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Evaluation Matrix 

 

Evaluation Questions / Sub-questions Indicators Methods Sources 

GEF Evaluation 

Criteria 

addressed 

EQ1. Were the project's strategy and actions relevant and adequate to meet the needs of all beneficiaries and stakeholders?1  

▪ To what extent does the Project address key needs 

and priorities related to biodiversity and 

ecosystem management in support of policies and 

programs of the national and State governments 

and municipalities where the project is 

implemented? 

▪ To what extent have the project's strategy and 

actions supported the implementation of policies 

and programs of Brazil CPF, UNDF and the 

Strategic Objectives of FAO and GEF2? 

▪ To what extent does the project respond to the 

needs and capacity development needs of the 

local communities / women and other 

beneficiaries?  

▪ Were the planned actions and goals relevant 

(realistic) for the project timeframe, local 

institutional capacities and coordination, and 

political context? 

▪ Strength of the link between project expected 

results and the support to national and local 

policies and programs regarding conservation and 

integrated ecosystem management 

▪ Level of coherence and alignment between 

project objectives and GEF / FAO strategic 

objectives and policy frameworks  

▪ Extent to which project results addressed the 

needs and capacities of target beneficiaries 

(including women and the poorest) soundly and 

consistently 

▪ Completeness of risk identification and 

assumptions during project planning  

▪ Strength and adequacy of the project institutional 

arrangement vis-a-vis stakeholders’ capacity and 

needs?  

▪ Completeness of risk identification and 

assumptions during project planning  

▪ Documental analysis  

▪ Interviews with key-

stakeholders, including 

beneficiaries, FAO and GEF 

staff 

▪ Meetings with national 

counterparts  

 

 

▪ Project Document 

▪ Project 

Implementation/Progress 

Reports (PIR/PPR) and 

others 

▪ GEF Policies and 

Strategies 

▪ GEF tracking tools  

▪ FAO Strategy and 

programs 

▪ National policies and 

programs 

▪ Federal, State and 

Municipal strategies and 

plans 

▪ Key-stakeholders from 

FAO, GEF, National 

▪ Relevance  

 

                                                           
1 Taking adjustments and revisions, according to MTR recommendations, into account. 
2 Considering the two sets of FAO Strategic Objectives and the distinct GEF objectives over the period.  
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▪ Were the designed implementation arrangements 

(e.g. share of responsibilities for the 

implementation/contribution to activities and 

achievement of results) adequate? 

▪ Was risk management integrated into the 

planning and implementation of the project 

(including financial risks, institutions, and the 

effects of Climate Change)? 

▪ Was an institutional mapping developed prior to 

project design, identifying capacities as well as 

where the largest risks could exist? Was the 

project institutional arrangement designed 

according to the institutional capacity at the time 

of design? 

▪ Quality of risk mitigations strategies developed  

▪ Existence of M&E with baseline information, 

SMART indicators and a gender focus 

continuously updated – GEF indicators as well  

Counterparts, 

Beneficiaries.  

 EQ2. How did the modalities of intervention, the institutional and partnership structure, the resources, and the financial, technical and operational procedures, contribute to or 

impede the achievement of the project’s results and objectives? 

▪ To what extent did the project experience delays 

in its implementation that have hindered the 

achievement of the project's objectives? How did 

the project attempt to overcome these difficulties? 

▪ How have policies and institutional priorities 

changed during project implementation and how 

did this affect the capacity of the project to deliver 

on the established outcomes? 

▪ Was a Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) system 

designed with baseline information, SMART3 

indicators and a gender focus/gender 

disaggregated indicators? 

▪ Extent to which delays occurred, causes and 

impact on project results 

▪ Quality (including baseline, mid-term and final 

targets data) and use of M&E allowing efficient 

tracking of project progresses, including a 

feedback and dissemination mechanism to share 

findings, lessons learned and recommendations 

▪ Quality of GEF tracking tools applied by the 

project 

▪ Quality and timeliness of RBM reporting (progress 

reporting, monitoring and evaluation)  

▪ Documental analysis  

▪ Interviews with key-

stakeholders including 

FAO and GEF staff 

▪ Meetings with national and 

local authorities 

▪ Quantitative analysis  

 

▪ Project Document 

▪ Project 

Progress/Implementation 

Reports (PPR/PIR) 

▪ Other Project Reports 

▪ Communication and 

visibility materials 

produced  

▪ Records of media 

coverage (press releases, 

press conferences, 

▪ Effectiveness  

▪ Efficiency  

 

                                                           
3 Specific, Measurable, Assignable, Realistic and Time-related.  
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▪ Did the M&E system track results and support 

adaptive management? Were the reports 

prepared on schedule and of quality? Were GEF 

tracking tools used for implementation? 

▪ How effective or ineffective was the technical and 

operational support to the project, including FAO, 

FAO-GEF coordination unit, LTO and BH support? 

▪ To what extent has a lack of local capacity 

hindered the achievement of project objectives? 

What was the project response to these 

challenges? 

▪ To what extent did implementation and execution 

arrangements (e.g. use of the right human 

resources for each function, use of efficient form 

of procurement that ensured teams/consultants 

with best possible performance) favor or hinder 

project activities, and contribute to efficient and 

results-based management and the achievement 

of project objectives?  

▪ Risk management plan- to what extent did it 

support and promote an efficient implementation 

of the project?  

▪ Has the project shown capacity to effectively 

adapt to changes in context and therefore 

generate unexpected results that contribute to the 

ultimate project objective? 

▪ Quality and cost associated with delivery 

mechanism and management structure compare 

to alternatives  

▪ Implementation and execution arrangements 

contributed to a smooth implementation of 

project activities and outputs achievements 

▪ Type/quality of partnership cooperation 

agreements between the project partners 

▪ Quality of existing information systems in place to 

identify emerging risks and other issues 

▪ Quality of risk mitigations strategies developed 

and followed  

▪ Implementation schedule of  national co-

financing and other in-kind contribution 

Internet, newspapers, 

etc.)  

▪ Key-stakeholders from 

FAO, GEF, National 

Counterparts, 

Beneficiaries.  

▪ Plans and reports of BIG 

Watershed Committee 

▪ CONDIR minutes or 

reports 

▪ Tracking tools results? 

EQ3. How effective has the project been in reaching the global, development and environmental objectives and expected results? What results, intended and unintended, did 

the project achieve across its components? 
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▪ How effective was the project in identifying and 

correcting design flaws and changes in context 

and in adapting the outcomes and activities in 

order to deliver on the project main objective (if 

not on the initial outcomes) within possibilities 

allowed by the institutional and political context 

during implementation? 

▪ How and to what extent has the project 

supported long-term conservation and 

biodiversity management in the BIG ecosystem? 

▪ Did the project catalyzed co-financing make a 

significant contribution to achieving the project 

objectives? 

▪ Was capacity development of local staff involved 

in the BIG ecosystem and biodiversity 

conservation improved? 

▪ How has the project’s results contributed to FAO 

and GEF strategic objectives as well as to Brazil’s 

development priorities?  

•  An ecologically “healthy” BIG defined by the 

restoration of critical habitats, processes and 

functions achieved through an ecosystem-based 

approach and measured by increases in indices 

of ecosystem “heath.”  

•  Uptake of BIG ecosystem-based approach in 

other areas of the RJ State and elsewhere. 

• Political and public commitment to support a 

second phase of the BIG program.  

• Legal documentation demonstrating the creation 

and operation of a permanent and financially 

sustainable body to support the Executive 

Secretariat of the Bocaina Mosaic and the 

implementation of the Mosaic Strategy and 

support of selected UCs. 

• Development and application of key 

environmental indicators, demonstrating 

quantifiable improvements of environmental 

health at system level. 

• at least 5 inter-agency conflicts identified and    

agreements reached on common approaches to 

improve BIG Ecosystem to include at least one 

agreement reached over the regularization of 

land use in BIG drainage area. 

• Establishment and operationalization of a 

regional and municipal GIS. 

• 4  local policies formulated and adopted that 

address existing policy failures/gaps 

undermining the “health” of the BIG ecosystem. 

• Municipal environmental units participating in 

Forum IEM  

• 2 Municipal organic waste plans 

• Municipal commitments to support IEM 

principles through 2 signed  MOUs with INEA 

• At minimum 4 actions addressing common 

▪ Documental analysis  

▪ Data analysis 

▪ Time series analysis 

▪ Interviews with key-

stakeholders / beneficiaries  

▪ Qualitative analysis of local 

staff views and 

perception/experience 

▪ Field observation 

 

▪ Project Publications 

(research, technical 

reports, etc.) 

▪ Project 

Progress/Implementation 

Reports (PPR/PIR) 

▪ Project Tracking Tools 

▪ Key-stakeholders from 

FAO, GEF, National 

Counterparts, 

Beneficiaries.  

▪ Bocaina Mosaic business 

plan (management 

plan?) 

▪ Relevant peer reviewed 

articles 

▪ Threatened species 

action plans 

▪ Other documents 

available 

▪ Awareness raising 

materials, learning 

materials 

▪ Global Database on 

Protected Areas 

Management 

Effectivness 

▪ CNUC/FUNAI database 

▪ Effectiveness  

▪ Impact 
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issues affecting Mosaic UCs agreed to and 

implemented (e.g., patrolling and enforcement, 

biodiversity monitoring) by UCs. 

• Results from PA METT demonstrate an increase 

on average of 15% in 7 UCs over 5 years. 

• 25% reduction in BOD in BIG Ecosystem over life 

of project. 

• Written surveys of recreational marina users 

indicate increased awareness among 50 % of 

users in participating marinas of environmental 

“best practices” leading to improved 

environmental quality in BIG, 1 Blue Flag 

Certification awarded. 

• 2 non-project based activities documented in 

support of BIG project goals and objectives (e.g., 

NGO campaigns, non-participating community 

activities).  

• 50% increase public participation and civil 

society representation in BIG workshops and 

forums by end of project. Program activities 

executed in a timely and cost-effective manner  

• Potential risks identified and resolved in the early 

stages 

• Brazilian BIG experiences cited in the design, 

preparation and implementation of at least 2 

other projects in the country/region 

 

EQ4. To what extent did the project approach in working with local communities regarding ecosystem management ensure stakeholders participation in the decision-making 

process related to project activities? To what extent has the project addressed gender equality issues in its design and contributed to women empowerment throughout its 

implementation? 

▪ To what extent were processes launched by the 

project, inclusive participatory and consensus 

building oriented? 

▪ Degree of involvement and inclusiveness of 

beneficiaries in project preparation and 

implementation  

▪ Documental analysis  

▪ Interviews with key-

stakeholders 

▪ Project Progress Reports 

(PPR) 

▪ Efficiency 

▪ Normative 

values 
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▪ To what extent was there buy-in by stakeholders 

and constructive participation in the processes?  

How much has the project tried to improve 

stakeholder’s capacity to reach consensus and 

act? 

▪ To what extent have local communities been 

properly informed, consulted and involved in the 

decision-making process prior project 

implementation? 

▪ To what extent has the project’s partnership 

strategy and specific partnership arrangements, 

e.g. with local and national agencies, been 

effective?  How could it have been improved? 

▪ Did the project undertake a gender analysis at 

formulation or inception phases? Has the project 

ensured that men and women have equal access 

to capacity building opportunities?  

▪ Level of involvement and ownership of 

government officials and other national partners 

in project preparation and implementation  

▪ Number of meetings / discussion sessions held 

to inform and consult with local communities on 

project design, goals and institutional 

arrangements 

▪ Local communities felt sufficiently informed to 

express their consent to project activities  

▪ A gender analysis has been carried out during 

project design and/or at the beginning of project 

implementation 

▪ Men and women have equal access to capacity 

building opportunities (ratio women/men 

attending training) 

▪ Gender empowerment concerns are 

mainstreamed throughout project components 

▪ No negative impact from project implementation 

has affected women 

▪ Interviews with 

beneficiaries  

▪ Qualitative analysis of 

beneficiaries’ (women) 

views and perception 

 

 

▪ Lists of Participants in 

trainings 

▪ Project Tracking Tool 

▪ Key-stakeholders from 

FAO, GEF, National 

Counterparts, 

Beneficiaries.  

 

(Gender 

Approach)  

EQ5. How sustainable are the project’s achieved results at the environmental, technical, social, financial and institutional level? 

▪ To what extent are the results owned by national 

and local stakeholders?  

▪ Has a sustainable communication system been 

established that includes the knowledge and 

practices introduced by the project? Has this 

information been disseminated, stimulating 

dialogue on lessons learned and good practices?  

▪ Have national and local institutions been prepared 

to carry out activities after the project? Were 

▪ Degree of involvement and inclusiveness of 

beneficiaries in project preparation and 

implementation  

▪ Level of involvement and ownership of 

government officials and other national partners 

in project preparation and implementation  

▪ Number of meetings / discussion sessions held to 

inform and consult with local communities on 

▪ Documental analysis  

▪ Interviews with key-

stakeholders 

▪ Interviews with 

beneficiaries  

▪ Qualitative analysis of 

beneficiaries’ perception 

and experience 

▪ Minutes of meetings 

between project team of 

key-stakeholders 

▪ Minutes and reports of 

key-events (seminars, 

workshops, field visits, 

etc.) 

▪ Project Progress Reports 

(PPR) 

▪ Sustainability 

▪ Efficiency  

▪ Normative 

values 

(Community 

Participation) 
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financial arrangements have been made to carry 

out the activities? 

▪ Are there any changes in enabling environment, 

individuals and organizations’ capacities that are 

likely to jeopardize or foster project activities 

replication and upscale, after the project 

completion? 

▪ Did the project have any catalytic effect in the 

country and in the project area? 

project design, goals and institutional 

arrangements 

▪ Local communities felt sufficiently informed to 

express their consent to project activities  

 

 ▪ Key-stakeholders from 

FAO, GEF, National 

Counterparts, 

Beneficiaries 

EQ6. What are the key lessons that can be learned from the project’s design, implementation and sustainability? 

▪ What lessons-learnt can inform future similar 

FAO and/or GEF’s projects, in particular 

innovative and best practices that could be up 

and outscaled?  

▪ If any, what priority needs should be addressed, 

following project completion, in Brazil and most 

particularly in the project areas and for 

biodiversity conservation and natural resources 

management? 

▪ Extent to which lessons learnt were identified, 

systematized and disseminated, by project 

completion 

▪ Extent to which other projects or policies were 

identified, similar or in complementarity with the 

BIG project 

▪ Interviews with key-

stakeholders 

▪ Documental analysis 

 

 

Key-stakeholders from 

FAO, GEF, National 

Counterparts 

▪ Impact 

▪ Sustainability  

 

 


