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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. This special study is the first time the IEO has conducted an analysis of all the LDCF and
SCCF projects completed so far as part of the LDCF/SCCF Annual Evaluation Report. The
LDCF/SCCF special study, analyzes outcome, sustainability and M&E ratings, innovative
approaches,! gender considerations, countries’ fragility? and lessons learned. The objective of
the study is to identify trends and linkages among rated variables and to find out which
variables overall led to higher project outcome and sustainability ratings.

2. The special study reviewed terminal evaluations (TEs), terminal evaluation reviews
(TERs), and other relevant project documentation of 53 completed projects,® having a
combined grant value of $173.21 million. There are 31 completed projects that received
funding from the LDCF and 22 completed project that received funding from the SCCF. These
projects account for $95.85 million in LDCF funding and $77.36 million in SCCF funding.
Geographically, 30 projects are in Africa, 12 are in the Asia and Pacific region, five projects are
in the Latin America and Caribbean region, two projects are regional, and four projects are
global.

3. For statistical analysis the program R was used. Spearman’s Rank-Order Correlation was
used for identifying correlation among variables.* When this statistical analysis did not find
strong correlations, similarity analysis using Jaccard Similarity Index was performed to test the
similarity between datasets of variables.> See annex 2 of the LDCF/SCCF Special Study of
Completed Projects (GEF/LDCF.SCCF.26/ME/Inf.01) for complete calculations of Spearman’s
Rank Correlation and Jaccard Similarity Index.

4, Overall, the LDCF and SCCF funds performed well with respect to project outcomes and
sustainability. Eighty-one percent of LDCF projects and 77 percent of SCCF projects received
outcome ratings in the satisfactory range. A project in Bangladesh (GEF ID 3287, LDCF; IEO
2018a) which received a highly satisfactory rating, showed that including stakeholders at
national and local levels empowered the proactive involvement of communities in the
management of natural resources. A project in Guinea (GEF ID 3703, LDCF; IE02018a), which
received a moderately unsatisfactory outcome rating, determined that strong leadership is
necessary to achieve the expected impact on the community.

1 See annex 1 of the LDCF/SCCF Special Study of Completed Projects (GEF/LDCF.SCCF.26/ME/Inf.01) for a working
definition of innovation.

2 According to the World Bank Group’s annually released Harmonized List of Fragile Situations (World Bank 2017).
3 Five terminal evaluations submitted to the IEO in the calendar 2018 are included in the special study.

4 The sign of the Spearman Correlation indicates the direction of correlation between an independent variable (X)
and dependent variable (Y). The Spearman correlation coefficient is positive if Y tends to increase when X
increases. If Y tends to decrease when X increases, the Spearman correlation coefficient is negative. A Spearman
correlation of zero indicates that there is no tendency for Y to either increase or decrease when X increases.

5> The Jaccard Similarity Index compares members for two sets to see which members are shared and which are
distinct. It is a measure of similarity for the two sets of data, with a range from 0 percent to 100 percent. The
higher the percentage, the more similar the two populations.
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5. Seventy-three percent of all SCCF projects had a sustainability rating in the likely range,
while only 60 percent of rated LDCF projects had sustainability ratings in the likely range. A
project in Ecuador (GEF ID 2931, SCCF; IEO 2016), which received a likely sustainability rating,
found that designing field projects with the community created commitment on the part of all
stakeholders by supporting actions towards sustainability with equity. A project in Djibouti (GEF
ID 3408, LDCF; IEO 2018a), which received an unlikely sustainability rating, found that it would
have been better to address sustainability in the project design stage so that activities can be
focused on developing sustainability mechanisms.

6. The analysis found that 83 percent of projects with innovative elements had outcome
ratings in the satisfactory range, while only 57 percent of non-innovative projects received
outcome ratings in the satisfactory range. Statistically, there was a weak positive correlation
between innovation and project outcomes. Therefore, similarity analysis was done and a high
similarity (Jaccard Similarity Index of 0.76) between data on innovation and project outcome
ratings was found. There is a similarity in the data, in the sense that projects identified as
innovative tend to align with higher project outcome ratings. Innovation was found to be
especially impactful in projects funded through the SCCF, in which 91 percent of the innovative
projects had satisfactory project outcome ratings. This finding is positive but not surprising as
innovation is one of the SCCF’s main pillars. While innovation is important, these findings
should be treated with caution given the heterogeneity of interventions; there are project
specific factors—beyond innovation—potentially influencing and/or driving a project’s
outcome.

7. The project in Ethiopia (GEF ID 4222, LDCF; IEO 2018a) found that awareness generated
from climate information bulletins helped beneficiaries increase productivity by 100 percent.
This innovative project had the ability to scale-up through immediate, short- and longer-term
adaptation measures linked to development goals, needs and actions. Despite innovative
elements, the Ghana project (GEF ID 4368, SCCF) from the 2018 cohort failed to use a logical
framework to help it track its achievements and stated outcomes.

8. Fragility of a country is not rated in the TE’s or Annual Performance Reports but has
been determined retrospectively based on the World Bank Group’s annually released
Harmonized List of Fragile Situations (World Bank 2017). The GEF does not have a definition of
fragility in an operational context nor a policy or special procedure for working in fragile states.
GEF’s work in fragile countries is focused primarily on SIDS and LDCs. The Sixth Comprehensive
Overall Performance Study (OPS6) reported that compared to GEF-5 funding, support for fragile
states increased from 8 to 10 percent, but OPS6 did not provide an assessment of the
performance and results of such support. The World Bank harmonized list of fragile situations
includes 24 of the 47 LDCs.

9. The analysis found that 83 percent of projects in non-fragile countries had outcome
ratings in the satisfactory range. In comparison, only 71 percent of projects in fragile countries
received outcome ratings in the satisfactory range. Note that all SCCF projects were
implemented in non-fragile countries. While there was a very weak correlation between a
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country’s fragility and a project’s outcome rating, there was a high similarity (Jaccard Similarity
Index of 0.63) between the variables country’s non-fragility and project outcome rating. This
could be interpreted that while there is no correlation, there might be a third variable through
which the variables interact. A review of project documents revealed that risks associated with
a country’s fragility were rarely discussed.

10. The Congo DR project (GEF ID 3718, LDCF; IEO 2016), found that despite some
difficulties that marred the project, the project helped to reduce vulnerability of rural
populations in for selected sites. This project was one of the only projects that addressed risks,
such as the country’s difficult post conflict political-administrative situation, in the PIF. A coastal
communities project (GEF ID 3733, LDCF; IEO 2018a) found that political instability can greatly
alter project outcomes, as was observed in this project when department officers were
replaced. The TE acknowledges that the sustainability of achievements for this project will
greatly depend on the country’s political context in the coming years.

11. Statistically, none of the variables in the regression analysis® were found to be

correlated to the sustainability of project outcomes. However, there was a high similarity
between project outcomes and sustainability (Jaccard Similarity Index of 0.76); outcomes
ratings in the satisfactory range tend to align with sustainability ratings in the likely range.

12. M&E implementation ratings and fragility were statistically found to be correlated with
project outcome ratings. This finding is also supported by the similarity assessment. Fragility
(Jaccard Similarity Index of 0.63) and M&E implementation ratings (Jaccard Similarity Index of
0.64) received high similarity scores in relation to project outcome ratings.

13. The analysis shows that projects that maintained or improved on M&E ratings—from
M&E design to M&E implementation—had better outcome ratings overall. Most projects that
maintained or improved M&E ratings already had M&E at entry ratings in the satisfactory
range.

14. Analysis of a project in Bangladesh (GEF ID 3287, LDCF; IEO2018a) showed that efficient
and systematic recording of relevant information and on progress of activities can lead to an
increase in M&E ratings. The project in Sierra Leone (GEF ID 3716, LDCF) from the 2018 cohort,
which received decreasing ratings from moderately satisfactory at M&E design to an
unsatisfactory rating at M&E implementation, found that better monitoring and evaluation
would have spotted underperforming activities and would have increased accountability and
saved more money to be invested elsewhere.

15. Projects rated gender blind or gender aware at entry tend to maintain or improve their
gender rating at entry during implementation, rating mostly similar or better at completion.
Projects rated gender sensitive or gender mainstreamed at entry either maintain or decrease

6 The variables being a country’s fragility, project innovation, project outcome rating, M&E implementation rating,
improvements in M&E rating from entry to implementation, and improvements in gender rating from entry to
completion.
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when compared to their gender rating at completion. Of the 15 projects rated gender sensitive
at entry, only five maintained that rating while the remaining ten scored lower on gender at
completion. The analysis shows that LDCF projects had a much higher rate of projects with
declining gender rating from entry to completion (39 percent). For the SCCF projects, only 14
percent of projects had lower ratings from entry to completion.

16. The analysis shows that projects that maintained or improved on gender ratings had
better outcome ratings overall. However, projects that maintained or improved gender ratings
also had poorer at entry ratings on gender; since gender was not required to be included or
reported on, there was room for improvement.

17. While many projects include gender as a component of their project activities, lessons
learned regarding gender are not often addressed in the TE. However, a few projects offered
interesting insights. Despite project activities that target women, the Haiti project (GEF ID 4447,
LDCF; IEO 2018a) found that a lack of female staff represents a missed opportunity for the
project and ultimately contributed to a decrease in gender rating from gender sensitive at entry
to gender blind upon completion. The Cabo Verde project (GEF ID 3581, LDCF; IEO 2017), which
was rated gender aware at entry and gender blind upon completion, found that the focus on
gender cannot be limited to the number of female beneficiaries. A proper gender strategy
should analyze gender roles and inequities and work with communities to transform these
inequalities



l. BACKGROUND

18. Since 2013 the Independent Evaluation Office (IEO) of the GEF has been preparing the
LDCF/SCCF Annual Evaluation Reports (AERs) and presenting the reports to the spring
LDCF/SCCF Council meetings. The LDCF/SCCF AERs present an assessment of project outcomes
and sustainability of outcomes, quality of project monitoring and evaluation and innovative
approaches, based on an analysis of project ratings and information provided in terminal
evaluations (TEs) that were received in the past calendar year. They also report on gender
considerations and provide a synthesis of lessons learned. Project ratings on outcomes,
sustainability and M&E come from the yearly Annual Performance Review (APR) of the GEF and
are further explained in annex 1.

l. STUDY OBIJECTIVE

19. This special study is the first time the IEO has conducted an analysis of all the LDCF and
SCCF projects completed so far as part of the LDCF/SCCF AER reporting to Council. The study
reviewed terminal evaluations (TEs) and other relevant project documentation of 53 completed
projects. Individual LDCF and SCCF project performance is evaluated in the AERs as TEs are
completed by the GEF Agencies and received by the IEQO. The objective of the study is to identify
trends and linkages among rated variables and to find out which variables overall led to higher
project outcome and sustainability ratings.

20. The special study looked at the following ratings:

° Outcomes

° Sustainability

. Use of innovative approaches

. Gender considerations

° Monitoring and evaluation design

° Monitoring and evaluation implementation

. Fragility of country

21. Research question addressed in the study include:
° Do innovative projects achieve higher outcome ratings?
. How do project outcome ratings in fragile countries compare to those in non-fragile
countries?

° Which variables (if any) lead to better sustainability ratings?



22.

Which variables (if any) lead to better project outcome ratings?
Are there linkages and trends that can be identified among the measured variables?

Does a change in gender rating, from gender rating at entry to gender rating at
completion, influence outcome and sustainability ratings?

Does a change in monitoring and evaluation rating, from M&E design to M&E
implementation, influence outcome and sustainability ratings?

METHODOLOGY

The evaluation methodology applied for this special study has been developed over

time as part of the Annual Performance Report (APR) of the GEF, prepared by the IEQ, and can
be found in the Guidelines for GEF Agencies in Conducting Terminal Evaluations (IEO 2018b).
The TEs and related outcome ratings for each project have been done by external consultants,
verified by the GEF Agency’s evaluation offices (for some Agencies), and confirmed by the IEO.
Projects included in this special study are those for which terminal evaluations were received
between 2013 and 2018, and for which the ratings were verified by the IEO and included in
APRs of the past five years. These projects were CEO approved between 2006 and 2013.

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

Outcome ratings are provided in the TE’s and APR’s, and variables influencing these
ratings are described. Note that project outcome is a combined rating of other
variables, including relevance, efficiency and effectiveness of the project, and the
formula has changed over time. For this study, outcome ratings from the APRs have
been used.

Ratings for the sustainability of outcomes, M&E design and M&E implementation are
also reported on in the project’s TE and taken over in the APRs. Equally, variables
influencing these ratings are described in these documents.

Gender ratings are not included in TEs. Most of the projects included in the study
were approved well before the first gender policy, and thus do not have specific
gender reporting requirements. The IEO has rated gender considerations for these
projects retrospectively, at project entry (design) and at project completion.

The use of innovative approaches has not been rated in TE’s or APRs but has been
determined retrospectively in past LDCF/SCCF AERs by the IEO.

The fragility of a country is not rated in the TE’s or APRs but has been determined
retrospectively based on the World Bank Group’s annually released Harmonized List
of Fragile Situations (World Bank 2017). The GEF does not have a definition of fragility
in an operational context nor a policy or special procedure for working in fragile
states. GEF’s work in fragile countries is focused primarily on SIDS and LDCs. The Sixth
Comprehensive Overall Performance Study (OPS6) reported that compared to GEF-5
funding, support for fragile states increased from 8 to 10 percent, but OPS6 did not



provide an assessment of the performance and results of such support. The World
Bank harmonized list of fragile situations includes 24 of the 47 LDCs.

Rating scales and definitions for each variable can be found in annex 1.
1. Data Analysis

23. As a first step, simple data visualization was used to identify trends and relationships. A
type of frequency distribution, suitable for variables with relatively small numbers of different
meaningful values, is cross tabulation. Cross tabulations show the response of subjects to one
variable as a function of another variable. This analysis has been useful to get an overview of
the distribution of the data. Based on the findings, projects of interest have been selected for
qualitative analysis. While the analysis focuses on the LDCF/SCCF cohort of 53 projects, the
analysis might be split between LDCF and SCCF projects if results warranted such a split.

2. Hypothesis Testing

24, For statistical analysis the program R was used. The data in this research are ordinal and
binary and the variables are not normally distributed. Therefore, for identifying correlation
among variables, Spearman’s Rank-Order Correlation was used, which gives a value between -1
and 1 to be interpreted according to table 1, and further explained in annex 2.7 The null
hypotheses were that innovative projects do not achieve higher outcomes than non-innovative
projects and that a country’s fragility status has no impact on outcomes. The alpha was 0.05.
Subsequently, to quantify uncertainty, the dataset was bootstrapped, and the correlation
analysis was repeated. The bootstrapping procedure is further explained in annex 2.

Table 1: Interpretation of Spearman’s Rank-Order Correlation Values

Correlation Value Interpretation

1(-1) Perfect positive (negative) correlation

0.9 to0 0.99 (-0.9 to -0.99) Very strong positive (negative) correlation

0.7 to 0.89 (-0.7 to -0.89) Strong positive (negative) correlation

0.5 to 0.69 (-0.5 to -0.69) Moderate to strong positive (negative) correlation
0.3 t0 0.49 (-0.3 to -0.49) Moderate to weak positive (negative) correlation
0.1 to0 0.29 (-0.1 to -0.29) Weak positive (negative) correlation

0.01 to 0.09 (-0.01 to -0.09) Very weak positive (negative) correlation

0 No correlation

7 The sign of the Spearman Correlation indicates the direction of correlation between an independent variable (X)
and dependent variable (Y). The Spearman correlation coefficient is positive if Y tends to increase when X
increases. If Y tends to decrease when X increases, the Spearman correlation coefficient is negative. A Spearman
correlation of zero indicates that there is no tendency for Y to either increase or decrease when X increases.
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25. Finally, when this statistical analysis did not find strong correlations, similarity analysis
using Jaccard Similarity Index was performed, to test the similarity between datasets of
variables.® The interpretation of the Jaccard Similarity Index was done according to table 2 and
further explained in annex 2.

Table 2: Interpretation of Jaccard Similarity Index Values

Jaccard Similarity Index Interpretation

Value
1 Identical
0.8 t0 0.99 Very high similarity
0.6t0 0.79 High similarity
0.4 to0 0.59 Moderate similarity
0.2to0 0.39 Low similarity
0.01-0.19 Very low similarity
0 Completely dissimilar
26. To evaluate which variables overall had a higher effect on project outcomes and

sustainability, multiple linear regression was used. These tests had an alpha of 0.05 and the null
hypotheses were that the independent variables had no effect on a project’s outcome and
sustainability ratings. Hypothesis testing is further discussed in annex 2.

27. However, it should be kept in mind that just because the confidence interval gives the
values most compatible with the data, given the assumptions, it does not mean values outside
it are incompatible; they are just less compatible. Especially with a small dataset, observational
findings outside the statistical significance should not be dismissed.

3. Qualitative Analysis

28. After looking at the frequency distributions, specific projects that were on the high or
low spectrum of the analysis have been selected for qualitative analysis. In the qualitative
analysis the project documents such as the TE, terminal evaluation review (TER) and previous
AERs have been scanned for relevant key words and indicators as to why the project ranked low
or high in the assessment.

4, Limitations

29. There are a few limitations which should be kept in mind when reading this report.

8 The Jaccard Similarity Index compares members for two sets to see which members are shared and which are
distinct. It is a measure of similarity for the two sets of data, with a range from 0 percent to 100 percent. The
higher the percentage, the more similar the two populations.
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(a) With only 53 projects, the dataset of this special study is relatively small. A small
dataset makes statistical analysis more difficult as data points are more sensitive to
outliers. In addition, generalizability of the findings to a larger population is affected;

(b)  The data for innovation and fragility are skewed (46 innovative and 7 non-innovative
projects, 36 projects in non-fragile countries and 17 projects in fragile countries);

(c) Definitions, ratings as well as evaluation methods have changed over time, but at
least these changes have been well documented in subsequent APRs and accepted by
Council;

(d) Ratings are subject to the reviewers’ discretion, but go through a validation process
by being reviewed by the GEF Agencies’ evaluation offices (if applicable) and
subsequently the IEO;

(e)  Four of the projects included in this special study were conducted globally (GEF ID
2553, 3679, 3907, 5320). Another two projects were regional (GEF ID 2902 and 3101).
For this study, these projects were considered non-fragile, given they applied mostly
to non-fragile countries. All global and regional projects were rated innovative.

V. ANALYSIS

30. This section first provides an overall summary of completed LDCF and SCCF projects.
Subsequently, the ratings of the individual variables: sustainability, outcomes, innovation,
fragility, gender considerations and monitoring and evaluation are discussed.

1. Assessment of Terminal Evaluations

31. The special study covers 53 completed projects, having a combined grant value of
$173.21 million. There are 31 completed projects that received funding from the LDCF and 22
completed project that received funding from the SCCF. These projects account for $95.85
million in LDCF funding $77.36 million in SCCF funding. As shown in figure 1 below,
geographically, 30 projects are from the Africa region, 12 are from the Asia and Pacific region,
five projects from the Latin America and Caribbean region, one project is from the Europe and
Central Asia region, two projects are regional, and four projects are global.



Figure 1: Geographical distribution of projects

Europe and Central Asia:
1 project, M$ 2.7 in value

Latin America and the Caribbean:
5 projects, M$17.5 in value Africa: 28 projects, Asia and'the Pacific:
M$ 77.99 in value 13 projects, M$ 37.84.in value

Global: 4 projects, M$ 16.18 invalue
Regional: 2 projects, MS 21 in value

32. Figures 2 and 3 show that UNDP is the lead GEF Agency for LDCF/SCCF projects part of
this cohort, both in grant value and number of projects.

Figure 2: LDCF/SCCF Grant Value (MS) by GEF Agency

IFAD
MS 11.70

Note: ADB = Asian Development Bank, FAO = Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, IFAD =
International Fund for Agricultural Development, UNDP = United Nations Development Programme, UNEP =
United Nations Environment Programme, and WHO = World Health Programme.



Figure 3: Number of LDCF/SCCF Projects by GEF Agency

33. The next section provides an overview of projects by year of inclusion in previous
LDCF/SCCF AER.
34. Five TE’s were received during 2018 for inclusion in the AER, four of these projects

received funding from the LDCF and one received funding from the SCCF. These projects
accounted for $13.98 million in LDCF funding $2.6 million in SCCF funding. Geographically, four
projects were in the Africa region and one project in the Caribbean. IFAD was the lead agency
for three projects and the FAO led two projects.

35. In the 2017 AER cohort (IEO 2018a), 11 completed projects that received funding from
the LDCF and eight completed projects that received funding from the SCCF. These projects
accounted for $33.81 million in LDCF funding, and $30.05 million in SCCF funding.
Geographically, one project was global, 11 were in Africa, five were in the Asia and Pacific
region, two were from the Latin America and Caribbean region, and one project was in the
Europe and Central Asia region. UNDP was the lead agency for 13 projects, UNEP led three, the
World Bank led two projects, and one project was led by the ADB.

36. The 2016 AER (IEO 2017) includes five completed projects that received $17.03 million
in funding from the LDCF. Geographically, two projects were in the African region, two projects
were in the Asia and Pacific region, and one project was global. UNDP were the lead agency for
four projects and UNEP led one project. There were no completed SCCF projects in the 2016
AER cohort.

37. A total of 11 projects were included in the AER 2015 (IEO 2016); six of the completed
projects received funding from the SCCF and five received funding from the LDCF. These



projects accounted for $14.6 million in LDCF funding and $33.91 million in SCCF funding.
Geographically, one project was global, two projects were regional, two projects were in the
South American region and six projects were in Africa. UNDP were the lead agency for seven
projects, the World Bank led two projects, UNEP was the lead agency for one project and the
World Health Organization led one project.

38. In the AER 2014 (IEO 2015) cohort of TEs there were three completed projects that
received funding from the SCCF and five completed projects that received funding from the
LDCF. These projects accounted for $13.3 million in LDCF funding and $6.8 million in SCCF
funding. Geographically, four projects are from Asia and Pacific region and four projects are
from the African region. The United Nations Development Programme were the lead agency for
seven projects and the World Bank led one project.

39. The AER 2013 (IEO 2014) included five completed projects, four of which received
funding from the SCCF and one that received funding from the LDCF. These projects accounted
for $3.4 million in LDCF funding and $4 million in SCCF funding. Geographically, one project was
global, one project was in the Asia and Pacific region and three projects were in the African
region. UNDP was the lead agency for four projects and UNEP led one project.

2. Sustainability Ratings

40. Table 3 shows project sustainability ratings for all projects. A total of 34 (64%) projects
received sustainability ratings in the likely range: 26 (49%) projects were rated moderately
likely and 8 (15%) projects were rated likely. In total, 18 (34%) projects received ratings in the
unlikely range: 17 moderately unlikely and one unlikely. One project received no rating because
the available information was not sufficient to assess the expected incidence and magnitude of
risks to sustainability.

Table 3: Sustainability Ratings

LDCF SCCF Total

[#] [%] [#] [%] [#] [%]
Likely 4 13% 4 0% 8 15%
Moderately likely 14 45% 12 0% 26 49%
Moderately unlikely 11 35% 6 27% 17 32%
Unlikely 1 3% 0 0% 1 2%
No rating 1 3% 0 0% 1 2%
Total 31 100% 22 100% 53 100%

41. Figure 4 below shows that 73 percent of all SCCF projects had a sustainability rating in
the likely range while only 60 percent of rated LDCF projects had ratings in the likely range.



Figure 4: Sustainability of Rated LDCF and SCCF Projects

LDCF
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42. After quantitative analysis, the projects receiving the highest (likely) and lowest
(unlikely) sustainability ratings were qualitatively analyzed. Subsequently, projects that
specifically mentioned sustainability and included lessons learned connected to sustainability
were selected for discussion below.

Projects with Sustainability Ratings in the Likely Range

43, The Adaptation to Climate Change through Effective Water Governance project (GEF ID
2931, SCCF: IEO 2016) in Ecuador received a likely sociopolitical sustainability rating. The TE
commends the project’s strategy of coordinating between public institutions and civil society,
and “promoting the consolidation of a new socio-cultural paradigm of involvement of the broad
set of citizens on the challenges of climate change and its effects” (TE, p.61). The TE finds that
communities have incorporated the conservation practices introduced, and that the creation of
maintenance and operational guides have allowed for the sustainability of work implemented
at the community level. The TE notes however that many communities still lack all the technical
skills necessary, such as ability to build barricades, thus specialists are still needed for
replication between communities (TE, p.61). Lessons learned include: Designing field projects
with the community and selecting them through public mechanisms generated adhesion and
commitment on the part of all stakeholders, by supporting actions towards sustainability with
equity (TER, p.11).

44, The Mainstreaming Adaptation to Climate Change into Water Resources Management
and Rural Development Project (GEF ID 3265, SCCF; IEO 2015) in the People’s Republic of China
was part of a bigger USS 463.50 million project, titled “The Irrigated Agriculture Intensification
Il Project.” The project’s innovations range from improved Water Use Associations, to water
savings techniques to climate change adaptation, all of which are critical for agricultural
sustainability (TE, p.12). The institutional innovations have helped to support many of the
technical outcomes under the project and to reduce the sustainability risks to project outcomes
(TE, p.21). Lessons learned include: The project has demonstrated that identifying ways to
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improve efficiency of the water resource already available, obtaining “real” water savings, and
improving water productivity should be the approach. This can be achieved with minimal
investment, with huge gains to be realized (TE, p.25).

Projects with Sustainability Ratings in the Unlikely Range

45. The Vulnerable Coastal Zones project in Djibouti (GEF ID 3408, LDCF; IEO 2018a) aimed
at providing institutional capacity strengthening (climate-proof coastal planning, support in
climate data collection and analysis) and actions targeted towards the main natural resources
users to provide them with resilient and no-regrets adaptation options. The project showed
some socio-political and institutional sustainability. However, some project interventions did
not fully address environmental sustainability (e.g., irrigation practice). The financial
sustainability of the project outputs and outcomes is not assured. There are no secure budgets
or financial mechanisms to carry the outputs into the future (e.g., replace parts; maintain the
fencing at the mangrove and the date-palm sites). Given that financial sustainability is unlikely,
‘sustainability’ is as a whole rated as unlikely (TE, p.13). Lessons learned include: Sustainability
should be fully addressed at project design stage (or during inception phase at the latest).
Where relevant, each output can have a dedicated activity focused on developing its
sustainability mechanism (TE, p.81-82).

3. Outcome Ratings

46. Table 4 shows project outcome ratings for all projects. Forty-two (79%) projects
received ratings in the satisfactory range: 18 (34%) moderately satisfactory, 22 (42%)
satisfactory and two (4%) highly satisfactory. Eleven projects (21%) received moderately
unsatisfactory ratings. No projects were rated unsatisfactory or highly unsatisfactory on project

outcome.

Table 4: Outcome Ratings

LDCF SCCF Total

(#] [%] (#] [%] [#] [%]
Highly satisfactory 2 6% 0 0% 2 4%
Satisfactory 17 55% 5 23% 22 42%
Moderately satisfactory 6 19% 12 55% 18 34%
Moderately unsatisfactory 6 19% 5 23% 11 21%
Unsatisfactory 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Highly unsatisfactory 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
Total 31 100% 22 100% 53 100%

47. Figure 5 shows that there are no major differences between LDCF and SCCF projects in

terms of outcome ratings. Of all LDCF projects, 81 percent received outcome ratings in the

10



satisfactory rate. Of all SCCF projects, 77 percent received outcome ratings in the satisfactory
range.

Figure 5: Outcome Ratings for LDCF and SCCF Projects
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48. After quantitative analysis, the projects receiving the highest (highly satisfactory) and
lowest (moderately unsatisfactory) outcome ratings were qualitatively analyzed. Subsequently,
projects that specifically mentioned outcomes were selected for discussion below. Note that
more projects are discussed further down in the report, where project innovation and a
country’s fragility are linked to project outcomes.

Projects with Highly Satisfactory Outcome Ratings

49. A community-based adaptation project in Bangladesh (GEF-ID 3287, LDCF; IEO 2018a) is
addressing one of 15 adaptation strategies included in Bangladesh’s National Adaptation
Program of Action (NAPA) of 2005. To reduce vulnerability of coastal communities to the
impacts of climate change induced risks in four ‘upazilas’ (an administrative region in
Bangladesh) in coastal districts, coastal polders, embankments and coastal forests were
developed through an iterative, trial-and-error process (TE, p.16). Based on the largely achieved
project targets and the demonstrable efforts by the project unit and the implementing and
executing agencies to overcome challenges to implementation, the terminal evaluation rates
the effectiveness of the project outcomes as highly satisfactory (TE, p.42). Lessons learned
include: Appropriate governing structures that included all relevant stakeholders, at both
national and local level, empowered project management unit and the proactive involvement
of communities in the management of natural resources (TE, p.9).

50. The overall goal of the Ethiopia (GEF-ID 4222, LDCF; IEO 2018a) project was to catalyze
innovative adaptation actions i