected grassland areas. 

121. Compromise occurred when the benefit to one focal area was decreased to reduce the 
anticipated loss to another focal area or socioeconomic aspect. In Senegal PGIES and Senegal 
Ecovillages, the creation of CNRs and PUs was a compromise between benefits to biodiversity 
and the local economy. Co-managed forest reserves in Malawi Shire Basin have a similar 
purpose. Full protected area status would maximize biodiversity benefits, but this would 
negatively impact local villagers who obtain food and income from the areas. These sustainable 
use areas have increased community access to natural resources, but reduced the maximum 
benefits to biodiversity that could have been obtained through complete exclusion, thus 
achieving a compromise between environmental and socioeconomic objectives. The projects 
provided training in sustainable natural resource management to communities around 
protected areas to help address BD priorities. 

122. Value addition occurred when an intervention not only addressed the trade-off, but 
also created benefits beyond the status quo. For example, in China IEM Drylands the objective 
of protecting grasslands precluded livelihoods based on grazing livestock. One intervention 
supported to mitigate this trade-off was a “Circular Park” in Gansu province, aimed primarily to 
reduce cattle-grazing on grasslands. The Circular Park is a facility that produces commercial 
livestock. All small farmers in the village where it is located have switched their income source 
from grazing sheep on protected grasslands to planting maize that is sold as fodder to the 
Circular Park. Beneficiaries interviewed said that their income from selling fodder required less 
effort and was more predictable compared to their previous income from grazing sheep. The 
Circular Park was designed so that animal waste was managed through biodigesters. This 
provided a low-carbon energy source both for the Circular Park and for the village, as well as 
additional income from high-value organic fruits and vegetables fertilized with biodigester 
effluent. 

123. At another project site, villagers were restricted from taking medicinal herbs and 
mushrooms from the protected area. The project supported row farming of the same plants 
that were previously taken from protected areas, which provided villagers with a more 
consistent supply of resources. This resulted in incomes higher than what villagers were 
previously making, while ensuring protection of grassland areas. As part of this intervention, 
mulching was also introduced to preserve soil moisture. The local government in turn took 
measures to mitigate the effects of using plastic in mulching while at the same time creating 
another source of income. Farmers were paid 120 CNY/tonne of used plastic delivered to 
stations for recycling, processing and re-use. After 5 years, over 70 tonnes of plastic film had 
been collected and sold to the recycling station for 8,500 CNY. Plastic pollution was reported to 
have been reduced substantially in rural areas within and beyond the project. Apart from 
contributing to the BD and CC benefits of ecosystem protection, row farming was inferred to 
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contribute to avoided soil erosion both in the grassland areas (by keeping the ecosystem intact) 
and in the farms. 

124. To mitigate the loss of using indigenous grass as forage and bedding for sheep, the 
project provided warm sheep sheds, and alfalfa as substitute fodder. This had the added value 
of providing permanent shelter for sheep, which improved their survival in harsh climates. 
Alfalfa as fodder was found to improve the quality of the sheep, which farmers could then sell 
for a higher price. Further supplementing this, the project supported cultivation of vegetables 
and fruits through greenhouses, which enabled farmers to sell produce off-season for up to ten 
times more than the usual price. 

125. Through this combination of activities, a 100 percent reduction in resource extraction 
was reported in one province, and villagers earned more income from the higher-value 
products than before the project (e.g., 60 percent income increase reported in Ningxia 
province). Shifting community livelihoods from grazing on grasslands to less climate-dependent 
forms of agriculture—such as using sheds for livestock, and greenhouses for fruit and 
vegetables—has the additional synergistic opportunity to reduce socioeconomic vulnerability to 
climate change. The project’s set of interventions has the added potential of being self-
sustaining due to the higher income generated from multiple non-extractive livelihoods. 

126. In Senegal Ecovillages, Jatropha trees were planted for their oil to fuel rice mills and 
other engines in lieu of firewood. By choosing to plant the Jatropha as live hedges rather than 
in the more traditional monoculture plantations, the project mitigated the potential trade-off 
between BD and CC objectives which would occur when converting large areas of natural 
habitats into plantations. The choice to plant Jatropha as live hedges rather than as forest 
stands served the additional functions of shade for village paths and meeting spaces, and of 
aesthetic fences that delineated private and public areas.  

5.3. Factors Enhancing Synergies  

FINDING. MFA projects that generated more types of multiple benefits through synergies and mitigated 
trade-offs had three common features: intervention designs that integrated additional types of benefits, 
mechanisms for integrated decision making, and an integrated spatial unit for delivering a set of 
interventions. 

127. MFA projects that generated more benefits through synergies and mitigated trade-offs 
in a way that created synergies had three common features that incorporated integration 
across different project dimensions. First, they implemented interventions that integrated 
additional benefits beyond the expected synergies. Second, these projects supported 
mechanisms for integrated decision making. While inputs from multiple sectors is a 
requirement during an MFA project’s design, review and approval stage (see Section 5.1), these 
MFA case study projects promoted interactions among these sectors that enhanced 
opportunities for synergies and mitigation of trade-offs during project implementation. Third, 
the projects delivered activities within a distinct geographical unit, which allowed multiple 
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benefits to interact and, in some cases, for drivers of environmental degradation to be 
addressed. 

Integrated Benefits in Intervention Design 

128. In each case where interventions produced synergies, additional benefits were 
generated as a result of how these interventions intentionally or unintentionally integrated 
more types of benefits within their design. As outlined in the previous sections, beyond the 
synergistic focal area benefits from tree-planting, economic benefits were also generated in 
projects that chose to plant indigenous fruit trees rather than just any tree species. The choice 
to plant trees as hedges rather than as forest plantations in Senegal Ecovillages has created 
social benefits in addition to the primary CC and LD ones. The choice of where to plant trees 
can also generate additional types of benefits. For example, Brazil Rio Rural protected water 
sources by planting trees in riparian areas, contributing to farmers’ resilience against droughts. 
In introducing SLM practices to reduce land degradation, Brazil Rio Rural substituted 
commercial crop varieties with indigenous ones that were more resistant to drought through a 
seed exchange network, thus also contributing to agrobiodiversity and potentially further 
strengthening climate resilience. 

129. When Senegal Ecovillages introduced additional sources of food and income that would 
reduce pressure on protected areas, the project chose to power them with clean energy 
technologies intended to reduce GHG emissions while improving socioeconomic well-being. 
Solar panels rather than traditional diesel-run generators were used to power pumps for 
irrigation and drinking water. When bakeries were built to employ villagers and supply bread, 
the ovens were designed to be run with biogas from biodigesters. 

130. For interventions intended to reduce resource extraction, the choice of alternative 
livelihoods has implications on the extent to which synergies were generated. Beekeeping was 
a supplemental livelihood introduced in four MFA projects. This allowed the harvesting of a 
high-value product within protected or buffer areas without degrading forest ecosystems. A 
study done through Brazil Rio Rural found that higher crop fertilization occurred when bees 
were present, with a higher diversity of bee species linked to high forest cover and low forest 
fragmentation. Thus, promoting this environmentally sustainable livelihood has the added 
potential benefit of increasing agricultural productivity, which is in turn enhanced when 
community beneficiaries ensure that forest cover remains intact to support healthy bee 
populations. China IEM Drylands chose to introduce forms of livelihood that generated 
sustainable socioeconomic and potential climate change mitigation and adaptation benefits in 
the process of addressing BD and LD priorities, as illustrated in the previous section. 

131. In contrast, the Strengthening Globally Important Biodiversity Conservation through 
Protected Area Strengthening in Gansu (GEF ID 3864, UNDP), an SFA project, addressed BD 
priorities by compensating farmers with benefits generated by corporate enterprises, similar to 
payments for ecosystem services. In return for forest maintenance and fire prevention, 
agreements were made with different private companies and the provincial government for 
some households to receive free electricity, and assistance with children’s school expenses. 
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Some also received a share of profits from a tree nursery, if the profits reached a certain level. 
When compared with China IEM Drylands, which was carried out in the same province, this 
appears to be a missed opportunity to create additional BD, LD, and CC benefits through the 
type of sustainable income sources promoted by the project. 

132. Similarly, the Ningxia Integrated Ecosystem and Agricultural Development Project (GEF 
ID 2788, ADB) aimed to reduce soil erosion through vineyard plantations and tree-planting. The 
choice of primarily vineyards to stabilize soil required high capital, which means that financial 
benefits accrue mainly to the owner of the vineyards; the rest of the villagers earn income as 
vineyard workers. As opposed to choosing soil-stabilizing plants that could also provide CC, BD, 
or direct socioeconomic benefits to local villagers, the project used exotic tree species primarily 
for their aesthetic value. While the GEF grant of USD4.5 million was used mainly for IEM 
education and awareness-raising activities, and comprised 2 percent of the total project budget 
of USD 215 million, the project was nevertheless funded solely through the BD focal area 
allocation, and could have aimed to generate additional BD benefits. 

Mechanisms for Integrated Decision Making 

133. All four high-scoring MFA projects had national- or local-level multisectoral mechanisms 
in place that facilitated integrated decision making on what and how interventions would be 
delivered. These mechanisms provided opportunities to share ideas, reduce conflicts or 
overlaps in mandates, and solve problems in an integrated manner. This reflects similar findings 
in the 2014 GEF Secretariat report on land degradation which found that in landscapes with 
multiple uses, trade-offs were better mitigated and more ecosystem services maintained when 
structures for negotiation were put in place early in the project (GEF 2014). These structures 
built trust and confidence in decision making at multiple levels. 

134. At the local level, Brazil Rio Rural organized COGEMs in each microwatershed that it 
supports. The COGEM is composed of 10 to 12 members representing different sectors in the 
community, identified by community members themselves as sectors that need to be 
represented. In the town of Magé, the COGEM was the first-time farmers had a venue for 
organized group discussions among themselves. In addition to agricultural activities, farmers 
used the opportunity to talk about water, climate, sanitation and social issues, and as an 
organization were able to engage the municipality as a partner in proposing ideas for rural 
development. 

135. In China IEM Drylands, Village Implementation Groups upgraded local plans to Village 
Environmental Development Plans (VEDP) incorporating elements of ecosystems, land 
degradation control, and biodiversity conservation. In Senegal Ecovillages, Village Development 
Committees and Inter-Village Development Committees discussed solutions to water, energy, 
and other resource issues. 

136. In the case of Senegal PGIES, the establishment of Local Management Committees in 
PUs was the first time transhumants and pastoralists were involved in discussions, as these 
groups were historically excluded from natural resource management. Through these 
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committees, traditional knowledge was incorporated in decision making, and the committees 
were praised for fostering “greater solidarity and better cooperation between stakeholders.” 

137. At the national level, Senegal Ecovillages established a national level steering committee 
with ministries representing economy and finance, environment, agriculture, power, hydraulics 
and renewable energy. The committee met every three months and discussed overlapping 
jurisdictions and mandates within the Ecovillages and adjacent protected areas. In one project 
site, a section of the protected area was re-zoned as appropriate for village use after committee 
discussions given that the area was already being used for livestock; with the re-zoning, the 
Ministry of Agriculture could provide seeds and support. The committee also helped resolve 
constraints in bringing the electricity network to Ecovillage sites to reduce the need for 
fuelwood through discussions with the Ministry of Energy, with the result that 100 percent of 
the Ecovillages population had electricity at the end of the project compared to 10 percent at 
the start. 

138. In comparison, the Malawi Shire Basin project has no mechanism for intersectoral 
decision making at the national or local levels to date. Project components have so far been 
carried out independently by the Ministry of Irrigation and Water Management, the 
Department of National Parks and Wildlife (national park activities) and the Forest Department 
(forest reserve activities). There was some multisectoral interaction in the form of a technical 
team; however, this team had capacity issues, with the MTR noting members were spending a 
mere 1 percent of their time on the project. This lack of mechanisms for integrated decision 
making could lead to missed opportunities to benefit more than one focal area. 

Integrated Spatial Unit for Delivery of Interventions 

139. Projects that implemented multiple interventions generated more synergistic benefits 
when the set of interventions to benefit multiple focal areas were delivered within integrated 
spatial units, such as a village, landscape, or watershed. Such spatial units are integrated due to 
multiple sectors and focal areas being functionally linked within their geographical boundaries. 
Thus, the outcomes of one intervention may naturally interact with or affect the outcomes of 
another intervention to produce synergies. 

140. For example, Brazil Rio Rural used microwatersheds as the spatial unit for delivering 
interventions. The project management team had realized that the socioeconomic well-being of 
the farmers they were assisting depended on the healthy hydrological functioning of 
microwatersheds where the farmers lived. Each microwatershed had a set of interventions 
implemented both in farms and around water sources. Since these interventions were within 
the same spatial unit, they interacted in such a way that BD benefits generated near water 
sources upstream also resulted in LD benefits to farms downstream, i.e., through a better-
regulated hydrological cycle. To foster long-term hydrological benefits for farmers, the project 
introduced forest protection measures that limited pasture options. However, it simultaneously 
introduced soil and water conservation practices such as pasture rotation that resulted in more 
immediate socioeconomic benefits to these same farmers. Farmers reap both immediate and 
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potential long-term benefits, because both types of interventions were delivered within the 
same microwatershed providing these different ecosystem services. 

141. The China Ningxia IEM SFA project (GEF ID 2788, mentioned above) also generated 
multiple benefits for the BD and LD focal areas, as well as for socioeconomic improvement. 
However, instead of implementing its multiple interventions in an integrated spatial unit, the 
project introduced LD interventions in one area, and invested in BD conservation in two distinct 
wetland systems. As a result, it missed opportunities to enhance synergies among focal areas, 
e.g., greater BD benefits in the wetlands through the generation of LD benefits, such as reduced 
soil erosion and use of chemical fertilizers within the same wetland system. 

142. Though working within a river basin, which is an integrated spatial unit, the outcomes of 
the first phase of the Malawi Shire Basin project to date suggests that interventions could be 
more integrated. For example, conservation activities were directed at two national parks, a 
marsh, and six forest reserves; however there has been no integration with other project 
activities within the basin, which include large-scale water infrastructure enhancements, flood 
risk reduction, and others. This is despite the project also being funded by CC and LD focal area 
allocations. Separate funding for climate change adaptation was provided to support activities 
in the marsh, but so far activities in this area have focused on biodiversity studies, which are 
not linked to activities in other project sites in the river basin. Since the first phase primarily 
aims to build capacities over a large geographical area, the delivery of interventions in a way 
that would enhance synergies and mitigate trade-offs within the river basin may potentially 
occur in later phases. 
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6. THE MULTIFOCAL AREA APPROACH: INSTITUTIONAL ASPECTS 

144. This chapter lays out the opportunities and risks at the institutional level related to 
implementing projects as MFA rather than as SFA. It explores GEF’s role in enhancing synergies 
and mitigating trade-offs through the multifocal area approach, identifying the conditions 
which would allow opportunities to be maximized and the risks minimized. 

6.1. Opportunities and Risks 

FINDING. Implementing projects as MFA was found to allow opportunities to fulfill global and national 
commitments simultaneously, leverage focal area funding, streamline project management costs, and 
increase multisectoral interaction. However, the corresponding need to involve more sectors risks higher 
transaction and operating costs during project design, review, and monitoring. 

145. At the institutional level, the decision to integrate multiple focal areas and implement a 
project as MFA rather than as SFA has corresponding opportunities and risks. That is, some 
opportunities emerge when pooling funds from multiple focal area allocations that otherwise 
do not when project funding is sourced from a single focal area. At the same time, some 
disadvantages and risks were also reported that are distinct to MFA projects. 

Simultaneous Fulfillment of Commitments 

146. Several of the GEF Country Operational Focal Points (OFPs) interviewed (5 of 8) 
mentioned that MFA projects allow countries to achieve multiple focal area and livelihood 
objectives simultaneously. Some mentioned that the option for MFA funding can help them 
meet the requirements of multiple conventions, as well as other national and international 
commitments (e.g., the Paris Agreement), through a single project. Interviewees pointed out 
that national action and local development plans tend to integrate multiple sectors and focal 
areas. Similarly, the conventions and SDGs call for addressing multiple focal areas and 
socioeconomic priorities together. In addition, MFAs provide flexibility in the set of 
interventions to be implemented, which allows the priorities of multiple stakeholders to be 
achieved alongside those of GEF and the national government. For example, a study by the GEF 
Secretariat on the OP12 and OP15 portfolios found that by making support to production 
systems a priority under the LD focal area, GEF funds have allowed countries to test approaches 
that integrate the achievement of global environmental benefits within development projects 
(GEF 2014). 

147. Some Agencies, especially development banks, find that the more comprehensive 
nature of MFA projects makes them more likely to be scaled up. About half of the Agencies 
interviewed said that MFA projects were easier to integrate into their normal operations, 
because their mandates and approaches are already broad and holistic to begin with. Some of 
these Agencies are not environment-focused, but rather deal with development issues that 
more often than not overlap with environmental issues. As an added benefit, the requirement 
of having to address different focal area priorities to access MFA funding was reported to push 
Agencies and countries to think in a broader, more systems-oriented manner so as to find more 
opportunities to create benefits for multiple focal areas in an integrated way. 
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148. On the other hand, some recipient countries and Council members have concerns that 
MFA projects are an avenue for GEF funds to be used for non-environmental development 
issues. Focal area integration in MFA projects and programs is perceived as having less clear 
links to convention guidance and reporting, which makes it harder to determine whether 
country obligations to conventions are being met or not. Integration was said to also make it 
more difficult to directly link focal area funding with reported focal area benefits, especially 
since some benefits such as resilience are difficult to measure. 

149. Interviews with government and donor staff in countries revealed that GEF as a financial 
mechanism for multiple MEAs influences the types of interventions it supports relative to other 
donors; however, the role of GEF support varies depending on the country. For example, 
previous bilateral donor projects in Senegal that aimed to promote cleaner energy sources also 
identified areas for forest protection as part of SFM. But even though the Senegal Ecovillages 
model was scaled up at the country level, subsequent donors did not seek to produce synergies 
beyond socioeconomic and CC benefits. Replication sites are to date typically not linked with 
protected areas to also achieve BD benefits. In China, projects in dry grassland regions funded 
by other donors were similarly focused on socioeconomic and LD benefits, missing 
opportunities for BD or CC synergies; some older projects failed to consider BD trade-offs 
resulting from LD activities. On the other hand, in Brazil, the popularity of the Amazon Forest 
has historically channeled donor funds toward BD-focused interventions, more recently in the 
context of primarily achieving CC benefits. GEF support in Brazil has allowed investments in 
“less popular” yet biologically diverse biomes, where additional synergies with LD objectives are 
potentially higher. In Malawi, several donors have implemented community-based 
interventions similar to those in GEF-supported projects, but these were not linked to a larger-
scale initiative such as that co-financed by the World Bank. 

Leveraged Focal Area Funding 

150. At the corporate level, the option to integrate funds from multiple focal areas has 
allowed each focal area’s priorities to be addressed in more interventions while using less of 
each focal area’s allocation. Leveraging STAR funds in this way is a synergistic effect that has 
resulted partly from the SFM funding incentive. 

151. As mentioned in Chapter 2, BD projects funded as MFA were found to have almost the 
double the co-financing ratio on average compared to when they were implemented as SFA 
(6.5 vs. 3.8). This was despite the BD funding in MFA projects being lower on average than the 
funding allocation for BD SFA projects (see Figure 8 in Section 2.2). In interviews, GEF 
Secretariat and GEF Agencies observed that the BD focal area is able to leverage its funding 
allocation through MFAs because 1) it can channel more funds for BD mainstreaming in 
landscapes, especially through the SFM and CC funding allocations, and 2) in countries where 
the BD agenda is not a priority, Agencies are able to mainstream it into more sustainable 
development-oriented interventions such as those producing LD benefits in landscapes. GEF 
has intentionally made support to production landscapes a BD priority in the last 15 years as a 
way to address drivers of biodiversity loss, and countries are now investing more cofinancing 
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into this type of project compared to those addressing only protected areas (GEF 2016). The 
MFA portfolio’s more integrated and flexible approach in simultaneously addressing 
environmental and socioeconomic issues leads to governments being more willing to provide 
counterpart support for interventions that benefit BD focal area priorities. 

152. While the CC focal area has seen the greatest increase in funding allocation from GEF-4 
to GEF-5 (89 percent), it has consistently had the lowest percentage of MFA projects and 
funding (18 percent and 5 percent respectively in GEF-5). Despite this, 87 percent of MFA 
projects that did not receive CC funding tracked CC-related indicators. The majority of MFA 
projects address LD- and BD-related drivers that are inferred to also produce CC benefits in the 
form of carbon sequestration and avoided emissions (see Section 2.3). These suggest that, 
through MFA projects, CC priorities are being addressed indirectly without significantly 
affecting resources for the larger CC portfolio. 

153. The option to fund projects as MFA has, in the case of the LD focal area, allowed the 
highest increase in number of projects (56 percent) in GEF-5 despite getting the lowest increase 
in funding allocation (4 percent) over the same period. The UNCCD Secretariat raised the 
concern in an interview that LD funding in MFA projects may not be serving the poorest 
countries, which have the greatest need to address LD issues, but often do not have the 
biodiversity or forest resources required to access BD or CC funding. This evaluation found that 
the number of low-income countries receiving LD focal area funding increased between GEF-4 
and GEF-5 from 34 percent to 58 percent, primarily through MFA projects. This has translated 
to the share of low-income countries in terms of total MFA grants with LD components 
increasing from 7 percent to 23 percent within the same period. No statistically significant 
difference was found in average MFA project size between low-income and other countries in 
GEF-5. However, the percentage of total LD focal area funding invested in low-income countries 
decreased from 38 percent to 21 percent within the same period—equivalent to a decrease of 
$31 million—despite more countries being supported. This means that higher-income countries 
are receiving the bulk of the LD focal area allocation through SFA projects. 

Project Cycle Benefits and Costs 

154. Larger projects are perceived by countries and Agencies to be more cost-effective, 
because this allows economies of scale in project management relative to implementing the 
same set of interventions through several smaller projects. Greater efficiency was seen 
particularly in MFA projects that work on multiple focal area issues within the same 
geographical areas, or with the same set of stakeholders or sectors, or both. Having a single 
MFA project under these conditions decreases the likelihood of potential overlaps in 
implementation activities, or coordination costs between multiple SFA projects. 

155. In GEF-5, an MFA project was more than double the size of an SFA project in the BD and 
LD focal areas on average (see Figure 6 in Section 2.2). The majority of stakeholders interviewed 
(16 of 29) cited the potentially larger size of MFA projects as one reason they were submitted 
as such rather than as SFA projects. This was said to be especially crucial for small countries, 
which could supplement their STAR resources with additional SFM funding. Larger projects can 



 

56 

implement theoretically higher-impact interventions that address both national and global 
priorities. Larger projects are also required to have more cofinancing in terms of actual dollars, 
further increasing total project size25.  

156. Yet despite prospects of having a larger project, of the 144 countries that received STAR 
allocations in GEF-5, the great majority implemented only one or no MFAs. Sixty-two percent of 
countries with flexibility in allocating STAR funds (STAR allocation ≤ $7 million) did not 
implement any MFA projects. Those that do not have STAR flexibility are expected to 
implement more MFA projects, since this would be a way for them to pool resources and 
develop larger projects. Yet these non-flexible countries allocated most of their funding to SFA 
projects as well, with 86 percent of such countries implementing only one MFA project or none 
compared to four or more SFA projects. These numbers suggest that despite the potentially 
larger size of MFA projects, most countries prefer to implement SFA rather than MFA projects. 
Countries typically submit proposals for MFA projects within the first half of each GEF phase to 
take advantage of SFM funds, which tend to run out without warning later in the replenishment 
period; in the absence of SFM funds, they preferred to develop SFA projects. This was 
confirmed by interviews and a project cycle analysis. 

157. One reason for this cited in interviews was the transaction costs arising from the need 
to engage multiple sectors and stakeholders associated with the different focal areas. This was 
cited as a concern particularly during project design, review and approval (see Figure 14). 
Within the countries, stakeholders from various sectors need to be consulted iteratively. Local 
and national, as well as public and private stakeholders, have very different objectives and work 
cultures. Agreement is needed from all relevant convention focal points, who are often located 
within different ministries, and therefore have differing priorities, constituencies, and review 
processes. Procurement processes may be slower due to the additional expertise needed and 
sectors involved. Within GEF Agencies, different focal area expertise are needed to identify the 
funding rationale and outcome indicators linked to each component focal area. Within the GEF 
Secretariat, members from the relevant focal area teams have historically also needed to 
provide feedback and agree on the proposed project, although this has reduced with the new 
structure organized around regions. Whether at country or corporate level, the involvement of 
more actors leads to more complex and time-consuming decision making as each one tries to 
maximize benefits for their respective focal area or sector. In some cases, this has created 
competition for funding at all levels of the GEF partnership rather than coordination of 
activities, further making the negotiations challenging.  

158. A project efficiency analysis done by this evaluation showed however that, on average, 
MFA projects did not take longer to be approved or implemented compared to SFA projects.26 
Interviews with Agencies and GEF Secretariat staff independently supported this. These results 
suggest that more complex interactions in MFA projects may be slowing down not the project 
                                                           
25 Technical Document—- presents the results of all analyses conducted using GEF and GEF IEO data sets. 
26 Variables tested were time elapsed between project approval, CEO endorsement, and actual start date; length of project 
implementation; time elapsed between project approval and actual completion date; and project extension length. Length of 
time between CEO endorsement and first disbursement was analyzed by the GEF Secretariat (GEF 2016) and similarly showed 
no significant difference between MFA and SFA projects on this variable. 
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approval process but project preparation. In interviews, transaction costs were not mentioned 
as an issue during project implementation, as the same set of stakeholders typically 
implemented the same set of interventions, which then yielded benefits to multiple sectors. 
However, transaction costs could potentially be higher in projects where coordination and 
multisectoral decision making are required to implement different interventions on the ground. 

159. In terms of monitoring, having more focal areas in one project translates into a greater 
variety of methodologies to be applied, and more data to be collected for each reporting 
period. Agencies are required to prepare separate tracking tools for all the focal areas targeted 
by an MFA project. An MFA project combining BD, LD, CCM and SFM required a total of 1,055 
data fields to be filled in GEF-5, reduced to 772 in GEF-6, of which 20 percent were considered 
“high effort” (GEF IEO 2016). This means that to answer those fields, additional actions would 
have to be undertaken to obtain data. Agencies need to fill out these tracking tools at least 
three times during the project cycle. The data need to be verified across documents to ensure 
that no benefits are double-counted. This can make project preparation and monitoring costlier 
in terms of time and funds. 

160. One Agency reported having to fill out tracking tools for about 70 protected areas even 
though the BD funding allocation for the MFA project was less than $1 million. At least two MFA 
programs have attempted to streamline the tracking tools for their own reporting 
requirements, but none have been successful enough to be adopted at the institutional level. 
Almost all of the 12 Agencies interviewed said that despite all the data required by these 
tracking tools, synergies among focal area targets and indicators relevant to the country 
context are not captured. No additional project management fees are provided to cover the 
additional efforts required. 
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Figure 12: Benefits and costs of focal area integration within GEF project cycle 

161. Due to these high transaction and operational costs, Agency estimates of the minimum 
threshold for a viable MFA project range from $4 million to $10 million, depending on the 
overall size of their portfolio. They say that only with projects this large would the benefits and 
efficiencies of doing an MFA project outweigh the costs. Agencies at country level noted that 
any project involving multiple sectors and stakeholder groups, whether MFA or SFA, would 
have the same challenges. BD SFA projects in particular were found to be complicated due not 
only to the multiple stakeholders to be consulted, but especially because of the BD tracking 
tool. 

Multisectoral Interaction 

162. While the involvement of more actors at all levels does make the project design and 
approval process more complex, it also provides an opportunity for interaction among sectors 
that otherwise might not typically work together. For example, collaboration between the 
environment and agriculture local government agencies in Brazil and China during project 
implementation led to project activities being sustained, mainstreamed, and replicated beyond 
the project period (see Section 3.2). Ministries that normally might not be involved in 
environmental projects, such as the Ministry of Health, were approached to become co-
executing agencies. Countries that reported learning and coordination as a benefit of 
implementing MFA projects were the same ones that had mechanisms for sectoral integration 
in place (see Section 4.3). In GEF Secretariat, the different focal area teams interviewed said 
that reviewing MFA projects allowed them to better understand the priorities of other focal 
areas. However, this did not necessarily translate to increased cooperation within GEF 
Secretariat or elsewhere at project design stage; the differences in structures and processes 
across sectors both at the corporate and country levels proved difficult to harmonize, and left 
little opportunity or time for deeper learning or collaboration. 
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6.2. Conditions Suited to the Multifocal Area Approach 

FINDING. Environmental issues and management approaches that by nature are linked to multiple focal 
areas were found to be more suited to being addressed through MFA projects. In some cases where an MFA 
project was appropriate, the lack of institutional arrangements for integration was found to limit 
opportunities to enhance synergies and mitigate trade-offs.  

As shown in Section 1.3, GEF has promoted focal area integration by providing financial 
incentives and strategically engaging with countries to implement projects as MFA. However, 
while pooling focal area allocations in an MFA project may result in multiple benefits, it does 
not guarantee the creation of synergies and mitigation trade-offs. Addressing multiple focal 
area priorities together in one project was found to provide more opportunities for synergies to 
be enhanced and trade-offs to be better mitigated when the project was supporting certain 
environmental issues and management approaches. On the other hand, the lack of institutional 
arrangements and capacity for sectoral integration limited these opportunities. 

Environmental Issues 

163. In interviews, three types of environmental issues emerged as most suitable for MFA 
projects: 1) when the issue has potential consequences on multiple focal areas, 2) when the 
issue is caused by drivers linked to multiple focal areas, and 3) when different issues linked to 
multiple focal areas occur within the same spatial unit (Table 10). 

164. Deforestation, unsustainable land use, and land use change are examples of 
environmental issues that can have negative consequences on the BD, CC, and LD focal areas. A 
review of project documents showed that 71 percent of the MFA portfolio addressed 
deforestation or forest degradation. Sixty-nine percent addressed unsustainable land use 
practices, while 29 percent addressed infrastructure expansion in forests. 

165. In general, the degradation or destruction of ecosystems that provide goods and 
services benefiting these three focal areas is suited to being addressed through MFA projects. 
In interviews, one Agency mentioned forest, peatland, and grassland ecosystems as being 
particularly suitable, not only because they provide ecosystem services benefiting BD, CC, and 
LD, but also because they are historically linked to community livelihoods that are vulnerable to 
climate change. 

166. All five MFA case studies addressed ecosystem destruction or degradation. Each worked 
in forests, with one also in grasslands, all of which were being used for traditional livelihoods. 
By reducing ecosystem degradation, these projects generated or were expected to generate 
BD, CC, and LD benefits, while also creating socioeconomic benefits for adjacent communities. 
Three of the five SFA case studies also addressed deforestation through BD focal area funding. 
However, the types of interventions implemented were BD-focused, such as improving 
protected area infrastructure, and engaging communities in protected area management 
activities. The four high-scoring MFA projects supported interventions that also specifically 
targeted LD and CC priorities, which had synergistic socioeconomic benefits. Three of these 



 

60 

MFAs generated multiple benefits that in combination are expected to reduce these 
communities’ vulnerability to climate change (see Section 4.1). 

167. All stakeholder groups interviewed identified climate change adaptation as an 
environmental issue linked to all focal areas. That is, failure to adapt to climate change can 
reduce or discontinue BD, LD, and other CC benefits. At the same time, when BD, CC, and LD 
priorities are not addressed, vulnerability to climate change increases. For example, farmers in 
the state of Rio de Janeiro were vulnerable to droughts and landslides due to deforestation and 
other unsustainable agriculture practices. Brazil Rio Rural introduced interventions that 
contributed to forest protection and soil quality improvement, both of which benefited the BD, 
CC, and LD focal areas. By doing so, farmers report being less affected by droughts and 
landslides as a result of having more consistent water supply from springs, and having more 
stable slopes. In addition, GHG emission reductions through these interventions could be 
considered a significant contribution to climate change mitigation, as Brazil’s carbon footprint is 
mainly from deforestation and unsustainable land use. 

168. Similarly, two SFA case studies primarily addressed climate change adaptation using CC 
focal area funding27. To achieve this, the Climate Adaptation for Rural Livelihoods and 
Agriculture project (CARLA, GEF ID 3302, AfDB) in Malawi introduced irrigation, drought-
tolerant crops, watershed management, tree-planting in gullies to reduce erosion and 
sequester carbon, and a variety of livelihood activities. These activities in combination aimed to 
reduce vulnerability to climate change by addressing the BD- and LD-related upstream drivers 
of flooding and erosion (deforestation due to charcoal production and agricultural expansion), 
while also increasing local capacity to adapt to these changes through less climate-dependent 
food and income sources. The Climate Change adaptation project in the areas of watershed 
management and water retention project (GEF ID 4234, IFAD) in Senegal also introduced new 
crop varieties and dykes that would help communities adapt to saltwater intrusion resulting 
from climate change. However, while declining groundwater levels was a critical driver of 
vulnerability, the project did not implement any specific BD-related interventions that could 
help improve the hydrological services provided by nearby forests. 

169. When several environmental issues linked to multiple focal areas occur within the same 
spatial unit, MFA projects are also suitable, because interventions addressing these different 
issues can then be implemented by the same set of stakeholders that are driving and/or 
experiencing the environmental problems. In Senegal, forest degradation was being driven by 
the need for fuel and food in rural villages. Several issues needed to be addressed: loss of 
biodiversity from forest degradation, GHG emissions from burning of firewood, lack of food 
security, and out-migration of youth from rural areas due to lack of livelihood opportunities. 
Senegal Ecovillages therefore implemented interventions addressing BD, CC, and 
socioeconomic issues using villages as the spatial unit. All villagers were engaged in and 
benefited from the project’s multiple interventions, which at the same time addressed BD and 
CC priorities by reducing forest degradation. The project document states that the choice to 
address multiple issues using an integrated approach through an MFA project was a deliberate 
                                                           
27 These two projects were specifically funded by the Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF). 
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one, with the argument that separate non-coordinated projects in the same areas would have 
reduced over-all effectiveness. 

Table 10: Environmental issues suited to being addressed through MFA projects 

TYPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUE EXAMPLES 
Has consequences on multiple focal 
areas 

Deforestation, unsustainable land use practices, land use change, 
destruction or degradation of ecosystems such as forests, peatlands 
and grasslands 

Is caused by drivers linked to multiple 
focal areas 

Climate change adaptation 
 

Several linked to multiple focal areas 
within the same spatial unit 

Loss of biodiversity from forest degradation, GHG emissions from 
burning of firewood, lack of food security, and out-migration of youth 
from rural areas due to lack of livelihood opportunities within village 

 

170. Consistent with the scientific literature and PMIS data, Agencies reported that issues 
common to the BD and LD focal areas were especially conducive to focal area integration. More 
than half of the MFA portfolio combined these two focal areas. In contrast, they observed how 
it was difficult to put together a project that combined CCM with the BD or IW focal areas. PMIS 
data show that in GEF-4 and -5, only two or fewer projects had these combinations; all other IW 
or BD combinations with CCM only occurred in LULUCF projects. Projects that work primarily on 
land issues were generally perceived to be suitable for MFA projects, since multiple benefits to 
LD, CCM and CCA, and livelihoods are very likely to be produced by interventions seeking to 
improve soil and water quality, as well as to BD in cases where globally significant ecosystems 
or species are involved. 

171. On the other hand, certain environmental issues and strategic priorities have been more 
frequently addressed with a targeted, non-integrated approach through SFA projects. For 
example, programs or focal area priorities focused primarily on renewable energy, energy 
efficiency, sustainable transport, capacity-building for biosafety and access to genetic 
resources, or invasive alien species were addressed by no more than two MFA projects in each 
GEF phase, and in many cases, none. Although these priorities may also be addressed through 
MFA projects, GEF Secretariat staff interviewed said that in cases where the proposed 
interventions may also produce benefits for, but do not directly address a focal area’s priorities, 
an MFA project may be asked to be resubmitted as an SFA project. 

Types of Management Approaches 

172. When approaches to addressing environmental issues generate benefits to or target the 
priorities of multiple focal areas at the same time, they are also suited to being implemented 
through MFA projects. Examples given by Agencies and GEF Secretariat were those related to 
natural resource management (NRM) and ecosystem-based management (EBM), which 
typically address BD and LD issues at the same time; integrated agriculture that can touch upon 
LD, CCM and chemicals and waste, as well as BD where agrobiodiversity is a concern; and 
sustainable land management (SLM) and ecosystem protection that respectively deal with LD 
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and BD priorities, as well as CCA. As seen in Section 2.3, the majority of MFA projects 
implement these types of management approaches. 

173. Three of the MFA case studies with a high diversity of types of benefits used Integrated 
Ecosystem Management (IEM) as their main approach. The approach was adopted more 
broadly in Brazil and China due to its intersectoral way of addressing food security, income, 
climate change adaptation, and ecosystem services protection simultaneously. 

Institutional Arrangements 

174. Although many countries have environmental issues suited to the design of MFA 
projects, they do not necessarily propose such projects. An important condition observed as 
necessary to design and implement MFA projects was the existence of institutional 
arrangements for integrating multiple sectors and focal area expertise. 

175. At the project approval level, Brazil has a national committee composed of 
representatives from the five ministries hosting the three convention focal points and the two 
GEF country focal points. The committee discusses which environmental projects will be funded 
by which donor, and may advise different stakeholders to merge their project proposals and 
work together on one large project if this is more cost-effective. In China IEM Drylands, all three 
provincial governments benefiting from the project functioned as executing agencies that 
integrated departments responsible for different sectors, such as environment (BD), agriculture 
(LD), health, and social development. 

176. Conversely, in contexts where capacity for focal area or sectoral integration is low, 
countries may be forced to rely more on Agency expertise, which reduces their control over the 
project preparation process. One Agency helps design MFAs only for executing agencies that 
have the broad mandates and funding resources necessary for integration. In some countries 
where interministerial bodies do not exist, the demand of various stakeholders to get funding 
for their respective priority projects may lead to GEF OFPs allocating STAR funds to several 
small projects rather than to a larger MFA one, even when the latter may be more effective. 
Even within Agencies, expertise in multiple focal areas may not be available, therefore making 
them more likely to advocate for projects in a single focal area that they specialize in.  

177. Exacerbating the effects of low institutional capacity for integration, no guidelines exist 
so far on how MFA projects are to be developed, reviewed, and approved. Because of this, MFA 
projects require more planning, consultation and explanation with the stakeholders who are 
involved in approving them. Some Agencies noted that there was less risk in two SFA projects 
versus one large MFA project getting rejected if any of the stakeholders within the GEF 
partnership did not reach consensus on it. While GEF has strategic priorities for each focal area, 
there are none that specify how and which focal area synergies might best contribute to GEF’s 
vision. Because of how GEF is set up, project reviews are still done by focal area rather than 
holistically, which may discourage project designs that could potentially generate synergies that 
do not neatly align with any individual focal area strategy. 
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178. A GEF Secretariat study in 2014 on combating land degradation in production 
landscapes called for guidance to be developed for countries detailing strategic priorities for 
MFA programming, types of integrated approaches that GEF could invest in, options for 
achieving synergies in global environmental benefits, and indicators for quantifying benefits. In 
2016, GEF Secretariat began to develop internal guidelines on how to review MFA projects. 
STAP also devised a screening tool especially for MFA projects, and commissioned a study on 
the science of integration in the same year. However, these recent developments do not aim to 
provide strategic or operational guidance to countries and Agencies on when or how MFA 
projects are best implemented. 
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7. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

180. The purpose of this evaluation was to assess the extent to which the GEF’s MFA 
portfolio has generated multiple benefits, including any synergies and trade-offs. In the 
process, it also aimed to characterize the MFA portfolio, a subset of the GEF portfolio that had 
not yet been comprehensively assessed. It did not, however, aim to determine whether MFA 
projects have better or worse results than SFA projects in general, due to the wide variety in 
types and aims of MFA projects. This chapter presents the main conclusions drawn from the 
findings presented in the previous chapters. Following are recommendations on how to 
maximize the opportunities for enhancing synergies and mitigating trade-offs in the MFA 
portfolio. 

7.1. Conclusions  

(1) The proportion of MFA projects in the GEF portfolio is increasing, with most projects 
addressing multiple focal area priorities through integrated approaches. 

181. Since GEF-3, when the integration of the objectives of multiple focal areas in single 
projects was formalized, the number of MFA projects has increased by about 50 percent in each 
succeeding GEF phase in terms of both number of projects and total GEF grants. The most 
common focal area combinations in MFA projects include BD and LD (54 percent), half of which 
also include CC (BD, LD and CC jointly, 27 percent). While MFA projects are larger than SFA 
projects on average, the evaluation found that this does not necessarily compel Agencies and 
countries to implement projects as MFA solely with the aim of having a bigger project. The 
majority of MFA projects in GEF-5 targeted land degradation and biodiversity priorities 
simultaneously within landscapes, including integrated landscapes, protected area systems, and 
production landscapes. Seventy-four percent of MFA projects were designed to implement 
integrated ecosystem management, landscape-based management or both, which are 
approaches that address multiple focal area issues simultaneously. Forty-three percent 
addressed both agriculture and forestry sectors by combining approaches such as sustainable 
agriculture or sustainable land management with sustainable forest management and 
sustainable forest use/protection; of these, 71 percent also addressed biodiversity concerns 
through ecosystem-based management. 

(2) Most MFA projects respond to convention guidance, as well as to both global trends 
and national priorities.  

182. Of the MFA projects funded through BD or CC focal area allocations, at least 79 percent 
respond directly to convention guidance by addressing strategic priorities related to land use 
and land use change, protected areas, and biodiversity mainstreaming. The MFA portfolio 
reflects global trends toward integration across sectors, and between environmental and 
socioeconomic objectives as stated in the three Rio conventions and the Sustainable 
Development Goals. MFA projects also respond to national priorities through flexibility in 
addressing global environmental commitments (e.g., the Paris Agreement) and national 
sustainable development goals together. The GEF has promoted focal area integration by 
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providing financial incentives and strategically engaging with countries to implement projects 
as MFA. 

(3) The large majority of completed MFA projects report achievement of multiple benefits 
and broader adoption by project end. 

183. Of the completed projects with outcome ratings, 77 percent were rated moderately 
satisfactory or higher, similar to the overall GEF portfolio. However, the generation of benefits 
linked to project activities was not necessarily dependent on project performance, as all 
completed projects in the MFA portfolio reported positive environmental outcomes in their 
terminal evaluations (n=49). Of these, 80 percent reported benefits in the same focal area 
combinations they had targeted, as well as in socioeconomic aspects. Broader adoption was 
reported to have begun or taken place in 80 percent of projects by project end, primarily in the 
form of mainstreaming and replication. Low institutional capacity among executing agencies 
was a primary factor linked to poor achievement of outcomes and absence of broader adoption 
in the MFA portfolio. Factors within the project’s control such as good engagement of key 
stakeholders, good project design, and coordination with related initiatives were among those 
most frequently cited as contributing to successful outcomes. These results are similar to the 
rest of the GEF portfolio. Partnerships forged to leverage resources from multiple sectors 
particularly contributed to replication and scaling-up in case study projects.  

(4) MFA projects that are designed for integrated benefits, include integrated decision 
making among sectors, and are implemented in an integrated spatial unit are 
associated with greater diversity in the number and types of benefits. They are also 
better able to enhance synergies and mitigate tradeoffs.  

184. Opportunities for synergies across the focal areas, as well as with socioeconomic 
objectives, were commonly found in tree-planting, ecosystem protection and rehabilitation, 
clean energy technologies that reduced fuelwood use, and sustainable land management 
practices. The most common trade-off observed in analyzed cases was between environmental 
and socioeconomic objectives. Potential losses from trade-offs were reduced through three 
types of mitigating measures: compensation, compromise, and value addition. Compensation 
involved direct payment or replacement of income to address the loss of socioeconomic 
benefits. Compromise occurred when the benefit to one focal area was decreased to reduce 
the anticipated loss to another focal area or socioeconomic aspect. Value addition occurred 
when an intervention not only addressed the trade-off, but also created focal area and 
socioeconomic benefits beyond the status quo, essentially producing synergies. MFA projects 
that reported the highest number and diversity of types of benefits had three common 
features: intervention designs that integrated additional types of benefits, mechanisms for 
integrated decision making among multiple sectors, and an integrated spatial unit for delivering 
a set of interventions. These features enhanced synergies, and mitigated trade-offs through 
value addition, essentially also producing synergies. 

(5) At the institutional level, MFA project implementation generates benefits, but is also 
associated with higher costs. 



 

66 

185. Implementing projects as MFA has both benefits and costs. Benefits occur in the form of 
opportunities to fulfill global and national commitments simultaneously, leverage focal area 
funding, streamline project management costs, and increase multisectoral interaction. The 
option to integrate funds from multiple focal areas has allowed each focal area’s priorities to be 
addressed through more interventions while using less of each focal area’s allocation. This is 
particularly true for the land degradation focal area, which typically receives lower funding; for 
the biodiversity focal area, this has leveraged higher cofinancing. Since MFA projects tend to be 
larger on average, they allow for economies of scale in project management, relative to 
implementing the same interventions through several smaller SFA projects. The involvement of 
more actors provides an opportunity for interaction among sectors that might otherwise not 
typically interact. 

186. Costs occur in the form of efficiency losses, mainly during project design, review, and 
monitoring due to the increase in number of stakeholders and sectors required to provide 
inputs. Whether at the country or corporate level, the involvement of more actors leads to 
more complex and time-consuming decision making, as each actor tries to maximize benefits 
for its respective focal area or sector. Current reporting requirements for multifocal area 
projects increase operating costs; at the same time, synergies generated and trade-offs 
mitigated are not captured. 

(6) Implementing a project as MFA is most appropriate when the environmental issues to 
be addressed, or management approaches to be supported, provide opportunities to 
enhance synergies and mitigate trade-offs across focal areas.  Appropriate institutional 
arrangements enhance the synergies. 

187. Merely pooling focal area allocations in an MFA project may result in multiple benefits, 
but does not guarantee the creation of synergies or mitigation trade-offs. When MFA projects 
were implemented under conditions that by nature are linked to multiple focal areas, more 
opportunities to generate synergies and better mitigate trade-offs were created. These 
conditions include: 1) environmental issues whose causes, consequences, or spatial occurrence 
are linked to multiple focal areas; and 2) management approaches that inherently address 
multiple focal area priorities. In some cases where conditions for an MFA project were 
appropriate, the lack of institutional arrangements for sectoral integration was found to limit 
these opportunities. Lack of strategic and operational guidelines for MFA projects contribute to 
this limitation. 

7.2 Recommendations 

(1) Identify conditions appropriate for the implementation of MFA projects at the project 
design and review stage. 

188. MFA projects are not required to be integrated, or to seek synergies and mitigate trade-
offs. However, projects successful at enhancing synergies and mitigating trade-offs have 
common conditions and characteristics that have enabled them to maximize the benefits of 
having multiple focal area objectives. GEF Agencies must ensure that the environmental issues 
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and management approaches targeted by MFA projects allow for such benefits while managing 
the higher transaction costs. Existing capacities and institutional arrangements for sectoral 
integration at the corporate and country levels should be assessed as part of the MFA project 
design and approval process. Opportunities for good stakeholder engagement, partnerships to 
leverage resources from multiple sectors, and integration in project interventions, should be 
considered in this assessment.   

(2) Streamline and enhance monitoring and reporting of MFA projects, including their 
synergies and trade-offs. 

189. Although attempts have been made at program level to remove repetitive and 
irrelevant indicators from tracking tools, streamlining of monitoring and reporting tools in MFA 
projects is needed at the institutional level. Project monitoring tools should also measure and 
report on the synergies generated and trade-offs mitigated.  

(3) Develop shared guidance on the conditions for designing, reviewing, and implementing 
MFA projects across the GEF partnership. 

190. While strategic priorities have been developed for each focal area, none specify how 
and which focal area synergies might best contribute to the GEF’s vision. As a starting point, 
members of the GEF partnership need to adopt a common understanding of key concepts, such 
as “multiple benefits,” “synergies,” “trade-offs,” and “integration.” Building on the findings of 
this evaluation, the GEF should develop guidance on the conditions under which MFA projects 
should be designed and implemented, to enhance synergies across focal areas. Minimum 
criteria or standards for MFA project design and monitoring will ensure that the benefits of 
focal area integration are maximized, while transaction costs at the corporate and country 
levels are managed. 
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ANNEXES 
 

ANNEX 1: Approach and Methodology 

1A: Theory of Change for the Evaluation 

1. A theory-based evaluation designs its questions around an intervention’s “theory of 
change,” or the logical pathway of how the intervention is expected to lead to the desired 
impacts (Fitz-Gibbon and Morris 1996, Weiss 1972). A theory of change was developed for this 
evaluation as a heuristic to help identify the key activities and processes expected to occur for 
multiple benefits to be achieved (Figure 3). It builds on the scientific literature on multiple 
benefits and synergies, and the general theory of change framework for the GEF (GEF IEO 
2013). Multiple benefits refer to both global environmental benefits (e.g., ecosystem goods 
and services that have global significance, such as reduction in forest loss and degradation) and 
the local benefits that support their achievement (e.g., food security, access to sustainable 
energy). Local environmental, social, and economic benefits are recognized within the GEF as 
tightly linked to global benefits, with the former supporting achievement of the latter by 
providing incentives and the appropriate social conditions and enabling behaviors that sustain 
global environmental benefits (GEF EO 2006). 

2. The theory of change shows three types of GEF-supported interventions—governance 
mechanisms, management approaches, and capacity-building--that typically interact to 
contribute to the achievement of impact, which in the GEF context is equated with 
achievement of global environmental benefits. For example, management approaches that 
address priorities of multiple focal areas jointly include sustainable agriculture, sustainable land 
management, sustainable forest use and protection, ecosystem- or landscape-based 
management, and ecosystem-based adaptation (e.g., Cowie et al. 2011, Dudley and Stolton 
2010, GEF 2014b, Gisladottir and Stocking 2005). Capacities that the GEF helps develop may 
include the institutional architecture for leveraging private sector resources, to gradually 
reduce dependence on public and donor funding. These interventions must be appropriate to 
the scales and the specific social-ecological system that the interventions are implemented in, 
as the type and extent of benefits generated by the same interventions are expected to be 
different depending on the context (Cowie et al. 2007). 

3. Further multiple benefits may be generated through the broader adoption of 
intervention outcomes. Broader adoption may occur through these outcomes being sustained, 
replicated, mainstreamed or scaled up (see Box 1 below). This requires contextual conditions to 
be favorable, such as the capacity and willingness of governments and other stakeholders to 
build on the outcomes of GEF support. As more multiple benefits are generated, this can create 
a positively reinforcing feedback loop of increasingly broader adoption—as indicated by the 
circular arrow in Figure 3—thus also increasing the extent of global environmental benefits. 
Monitoring the extent to which multiple benefits and broader adoption are being achieved is 
necessary for assessing the progress made through GEF support toward achieving longer-term 
impact. Impact is considered a dynamic value that is progressively being achieved through a 
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combination of interventions interacting with various contextual conditions, rather than as a 
fixed target to be met. Thus, this value may accrue or decrease over time, depending on these 
non-linear interactions. 

 

 

4. While multiple benefits may be generated through synergies, trade-offs may also be 
expected, since maximizing one benefit may not be compatible with the generation of other 
benefits. Due to social-ecological systems being inherently complex, synergies and trade-offs 
may occur in a non-linear fashion, where the addition or exclusion of a single environmental or 
socioeconomic objective can have cascading effects in terms of both benefits and costs. 
Furthermore, costs and benefits vary across spatial and temporal scales, as well as to the 
particular environmental, social and economic contexts of the various stakeholders. These 
differences therefore need to be considered when assessing the opportunities and limitations 
of GEF support for mitigating trade-offs and enhancing synergies across focal area priorities; 
among environmental, social and economic objectives; and across spatial-temporal scales. 
Consistent with the principles underlying the GEF environmental and social safeguards, social 
and environmental risks posed by GEF-supported interventions to local communities were also 
assessed as potential trade-offs. 

 

Broader adoption takes place when stakeholders (e.g., governments, private sector, civil society, other donors)—
whether originally part of the project or not—adopt, expand and build on the initiatives that GEF funds, during the 
project period or afterwards, as a result of initial project successes. It can occur in the following ways: 

 Sustaining. When a GEF-supported intervention or outcome is continued by the original beneficiaries without GEF 
support so that they can keep reaping the benefits. 

Mainstreaming. When information, lessons, or specific aspects of a GEF initiative become part of a stakeholder’s 
own initiatives, such as laws, policies, regulations, and programs. This may occur through governments and/or 
through development organizations and other sectors. 

Replication. When a GEF-supported intervention is copied at a similar scale, often in other locations. 

Scaling-up. When a GEF-supported intervention is implemented at a larger geographical scale, often expanded to 
include more political, administrative, economic or ecological components. This allows concerns that cannot be 
resolved at lower scales to be addressed, and promotes the spread of GEF contributions to areas contiguous to the 
original project site. 

Market change. When a GEF-supported intervention influences economic demand and supply shift to more 
environment-friendly products and services. 

Box 1: Definition of broader adoption 
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5. The evaluation theory of change takes into account the complex processes associated 
with the social-ecological systems28 in which GEF support is provided. Changes in these systems 
may take place at time scales and geographical areas different from that of GEF support, and 
thus may not be directly observable or measurable. Outcomes produced by other actors and 
processes may interact with GEF support to promote or hinder progress toward impact. The evaluation 
therefore assessed not only elements related to GEF support, but also how contextual elements have 
affected achievement of outcomes. 

 

 

Figure 13: Theory of change on how GEF support contributes to the achievement of multiple benefits 
  

                                                           
28A social-ecological system is a term used to describe the interactions of human and environmental systems within a particular 
time and space. “Social” refers to all human spheres, such as economic, cultural and political systems. “Ecological” refers to all 
systems of non-human origin, such as biological, climate and biogeochemical systems. 
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1B: Evaluation Components: Variables and Methods Used 

 

Portfolio Component 
 

Topic Assessed Data Sources and Analytical 
Methods 

Unit of Analysis 
(max n) 

Unit of Comparison 
(max n) 

History and design of 
MFA portfolio to achieve 
multiple benefits 

Statistical analyses of PMIS data set 
Document reviews 
Literature review 

Project (250) NA 

MFA portfolio trends 
MFA project design 
characteristics 

Statistical analyses of PMIS and TER 
data sets 
Aggregation and descriptive analysis 
of data from document reviews 

Project (250) SFA projects in PMIS 
data set (2267) 
SFA projects in TER 
data set (192) 

Progress toward impact 
Factors affecting 
outcomes 

Aggregation and descriptive analysis 
of data from review of terminal 
evaluations 
Qualitative comparative analysis 

Project (49) SFA projects in OPS5 
Progress toward Impact 
data set (440)29 

Forest cover loss 
Vegetation productivity 

Geospatial analysis  
Econometric analysis 
Statistical analyses 

Site (460) SFA sites (1593) 
Sites with no 
intervention (7420) 

 

Case Study Component 
 

Topic Assessed Data Sources and Analytical Methods Unit of Analysis 
(max n) 

Unit of 
Comparison 
(max n) 

Environmental and 
socioeconomic outcomes 
Synergies and trade-offs 

Comparative analysis of data from 
interviews, field visits, monitoring data 
and document reviews 
Geospatial analysis 
Literature review 

Project (5) SFA project 
(5) 

Progress toward impact 
Factors affecting outcomes 
 

Comparative and thematic analysis of 
data from interviews and document 
reviews 

Project (5) SFA project 
(5) 

 

  

                                                           
29 The OPS5 Progress toward Impact data set consists of projects whose terminal evaluations were submitted between 2005 
and 2012. This was used in lieu of the OPS6 data set, which was not completed at the time this evaluation was undertaken. 
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Institutional Component  
 

Topic Assessed Data Sources and Analytical 
Methods 

Unit of Analysis  Unit of Comparison 

Characteristics of MFA 
projects 
Project cycle differences 
between MFA and SFA 
projects 
GEF’s role and comparative 
advantage 

Thematic analysis of interviews 
and document reviews 
Statistical analyses of PMIS and 
TER data sets 

GEF corporate 
processes 
Country 
processes 

SFA processes 
Non-GEF processes and 
interventions at global 
and country levels 
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1C: Overview of Case Study Projects 

 Country and Project Name Summary of Project Description Focal 
Areas 

Implementation 
Period 

M
FA

 P
RO

JE
CT

S 

Senegal: Integrated Ecosystem Management in 
Four Representative Landscapes of Senegal 
(PGIES) (GEF ID 933/GEF ID 2268) 

Established biosphere-type reserves to address land degradation, 
fragmentation and pressures on biodiversity loss in four representative 
landscapes 

Phase 1: 
OP12; 

 Phase 2: 
LD 

Phase 1: 2004-
2007; Phase 2: 
2007-2011 

Brazil: Rio de Janeiro IEM in Production 
Landscapes of the North-Northwestern 
Fluminense (Rio Rural) (GEF ID 1544) 

Used IEM, SLM and establishment of private nature reserves to address 
deforestation and soil erosion from over-grazing and unsustainable 
agriculture 

OP12 2005-2011 

China: An IEM Approach to the Conservation of 
Biodiversity in Dryland Ecosystems (GEF ID 
2369) 

Used an IEM approach to address land degradation and associated 
decline in biodiversity and ecosystem services in three dryland 
provinces in Western China (Gansu, Ningxia, and Shaanxi) 

BD, LD 2011-2016 

Senegal: Participatory Biodiversity Conservation 
and Low Carbon Development in Pilot 
Ecovillages (GEF ID 4080) 

Implemented renewable energy, carbon storage, and biodiversity-
friendly livelihood activities to address unsustainable management of 
natural resources and resulting threats to protected areas 

BD, CC 2011-2016 

Malawi: Shire Natural Ecosystems Management 
Project (GEF ID 4625)  

Phase 1 of a long-term project to address key pressures in the Shire 
Basin through improved park management, forest co-management, 
sustainable livelihood activities and water infrastructure improvements 

BD, CC, LD  2012-ongoing 

SF
A 

PR
O

JE
CT

S 

China: Integrated Ecosystem and Agriculture 
Development Ningxia (GEF ID 2788) 

Implemented large scale water infrastructure (through cofinancing), 
water and resource management, and conservation and tourism to 
address land and water degradation as threats to wetland biodiversity 

BD 2009-2016 

Brazil: Catalyzing the Contribution of 
Indigenous Lands to the Conservation of Brazil's 
Forest Ecosystems (GATI) (GEF ID 2934) 

Implemented forest protection, sustainable agriculture, management 
planning, and policy development activities to build capacity for 
strengthening the role of Indigenous Lands (ILs) in biodiversity 
conservation at national, IL, and site levels 

BD 2009-2016 

China: Strengthening Globally Important 
Biodiversity Conservation through Protected 
Area Strengthening in Gansu (GEF ID 3864) 

Improved management capacity and financial sustainability of the 
Gansu protected area system, to address current biodiversity threats 

BD 2011-2015 

Malawi: Climate Adaptation for Rural 
Livelihoods and Agriculture (CARLA) (GEF ID 
3302) 

Implemented activities to improve response to the impacts of climate 
change at community levels, through irrigation, habitat restoration and 
drought-tolerant crops as well as national-level capacity-building 

CC 2012-2016 

Senegal: Climate Change Adaptation Project in 
the Areas of Watershed Management and 
Water Retention (PAFA) (GEF ID 4234) 

Combined water harvesting and conservation with climate-tolerant 
crops to address decline in agricultural productivity due to climate 
change impacts 

CC 2012-2016 
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1D: Selection Criteria for Case Studies 

1. The countries visited were selected based on the amount of GEF MFA funding received 
since the pilot phase, and the total amount of GEF funding allocated. 30 Selections were made 
from two categories of countries: 1) countries that each account for about 10 percent of total 
national MFA funding (i.e., China, Brazil, India), and 2) countries receiving mid-level funding 
(i.e., US$ 9 to 15 million).31 The selection of countries was further narrowed down to those that 
had at least one full-size MFA project and one full-size SFA project both approved in GEF-4 or 
later, when GEF’s funding allocation system was already in place, and under implementation for 
at least 4 years. Table 1 summarizes the criteria applied in sequence in the selection of case 
study countries. 
 
Table 1: Criteria for selecting countries for case studies 

 
2. Based on these criteria, China and Brazil were selected under the first category of 
countries, and Malawi and Senegal under the second category of countries. While India also 
accounts for about 10 percent of the MFA portfolio funding, no similar SFA site was available. 
However, it was visited as an additional source of information in synergy with the 
Programmatic Approaches evaluation and Land Degradation focal area study. Information from 
interviews of OFPs in Jordan, Morocco and Tunisia, which were visited for the Programmatic 
Approaches evaluation, was also taken into account in the findings. 
 

                                                           
30 Using GEF-6 STAR allocations as indicative of total historical allocations. Information publicly available here: 
https://www.thegef.org/gef/STAR/GEF6_country_allocations.  
31 1) Based on PMIS data as of January 2016; 2) Based on the third quartile of GEF-6 STAR allocations. 

COUNTRY CRITERIA DETAILS RATIONALE 
GEF Funding 1) accounts for about 10% of 

total MFA funding  
OR 
2) receives GEF-6 STAR 
allocation of US$ 9 to 15 million 

1) Expected to have largest impacts on global 
environment due to size of country/ economy and 
amount of GEF investment 
2) Expected to have more constraints in project design 
due to lack of flexibility and relatively low allocation 

Project Size FSP To ensure that intervention is large enough to be 
expected to achieve environmental outcomes 

Years of 
implementation 

at least 4 years (based on 
Actual Implementation Start 
Date, or CEO Endorsement Date 
if information not available) 

To allow enough time for environmental outcomes to 
have been achieved by intervention and to be 
measurable 

GEF phase GEF-4 or later To allow assessment of effects of GEF’s funding 
allocation system (RAF and STAR), and ensure similarity 
in programming strategy (shift from OPs to SPs) 

Availability of 
comparison SFA 
project 

Same criteria as above 
Where possible, similar to MFA 
project in objectives/ intended 
outcomes, type of intervention, 
ecosystem or drivers being 
addressed, and/ or site location 

To identify similarities and differences in characteristics 
between the two types of projects 

https://www.thegef.org/gef/STAR/GEF6_country_allocations
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3. MFA project sites within countries were selected based on the availability of comparable 
SFA and non-GEF project sites (e.g., within the same ecoregion or landscape), upon the 
recommendation of implementing and executing agencies. At least two sites were visited per 
MFA project to allow verification of spatial differences in outcomes. The following table shows 
the sites visited in each country and project. 
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1E Countries, Projects and Sites Visited 

Country GEF ID 
Focal 
Area Agency Project Title Visited Project Sites 

Brazil 

1544* MFA 
World 
Bank 

Rio de Janeiro Sustainable Integrated Ecosystem 
Management in Productive Landscapes of the 
North- Northwestern Fluminense 

Magé - Rio de Janeiro, Nova Friburgo - Rio 
de Janeiro, Niteroí - Rio de Janeiro, 
Caçador - Santa Catarina 

2934* BD UNDP 
Catalyzing the Contribution of Indigenous Lands to 
the Conservation of Brazil´s Forest Ecosystems 

Mangueirinha - Parana, Angra dos Reis - 
Guarani de Bracuí; Bracuí - Rio de Janeiro 

3767 MFA FAO 

Strengthening National Policy and Knowledge 
Frameworks in Support of Sustainable Management 
of Brazil’s Forest Resources 

Caçador - Santa Catarina, Mangueirinha - 
Parana, Magé - Rio de Janeiro, Nova 
Friburgo - Rio de Janeiro, Santa Catarina - 
Parana 

China 

2369* MFA IFAD 
An IEM Approach to the Conservation of 
Biodiversity in Dryland Ecosystems 

Hezheng County, Taizishan NNR and Liewa 
village in Gansu Province; Yanchi County 
and Haba Lake in Ningxia Hui Autonomous 
Region 

2788* BD ADB 
Ningxia Integrated Ecosystem and Agricultural 
Development Project 

Baohu Lake, Shahu Lake, and IEM center in 
Ningxia Hui Autonomous Region 

3483** MFA ADB 

PRC-GEF Partnership: Forestry and Ecological 
Restoration in Three Northwest Provinces (formerly 
Silk Road Ecosystem Restoration Project) 

Heihe national forest park in Shaanxi 
Province 

3608** MFA 
World 
Bank 

PRC-GEF Partnership: Sustainable Development in 
Poor Rural Areas 

Quliuyuan Village and Dingjiagou Village in 
Longxian County, Shaanxi Province 

3864* BD UNDP 
Strengthening Globally Important BD Conservation 
through Protected Area Strengthening in Gansu 

Taizishan NNR and Liewa village in Gansu 
Province 

Malawi 

3302* CC AfDB 
Adaptation for Rural Livelihood and Agriculture 
(CARLA) Project Chikwawa, Lilongwe 

3692 BD 
World 
Bank 

Effective Management of Nkhotakota Wildlife 
Reserve (PDMNWR) Lilongwe, Nkhotakota, Blantyre 

4625* MFA 
World 
Bank Shire River Basin Catchment Management Program 

Lengwe National Park, Nsanje, Lilongwe, 
Chikhwawa, Blantyre 

Senegal 933&2268* 
MFA & 
LD UNDP 

Integrated Ecosystems Management in Four 
Representative Landscape in Senegal/phases 1 & 2 

Dakar, Guembeul, Mbambara, Toubacouta, 
Keur Saloly 
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4080* MFA UNDP 

SPWA- Participatory Biodiversity Conservation and 
Low Carbon Development in Pilot Ecovillages in 
Senegal 

Dakar, Mbackombel, Ndick, Sandiara, 
Sussane 

4234* CC IFAD 

Climate Change Adaptation Project in the Areas of 
Watershed Management and Retention and Water 
Retention Dakar, Keur Saloly 

NOTE: Non-GEF projects visited not included in list. 
*projects included in case study analysis **projects visited primarily for Evaluation of the Programmatic Approaches of the GEF; not included in Annex 1F
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1F: Types of Stakeholders Interviewed 

 
Countries Count of Type of Stakeholders 

Level of 
Stakeholders 

Community 
Group Donor 

GEF 
Agency 

GEF 
Secretari
at Government 

Indigenous 
Group 

NGO/ 
CSO 

Private 
Sector 

Academic and 
research 
institution 

Grand 
Total 

Brazil 14  1 9   26 6 2 5 11 74 
Country   8  9    4 21 
Local  1   17  2 5 7 32 
Site 14  1   6    21 
China    2 6   3        11 
Country  2 6  2     10 
Local           
Corporate     1     1 
Malawi 3 5 7   30   8 1  54 
Country  5 6  13  1   25 
Local   1  14  1 1  17 
Corporate     3     3 
Site 3      6   9 
Senegal 82   4   17   1    104 
Country   4  13  1   18 
Site 82    4     86 
Corporate     22 9          31 
Grand Total 99 8 48 9 76 6 11 6 11 274 
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1G: Benefit Scoring Approach 

6. For each case study, quantitative and qualitative benefits were systematically collected 
in tabular format from self-reported outcomes identified in project documents (PIRs, TEs, and 
other reports where available) and interviews with project staff and beneficiaries. Literature 
was reviewed where necessary for additional details and context regarding country level 
policies or laws, specific interventions used, and species planted. Inferred benefits were 
recorded where there was sufficient evidence in the form of reported outputs with likely 
benefits (e.g., carbon sequestration from stated hectares or kilometers of trees planted). The 
analysis included benefits achieved across a broad scale as well as those benefiting one or a few 
individuals/families. 

7. Outcomes were categorized into 15 Categories, three for each of the following focal 
areas or sectors: biodiversity, land degradation, climate change, “other environmental,” and 
socioeconomic. Under each category, a list of benefits was identified to standardize and 
capture the range of specific outcomes reported or inferred from all 10 case studies. The types 
of benefits identified in each category are listed in the table below. 

Each type of benefit identified in a case study was given a score as follows:  
 

Score Description 
1 Benefit quantitatively measured (M) 

0.5 Benefit reported qualitatively (in TEs, PIRs, interviews) but 
not quantitatively measured (R) 

0.25 Benefit inferred from reported outputs (I) 
0 No benefits reported (N) 

 

8. Scores assigned to each benefit were added within a category, and then an average of 
the three categories was taken for each focal area or sector. Below is an example using the BD 
focal area. 

 
Category Benefit Score 
Ecosystem cover Forest cover increased by 25% over the project 

period 
1 

Biodiversity and/or 
species populations 

Diversity studies show an increase in 10% of bird 
species 

1 

 Community members have observed an increase in 
populations of grazing animals 

0.5 

Reduced threats to 
biodiversity 

Extraction of non-timber forest resources was 
reported to have decreased with project activities 

0.5 

 Forest fires have reduced by 90% due to project 
activities 

1 

TOTAL SCORE FOR BD FOCAL AREA 4/3 = 
1.33 
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9. The average scores for each focal area, other environmental benefits, and 
socioeconomic benefits were added together into a total score for the diversity of types of 
benefits per case study project. This allowed a more standard method of assessing GEF 
contributions and understanding how these were achieved, rather than assessing GEF support 
primarily on the magnitude of the multiple benefits produced, considering the range of 
differences in types of interventions and contexts that the case study projects supported, as 
well as in the quality of data available. 

 
Category List of Benefits  
ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS 
(BD) Ecosystem cover and/ or 
quality increased and/or 
maintained  

• Increased ecosystem cover (of relevant habitat)—e.g., 
habitat restored, habitat regenerated 

• Improved ecosystem quality (e.g., improved wetland 
habitat observed improvements) 

• Increased habitat connectivity (e.g., between PAs, inferred 
if corridors deliberately created) 

(BD) Biodiversity and/ or species 
populations (flora or fauna) 

• Increased or maintained flora/fauna population (observed 
or measured) 

• Increase species diversity (observed or measured) 
(BD) Reduced threats to 
biodiversity (includes reduced 
extraction) 
 

• Reduced burning/fires/charcoal 
• Reduced timber/firewood extraction  
• Reduced grassland, rangeland and forest clearing for other 

land use purposes 
• Reduced removal of non-timber resources (e.g., plants, 

mushrooms, other)  
• Reduced poaching of animals 

(LD) Improved soil quality • Increased organic material (measured, or inferred from 
activities) 

• Increased nutrients (measured) 
• Increased agricultural productivity due to soil improvement 

activities (as a proxy for improved soil but use R) 
(LD) Soil structure improvements  • Reduced erosion 

• Water quality improvements due to reduced sedimentation 
in waterways 

• Improved water flow from groundwater restoration 
(LD) Reduced threats to land  • Reduced use of chemical fertilizer, pesticide use 

• Reduced grassland and rangeland clearing  
• Reduced burning 
• Reduced deforestation 

(CC) Carbon sequestered • From active tree planting (calculated or inferred) 
• From allowed regeneration (calculated or inferred from 

land protected, taken out of use, etc.) 
(CC) Maintenance of carbon sinks Due to project activities, carbon that is currently stored (in 

forests, soils etc.) is not released 
• From protection activities—e.g., CNRs, improved PAs 
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• From reduced burning of forests 
• From reduced deforestation 

(CC) Reduced GHG emissions • From reduced bush fires/burning 
• From replacement of fuel sources with cleaner burning 

fuels 
Other environmental benefits/ 
reduced environmental threats: 
Air 

• Air quality improvements 
 
 

Other environmental benefits/ 
reduced environmental threats: 
Waste/Water 

• Waste management/reduction 
 

Other environmental benefits/ 
reduced environmental threats: 
Chemicals 

• Reduced chemical pollution in general 
 

SOCIOECONOMIC BENEFITS 
Income or access to capital • Income gained—itemizing each income generation 

opportunity 
• Access to credit 
• Lower agricultural production costs/lower expenses 

Food security • Increased agricultural productivity (amount of food 
increased) 

• Inferred from food-related activities, each itemized (direct 
and indirect from income gained)  

Context-specific SE benefits Dependent on social conditions/problems in the area. Could 
include: 
• Access to natural resources and land rights  
• Cooperation/ reduction in conflict 
• Benefits to women/access to income 
• Benefits to women/labour reduced 
• Education benefits/more children going to school 
• Education benefits/improved performance 
• Social integrity/reduced exodus of youth 
• Social integrity/ability to participate in religious events 
• Health benefits/better access to treatment 
• Health benefits/reduced exposure to chemicals 
• Health benefits/reduced exposure to disease or sanitation 
• Improved housing 
• Improved infrastructure 
• Reduced risk of safety hazard 
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ANNEX 2: Co-Financing Ratio by GEF Phase, Region, and Agency 

 

By GEF Phase 

 
No. of MFA 

projects 
MFA Grants 

(M $) 

Promised 
Co-financing 

(M $) 
Co-financing 

Ratio 
GEF - 1 2 3.7 4.0 1.1 
GEF - 2 16 53.4 207.4 3.9 
GEF - 3 44 202.8 741.0 3.7 
GEF - 4 62 348.1 2,027.2 5.8 
GEF - 5 109 722.0 5,067.7 7.0 
GEF - 6 17 102.7 564.7 5.5 
Sub Total 250 1,432.6 8,612.1 6.0 

By Region 
Africa 70 405.7 2,764.0 6.8 
Asia 61 335.3 2,921.3 8.7 
Europe and 
Central Asia 31 150.5 631.8 4.2 
Latin America 
and the 
Caribbean 59 377.4 1654.5 4.4 
Multi Regional 
and Global 29 163.8 640.4 3.9 
Sub Total 250 1,432.6 8,612.4 6.0 

By Agency 
ADB 11 53.0 504.3 9.5 
CAF 1 9.7 58.2 6.0 
FAO 17 97.3 478.3 4.9 
IADB 7 57.4 298.1 5.2 
IFAD 14 67.6 351.5 3.8 
IUCN 1 2.0 2.3 1.2 
UNDP 66 307.2 1,463.8 4.8 
UNEP 29 103.3 435.4 4.2 
UNIDO 4 24.4 94.2 3.9 
World Bank 87 585.7 4,509.1 7.7 
Joint Agencies 13 125.0 416.8 3.3 
Sub Total 250 1,432.6 8,612.1 6.0 

Note: Capacity-building and capacity development projects are not included here. GEF grant does not include PPGs and Agency 
fees. GEF-6 covers CEO-endorsed or -approved MFA projects as of September 30, 2016.  
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ANNEX 3: Multiple Benefits 

3A: Types of Environmental and Socioeconomic Outcomes Achieved by Completed MFA Projects 

 

Positive Environmental Changes/Trends Number 
Percentage 
(n=49) 

Reduction in environmental threats/ stresses 44 90 
Ecosystem cover and/ or quality 35 71 
Soil productivity/ vegetation cover 25 51 
Biodiversity and/ or species populations (flora or 
fauna) 

23 47 

Vulnerability/ resilience 20 41 
Soil cover and/ or quality 12 24 
Carbon sequestered 14 29 
Water coverage and/ or quality 11 22 
Carbon mitigated 9 18 

Positive Socioeconomic Changes/Trends Number 
Percentage 
(n=46) 

Income or access to capital 34 74 
Cooperation/ reduction in conflict 14 30 
Access to natural resources  13 28 
Gender equality 12 26 
Health/ safety (reduced exposure to risks) 6 13 
Land use rights 5 11 
Access to basic services (e.g., education, health) 5 11 

Note: Outcomes identified from terminal evaluations 
 

3B: Weighted Benefit Scoring of SFA Case Study Projects 

Case Study Projects (Focal Area) 

Types of Benefits* 

BD FA CC FA LD FA 
Other 

Environ-
mental 

Socio-
economic 

WEIGHTED 
BENEFIT 
SCORE** 

2788 China Ningxia IEM (SFA) 1.25 0.17 0.67 0.67 0.83 3.58 
2934 Brazil GATI (SFA) 1.33 0.67 0.58 0 1.00 3.58 
3302 Malawi CARLA (SFA) 0.17 0.17 0.42 0 1.50 2.25 
3864 China Gansu BD (SFA) 0.33 0.25 0.17 0 1.17 1.92 
4234 Senegal PAFA (SFA) 0.08 0.08 0.50 0 1.92 2.58 
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ANNEX 4: Synergies and Trade-offs 

4A: Examples of Synergies Identified in SFA Case Study Projects 

 

  BENEFITS 
INTERVENTION BD CC LD SE 

Senegal: Climate Change Adaptation (PAFA) (2012-2016) (GEF ID 4234) 
Planting: 10,000 Acacia plants 
for saline land reclamation 

 Carbon storage 
(inferred) 

Improved soil quality 
and reduced erosion 
(inferred) 

 

 
China: Integrated Ecosystem and Agriculture Development NINGXIA (2009-2016) (GEF ID 2788) 
Ecosystem Protection: 
Wetland protection 
(additional 53,150 ha under 
protected area) 

Contributed to observed increase in 
wildlife (bird population increased 
from 10k in 2010 to 70k in 2016) 

Carbon storage 
(inferred) 

Increased water 
supply in wetlands 
(combined with large 
water infrastructure) 

 

Sustainable land 
management: Vineyard 
planting (1740 ha of drip 
irrigation) 

 Carbon storage 
(inferred) 

Reduced erosion 
(inferred) 

Contributed to 53% increase in 
local incomes. 

China: Biodiversity Conservation Through Protected Area Strengthening in Gansu Province (2011-2015) (GEF ID 3864) 
No interventions that by themselves achieved benefits in more than one focal area 
Brazil: Catalyzing the Contribution of Indigenous Lands to the Conservation of Brazil's Forest Ecosystems (GATI) (2009-2016) (GEF ID 2934) 
Select cultivation practices: 
Agroforestry 

 Carbon storage 
(inferred) 

Improvement in soil 
and water resources 
reported 

Women gained income from 
vegetables grown in the 
agroforestry system 

Sustainable land 
management, including 
organic waste as fertilizer: 
Composting and crop rotation 

Composting replaced burning, 
reducing forest fires and benefiting 
biodiversity through reduced 
deforestation 

Reduced GHG emissions 
from reduced burning 

Improvement in soil 
as indicated by 
improved yields 

Greater variety of crops grown on 
the improved soil, benefiting food 
security 

Patrolling the indigenous land 
(combined with government 
moratorium on hunting) 

Helped stop illegal hunting, 
community members noticed an 
increase in wildlife; deterred illegal 
logging and extraction of resources 

Carbon storage from 
reduced deforestation 
(inferred) 
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  BENEFITS 
INTERVENTION BD CC LD SE 

from the reserve, contributing to 
reduced deforestation (reflected in 
low deforestation rates measured) 

Malawi: Climate Adaptation for Rural Livelihoods and Agriculture (CARLA) (2012-2016) (GEF ID 3302) 
Tree planting: 821,735 trees 
planted for erosion control 
and gully remediation) 

 Carbon storage 
(inferred) 

Reduced erosion/ 
remediation of 
gullies reported 
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4B: Trade-Offs Identified in Case Study Projects 

 
TYPE OF TRADE-

OFF  
CASE STUDY EXAMPLES32 

Trade-offs 
between 
environmental and 
socioeconomic 
benefits 

• 933/2268 Senegal (MFA); 2369 China (MFA); 4625 Malawi (MFA); 3864 China 
(SFA-BD)—Protected area enforcement increases benefits to biodiversity 
through reduced illegal harvesting of resources; reduces access of villagers to 
food (herbs and fungi in China; meat in Malawi) and income from resources. 
(MITIGATED, except for meat in Malawi) 

• 2369 China (MFA)—Farmland converted to natural vegetation 
extends/restores habitat in the NNRs; takes land out of use for food 
production. (MITIGATED) 

• 1544 Brazil (MFA)—Source water protection restricts cattle from water 
sources benefiting water quality; reduces access of cattle to water with 
potential livestock production/income impacts. (MITIGATED) 

• 1544 Brazil (MFA)—Private natural heritage reserves create wildlife corridors; 
owners trade short-term economic benefits (timber, cash-crops, extraction of 
resources) in return for long-term biodiversity protection and ecosystem 
services (e.g., climate regulation, improved hydrological cycle). (MITIGATED) 

• 4234 Senegal (SFA—CC)—“Bottom” phosphorus fertilizer supplied by project 
improves agricultural productivity; potential decrease in water quality 
through run-off. 

• 2788 China (SFA—BD): 53,150 ha of sensitive wetlands incorporated into 
protected area benefits biodiversity; prohibiting farming removes access to 
land by local villagers for producing food. 

• 3864 China (SFA—BD): tree seedling nurseries established as revenue source 
for PAs, in direct competition with nurseries run by individuals/local villages 
around the PA; also trade-off between beneficiaries—those hired to manage 
the PA tree nurseries, versus other beneficiaries participating in community 
or individual tree nurseries pressured to accept lower prices and lower 
income.  
 

• 3302 Malawi (SFA-CC)—472.5 ha planted in conservation agriculture benefits 
soil and water quality; opportunity cost for farmers to grow cotton cash crop.  

• 3302 Malawi (SFA-CC)—Crop residue as mulch on conservation agriculture 
retains water and nutrients in the soil; diverts pre-project use of crop 
residues as fodder to feed livestock, with livestock productivity impacts.  

Trade-offs 
between or within 
focal area 
objectives 

• 2788 China (SFA-BD)—more visitors to PAs increases revenues for 
biodiversity conservation; increased tourism can cause land degradation 
without conditions in place. Ecotourism was identified as a risk in the CEO 
Endorsement (p 41-42) due to past poorly planned tourist infrastructure. 

                                                           
32 It is recognized that further analysis beyond the available information and time for this evaluation may reveal additional 
trade-offs and that this list of trade-offs is not exhaustive. 
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TYPE OF TRADE-
OFF  

CASE STUDY EXAMPLES32 

• 4080 Senegal (MFA)—Jatropha planted to provide oil to run small machinery 
benefits biodiversity by reducing fuelwood extraction; monoculture 
plantations for biofuel are an opportunity cost for biodiversity as well as food 
production. (MITIGATED) 

• 4080 Senegal (MFA)—Brazil grass planted near villages as animal fodder 
replaces the extraction of fodder/grazing of animals in core Protected Areas; 
Brazil grass is an exotic species, potentially displacing indigenous species in 
the villages. 

• 2369 China (MFA)—Sheep/maize/biofuel system used where maize grown 
for animal feed, and dung used in a biodigester to create electricity and 
effluent used as fertilizer. System halts grazing on vulnerable mountain 
grasslands, benefiting mountain biodiversity; monoculture maize is a 
potential opportunity cost for lowland biodiversity and other more diverse 
agroecological systems, especially if the volume of fodder needed increases. 

Trade-offs 
between 
objectives at 
different scales 

• 933/2268 Senegal (MFA)—Community Nature Reserves provide local 
benefits through access to resources; opportunity cost for using land for 
national level economic development goals. TE2268 notes that there is 
interest in zircon extraction in the Niayes. If expropriation occurs, there is 
then the potential loss of local gains in return for national level economic 
development.  

 

4C: Types of Measures Evident in SFA Projects for Mitigating Trade-offs 

 

 Project Trade-off Mitigation Measures Identified No obvious mitigation 
for an identified trade-

off 
Compensation Compromise Value Added 

SF
A 

PR
O

JE
CT

S 

2788 China Ningxia IEM     

2934 Brazil GATI     

3864 China Gansu BD     

3302 Malawi CARLA     

4234 Senegal PAFA     
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