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The GEF Annual Performance 
Report (APR) 2008 is the fifth 
presentation of assessment of 

project outcomes, project sustainability, project comple-
tion delays, materialization of cofinancing, and quality of 
monitoring prepared by the Evaluation Office of the Global 
Environment Facility (GEF). The report, and its method-
ologies and findings, was a key input to the GEF Fourth 
Overall Performance Study (OPS4) conducted during 
2009. The APR 2008 reviewed 210 projects—representing 
a total GEF investment of $989 million—for which terminal 
evaluation reports had been submitted by the GEF Agen-
cies to the Evaluation Office since fiscal year (FY) 2005. 

Findings
Results

Eighty percent of the 205 completed projects reviewed 
for OPS4 were rated in the satisfactory range in terms of 
outcome achievement; this is significantly higher than 
the 75 percent target specified in the GEF-4 replenish-
ment agreement. In terms of GEF investment in the rated 
projects, 79 percent of the total $983 million was allocated 
to projects rated moder ately satisfactory or above. Medi-
um-size projects were rated somewhat higher than full-size 
projects, with 84 percent of the former rated as moderately 
satisfac tory or above in terms of achievement of outcomes 
versus 78 percent of the latter. A larger proportion of proj-
ects implemented by the World Bank, as compared to the 
other GEF Agencies, was rated in the satisfactory range 
(85 percent), when controlling for other variables such as 
project size, geographic scope, focal area, and region. Na-
tional projects implemented in fragile states or in small is-
land developing countries have a lower probability of being 
rated in the satisfactory range. 

Sustainability of outcomes was rated as moderately like-
ly or above for well over half of the projects evaluated. Of 
the 192 projects rated on this parameter, the sustainability of 

outcomes for 58 percent (111 projects) was deemed moder-
ately likely or above. Of the total GEF funding ($907 million) 
in projects rated since FY 2005, 60 percent ($543 million) 
was invested in projects that were at least moderately likely 
to have sustainable outcomes. 

Processes

On average, the materialization of cofinancing reported 
by the GEF Agencies is close to that promised at proj-
ect approval. Of the 285 terminal evaluation reports sub-
mitted to the Evaluation Office since FY 2002, information 
on cofinancing is available for 210 projects. For these, the 
Agencies promised an average of $3.20 in cofinancing for 
every GEF $1.00 granted. The actual cofinancing reported 
was slightly lower—$3.00—a materialization rate of 95 per-
cent. Projects for which a lesser proportion of promised co-
financing actually materialized have a lower probability of 
being rated in the satisfactory range. However, it is not clear 
whether lower materialization of cofinancing drives lower 
levels of achievement or the reverse; this and related issues 
will be explored in future APRs.

This year, the Office presents an assessment of the driv-
ers of lower outcome performance for the completed 
projects reviewed for OPS4. Of the 210 projects reviewed, 
the outcome rating of 40 projects was in the unsatisfactory 
range. For 30 projects, weakness in project design was re-
ported to be the key driver of low outcome achievements. 
For 24 projects, lower outcome achievements were linked 
with implementation and execution-related problems.

Projects ending during OPS4 were completed after an 
average delay of 16 months; 22 percent were complet-
ed after a delay of at least two years. The Evaluation Of-
fice began tracking project completion delays in FY 2005, 
but no definitive trend is yet discernible. The average de-
lay was 19 months for the FY 2005 cohort, 13 months for 
the FYs 2006 and 2007 cohorts, and 18 months for the 
FY 2008 cohort. Delays of two years or more were experi-
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enced by 44 percent of the projects in the FY 2005 cohort, 
17 percent of the FY 2006 cohort, 14 percent of the FY 
2007 cohort, and 26 percent of the FY 2008 cohort.

Monitoring and Evaluation

There has been a significant improvement in the qual-
ity of M&E arrangements at the point of endorsement by 
the GEF Chief Executive Officer (CEO), with 76 percent 
of the full-size projects endorsed by the CEO during 
FY 2008 meeting minimum M&E requirements in effect, 
compared to 58 percent in compliance with FY 2005 min-
imum requirements. A greater proportion of World Bank 
and climate change projects were rated as in compliance 
in FY 2008 than in FY 2005. For other Agencies and focal 
areas, the number of observations is too small to allow simi-
lar conclusions. However, for most, the direction of change 
is consistent with the overall trend. 

There is a strong association between quality at entry 
of M&E arrangements and actual quality of monitoring 
during implementation. Among the terminal evaluations 
submitted during OPS4, 77 percent provided sufficient infor-
mation to allow the Evaluation Office to rate performance on 
this parameter. Of these, 67 percent—compared to 55 per-
cent of the FY 2004 cohort—were rated moderately satisfac-
tory or above in terms of monitoring during implementation. 

There has been significant improvement in the over-
all quality of terminal evaluation reports, but further 
improvement is needed regarding reporting on M&E 
and financial information. Of the 210 terminal evaluation 
reports submitted to the Evaluation Office from FY 2005 to 
FY 2008, the Office rated 89 percent as moderately satis-
factory or above; 92 percent of those submitted in FY 2008 
were similarly rated—a significant improvement over the 
FY 2004 baseline, when only 69 percent of the terminal 
evaluations were so rated.

Management Action Record

While the GEF system tends toward an overall high 
level of adoption of Council decisions, progress to-
ward adoption has been slow in a few important cases. 
This year’s management action record tracks the level of 
adoption of 35 Council decisions based on 12 GEF Evalu-

ation Office documents; the Office was able to verify adop-
tion of 32 of these 35 decisions. 

Terminal Evaluations

For the first time, the APR provided an assessment of 
the independence of the terminal evaluations submit-
ted by the GEF Agencies. Those submitted by the United 
Nations Development Programme and the United Nations 
Environment Programme were found to be satisfactory, on 
a six-point scale, for both full- and medium-size projects. 
The independence of the terminal evaluations submitted by 
the World Bank varies by project size. Those for full-size 
projects were rated highly satisfactory because the Bank’s 
evaluation unit performs desk reviews of these evaluations 
as well as field verifications for a sample of them. The inde-
pendence of terminal evaluations for medium-size projects, 
however, was rated moderately unsatisfactory because 
they do not undergo any review by the evaluation unit.

Performance Matrix

The performance matrix provides a summary of the per-
formance of the GEF Agencies and GEF Secretariat on 13 
parameters, covering key areas such as results, process-
es affecting results, efficiency, M&E, and learning. Several 
of the parameters included in the matrix are assessed by 
the Evaluation Office on an annual basis; this year’s re-
port highlighted the assessment of terminal evaluations 
described above. 

Recommendations
The APR 2008 was prepared to provide input to OPS4. 
Therefore, it was presented to the GEF Council as an in-
formation document, and there are no recommendations. 


