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Biodiversity mainstreaming has emerged as an increasingly important element of 
conservation practice in the last 20 years.1 In response to its potential as an 
investment strategy to advance the objectives of the Convention on Biological 
Diversity (CBD), the GEF has embedded biodiversity mainstreaming in its strategy 
dating back to the early part of this century.

In order to better inform GEF support to biodiversity mainstreaming, the GEF has 
undertaken two reviews of biodiversity mainstreaming to identify best practice and 
lessons learned.2 The purpose of this publication is to synthesize these analyses and 
complement them with a systematic review of the final evaluations of completed 
mainstreaming projects with the aim of identifying key “project moderators” (factors 
that are not part of project design and that are largely unaffected by the project, but 
influence the magnitude and quality of the project outcomes) and “project design 
features” (these are design elements, which can be changed by project designers or 
implementers, that make the project more successful) that are most correlated with 
successful projects.

The systematic review of completed biodiversity mainstreaming projects will be an 
ongoing process to inform better project design and implementation, identify lessons 
learned, refine the GEF’s investment strategy, and improve the GEF’s Theory of 
Change of biodiversity mainstreaming. This publication provides the first emerging 
findings from this review.

1	 Redford, Kent H., Huntley, Brian J., Roe, Dilys, Hammond, Tom, Zimsky, Mark, Lovejoy, Thomas 
E., da Fonseca, Gustavo A. B., Rodriguez, Carlos M., Cowling, Richard M. (2015) Mainstreaming 
Biodiversity: Conservation for the Twenty-First Century, Frontiers in Ecology and Evolution, 
Volume 3.	

2	 Huntley, B.J., Petersen, C. (2005) Mainstreaming Biodiversity in Production Landscapes, Working 
Paper 20. Global Environment Facility, Washington, D.C., and, Huntley, B.J., Redford, K.H. (2014) 
Mainstreaming Biodiversity in Practice: a STAP Advisory Document. Global Environment Facility, 
Washington, D.C.
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Biodiversity mainstreaming at the GEF 

Protected areas have been the conservation 
community’s most successful management response to 
conserve and sustainably use biodiversity, and the GEF 
has been a critical and recognized supporter of this 
achievement in GEF-eligible countries. Nevertheless, in 
recognition of the importance of managing the 
landscapes and seascapes outside of the protected 
area estate for achieving biodiversity objectives and 
outcomes, for the past 15 years the GEF has 
undertaken a concerted and intentional effort to 
embed biodiversity conservation and sustainable use 
objectives in the management of the production 
landscapes and seascapes outside of protected areas 
through support to an array of policies, strategies, and 
practices that engage key public and private sector 
actors. This process has become to be known as 

“biodiversity mainstreaming” in conservation parlance. 
Up until 2014, the GEF has focused primarily on the 
following suite of activities3:

a)	 developing policy and regulatory 
frameworks that remove perverse subsidies and 
provide incentives for biodiversity-positive land 
and resource use that remains productive, but that 
does not degrade biodiversity; 

b)	 spatial and land-use planning to ensure that land 
and resource use is appropriately situated to 
maximize production without undermining or 
degrading biodiversity; and

c)	 improving and changing production practices to 
be more biodiversity positive with a focus on 
sectors that have significant biodiversity impacts 
(agriculture, forestry, fisheries, tourism, extractive 
industries such as gas, oil, and mining) through 
technical capacity building and implementation of 
financial mechanisms (certification, payment for 

3	 The GEF defines biodiversity mainstreaming as: “the process 
of embedding biodiversity considerations into policies, 
strategies and practices of key public and private actors that 
impact or rely on biodiversity, so that it is conserved and 
sustainably used both locally and globally.”

environmental services, biodiversity offsets, etc.) 
that incentivize actors to change current practices 
that may be degrading biodiversity. 

During its current funding phase (GEF-6: 2014–2018), 
the GEF continues to support these activities, but with 
a renewed emphasis on ensuring that interventions are 
spatially targeted and thematically relevant to 
conserving or sustainably using globally significant 
biodiversity, consistent with the GEF’s unique mandate 
to generate global environment benefits through its 
investments. Through more careful targeting, support 
under this program can better deliver multiple 
conservation outcomes by sustaining biodiversity in the 
production landscape and seascape, which will 
simultaneously help secure the ecological integrity and 
sustainability of protected areas and entire protected 
area systems. 

Successful biodiversity mainstreaming initiatives in the 
GEF portfolio have often been a long-term process 
requiring multiple and complementary projects that 
span numerous GEF funding phases. In order for 
biodiversity mainstreaming to generate impacts at the 
scale necessary to advance progress in achieving the 
related Aichi Biodiversity Targets, a series of investments 
by the GEF that are strategically nested within a 
larger-scale national planning and management 
framework is often required. Projects in GEF-6 and 
onward have been required to frame the GEF’s support 
to biodiversity mainstreaming accordingly to increase 
the likelihood of success and impact. 

In addition to the elements of GEF support to biodiversity 
mainstreaming identified earlier, the GEF introduced a 
new complementary area of investment that supports the 
integration of biodiversity and ecosystem services 
valuation into development and finance planning. 
Although a number of approaches are currently being 
used to recognize, demonstrate, and capture the value of 
biodiversity and ecosystem services, a mismatch remains 
between valuation and development policy and financing. 
Valuation is not leading to the development of policy 
reforms needed to mitigate the drivers of biodiversity loss 
and encourage sustainable development through the 
better management of biodiversity and natural capital, 
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nor is it triggering changes in the use and scale of public 
and private finance flows on the scale necessary to 
address threats. Valuation does not have to lead to 
creating markets or putting a price on such services, but 
policy and finance reforms must accompany valuation so 
that the finance and development decisions that impact 
natural ecosystems and biodiversity include incentives, 
holistic cost-benefit analysis, and/or price signals that 
result in more cost-effective and sustainable biodiversity 
management.

Therefore, the GEF is supporting national-level 
interventions that link biodiversity valuation and 
economic analysis with development policy and finance 
planning. The outcome from these projects will be 
biodiversity valuation that informs policy instruments 
and fiscal reforms designed to mitigate perverse 
incentives leading to biodiversity loss. These may be 
linked to larger policy reforms being undertaken as 
part of the development policy dialogue, development 
policy operations, or other efforts. It will also include 
specific support to reform finance flows, for instance 
through public expenditure reviews, and to 

operationalize innovative finance mechanisms such as 
payments for ecosystem services, habitat banking, 
aggregate offsets, and tradable development rights 
and quotas.

The current state of biodiversity 
mainstreaming 

The GEF, with the help of the GEF Scientific and Technical 
Advisory Panel (STAP), has undertaken periodic reviews 
of its support to biodiversity mainstreaming to better 
define and understand the practice of biodiversity 
mainstreaming.4,5 The key findings and messages of a 
literature review and an expert workshop undertaken in 
2014 are presented below.

4	 Huntley, B.J., Petersen, C. (2005) Mainstreaming Biodiversity 
in Production Landscapes, Working Paper 20. Global 
Environment Facility, Washington, D.C.

5	 Huntley, B.J., Redford, K.H. (2014) Mainstreaming Biodiversity 
in Practice: a STAP Advisory Document. Global Environment 
Facility, Washington, D.C.
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KEY FINDINGS OF THE 2013 LITERATURE REVIEW

The literature review synthesized the thinking, structure, and content of biodiversity mainstreaming interventions, 
and the evidence base of mainstreaming investments and their effectiveness as reported in peer-reviewed journals 
primarily. The conclusions are summarized in the following key findings:

�� With more than 80% of the earth’s surface never likely to be managed within legally designated protected areas, 
biodiversity conservation interventions across all landscapes and seascapes are vital. Mainstreaming aims to 
address this need.

�� Mainstreaming biodiversity has been given priority at the highest levels of international policy (e.g. by the 
Convention on Biological Diversity) and of conservation investment (e.g. by the Global Environment Facility and 
many international NGOs, and philanthropies). Within the GEF, countries have begun to prioritize investing in 
biodiversity mainstreaming at higher amounts on a per-dollar basis as opposed to investing in protected areas 
management. 

�� Mainstreaming characteristics and considerations reported in the literature include: integration/internalization/
inclusion of biodiversity goals in development models, policies, and programs to simultaneously achieve 
positive biodiversity and development outcomes. 

�� Biodiversity mainstreaming intervention approaches vary according to institutional business models. 
Approaches include the incorporation of biodiversity and ecosystem service values into accounting frameworks; 
policy and regulatory frameworks; production practices; and financing mechanisms.

�� A great deal more has been written about how and why mainstreaming should be carried out than about what 
has been learned from mainstreaming practice based on testable and replicable evidence.

�� Mainstreaming projects funded through the GEF have produced very few, if any, peer-reviewed articles by the 
project implementers or others. Project implementers — very often the real “champions” of such projects — are 
generally not writers for academic journals or periodicals, which contributes to the biodiversity mainstreaming 
knowledge gap. 

�� In practice, most apparent win-win biodiversity mainstreaming projects actually involve trade-offs between 
desired conservation outcomes and desired social outcomes. Because these trade-offs are not explicitly 
identified and quantified they are not negotiated for at the commencement of projects. Therefore, projects tend 
to overpromise delivery of results and when results are not fully delivered as promised, project stakeholders are 
often disappointed, which can undermine future support for mainstreaming.

�� Due to the heterogeneity of methods, and lack of clear experimental design and data collection, very little can 
be concluded about the effectiveness of many mainstreaming tools including a very commonly employed tool, 
payments for environmental services (PES). To address some of the weaknesses with this particular financial 
mechanism, the GEF developed a targeted guidance document to improve PES design and implementation in 
GEF projects.6

6	 Wunder, S., Wertz-Kanounnikoff, S., Ferraro, P. (2010) Payments for Environmental Services and the Global Environment Facility:  
A STAP advisory document. Global Environment Facility, Washington, D.C.
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�� In general, the evidence base supporting the various mainstreaming models and approaches is weak. Therefore, 
greater attention needs to be given to the design, implementation, and assessment of mainstreaming projects. 
A program of research is needed to measure how program impacts vary with socio-political and bio-physical 
contexts, to track economic and environmental impacts jointly, to identify spatial spillover effects in untargeted 
areas, and to use theories of change to characterize causal mechanisms that can guide data collection and the 
interpretation of results.

�� Mainstreaming is not a controlled experiment, but rather a social experiment in changing the value structures of 
institutions and individuals — with vital consequences for the natural world and the humans who rely on it. While 
mainstreaming may not prove amenable to rigorous testing, it does, however, deserve more systematic inquiry.

KEY MESSAGES FROM THE 2013 EXPERT WORKSHOP

The following are the key messages from the workshop that were directed to the wider community of practice, 
beyond simply the GEF:

�� An adequate collective knowledge base is now available for the development of theories of change for 
biodiversity mainstreaming, effectively linking interventions to desired outcomes within overarching hypotheses, 
and the development of common indicators and measurement approaches to provide evidence to test these 
hypotheses. 

�� Mainstreaming is a complex, costly process that takes a long time — decades or even a generation — to achieve 
impact at scale and across sectors. Transaction costs can be high, and in some cases greater investment in 
design, monitoring, evaluation, and publication of results will be needed.

�� Strong and detailed science-based biophysical and socio-economic data and knowledge at appropriate spatial 
scales have underpinned successful mainstreaming interventions. Investment in such foundational knowledge is 
essential to program success, but such data and knowledge collection should be policy-relevant to achieve 
cost-effective impact.

�� Even though few biodiversity mainstreaming project results have been published in peer-reviewed journals, it is 
likely that significant progress has been made in developing the evidence base on successful interventions. 
Although projects whose purpose is mainstreaming do not always lend themselves to replicable experimental 
design, further investment in developing a stronger evidence base on project outcomes is desirable.

�� Communicating the right message to the right audience at the right time has proven to be of paramount 
importance. Making a business case for biodiversity requires skills that lie outside the expertise of most 
mainstreaming implementers. It indicates the need for closer partnership with the private sector and, in 
particular, use of successful business models for marketing.

�� Good governance and strong institutions are key moderators of project success or failure. A balance needs to 
be struck between working in countries and sectors where there is sufficiently strong governance capacity for 
mainstreaming outcomes to have a good chance of success, and tackling the most pressing mainstreaming 
challenges in situations where globally valuable biodiversity is threatened but capacity is often lacking.
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MAINSTREAMING DEFINED IN THE GEF AND REFINING THE THEORY OF CHANGE

Over time, the definition of biodiversity mainstreaming in the GEF context has evolved. For the GEF, biodiversity 
mainstreaming is: “the process of embedding biodiversity considerations into policies, strategies, and practices of 
key public and private actors that impact or rely on biodiversity, so that it is conserved and sustainably used both 
locally and globally.”

The STAP advisory document referenced earlier, “Mainstreaming Biodiversity in Practice”, identified 10 key elements 
that appear to correlate with progress in achieving positive biodiversity impacts through mainstreaming.

We have grouped these elements under two main categories: moderators of project success and features of the project:

“Moderators of project success” — factors that are not part of project design and that are largely unaffected by the 
project, but influence the magnitude and quality of the project outcomes: 

�� Democratic, transparent, and stable governance systems

�� Strong capacity at individual and institutional levels

�� Availability and use of science-based biophysical and socio-economic spatial information systems and 
assessments at relevant scales

“Features of the project” — these are design elements, which can be changed by project designers or 
implementers, that make the project more successful:

�� Project design and operational strategy embedded within a theory (or theories) of change for biodiversity 
mainstreaming

�� Flexible project duration, financial sustainability, and adaptive management approaches

�� Effective project monitoring and evaluation systems implemented

�� Strong and responsive teams led by champions

�� Effective communication with stakeholders to make the case for biodiversity

�� Alignment of mainstreaming projects with the CBD and other intergovernmental processes 

�� Alignment of mainstreaming initiatives with government priorities and working across sectors

Figure 1 presents the theory of change for GEF’s mainstreaming strategy for GEF-6 (2014–2018) GEF’s 
Biodiversity Mainstreaming Portfolio



Theory of Change: Mainstreaming of Biodiversity in Production
Landscapes/Seascapes and Sectors in the GEF Biodiversity Strategy 

 

OUTPUTS

INPUTS

DEFINITION OF PROBLEM 

MODERATORS OF
PROJECT SUCCESS 

Strong scientific and
technical capacity at
individual and
institutional levels.

Availability and use 
of science-based 
biophysical and 
socio-economic spatial 
information systems 
and assessments at 
relevant scale.

Democratic, 
transparent, and stable 
governance systems.

Reduced habitat loss in production landscapes and seascapes (areas outside of the protected area estate).INTERMEDIATE
IMPACT

Globally significant biodiversity conserved and sustainably used in production landscapes and seascapes (areas outside of the protected 
area estate) INDICATORS: 1) Intact vegetative cover and degree of fragmentation in production landscapes measured in hectares as 
recorded by remote sensing; 2) Coastal zone habitat and productive seascapes intact as recorded by remote sensing and where possible 
supported by other verification methods.

IMPACT

Decline in globally significant biodiversity in 
production landscapes and seascapes (areas 
outside of the protected area estate).

Technical and capacity building support 
for development and implementation of 
policy and regulatory frameworks including 
removal critical knowledge barriers and 
development of requisite institutional 
capacities.

Technical studies, data 
collection and analysis of 
the economic value of 
biodiversity and ecosystem 
services.

Capacity building and training 
of producers and other 
stakeholders to improve 
production methods to meet 
certification standards, to 
improve productivity and 
efficiency, and to design 
and implement financial 
mechanisms

Technical studies, data 
collection, database 
development and 
implementation, capacity 
building in spatial and land 
use planning

Policy and regulatory frameworks that 
govern the management of production 
landscapes and seascapes

Valuation of biodiversity 
and ecosystem services in 
production landscapes and 
seascapes. 

Sustainable production 
systems that are biodiversity 
friendly, payment for 
environmental services 
schemes, biodiversity offsets, 
and other financial 
mechanisms. 

Spatial and land-use 
plans.

Habitat loss in production landscapes and 
seascapes (areas outside of the protected 
area estate).

OUTCOMES

Policy and regulatory frameworks remove 
perverse subsidies and provide incentives 
for biodiversity-neutral or biodiversity-
positive land and resource use that remains 
productive, but that does not degrade 
biodiversity. 
INDICATOR: The degree to which sector 
policies and regulatory frameworks 
incorporate biodiversity considerations 
and implement the regulations. 
INDICATOR: The degree to which 
biodiversity values and ecosystem service 
values are internalized in development, 
finance policy, and land-use planning and 
decision making.

Increase in the amount 
of public and private 
financial flows address 
threats to biodiversity.
INDICATOR: Financial 
resources mobilized for 
biodiversity management.

Production practices and 
sectoral activities in 
agriculture, forestry, 
fisheries, tourism, extractive 
industries (gas, oil, and 
mining) are biodiversity 
neutral, biodiversity positive, 
or less destructive of 
biodiversity.
INDICATOR: Area of 
production landscapes and 
seascapes that integrate 
conservation and sustainable 
use of biodiversity into 
management. 

Marine and terrestrial 
resource use is 
appropriately situated to 
maximize production 
without undermining or 
degrading biodiversity. 
INDICATOR: Area of 
production landscapes 
and seascapes that 
integrate conservation 
and sustainable use of 
biodiversity into 
management. 
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GEF’s Biodiversity Mainstreaming Portfolio 

Between 2004 and 2016, the GEF supported a total of 427 biodiversity 
mainstreaming programs and projects, totaling US$ 2,719,882,760 in GEF funding and 
US$ 16,842,483,011 in co-financing.7 Thus, it has been a significant part of the overall 
GEF conservation investment as presented in the graphs below. The graphs include 
not only resources from the biodiversity focal area, but also from other focal areas 
when these resources have been used in integrated investments to support 
biodiversity mainstreaming. Each GEF phase has seen an increase in the numbers of 
programs and projects and total grant amounts. GEF-6 only covers two years of 
funding, as opposed to four years in the other phases. In GEF-6, we note that while 
the number of programs and projects will likely be fewer the grant amount will be 
higher due to an increase in the size of programs and projects budget with the aim of 
achieving greater impact at scale.

7	  GEF replenishment phases: GEF-3 (2002–2006), GEF-4 (2006–2010), GEF-5 (2010–2014), GEF-6 
(2014–2018).
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GEF Grants by Region
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Methodology and Approach

Final evaluations of 66 biodiversity mainstreaming 
projects or about 15% of the total number of 
mainstreaming programs and projects funded by the 
GEF in the last 12 years were reviewed. This cohort 
could be considered the first generation of biodiversity 
mainstreaming investments (from 2002 to 2009) by the 
GEF. These included projects that focused on: 

a)	 developing policy and regulatory 
frameworks that remove perverse subsidies and 
provide incentives for biodiversity-positive land 
and resource use that remains productive, but that 
does not degrade biodiversity; 

b)	 spatial and land-use planning to ensure that land 
and resource use is appropriately situated to 
maximize production without undermining or 
degrading biodiversity; 

c)	 improving and changing production practices to 
be more biodiversity positive with a focus on 
sectors that have significant biodiversity impacts 
(agriculture, forestry, fisheries, tourism, extractive 
industries such as gas, oil, and mining) through 
technical capacity building and implementation of 
financial mechanisms (certification, payment for 
environmental services, biodiversity offsets, etc.) 
that incentivize actors to change current practices 
that may be degrading biodiversity. 

The analysis assessed whether the project design 
features and project moderators deemed critical for 
successful mainstreaming were present in the project 
design and implementation and whether these were 
correlated with progress to impact and projects 
achieving their outcomes.

In addition, the assessment identified key findings with 
regards to project design and implementation in the 
use of spatial and land-use planning, as well as specific 
sectoral experiences and approaches in the 
biodiversity mainstreaming process. Emerging findings, 
lessons learned, and future opportunities are identified 
in the GEF’s mainstreaming work.

Emerging Findings and  
Lessons Learned from the  
GEF’s Ongoing Analysis

FINDINGS
The project design features and project moderators 
deemed critical for successful mainstreaming were 
indeed correlated with progress to impact for the 
cohort examined. This was true across three of the 
four sectors examined (forestry, agriculture, 
tourism). The fisheries cohort (two projects) was 
simply too small from which to draw any general 
findings. The hypothesis also held for a sub-cohort 
of projects (16) that did not have a discrete sectoral 
focus as they used spatial and land-use planning as 
the means to implement mainstreaming across 
multiple sectors.

All mainstreaming models and approaches, and even 
the most straightforward activities such as spatial and 
land-use planning, involve iterative processes that take a 
long time. When projects did not factor in the length of 
time required for implementation, project performance 
suffered often resulting in under-delivery of project 
outcomes even when project implementation times 
were extended.

Spatial and land-use planning projects that 
demonstrated high progress to impact blended work 
on protected areas and surrounding production 
landscapes (predominantly agriculture and forest 
production) represented one of the GEF’s most 
successful biodiversity mainstreaming investments in 
this cohort. In these instances, spatial and land-use 
plans sought to regulate activities in the production 
landscapes so that they did not detract from the 
biodiversity objectives of the protected area sites.

The first generation of biodiversity mainstreaming 
projects in the forestry sector examined in this cohort 
had little relationship with the large-scale forestry sector. 
In addition, very few of these projects had clearly 
articulated theories of change that demonstrated a clear 
causal link between project activities in forestry and 
concrete biodiversity benefits.
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Policy work in the agriculture and forestry sector also 
failed to elucidate clear cause and effect relationships 
between proposed policy changes and concrete 
biodiversity benefits generated by instituting changes. 
Projects often underestimated the time needed or 
challenges involved in development of a law or policy 
and its adoption and implementation; thus, in many 
instances the project was only able to support the 
drafting of a law or policy by the end of the project.

While spatial and land-use planning projects 
consistently reported impacts at scale, improving 
production practices in the forest and agriculture 
sector at any scale to be meaningful beyond the site 
level was not a significant focus of this cohort. While 
this has changed to some extent in the more recent 
generation of projects, it indicates a general lack of 
understanding of the most important entry and 
leverage points for GEF investments to significantly 
advance biodiversity mainstreaming in these two 
sectors and to generate concrete biodiversity benefits. 
In addition, it also indicates that GEF projects have 
difficulty engaging with the large-scale agriculture and 
forest sector, which is driven primarily by an imperative 
to produce cost-efficient yields of food and timber in 
very competitive industries, as well as the government 
policy makers who regulate the environmental impact 
these sectors might have.

Support to the sustainable use of agrobiodiversity and 
the protection and/or sustainable use of crop wild 
relatives is an investment niche where global 
biodiversity benefits are clear and where the GEF has a 
unique role to play given the global importance of 
agrobiodiversity (plant and animal genetic resources) to 
food production and security globally, particularly in 
the face of climate change.

LESSONS LEARNED
The success of spatial and land-use planning as a 
mainstreaming investment requires political skill to 
ensure that the results are integrated into government 
decision making and planning at the correct 
governance level. This process takes time and requires 
the engagement of the right complement of 
stakeholders from the very start.

Modest and targeted investments in spatial and 
land-use planning can be quite impactful and set the 
stage for future mainstreaming work. Building 
institutional capacity to generate science-based 
biophysical and socio-economic spatial information 
and to use it in land-use planning is an investment 
strongly correlated with project impact and can be 
seen as building a kind of “biodiversity mainstreaming 
readiness” for future mainstreaming actions.

The GEF needs to elaborate a more precise operational 
definition of biodiversity mainstreaming in the forestry, 
agriculture, fisheries, and tourism sectors, and identify 
the entry and leverage points, strategies, and 
geographies where GEF projects can have the most 
impact and where the GEF — as a financier — has a 
comparative advantage.

Assessing the outcomes of biodiversity mainstreaming 
projects and their real contribution to biodiversity status 
and condition remains a critical challenge during project 
lifetime; thus, more robust proxy indicators are necessary. 
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MOVING FORWARD



17BIODIVERSITY MAINSTREAMING IN PRACTICE: A REVIEW OF GEF EXPERIENCE

Biodiversity mainstreaming will remain an important part of conservation strategies 
going forward, including those of the GEF. This analysis represents the first of a series 
of systematic reviews that will be undertaken of completed biodiversity 
mainstreaming projects supported by the GEF. Insights developed on mainstreaming 
in practice will be integrated into future project designs and the GEF’s overall 
biodiversity mainstreaming strategy and theory of change. The review of this cohort 
indicates the following ways forward to improve performance of these investments to 
generate concrete and measurable biodiversity benefits.

Spatial and land-use planning as a mainstreaming instrument should be seen as a first 
step to develop the information, data, analysis, and associated individual and 
institutional capacity required to identify possible biodiversity-friendly management 
options in the production landscape and seascape. Follow-on investments to this 
support would be focused on management actions or policy options to maintain 
biodiversity in production landscapes or seascapes. This enabling activity investment 
would be appropriate in all countries, but particularly those with limited capacity as a 
first step to larger-scale efforts at mainstreaming. Large-scale spatial and land-use 
planning is likely most appropriate as a first investment in countries where all three 
project moderators are strongly evident: a) democratic, transparent, and stable 
governance systems; b) strong capacity at individual and institutional levels; and 
particularly, c) availability and use of science-based biophysical and socio-economic 
spatial information systems and assessments at relevant scales.

Linking the objective of sustaining protected areas and their conservation objectives 
with targeted investments in spatial and land-use planning in the surrounding 
geographies should continue to be a GEF investment strategy as the cohort 
demonstrated numerous successes with this approach at various scales in a variety of 
implementation environments. This kind of investment is appropriate in all countries 
as the focus can be quite targeted in nature.

All future GEF-funded projects on biodiversity mainstreaming must demonstrate, 
building on the GEF’s existing theory of change, how the proposed activities will lead 
to the intermediate outcomes and expected impact of the GEF’s mainstreaming 
strategy. The geographic areas and scale to be targeted needs to be proportional to 
the time and funding available. 

Further research and analysis of biodiversity mainstreaming, including the GEF’s 
portfolio, are needed to assess the extent to which biodiversity mainstreaming 
project types have moved along their hypothesized change pathway, how this is 
correlated to biodiversity status and condition, and how and when their outcomes 
and impact might be measurable within the time frame of a GEF project and in the 
subsequent years following project closure. This understanding will be critical in 
assessing the return on investment on biodiversity mainstreaming and for identifying 
the most critical entry points and strategies to deliver positive biodiversity outcomes.
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The analysis of this cohort supported the conclusion of 
the expert group that identified mainstreaming as a 
long-term process. Thus, achieving outcomes and 
impact at scale will require either longer project time 
frames or phasing project investments over time after 
sufficient enabling conditions are established as noted 
previously. Successful sectoral mainstreaming will 
require more refined and iterative theories of change 
that help guide investment strategies over the course 
of a number of GEF phases and project investments.
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Conservation International (CI), Development Bank of 

Southern Africa (DBSA), European Bank for 

Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), Foreign 

Economic Cooperation Office—Ministry of 

Environmental Protection of China (FECO), Food and 

Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), 

Fundo Brasileiro para a Biodiversidade (FUNBIO), 

Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), International 

Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD), 

International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), 

United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), 

United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), 

United Nations Industrial Development Organization 

(UNIDO), West African Development Bank (BOAD), 

World Bank Group (WBG) and World Wildlife Fund 

U.S. (WWF-US).

ABOUT THE GEF

Production Date: November 2016
Design: Patricia Hord.Graphik Design
Printer: Professional Graphics Printing Co.



Pr
in

te
d

 o
n 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

lly
 F

rie
nd

ly
 P

ap
er

www.thegef.org


