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Impact of, or changes resulted from 
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Recommendation 1. 

PARTIALLY ACCEPTED 

To FAO 

Difficulties encountered by the 

evaluation team in evaluating co-

financing and project expenditure 

suggest that future projects 

would benefit from a real time 

financial monitoring system, as 

far as possible. 

As far as GEF funding administered by 

FAO is concerned, real time recording 

of expenditures is already in place 

(GRMS), in spite of some technical 

drawbacks faced during 

implementation. A real time 

monitoring system of co-financing 

would be desirable, but it is only 

feasible provided that non-FAO 

stakeholders (particularly the national 

executing partner) adhere to the 

monitoring system. Additionally, 

some of the co-financing partners did 

not have any common 

management/command lines with the 

project management unit and 

therefore were not accountable to the 

project. Future projects need take this 

into consideration when designing 

the institutional/implementation 

arrangements. 

FAO Brasil is currently conducting three 

GEF projects, two in the PPG phase and 

one in the implementation phase. The 

evaluation of co-financing is ongoing in 

the PPG projects with greater 

ownership of government projects and 

budgets, however, it is still an issue to 

be improved, since access to data and 

monitoring of the official physical 

financial schedule is still restricted. This 

factor is being worked out on a case-

by-case basis for better planning and 

monitoring. 

Advancing The impacts will be seen in the 

implementation and evaluation phases of 

the projects. They are still in the PPG phase. 

Recommendation 2. 

ACCEPTED 

To FAO 

When significant changes are 

made to project outputs over the 

course of implementation, these 

should be documented in a 

structured way (e.g. through 

inclusion in the logical 

framework) and adequate new 

indicators and outputs should be 

developed and obsolete ones 

At the time of consolidating the 

alternative strategy to achieve the 

project outcomes named “Initiative 

BIG 2050”, the interpretation 

prevailed that, since there would be 

no change in the definitions and 

indicators of outcomes, a revision of 

the logical framework should not be 

needed. We accept that, in order to 

better reflect project activities and 

their contribution to the achievement 

of the project’s outcomes, the 

outputs and respective indicators in 

FAO Brasil has been convinced, in the 

current projects, it is the closest link to 

the sectors of FAO Rome and Chile 

responsible for the monitoring and 

technical support of the projects in 

order to have a joint decision of any 

modifications in the Projects. 

Good Processes of joint discussion with FAO BR, 

RCL and Rome teams present greater 

security of decisions made and impacts in 

future evaluations 
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abandoned, in order to maintain 

project logic. This will facilitate 

posterior monitoring and 

evaluation activities. 

the logical framework of the project 

should have been formally revised. 

Recommendation 3. 

ACCEPTED 

To FAO 

All project documents for 

evaluation should be made 

available in an organised manner 

at the beginning of evaluation 

process, before field mission and 

in accordance to the project 

logical framework. 

A preliminary set of documents had 

been handed out by OED and the BH, 

but additional needs have been 

detected by the evaluation team 

leader at a later stage, during the field 

mission. Requested documents were 

sent with some delay. 

The recommendation also brings a lack 

of planning by the Project's evaluation 

team, which was unable to identify the 

necessary documents in time. However, 

internal actions for organizing 

documentation and sharing information 

are being carried out. 

Good Digital tools have contributed to the 

sharing and organization of the office. 

Recommendation 4. 

ACCEPTED 

To FAO/GEF 

Ensure as much as possible in 

future projects that co-financing 

is directly linked to specific 

project outcomes and that its 

activities and expected outcomes 

are under the control of the 

project. 

Experience with GEF projects has 

taught FAO that full compliance of 

co-financing commitments (including 

the timeline for delivery) cannot be 

taken as granted. Hence the 

outcomes and milestones set for the 

project must be fully under the 

control of FAO and the national GEF 

project implementation agency. 

This issue is still a challenge for FAo, as 

stated, the commitment to co-financing 

is mainly from national institutions and 

access to financial financial budgets 

and schedules can be difficult. There is 

also a risk of non-compliance due to 

changes in the economy or 

bureaucratic processes. However, in 

PPG projects FAO Brazil has 

strengthened the relationship with the 

responsible entities, as well as the 

definition of the co-financing link with 

the results and outputs. 

Good The impacts will be seen in the 

implementation and evaluation phases of 

the projects. They are still in the PPG phase. 

Recommendation 5. 

PARTIALLY ACCEPTED 

To State Government 

INEA initiated a dialogue with the 

Ministry of the Environment and 

invested human resources towards 

elaborating a new proposal for 

financing in which the BIG2050 

Despite the efforts of INEA and UERJ to 

raise funds and continue the actions of 

the BIG Initiative, political and financial 

issues in the state of Rio de Janeiro 

made actions very difficult. In 2019, 3 

None/poor In 2019, the strengthening of the 

relationship between FAO, INEA and UERJ 

was maintained and made it possible to 

raise funds, however, political instability did 
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To apply the successful model of 

the BIG2050 Initiative for other 

areas in Rio de Janeiro State, 

preferably as a whole, or parts of 

it (RADAR, “Challenge”, the use 

of PPPs. 

concept would be applied to similar 

ecosystems both within and outside 

the state. The success of this does not 

depend only from INEA, 

though.Current efforts from INEA are 

focused ensuring the financial 

sustainability and continuity of the 

initiative BIG2050. A necessary 

condition for it’s upscaling. 

proposals were submitted in public 

notices, two attempts at private support 

and access to the public budget, 

however there was no success. In 2020, 

the proposal was presented to the State 

Governor and the Secretary of the 

Environment. However, the governor 

was removed and more than 4 changes 

were made to the secretary and 7 to 

the director of the environment 

department. This environment of 

political instability affects the actions of 

the BIG Initiative and the entire State of 

Rio de Janeiro, in general. 

not make it possible to guarantee future 

actions. 

Recommendation 6. 

ACCEPTED 

To FAO and GEF 

Future projects aimed at 

biodiversity conservation and/or 

supporting protected areas would 

benefit from a thorough analysis 

of what can be effectively 

accomplished with available 

funds and the onsite reality of the 

threats and issues being 

addressed. They should have a 

deep understanding not only of 

the relevant policies and laws but 

also of the many stakeholders 

involved. 

 

The failure to deliver the expected 

results related to Component 2 

adopting the strategy proposed at 

design stage may well be the 

consequence of insufficient analysis 

during the project preparation phase. 

Stakeholder evaluation actions are 

being evaluated in FAO Brasil's PPG 

projects 

Good The impacts will be seen in the 

implementation and evaluation phases of 

the projects. They are still in the PPG phase. 
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Recommendation 7. 

REJECTED 

To FAO and GEF 

Analysis of Management 

Effectiveness Tracking Tools 

(METT) scores should not be 

limited to the overall as a proxy 

to project success and impact. 

Analysis should consider the 

different elements of the Tool 

and be associated, when possible, 

to further evidence as a means to 

be verified. Casual correlations 

should not be made as a way to 

increase project impacts. 

    

Recommendation 8. 

ACCEPTED 

To FAO and GEF 

Gender and other cross-cutting 

issues should always be 

considered in new projects. Not 

considering should be specifically 

justified. 

Gender analysis and other relevant 

safeguards have become mandatory 

during the FAO project cycle 

(including design). FAO project 

proposals under the current and 

future GEF cycles must include a 

gender analysis. 
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