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Foreword

This seventh Annual Country Portfolio Evalu-
ation Report (ACPER) provides a synthesis 

of the main conclusions and recommendations 
coming from country-level evaluations conducted 
in the Sub-Saharan Africa region. These include 
two country portfolio evaluations—one conducted 
in Eritrea and one in Tanzania—and one country 
portfolio study conducted in Sierra Leone. The 
final reports of these three evaluations are pro-
vided on the Global Environment Facility (GEF) 
Independent Evaluation Office’s website.

In addition to the three specific evaluations 
mentioned above, this ACPER presents a compre-
hensive analysis of progress toward environmental 
impact in the Sub-Saharan Africa region. This anal-
ysis, introduced for the first time with this ACPER, 
has been conducted using data from the 90 termi-
nal evaluations undertaken in the region, a subset of 
the cohort of 473 terminal evaluations analyzed in 
the GEF’s Fifth Overall Performance Study.

This report was presented to the GEF Coun-
cil at its May 2014 meeting. As a result of that 

discussion, the Council requested the Secretariat 
to explore and pursue, where appropriate, the use 
of established Small Grants Programme country 
programs as service providers to implement com-
munity-level activities for full- and medium-size 
projects. The Council also asked the Secretariat 
and the GEF Agencies to pay greater attention to 
national knowledge exchange and to promote dis-
semination of data and information in the relevant 
national languages.

The Office is extremely grateful for the posi-
tive engagement of country stakeholders with these 
evaluations and for their comments, suggestions, 
and insights. This report was completed when Rob 
D. van den Berg was Director of the GEF Indepen-
dent Evaluation Office. The Office remains fully 
responsible for the content of this report.

Juha I. Uitto
Director, Evaluation Office

https://www.thegef.org/gef/CPE
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1.  Introduction

The seventh Annual Country Portfolio Evalua-
tion Report (ACPER) provides a synthesis of the 

main conclusions and recommendations emerg-
ing from the evaluative evidence contained in the 
country portfolio evaluations (CPEs) and country 
portfolio studies (CPSs) conducted by the Indepen-
dent Evaluation Office of the Global Environment 
Facility (GEF) in the Sub-Saharan Africa region. 
This set of evaluations includes one CPS in Sierra 
Leone and two CPEs in Eritrea and Tanzania.

Support from the GEF to these countries 
began in 1992 in Eritrea and Tanzania, and in 
1998 in Sierra Leone. These countries were chosen 
for portfolio evaluation based on a standardized 
selection process and criteria (GEF EO 2010) that 
took into account the size, diversity, and maturity 
of their portfolio of projects. As with previous 
country-level evaluations, consultations were held 
with all major GEF stakeholders, particularly those 
residing in the countries. Several visits to project 
sites were also undertaken.

The Sierra Leone CPS was conducted in paral-
lel with the United Nations Development Pro-
gramme’s (UNDP’s) Assessment of Development 
Results for Sierra Leone (2008–2013). The national 
consultant conducting the CPS was also responsi-
ble for coverage of the UNDP energy and environ-
ment portfolio under the Assessment of Develop-
ment Results. As with previous CPEs undertaken in 
tandem with another evaluation office, this parallel 
effort provided advantages for both the GEF and 
the UNDP independent evaluation offices; these 
included enabling a broader comparison of issues 

across sectors in a postconflict country in the pro-
cess of building state institutions, a lower evalua-
tion burden on the country, and cost savings.

The evaluative phase of the Tanzania CPE was 
conducted between December 2012 and Septem-
ber 2013; the Eritrea CPE was conducted between 
February and September 2013. The evaluative 
phase of the Sierra Leone CPS was conducted 
between September 2013 and February 2014. The 
draft report of the Tanzania CPE distributed for 
comment in February 2014 is being finalized, and 
the draft reports on the Eritrea CPE and the Sierra 
Leone CPS will be distributed for comment in 
April 2014. The final reports for all three evalua-
tions will be completed by the end of the second 
quarter of 2014.

As of this writing, all three evaluations have 
completed their evaluative phase, and a final stake-
holder consultation workshop on the evaluation 
has been conducted in the respective country. The 
findings and conclusions that emerged from these 
evaluations, along with recommendations identi-
fied during the workshops, have been included in 
the respective draft reports and considered in this 
report.

1.1	 Background

The Sub-Saharan Africa region began participat-
ing in the GEF during the pilot phase in 1991. Since 
then, the GEF has invested around $1.09 billion, 
with an additional $5.61 billion in cofinancing, 
through 548 active or completed national projects 
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in the region.1 Active national projects account for 
40.9 percent of the total Sub-Saharan portfolio, 
or $2.74 billion (including both GEF funding and 
cofinancing); the completed projects account for 
the remaining 59.1 percent, or $3.97 billion in GEF 
funding and cofinancing. Most of the projects, 
active and completed, are in the biodiversity and 
climate change focal areas (213 and 164 projects, 
respectively); the next largest set of projects is in 
the multifocal area (69 projects), followed by the 
land degradation (51 projects), persistent organic 
pollutant (POP) (46 projects), and international 
waters (5 projects) focal areas. No projects in this 
region were conducted in the ozone-depleting sub-
stances focal area.

UNDP is the dominant GEF Agency in the 
region, responsible for implementation of 48.5 per-
cent of GEF national projects in Sub-Saharan 
Africa. It is followed by the World Bank with 
23.6 percent (which includes one project jointly 
implemented with the International Finance Cor-
poration), and the United Nations Environment 
Programme (UNEP) with 19.3 percent. Other GEF 
Agencies and entities are responsible for much 
smaller percentages of the portfolio: the United 
Nations Industrial Development Organization 
(UNIDO), 4.9 percent; the International Fund for 
Agricultural Development (IFAD), 1.8 percent; the 
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations (FAO), 0.9 percent, the GEF Secretariat, 
0.7 percent; and the African Development Bank 
(AfDB) (0.2 percent). The countries in the region 

1 The Sub-Saharan Africa region consists of 
49 countries: Angola, Benin, Botswana, Burkina Faso, 
Burundi, Cabo Verde, Cameroon, Central African 
Republic, Chad, Comoros, the Democratic Republic of 
Congo, the Republic of Congo, Côte d’Ivoire, Djibouti, 
Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Gabon, The Gam-
bia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Kenya, Lesotho, 
Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mau-
ritius, Mozambique, Namibia, Niger, Nigeria, Rwanda, 
São Tomé and Principe, Senegal, Seychelles, Sierra 
Leone, Somalia, South Africa, South Sudan, Sudan, Swa-
ziland, Tanzania, Togo, Uganda, Zambia, and Zimba-
bwe. Two countries, South Sudan and Somalia, do not 
have any active or completed GEF projects.

with the largest national portfolios—in terms of 
both number and dollar value of projects—are (in 
descending order of portfolio size) South Africa, 
Nigeria, Ghana, Madagascar, and Uganda. Collec-
tively, these countries account for 16.2 percent of 
the region’s national GEF projects and 38 percent 
of the total GEF funding and cofinancing commit-
ted to national projects in the region as a whole.

The GEF country portfolios of Eritrea, 
Sierra Leone, and Tanzania collectively include 
55 national projects in five GEF focal areas: 23 in 
climate change, 19 in biodiversity, 5 multifocal, 
4 in land degradation, and 4 in POPs. They include 
no projects in the international waters or ozone-
depleting substances focal area. Total GEF financ-
ing in the three countries was $128.3 million, with 
$793.9 million in cofinancing (table 1.1). In bio-
diversity, the national portfolios analyzed totaled 
approximately $54.7 million in GEF financing and 
around $128.1 million in cofinancing. Financ-
ing for climate change in the national portfolios 
analyzed totals approximately $47.4 million in 
GEF grants and $293.2 million in cofinancing. In 
land degradation, the GEF has invested around 
$9.3 million with $46.0 million cofinancing. The 
GEF has invested approximately $13.4 million with 
$66.6 million cofinancing in multifocal area proj-
ects. In POPs, GEF financing was approximately 
$3.6 million, with $3.5 million in cofinancing. As 
is true for the region as a whole, UNDP is the main 
channel for GEF support with 26 projects, followed 
by the World Bank and UNEP with 8 projects each.

The GEF portfolios included in this ACPER 
are briefly described below and summarized in 
tables 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3.

•• Eritrea. Eritrea’s participation with the GEF 
began in 1992, shortly after its independence. 
Since then, the country has been involved in 
12 national projects totaling $22.6 million in GEF 
support and $41.6 in cofinancing. The main GEF 
Agency is UNDP with six national projects. It is 
followed by the World Bank with two projects; 
and FAO, IFAD, UNEP, and UNIDO with one 
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project each. The portfolio comprises four proj-
ects in biodiversity, three in climate change, two 
in land degradation, two in POPs, and one multi-
focal. Half of the national portfolio is composed 
of enabling activities. Eritrea is also participating 
in 10 regional and 2 global projects. Two terminal 
evaluations are available for Eritrea.

•• Sierra Leone. Since 1996, the GEF has allocated 
about $26.8 million, with about $129.5 mil-
lion in cofinancing, to Sierra Leone through 
14 national projects and the national component 
of 1 global project (the Umbrella Programme 
for National Communications to the United 
Nations Framework Convention on Climate 

Change [UNFCCC], GEF ID 4498). These 
projects consist of three in biodiversity, nine in 
climate change, one in land degradation, one 
multifocal, and one in POPs. National proj-
ects are evenly spread within the GEF project 
cycle, with six completed/closed, five ongoing, 
and four approved or endorsed. UNDP, with 
seven projects totaling $10.2 million, has been 
the main channel for GEF support in Sierra 
Leone to date, followed by the World Bank 
and UNIDO (with two projects each, totaling 
$6.8 and $2.2 million, respectively), AfDB and 
IFAD with one project each ($4.2 million and 
$2.7 million, respectively), and UNEP with two 
projects (totaling $0.6 million). In addition, 

T A B L E  1 . 1   Resource Allocation to National Projects by Focal Area (million $)

Country

Biodiversity Climate change Land degradation Multifocal POPs Total

GEF Cofinancing GEF Cofinancing GEF Cofinancing GEF Cofinancing GEF Cofinancing GEF Cofinancing

Eritrea 11.31 11.41 2.45 2.95 6.17 23.93 0.20 0.02 2.50 3.24 22.60 41.60 

Sierra Leone 7.08 22.18 18.61 106.90 0.50  0.44 0.22 0.02 0.39 0 26.79 129.54 

Tanzania 36.31 94.46 26.29 183.31 2.63 21.65 12.95 66.54 0.71 0.21 78.90 366.20 

Total 54.69 128.05 47.35 293.16 9.30 46.02 13.36 66.57 3.60 3.45 128.3 793.86 

S O U R C E :  GEF Project Management Information System and GEF Agencies.

T A B L E  1 . 2   Number of National Projects by GEF Agency

Country UNDP UNEP WB UNIDO FAO UNDP–WB IFAD AfDB WB–IFC Total

Eritrea 6 1 2 1 1 0 1 0 0 12

Sierra Leone 7 2 2 2 0 0 1 1 0 15

Tanzania 13 5 4 4 0 1 0 0 1 28

Total 26 8 8 7 1 1 2 1 1 55

S O U R C E :  GEF Project Management Information System and GEF Agencies.

N O T E :  IFC = International Finance Corporation; WB = World Bank.

T A B L E  1 . 3   Number of National Projects by Focal Area

Country Biodiversity Climate change Land degradation Multifocal POPs Total

Eritrea 4 3 2 1 2 12

Sierra Leone 3 9 1 1 1 15

Tanzania 12 11 1 3 1 28

Total 19 23 4 5 4 55

S O U R C E :  GEF Project Management Information System and GEF Agencies.
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Sierra Leone is a participant in 12 regional and 
4 global projects. 

•• Tanzania. Tanzania’s participation with the GEF 
began during the first GEF phase in 1992. As of 
July 2012, the GEF had allocated $78.9 million 
through 28 approved national projects (12 in bio-
diversity, 11 in climate change, 1 in land degrada-
tion, 3 multifocal, and 1 in POPs). These activities 
involved aggregated cofinancing commitments 
of $366.2 million. Fourteen of these projects have 
been completed, 10 are under implementation, 
and 4 are approved or pending approval. In addi-
tion, Tanzania is involved in 39 regional and 14 
global projects supported by the GEF. Fourteen 
terminal evaluations are available for projects in 
the Tanzania national portfolio.

1.2	 Objectives, Scope, Methods, 
and Limitations

Evaluation work in the Sub-Saharan Africa region 
is being conducted by GEF Independent Evaluation 
Office staff and consultants with extensive experi-
ence with each country. The Eritrea and Tanzania 
CPEs followed country-specific terms of reference 
developed from the standard CPE terms of refer-
ence (GEF EO 2012a) and adapted to each country 
using information collected and feedback received 
during the scoping phase. The Sierra Leone CPS fol-
lowed the standard CPS terms of reference (GEF EO 
2012b). In compliance with the standard terms of 
reference, the CPEs and CPS included in this ACPER 
were conducted with the following objectives:

•• Evaluate the effectiveness and results of GEF 
support in a country, with attention to the sus-
tainability of achievements at the project level 
and progress toward impact on global environ-
mental benefits2

2 Effectiveness: the extent to which the GEF activity’s 
objectives were achieved, or are expected to be achieved, 
taking into account their relative importance; results: in 

•• Evaluate the relevance and efficiency of the 
GEF support in a country from several points of 
view: national environmental frameworks and 
decision-making processes, the GEF mandate 
and the achievement of global environmental 
benefits, and GEF policies and procedures3

•• Provide additional evaluative evidence to 
other evaluations conducted by the Office

•• Provide feedback and knowledge sharing 
to (1) the GEF Council in its decision-making 
process to allocate resources and to develop 
policies and strategies; (2) the country on its 
participation in, or collaboration with, the GEF; 
and (3) the different agencies and organizations 
involved in the preparation and implementation 
of GEF‑funded projects and activities

The main focus of the CPEs and CPS included 
in this ACPER was on projects supported by the 
GEF at all stages (preparation, implementation, and 
completion) within national boundaries. The Small 
Grants Programme (SGP) was assessed against the 
respective national strategy and not on the basis 
of each individual SGP grant. Project ideas from 
either governments or GEF Agencies included in 
the respective pipelines were not considered in the 
analysis. In addition to the national projects, the 
GEF portfolios assessed included some regional 
and global projects selected according to a set of 
criteria including the presence in the country of a 
project coordination unit and/or project sites, the 
importance of the project focal area to the country, 

GEF terms, results include direct project outputs, short- 
to medium-term outcomes, and progress toward longer-
term impact including global environmental benefits, 
replication effects, and other local effects.

3 Relevance: the extent to which the activity is 
suited to local and national environmental priorities 
and policies and to global environmental benefits to 
which the GEF is dedicated; efficiency: the extent to 
which results have been delivered with the least costly 
resources possible.
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and the existence of a clear connection to national 
projects.

The stage of each project determined the 
evaluation focus. For example, completed projects 
were assessed against the usual three evaluation 
criteria—namely, effectiveness and results (outputs, 
outcomes, and impacts), relevance, and efficiency. 
Ongoing projects were assessed in terms of 
relevance and efficiency. Projects under prepara-
tion—that is, those with an approved project iden-
tification form (PIF) or project preparation grant—
were assessed primarily in terms of relevance, with 
some eventual limited assessment of efficiency. 
The results and sustainability of GEF support, par-
ticularly at the global environmental benefits level, 
were given special attention. Table 1.4 presents the 
project portfolios covered in the CPEs and CPS 
included in this ACPER.

The Office’s country-level evaluations team 
continues to strive to update and further develop 
the set of quantitative and qualitative methods and 
tools used in these evaluations. Country-level eval-
uation processes, methods, and tools can be found 
on the Office website. A new method for analysis 
of country ownership has been tested during the 
country-level analysis conducted in the framework 
of the first report of the GEF’s Fifth Overall Per-
formance Study (OPS5). A framework was elabo-
rated and used for a meta-analysis of country-level 
evidence; the framework is based on the five pillars 
of the Paris Declaration (ownership, alignment, 
harmonization, managing for results, and mutual 
accountability). A full description of the framework 
and analysis conducted is provided in GEF EO 
2013c. The Office plans to develop this framework 

beyond meta-analysis with a view toward using 
it for original evaluative data gathering in future 
country-level evaluations. Other tools are being 
developed for country-level analysis of private sec-
tor and civil society organization engagement, and 
gender mainstreaming.

As with previous country-level evaluations, 
statistical data and scientific sources were con-
sulted in the course of the CPEs and CPS reported 
on here, particularly with regard to national envi-
ronmental indicators, wherever available. Inter-
views were conducted with representatives of all 
GEF stakeholders in the countries concerned, and 
numerous field visits were made. As mentioned, 
each evaluation included a national consultation 
workshop to discuss and receive feedback on the 
respective key preliminary findings. The quantita-
tive analysis used indicators to assess the efficiency 
of GEF support using projects as the unit of analy-
sis (e.g., analyzing project preparation and imple-
mentation duration and costs). Progress toward 
impact was assessed through review of outcome to 
impact (ROtI) field studies (three in Tanzania, two 
in Eritrea, and one in Sierra Leone). Additionally, 
the evaluation referred to data for the Sub-Saharan 
Africa region drawn from 90 terminal evaluations 
used in the OPS5 analysis of broader adoption and 
progress to environmental impact.

In both the Eritrea and Tanzania CPEs, the 
Office applied its usual systematic triangulation 
of evaluative evidence. This triangulation ensures 
that cross-analysis of information results in better 
understanding of the contributions of the GEF 
initiatives in the country portfolios analyzed. The 
Office has conducted an analysis of how effective 

T A B L E  1 . 4   Project Coverage of Each CPE/CPS

Country
Type of 

evaluation

Number of projects included in the evaluation Completed 
national 
projects

National full- and 
medium-size projects SGP projects

Enabling 
activities

Regional and 
global projects

Eritrea CPE 6 Yes 6 12 8

Sierra Leone CPS 9 Yes 6 16 6

Tanzania CPE 21 Yes 7 53 14

http://www.thegef.org/gef/CPE
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systematic triangulation has been in achieving 
its goal of identifying key preliminary evalua-
tion findings at the end of the data-gathering and 
analysis phase. The analysis, which drew on the 
nine evaluations in which systematic triangulation 
has been applied to date, found that for 91 percent 
of the initial evaluation questions, the method 
allows for identification of strong findings, contra-
dictory evidence, and/or gaps in the analysis; this 
subsequently leads to ways of conducting further 
evaluative work and finalizing the identification of 
findings. In order to contribute to the evaluation 
community’s discussion of mixed-methods evalu-
ation, staff of the GEF Independent Evaluation 
Office have submitted an article to prospective 
peer-reviewed evaluation journals for publication. 

Joint work with GEF member countries and 
Agencies continues to be pursued in conducting 
country-level evaluations. This ACPER includes one 
such joint effort, the Sierra Leone CPS. Addition-
ally, national evaluation expertise was drawn on in 
the form of national independent quality assurance/
peer review panels in both the Eritrea and Tanzania 
CPEs. These panels not only provided scientific, 
technical, and methodological support to these 
evaluations, but also increased their credibility, 
ownership, and potential use in the country—largely 
through follow-up actions involving the recommen-
dations addressed to the countries themselves.

GEF country-level evaluations face a number 
of limitations and challenges. The following were 
at play in the CPEs and CPS summarized in this 
report:

•• Difficulty in defining the portfolio prior to 
evaluations continues to be a limitation in 

country-level evaluations as well as in many 
other evaluations conducted by the Office. 
To address this limitation, country portfolios 
extracted from the GEF’s Project Manage-
ment Information System were carefully cross-
checked with GEF Agencies and national stake-
holders at the early stages of the evaluation.

•• In all three countries, the GEF is not the only 
international institution operating in the envi-
ronmental sector. Caution must therefore be 
exercised in attributing any changes as being 
due to the interventions of the GEF, and assess-
ments of contribution need to take realistic 
account of the number and scale of other inputs. 
This is particularly true for macrolevel changes 
in the field of environmental policies, strategies, 
and national plans.

•• In the three portfolios analyzed, the evaluation 
teams experienced difficulty in obtaining accu-
rate data on some of the GEF’s earlier activities. 
Furthermore, the quality of evaluative evidence 
relevant to completed projects is variable, 
particularly regarding quantitative trend data, 
making it difficult to build a comprehensive 
overview of results and contribution. The teams 
addressed this limitation through triangulation 
and by cross-checking with sources and key 
informants.

•• Because the UNDP Sierra Leone Assessment of 
Development Results was postponed in order to 
schedule it in line with United Nations pro-
gramming activities in the country, the GEF 
CPS conducted in tandem with the UNDP effort 
also had to be postponed.
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2.  Conclusions

2.1	 Results

Results are presented in terms of the aggregate 
outcomes and impacts of GEF support. Achieve-
ments are presented in terms of the GEF con-
tribution toward addressing global and national 
environmental issues as well as national-level 
priorities, including raising awareness and build-
ing national institutions and capacities. Reporting 
on results begins with a concise description of the 
main findings of a progress-to-impact analysis in 
the Sub-Saharan Africa region. This analysis was 
conducted using data from the terminal evalua-
tions undertaken in the region and submitted from 
2005 to 2012; these were extracted from the cohort 
analyzed in OPS5.

In assessing GEF support’s extent of progress 
toward impact, OPS5 focused on the importance 
of broader adoption mechanisms at work dur-
ing—and especially after—GEF projects, and the 
factors that contributed to or hindered this prog-
ress. Specifically, the analysis sought to assess and 
detail the status of the following at project comple-
tion: (1) the extent and scale of broader adoption; 
(2) the extent and scale of environmental impact, 
expressed in terms of either environmental stress 
reduction and/or improved environmental status; 
and (3) the factors contributing to and hindering 
progress toward impact, including those factors 
directly related to the project and those associated 
with the larger context in which the project oper-
ates. The OPS5 analysis identified five mechanisms 
for broader adoption to take place:

•• Sustaining. A GEF intervention continues to 
be implemented without GEF support through 
clear budget allocations, implementing struc-
tures, and institutional frameworks defined by 
the government and/or other stakeholders. The 
sustained flow of the intervention’s benefits 
helps demonstrate these benefits and provides 
incentives for adoption by other stakeholders.

•• Mainstreaming. Information, lessons, or 
specific results of the GEF are incorporated into 
broader stakeholder mandates and initiatives 
such as laws, policies, regulations, and programs.

•• Replication. GEF-supported initiatives are 
reproduced or adopted at a comparable admin-
istrative or ecological scale, often in another 
geographical area or region.

•• Scaling-up. GEF-supported initiatives are 
implemented at a larger geographical scale, 
often expanded to include new aspects or con-
cerns that may be political, administrative, or 
ecological in nature.

•• Market change. GEF-supported initiatives cata-
lyze market transformation by influencing the 
supply of and/or demand for goods and services 
that contribute to global environmental benefits.

OPS5 conducted the analysis using a cohort of 
473 terminal evaluations. Of these, 90 were from 
Sub-Saharan Africa. Analysis of this cohort 
indicates that over 54 percent of the 90 projects 
successfully implemented most or some broader 
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adoption initiatives, compared to 60 percent of 
the global portfolio’s projects (table 2.1). Across 
the Sub-Saharan Africa portfolio, environmen-
tal impact was reported—either in the form of 
environmental stress reduction or environmental 
status change—in 48 percent of the projects (43); 
the comparable share of projects globally was 
65 percent.

The most common project-related factors 
contributing to progress toward impact in the 
Sub-Saharan cohort were good engagement of key 
stakeholders (42 percent) and good coordination 
with/continuity of previous/current initiatives 
(38 percent); the most common contextual factors 
contributing to progress toward impact were coun-
try/government support (57 percent) and previous/
current related initiatives (52 percent) (table 2.2). 
The most common project-related factors hinder-
ing progress toward impact were poor project 
design (42 percent) and no activities to sustain 
momentum (29 percent); the most common con-
textual factors were other unfavorable political 
conditions/events (40 percent), unfavorable eco-
nomic conditions/drivers/events (28 percent), and 
lack of government/country support (28 percent).

There is some divergence between Sub-Saharan 
and global trends with regard to project-related 
contributing factors. Two factors—broader adop-
tion processes initiated using project resources 
and highly relevant technology/approach—are 

less commonly found for Sub-Saharan projects 
than globally: about or just less than a quarter 
of regional projects compared to over a third of 
global projects cite either of these two contributing 
factors (table 2.2). Conversely, good coordination 
with or continuity of previous/current initiatives 
(38 percent) appears somewhat more frequently as 
a contributing project-related factor in the region 
than globally: 38 percent versus 30 percent.

The data were examined more closely to 
identify which factors were associated with more 
versus less successful projects. For the 41 Sub-
Saharan projects that were partially successful or 
unsuccessful in achieving broader adoption, the 
most frequently cited inhibiting factors were poor 
project design (20 projects), no activities to sustain 
momentum (15 projects), and inappropriate and/or 
insufficient technology approach (11 projects). For 
the 49 moderately and highly successful projects, 
the most frequently cited contributing factors were 
good coordination with or continuity of previous/
current initiatives (23 projects), good engagement 
of key stakeholders (21 projects), and highly rel-
evant technology/approach (13 projects).

This analysis provides further context to—and 
in some cases confirms—the conclusions and find-
ings emerging from the three country-level evalua-
tions conducted in the Sub-Saharan Africa region. 
These conclusions are presented in the remainder 
of this chapter.

T A B L E  2 . 1   Extent of Broader Adoption in the Sub-Saharan Africa Cohort of Projects

Extent Number Percent

Most broader adoption initiatives adopted/implemented 13 14.44

Some broader adoption initiatives adopted/implemented 36 40.00

Some broader adoption initiated 27 30.00

No significant broader adoption taking place 14 15.56

Total 90 100.00

N O T E :  n = 90.
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T A B L E  2 . 2   Percentage of Sub-Saharan and Global Projects Whose Progress toward Impact Was Affected 
by Various Contributing and Hindering Factors

Factor Sub-Saharan Africa Global

Project-related contributing

Good engagement of key stakeholders 42.22 48.2

Good coordination with/continuity of previous/current initiatives 37.78 29.6 

Highly relevant technology/approach 25.56 36.2

Broader adoption processes initiated using project resources 23.33 39.3

Follow up initiatives using GEF resources 6.67 7.8

Good project design (other than those mentioned above) 5.56 9.3

Adaptation of project to changing contexts 5.56 5.5

Previous GEF support 5.56 5.5

Extended implementation period 1.11 1.7

Contextual contributing

Country/government support 56.67 56.7

Previous/current related initiatives (by government, global events, etc.) 52.22 55.4

Other stakeholder support (e.g., donors, private sector) 38.89 42.3

Other favorable political conditions/events 18.89 17.5

“Champions” 6.67 6.1

Favorable economic conditions/drivers/events 6.67 9.1

Favorable social conditions/drivers/events 4.44 4.0

Favorable environmental conditions/drivers/events 2.22 3.0

Project-related hindering

Poor project design (other than factors above) 42.22 37.6

No activities to sustain momentum 28.89 24.7

Inappropriate/insufficient technology/approach 16.67 16.1

Poor project management 13.33 13.7

Insufficient time for implementation 12.22 10.8

Inability to adapt project to changing context 1.11 5.9

Contextual hindering

Other unfavorable political conditions/events 40.00 39.5

Unfavorable economic conditions/drivers/events 27.78 31.1

Lack of government/country support 27.78 25.8

Lack of other stakeholder support (e.g., donors, private sector) 20.00 18.2

Unfavorable social conditions/drivers/events 20.00 14.0

Unfavorable environmental conditions/drivers/events 11.11 7.2

S O U R C E :  GEF EO 2013d (global figures).

N O T E :  n = 90. 
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C O N C L U S I O N  1 :   GEF support has played an 
important role in creating the enabling framework 
necessary to underpin the development of envi-
ronmental policy and laws in the three countries 
analyzed in the Sub-Saharan Africa region.

In recent years, several country-level evaluations 
and ACPERs have acknowledged the effectiveness 
of GEF foundational support to least developed 
countries and small island developing states in 
creating an enabling framework for environmen-
tal management through enabling activities in all 
GEF focal areas. Drawing on available country-level 
evidence to date, the first OPS5 report reiterated 
the importance and uniqueness of GEF founda-
tional support to least developed countries and 
small island developing states (GEF EO 2013b). The 
effectiveness of such support is again confirmed 
in the three country-level evaluations conducted 
in the Sub-Saharan Africa region, albeit with a few 
exceptions.

GEF support has been particularly effective in 
developing institutional and individual capacity for 
environmental management in the three countries. 
In Tanzania, GEF support has helped create the 
conditions in which to develop national environ-
mental policies and laws, including several national 
plans and strategies needed for implementation of 
international environmental agreements. Notably, 
the Marine and Coastal Environment Manage-
ment Project (GEF ID 2101) facilitated important 
changes in the development of the marine environ-
mental legal framework in Tanzania.

GEF started work in Sierra Leone in 1996, 
when the project Enabling Sierra Leone to Prepare 
Its First National Communication in Response 
to Its Commitments to UNFCCC (GEF ID 296) 
entered the pipeline. However, because of the 
disruption caused by the country’s civil war, the 
project did not begin implementation until 2002. 
This project, together with other GEF enabling 
activities implemented between 2001 and 2008, 
resulted in the preparation of consolidated national 
environmental strategies and plans. These projects 
also enabled Sierra Leone to meet its obligations to 

the international environmental agreements. And, 
in turn, these plans provided a basis for the devel-
opment of national full- and medium-size projects 
(FSPs and MSPs) to comprehensively address the 
environment and natural resource management. 
A number of such projects have been developed 
and commenced operation since 2010 with GEF 
funding. Enabling activities also contributed to the 
2008 amendment of Sierra Leone’s Environmental 
Agency Act.

Half of the GEF portfolio under review in 
Eritrea consists of enabling activities. These activi-
ties across all focal areas have enabled priorities 
to be defined and commitments focused on the 
various international environmental agreements. 
These enabling activities have led to, for example, 
Eritrea’s National Biodiversity Strategy and Action 
Plan, its National Adaptation Program for Action 
(NAPA), and its National Action Plan (NAP) 
for land degradation activities. They have also 
enhanced the environmental knowledge, under-
standing, and capabilities of personnel of all ranks 
within the executing ministries and communities.

Although the GEF portfolio overall has been 
effective in laying the foundation for future action 
on Eritrea’s environmental protection—and the 
country did ratify major international environmen-
tal agreements and approve the final reports of its 
enabling activities—full implementation of those 
national reports and strategies has not yet been 
achieved. At present, several significant environ-
mentally related items of legislation remain in draft 
form and have not been promulgated into legally 
binding acts. While environmental protection 
has not been particularly hampered by the lack 
of a full policy framework, key enforcement tools 
are not in place to abate and deter environmental 
degradation and allow for further evolution in 
sustainable land and coastal management—which 
would result from, for example, secure land tenure 
laws. The official endorsement of all elements of 
national environmental legislation, which has been 
in draft for almost a decade, will facilitate better 
environmental management in the country. Full 
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implementation of such policies as the national 
coastal policy identified and drafted in the 
National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan, the 
forest and wildlife policy, and the wildlife conser-
vation and development policy is intended to guide 
enhanced conservation of globally significant flora 
and fauna.

C O N C L U S I O N  2 :   Positive results at comple-
tion have been achieved beyond foundational 
support, leading in some cases to progress toward 
impact.

Analysis of postcompletion progress toward impact 
was conducted for the 7 terminal evaluations 
available for projects in Eritrea, Sierra Leone, and 
Tanzania in the OPS5 cohort of 90 terminal evalu-
ations for the region (table 2.3). All projects were 
at least partially successful, with five moderately 
successful and one highly successful in achieving 
progress toward environmental impact. The only 
partially successful project was Conservation Man-
agement of Eritrea’s Coastal, Marine and Island 
Biodiversity (GEF ID 411).

The most common contextual factor contrib-
uting to progress toward impact in this cohort 
is country/government support (six projects); 
the most common contextual hindering factor 

is unfavorable economic conditions/drivers/
events (five projects). Highly relevant technology/
approach, broader adoption processes initiated 
using project resources, and good engagement of 
key stakeholders are all equally important project-
related contributing factors; each was found in four 
projects. The most common project-related hin-
dering factor was poor project design, which was 
cited in three projects. A certain degree of caution 
must be exercised with the results of this analysis 
due to the small cohort of terminal evaluations—
at the time it was conducted in connection with 
OPS5, only 7 of the completed 17 FSPs and MSPs 
in the three portfolios analyzed in this ACPER had 
terminal evaluations available.

This caveat notwithstanding, three project-
related factors for achieving progress toward 
impact emerging from this analysis are worth 
mentioning: enhancing coordination and fostering 
engagement of key stakeholders, initiating broader 
adoption processes during the project to foster 
sustained flow of benefits after completion, and 
ensuring sound and realistic project design. 

OPS5 impact analysis clearly indicates that 
broader adoption mechanisms need to be incorpo-
rated into project design. Although country/gov-
ernment support is a context-related contributing 

T A B L E  2 . 3   Progress toward Impact in Completed Projects in Eritrea, Sierra Leone, and Tanzania 

GEF 
ID Project title (country)

Focal 
area

GEF 
Agency Modality

Broader 
adoption ESR ESC

411 Conservation Management of Eritrea’s Coastal, Marine and 
Island Biodiversity (Eritrea)

BD UNDP FSP PS

780 Development of Mnazi Bay Marine Park (Tanzania) BD UNDP FSP MS ü

803 Development of Jozani-Chwaka Bay National Park, Zanzibar 
Island (Tanzania)

BD UNDP MSP MS
ü

1170 Conservation and Management of the Eastern Arc Mountain 
Forests (Tanzania)

BD WB FSP HS
ü

1196 Transformation of the Rural Photovoltaics Market (Tanzania) CC UNDP FSP MS ü

1734 Development and Management of the Selous-Niassa Wildlife 
Corridor (Tanzania)

BD UNDP MSP MS
ü

2151 Novel Forms of Livestock & Wildlife Integration Adjacent to 
Protected Areas in Africa (Tanzania)

BD WB MSP MS

N O T E :   BD = biodiversity; CC = climate change; ESR = environmental stress reduction; ESC = environmental status change; HS = highly 
successful; MS = moderately successful; PS = partially successful; WB = World Bank. 
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factor, projects can foster the conditions that are 
necessary to sustain country/government owner-
ship and support after completion, especially in 
least developed countries. Examples include any 
activity aimed at fostering inclusiveness and con-
sultation, developing capacity, or providing infor-
mation that the government considers essential 
for its own sustainable development/green growth 
agenda.

The above analysis from OPS5 data is comple-
mented by the findings from the three country 
portfolios analyzed in this ACPER, which confirm 
the overall positive outcomes achieved at comple-
tion, with few exceptions. At the project level, 
among the 14 completed projects for which a ter-
minal evaluation is now available in the Tanzania 
national portfolio, 2 (15 percent) were rated highly 
satisfactory in terms of outcomes achievement, 
10 (71 percent) were rated satisfactory, 1 (8 per-
cent) was rated moderately satisfactory, and 1 was 
rated unsatisfactory. In Eritrea, the two projects 
with available terminal evaluations were both 
rated satisfactory in terms of outcomes achieve-
ment. However, the GEF Independent Evaluation 
Office, in conducting its review of the terminal 
evaluations, downgraded this rating to moderately 
unsatisfactory for one of the projects—Conserva-
tion Management of Eritrea’s Coastal, Marine and 
Island Biodiversity.

ROtI analysis conducted on three completed 
projects in Tanzania and the two completed in 
Eritrea was consistent with—and, in some cases, 
upgraded—the ratings of the respective terminal 
evaluation reviews. For example, environmental 
status changes were observed in the Development 
of Jozani-Chwaka Bay National Park, Zanzibar 
Island, project (GEF ID 803) in terms of the now-
healthy numbers of colobus monkey endemic to 
that area. The market change supported by the 
Transformation of the Rural Photovoltaics Market 
(GEF ID 1196) in Tanzania has contributed to a 
stable regulatory system for solar energy, although 
the displacement of greenhouse gases due to any 
installed capacity is not quantified or at scale. 

Progress to impact was also demonstrated after 
completion of the Conservation Management of 
Eritrea’s Coastal, Marine and Island Biodiversity 
project, which contributed to mainstreaming 
scientific information and—along with other fac-
tors—to thus-far sustained protection of globally 
significant species of coastal/marine flora and 
fauna. ROtI analysis conducted on the only com-
pleted project included in the Sierra Leone CPS, 
the Sustainable Land Management Project (GEF 
ID 3510) showed low or negligible progress toward 
impact.

Some examples of broader adoption mecha-
nisms in place in Eritrea and Tanzania are worth 
mentioning. Mainstreaming in Tanzania has been 
fostered through GEF support to development of 
a cadre of trained professionals in environmental 
fields and to the creation of environmental manage-
ment institutions in the region (among others, the 
Lake Victoria Basin Commission and the Deep Sea 
Fishing Authority). Some aspects of the Transfor-
mation of the Rural Photovoltaics Market project, 
such as the installation of solar photovoltaic sys-
tems in schools and dispensaries around the Jozani-
Chwaka Bay National Park, were replicated by sub-
sequent SGP grants. The overall project approach 
was also replicated in three other regions (Kagera, 
Mara, and Shinyanga). In Eritrea, the research unit 
within the Ministry of Marine Resources estab-
lished with support from the Conservation Man-
agement of Eritrea’s Coastal, Marine and Island 
Biodiversity project is now mainstreaming its 
research in other institutions, including universities 
abroad. This mainstreaming is providing valuable 
information exchange on, among other things, sea 
and coastal migratory birds; the nesting grounds of 
several turtle species; and species of crab, coral reef, 
seagrass, and dugong.

In Eritrea, as observed and reported by stake-
holders as well as by communities engaged in 
the country’s two sustainable land management 
projects—Strategic Investment Program: Catch-
ments and Landscape Management (GEF ID 3362) 
and Strategic Investment Program: Sustainable 
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Land Management Pilot Project (GEF ID 3364)—
the capacity of communities to use drip irrigation 
in small farms, build bench terraces, and man-
age nurseries has been enhanced in addition to 
implementation of land degradation measures. The 
GEF’s land degradation portfolio has also included 
a community component dedicated to improved 
energy-saving stoves. These have been constructed 
by and largely benefited women and have achieved 
significant replication among Eritrean households 
in village communities through the SGP. Overall, 
GEF-supported projects to combat land degra-
dation have demonstrated solid results through 
activities such as reforestation while enhancing 
farm productivity.

Examples of scaling-up include the Jozani-
Chwaka Bay National Park project, which pro-
moted a program to enable sustainable increases in 
income in communities around the forest reserve. 
This program has been considerably expanded 
from its original scope since project completion.

An example of market change is the reduc-
tion in tariffs on the solar panels supported by the 
Transformation of the Rural Photovoltaics Market 
project; this tariff reduction helped reduce market 
barriers to solar photovoltaic system installation in 
rural areas.

C O N C L U S I O N  3 :   Likelihood of sustainability 
is mixed; it has been most successful when pursued 
through the fostering of institutional and indi-
vidual capacity development and the promotion 
of livelihood activities through community-based 
approaches (e.g., the SGP).

GEF projects have applied approaches intended 
to foster sustainability in terms of the continued 
flow of environmental benefits as well as of overall 
results achieved. The most successful efforts have 
been those aimed at developing local capacities 
as well as linking local community benefits to 
improved environmental management. This suc-
cess was achieved through parallel and sometimes 
synergistic support within the GEF portfolio, using 
the FSP, MSP, and SGP modalities. In some cases, 

the likelihood of postproject sustainability was 
lower than with project funding.

Specific measures have been taken in Tanza-
nia to provide a basis for sustainability, including 
capacity and institutional development and the 
development and implementation of environmental 
management systems. For example, GEF support 
to institutional development of the Jozani-Chwaka 
Forest Reserve allowed it to be upgraded to a 
national park, and a management plan was devel-
oped in consultation with local stakeholders. These 
outcomes have been maintained and in some cases 
expanded. There are now 736 savings and credit 
groups, compared with 47 at project completion, 
reported to stimulate income-generating activi-
ties. Conversely, gains from the long-completed 
Conservation and Management of the Eastern 
Arc Mountain Forests project (GEF ID 1170) were 
thought to be under threat due to failure to imple-
ment a sustainable financing strategy to secure 
funding for the project’s long-term objectives. 
More recent evidence suggests, however, that sus-
tainability of the fund may be greater than antici-
pated, with the government of Germany providing 
€2 million for conservation efforts.

Another important approach to sustainability 
has been through efforts to link local community 
benefits to improved environmental management. 
For example, in the Eastern Arc Mountains forests 
project, support for local livelihoods helped gener-
ate support for environmental management. More 
importantly, SGP grants—which by definition link 
environmental conservation activities with sus-
tainable livelihoods—have been used creatively in 
Tanzania. Many have been implemented in parallel 
with FSPs and MSPs to provide community stimu-
lus to participate in environmental management by 
supporting income-generating activities.

For example, through the Small Grants Kili-
manjaro COMPACT Project, the SGP is delivering 
the community-based components of the ongo-
ing Strategic Investment Program: Reducing Land 
Degradation on the Highlands of Kilimanjaro proj-
ect (GEF ID 3391), supporting community-based 
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organizations for tree planting, shade-grown cof-
fee, and beekeeping—which are in line with both 
SGP and the FSP’s objectives. Another example is 
the Development and Management of the Selous-
Niassa Wildlife Corridor Project (GEF ID 1734), 
which obtained support from the SGP to finance 
local initiatives to promote income-generating 
activities in a broad range of villages in the project 
area.

Similarly, the Eastern Arc Mountains forests 
project obtained SGP funding to promote butterfly 
farming as an income-generating activity around 
Amani Nature Reserves, in order to reduce pres-
sure on forest products. This initiative promoted 
butterfly farming in the Eastern Usambara Moun-
tains, resulting in conservation of biodiversity, 
since butterfly farmers and their communities are 
conserving natural forests to protect host plants 
for butterfly farming. This activity introduced by 
the SGP has been successfully replicated by the 
GEF FSP implemented near Jozani-Chwaka Bay 
National Park. And the above-mentioned example 
of the SGP project Installation of Solar Photovol-
taic Systems in Schools and Dispensaries around 
Jozani-Chwaka Bay National in Zanzibar also 
extended the activities of this GEF FSP, resulting in 
improved access to electricity and lighting.

In Eritrea, the catchments and landscape man-
agement project and the sustainable land manage-
ment pilot project provide specific examples of 
linking local livelihood benefits and sustainability. 
Another example is the widespread dissemination 
of improved stoves introduced by the SGP; these 
have become an income-generating activity for 
women, many of whom are the single head of their 
household. Continual power interruption in all 
areas of the country connected to the national grid 
has forced many urban and rural households to 
build these stoves. In parallel, the SGP has pro-
vided opportunities for a number of communities 
and nongovernmental organizations to learn from 
each other’s experiences and to replicate the results 
of GEF support. Several communities in and 

around project sites are engaged in nature-based 
conservation activities.

A challenge related to the sustainability of 
results in Eritrea remains the limited capacity at 
both the individual and institutional levels, despite 
capacity strengthening having been targeted in 
numerous enabling activities (6 of 12 national 
projects), as well as in dedicated training com-
ponents of FSPs aimed at government staffs and 
institutions. Another challenge for Eritrea has been 
to continue to support and scale-up projects once 
funding has ended, despite the government’s efforts 
to sustain the outcomes achieved. The exit strate-
gies put in place have not adequately addressed the 
financial, technical, and managerial sustainability 
of project outcomes.

C O N C L U S I O N  4 :   Wider dissemination and 
uptake of project-derived lessons at the national 
level have been hampered by language barriers.

This conclusion is drawn specifically from the 
Tanzania CPE, but its relevance goes beyond 
that country and is applicable to several other 
GEF countries. The Tanzania CPE highlights the 
fact that a number of GEF-supported activities, 
including the enabling activities, have targeted 
the preparation of important documents for dis-
semination and use nationally and internation-
ally. These projects also included lessons—shared 
directly with communities and groups at the local 
level—on conservation and restoration know-how, 
organizational improvement, technology adop-
tion, scaling-up, and marketing. While earlier GEF 
projects in Tanzania commonly entailed transla-
tion of project materials into the local language, 
stakeholders reported that almost all recent GEF 
project documents, reports, and learning products 
(print and online) in Tanzania are written in Eng-
lish, which is understood by less than 20 percent 
of the population. Moreover, this documentation 
is highly technical, meaning that many project 
participants and environmental stakeholders can 
neither understand nor share the content.
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2.2	 Relevance

The relevance of GEF support was assessed against 
each country’s national development and envi-
ronmental agendas, the GEF mandate, and coun-
try responsibilities and obligations to the global 
conventions.

C O N C L U S I O N  5 :   GEF support has been and 
remains relevant to the countries’ environmental 
priorities as well as to their sustainable develop-
ment needs, with a few exceptions.

The three portfolios analyzed confirm strong rel-
evance to national environmental conservation and 
sustainable development needs and priorities in all 
the GEF focal areas, with a few exceptions in Eritrea.

Over the last 20 years, GEF support has played 
a significant role in helping raise awareness of 
the environment as a vital cross-cutting issue for 
the sustainable development of Tanzania. It has 
also laid the foundation for the mainstreaming of 
environmental issues into a range of sectoral poli-
cies and plans. Most projects in the GEF Tanzania 
portfolio are well aligned to national priority areas 
as delineated by the government. More specifi-
cally, GEF support is contributing to the national 
sustainable agenda stated in MKUKUTA II and 
MKUZA II (the National Strategy for Growth 
and Reduction of Poverty II 2010–2015 and the 
Zanzibar Strategy for Growth and Reduction of 
Poverty 2010–2015) by contributing to activities 
that have a positive impact on biodiversity conser-
vation, restoration of ecosystems, demonstration 
of green energy sources, improvement of health 
care and primary and secondary school education 
(indirectly, through solar photovoltaic systems), 
irrigation to increase agricultural productivity, 
and other income-generating activities important 
to communities and the national welfare. Simi-
larly, the relevance of the SGP is demonstrated 
by strong support of the Tanzanian government, 
even though its activities are executed by civil 
society organizations, nongovernmental organiza-
tions, and community groups with the assistance 

of UNDP. Government support was reconfirmed 
under the Tanzania National Portfolio Formula-
tion Exercise, during which the sum of $3.6 million 
was suggested as an appropriate amount for the 
SGP out of Tanzania’s total allocation through the 
System for Transparent Allocation of Resources 
(STAR) of $27.43 million.

The GEF portfolio has been relevant to Sierra 
Leone’s sustainable development agenda and 
needs. It addresses one of the main pillars of Sierra 
Leone’s national development strategy—namely, 
Pillar 2, Managing Natural Resources of its Agenda 
for Prosperity (Government of Sierra Leone, n.d.), 
the nation’s third Poverty Reduction Strategy 
Paper. GEF enabling activities have been catalytic 
and have laid the foundation for follow-up activi-
ties in biodiversity and climate change, making it 
possible for the country to fulfill its obligations to 
the global conventions. GEF support in the area of 
climate change is highly relevant in allowing the 
country to address issues related to the adaptation 
and mitigation of climate change, including the 
development of adaptive agricultural production 
systems. GEF support in the area of desertification 
and land management has fit well with local needs 
in that it has addressed one of the most pressing 
constraints in agriculture, which is the principal 
livelihood of the rural population: soil fertility and 
land degradation.

GEF enabling activities have been relevant to 
the national sustainable development agenda of 
Eritrea, as demonstrated by the fact that the gov-
ernment officially endorsed the various planning 
documents and action plans produced by these 
projects. The Wind Energy Applications project 
(GEF ID 1136) provided foundational support; 
it was also relevant to the country’s piloting of 
renewable energy sources and put in place a policy 
structure that would allow a renewable energy 
sector to develop. The country’s two sustainable 
land management projects were developed in 2002, 
when Eritrea launched its National Action Plan 
to combat desertification and mitigate the effects 
of drought. However, while these GEF-supported 
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activities have been relevant to the country’s needs 
in terms of sustainable land management, Eritrea’s 
Land Law No. 58 of 1994, which empowers com-
munities in land use and related land management 
aspects, has yet to be approved.

An opportunity to enhance the overall rel-
evance of GEF support exists in the Eritrean 
renewable energy sector. In its national communi-
cations to the UNFCCC in 2001 and 2012, Eritrea 
identified a number of renewable energy sources 
including geothermal, wind, and solar energy. But 
even though 99 percent of the country’s electricity 
is generated using fossil fuels—and despite rising 
fuel costs and a lack of access to energy—the gov-
ernment has yet to fully develop those alternative 
energy sources. And aside from the Wind Energy 
Applications project, there have been no further 
GEF interventions in this area. The promotion of 
alternative and renewable energy production in 
areas with no access to pre-existing grids, both at 
the household and industrial unit levels, would be 
strongly relevant to the country’s needs and should 
be pursued in GEF-6 (2014–18).

C O N C L U S I O N  6 :   Diverse degrees of owner-
ship have been observed in the three portfolios 
analyzed.

Discussions with key stakeholders revealed a 
consensus viewpoint that, as a result of the STAR, 
government ownership of the GEF portfolio has 
increased in GEF-5 (2010–14) and that govern-
ments have become more empowered in setting 
priorities and making funding decisions on their 
environmental priorities where these overlap with 
global environmental issues. The use of the coun-
tries’ own financial and other resources along with 
donor funding demonstrates ownership in Tanza-
nia and Eritrea. Both have been successful in mobi-
lizing their own resources as well as cofinancing 
from international sources. Sierra Leone showed 
weaker ownership, except for enabling activities.

GEF projects in Eritrea have been strategically 
prioritized by the GEF operational focal point, 
taking into account existing opportunities and 

constraints, relevance to the national agenda, and 
project objectives. Ownership is further demon-
strated by the fact that GEF projects in Eritrea 
originate within national institutions, including the 
Department of Environment and the Ministry of 
Agriculture.

Important support was given by the Tanzanian 
government for GEF projects (initially mainly in 
kind). Further, it has taken several measures to help 
ensure the sustainability of results of completed 
projects, notably by allocating funds to main-
tain key activities. While much of this funding is 
provided by international partners, there has been 
a substantial increase in the budgeting of national 
funds dedicated to address environmental issues: 
from T Sh 28.4 billion in 2006/07 to T Sh 151.7 bil-
lion in 2009/10. Although the government’s 
resources are strained, it does provide funds of its 
own to support various institutions that contribute 
to global environmental benefits.

The GEF Sierra Leone portfolio has been 
mainly designed by the GEF Agencies. The govern-
ment and other stakeholders have committed to 
activities at various stages of design and implemen-
tation, but cannot be said to have led the process, 
except in the case of the enabling activities involv-
ing national communications to the UNFCCC.

2.3	 Efficiency

The efficiency of GEF support was assessed in 
terms of the time, effort, and financial resources 
needed to prepare and implement GEF projects; 
the different roles and responsibilities of the vari-
ous GEF stakeholders (national, international, and 
local); and the synergies between projects and 
these stakeholders.

C O N C L U S I O N  7 :   Project design factors, 
particularly overly ambitious objectives, have often 
caused implementation overruns.

This conclusion confirms the importance of 
realistic project design, which was highlighted by 
the progress to impact analysis described earlier. 
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In Sierra Leone as compared to GEF averages, 
FSPs take much longer to plan and get started; 
they then take longer to implement. In Eritrea, all 
six FSPs in the national portfolio have taken more 
than 18 months to move from work program entry 
to Chief Executive Officer approval. In Tanzania, 
project document review found that FSPs have 
consistently overly ambitious objectives, which lead 
some of them to incur substantial time overruns.

In Sierra Leone, while the GEF enabling 
activities and MSP prepared after the civil war 
took less than the 22-month preparation limit 
imposed for GEF-4 (2006–10), the FSPs now under 
implementation and designed under GEF-4 and 
GEF-5 took significantly longer to move through 
the project cycle than the prevailing GEF limita-
tions (22 months under GEF-4 and 18 months 
under GEF-5). All GEF Agencies, whether with 
or without resident representation in the country, 
have experienced project delays. These delays have 
been due to the time needed to gather background 
information in a situation where no centralized 
data banks on environmental issues exist, thus 
necessitating field data collection from target com-
munities; the process of identifying and recruiting 
consultants, often international, given the limited 
human resource capacity available in collaborating 
national institutions; and the extended procedures 
for project approval in the GEF Agencies. However, 
there are recent welcome indications that project 
cycle durations are becoming shorter.

Overly ambitious project design was the rea-
son for delay and difficulties in achieving project 
outcomes in the Sustainable Land Management 
Project, as reported in the ROtI study conducted in 
the framework of the Sierra Leone CPS. The proj-
ect was not able to achieve more than 3 of the 10 
project sites proposed in the original project docu-
ments. Furthermore, the ROtI analysis indicates 
that capacity developed in the project is already 
being lost, just 12 months after project comple-
tion. Possible reasons include limited human 
resources and the fact that key personnel are no 
longer in their positions and thus cannot follow up 

on project activities. The project was also slated to 
submit a draft national action plan for sustainable 
land management for approval by the parliament, 
but it did not draft the required legislation.

In Eritrea, stakeholders indicated that GEF 
project formulation processes are perceived as 
complex and time-consuming. The Conserva-
tion Management of Eritrea’s Coastal, Marine and 
Island Biodiversity project was supposed to close in 
2003, but instead ended five years later. The Wind 
Energy Applications project was supposed to close 
in 2007, but instead closed in 2009. Enabling activi-
ties have also extended beyond their intended run 
time: three of five such projects were delayed; the 
first by one year, and the other two by two years.

Unrealistic project design can have a negative 
effect on achievement of results and likelihood 
of sustainability. For example, the Conservation 
Management of Eritrea’s Coastal, Marine and 
Island Biodiversity project originally intended to 
cover the whole of the Red Sea coast of Eritrea and 
its islands. While the scope was later revised to 
focus on more limited coverage, precious time and 
resources were exhausted.

In Tanzania, the reforms introduced during 
GEF-4 have not improved performance over GEF-3 
(2003–06) at any stage of the project cycle. While 
implementation of the three closed FSPs were not 
delayed, the three ongoing FSPs have all already 
extended their original intended duration by one to 
three years. Of the five closed MSPs, the comple-
tion of one was delayed by one year; completion 
of the MSP now under implementation has been 
delayed by two years. Completion of all six closed 
enabling activities was delayed, as is that of the one 
ongoing activity. Stakeholders have indicated that, 
even with project formulation support, the GEF 
project preparation process remains complex and 
time-consuming. Also, national institutions have 
noted major challenges both in terms of under-
standing the nature of cofinancing and in meeting 
its requirements—which stakeholders have sug-
gested, on occasion, threaten the grant nature of 
GEF funding.
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C O N C L U S I O N  8 :   Monitoring and evaluation 
is mixed in the three portfolios, and efforts are 
deployed to improve the situation where needed.

Despite efforts in specific projects, monitoring and 
evaluation (M&E) systems in Tanzania are not yet 
uniformly regarded as an important asset to the 
design, management, and adaptation of projects; 
also, insufficient emphasis is placed on M&E by 
national partners and project managers. In Eritrea, 
M&E systems are in place but have yet to be fully 
used for adaptive management—although some 
progress is being made to improve the situation. 
In Sierra Leone, M&E systems are in place and are 
appropriate thus far.

In the Tanzania Eastern Arc Mountains forests 
project, the M&E system was weak and failed to 
facilitate adaptive management of this “problem” 
project. In the Jozani-Chwaka Bay National Park 
project, the interests of multiple financiers resulted 
in a confusing and top-heavy M&E system. Issues 
in the Development of Mnazi Bay Marine Park 
project (GEF ID 780) included managers ignoring 
recommendations from the midterm review, the 
lack of a coherent M&E framework, and an unre-
vised logframe.

In other projects, substantial efforts have been 
made to strengthen both current and future M&E 
capacity. During the Mainstreaming Climate 
Change in Integrated Water Resources Manage-
ment in Pangani River Basin project (GEF ID 
2832), an M&E study was undertaken which led 
to a series of recommendations for skills building 
surrounding M&E tasks. The integration of M&E 
into the project’s work plan is seen as an important 
achievement.

Most GEF projects in Eritrea use M&E sys-
tems and have project implementation reports; 
two underwent terminal evaluations. However, 
not all of these reports were available in the GEF 
Project Management Information System. Moni-
toring information was not adequately employed 
to make timely corrections of problematic issues, 
especially those related to outcome sustainability. 
A case in point is the Conservation Management 

of Eritrea’s Coastal, Marine and Island Biodiversity 
project, where supervision (or lack thereof) allowed 
the overly ambitious project to continue without 
redefining its parameters. In the Wind Energy 
Applications project, supervision reports did not 
record the inappropriate procurement of technical 
services, equipment, and supplies; this not only led 
to delays, but also affected the sustainability of the 
project’s off-grid wind energy component.

The executing institutions for GEF-supported 
projects in Eritrea have made progress in terms of 
establishing mechanisms for M&E. Unfortunately, 
as referred to in Conclusion 9, these institutions 
came together infrequently to discuss procedural 
and operational matters related to GEF projects. 
More could be done in terms of formally shar-
ing and reporting on project results on a regular 
basis. Interviews with relevant government officials 
reveal that a lack of funds, a shortage of transport 
facilities, and limited human capacity are formi-
dable constraints in putting effective M&E systems 
into practice.

M&E has played a limited role thus far in the 
relatively young GEF portfolio in Sierra Leone. 
Only the sustainable land management project has 
been evaluated, as the only other projects com-
pleted thus far were enabling activities, which do 
not require a terminal evaluation. To date, M&E 
system design, budgeting, and implementation 
seem to be in order. Agencies manage their proj-
ects on the basis of monitoring data, most of which 
concern progress against input and output tar-
gets, with some consideration of progress toward 
outcomes. In general, M&E designs for projects 
are satisfactory; project documents outline a set 
of objectively verifiable indicators for all expected 
outcomes and provide baseline information on the 
status of the indicators at project inception. M&E 
systems include participatory elements that ensure 
that local communities (including project benefi-
ciaries) and partners are involved in the process. 
In biodiversity projects, the GEF Tracking Tool for 
Biodiversity is being used to measure the achieve-
ment of project objectives.
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Adequate budgetary provision has been made 
for M&E in all GEF projects in Sierra Leone, and 
allocations are within the established guidelines 
for GEF-4 and GEF-5. The quality of M&E system 
implementation so far seems satisfactory. Project 
coordinators are carrying out their responsibili-
ties for day-to-day monitoring of implementation 
progress based on logframe indicators and project 
annual work plans and milestones. All GEF Agen-
cies undertake periodic monitoring of implemen-
tation progress through quarterly meetings with 
project management teams and external supervi-
sion missions. Midterm reviews are undertaken to 
systematically determine any midcourse correc-
tions needed. 

C O N C L U S I O N  9 :   Mechanisms for coordi-
nation and synergies among GEF Agencies and 
national institutions, and among GEF- and other 
donor-supported projects and activities, have been 
set up, with mixed results.

In Tanzania, networks have been developed 
between GEF projects, national institutions, and 
other donor-supported projects. For example, GEF 
national steering committee members are selected 
from within and across the public sector, civil soci-
ety organizations, the private sector, academia, and 
other international partners. This cross-section 
gives the potential for good communication and 
synergy across related activities in the environmen-
tal sector—for example, coordinated successful 
lobbying of the government to provide fiscal incen-
tives for solar photovoltaic technology. However, 
the committee does not meet regularly, thus losing 
opportunities for greater synergy.

While mechanisms for networking among 
GEF Agencies, national institutions, GEF projects, 
and other donor-supported projects and activities 
exist in Eritrea, they have not been fully effective in 
securing better synergies in GEF project program-
ming and implementation. The Eritrean opera-
tional focal point has on several occasions chaired 
a steering committee to guide discussions on 
portfolio formulation and SGP initiatives, among 

other items. Also, all GEF-supported projects have 
a national steering committee that was formed to 
guide the project management unit and set priori-
ties for project activities. However, the potential for 
increased synergy and collaborative efforts among 
the agencies and national institutions involved 
in programming and implementation could be 
further realized. Roles and areas of cooperation 
for the government and UNDP—the dominant 
GEF Agency in the country’s portfolio—are clearly 
specified for interactions including and extending 
beyond GEF projects. In practice, these mecha-
nisms are functioning adequately. 

Eritrean national institutions could be better 
informed of each other’s related activities. There 
are few forums in which interested parties can dis-
cuss the challenges of sustainable livelihoods, land 
degradation, and biodiversity loss. For example, 
coordination through the national steering com-
mittees of the two sustainable land management 
projects is weak. More synergies were apparent at 
the subnational level (i.e., between line ministries 
and local administrations), but less transparent 
coordination was observed between the various 
national executing agencies and the operational 
focal point. There is a tendency for institutions to 
move forward with their own agendas with no defi-
nite schedule for meetings and contact. Improve-
ments were noted, particularly greater awareness 
and willingness among all those concerned. Efforts 
have been under way to achieve a more synergistic 
approach across the various Eritrean departments 
involved in the implementation of GEF projects. 
No evidence is available to assess meaningful 
synergistic approaches among Eritrean national 
institutions for GEF-supported activities.

Partnership, collaboration, and synergy have 
been good in Sierra Leone. Most GEF projects have 
required cross-ministerial collaboration and coor-
dination as climate change, land degradation, and 
biodiversity are seen as cross-cutting issues. Proj-
ects generally obtained support across ministries 
and agencies through a broad participatory process 
involving cross-sectoral steering committees and 
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working groups. Projects were implemented by a 
management team that maintained strong link-
ages with all relevant stakeholders through com-
mittees and workshops, and projects generally 
exploited complementarities with relevant actors 
within universities, ministries, departments, and 

agencies. Additionally, there was some interaction 
with other donor projects in the same focal area; 
this was particularly true for biodiversity projects. 
However, there were little or no formal linkages 
with civil society organizations or private sector 
organizations.
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3.  Recommendations

The findings and conclusions emerging from 
the CPEs and CPS conducted in the Sub-

Saharan Africa region lead to the following 
recommendations.

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N  1 :   The GEF should 
explore and pursue, where appropriate, the use 
of established SGP country programs as service 
providers to implement community-level activities 
for FSPs and MSPs.

Previous evaluations conducted by the GEF Inde-
pendent Evaluation Office, and as discussed in the 
OPS5 technical document on GEF engagement 
with civil society organizations (GEF EO 2013a), 
have underscored the importance of the SGP in 
its successful work in linking communities to 
environmental management, particularly through 
income-generating activities. This role is particu-
larly evident in those least developed countries 
where an SGP country program is well established.

The national SGP program in Tanzania has 
been effective, and many SGP projects have been 
implemented in parallel to, integrated into the 
overall activities of, and/or synergized with FSPs 
and MSPs. In some cases, the SGP is formally 
delivering the community-based component of an 
FSP. In Eritrea, the SGP is being used to replicate 
activities introduced by the two land degradation 
FSPs in other regions of the country. Overt and 
more strategic integration would enable consistent 
use of accumulated SGP expertise and experience 
for effective delivery of GEF project activities at the 
community level, while optimizing the use of GEF 

resources (i.e., saving costs due to the pre-existence 
of SGP institutional structures, staff, and work pro-
cedures in a country).

From a global perspective, the SGP is a highly 
successful GEF modality, but it is also perceived as 
having diverted resources away from the develop-
ment of stand-alone GEF projects, and is often 
isolated from the overall GEF portfolio of projects 
in a country. Better integration of well-established 
SGP national programs with the respective overall 
GEF country portfolio—possibly through a formal 
mandate to deliver the community-level compo-
nents of those projects with activities that need the 
active participation of local communities—would 
increase the likelihood of sustainability and gener-
ate cost savings to the GEF as a whole. It is there-
fore recommended that the SGP—in Tanzania 
as well as in other GEF member countries, where 
appropriate—be structured so that it can more 
formally receive funding from the budgets of larger 
GEF projects to deliver community-based activities 
focusing on sustainable livelihoods.

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N  2 :   The GEF should pay 
greater attention to national knowledge exchange 
and promote dissemination of data and informa-
tion in the relevant national languages.

ACPER 2013 concluded that effective communi-
cation and outreach as well as uptake of lessons 
facilitated broader adoption, and that lessons from 
past interventions are being mainstreamed in the 
formulation of most recent GEF projects (GEF EO 
2014). Dissemination of project-produced lessons, 
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information, and data contribute to broader adop-
tion and facilitate progress toward environmental 
impact.

Building on additional evidence from the 
Tanzania CPE, this ACPER highlights an issue 
that often hinders national use of the knowledge 

produced by GEF projects: the fact that, in most 
cases, GEF documentation is in English. Language 
barriers could be overcome by requiring that 
project design include adequate budget allocations 
to translate relevant knowledge products and other 
project documentation into the local language.
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Annex A:  Conclusions,  
Recommendations, and Lessons

Conclusions

Recommendations LessonsResults Relevance Efficiency

Tanzania

Overall, GEF-sup-
ported projects and 
enabling activities 
have delivered results 
in a satisfactory 
manner.

GEF support has been 
and remains relevant 
to national sustain-
able development and 
environmental man-
agement priorities.

Projects consistently 
have a greater imple-
mentation overrun 
with few exceptions. 
National stakeholders 
perceive GEF proj-
ect processes to be 
time-consuming and 
complex.

GEF projects have 
delivered results in 
several GEF focal 
areas, both at the 
field level and for 
the enabling envi-
ronment, including 
through enhanced 
institutional capacity 
at the national and 
local levels. In several 
instances, projects 
have made progress 
to long-term impacts.

GEF support has been 
relevant to a variety 
of objectives linked to 
global environmental 
benefits related to the 
biodiversity, climate 
change, international 
waters, land degrada-
tion, and chemicals 
focal areas.

There has been no 
major coordination 
between national 
budget procedures 
and the preparation 
and funding of GEF 
project proposals.

The GEF has sup-
ported many mea-
sures intended to facil-
itate sustainability of 
environmental results. 
This has often been 
achieved, although 
not necessarily at the 
same level as during 
project funding.

The mainland govern-
ment of Tanzania and 
the government of 
Zanzibar have been 
supportive of GEF 
activities across focal 
areas, as demon-
strated by the use 
of government and 
donor funds to con-
tinue environmental 
protection initiated 
with GEF support.
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Conclusions

Recommendations LessonsResults Relevance Efficiency

The GEF has been 
partially effective in 
disseminating results 
and lessons learned 
from projects, but 
has overemphasized 
English-language 
documentation and 
web-based means, 
neither of which is 
widely accessible.

Lessons and knowl-
edge from GEF 
projects should be 
enhanced among GEF 
and other sustain-
able development 
stakeholders, par-
ticularly with regard to 
translating knowledge 
management materi-
als into Swahili to 
ensure the broadest 
distribution.

Several GEF-sup-
ported activities have 
contributed toward 
global environmental 
benefits by fostering 
sustainable livelihood 
and development 
approaches.

Where appropriate, 
the GEF SGP Steering 
Committee should 
pursue the systemic 
use of national SGP 
programs as service 
providers to imple-
ment community-
level activities for FSPs 
and MSPs.

GEF activities have 
contributed to 
facilitating broader 
adoption through a 
combination of main-
streaming, replica-
tion, scaling-up, and 
market change.

Mechanisms for more 
networking among 
GEF Agencies, national 
institutions, and GEF 
projects and other 
donor-supported 
projects and activities 
exist; however, they 
have not been fully 
effective toward bet-
ter synergies in GEF 
project programming 
and implementation.

The GEF operational 
focal point should 
pursue ways of ensur-
ing greater coordina-
tion and synergies 
among all parties 
engaged in the GEF 
portfolio, including 
with regard to portfo-
lio M&E.

There have been 
weaknesses in the 
M&E systems of a 
number of GEF proj-
ects, while others are 
reported to have been 
satisfactory.

The GEF should 
encourage efforts 
to engage the GEF 
operational focal 
point in M&E-related 
activities.
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Conclusions

Recommendations LessonsResults Relevance Efficiency

Sierra Leone

GEF support has suc-
cessfully followed the 
catalytic path as envis-
aged in the GEF Instru-
ments, from founda-
tion to demonstration 
to investment in FSPs 
identified through the 
foundation activities.

GEF support to Sierra 
Leone has been rel-
evant to its strategic 
development plan 
and priorities, as 
well as to efforts to 
fulfill its obligations 
under the interna-
tional agreements to 
which it is a signatory 
and to contribute to 
the achievement of 
global environmental 
benefits.

All GEF Agencies 
active in Sierra Leone 
have experienced 
problems in keeping 
projects within their 
intended time limits.

GEF support in the 
biodiversity, climate 
change, and interna-
tional waters focal 
areas has helped 
Sierra Leone raise the 
profile of environmen-
tal issues, establish 
national priorities, 
and begin addressing 
critical biodiversity 
conservation issues 
that are of global sig-
nificance and climate 
change adaptation 
measures of national 
importance.

The GEF portfolio 
has been executed 
within GEF guidelines 
as far as distribution 
of costs is concerned 
and has successfully 
leveraged significant 
cofinancing.

GEF support in some 
focal areas, especially 
land degradation and 
POPs, has had limited 
results and has not 
succeeded in estab-
lishing the intended 
foundation that would 
enable the country to 
address critical issues 
in these focal areas.

Partnership, collabora-
tion, and synergies 
have been good in 
the GEF portfolio. 
However, there are 
challenges in develop-
ing formal linkages 
with civil society 
organizations, local 
government, and the 
private sector.

The GEF should 
ensure that the proj-
ects it supports do not 
have overly ambitious 
designs in terms of 
expected outputs and 
outcomes, given the 
size and duration of its 
interventions and the 
amount of cofinanc-
ing secured.
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Conclusions

Recommendations LessonsResults Relevance Efficiency

Eritrea

Overall, GEF-sup-
ported projects have 
been effective in 
producing satisfactory 
results at the project 
and national levels.

GEF-supported proj-
ects were relevant to 
sustainable national 
development needs, 
environmental priori-
ties, and national focal 
area strategies and 
action plans.

GEF projects have 
taken much longer to 
get started and have a 
greater implementa-
tion overrun.

In countries such as 
Eritrea with flex-
ible allocations, the 
GEF should encour-
age integrated 
approaches in tackling 
global environmental 
issues.

GEF projects have 
enhanced institutional 
and individual capaci-
ties at the national 
and local levels.

The government 
of Eritrea exhibits a 
high level of country 
ownership and com-
mitment to GEF-sup-
ported projects.

The operational focal 
point should work 
with the govern-
ment of Eritrea to 
promulgate any draft 
environmental laws 
and policies as these 
are key enforcement 
tools.

Several GEF-sup-
ported activities 
have contributed 
toward environmental 
benefits by fostering 
sustainable livelihood 
and community-
based approaches.

The GEF should 
continue to support 
the SGP in Eritrea and 
explore the systemic 
use of national SGP 
programs as service 
providers to imple-
ment community-
level activities for FSPs 
and MSPs.

Completed GEF 
projects have inad-
equately addressed 
sustainability strate-
gies postcompletion.

There have been 
weaknesses in the 
M&E systems of a 
number of projects, 
and thus M&E has not 
significantly contrib-
uted to the efficiency 
and effectiveness of 
GEF support in Eritrea.

The GEF should 
encourage efforts to 
build the capacity of 
the operational focal 
point and national 
executing agencies in 
M&E-related activities.

Synergies and coor-
dination in program-
ming and implemen-
tation among GEF 
Agencies and Eritrean 
institutions, as well as 
among Eritrean insti-
tutions themselves, 
are limited.

The operational focal 
point should reinstate 
regular meetings of 
the National Coordi-
nating Committee and 
undertake a national 
portfolio formulation 
exercise for GEF-6.

N O T E :  The Tanzania draft report was circulated in February 2014. Its conclusions and recommendations are considered final and are 
included in this table as such. The Eritrea CPE and the Sierra Leone CPS conclusions were validated at the respective final stakeholder work-
shops and therefore can be considered final. Areas of recommendations and/or lessons were also identified during those workshops; these 
are included where relevant in this table and are not necessarily in their final form.
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Annex B:  Management Response 

This annex presents the management response to 
this report, which was presented to the GEF Council 
in May 2014 as GEF/ME/C.46/04. Minor editorial 
corrections have been made

B.1	 Introduction

The Secretariat welcomes the seventh Annual 
Country Portfolio Evaluation Report which pro-
vides a synthesis of the evaluative evidence con-
tained in the country portfolio evaluations and 
country portfolio studies conducted in the Sub-
Saharan Africa region. These include two CPEs, 
one conducted in Tanzania and one in Eritrea, and 
one CPS conducted in Sierra Leone.

The Secretariat appreciates the work and anal-
ysis in this report, but has difficulty understand-
ing how the project reviews related to some of the 
conclusions and recommendations. Nevertheless, 
the following are our responses to the conclusions 
and recommendations.

B.2	 Response to Conclusions

The Secretariat is pleased to note that GEF sup-
port has played an important role in creating the 
enabling framework for developing environmental 
policy and laws in the three countries under review. 
Indeed, such foundational support creates the stage 
for countries to pursue sustainable development. It is 
interesting to note that positive results at completion 

have been achieved beyond foundational support, 
leading in some cases to progress toward impact.

The Secretariat notes the conclusion that pro-
moting livelihood activities through community-
based approaches seems to improve the likelihood 
of sustainability. The issue of language being a 
barrier for wider dissemination of project-derived 
lessons is one to be brought to the attention of the 
country operational focal points.

The Secretariat is pleased to note that, except 
for a few exceptions, GEF support is relevant to 
countries’ environmental priorities as well as sus-
tainable development needs. We note the uneven-
ness in ownership across the three portfolios.

The issue of overly ambitious project objectives 
causing implementation overruns is acknowledged. 
We note with concern that the results for M&E and 
mechanisms for coordination were mixed across 
the three portfolios. The Secretariat will take into 
account this issue in project-related work going 
forward.

B.3	 Response to Recommendations

The Secretariat concurs with the recommendation 
that the GEF should explore and pursue, where 
appropriate, the use of established SGP coun-
try programs as service providers to implement 
community-level activities of other GEF-financed 
full- and medium-size projects. The Secretariat 
has included such a recommendation as part of the 
proposals in the Council paper on the GEF Small 
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Grants Programme Implementation Arrange-
ments, presented at this Council meeting.

The Secretariat agrees with the recommenda-
tion to support national knowledge exchange and 
dissemination of data. As set out in the proposed 
Country Relations Strategy presented in the GEF-6 
Programming document, the Secretariat will 
facilitate the organization of national dialogues 
and national portfolio formulation exercises that, 
among other things, are also meant to support 
knowledge exchange among key stakeholders at the 
national level.

Additionally, the Secretariat will also organize 
regional workshops to train participants on the 
GEF-6 focal area strategies and policy reforms, 
facilitate transboundary collaboration, discuss 
regional programming, and address integrated 
approaches and other issues based on thematic 
and geographic areas. These workshops will be one 

of the vehicles to improve the knowledge sharing 
between the GEF and its partners and encourage 
South-South knowledge exchange.

Though the Secretariat cannot be respon-
sible for the translation of project documents into 
national languages, it recognizes the importance 
of having accessible documents, in the sense that 
they are publicly available to the countries in their 
national languages and clear enough to be use-
ful for key stakeholders. The Secretariat will raise 
this important issue in the relevant dialogues and 
processes going forward.

Translating and/or summarizing is obviously 
needed to reach the full potential of the project and 
promote greater accessibility of information; there-
fore, the Secretariat would encourage countries 
to include appropriate actions among the knowl-
edge and communication activities of the baseline 
project.
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