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Annex 1. Final Terms of Reference, July 2019 

1 Introduction 

The Professional Peer Review of the Evaluation Function is conducted in line with the Framework for 
Professional Peer Reviews of Evaluation Functions in Multilateral Organizations, and the Good Practice 
Standards of the Evaluation Co-operation Group. The last such peer review of the IEO was conducted in 
2014. 
This document sets out the key elements of the Third Professional Peer Review (“the Review”) of the 
evaluation function of the GEF. It describes the background of the Peer Review, the objective, the scope 
and general approach and methods, the composition of the Peer Review Panel (“the Panel”) and the 
timing. This document is a revised version of the terms of reference which was presented to the Council in 
June 201, which incorporates clarifications based on the first meeting with the Panel held on June 21-22, 
2019. 

2 Background 

The Global Environment Facility (GEF) operates in 183 countries in partnership with international 
institutions, civil society organizations (CSOs), and the private sector to address global environmental issues 
while supporting national sustainable development initiatives. Since 1992, the GEF has provided over $17 
billion in grants and mobilized an additional $88 billion in financing for more than 4000 projects in 170 
countries An independently operating financial organization, the GEF provides grants  for projects related 
to biodiversity, climate change, international waters, land degradation, the ozone layer, persistent organic 
pollutants (POPs), mercury, sustainable forest management, food security, and sustainable cities. Projects 
and programs are implemented by 18 Agencies comprising UN organizations, Multilateral Development 
Banks, National Agencies and International CSOs. 
The GEF also serves as financial mechanism for the following conventions: 

• CBD Convention on Biological Diversity 
• United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) 
• UN Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD) 
• Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants 
• Minamata Convention on Mercury 

 
The GEF, although not linked formally to the Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone 
Layer (MP), supports implementation of the Protocol in countries with economies in transition. 

3 The Evaluation Function in the GEF 

Evaluation in the GEF is intended to enhance accountability, to learn what works and in what context, 
and to inform the formulation of GEF’s programming directions, policies and procedures, and focal area 
strategies. GEF Agencies are responsible for monitoring, mid-term reviews and terminal evaluations of 
projects and programs. Evaluation offices in the Agencies review the terminal evaluations and submit 
these to the IEO.  
The IEO is an independent unit within the GEF. IEO's mandate is to independently assess the relevance, 
effectiveness, and efficiency of GEF programs and activities, and their contribution to Global Environment 
Benefits. The IEO validates terminal evaluations of projects and programs to ensure that the ratings are 
consistent with the evidence and the methods applied are consistent with the guidelines, and conducts 
performance, corporate, thematic and country evaluations. The IEO reports directly to the GEF Council (‘the 
Council”), which decides on the IEO work program and budget and oversees IEO's work.  

4 Purpose and Use of the Review 

The main purpose of the proposed Review is to enhance the evaluation function in the GEF partnership, 
by reviewing IEO's mandate, role and performance. The objectives are to clearly identify IEO's main 
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strengths and those areas where improvement is necessary.  
The Review will provide the Council with information on the effective performance of the Independent 
Evaluation Office of the GEF, and with findings that may apply more broadly to the evaluation function 
of the GEF partnership. 
The final report of the Review, including its recommendations, will be presented at the GEF Council 
meeting in June 2020, for the Council’s consideration of any proposed change in the mandate, direction 
or structure of the IEO and/or of the evaluation function. A response to the report and its 
recommendations will be prepared by each responsible entity in the GEF. 
The findings of the Review will also be discussed with the evaluation units of the GEF Agencies to improve 
the quality of evaluations across the GEF partnership and presented to the ECG and UNEG members as 
feedback on the quality of evaluation in one of the multilateral organizations.  

5 Subject and Scope of the Review 

The Review will build on the findings of the 2009 and 2014 Reviews of the IEO, including an assessment of 
the implementation of the recommendations of that review. The Review will cover the time period 2014-
2019 and will provide a snapshot of IEO's performance against evaluation good practice standards, drawing 
on the Framework for Professional Peer Reviews of Evaluation Functions in Multilateral Organizations and 
the ECG Review Framework for the Evaluation Function in Multilateral Development Banks and other 
relevant assessment frameworks as appropriate. The Review will assess performance against the 2010 
Policy, as well as review the recently approved 2019 Policy. 

6 Core Assessment Criteria 

Consistent with good practice standards, the core assessment criteria which will be applied to all 
dimensions of the Review presented above include: 

A. Independence of evaluations and the evaluation system(s). The evaluation process should 
be impartial and independent in its function from the process concerned with the policy 
making, the delivery, and the management of assistance. A requisite measure of 
independence of the evaluation function is a recognized pre-condition for credibility, validity 
and usefulness.  

B. Credibility of evaluations. The credibility of evaluation depends on the expertise and 
independence of the evaluators, on the degree of transparency and inclusiveness of the 
evaluation process and on the quality of the evaluation products. Credibility requires that 
evaluations should report successes as well as failures. Recipient countries should, as a rule, 
fully participate in evaluation in order to promote credibility and commitment. Whether 
and how the organization’s approach to evaluation fosters partnership and helps building 
ownership and capacity in developing countries merits attention as a major theme. 

C. Utility of evaluations. As in most organizations, IEO’s aim is to encourage the active 
application and use of evaluations at all levels of management, while ensuring that 
objectivity and impartiality is maintained throughout the evaluation process. To have an 
impact on decision-making, evaluation findings must be perceived as relevant and useful and 
be presented in a clear and concise way and should fully reflect the different interests and 
needs of the many parties involved in development co- operation. Also, evaluation topics 
must be aligned with institutional priorities and reports must be timely. Importantly, each 
review should bear in mind that ensuring the utility of evaluations is only partly under the 
control of evaluators. It is also critically a function of the interest of managers, and member 
countries through their participation on governing bodies, in commissioning, receiving and 
using evaluations.  
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The core assessment criteria will be applied in the following thematic areas of focus for this review, which are based 
on the outcomes of a rapid self-assessment conducted within the IEO. The themes below, in addition to others 
identified by the Panel in its preliminary discussions, will be included in the final Normative Framework of the Peer 
Review. 

Relevance of the Evaluation Program to the GEF (Credibility and Utility) 

• Strategic direction of the IEO, with special attention to the alignment and relevance of IEO's work 
to the GEF’s vision and strategic priorities and engagement across the partnership and other key 
stakeholders (including GEF Agencies, Political Focal Points, Operational Focal Points, clients and 
other stakeholders);  

• IEO’s contribution to the field of environmental evaluation and whether it applies state- of-the-art 
approaches. 

Evaluation Policy (Independence, Credibility and Utility) 

• The recently re-designed evaluation policy of the GEF, as well as other policies and procedures 
which have a bearing on IEO and its work, in particular the extent to which the evaluation policy is 
consistent with international good practice standards. 

The Stakeholder Engagement Process (Independence, credibility and utility) 

• The role and choice of reference groups 
• Consultation throughout the evaluation process and after 
• Interactions with Agencies, Council, OFPs in countries, STAP 

The Evaluation Process (Independence, credibility and utility) 

• Design of approach papers and concept notes and their consistency 
• Evaluation team structures (team leadership, use of consultants, etc.) 
• Data management and processing and efficiencies in the process  
• Country case studies 
• Quality of evaluations (methods, clarity of writing, evidence for conclusions) 
• Management response and follow-up 
• Dissemination and knowledge management 

The Work Program (Credibility and utility) 

• Number of evaluations and the balance across products 
• Selection of topics 

Office Structure and Budget 

• Office staffing structure 
• Staff profiles, skills and responsibilities 
• Budget management (overall and evaluations) 
• Delegation in the use of resources  

7 Process 

Selection of the Panel 
The Review will be conducted by a Panel of three independent members, supported by an Adviser, who 
have been selected by the IEO in adherence to the criteria outlined below. The Panel members will be 
chosen for their high international professional stature, evaluation expertise, and deep knowledge of 
environmental issues. 
The selection criteria for the Panel will include a combination of the following: 

• High international professional stature and deep knowledge of environmental issues and 
challenges on the ground; 

• Knowledge of the context and use of independent evaluation in multilateral organizations; 
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• Professional evaluation expertise and standing in the evaluation community, or high-level 
experience and expertise in an oversight discipline; 

• Senior-level expertise in the management and conduct of evaluations in peer organizations; 
• Representation from the UN Agencies and Multilateral Development Banks. 

 

Panel Composition 

A number of important considerations are taken into account when composing the Panel membership: (i) 
relevant professional experience; (ii) independence – to avoid any potential or alleged conflict of interest or 
partiality, the panel members don’t have any close working relationship to GEF that might influence the 
Panel’s position and deliberations; and (iii) balanced regional and gender representation. the selected Panel 
members will have no financial or other relationships with the GEF or IEO over the last five years that might 
influence their assessments, deliberations and conclusions. 
The Panel will be assisted by a lead Adviser responsible for data collection and information gathering; 
preliminary assessment of the collected information which is to form the basis for more detailed information 
gathering through structured and semi-structured interviews. The Adviser will provide the Panel with a 
consolidated information base, specifying the sources. With the benefit of the information assembled by the 
Adviser, its examination by the members of the Panel, and observations provided by GEF on the information 
gathered, the Panel will canvass the views of IEO staff, senior Secretariat staff, other senior staff in the 
Agencies and partner organizations, and a selection of Council Members, through a variety of tools. The 
Adviser will also be responsible for drafting the report of the Review. 

Responsibility of IEO 

IEO serves as the main contact point within GEF for the Panel and its Adviser. IEO will provide 
requested information and data, including: 

• the names and details of contact persons whom the Panel or its Adviser wish to contact, including 
contact points in GEF Agencies, 

• the complete list of IEO’s evaluations, 
• an e-library accessible via internet: and 
• any other information as appropriate. 

8 Reporting 

IEO will provide periodic updates to the Council.  
The Panel will discuss its draft report with the IEO and will be fully responsible for the content of the report. 
The Panel’s Chair will present the final report to the GEF Council.  
Follow-up on accepted recommendations will be reported upon by the responsible entity within the GEF. 
The Panel and the IEO will provide the UNEG and ECG with feedback on the experience of the Peer Review 
to enable the members of both groups to learn from IEO’s experience. 

9 Review Process and tentative schedule 

Activity Responsibility Period/deadline 
Kick-off meeting IEO and Panel 20-21 June 2019 
Updated version of ToR IEO 20 July 
Advanced Normative Framework, check list interviews IEO staff Adviser and Panel 20 July 2019 
Feedback from IEO on data sources and facilitate access to 
documents 

IEO 20 July 2019 

Desk review and interviews with IEO staff Adviser July-August 2019 
Advanced notes with key issues and check-lists Adviser 10 September 2019 
IEO self-assessment, light version IEO September 2019 
Discussion of the advanced notes and issues identified through the 
desk review and interviews 

Panel and Adviser 30 September 2019 

Additional tools preparation Adviser and Panel Mid-October 2019 
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Attendance of Earth-Eval 3 Michael Spilsbury 30 September-4 
October 2019 

E-surveys to Agencies and Focal Points Adviser and Panel October 2019 
Visit to GEF and World Bank headquarters in Washington, and to 
UNDP headquarters in New York to conduct interviews 

Panel and Adviser 13-23 October 2019 

Interviews with Partner Agencies and Conventions Adviser and Panel 
members 

November 2019 

Country visits for cluster evaluations tbd Adviser, Panel 
members? 

November 2019-
January 2020 

Panel Chair and Members to meet with GEF Council Members; 
panel wrap-up 

Panel and Adviser 15-21 December 
2019 

Draft report to Panel Adviser 20 January 
Panel discussion first draft Panel and Adviser 3 February 2020 
First draft to IEO Adviser and Panel 20 February 
Comments to Panel IEO 1 March 
Second draft to IEO and Secretariat Adviser and Panel 15 March 
Comments to Panel IEO and 

Secretariat 
30 March 

Final report Adviser and Panel 15 April 2020 
Presentation of the final report to the Council by Panel Chair Panel chair 10 June 2020 

10 Panel Composition 

• Dr Saraswathi Menon, former Director of UNDP Independent Evaluation Office and past-Chair of 
UNEG (Chair of the Panel) 

•  Dr Marvin Taylor- Dormond, Director General of Independent Evaluation, Asian Development Bank  
• Dr Michael Spilsbury, Director, Evaluation Office, United Nations Environment (UNEP) 
• Ms. Tullia Aiazzi (Adviser) 
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Annex 2. Profiles of Peer Review Panel members and Adviser 

Mrs Saraswathi Menon, former Director of UNDP Independent Evaluation Office and past-Chair of UNEG, 
Chair of the Panel 

Dr Saraswathi Menon has worked in development, focussing on human rights, policy and evaluation for over 
thirty years. She joined the United Nations Development Programme as a member of the team that prepared 
the first six Human Development Reports. Among other assignments, she subsequently served as UN 
Resident Coordinator and UNDP Resident Representative in Mongolia (2000-2003) and the Director of the 
UNDP Evaluation Office (2003-2011), at which time she was also the first elected chair of the United Nations 
Evaluation Group. She joined UN Women in the year of its inception as the first Director of Policy in 2011.  
She has been involved in peer reviews of evaluation functions in ADB and IFAD and most recently was a 
member of the team commissioned by the Word Bank Board’s Committee on Development Effectiveness to 
review the World Bank’s Independent Evaluation Group.  

Mr Marvin Taylor- Dormond, Director General of Independent Evaluation, Asian Development Bank 

Dr Marvin Taylor-Dormond, former finance vice-minister of Costa Rica where he led the country’s most 
comprehensive tax and customs reform in the late 1990s, has a PhD in public finance and economic 
development from Carleton University and the University of Ottawa, Canada. After holding senior posts at 
the Central American Bank for Economic Integration, where he established the bank’s capacities in the 
monitoring and evaluation of strategies, programs and projects, and was chief economist and head of 
evaluation from 2003–2006, Dr Taylor-Dormond joined the WBG in 2006; at the Independent Evaluation 
Group (IEG), he headed the International Finance Corporation and Multilateral Guarantee Agency function 
as Director for Independent Evaluation (2006-2011), later Director for Private Sector Evaluation Department 
(2011-2015), and Director for Financial, Private Sector and Sustainable Development Department (2015-
2016). He currently serves as Director General of the Independent Evaluation at the Asian Development Bank. 

Mike Spilsbury, Director Evaluation Office, UNEG representative  

Dr Spilsbury has more than 24 years of evaluation experience, including with the CGIAR on impact 
assessment. He has been a senior staff member of the UNEP Evaluation function since 2005, and its Head 
since 2013. Dr Spilsbury chaired Peer Reviews of UNICEF, UNODC and UNFPA and is currently UNEG Co-Chair 
of Peer Review sub-group. 

Tullia Aiazzi, international consultant 

Ms Aiazzi has more than thirty years of professional experience in development, including at field level. She 
has worked as an evaluator since the late 1990s, including for twelve years as evaluator and senior evaluator 
in FAO. Her experience includes evaluations at all organizational levels. Among her recent assignments, she 
supported as consultant the Professional Peer Review of the UNODC and of UNICEF. 
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ith a 

bearing on IEO
 and 

its w
ork 

GPS 1 
GEF policies 
and 
procedures; 
IEO

 and GEF 
m

anagem
ent 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s 

  
m

. Process for the 
developm

ent and 
approval of the 
2019 Evaluation 
Policy 

GPS 1; St. 
1.2 

IEO
 and GEF 

m
anagem

ent 
Interview

s 
m

. Process for the 
developm

ent and 
approval of the 
2019 Evaluation 
Policy 

GPS 1; St. 
1.2 

IEO
 and GEF 

m
anagem

ent 
Interview

s 
  

 
 

  

  
n. Com

pliance of 
the GEF and IEO

 
actions w

ith the 
2010 Evaluation 
Policy 

GPS 1; N
. 

12 
Docum

ents, 
reports, all 
stakeholders* 

Desk 
review

, 
interview

s, 
e-surveys 

n. Com
pliance of 

the GEF and IEO
 

actions w
ith the 

2010 Evaluation 
Policy 

GPS 1; N
. 

12 
Docum

ents, 
reports, all 
stakeholders* 

Desk 
review

, 
interview

s, 
e-surveys 

n. Com
pliance of the 

GEF and IEO
 actions 

w
ith the 2010 

Evaluation Policy 

GPS 1; N
. 

12 
Docum

ents, 
reports, all 
stakeholders
* 

Desk 
review

, 
interview

s, 
e-surveys 
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Area of 
focus 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

  
Independence 

GPS 2; N
.4 

  
  

Credibility  
GPS 2; N

.3 
  

  
U

tility  
GPS 8; N

.2 
  

  

  
  

 
 

  
  

 
 

  
o. M

echanism
s for 

the consideration, 
acceptance/rejection
, uptake and follow

-
up by the GEF 
Secretariat of 
relevant 
recom

m
endations in 

Partner Agencies' 
evaluations  

GPS 7; 
N

.14, St. 
1.4 

GEF and IEO
 

m
anagem

ent
, Agencies 
coordination 
and 
evaluation 
units 

Interview
s, 

e-survey 

2. Positioning and perform
ance of IEO

 w
ithin the function   

  
p. IEO

's structural 
relationship w

ith 
GEF secretariat 

GPS 6; N
. 4, 

St. 1.1 
GEF Evaluation 
policies and 
M

oU
s, GEF 

Instrum
ent, 

procedures 
and policies, 
Council 
deliberations, 
IEO

 and GEF 
m

anagem
ent 

Desk-
review

; 
interview

s;  

p. IEO
's structural 

relationship w
ith 

GEF secretariat 

GPS 6; N
. 4, 

St. 1.1 
GEF Evaluation 
policies and 
M

oU
s, GEF 

Instrum
ent, 

procedures 
and policies, 
Council 
deliberations, 
IEO

 and GEF 
m

anagem
ent 

Desk-
review

; 
interview

s;  

p. IEO
's structural 

relationship w
ith GEF 

secretariat 

GPS 6; N
. 4, 

St. 1.1 
GEF 
Evaluation 
policies and 
M

oU
s, GEF 

Instrum
ent, 

procedures 
and policies, 
Council 
deliberations
, IEO

 and GEF 
m

anagem
ent 

Desk-
review

; 
interview

s;  

  
q. IEO

's structural 
relationship w

ith 
STAP 

GPS 6; N
. 4, 

St. 1.1 
GEF Evaluation 
policies and 
M

oU
s, GEF 

Instrum
ent, 

procedures 
and policies, 
Council 
deliberations, 
IEO

, GEF and 
STAP 
m

anagem
ent 

Desk-
review

; 
interview

s;  

q. IEO
's structural 

relationship w
ith 

STAP 

GPS 6; N
. 4, 

St. 1.1 
GEF Evaluation 
policies and 
M

oU
s, GEF 

Instrum
ent, 

procedures 
and policies, 
Council 
deliberations, 
IEO

 and STAP 
m

anagem
ent 

Desk-
review

; 
interview

s;  

q. IEO
's structural 

relationship w
ith 

STAP 

GPS 6; N
. 4, 

St. 1.1 
GEF 
Evaluation 
policies and 
M

oU
s, GEF 

Instrum
ent, 

procedures 
and policies, 
Council 
deliberations
, IEO

 and 
STAP 
m

anagem
ent 

Desk-
review

; 
interview

s;  
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Area of 
focus 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

  
Independence 

GPS 2; N
.4 

  
  

Credibility  
GPS 2; N

.3 
  

  
U

tility  
GPS 8; N

.2 
  

  

  
r. IEO

's structural 
relationship w

ith 
Partner Agencies' 
coordination units 

GPS 6; N
. 4, 

St. 1.1 
GEF Evaluation 
policies, 
Agencies' 
accreditation 
docum

ents; 
Partner 
Agencies 
coordination 
units 

Desk-
review

s; 
interview

s; 
e-survey 

r. IEO
's structural 

relationship w
ith 

Partner Agencies' 
coordination units 

GPS 6; N
. 4, 

St. 1.1 
GEF Evaluation 
policies, 
Agencies' 
accreditation 
docum

ents; 
Partner 
Agencies 
coordination 
units 

Desk-
review

s; 
interview

s; 
e-survey 

r. IEO
's structural 

relationship w
ith 

Partner Agencies' 
coordination units 

GPS 6; N
. 4, 

St. 1.1 
GEF 
Evaluation 
policies, 
Agencies' 
accreditation 
docum

ents; 
Partner 
Agencies 
coordination 
units 

Desk-
review

s; 
interview

s; 
e-survey 

  
s. IEO

's structural 
relationship w

ith 
Partner Agencies' 
evaluation units 

GPS 6; N
. 4, 

St. 1.1 
GEF Evaluation 
policies, 
Agencies' 
accreditation 
docum

ents, 
Agencies' 
evaluation 
units 

Desk-
review

s; 
interview

s; 
e-survey 

s. IEO
's structural 

relationship w
ith 

Partner Agencies' 
evaluation units 

GPS 6; N
. 4, 

St. 1.1 
GEF Evaluation 
policies, 
Agencies' 
accreditation 
docum

ents, 
Agencies' 
evaluation 
units 

Desk-
review

s; 
interview

s; 
e-survey 

s. IEO
's structural 

relationship w
ith 

Partner Agencies' 
evaluation units 

GPS 6; N
. 4, 

St. 1.1 
GEF 
Evaluation 
policies, 
Agencies' 
accreditation 
docum

ents, 
Agencies' 
evaluation 
units 

Desk-
review

s; 
interview

s; 
e-survey 

  
t. IEO

's 
engagem

ent w
ith 

the partnership 
and other 
stakeholders 
including Council, 
GEF Secretariat, 
Conventions, STAP, 
GEF Agencies 
coordination and 
evaluation units, 
Political Focal 
Points, O

perational 
Focal Points, 
private sector, civil 
society, academ

ia 
and the public in 

GPS 2; St. 
4.6 

All 
stakeholders 
and other key 
inform

ants* 

Interview
s; 

e-survey/s 
t. IEO

's 
engagem

ent w
ith 

the partnership 
and other 
stakeholders 
including Council, 
GEF Secretariat, 
Conventions, STAP, 
GEF Agencies 
coordination and 
evaluation units, 
Political Focal 
Points, O

perational 
Focal Points, 
private sector, civil 
society, academ

ia 
and the public in 

GPS 2; St. 
4.6 

All 
stakeholders 
and other key 
inform

ants* 

Interview
s; 

e-survey/s 
t. IEO

's engagem
ent 

w
ith the partnership 

and other 
stakeholders 
including Council, 
GEF Secretariat, 
Conventions, STAP, 
GEF Agencies 
coordination and 
evaluation units, 
Political Focal Points, 
O

perational Focal 
Points, private 
sector, civil society, 
academ

ia and the 
public in 
participating 
countries. 

GPS 2; St. 
4.6 

All 
stakeholders 
and other 
key 
inform

ants* 

Interview
s; 

e-survey/s 
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Area of 
focus 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

  
Independence 

GPS 2; N
.4 

  
  

Credibility  
GPS 2; N

.3 
  

  
U

tility  
GPS 8; N

.2 
  

  

participating 
countries. 

participating 
countries. 

  
u. Inclusiveness of 
the evaluation 
process (PR 2014), 
in particular the 
consultation 
process 
throughout 

GPS 4; St. 
4.6 

All 
stakeholders* 

Desk-
review

; 
interview

s; 
e-survey 

u. Inclusiveness of 
the evaluation 
process (PR 2014), 
in particular the 
consultation 
process 
throughout 

GPS 4; St. 
4.6 

All 
stakeholders* 

Desk-
review

; 
interview

s; 
e-survey 

u. Inclusiveness of 
the evaluation 
process (PR 2014), in 
particular the 
consultation process 
throughout 

GPS 4; St. 
4.6 

All 
stakeholders
* 

Desk-
review

; 
interview

s; 
e-survey 

3. Relevance  

  
  

 
 

  
v. O

verall 
perception about 
relevance of IEO

's 
evaluation w

ork 

N
.2, N

.3 
All 
stakeholders* 

Interview
s; 

e-survey/s 
v. O

verall perception 
about relevance of 
IEO

's evaluation 
w

ork 

N
.2, N

.3 
All 
stakeholders
* 

Interview
s; 

e-survey/s 

  
  

 
 

  
w

. Alignm
ent of 

IEO
's strategic 

direction w
ith the 

GEF’s vision and 
priorities (from

 the 
2014 Second Peer 
Review

) 

GPS 6; St. 
1.4 

GEF strategic 
docum

ents, 
evaluation 
plans and list 
of reports, 
Council 
m

em
bers, IEO

 
and GEF 
m

anagem
ent 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s; 

w
. Alignm

ent of IEO
's 

strategic direction 
w

ith the GEF’s vision 
and priorities (from

 
the 2014 Second 
Peer Review

) 

GPS 6; St. 
1.4 

GEF strategic 
docum

ents, 
evaluation 
plans and list 
of reports, 
Council 
m

em
bers, 

IEO
 and GEF 

m
anagem

ent 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s; 

  
  

 
 

  
x. Coverage of the 
GEF's vision and 
priorities, including 
the Conventions, 
through IEO

's 
evaluation product 
m

ix 

GPS 6; St. 
1.4 

GEF and 
Conventions' 
strategic 
docum

ents, 
evaluation 
plans and list 
of reports; 
Conventions' 
m

anagers 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s; 

x. Coverage of the 
GEF's vision and 
priorities, including 
the Conventions, 
through IEO

's 
evaluation product 
m

ix 

GPS 6; St. 
1.4 

GEF and 
Conventions' 
strategic 
docum

ents, 
evaluation 
plans and list 
of reports; 
Conventions' 
m

anagers 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s; 
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Area of 
focus 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

  
Independence 

GPS 2; N
.4 

  
  

Credibility  
GPS 2; N

.3 
  

  
U

tility  
GPS 8; N

.2 
  

  

  
  

 
 

  
y. Relevance of the 
scope of each 
category of IEO

 
evaluations to the 
accountability and 
learning needs of 
im

m
ediate 

stakeholders, 
taking into account 
IEO

's com
parative 

advantage 

 
Evaluation 
reports; all 
stakeholders* 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s; 

y. Relevance of the 
scope of each 
category of IEO

 
evaluations to the 
accountability and 
learning needs of 
im

m
ediate 

stakeholders, taking 
into account IEO

's 
com

parative 
advantage 

 
Evaluation 
reports; all 
stakeholders
* 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s; 

  
  

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
z. Boundaries of 
IEO

's role in 
assessing Global 
Environm

ental 
Im

pacts 

 
Evaluation 
reports; 
STAP; 
Conventions; 
Agencies 
coordination 
units 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s; 
e-survey 

  
  

 
 

  
aa. Integration of 
socio-econom

ic 
and gender 
perspectives in 
IEO

's evaluation 
product m

ix 

N
.8, St. 4.7 

Evaluation 
guidelines and 
reports; IEO

 
staff and 
consultants; 
GEF Council 
and 
m

anagem
ent 

Desk 
review

; 
SW

AP 
assessm

ent 
of IEO

; 
interview

s 

aa. Integration of 
socio-econom

ic and 
gender perspectives 
in IEO

's evaluation 
product m

ix 

N
.8, St. 4.7 

Evaluation 
guidelines 
and reports; 
IEO

 staff and 
consultants; 
GEF Council 
and 
m

anagem
ent 

Desk 
review

; 
SW

AP 
assessm

ent 
of IEO

; 
interview

s 

4. Effectiveness  

  
  

 
 

  
bb. IEO

's ability to 
influence and bring 
about change 

GPS 8; N
.2, 

N
.3 

M
ARs, Council 

m
em

bers; IEO
 

and GEF 
m

anagem
ent 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s 

bb. IEO
's ability to 

influence and bring 
about change 

GPS 8; N
.2, 

N
.3 

M
ARs, 

Council 
m

em
bers; 

IEO
 and GEF 

m
anagem

ent 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s 



Third Professional Peer Review
 of the GEF Independent Evaluation Function, Annex 3 

14 

Area of 
focus 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

  
Independence 

GPS 2; N
.4 

  
  

Credibility  
GPS 2; N

.3 
  

  
U

tility  
GPS 8; N

.2 
  

  

  
  

 
 

  
cc. Coverage, 
accessibility and 
quality of 
M

anagem
ent 

Responses to 
evaluation reports 

N
.14, St. 

1.4 
M

Rs, Council 
m

em
bers, IEO

 
and GEF 
m

anagem
ent 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s 

cc. Coverage, 
accessibility and 
quality of 
M

anagem
ent 

Responses to 
evaluation reports 

N
.14, St. 

1.4 
M

Rs, Council 
m

em
bers, 

IEO
 and GEF 

m
anagem

ent 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s 

  
  

 
 

  
dd. Q

uality of 
M

anagem
ent 

Action Records and 
degree of follow

-
up of IEO

 
recom

m
endations 

GPS 8; 
N

.14, St. 
1.4 

M
ARs, Council 

m
em

bers; IEO
 

and GEF 
m

anagem
ent 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s 

dd. Q
uality of 

M
anagem

ent Action 
Records and degree 
of follow

-up of IEO
 

recom
m

endations 

GPS 8; 
N

.14, St. 
1.4 

M
ARs, 

Council 
m

em
bers; 

IEO
 and GEF 

m
anagem

ent 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s 

  
ee. IEO

's 
contribution to 
accountability and 
learning 

GPS 8; N
.2, 

N
.3 

Evaluation 
reports and 
O

PS; 
M

anagem
ent 

Responses; 
M

ARs; Peer 
review

 reports; 
GEF 
m

anagem
ent, 

Council 
m

em
bers 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s 

ee. IEO
's 

contribution to 
accountability and 
learning 

GPS 8; N
.2, 

N
.3 

Evaluation 
reports and 
O

PS; 
M

anagem
ent 

Responses; 
M

ARs; Peer 
review

 reports; 
GEF 
m

anagem
ent, 

Council 
m

em
bers 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s 

ee. IEO
's 

contribution to 
accountability and 
learning 

GPS 8; N
.2, 

N
.3 

Evaluation 
reports and 
O

PS; 
M

anagem
ent 

Responses; 
M

ARs; Peer 
review

 
reports; GEF 
m

anagem
ent

, Council 
m

em
bers 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s 

  
  

 
 

  
ff. Extent to w

hich 
IEO

 fosters 
learning from

 
evaluations and 
contributes to a 
learning culture 
w

ithin the GEF 
(from

 the 2014 
Second Peer 
Review

) 

GPS 7; N
.2, 

N
.3 

Evaluation 
reports and 
O

PS; 
M

anagem
ent 

Responses; 
M

ARs; Peer 
review

 reports; 
GEF 
m

anagem
ent, 

Council 
m

em
bers 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s 

ff. Extent to w
hich 

IEO
 fosters learning 

from
 evaluations and 

contributes to a 
learning culture 
w

ithin the GEF (from
 

the 2014 Second 
Peer Review

) 

GPS 7; N
.2, 

N
.3 

Evaluation 
reports and 
O

PS; 
M

anagem
ent 

Responses; 
M

ARs; Peer 
review

 
reports; GEF 
m

anagem
ent

, Council 
m

em
bers 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s 
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Area of 
focus 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

  
Independence 

GPS 2; N
.4 

  
  

Credibility  
GPS 2; N

.3 
  

  
U

tility  
GPS 8; N

.2 
  

  

  
  

 
 

  
gg. Extent to w

hich 
IEO

 contributes to 
learning from

 
evaluations of 
environm

ental 
initiatives in the 
international 
evaluation 
com

m
unity 

GPS 7; St. 
2.3 

Guidance, 
reports, 
presentations; 
IEO

; U
N

EG and 
ECG m

em
bers, 

Partner 
Agencies 
evaluation 
units 

Desk 
review

; 
attendance 
of Earth-
Eval; 
interview

s; 

gg. Extent to w
hich 

IEO
 contributes to 

learning from
 

evaluations of 
environm

ental 
initiatives in the 
international 
evaluation 
com

m
unity 

GPS 7; St. 
2.3 

Guidance, 
reports, 
presentation
s; IEO

; U
N

EG 
and ECG 
m

em
bers, 

Partner 
Agencies 
evaluation 
units 
 

Desk 
review

; 
attendance 
of Earth-
Eval; 
interview

s; 

  
  

 
 

  
  

 
 

  
hh. Extent to w

hich 
GEF integrates the 
feedback from

 
IEO

/agencies' 
evaluations into new

 
project design 
 

GPS 7; N
. 2 

GEF 
Secretariat; 
Agencies' 
coordination 
units 

Interview
s; 

e-survey 

  
  

 
 

  
  

 
 

  
ii. IEO

 contribution 
to evaluation 
capacity 
developm

ent in 
recipient countries 

GPS 4; N
.9 

Political and 
O

perational 
Focal Points; 
national 
executing 
agencies; 
other 
national 
stakeholders 
 

Interview
s, 

e-survey 

  
  

 
 

  
  

 
 

  
jj. IEO

 contribution 
to evaluation 
capacity 
developm

ent in 
Partner Agencies 

GPS 4; N
.9 

Partner 
Agencies 
coordination 
and 
evaluation 
units 
 

Interview
s, 

e-survey 

5. Q
uality of IEO

's evaluation w
ork  
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Area of 
focus 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

  
Independence 

GPS 2; N
.4 

  
  

Credibility  
GPS 2; N

.3 
  

  
U

tility  
GPS 8; N

.2 
  

  

  
kk. IEO

 quality 
assurance system

s, 
including the role 
and choice of the 
reference group  

GPS 5; St. 
4.6, 5.1 

Q
A fram

ew
ork; 

IEO
 and GEF 

m
anagem

ent 

Desk-
review

; 
interview

s 

kk. IEO
 quality 

assurance system
s, 

including the role 
and choice of the 
reference group  

GPS 5; St. 
4.6, 5.1 

Q
A fram

ew
ork; 

IEO
 and GEF 

m
anagem

ent 

Desk-
review

; 
interview

s 

kk. IEO
 quality 

assurance system
s, 

including the role 
and choice of the 
reference group  

GPS 5; St. 
4.6, 5.1 

Q
A 

fram
ew

ork; 
IEO

 and GEF 
m

anagem
ent 

Desk-
review

; 
interview

s 

  
  

 
 

  
ll. IEO

 validation 
process of term

inal 
evaluations 

GPS 5; St. 
5.1 

Validation 
process 
fram

ew
ork/ 

procedures; 
IEO

 staff 

Desk-
review

; 
interview

s 

ll. IEO
 validation 

process of term
inal 

evaluations 

GPS 5; St. 
5.1 

Validation 
process 
fram

ew
ork/ 

procedures; 
IEO

 staff 

Desk-
review

; 
interview

s 

  
  

 
 

  
  

 
 

  
m

m
. Q

uality and 
usefulness of IEO

 
guidelines and 
guidance docum

ents 

GPS 5; St. 
2.2 

Docum
ents; 

Partner 
Agencies 
evaluation 
units; IEO

 
staff; IEO

 
consultants 

Desk-
review

, 
interview

s, 
e-survey 

  
nn. Perception of 
the overall quality 
of IEO

 evaluation 
reports 

GPS 5; St. 
4.9, 4.10 

Council 
m

em
bers; IEO

 
and GEF 
m

anagem
ent; 

Political and 
O

perational 
Focal Points; 
Conventions 
m

anagers; 
other 
stakeholders* 

Interview
s, 

e-survey 
nn. Perception of 
the overall quality 
of IEO

 evaluation 
reports 

GPS 5; St. 
4.9, 4.10 

Council 
m

em
bers; IEO

 
and GEF 
m

anagem
ent; 

Political and 
O

perational 
Focal Points; 
Conventions 
m

anagers; 
other 
stakeholders* 

Interview
s, 

e-survey 
nn. Perception of the 
overall quality of IEO

 
evaluation reports 

GPS 5; St. 
4.9, 4.10 

Council 
m

em
bers; 

IEO
 and GEF 

m
anagem

ent
; Political and 
O

perational 
Focal Points; 
Conventions 
m

anagers; 
other 
stakeholders
* 

Interview
s, 

e-survey 

  
  

 
 

  
oo. IEO

's 
application of 
state-of-art 
approaches in 
evaluation 

GPS 5; St. 
2.3 

IEO
 evaluation 

reports; IEO
 

staff; STAP; 
Partner 
agencies' 
evaluation 
units 

Desk-
review

; 
interview

s, 
e-survey 
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Area of 
focus 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

  
Independence 

GPS 2; N
.4 

  
  

Credibility  
GPS 2; N

.3 
  

  
U

tility  
GPS 8; N

.2 
  

  

  
pp. Assessed 
quality of 
evaluation 
outputs, including 
approach papers, 
concept notes, 
studies and 
country case 
studies 

GPS 5; St. 
4.9, 4.10 

Evaluation 
outputs 

Desk-
review

 
pp. Assessed 
quality of 
evaluation 
outputs, including 
approach papers, 
concept notes, 
studies and 
country case 
studies 

GPS 5; St. 
4.9; St. 
4.10 

Evaluation 
outputs 

Desk-
review

 
pp. Assessed quality 
of evaluation 
outputs, including 
approach papers, 
concept notes, 
studies and country 
case studies 

GPS 5; St. 
4.9; St. 
4.10 

Evaluation 
outputs 

Desk-
review

 

  
  

 
 

  
qq. Technical 
com

petence, 
objectivity and 
credibility of 
evaluation team

s 

GPS 5; N
. 

10;  St. 3.1 
Evaluation 
reports; GEF 
m

anagem
ent; 

Partner 
agencies 
coordination 
and evaluation 
units 

Desk-
review

; 
interview

s, 
e-survey 

  
 

 
  

  
  

 
 

  
rr. Adequacy of 
evidence and 
technical validity 
of evaluations 

GPS 5; St. 
4.5; St. 4.9 

M
Rs;  

Evaluation 
reports; GEF 
m

anagem
ent, 

STAP, 
Conventions, 
Partner 
Agencies' 
coordination 
units 

Desk-
review

; 
interview

s, 
e-survey 

  
 

 
  

  
  

 
 

  
ss. Transparency of 
evaluation process 

GPS 2; N
.7 

All 
stakeholders 

Interview
s; 

e-survey 
  

 
 

  

  
  

 
 

  
tt. Criteria for 
assessing results 
and perform

ance 

GPS 5; St. 
4.5 

Guidance 
docum

ents; 
GEF 
m

anagem
ent; 

STAP; Partner 
agencies 
coordination 

Desk-
review

; 
interview

s; 
e-survey 
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Area of 
focus 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

  
Independence 

GPS 2; N
.4 

  
  

Credibility  
GPS 2; N

.3 
  

  
U

tility  
GPS 8; N

.2 
  

  

and evaluation 
units 

  
  

 
 

  
uu. O

w
nership 

am
ong 

stakeholders for 
evaluation 
products (PR 2014) 

GPS 4; St. 
4.6 

All 
stakeholders 

Desk-
review

; 
interview

s; 
e-survey 

  
 

 
  

  
  

 
 

  
vv. Q

uality of O
PS 

GPS 5; St. 
4.9; St. 
4.10 

O
PS reports; 

Council 
m

inutes and 
m

em
bers; GEF 

m
anagem

ent; 
STAP; Partner 
Agencies 
coordination 
and evaluation 
units 

Desk-
review

; 
interview

s, 
e-survey 

  
 

 
  

  
  

 
 

  
w

w
. Evaluative 

evidence for O
PS 

GPS 5; St. 
4.5; St. 4.9 

O
PS reports; 

Council 
m

inutes and 
m

em
bers; GEF 

m
anagem

ent; 
STAP; Partner 
Agencies 
coordination 
and evaluation 
units 

Desk-
review

; 
interview

s; 
e-survey 

  
 

 
  

  
  

 
 

  
  

 
 

  
xx. Tim

eliness, 
frequency and use of 
O

PS by the Council 
and Assem

bly 

GPS 8; St. 
4.1 

Council 
m

em
bers;  

Interview
s 
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Area of 
focus 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

  
Independence 

GPS 2; N
.4 

  
  

Credibility  
GPS 2; N

.3 
  

  
U

tility  
GPS 8; N

.2 
  

  

  
  

 
 

  
  

 
 

  
yy. Tim

eliness in 
planning and 
com

pletion of 
evaluations 

GPS 8; St. 
4.1 

IEO
 

w
orkplans 

and 
annual/sem

i-
annual 
reports; IEO

 
and GEF 
m

anagem
ent 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s 

  
  

 
 

  
  

 
 

  
zz. Stakeholder 
satisfaction w

ith 
each category of IEO

 
products (PR 2014) 

GPS 4; N
.2 

All 
stakeholders 

Interview
s; 

e-survey 

  
  

 
 

  
  

 
 

  
aaa. Dissem

ination 
of evaluation 
products 

GPS 7; St. 
4.11 

IEO
 records; 

all 
stakeholders, 
ECG and 
U

N
EG 

m
em

bers 

Interview
s; 

e-survey 

  
  

 
 

  
  

 
 

  
bbb. Accessibility of 
evaluation products 

GPS 7; St. 
4.11 

IEO
 records; 

all 
stakeholders, 
ECG and 
U

N
EG 

m
em

bers 

Interview
s; 

e-survey 

  
  

 
 

  
ccc. Integration of 
gender equality 
perspective in 
IEO

's validations of 
term

inal 
evaluations by 
Partner Agencies 

N
.8; St. 4.7 

Guidelines; 
Annual 
Perform

ance 
Report; SW

AP 
on gender 
equality; IEO

 
records; IEO

 
staff; Partner 
agencies 
coordination 
and evaluation 
units 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s; 
e-survey 

ccc. Integration of 
gender equality 
perspective in IEO

's 
validations of 
term

inal evaluations 
by Partner Agencies 

N
.8; St. 4.7 

Guidelines; 
Annual 
Perform

ance 
Report;  IEO

 
staff; Partner 
agencies 
coordination 
and 
evaluation 
units 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s; 
e-survey 
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Area of 
focus 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

  
Independence 

GPS 2; N
.4 

  
  

Credibility  
GPS 2; N

.3 
  

  
U

tility  
GPS 8; N

.2 
  

  

6. Efficiency  

  
  

 
 

  
ddd. Budget: 
adequacy, use 
flexibility, 
allocation to 
different products, 
com

parison of 
som

e key 
perform

ance 
indicators w

ith 
other ECG 
m

em
bers 

GPS 3; 
N

.13 
IEO

 budget 
data; IEO

 and 
GEF 
m

anagem
ent; 

W
orld Bank 

Trustee 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s 

ddd. Budget: 
adequacy, use 
flexibility, allocation 
to different 
products, 
com

parison of som
e 

key perform
ance 

indicators w
ith other 

ECG m
em

bers 

GPS 3; 
N

.13 
IEO

 budget 
data; IEO

 and 
GEF 
m

anagem
ent

; W
orld Bank 

Trustee 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s 

  
  

 
 

  
eee. Staffing: 
profiles; skill m

ix 
and adequacy for 
delivery of w

ork-
plan; gender and 
geographical 
balance of staff; 
m

obility; reporting 
lines. 

GPS 3; 
N

.10 
IEO

 records; 
IEO

 and GEF 
m

anagem
ent; 

W
orld Bank 

Trustee 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s 

eee. Staffing: 
profiles; skill m

ix and 
adequacy for 
delivery of w

ork-
plan; gender and 
geographical balance 
of staff; m

obility; 
reporting lines. 

GPS 3; 
N

.10 
IEO

 and GEF 
m

anagem
ent

; W
orld Bank 

Trustee 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s 

  
  

 
 

  
fff. Evaluation 
team

s: leadership 
m

odels and roles 
in team

s; 
consultant/staff 
ratio in evaluation 
team

s; gender and 
geographical 
balance of 
evaluation team

s 

GPS 3; St. 
4.8 

IEO
 records; 

IEO
 

m
anagem

ent 
and staff; GEF 
m

anagem
ent 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s 

fff. Evaluation team
s: 

leadership m
odels 

and roles in team
s; 

consultant/staff ratio 
in evaluation team

s; 
gender and 
geographical balance 
of evaluation team

s 

GPS 3; St. 
4.8 

IEO
 records; 

IEO
 

m
anagem

ent 
and staff; 
GEF 
m

anagem
ent 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s 
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Area of 
focus 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

Criteria/detailed 
issues 

ECG
 G

PS/ 
U

N
EG

 
N

&
S 

Source of 
info 

M
ethod 

  
Independence 

GPS 2; N
.4 

  
  

Credibility  
GPS 2; N

.3 
  

  
U

tility  
GPS 8; N

.2 
  

  

  
  

 
 

  
ggg. Adequacy of 
GEF project budget 
allocation for 
m

idterm
 

review
s/evaluation

s and Term
inal 

evaluations by 
Partner Agencies 

GPS 3; 
N

.13 
Project 
budgets; GEF 
m

anagem
ent; 

Partner 
agencies 
coordination 
and evaluation 
units 

Desk 
review

; 
interview

s; 
e-survey 

  
 

 
  

  
  

 
 

  
  

 
 

  
hhh. Delegation in 
the use of resources 
w

ithin IEO
 

 
IEO

 
m

anagem
ent 

and staff 

Interview
s 

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
iii. Efficiency of the 
data m

anagem
ent 

and processing 
approaches  

  
IEO

 staff 
Interview

s 
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Annex 5. 
List of interview

ed stakeholders 

C
ategory of 

stakeholder 
A

gency, unit 
T

itle 
First nam

e 
Fam

ily nam
e 

R
ole 

C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
A

ngola 
M

r 
D

em
ostenes 

A
m

os 
Secretary G

eneral, A
m

os G
roup and Foundation 

C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
A

ngola, R
epresentative of the C

onstituency 
for A

ngola, B
otsw

ana, Lesotho, M
alaw

i, 
M

ozam
bique, N

am
ibia, South A

frica, 
Esw

atini, Zam
bia, Zim

babw
e  

M
r 

Julio Ingles  
Joao Ferreira 

A
dvisor to the M

inister and  G
EF O

perational Focal 
Point, M

inistry of Environm
ent 

C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
A

ustralia 
M

r 
Peter 

Elder 
D

irector, C
lim

ate and Environm
ent Funds, G

lobal 
D

evelopm
ent B

ranch, D
epartm

ent of Foreign A
ffairs 

and Trade, M
ultilateral D

evelopm
ent and Finance 

D
ivision 

C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
A

ustralia 
M

s 
A

nna 
M

allard 
O

fficer, C
lim

ate and Environm
ent Funds, G

lobal 
D

evelopm
ent B

ranch, D
epartm

ent of Foreign A
ffairs 

and Trade, M
ultilateral D

evelopm
ent and Finance 

D
ivision 

C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
C

anada 
M

s 
H

eidi 
K

arst 
O

fficer, Environm
ent D

ivision, G
lobal Issues and 

D
evelopm

ent B
ranch, G

lobal A
ffairs 

C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
C

anada 
M

s 
A

nar 
M

am
dani 

D
irector, Environm

ent D
ivision, G

lobal Issues and 
D

evelopm
ent B

ranch, G
lobal A

ffairs 
C

ouncil 
M

em
ber 

C
hina 

M
r 

X
ia 

Lyu 
D

irector, International Financial Institution D
ivision 

I, D
epartm

ent of International Econom
ic and 

Financial C
ooperation, M

inistry of Finance  
C

ouncil 
M

em
ber 

Ecuador, representative of the C
onstituency 

for B
razil, C

olom
bia and Ecuador  

M
s 

A
driana Leticia 

Flachier Troya 
A

dvisor of Environm
ent and Sustainable 

D
evelopm

ent A
ffairs, M

inistry of Foreign A
ffairs 

and H
um

an M
obility 

C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
Finlad 

M
s 

M
aria 

Forslund 
U

N
 D

evelopm
ent System

 and C
ertain Environm

ental 
C

onventions, U
nit for Sustainable D

evelopm
ent and 

C
lim

ate Policy, D
epartm

ent for D
evelopm

ent Policy, 
M

inistry of Foreign A
ffairs 

C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
France 

M
r 

Leonardo 
Puppetto 

H
ead of M

ultilateral Financing for D
evelopm

ent and 
C

lim
ate, M

inistry of Econom
y and Finance 

C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
G

erm
any 

M
s 

K
ordula 

M
ehlhart 

H
ead of D

ivision C
lim

ate Finance, G
erm

an Federal 
M

inistry for Econom
ic C

ooperation and 
D

evelopm
ent 
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C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
India, R

epresentative of the Constituency 
for B

angladesh, B
hutan, India, M

aldives, 
N

epal, Sri Lanka 

M
s 

A
parna 

Subram
ani 

W
orld B

ank Executive D
irector, Indian 

A
dm

inistrative Service 

C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
Jam

aica, R
epresentative of the C

onstituency 
for A

ntigua A
nd B

arbuda, B
aham

as, 
B

arbados, B
elize, C

uba, D
om

inica, 
D

om
inican R

epublic, G
renada, G

uyana, 
H

aiti, Jam
aica, St. K

itts A
nd N

evis, St. 
Lucia, St. V

incent and G
renadines, 

Surinam
e, Trinidad and Tobago 

M
s 

G
illian 

G
uthrie 

Senior D
irector, M

inistry of W
ater, Land, 

Environm
ent and C

lim
ate C

hange 

C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
Japan 

M
r 

Y
oshitom

o 
K

ondo 
D

irector, D
evelopm

ent Issues, International B
ureau, 

M
inistry of Finance 

C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
Japan 

M
s 

H
itom

i  
Taniguchi 

D
evelopm

ent Policy D
ivision, International B

ureau, 
M

inistry of Finance 
C

ouncil 
M

em
ber 

Japan 
M

r 
R

an  
Y

agasa 
International C

ooperation Specialist, International 
C

ooperation and Sustainable Infrastructure O
ffice, 

M
inistry of the Environm

ent 
C

ouncil 
M

em
ber 

M
exico 

M
s 

M
aria Fernanda 

M
ontero 

G
EF O

perational Focal Point 

C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
M

exico, R
epresentative of the C

onstituency 
for C

osta R
ica, El Salvador, G

uatem
ala, 

H
onduras, M

exico, N
icaragua, Panam

a, 
V

enezuela 

M
s 

B
renda G

uadalupe 
C

iuk C
ano 

D
irector G

eneral for Financial Institutions, M
inistry 

of Finance and Public C
redit and G

EF Political Focal 
Point 

C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
N

iger, R
epresentative of the C

onstituency 
for B

urkina Faso, C
abo V

erde, C
had, 

G
uinea-B

issau, M
ali, M

auritania, N
iger, 

Senegal, G
am

bia 

M
r 

D
an 

B
akoye C

haibou 
Statisticien/Planificateur/A

m
enagiste, M

inistry of 
Planning, PPC

R
 Strategic C

oordination U
nit 

C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
Paraguay 

M
s 

G
raciela Soledad 

M
irela M

artinez 
D

irector, Strategic Planning and G
EF O

perational 
Focal Point, M

inistry of Environm
ent and 

Sustainable D
evelopm

ent 
C

ouncil 
M

em
ber 

Sw
eden 

M
s 

M
arita  

O
lson 

D
eputy D

irector, M
inistry for Foreign A

ffairs, 
G

lobal A
genda D

epartm
ent/C

lim
ate G

roup 
C

ouncil 
M

em
ber 

Sw
itzerland 

M
r 

K
onrad 

Specker 
D

eputy H
ead, G

lobal Program
m

e C
lim

ate C
hange 

and Environm
ent, Sw

iss D
evelopm

ent C
ooperation 
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C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
Sw

itzerland, R
epresentative of the 

C
onstituency for A

zerbaijan, K
azakhstan, 

K
yrgyz R

epublic, Sw
itzerland, Tajikistan, 

Turkm
enistan, U

zbekistan 

M
r 

Stefan M
arc 

Schw
ager 

H
ead, International C

lim
ate and B

iodiversity 
Finance and the G

EF, Federal O
ffice of the 

Environm
ent 

C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
The N

etherlands 
M

s 
M

arjolein 
G

eusebroek 
M

inistry of Foreign A
ffairs 

C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
U

nited K
ingdom

 
M

s 
H

annah 
B

oyne 
G

EF D
esk, D

epartm
ent for Environm

ent, Food and 
R

ural A
ffairs 

C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
U

nited K
ingdom

 
M

s 
Thea 

Edw
ards 

H
ead of O

D
A

, International Strategy and O
D

A
 

W
ildlife, International, C

lim
ate and Forestry 

D
epartm

ent for Environm
ent, Food and R

ural 
A

ffairs 
C

ouncil 
M

em
ber 

U
nited States of A

m
erica 

M
r 

Jam
es 

W
oodsom

e 
Treasury D

epartm
ent 

C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
U

nited States of A
m

erica 
M

r 
M

athew
 

H
aarsager 

D
eputy A

ssistant Secretary, M
D

B
 O

perations and 
Policy, Treasury D

epartm
ent 

C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
U

nited States of A
m

erica 
M

s 
Elizabeth 

Lien 
Treasury D

epartm
ent 

C
ouncil 

M
em

ber 
U

nited States of A
m

erica 
M

s 
Liz 

N
ichols 

State D
epartm

ent 

C
SO

 
G

EF C
SO

 N
etw

ork 
M

r 
A

khteruzzam
an 

Sano 
G

EF C
SO

 N
etw

ork C
hair and R

egional Focal Point 
for the South East A

sia R
egion 

C
SO

 
G

EF C
SO

 The N
ature C

onservancy 
M

s 
Julie 

B
ourns 

Senior Policy A
dvisor, G

lobal Policy, Institutions 
and C

onservation Finance 
G

EF Secretariat 
G

EF 
M

s 
N

aoko 
Ishii 

C
hief Executive O

fficer and Chairperson 
G

EF Secretariat 
G

EF C
ouncil Secretariat 

M
r 

W
illiam

 
Ehlers 

Secretary to the C
ouncil, C

oordinator-C
ountry 

R
elations 

G
EF Secretariat 

G
EF, Policy, Partnerships, and O

perations 
U

nit 
M

s 
Y

asem
in  

B
iro-K

irtm
an 

K
now

ledge M
anagem

ent C
oordinator 

G
EF Secretariat 

G
EF, Policy, Partnerships, and O

perations 
U

nit 
M

s 
Francoise 

C
lottes 

D
irector, Strategy and O

perations  

G
EF Secretariat 

G
EF, Policy, Partnerships, and O

perations 
U

nit 
M

s 
G

abriella 
R

ichardson 
Senior G

ender Specialist 

G
EF Secretariat 

G
EF, Program

s U
nit 

M
r 

U
lrich 

A
pel, PhD

 
Senior Environm

ental Specialist, Program
s U

nit 
G

EF Secretariat 
G

EF, Program
s U

nit 
M

r 
G

ustavo A
. 

B
. da Fonseca, PhD

 
D

irector of Program
s 

G
EF Secretariat 

G
EF, Program

s U
nit 

M
r 

M
oham

ed Im
am

 
B

akarr 
Lead Environm

ent Specialist, Program
 Strategy, 

Program
s U

nit 



Third Professional Peer Review
 of the GEF Independent Evaluation Function, Annex 5 

28 

G
EF Secretariat 

G
EF, Program

s U
nit 

M
r 

C
hristian 

Severin 
C

oordinator, International W
aters Focal A

rea, Senior 
Environm

ental Specialist 
G

EF Secretariat 
G

EF, Program
s U

nit 
M

r 
M

ark 
Zim

sky 
B

iodiversity Focal A
rea C

oordinator, Senior 
B

iodiversity Specialist, R
egional C

oordinator Latin 
A

m
erica, Program

s U
nit 

IEO
 

G
EF Independent Evaluation O

ffice (IEO
) 

M
r 

A
nupam

 
A

nand 
Evaluation O

fficer 
IEO

 
G

EF Independent Evaluation O
ffice (IEO

) 
M

s 
G

eeta 
B

atra 
D

eputy D
irector, C

hief Evaluator 
IEO

 
G

EF Independent Evaluation O
ffice (IEO

) 
M

r 
C

arlo 
C

arugi 
Senior Evaluation O

fficer 
IEO

 
G

EF Independent Evaluation O
ffice (IEO

) 
M

s 
Evelyn  

C
hihuguyu 

Program
 A

ssistant   
IEO

 
G

EF Independent Evaluation O
ffice (IEO

) 
M

s 
Sara 

El C
houfi  

Evaluation A
nalyst 

IEO
 

G
EF Independent Evaluation O

ffice (IEO
) 

M
r 

Francisco 
G

raham
m

er 
Inform

ation officer 
IEO

 
G

EF Independent Evaluation O
ffice (IEO

) 
M

s 
M

alac 
K

abir 
 R

esearch A
ssistant 

IEO
 

G
EF Independent Evaluation O

ffice (IEO
) 

M
s 

M
anuella 

K
oukoui  

Senior Executive A
ssistant 

IEO
 

G
EF Independent Evaluation O

ffice (IEO
) 

M
s 

K
yoko  

M
atsum

oto 
Senior Evaluation O

fficer 
IEO

 
G

EF Independent Evaluation O
ffice (IEO

) 
M

r 
N

eeraj  
N

egi  
Senior Evaluation O

fficer 
IEO

 
G

EF Independent Evaluation O
ffice (IEO

) 
M

r 
Juan José 

Portillo 
Senior O

perations O
fficer 

IEO
 

G
EF Independent Evaluation O

ffice (IEO
) 

M
s 

Jeneen 
R

eyes G
arcia 

Evaluation O
fficer 

IEO
 

G
EF Independent Evaluation O

ffice (IEO
) 

M
r 

G
abriel 

Sidm
an 

Evaluation O
fficer 

IEO
 

G
EF Independent Evaluation O

ffice (IEO
) 

M
s 

K
seniya  

Tem
nenko  

K
now

ledge M
anagem

ent O
fficer 

IEO
 

G
EF Independent Evaluation O

ffice (IEO
) 

M
r 

Juha 
U

itto 
D

irector 
IEO

 
G

EF Independent Evaluation O
ffice (IEO

) 
M

s 
A

nna 
V

iggh 
Senior Evaluation O

fficer 
IEO

 
G

EF Independent Evaluation O
ffice (IEO

) 
M

s 
M

olly  
W

atts  Sohn 
Evaluation A

nalyst 
IEO

 
G

EF Independent Evaluation O
ffice (IEO

) 
M

s 
Peixuan 

Zhou  
Evaluation A

nalyst 
Partner A

gency 
C

onservation International (C
I) 

M
s 

O
rissa 

Sam
aroo 

Senior D
irector, G

EF Policy and Portfolio 
M

anagem
ent 

Partner A
gency 

C
onservation International (C

I) 
M

r 
Joshua 

W
eil 

Senior D
irector of R

isk M
anagem

ent &
 C

om
pliance 

Partner A
gency 

FA
O

 O
ffice of Evaluation (O

ED
) 

M
s 

R
achel 

B
edouin 

Senior Evaluation O
fficer 

Partner A
gency 

FA
O

 O
ffice of Evaluation (O

ED
) 

M
r 

M
asahiro 

Igarashi 
D

irector 
Partner A

gency 
FA

O
 O

ffice of Evaluation (O
ED

) 
M

s 
A

m
élie 

Solal-C
éligny 

Evaluation O
fficer 

Partner A
gency 

FA
O

, G
EF C

oordination U
nit 

M
s 

G
eneviève 

B
raun 

Program
m

e O
fficer, G

EF C
oordination U

nit, 
C

lim
ate and Environm

ent D
ivision, C

lim
ate, 

B
iodiversity, Land and W

ater D
epartm

ent 
Partner A

gency 
FA

O
, G

EF C
oordination U

nit 
M

r 
Jeffrey 

G
riffin 

Senior C
oordinator, G

EF U
nit, C

lim
ate and 

Environm
ent D

ivision, C
lim

ate, B
iodiversity, Land 

and W
ater D

epartm
ent 
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Partner A
gency 

IFA
D

 Environm
ent, C

lim
ate, G

ender and 
Social Inclusion D

ivision (ECG
) 

M
s 

M
argarida 

A
stralaga 

D
irector 

Partner A
gency 

IFA
D

 Environm
ent, C

lim
ate, G

ender and 
Social Inclusion D

ivision (ECG
) 

M
s 

Liza 
Leclerc 

C
lim

ate and Environm
ent C

oordinator 

Partner A
gency 

IFA
D

 Independent O
ffice of Evaluation 

(IO
E) 

M
r 

Fabrizio 
Felloni 

D
eputy D

irector 

Partner A
gency 

IFA
D

 Independent O
ffice of Evaluation 

(IO
E) 

M
r 

O
scar 

G
arcia 

D
irector 

Partner A
gency 

Inter-A
m

erican D
evelopm

ent B
ank (ID

B
) 

M
r 

Juan Pablo  
B

onilla 
Sector M

anager, C
lim

ate C
hange and Sustainable 

D
evelopm

ent Sector 
Partner A

gency 
Inter-A

m
erican D

evelopm
ent B

ank (ID
B

) 
M

s 
A

lexandra 
O

rtega R
ada 

ID
B

G
-G

EF specialist, ID
B

G
-G

EF Technical 
C

oordination U
nit, C

lim
ate C

hange and Sustainable 
D

evelopm
ent D

epartm
ent  

Partner A
gency 

International U
nion for C

onservation of 
N

ature (IU
C

N
), G

lobal Environm
ent 

Facility and G
reen C

lim
ate Fund 

M
s 

Sheila 
A

ggarw
al-K

han 
D

irector 

Partner A
gency 

U
N

ID
O

 Independent Evaluation D
ivision 

M
r 

Johannes 
D

obinger 
C

hief 
Partner A

gency 
U

N
ID

O
 Independent Evaluation D

ivision 
M

s 
Thuy Tu 

Le 
Evaluation O

fficer 
Partner A

gency 
U

N
ID

O
, Partnerships C

oordination D
ivision 

M
r 

Juergen 
H

ierold 
C

hief and G
EF C

oordinator 
Partner A

gency 
U

N
ID

O
,O

ffice of Evaluation and Internal 
O

versight 
M

r 
Javier 

G
uarnizo 

D
irector 

Partner A
gency 

U
nited N

ations D
evelopm

ent Program
m

e 
(U

N
D

P) 
M

s 
N

ancy 
B

ennet 
G

EF C
oordinator 

Partner A
gency 

U
nited N

ations D
evelopm

ent Program
m

e 
(U

N
D

P) 
M

s 
Y

oko  
W

atanabe 
Sm

all G
rant Program

m
e C

oordinator 

Partner A
gency 

U
nited N

ations D
evelopm

ent Program
m

e 
Independent Evaluation O

ffice 
(U

N
D

P/IEO
) 

M
r 

A
lan 

Fox 
C

hief, C
orporate Evaluation, Independent Evaluation 

O
ffice 

Partner A
gency 

U
nited N

ations D
evelopm

ent Program
m

e 
Independent Evaluation O

ffice 
(U

N
D

P/IEO
) 

M
r 

Indran 
N

aidoo 
D

irector, Independent Evaluation O
ffice 

Partner A
gency 

W
orld B

ank G
roup 

M
s 

R
iikka  

N
oppa  

Senior H
um

an R
esources B

usiness Partner, G
EF 

H
um

an R
esources Senior O

fficer 
Partner A

gency 
W

orld B
ank G

roup 
M

r 
C

hristopher  
W

arner 
Senior N

atural R
esources M

anagem
ent Specialist 

Partner A
gency 

W
orld B

ank G
roup, Independent Evaluation 

G
roup 

M
r 

Jorge C
. 

C
arbajo M

artinez 
D

irector, Financial, Private Sector and Sustainable 
D

evelopm
ent D

epartm
ent  
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Partner A
gency 

W
orld B

ank G
roup, Independent Evaluation 

G
roup 

M
s 

A
lison 

Evans 
D

irector G
eneral, Evaluation and V

ice President 

Partner A
gency 

W
orld B

ank G
roup, Independent Evaluation 

G
roup 

M
r 

C
hristopher  

N
elson 

Senior Evaluation O
fficer, Public Sector Evaluation 

Partner A
gency 

W
orld W

ide Fund for N
ature - U

S 
M

r 
H

ervé 
Lefeuvre 

G
EF C

oordinator 
STA

P 
G

EF Scientific and Technical A
dvisory 

Panel (STA
P) 

M
s 

R
osina 

B
ierbaum

, PhD
 

STA
P C

hair 

STA
P 

G
EF Scientific and Technical A

dvisory 
Panel (STA

P) 
M

s 
G

uadalupe 
D

uron 
Program

m
e O

fficer 

STA
P 

G
EF Scientific and Technical A

dvisory 
Panel (STA

P) 
M

s 
V

irginia  
G

orsevski 
Program

m
e O

fficer 

STA
P 

G
EF Scientific and Technical A

dvisory 
Panel (STA

P) 
M

r 
C

hris 
W

haley 
STA

P Secretary 
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Annex 6. 

Key data on the Peer Review
 e-survey questionnaire  

  Stakeholder group 
Targeted entities, 
n.* 

Reached entities, 
n. 

Responses 
to 

the 
questionnaire, n. 

Rate 
of 

response %
 

N
um

ber of respondents providing 
open-ended com

m
ents 

IEO
 Consultants 

130 
123 

41 
33%

 
21 

M
ultilateral 

Environm
ental 

Convention Secretariats 
5 

conventions 
through 15 em

ail 
addresses 

5 
conventions 

through 15 em
ail 

addresses 

4 conventions 
80%

 
4 

O
FP/PFPs 

297 through 453 
em

ail addresses 
278 through 407 
em

ail addresses 
33 O

FP/PFP 
11.8%

 
15 

G
EF Agencies 

28 
through 

104 
em

ail addresses 
28 

through 
104 

em
ail addresses 

19 
67.8%

 
12 

Total 
460 

434 
97 

22.3%
 

52 
  * W

ith the exception of IEO
 consultants, for w

hom
 one em

ail address corresponded to one consultant, for all other categories of stakeholders, m
ultiple e-m

ail 
addresses w

ere available for virtually each organization and unit. Hence the difference betw
een the num

ber of entities and the num
ber of em

ail addresses. 
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Annex 7. 
Analysis of GEF evaluation policies against the U

N
EG

 N
orm

s and Standards and ECG Standard O
perational Practices 

M
ain 

and 
sub-

criteria; areas of 
focus 

U
N

EG
 N

orm
s, 2016 

Relevant 
U

N
EG

 
Standards 

2016 
(only 

com
plem

entary ones) 

Standard 
O

perational 
Practices, ECG

 G
ood 

practice, 2012 

G
EF 2010 Evaluation 

Policy 
G

EF 
2019 

Evaluation Policy 
Com

m
ents 

and gaps 

O
verarching 

purpose: 
N

. 1 - W
ithin the U

nited N
ations system

, it 
is the responsibility of evaluation 
m

anagers and evaluators to uphold and 
prom

ote, in their evaluation practice, the 
principles and values to w

hich the U
nited 

N
ations is com

m
itted. In particular, they 

should respect, prom
ote and contribute 

to the goals and targets set out in the 
2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Developm

ent 

 
 

The Policy refers to, 
and adopts to a very 
large extent, the 
international 
principles and values 
of evaluation. 

The Policy refers 
to, and adopts to a 
very large extent, 
the international 
principles and 
values of 
evaluation. There 
is how

ever no 
m

eaningful 
reference to the 
SDGs. 

The absence of 
a com

m
itm

ent 
to the SDGs is 
a gap, 
considering 
that the 2019 
Policy w

as 
prepared after 
the GEF m

ade 
a form

al 
com

m
itm

ent 
to contribute 
to the Agenda 
2030. 

A. Independence 
N

. 4 - Independence of evaluation is 
necessary for credibility, influences the 
w

ays in w
hich an evaluation is used and 

allow
s evaluators to be im

partial and free 
from

 undue pressure throughout the 
evaluation process. The independence of 
the evaluation function com

prises tw
o 

key aspects —
 behavioural independence 

and organizational independence. 
Behavioural independence entails the 
ability to evaluate w

ithout undue 
influence by any party. Evaluators m

ust 
have the full freedom

 to conduct their 
evaluative w

ork im
partially, w

ithout the 
risk of negative effects on their career 
developm

ent and m
ust be able to freely 

express their assessm
ent. The 

independence of the evaluation function 
underpins the free access to inform

ation 

 
1.C. Structural 
Independence: The 
CED’s governance, 
organization and 
resources m

ake it 
independent from

 
the IFI’s 
M

anagem
ent. 1.G. 

Rights of Access: 
The CED has 
unrestricted access 
to the IFI’s records, 
staff and 
counterparties. 
5.A. Reporting Line: 
The CED transm

its 
its products to the 
Board, w

ithout 
M

anagem
ent 

Independence is one 
of the Principles of 
Evaluation in the GEF. 
The Policy clearly and 
repeatedly states the 
independence of the 
EO

, expressed at the 
organizational level 
through the link 
betw

een EO
 and the 

Council, w
ith no line 

of reporting to the 
Secretariat. An M

oU
 

betw
een GEF CEO

 
and EO

 Director 
established the rules 
for EO

 independence. 
At the tim

e, the 
distinction betw

een 

Independence is 
one of the 
Principles of 
Evaluation in the 
GEF. The Policy 
clearly and 
repeatedly states 
the independence 
of the evaluation 
function in the 
GEF and affirm

s 
that the 
responsibility for 
IEO

 independence 
rests w

ith the GEF 
Council. This is 
also stated in the 
GEF Instrum

ent 
am

ended in M
ay 

The lack of 
reference to 
no 
requirem

ent 
for clearance is 
irrelevant as 
the 
independence 
of EO

/IEO
 is 

clearly stated 
throughout 
the policy. 
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M
ain 

and 
sub-

criteria; areas of 
focus 

U
N

EG
 N

orm
s, 2016 

Relevant 
U

N
EG

 
Standards 

2016 
(only 

com
plem

entary ones) 

Standard 
O

perational 
Practices, ECG

 G
ood 

practice, 2012 

G
EF 2010 Evaluation 

Policy 
G

EF 
2019 

Evaluation Policy 
Com

m
ents 

and gaps 

that evaluators should have on the 
evaluation subject. O

rganizational 
independence requires that the central 
evaluation function is positioned 
independently from

 m
anagem

ent 
functions, carries the responsibility of 
setting the evaluation agenda and is 
provided w

ith adequate resources to 
conduct its w

ork. O
rganizational 

independence also necessitates that 
evaluation m

anagers have full discretion 
to directly subm

it evaluation reports to 
the appropriate level of decision-m

aking 
and that they should report directly to an 
organization’s governing body and/or the 
executive head. Independence is vested in 
the Evaluation Head to directly 
com

m
ission, produce, publish and 

dissem
inate duly quality-assured 

evaluation reports in the public dom
ain 

w
ithout undue influence by any party. 

clearance or 
M

anagem
ent-

im
posed restrictions 

on content. 
5.B. Prim

ary 
Stakeholder: The 
CED’s prim

ary 
stakeholder is the 
Board.  

organizational and 
behavioural 
independence w

as 
not yet m

ade in the 
U

N
EG N

&
S. The 

Policy also states that 
evaluation reports 
are directly and 
sim

ultaneously issued 
by EO

 to Council and 
Secretariat w

ithout 
previous clearance. 
EO

 Director has the 
full responsibility for 
reporting to the 
Council, for all EO

 
evaluation activities, 
and for the staff and 
budget of the O

ffice.  

2014. Behavioural 
independence is 
m

entioned only in 
relation to 
evaluation team

s. 
The Policy also 
states that 
evaluation reports 
are directly and 
sim

ultaneously 
issued by EO

 to 
Council and 
Secretariat, but it 
does not m

ention 
that no previous 
clearance is 
required. 

Disclosure policy 
 

St. 1.5 - The 
organization should 
have an explicit 
disclosure policy for 
evaluations. To bolster 
the organization’s 
public accountability, 
key evaluation products 
(including annual 
reports, evaluation 
plans, term

s of 
reference, evaluation 
reports and 
m

anagem
ent 

5.E. Disclosure: The 
CED's disclosure 
policy is explicit, 
and consistent w

ith 
the IFI's general 
disclosure policy. 

Disclosure is one of 
the Principles of 
evaluation in the GEF, 
and the Policy states 
that this applies both 
to evaluation reports 
by EO

 as w
ell as to 

access for EO
 to 

relevant inform
ation 

and reports by 
Partner Agencies 

Disclosure is one 
of the Principles of 
evaluation in the 
GEF, and the 
Policy states that 
in this respect, IEO

 
follow

s the W
orld 

Bank Policy on 
Access to 
Inform

ation. 

The W
B Access 

to Inform
ation 

Policy does not 
fully cover the 
requirem

ents 
of an 
evaluation 
function. IEO

 
should 
develop its 
ow

n 
Disclosure 
Policy and 
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U
N
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 N
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Relevant 
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N
EG

 
Standards 

2016 
(only 

com
plem

entary ones) 

Standard 
O

perational 
Practices, ECG

 G
ood 

practice, 2012 

G
EF 2010 Evaluation 

Policy 
G

EF 
2019 

Evaluation Policy 
Com

m
ents 

and gaps 

responses) should be 
publicly accessible. 

include it in a 
future version. 

Governance and 
Independence of 
the CED 

 
 

1.F. Scope of 
Responsibility: The 
CED reports on all 
determ

inants of the 
IFI’s operational 
results. 

The Policy governs 
the evaluation 
function across the 
Partnership, including 
Partner Agencies, 
w

ith regards to GEF-
funded activities. 

The Policy governs 
the evaluation 
function across 
the Partnership, 
including Partner 
Agencies, w

ith 
regards to GEF-
funded activities. 
IEO

 has the 
m

andate to 
evaluate all GEF-
funded activities. 
The GEF 
Instrum

ent also 
states that the 
"Council 
shall…

ensure that 
GEF policies, 
program

s, 
operational 
strategies and 
projects are 
m

onitored and 
evaluated on a 
regular basis" 
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U
N
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 N
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(only 
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Standard 
O

perational 
Practices, ECG

 G
ood 

practice, 2012 

G
EF 2010 Evaluation 

Policy 
G

EF 
2019 

Evaluation Policy 
Com

m
ents 

and gaps 

B. Credibility 
N

. 3 - Evaluations m
ust be credible. 

Credibility is grounded on independence, 
im

partiality and a rigorous m
ethodology. 

Key elem
ents of credibility include 

transparent evaluation processes, 
inclusive approaches involving relevant 
stakeholders and robust quality assurance 
system

s. Evaluation results (or findings) 
and recom

m
endations are derived from

 
—

 or inform
ed by —

 the conscientious, 
explicit and judicious use of the best 
available, objective, reliable and valid data 
and by accurate quantitative and 
qualitative analysis of evidence. 
Credibility requires that evaluations are 
ethically conducted and m

anaged by 
evaluators that exhibit professional and 
cultural com

petence. 

 
 

Credibility is one of 
the Principles of 
Evaluation in the GEF. 
The Policy m

akes an 
explicit com

m
itm

ent 
to credibility in 
evaluation, w

hich 
depends on 
consistency and 
dependability of data. 
The Policy also 
m

entions the need 
for transparency, 
rigour, ethical 
concerns, and 
professional 
com

petencies, 
though not explicitly 
linked to the concept 
of credibility. 

Credibility is one 
of the Principles of 
Evaluation in the 
GEF. The Policy 
m

akes an explicit 
com

m
itm

ent to 
credibility in 
evaluation, w

hich 
depends on 
consistency and 
dependability of 
data. The Policy 
also m

entions the 
need for 
transparency, 
rigour, ethical 
concerns, and 
professional 
com

petencies, 
though not 
explicitly linked to 
the concept of 
credibility. 
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M
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U
N
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 N
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entary ones) 

Standard 
O

perational 
Practices, ECG

 G
ood 

practice, 2012 

G
EF 2010 Evaluation 

Policy 
G

EF 
2019 

Evaluation Policy 
Com

m
ents 

and gaps 

Im
partiality 

N
. 5 - The key elem

ents of im
partiality are 

objectivity, professional integrity and 
absence of bias. The requirem

ent for 
im

partiality exists at all stages of the 
evaluation process, including planning an 
evaluation, form

ulating the m
andate and 

scope, selecting the evaluation team
, 

providing access to stakeholders, 
conducting the evaluation and 
form

ulating findings and 
recom

m
endations. Evaluators need to be 

im
partial, im

plying that evaluation team
 

m
em

bers m
ust not have been (or expect 

to be in the near future) directly 
responsible for the policy setting, design 
or m

anagem
ent of the evaluation subject. 

 
3.D. Conflict of 
Interest: The CED 
ensures that its staff 
have no conflict of 
interest in their 
evaluation w

ork. 

Im
partiality is one of 

the principles of 
evaluation in the GEF. 
It is stated that 
im

partiality m
ust 

inform
 the entire 

evaluation process. 
Absence of bias is 
also m

entioned, 
though no reference 
is m

ade to integrity. 

Im
partiality is one 

of the principles of 
evaluation in the 
GEF. It is stated 
that im

partiality 
m

ust inform
 the 

entire evaluation 
process. Absence 
of bias is also 
m

entioned. W
ith 

regards to 
Integrity, the 
Policy provides a 
definition strongly 
skew

ed tow
ards 

the ethical 
elem

ents of 
integrity, w

hich 
corresponds to 
the definition of 
Ethical behaviour 
in the 2010 Policy. 
In this respect, EO

 
issued in 2007 An 
Ethical Guidelines 
for evaluation that 
delves into the 
fine detail of the 
topic. 
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N
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O

perational 
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ood 

practice, 2012 

G
EF 2010 Evaluation 

Policy 
G

EF 
2019 

Evaluation Policy 
Com

m
ents 

and gaps 

Ethics 
N

. 6 - Evaluation m
ust be conducted w

ith 
the highest standards of integrity and 
respect for the beliefs, m

anners and 
custom

s of the social and cultural 
environm

ent; for hum
an rights and 

gender equality; and for the ‘do no harm
’ 

principle for hum
anitarian assistance. 

Evaluators m
ust respect the rights of 

institutions and individuals to provide 
inform

ation in confidence, m
ust ensure 

that sensitive data is protected and that it 
cannot be traced to its source and m

ust 
validate statem

ents m
ade in the report 

w
ith those w

ho provided the relevant 
inform

ation. Evaluators should obtain 
inform

ed consent for the use of private 
inform

ation from
 those w

ho provide it. 
W

hen evidence of w
rongdoing is 

uncovered, it m
ust be reported discreetly 

to a com
petent body (such as the relevant 

office of audit or investigation). 

St. 3.2 - All those 
engaged in designing, 
conducting and 
m

anaging evaluations 
should conform

 to 
agreed ethical 
standards in order to 
ensure overall 
credibility and the 
responsible use of 
pow

er and resources 

 
The policy includes an 
explicit clause on 
Ethical behaviour in 
evaluations. 

The Policy does 
not m

ake any 
reference to 
ethical behaviour, 
although as stated 
above, the 
definition of 
integrity fully 
em

braces ethical 
considerations, 
w

hich corresponds 
to the definition of 
Ethical behaviour 
in the 2010 Policy. 

 

Transparency 
N

. 7 - Transparency is an essential 
elem

ent of evaluation that establishes 
trust and builds confidence, enhances 
stakeholder ow

nership and increases 
public accountability. Evaluation products 
should be publicly accessible. 

 
 

Transparency is one 
of the Principles of 
evaluation in the GEF 
and the Policy 
associates it w

ith 
clarity of 
com

m
unication about 

the evaluation, 
consultation w

ith 
stakeholders, access 
to docum

ents. 

Transparency is 
one of the 
Principles of 
evaluation in the 
GEF and the Policy 
associates it w

ith 
clarity of 
com

m
unication 

about the 
evaluation, 
consultation w

ith 
stakeholders, 
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ood 
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G
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G

EF 
2019 

Evaluation Policy 
Com

m
ents 

and gaps 

access to 
docum

ents. 
C. U

tility  
N

. 2 - In com
m

issioning and conducting an 
evaluation, there should be a clear 
intention to use the resulting analysis, 
conclusions or recom

m
endations to 

inform
 decisions and actions. The utility of 

evaluation is m
anifest through its use in 

m
aking relevant and tim

ely contributions 
to organizational learning, inform

ed 
decision-m

aking processes and 
accountability for results. Evaluations 
could also be used to contribute beyond 
the organization by generating know

ledge 
and em

pow
ering stakeholders. 

 
 

U
tility is one of the 

Principles of 
evaluation in the GEF. 
The Policy refers to 
virtually all the 
elem

ents included in 
the N

orm
, w

ith the 
exception of 
em

pow
erm

ent. 

U
tility is one of 

the Principles of 
evaluation in the 
GEF. The Policy 
refers to virtually 
all the elem

ents 
included in the 
N

orm
, w

ith the 
exception of 
em

pow
erm

ent. 

 

Tim
eliness and 

intentionality 

 
St. 4.1 - Evaluations 
should be designed to 
ensure that they 
provide tim

ely, valid 
and reliable inform

ation 
that w

ill be relevant to 
the subject being 
assessed and should 
clearly identify the 
underlying 
intentionality. 

 
The policy defines 
tim

eliness as an 
im

portant feature of 
evaluations. 
Intentionality is not 
explicitly m

entioned 
but is subsum

ed 
w

ithin U
tility. 

The policy defines 
tim

eliness as an 
im

portant feature 
of evaluations. 
Intentionality is 
not explicitly 
m

entioned but is 
subsum

ed w
ithin 

U
tility. 
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Standard 
O

perational 
Practices, ECG

 G
ood 

practice, 2012 

G
EF 2010 Evaluation 
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G

EF 
2019 

Evaluation Policy 
Com

m
ents 

and gaps 

1. Evaluation Policy and governance of the evaluation function 
 

 
 

 

Enabling 
environm

ent 
N

. 11 - Evaluation requires an enabling 
environm

ent that includes an 
organizational culture that values 
evaluation as a basis for accountability, 
learning and evidence-based decision-
m

aking; a firm
 com

m
itm

ent from
 

organizational leadership to use, publicize 
and follow

 up on evaluation outcom
es; 

and recognition of evaluation as a key 
corporate function for achieving results 
and public accountability. Creating an 
enabling environm

ent also entails 
providing predictable and adequate 
resources to the evaluation function. 

 
 

The Policy assigns to 
the Council the 
responsibility for 
creating an enabling 
environm

ent for 
evaluation in the GEF, 
including w

ith regards 
to independence, 
transparency, 
freedom

 from
 

pressure and career 
repercussion for staff, 
disclosure, system

atic 
consideration of 
evaluation reports, 
etc.  

The Policy assigns 
to the Council the 
responsibility for 
creating an 
enabling 
environm

ent for 
evaluation in the 
GEF, including 
w

ith regards to 
independence, 
transparency, 
freedom

 from
 

pressure and 
career 
repercussion for 
staff, disclosure, 
financial 
resources, 
system

atic 
consideration of 
evaluation 
reports, etc.  

 

Institutional 
fram

ew
ork for 

evaluation 

 
St. 1.1 - The 
organization should 
have an adequate 
institutional fram

ew
ork 

for the effective 
m

anagem
ent of its 

evaluation function. 

 
The Policy clearly 
states the separation 
of EO

 from
 the 

Secretariat apart 
from

 adm
inistrative 

issues. As of M
ay 

2014, the GEF 
Instrum

ent also 
clarifies the 
independence of 
EO

/IEO
 from

 the 

The Policy refers 
to the GEF 
Instrum

ent that 
established the 
independence of 
IEO

 from
 the 

Secretariat, w
hile 

being part of it. 
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O
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practice, 2012 

G
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G

EF 
2019 

Evaluation Policy 
Com

m
ents 

and gaps 

Secretariat, w
hile 

being part of it. 
Evaluation policy 

N
. 12 - Every organization should establish 

an explicit evaluation policy. Taking into 
account the specificities of the 
organization’s requirem

ents, the 
evaluation policy should include a clear 
explanation of the purpose, concepts, 
rules and use of evaluation w

ithin the 
organization; the institutional fram

ew
ork 

and roles and responsibilities; m
easures 

to safeguard evaluation independence 
and public accountability; benchm

arks for 
financing the evaluation function that are 
com

m
ensurate w

ith the size and function 
of the organization; m

easures to ensure 
the quality and the use of evaluations and 
post-evaluation follow

-up; a fram
ew

ork 
for decentralized evaluations, w

here 
applicable; and provision for periodic peer 
review

 or external assessm
ent. The 

evaluation policy should be approved by 
the governing body and/ or the executive 
head to ensure it has a form

ally 
recognized status at the highest levels of 
the organization. References to evaluators 
in the policy should encom

pass staff of 
the evaluation function as w

ell as 
evaluation consultants. 

St. 1.2 - O
rganizations 

should establish an 
evaluation policy that is 
periodically review

ed 
and updated in order to 
support the evaluation 
function’s increased 
adherence to the U

N
EG 

N
orm

s and Standards 
for Evaluation.  

1.A CED M
andate: 

The CED’s m
andate 

is specifically 
approved through a 
Board resolution. 
1.B M

andate 
Coverage: The CED 
m

andate 
establishes its 
m

ission, scope of 
responsibilities and 
independence. 

The 2010 Policy 
includes provisions 
for virtually all the 
features and 
elem

ents listed in the 
N

orm
. Benchm

arks 
for financial resources 
are not m

ade explicit, 
although reference to 
'adequate resources' 
is m

ade. The M
&

E 
Policy w

as endorsed 
by the Council and 
fully reflects the 
Council's 
responsibility and 
oversight over the 
evaluation function in 
the GEF. 

The 2019 Policy 
includes 
provisions for 
virtually all the 
features and 
elem

ents listed in 
the N

orm
. 

Benchm
arks for 

financial resources 
are not m

ade 
explicit, although 
reference to 
'adequate 
resources' is 
m

ade. The Policy 
w

as endorsed by 
the Council and 
fully reflects the 
Council's 
responsibility and 
oversight over the 
evaluation 
function in the 
GEF. 

The only 
w

eakness is 
found in the 
definition of 
EO

/IEO
's 

budget. This 
could be easily 
am

ended 
through a 
fixed share of 
GEF 
replenishm

ent 
allocated to 
IEO

. 

Responsibility for 
the evaluation 
function 

N
. 13 - An organization’s governing body 

and/or its executive head are responsible 
for ensuring the establishm

ent of a duly 
independent, com

petent and adequately 
resourced evaluation function to serve its 

 
1.D. O

versight: The 
CED m

andate 
establishes that the 
Board oversees the 
CED’s w

ork. 

The Policy m
eets all 

the requirem
ents 

established in the 
N

orm
 and establishes 

that EO
's budget 

The Policy m
eets 

all the 
requirem

ents 
established in the 
N

orm
 and 

See previous 
point 
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m
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governance and m
anagem

ent needs. The 
evaluation budget should be 
com

m
ensurate to the size and function of 

the organization. 
The governing body and/or the executive 
head are responsible for appointing a 
professionally com

petent head of 
evaluation and for fostering an enabling 
environm

ent that allow
s the head of 

evaluation to plan, design, m
anage and 

conduct evaluation activities in alignm
ent 

w
ith the U

N
EG N

orm
s and Standards for 

Evaluation. The governing body and/ or 
the executive head are responsible for 
ensuring that evaluators, evaluation 
m

anagers and the head of the evaluation 
function have the freedom

 to conduct 
their w

ork w
ithout risking their career 

developm
ent. M

anagem
ent of the hum

an 
and financial resources allocated to 
evaluation should lie w

ith the head of 
evaluation in order to ensure that the 
evaluation function is staffed by 
professionals w

ith evaluation 
com

petencies in line w
ith the U

N
EG 

Com
petency Fram

ew
ork. 

W
here a decentralized evaluation 

function exists, the central evaluation 
function is responsible for establishing a 
fram

ew
ork that provides guidance, quality 

assurance, technical assistance and 
professionalization support. 

3.A. Selection: The 
CED’s staff are 
appointed by the 
CED’s head or 
designee. 
3.C. O

pportunities: 
Staff should not be 
career 
disadvantaged by 
having w

orked in 
the CED. 
4.B. Determ

ination 
of Budget: The 
CED’s budget is 
approved by the 
Board. 
4.C. Adequacy of 
Budget: The CED’s 
budget is 
com

m
ensurate w

ith 
its w

ork program
. 

should be endorsed 
by Council.  W

ith 
regards to financial 
resources, how

ever, 
m

ention is only m
ade 

of 'adequate 
resources'. 

establishes that 
EO

's budget 
should be 
endorsed by 
Council. W

ith 
regards to 
financial 
resources, 
how

ever, m
ention 

is only m
ade of 

'adequate 
resources'. 

2. Independent 
leadership of the 
CED 

 
 

A. Appointm
ent: 

The CED’s head is 
selected and 

The Policy m
eets all 

Good Practices on the 
appointm

ent, 

The Policy m
eets 

all Good Practices 
on the 
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appointed by the 
Board or 
representative 
thereof.  
B. Contract 
Renew

al: Renew
al 

of the CED head’s 
contract can only be 
authorised by the 
Board. 
C. Term

ination: 
O

nly the Board is 
able to term

inate 
the contract of the 
CED’s head on the 
basis of predefined 
policy. 
D. Authority &

 
Rem

uneration: The 
CED’s head holds 
grade-rank and 
rem

uneration 
com

parable to the 
level im

m
ediately 

below
 Vice-

President or 
equivalent. 
E. Perform

ance 
Assessm

ent: The 
perform

ance of the 
CED’s head is 
assessed by the 
Board. 

contract renew
al, 

perform
ance 

assessm
ent and 

term
ination of EO

 
Director, and possibly 
w

ith regards to rank 
and rem

uneration. 

appointm
ent, 

contract renew
al, 

perform
ance 

assessm
ent and 

term
ination of EO

 
Director, and 
possibly w

ith 
regards to rank 
and rem

uneration. 
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Head of 
Evaluation 

 
St. 2.1 - The head of 
evaluation has the 
prim

ary responsibility 
for ensuring that U

N
EG 

N
orm

s and Standards 
for Evaluation are 
upheld, that the 
evaluation function is 
fully operational and 
duly independent, and 
that evaluation w

ork is 
conducted according to 
the highest professional 
standards. 

 
The Policy fulfils the 
Standard and refers 
to both U

N
EG N

orm
s 

and Standards and to 
the ECG Good 
Practice. 

The Policy fulfils 
the Standard and 
refers to both 
U

N
EG N

orm
s and 

Standards and to 
the ECG Good 
Practice. 

 

 
 

 
4.D. Accountability 
and Transparency: 
The CED is 
accountable for its 
application of 
financial resources. 

The Policy is in line 
w

ith the GPS. 
The Policy is in line 
w

ith the GPS. 

 

Responsiveness of 
the evaluation 
function 

 
St. 2.3 - The head of 
evaluation should 
provide global 
leadership, standard 
setting and oversight of 
the evaluation function 
in order to ensure that 
it dynam

ically adapts to 
new

 developm
ents and 

changing internal and 
external needs.  The 
m

anagem
ent of the 

 
Virtually all the 
requirem

ents 
established in the 
Standard are m

et in 
the Policy, through 
various principles, 
clauses and 
statem

ents. The 
Evaluation Capacity 
Developm

ent seem
s 

to refer here to 
internal/corporate 

Virtually all the 
requirem

ents 
established in the 
Standard are m

et 
in the Policy, 
through various 
principles, clauses 
and statem

ents. 
O

nly Evaluation 
Capacity 
Developm

ent is 
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G
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Evaluation Policy 
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m
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and gaps 

evaluation function 
should include: 
- Raising aw

areness 
and/or building 
evaluation capacity; 
- Facilitating and 
m

anaging of evaluation 
netw

orks; 
- Designing and 
im

plem
enting 

evaluation 
m

ethodologies and 
system

s; 
- Ensuring the 
m

aintenance of 
institutional m

em
ory 

through user-friendly 
m

echanism
s; and 

- Prom
oting the 

system
atic com

pilation 
of lessons. 

capacity 
developm

ent, w
hich 

is indirectly 
addressed by the 
Policy.  

not m
entioned at 

all in this Policy. 
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M
ain 

and 
sub-

criteria; areas of 
focus 

U
N

EG
 N

orm
s, 2016 

Relevant 
U

N
EG

 
Standards 

2016 
(only 

com
plem

entary ones) 

Standard 
O

perational 
Practices, ECG

 G
ood 

practice, 2012 

G
EF 2010 Evaluation 

Policy 
G

EF 
2019 

Evaluation Policy 
Com

m
ents 

and gaps 

2. M
anagem

ent of evaluations 
 

 
 

 
 

Professionalism
 

N
. 10 - Evaluations should be conducted 

w
ith professionalism

 and integrity. 
Professionalism

 should contribute 
tow

ards the credibility of evaluators, 
evaluation m

anagers and evaluation 
heads, as w

ell as the evaluation function. 
Key aspects include access to know

ledge; 
education and training; adherence to 
ethics and to these norm

s and standards; 
utilization of evaluation com

petencies; 
and recognition of know

ledge, skills and 
experience. This should be supported by 
an enabling environm

ent, institutional 
structures and adequate resources. 

 
3.B. Skills: The CED’s 
staff should have 
adequate skills to 
conduct 
evaluations. 

The Policy calls for a 
com

petent EO
 

Director, for the 
credibility of 
evaluations and for 
the com

petence of 
evaluators w

ho 
contribute to all 
evaluations of GEF-
funded activities. 

The Policy calls for 
a com

petent EO
 

Director, for the 
credibility of 
evaluations and 
for the 
com

petence of 
evaluators w

ho 
contribute to all 
evaluations of 
GEF-funded 
activities. 

 

Com
petencies 

 
St. 3.1 - Individuals 
engaged in designing, 
conducting and 
m

anaging evaluation 
activities should possess 
the core com

petencies 
required for their role in 
the evaluation process. 

 
The Policy refers to 
senior and com

petent 
evaluators, and to the 
recruitm

ent of local 
evaluators w

henever 
possible 

The Policy refers 
to senior and 
com

petent 
evaluators, and to 
the recruitm

ent of 
local evaluators 
w

henever possible 
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M
ain 

and 
sub-

criteria; areas of 
focus 

U
N

EG
 N

orm
s, 2016 

Relevant 
U

N
EG

 
Standards 

2016 
(only 

com
plem

entary ones) 

Standard 
O

perational 
Practices, ECG

 G
ood 

practice, 2012 

G
EF 2010 Evaluation 

Policy 
G

EF 
2019 

Evaluation Policy 
Com

m
ents 

and gaps 

Selection and 
com

position of 
evaluation team

s 

 
St. 4.8 - The evaluation 
team

 should be 
selected through an 
open and transparent 
process, taking into 
account the required 
com

petencies, diversity 
in perspectives and 
accessibility to the local 
population. The core 
m

em
bers of the team

 
should be experienced 
evaluators. 

 
W

ithin the Principle 
of Im

partiality, 
provisions are m

ade 
for the im

partial and 
unbiased selection of 
evaluators. 

W
ithin the 

Principle of 
Im

partiality, 
provisions are 
m

ade for the 
im

partial and 
unbiased selection 
of evaluators. 
Behavioural 
independence of 
evaluators is also 
required. 

 

3. Evaluation Planning 
 

 
 

 
 

Evaluation plan 
and reporting 

 
St. 1.3 - Evaluations 
should have a 
m

echanism
 to inform

 
the governing body 
and/or m

anagem
ent on 

the evaluation plan and 
on the progress m

ade in 
plan im

plem
entation.  

The evaluation plan 
should be based on an 
explicit evaluation 
policy and/or strategy, 
prepared w

ith utility 
and practicality in m

ind 
and developed w

ith a 
clear purpose, scope 
and intended use for 
each evaluation (or 
each cluster of 
evaluations). 

4.A. W
ork Program

: 
The CED consults on 
its w

ork priorities, 
but determ

ines its 
w

ork program
 

independently of 
M

anagem
ent. 

The Policy clarifies 
that EO

 Director 
presents both a four-
year and an annual 
w

ork-plan and budget 
to GEF Council for 
discussion and 
endorsem

ent. The 
scope of each 
evaluation product is 
also described. 
Adequate M

&
E plans 

and resources are 
also foreseen and 
consultation w

ith 
stakeholders is 
foreseen. M

inim
um

 
Requirem

ent 4 
provides for the 
consultation, 

The Policy clarifies 
that EO

 Director 
presents both a 
four-year and an 
annual w

ork-plan 
and budget to GEF 
Council for 
discussion and 
endorsem

ent. The 
scope of each 
evaluation 
product is also 
described. 
Adequate M

&
E 

plans and 
resources are also 
foreseen and 
consultation w

ith 
stakeholders is 
foreseen. 

The lack of 
contingency 
plans for ad-
hoc evaluation 
requests 
contributes to 
the confusion 
and lack of 
clarity and 
transparency 
in IEO

 
m

anagem
ent, 

and this w
as 

frequently 
m

entioned by 
IEO

 staff 
during the 
interview

s. 
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M
ain 

and 
sub-

criteria; areas of 
focus 

U
N

EG
 N

orm
s, 2016 

Relevant 
U

N
EG

 
Standards 

2016 
(only 

com
plem

entary ones) 

Standard 
O

perational 
Practices, ECG

 G
ood 

practice, 2012 

G
EF 2010 Evaluation 

Policy 
G

EF 
2019 

Evaluation Policy 
Com

m
ents 

and gaps 

Plan preparations 
should include 
adequate consultations 
w

ith stakeholders, 
especially the intended 
users - The plan should 
be supported w

ith 
adequate hum

an and 
financial resources in 
order to ensure the 
quality of evaluations 
conducted under the 
fram

ew
ork. 

- The evaluation plan 
should have 
established, clear 
guidelines to m

anage 
and finance ad-hoc 
requests for 
evaluations. 

engagem
ent and 

participation of GEF 
O

perational Focal 
Points at country 
level as relevant.  
There is no provision 
for contingency 
m

anagem
ent of ad-

hoc evaluation 
requests, although 
M

&
E Plans are 

considered dynam
ic 

instrum
ents that m

ay 
need adjustm

ents. 

M
inim

um
 

Requirem
ent 4 

provides for the 
consultation, 
engagem

ent and 
participation of 
GEF O

perational 
Focal Points at 
country level as 
relevant.  There is 
no m

ention of 
contingency plans 
for ad-hoc 
evaluation 
requests. 

4. Evaluation quality 
 

 
 

 
 

Hum
an rights and 

gender equality 
N

. 8 - The universally recognized values 
and principles of hum

an rights and gender 
equality need to be integrated into all 
stages of an evaluation. It is the 
responsibility of evaluators and evaluation 
m

anagers to ensure that these values are 
respected, addressed and prom

oted, 
underpinning the com

m
itm

ent to the 
principle of ‘no-one left behind’. 

 
 

The Policy does not 
m

ake any provision to 
integrate values and 
principles of hum

an 
rights and gender 
equality in the GEF 
evaluation function. 

The Policy m
akes 

provisions to 
integrate values 
and principles of 
gender equality in 
the GEF evaluation 
function, but it 
includes no 
reference to 
hum

an rights nor 
to the SDGs and 
the principle of 

The absence of 
references to 
gender 
equality in the 
2010 Policy 
w

as a serious 
gap. In the 
2019 Policy, 
despite the 
strong 
im

provem
ent 

on gender 
issues, the gap 
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M
ain 

and 
sub-

criteria; areas of 
focus 

U
N

EG
 N

orm
s, 2016 

Relevant 
U

N
EG

 
Standards 

2016 
(only 

com
plem

entary ones) 

Standard 
O

perational 
Practices, ECG

 G
ood 

practice, 2012 

G
EF 2010 Evaluation 

Policy 
G

EF 
2019 

Evaluation Policy 
Com

m
ents 

and gaps 

no-one left 
behind. 

rem
ains on 

hum
an rights, 

also 
considering 
GEF's w

ork 
w

ith 
Indigenous 
Groups and 
the negative 
im

pact of 
clim

ate change 
on rights such 
as Right to 
Food and Right 
to W

ater. 
Evaluation 
guidelines 

 
St. 2.2 - The head of 
evaluation is 
responsible for ensuring 
the provision of 
appropriate evaluation 
guidelines. Evaluation 
guidelines should follow

 
the U

N
EG N

orm
s and 

Standards and 
incorporate its relevant 
elem

ents. Although 
guidelines m

ay need to 
be prepared for 
different types of 
evaluations or for 
different types of users, 
the guidelines should 
generally cover: 
- The roles and 
responsibilities in 

 
The Policy assigns 
responsibility to EO

 to 
develop guidelines for 
the im

plem
entation 

of the policy and on 
other aspects of 
evaluation. 

The Policy assigns 
responsibility to 
IEO

 to develop 
guidelines for the 
im

plem
entation of 

the policy and on 
other aspects of 
evaluation. 
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M
ain 

and 
sub-

criteria; areas of 
focus 

U
N

EG
 N

orm
s, 2016 

Relevant 
U

N
EG

 
Standards 

2016 
(only 

com
plem

entary ones) 

Standard 
O

perational 
Practices, ECG

 G
ood 

practice, 2012 

G
EF 2010 Evaluation 

Policy 
G

EF 
2019 

Evaluation Policy 
Com

m
ents 

and gaps 

setting up, m
anaging, 

conducting, quality 
controlling, reporting 
and dissem

inating 
evaluations; 
- The process of 
evaluation; 
- Stakeholder 
involvem

ent; 
- Guidance on 
m

ethodologies and 
quality control; 
- Reporting, 
dissem

ination and the 
prom

otion of learning; 
For decentralized 
evaluations, the 
guidance should cover 
overall planning and 
resourcing. 

Term
s of 

reference 

 
St. 4.3 - The term

s of 
reference should 
provide the evaluation 
purpose, scope, design 
and plan. 

 
The Policy refers to 
evaluation ToRs and 
Approach Papers and 
the consultation 
process for their 
preparation, but only 
refers to 
dissem

ination plans 
w

ith regards to its 
contents.  

The Policy refers 
to evaluation ToRs 
and Approach 
Papers and the 
consultation 
process for their 
preparation, but 
only refers to 
dissem

ination 
plans w

ith regards 
to its contents.  

N
o significant 

gap. 
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M
ain 

and 
sub-

criteria; areas of 
focus 

U
N

EG
 N

orm
s, 2016 

Relevant 
U

N
EG

 
Standards 

2016 
(only 

com
plem

entary ones) 

Standard 
O

perational 
Practices, ECG

 G
ood 

practice, 2012 

G
EF 2010 Evaluation 

Policy 
G

EF 
2019 

Evaluation Policy 
Com

m
ents 

and gaps 

Evaluation scope 
and objectives 

 
St. 4.4 - Evaluation 
scope and objectives 
should follow

 from
 the 

evaluation purpose and 
should be realistic and 
achievable in light of 
resources available and 
the inform

ation that 
can be collected. 

 
The Policy defines in 
detail the purpose of 
evaluations, but it 
does not discuss 
topics such as scope 
and objectives. 

The Policy defines 
in detail the 
purpose of 
evaluations, but it 
does not discuss 
topics such as 
scope and 
objectives. 

N
o significant 

gap. 

M
ethodology 

 
St. 4.5 - Evaluation 
m

ethodologies m
ust be 

sufficiently rigorous 
such that the evaluation 
responds to the scope 
and objectives, is 
designed to answ

er 
evaluation questions 
and leads to a 
com

plete, fair and 
unbiased assessm

ent. 

 
The Policy calls for 
rigorous evaluation 
m

ethodology and 
through M

inim
um

 
Requirem

ent 3, for 
the description of the 
evaluation 
m

ethodology in 
Project and Program

 
Evaluations. 

The Policy calls for 
rigorous 
evaluation 
m

ethodology and 
through M

inim
um

 
Requirem

ent 3, 
for the description 
of the evaluation 
m

ethodology in 
project Term

inal 
Evaluations. 
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M
ain 

and 
sub-

criteria; areas of 
focus 

U
N

EG
 N

orm
s, 2016 

Relevant 
U

N
EG

 
Standards 

2016 
(only 

com
plem

entary ones) 

Standard 
O

perational 
Practices, ECG

 G
ood 

practice, 2012 

G
EF 2010 Evaluation 

Policy 
G

EF 
2019 

Evaluation Policy 
Com

m
ents 

and gaps 

Stakeholder 
engagem

ent and 
reference groups 

 
St. 4.6 - Inclusive and 
diverse stakeholder 
engagem

ent in the 
planning, design, 
conduct and follow

-up 
of evaluations is critical 
to ensure ow

nership, 
relevance, credibility 
and the use of 
evaluation. Reference 
groups and other 
stakeholder 
engagem

ent 
m

echanism
s should be 

designed for this 
purpose. 

1.E. Consultative 
Fram

ew
ork: The 

CED has full 
autonom

y, but 
w

orks in 
consultation w

ith 
the IFI’s operational 
departm

ents; 
5.C. O

ther 
Stakeholders: The 
CED is also guided 
by the interests of 
other relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders. 

The Policy frequently 
m

entions 
stakeholders as part 
of the M

&
E process, 

and broadly 
encourages/envisages 
engagem

ent w
ith 

them
. Through 

M
inim

um
 

Requirem
ent 4: 

Engagem
ent of 

O
perational Focal 

Points, it also clarifies 
how

 Partner Agencies 
should engage w

ith 
these. N

o specific 
m

ention is m
ade of 

EO
 engagem

ent w
ith 

O
FPs.  

The Policy 
frequently 
m

entions 
stakeholders as 
part of the 
Evaluation, 
including a 
definition of 
'stakeholder 
engagem

ent' 
w

hich is fostered. 
Through M

inim
um

 
Requirem

ent 4: 
Engagem

ent of 
O

perational Focal 
Points, it also 
clarifies how

 
Partner Agencies 
should engage 
w

ith these. N
o 

specific m
ention is 

m
ade of EO

 
engagem

ent w
ith 

O
FPs.  

 

Evaluation report 
and products 

 
St. 4.9 - The final 
evaluation report 
should be logically 
structured and contain 
evidence-based 
findings, conclusions 
and recom

m
endations. 

The products em
anating 

from
 evaluations should 

be designed to the 

 
Through its M

inim
um

 
Requirem

ent 3: 
Project and Program

 
Evaluation, the Policy 
provides guidance on 
the conduct of an 
evaluation and on the 
report structure. 
Provisions for utility 
are included am

ong 

Through its 
M

inim
um

 
Requirem

ent 3: 
Project Term

inal 
Evaluations, the 
Policy provides 
guidance on the 
conduct of an 
evaluation and on 
the report 
structure. 

This is a m
inor 

gap, also 
considering 
the diversity of 
IEO

's reports.  
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M
ain 

and 
sub-

criteria; areas of 
focus 

U
N

EG
 N

orm
s, 2016 

Relevant 
U

N
EG

 
Standards 

2016 
(only 

com
plem

entary ones) 

Standard 
O

perational 
Practices, ECG

 G
ood 

practice, 2012 

G
EF 2010 Evaluation 

Policy 
G

EF 
2019 

Evaluation Policy 
Com

m
ents 

and gaps 

needs of its intended 
users. 

the Principles of 
Evaluation in the GEF. 

Provisions for 
utility are included 
am

ong the 
Principles of 
Evaluation in the 
GEF. N

o provisions 
are included for 
IEO

 m
anaged 

evaluations. 
Recom

m
endations 

 
St. 4.10 - 
Recom

m
endations 

should be firm
ly based 

on evidence and 
analysis, clear, results-
oriented and realistic in 
term

s of 
im

plem
entation. 

 
The Policy does not 
m

ake any provision 
for the quality of 
recom

m
endations. 

The Policy does 
not m

ake any 
provision for the 
quality of 
recom

m
endations; 

the analysis so far 
suggests that only 
the 2017 
Guidelines for 
Term

inal 
Evaluations 
provide som

e 
guidance on the 
quality of 
recom

m
endations, 

and this does not 
affect IEO

's 
evaluations. 

 

Q
uality assurance 

system
s 

 
St. 5.1 -The head of 
evaluation should 
ensure that there is an 
appropriate quality 
assurance system

. 
  

 
The Policy includes an 
explicit provision on 
this topic. 

The Policy includes 
an explicit 
provision on this 
topic. 

 

5. Follow
-up and use of evaluations 
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M
ain 

and 
sub-

criteria; areas of 
focus 

U
N

EG
 N

orm
s, 2016 

Relevant 
U

N
EG

 
Standards 

2016 
(only 

com
plem

entary ones) 

Standard 
O

perational 
Practices, ECG

 G
ood 

practice, 2012 

G
EF 2010 Evaluation 

Policy 
G

EF 
2019 

Evaluation Policy 
Com

m
ents 

and gaps 

Evaluation use 
and follow

-up 
N

. 14 - O
rganizations should prom

ote 
evaluation use and follow

-up, using an 
interactive process that involves all 
stakeholders. Evaluation requires an 
explicit response by the governing 
authorities and/or m

anagem
ent 

addressed by its recom
m

endations that 
clearly states responsibilities and 
accountabilities. M

anagem
ent should 

integrate evaluation results and 
recom

m
endations into its policies and 

program
m

es. The im
plem

entation of 
evaluation recom

m
endations should be 

system
atically follow

ed up. A periodic 
report on the status of the 
im

plem
entation of the evaluation 

recom
m

endations should be presented to 
the governing bodies and/or the head of 
the organization. 

 
5.D. 
Recom

m
endations: 

The CED 
m

onitors and 
reports on the 
im

plem
entation of 

CED 
recom

m
endations 

by M
anagem

ent. 

The Policy m
akes 

thorough provisions 
on the M

anagem
ent 

Response and the 
M

anagem
ent Action 

Record, and the 
regular presentation 
of the report on the 
status of progress in 
im

plem
enting 

recom
m

endations. 

The Policy m
akes 

thorough 
provisions on the 
M

anagem
ent 

Response and the 
M

anagem
ent 

Action Record, 
and the regular 
presentation of 
the report on the 
status of progress 
in im

plem
enting 

recom
m

endations. 

 

M
anagem

ent 
response and 
follow

 up 

 
St. 1.4 - The 
organization should 
ensure that appropriate 
m

echanism
s are in 

place to ensure that 
m

anagem
ent responds 

to evaluation 
recom

m
endations. The 

m
echanism

s should 
outline concrete actions 
to be undertaken in the 
m

anagem
ent response 

and in the follow
-up to 

recom
m

endation 
im

plem
entation. 

 
The Policy is fully 
explicit and clear 
about the need for 
m

echanism
s to be 

established for the 
preparation of 
M

anagem
ent 

Responses to 
evaluation 
recom

m
endations. 

The Policy is fully 
explicit and clear 
about the need for 
m

echanism
s to be 

established for the 
preparation of 
M

anagem
ent 

Responses to 
evaluation 
recom

m
endations. 
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M
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and 
sub-
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focus 

U
N
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 N

orm
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Relevant 
U

N
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Standards 
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(only 

com
plem

entary ones) 

Standard 
O

perational 
Practices, ECG

 G
ood 

practice, 2012 

G
EF 2010 Evaluation 

Policy 
G

EF 
2019 

Evaluation Policy 
Com

m
ents 

and gaps 

Com
m

unication 
and dissem

ination 

 
St. 4.11 - 
Com

m
unication and 

dissem
ination are 

integral and essential 
parts of evaluations. 
Evaluation functions 
should have an effective 
strategy for 
com

m
unication and 

dissem
ination that is 

focused on enhancing 
evaluation use. 

5.F. Dissem
ination: 

The CED em
ploys an 

appropriate range 
of dissem

ination 
activities for its 
disclosed products. 

The Policy is explicit 
and clear about the 
need for adequate 
and transparent 
com

m
unication and 

dissem
ination of 

evaluation findings 
and reports. 
Evaluation Approach 
Papers/ToRs are 
required to also 
include a 
dissem

ination plan. 

The Policy is 
explicit and clear 
about the need for 
adequate and 
transparent 
com

m
unication 

and dissem
ination 

of evaluation 
findings and 
reports. 
Evaluation 
Approach 
Papers/ToRs are 
required to also 
include a 
dissem

ination 
plan. 

 

6. N
etw

orking and external relations 
 

 
 

 
 

N
ational 

Evaluation 
Capacity 
Developm

ent 

N
. 9 - The effective use of evaluation can 

m
ake valuable contributions to 

accountability and learning and thereby 
justify actions to strengthen national 
evaluation capacities. In line w

ith General 
Assem

bly resolution A/RES/69/237 on 
building capacity for the evaluation of 
developm

ent activities at the country 
level, national evaluation capacities 
should be supported upon the request of 
M

em
ber States. 

 
 

The Policy explicitly 
encourages GEF 
Partner Agencies to 
contribute to 
N

ational Evaluation 
Capacity 
Developm

ent at the 
local level, w

ith 
particular attention 
to evaluation of 
environm

ental 
them

es. 

There is no 
reference to 
N

ational 
Evaluation 
Capacity 
Developm

ent. 

N
ECD is not a 

m
ust for 

evaluation 
functions and 
it is perfectly 
acceptable 
that IEO

 
decided not to 
include it 
w

ithin its 
m

andate.  

 


