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Recommended Council Decision

The Council, having reviewed the document GEF/ME/C.25/1 Annual Performance
Report (2004) endorses its recommendations and requests that the GEF Office of
Monitoring and Evaluation reports on the follow- up of the following recommendations
and the management response to the June 2006 Council meeting:

The transparency of the GEF project approvals process should be increased. The
GEF Secretariat and Implementing Agencies should make project proposal

status information available to proponents through internet accessible databases
and project tracking tools.

GEF Secretariat should institute an active management approach to the project
approvals process, including accountability for processing time standards within
the GEF Secretariat and Implementing Agencies.

UNDP and UNEP should set in place terminal evaluation review processes for
GEF projects to improve their quality and meet the concerns of the GEF.

Recommendations to improve project M& E systems have been issued in the
past, as well as request to include an assessment of project M& E systemsin all
terminal evaluation reports. While there have been advances in upgrading
project M& E systems, there is still considerable room for improvement, and
therefore the Office considers that these recommendations continue to be valid.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1 This Annual Performance Review (APR) is a step towards an annual account of the
results of GEF activities, processes that affect accomplishment of results and the state of project
monitoring and evaluation activities across the system.

2. This year the APR does not include a chapter on results. They would have been drawn
partly from the recently completed program studies, but these will be discussed separately by
Council. The discussion of results could also have been drawn from the outcome and
sustainability ratings of project termina evaluations. But the mixed quality of terminal
evaluations and monitoring systems of projects made a significant portion of the available data
unreliable. In subsequent years the Office will verify the achievements of project objectives and
the likelihood of sustainability of project outcomes presented in terminal evaluations and will
report on these verified achievements. The Project Implementation Review (PIRs) Overview
Reports present implementing agency assessmentsof project achievements by focal areas. In
account of the independence of the APR, the Implementing Agency PIR Overview Reportsare
presented to Council as information documents. These are: Project Implementation Review 2004
- Overview Report/UNDP, GEF/ME/C.25/Inf.2 (Prepared by UNDP); Project Implementation
Review 2004 - Overview Report/UNEP, GEF/ME/C.25/Inf.3 (Prepared by UNEP); and Project
Implementation Review 2004 - Overview Report/World Bank, GEF/ME/C.25/Inf.4 (Prepared by
the World Bank).

3. On process issues, the APR focuses on areview of timeframes associated with GEF
project design. This review indicates that the average elapsed times from pipeline entry to
program inclusion for GEF full- sized projects regularly exceed the 730 day (24 month) standard
expected of routine investment loans or technical assistance grants at multi lateral development
banks such as the World Bank. The record for medium-sized projects is also well beyond what
was originally expected for this type of grant. No major elapsed time differences among
Implementing Agencies were detected. Some of the critical factors affecting the duration of the
cycle identified by the review are related to the complexity of the GEF structure and process.
These include the need to address the GEF and Implementing Agency processing steps and the
specific characteristics of GEF projects which include among others determining baselines and
securing co- financing. Other factors are lengthy approval periods of GEF focal points and other
political and ingtitutional issues. Although this review is consistent with the findings of other
performance reviews and evaluation reports, there is a clear need within the GEF to establish a
more uniform and integrated approach to gathering and maintaining critical data on project cycle
timeframes.

4, The Office review of Implementing Agency terminal evaluations found that most of the
World Bank reports (i.e., Implementation Completion Reports) were of satisfactory or above
quality. UNEP reports ratings for fiscal year 2004 showed a dight improvement compared to the
reports completed between January 2001 and June 2003. UNDP terminal evaluation quality
ratings, on the other hand, exhibited a decline. While there is not sufficient information to
interpret this decline as atrend, this decline is a matter of concern because it contributed
disproportionately to the drop on the ratings of the quality of terminal evaluation reports
submitted in fiscal year 2004. There is still room for improvement for the World Bank, but more



needs to be done by UNDP and UNEP. Particular areas in which reports need to improve are:
presentation of actual project cost; report consistency; completeness of evidence and convincing
substantiation and use of ratings; assessment of sustainability of outcomes; and the assessment of
relevant outcomes and objectives. In line with international best practices, and for the sake of
clarity and standardization, the Office of Monitoring and Evaluation has requested the

I mplementing Agencies to provide ratings on the achievement of objectives/outcomes,
sustainability and quality of the M& E systems using a six scale rating system in terminal
evaluation reports.

5. The analysis of the quality of project monitoring and evaluation systems seem to suggest
that there is an improvement when comparing projects that started before 1995 with those that
started after 1995, the point at which the GEF Council requested that project level monitoring
and evaluation plans be included in al projects approved for GEF funding. However, thereisa
substantial gap in the information as the quality of the project monitoring and evaluation systems
is unknown for alarge percentage of projects: 18 of 75 reports from the period under
consideration did not provide sufficient information on the systems. Therefore, the Office
requests to Implementing Agencies that future terminal evaluations include an assessment of
project monitoring and evaluation systems.

Recommendations

The transparency of the GEF project approvals process should be increased. The
GEF Secretariat and Implementing Agencies should make project proposal status
information available to proponents through internet accessible databases and
project tracking tools.

GEF Secretariat should institute an active management approach to the project
approvals process, including accountability for processing time standards within the
GEF Secretariat and Implementing Agencies.

UNDP and UNEP should set in place terminal evaluation review processes for GEF
projects to improve their quality and meet the concerns of the GEF.

Recommendations to improve project M& E systems have been issued in the past,
aswell as request to include an assessment of project M&E systemsin all terminal
evaluation reports. While there have been advances in upgrading project M& E
systems, there is still considerable room for improvement, and therefore the Office
considers that these recommendations continue to be valid.



1. INTRODUCTION

6. In November 2004, the GEF Council approved the Office of Monitoring and Evaluation’s
proposal to gradually transfer its direct monitoring functions to the implementing agencies and
the GEF Secretariat, alowing the Office to focus more on assessing results of GEF activities and
on overseeing monitoring and evaluation operations across the GEF system. Consistent with this
shift, this first issue of the GEF Annual Performance Review (APR), the successor of the Project
Performance Report (PPR), will be afirst step in the direction of an annual presentation of the
results of GEF activities, the processes that affect the accomplishment of results, and the findings
of the Office’s oversight of project monitoring and evaluation activities across the portfolio. The
Annual Performance Review also provides the GEF Council, and other GEF institutions and
stakeholders, with feedback to help improve the performance of GEF projects. Given these
changes, the overview of the GEF portfolio is presented in Appendix A, and the list of projects
included in the 2004 APR isincluded in Appendix B.

7. Future APRs will include four chapters:

() Results of GEF activities

(i)  Processes that affect attainment of GEF results

(i) Quality of project terminal evaluations reports

(iv) Quality of project monitoring and evaluation systems.

8. This year the APR does not include a chapter on results because these are more
comprehensibly covered in the Biodiversity, Climate Change, International Waters and
Integrated Ecosystem Management Program Studies. The program studies were presented to the
GEF Council in November 2004 (GEF/ME/C.24/Inf.1, Inf. 2, and Inf. 3) and were major inputs
to the Third Overall Performance Study (OPS3). The GEF Secretariat coordinated with the
implementing agencies to prepare the GEF Management Responses (GEF/ME/C.24/7) to these
studies, which were also presented to Council in November 2004. The OP12 study and
corresponding management response (GEF/ME/C.25/5 and GEF/ME/C.25/6) are being presented
to the June 2005 Council session. The discussion of results could also have been drawn from the
outcome and sustainability ratings of project terminal evaluations. But the mixed quality of
terminal evaluations and monitoring systems of projects made a significant portion of the
available data unreliable.

0. For the next APR, an attempt will be made to verify and report on outcome and
sustainability ratings of terminal evaluations and to supplement this with results reported through
other credible and legitimate sources of information, such as other GEF evaluations, evaluations
of GEF partners, and data coming out of independent monitoring systems. The aim will be to
give the GEF Council an annual update of the results that the GEF is achieving on various levels
and by focal areas. The benchmarking of existing monitoring and evaluation systems in the GEF
family will also be very valuable for this task.

10.  Chapter two on process and performance issues is dedicated to the study of elapsed time
in preparing GEF projects, which was undertaken as a follow-up to the last PPR. Thisisatopic
for which the May 2004 Council specifically requested further review by the Office.



11. Chapters three ard four of the APR refer to the quality of project terminal evaluations
and the quality of project M& E systems, respectively. As the GEF project portfolio matures, an
increasing number of terminal evaluation reports permit a more systematic analysis than in
previous years. Larger dataset will allow the Office to identify and track issues that may bein
need of improvement. These chapters are afirst step to doing so. The number of terminal
evaluations is till relatively low, and the analysis that can be dore is still relatively limited.
However, it is hoped that these limitations will diminish in the coming years as implementing
and executing agencies submit more terminal evaluation reports that comply with the GEF
Terminal Evaluation Guidelines. As ratings in terminal evaluation reports become more
consistent, the Office will be able to rely more on them and report on an aggregated basis on the
levels of accomplishment of projects at exit, based on the ratings for achievement of project
objectives and the likelihood of sustainability of outcomes. The Office will aso report on the
relationship between validated ratings and rating in terminal evaluations to assess the disconnect
between independent ratings and those provided in project implementation reports.

12.  Therole of the Office of M&E in the review of terminal evaluation reports could be
transitional and/or complementary. The Office will work with the evaluation departments of
implementing and executing agencies to establish independent validation processes of terminal
evauation findings and ratings, thus addressing GEF concerns. Presently, the World Bank’s
terminal evaluation independent review process by the Operations Evaluation Department (OED)
meets most of our concerns. Therefore, the Office will primarily use OED’ s validation of
terminal evaluation reports and, where necessary, complement this with arelatively minor effort
to address the specific information needs of the GEF. The Office is consulting with the other
evaluation departments of GEF' s partners to set in place terminal evaluation review processes
that are independent and meet GEF concerns.

13.  Theanaysisof 75 project terminal evaluation reports (submitted since January 2001) was
supplemented by some information provided during the focal area task forces that took place
during November and December of 2004. Starting this year, the annual overview reports of
UNDP, UNEP, and the World Bank are being presented to the Council as separate informational
documents. The findings and conclusions presented in this report were also shared and discussed
with the implementing agencies on various occasions, including during the program studies
review process and the Interagency Meeting held in Washington, DC, in January 2005.

Individual reviews of project evaluations were also sent to the implementing agencies for
comments.



2. PROCESSES THAT AFFECT THE ATTAINMENT OF GEF RESULTS: ELAPSED
TIME IN THE PREPARATION OF GEF PROJECTS'

Key Findings on Elapsed Timein the Preparation of GEF Projects

Performance of Project Preparation
Data indicates that the average elapsed times for GEF full-sized projects regularly
exceed the 730-day (24- month) standard expected of routine investment loans or
technical assistance grants at multilateral development banks, such as the World
Bank. The record for medium-sized projects is also well beyond what was
originaly expected for this type of grant.
The trends that have emerged are consistent with the findings of other performance
reviews and evaluation reports, but there is a clear need to establish a more uniform
and integrated approach to gathering and maintaining critical data within the GEF.
The critical factors affecting the duration of the cycle come into play primarily in
the development of project concepts and project preparation and appraisal.
Over the years, the length of time to reach project start-up after initial approval by
an implementing agency has decreased, but the amount of time spent in project
preparation has either increased or remained flat.

Factors Affecting Duration of Project Preparation
The nature of the GEF structure, with its intersecting, multilayered ingtitutional
requirements creates competitive tensions and confusion between implementing
agencies and the GEF Secretariat.
At the operatioral level, the lines between the roles and responsibilities of the GEF
Secretariat and implementing agency staff have not been clearly and consistently
drawn, frustrating both parties over the handling of projects in the review process.
This may create a clash between the incentives driving the implementing agency to
move a project through the GEF process to meet internal |A deadlines and the
quality control priorities of the GEF Secretariat reviewer.
The information systems for effective central coordination and management of the
project cycle are not well integrated and maintained by the GEF Secretariat and
implementing agency family, making it difficult to routinely track and monitor the
development of projects at the Secretariat level.
The GEF project approvals process is not sufficiently transparent, and this lack of
transparency aso contributes to project delays. The inability of project proponents
to track the current status of their proposal also generates a great deal of tension and
criticism of the GEF as awhole.

! This section of the 2005 Annual Performance Report is taken from the working paper prepared externally for the
Office of Monitoring and Evaluation titled “Review of Factors Affecting the Length of Time Required To Prepare,
Process, and Begin Implementation of GEF Projects’ (April 2005).



Recommendations

The transparency of the GEF project approvals process should be increased. The
GEF Secretariat and implementing agencies should make project proposal status
information available to proponents through I nternet-accessible databases and

project tracking tools.

GEF Secretariat should institute an active management approach to the project
approvals process, including accountability for processing time standards within the

GEF Secretariat and implementing agencies.

Rationale for a Methodology of the Review

14.  Thisyear the chapter on processes that affect the attainment of GEF results focuses on
the elapsed time in the preparation of GEF projects. Following its review of the Report of the
Monitoring and Evaluation Unit (GEF/C/23/3) and the associated 2003 Project Performance

Report (GEF/C.23/Inf.5, April 21, 2004), the GEF Council explicitly asked what was then the

Monitoring and Evaluation Unit to give a high priority
to examining the causes of time delaysin “project
preparation and implementation and disbursement of
funds...” Thisreview responds to the Council’s
request. The review’s central objectives areto: )
examine the elapsed times involved in taking projects
through the GEF project cycle; b) assess the factors
that affect the times required to prepare, approve, and
initiate the implementation of projects; and c)
recommend steps to address those factors that cause
delays while taking into account the need to ensure
quality of project preparation.

15.  Thereview focused primarily on the
experience of the GEF Secretariat and the three
implementing agencies of the GEF and on the elapsed
times associated with the preparation of GEF full-
sized projects and medium:-sized projects. It focused
particularly on the period from the time a project
enters the GEF pipeline until implementation of the
project begins. The review did not examine experience
with other types of GEF instruments, such as enabling

Box 1. Sources of information for the
review on the elapsed time of the
preparation of GEF projects

The review is based on information provided by
the GEF Secretariat, the World Bank, UNDP,
and UNEP. These sourcesinclude Overall
Performance Studies, annual Project
Performance Reviews, special program studies
on biodiversity, international waters, and
climate change, and interviews with technical
staff and program managers from the
agencies. With the exception of alimited
number of interviews with people involved in
GEF projects in Africa and Latin America, this
study did not entail field work in recipient
countries. With regard to the experience of the
World Bank, the review drew heavily on the
study of elapsed times for preparation and
approval of full-sized GEF projects recently
undertaken by the Bank’s GEF team as part of
the Bank’s FY2004 Portfolio Improvement
Plan. Data on elapsed time for specific
agencies is derived from the databases and
project information systems of each of the
implementing agencies and the GEF
Secretariat.

activities, national capacity self-assessments, or small grants, and it did not cover executing
agencies brought into the GEF under the policy of expanded opportunities.

The GEF Project Approval Process

16.  The GEF project cycle involves two interrelated processes: the process by which the GEF
Council and Secretariat review, approve, and eventually evaluate projects brought to the GEF by
the implementing and executing agencies, and the process by which these agencies develop,




approve, and implement those projects. It isimportant to note that each of the implementing and
executing agencies follows its own internal project cycle, which may involve different terms and
internal procedures.? The figure below, taken from the Biodiversity Program Study, shows the
basic steps in the project cycle. In each of the six steps identified below, multiple sub-steps are
also undertaken.

Ficure 2.1. GEF ProJect CycLE

Pre-design/ - Approval by
D ; )
Concept i pfesrl)g;?mion CouncilWork m”?gofsl by b Implementation Completion
development T program inclusionT B T
Entr‘g imp GEF GEF CEO Project start-up
pipeline endorsement

17.  The GEF Secretariat is primarily consulted in steps 2 and 3, to which there are a number
of sub-steps: 1) concept agreement, 2) Project Development Facility (PDF) Block A, B, or C
approval, 3) approval for work program inclusion, and 4) council approval, which is followed by
CEO endorsement (when required).

Timeframes for Project Processing

18.  The GEF has established timeframes for processing project proposals at each stage of the
approval process. As reflected in the schedules of the Program Management Bulletin, proceeding
without interruption, a full-sized project will take, at least 152 days (5 months) to pass through
the GEF review and approval process. The processing time for medium-sized projectsis
approximately 61 days (2 months), as they are not formally reviewed by the Secretariat for
pipeline entry or work program inclusion but submitted directly to the CEO for endorsement on a
rolling basis. The implementing agencies also have established time periods for project review
and approva within their own individual project cycles.

GEF Project Approval Timeframes

19.  Thecentral question is how long it takes to move a project through the process of
approval to implementation. In this section, we will examine “elapsed time” data to illustrate the
overal performance of the GEF and the individual experience of the three implementing
agencies. The main focus will be on full-sized GEF projects. The information has been drawn
fromavariety of sources, as no single source of project information provides a comprehensive,
overal picture of the experience of the GEF through all the stages of the project cycle. While the
data provided by an implementing agency is considered accurate for that implementing agency,
no unified methodology ties the calculations of the implementing agencies together. As a result,

2 For the World Bank, project start-up is described as “project effectiveness,” while for UNDP this stage is termed
“ProDoc” (when the project document gains approval from UNDP). For the purposes of thisreview, this stagein
the project cycle will be generalized as “project start-up.”



judgments about the elapsed time performance of GEF as a whole are estimates that must be
taken with a measure of caution.

Experience of the Implementing Agencies

20.  World Bank: The World Bank recently conducted an internal review to explain elapsed
times between processing steps in the GEF project cycle.®> This report used data from 65 full-
sized projects, including both freestanding and blended” projects. For the complete data, see
Table 1 in Appendix C.

21.  The average amount of time it takes to develop and take a Bank GEF project to
implementation is sightly more than 1,144 days (37.6 months). For all stages of the project
cycle, the elapsed times are shorter for so-called blended projects and longer for freestanding
projects. The differences between “blended” and “freestanding” projects may be accounted for
in part by management priorities within the Bank. According to a number of sources, Bank
managers tend to give a high priority to processing investment loans, so that they would tend to
push harder for a GEF project “blended” with such a loan than for a freestanding GEF grant.®

22.  The World Bank’s record with GEF projects is more than a year greater than the
experience of the Bank with nonGEF projects. The total elapsed time for Bank projectsis
between 578 and 669 days (19 and 22 months). As the Bank does not always meet its three
month standard for reaching project start-up after board approval, a genera rule of thumb for the
Bank is closer to 730 days (24 months). Thisis 395 days (13 months) less than the Bank’s
overall experience with GEF projects and some 274 days (9 months) less than its experience with
“blended” projects. The Bank’s experience with “freestanding” GEF projects surpasses the
Bank’s 730-day (24- month) standard by almost 548 days (18 months).

23. UNDP: UNDP provided a sample of 48 full-sized projects that have reached project
start-up since 1995, which represents about 30 percent of UNDP' s active GEF full-sized project
portfolio. The average overall elapsed time for these projects was approximately 1,241 days
(41 months). Additional data provided by UNDP indicated that the elapsed time for the time
from pipeline entry to work program inclusion has been increasing over the last 2 years, but that
the time from work program inclusion to project start- up has decreased dightly. This suggests
that by developing detailed and thorough project documents for Council approval UNDP can
reduce the time needed to move projects to implementation. For complete data, see Table 2 in
Appendix C.

24. UNEP: Inits Project Implementation Report for FY 2004, UNEP provided information
on 28 projects that had been approved between 1997 and 2005. The data places UNEP' s el apsed
time record sgquarely within the range of the other implementing agencies. The overall elapsed
time from approval of the project development fund (PDF-B) to project approval by UNEP
(project start-up) is 1,156 days (38 months). Aswith UNDP and the World Bank, UNEP's
largest expenditure of time is on project preparation and appraisal. UNEP' s data shows varied
but approximately consistent amounts of time required from one year to the next to move from

3 Draft Report on Elapsed Time Analysis of World Bank GEF Projects ( January 12, 2005)
4 «“Blended” projectsare WB GEF projects that are packaged with a Bank investment loan.
® Each year regional offices commit to specific Bank Board dates for loans and credits.



GEF approva to implementing agency approval/project start-up. In general, a clear message can
be distilled: the overal increase in the amount of time it takes UNEP to develop a full-sized GEF
project and initiate its implementation is due primarily to the amount of time it takes to do the
planning and design of projects rather than the time spent on their appraisal and approval. For
complete data, see Table 3 in Appendix C.

Summary of Implementing Agency Experience

25.  Thisreview of elapsed times for each of the implementing agencies establishes the basis
for making a rough estimate for the duration of the GEF project cycle as awhole. The chart
below is derived from the elapsed time data discussed above for each implementing agency.
Based on this information, the average elapsed time for each of the stages of the cycle leading to
project start-up is roughly the following: pipeline entry to work program inclusion/Council
approval 621 days (20.4 months) and Council approval to project start- up 548 days (18 months).
So it takes roughly 1,168 days (38.4 months or 3.2 years) to develop a GEF project.

Table 2.1 Implementing Agency Experience of Average Elapsed Time of GEF Project Cycle (days)

Project Cycle Pipeline/ Council Council/ IA Approval Project Start-up | Total
World Bank 465 493 186 1,144
UNDP 669 578 - 1,247
UNEP 730 365 - 1,095
Average Elapsed Time 621 487 61 1,168

Note: For both UNDP and UNEP, IA approval virtually coincides with project start-up.
Experience with Focal Areas

26.  The program performance studies prepared for the biodiversity, international waters, and
climate change focal areasin 2004 offer a view of the duration of the project cycle for each area.
The findings for the biodiversity and international water focal areas show dightly longer elapsed
times than the overall 1A averages presented above, but the differences are not great enough to
raise doubts about the overall findings. The report on climate change comments on the lengthy
project cycle but does not offer an analysis of elapsed time data.

27. Biodiversity: The 2004 Biodiversity Program Study examined project cycle timeframes,
and the data used for this analysis was drawn from this report. See Table 4 in Appendix C for
complete data. The overal average for these biodiversity projects is ot notably different from
the averages for all types of full-sized projects: 1,278 days compared to 1,168 days.

28.  The 2004 Biodiversity Program Study points out that there are two interesting trends
when the data is broken down over time. First, for both full-sized and medium- sized projects,
the GEF approval process has been taking longer in recent years when compared to GEF's early
years. Thisis possibly due to the expanded review process and increasing complexity of
projects. The second trend is that for full-sized projects the time to work program inclusion has
increased, while time from work program inclusion to CEO endorsement has decreased. This
could be due to projects being at more advanced stages of preparation at work program inclusion.

29. International Waters: The 2004 International Waters Program Study only examined the
development time for projects endorsed by the CEO from 2002 to 2004. Broken down by 1A, it
appears that compared to their preparation times overall, the World Bank and UNEP have both



taken longer to prepare international waters projects. UNDP has taken less time, however; the
International Waters Program Study attributes UNDP s shorter experience with these projects to
UNDP s recent attempts to streamline its internal approval process.

30. Climate Change: The additional data UNDP presented for this review, shown in Table 2
of Appendix C, alowed alimited comparison of climate change projects with projects from the
other focal aress.

Focal Area Summary

31.  The comparison indicates that UNDP elapsed time record for these projects is best with
regard to climate change (1,044 days) and longest with international waters (1,399 days), with
biodiversity being closer to international waters. Data examined in this review shows that
biodiversity projects do not appear to take significantly longer to move to implementation than
projects in the other GEF focal areas. In general, international waters projects tend to involve
complex multinational ingtitutional coordination that extends the time they take to reach project
start-up. In the case of climate change, the elapsed time will depend to a great extent on the
degree to which the project involves new and untested technologies or is predicated on market
conditions being ripe for a design or financia innovation.

Regional Experience

32. Both the World Bank and UNDP provided information on the elapsed time for projects
developed in different geographic regions. The Bank’s review shows that projects developed in
the Africa Region took the longest to move to project start-up. In UNDP' s experience, Africa
and Latin America (approximately 1,400 days each) take the longest for pipeline entry to work
program inclusion. This snapshot offers a general pattern, but no conclusions about the causes of
longer elapsed times in one region or another. 1n general, however, the institutional capacity of
the recipient country would have a marked effect on the elapsed times for project preparation®.

Factor s Affecting the Duration of the Project Cycle

33.  Thefactors that affect the duration the GEF project cycle are so numerous and varied that
it is not possible to identify just one or two culprits whose reform might shorten the time
required to prepare GEF projects and bring them to implementation. Nevertheless, the duration
of the cycle can be explained by examining its structural complexity, the factors that come into
play in the preparation of projects, and the decision making process at the level of the GEF
Secretariat. Through these three windows, one can view a more complete picture of the factors
that interact to influence the duration of the cycle.

Complexity of the GEF Structure and Process

34.  The GEF isacomplex, multilayered institution. It is not only governed by its own
policies, procedures, and program requirements, but dependent, by design, upon the

6 Another Factor reported by the World Bank’ sinternal review isthe presence of alarge number of regional projects
in Africa, which take longer to prepare.
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performances of avariety of other institutions with separate identities and behavioral
characteristics. Each of these actors is governed by its own policies and procedures and interna
political and bureaucratic idiosyncrasies, and the behavior of each influences the performance of
the whole system. This may seem like an obvious point, but it should not be dismissed,
especially for the GEF, whose global environmental objectives and institutional design are not
commonly or easily understood in many of the countries seeking its financia support. To design
an acceptable GEF project and successfully navigate the ingtitutional processes is no easy task,
and there can be many delays along the way. This picture of complexity is the context that
defines the GEF, and it is this context that can be said to generate many of the individual factors
that affect the duration of the project cycle.

35. Each of the phases of the project cycle involves awide variety of activities and generates
considerable interaction between implementing agency and project proponents on matters
ranging from fundamental issues of national policy and financial commitment to more mundane
matters of consultant contracting, the scope and sufficiency of technical work, and coordination
among the public and private entities involved in the project. Past evaluations and the work
conducted for this review have identified the major factors that determine how expeditiously
these activities can be carried out.

36. Requirements for GEF projects may inject alevel of difficulty into project preparation
and appraisal that would not be the case for more conventional technical assistance or investment
loan projects. The characteristics of GEF projects most often cited as causing delays are a)
determining baseline conditions for calculating impacts and global benefits, b) coordinating
stakeholder participation, c) establishing implementation partnerships, and d) securing co-
financing. Another of the magjor causes of delaysin all three of these stages of the project cycle
isthe capacity of the project proponent (i.e., governmental or non-governmental organization).
Furthermore obtaining project approval from GEF Focal Pointsmay also cause delaysin the
process.

37.  As has been observed in other contexts, this review identified a number of factors
affecting a small number of projects that are well beyond the control of the implementing agency
project team or the GEF. These have to do with political or military instability, personnel
changes in governmental bureaucracies, and local elections. Datais not available to analyze the
full effect these factors have on GEF projects on average.’

Management of the Project Cycle

38. Implementing Agencies. The process for review and approval of GEF projects within the
implementing agencies is complex in its own right and includes steps that are essential to fulfill
the technical and fiduciary responsihilities of the implementing agencies. A closer look at the
internal implementing agency project cycles could reveal additional areas for improvement that
would have positive implications of the GEF process as a whole. However, unless major

It may be possible that afew outlier projects are having a considerable effect because yearly cohorts of projects are
small. Nonethel ess the Office does not have sufficient information at thispoint to properly assess the impact of
outliers across the portfolio. The coming evaluation of the project cycle will further explore the issue of the
significance of outliers.
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changes in the project cycle are instituted, the effort necessary to undertake such an exercise may
be greater than the benefit ultimately realized.

39. The GEF Secretariat: The central question is whether the GEF Secretariat conducts its
review process in an expeditious manner. At first glance, the answer would appear to be that
GEF Secretariat decision making and reviews do not represent a major drag on the process of
project preparation and approval. Although few projects submitted for work program are
rejected or deferred (7 and 9 percent, respectively), the question remains whether GEF
Secretariat reviews exceed the time periods stipulated in the Program Management Bulletin.
Evidence of the extent of the delays that occur in the GEF Secretariat’s review process can be
found in information provided by the World Bank.

40. TheWorld Bank’s analysis of the data shows that there were delays in the circulation of
consolidated Council comments on two work programs; for example, fewer that 20 percent of
PDF-Bs were approved by the CEO within the established 5-day service standard. However, a
look at the average length of the delays reflected in the data provided by the Bank offers aless
alarming picture of the performance of the GEF Secretariat. Delays affecting Block B PDFs were
11 days (less than 2 work weeks) for receiving CEO approval.

41.  Ascurrently observed, delaysin the GEF review process do not account for a significant
portion of the total elapsed time in the project cycle. Such delays tend to occur in the early
pipeline and PDF-B stages of the project cycle and result from the need to resolve issues of
technical quality and eligibility. For some projects, however, delays can occur that cause
projects to miss work program submissions or, in the case of delays at CEO endorsement, force
an implementing agency to run up against tight deadlines for submissions to its internal board for
approval. Given the nature of the data, there is no way to calculate what the cumulative result of
these delays might be. Undoubtedly, some delays are caused by bureaucratic inefficiencies, and
there is a need to reach a clear understanding of the respective roles of the GEF Secretariat and
implementing agency in these reviews and approach them with greater clarity, consistency,
coordination, and oversight on the part of GEF Secretariat management. But the GEF
Secretariat’ s review also provides a crucial quality control function that should not be forgotten
in the drive to simplify and speed up the project cycle. Asdiscussed earlier in this chapter,
technical weaknesses continue to be found in the GEF portfolio of projects.

42. Pipeline Management: In 2004, the GEF Secretariat initiated a new approach to
managing the pipeline that sheds light on the reasons some projects may take so long to reach
approval and implementation. A recent review identified some 72 projects that had been in the
pipeline for over 3 years without moving beyond the concept stage to work program inclusion.
The projects had been held up for a variety of reasons ranging from difficult political,
institutional, and technical issues to bureaucratic neglect.

43. In order to address this problem, the GEF Secretariat instituted a more aggressive
approach to pipeline management. This “use or lose” policy on the part of the GEF Secretariat
should have aripple effect that may do a great deal to discipline and expedite the development
and approva of GEF projects overall.
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Recommendations
Considerations for the Future

44.  Theimmediate potentia for reducing the duration of the project cycle appears to be
improving its management by both the GEF Secretariat and the implemerting agencies. While
such improvements may not produce radical decreases in the amount of time required to develop
GEF projects, they could introduce a more disciplined and transparent process. Although the
GEF Secretariat and implementing agencies should deepen their understanding of the strengths
and weaknesses of the existing management process before embarking on such a course of
action, a number of critical suggestions have emerged from this review and should be
considered. These include:

Increase the transparency in the project approval process. Making information on
the status of project proposals available and transparent would significantly reduce
the confusion about and criticism directed at the implementing agencies and GEF
Secretariat and would likely help reduce the time necessary for projects to reach
implementation. Although some parties may be reluctant to fully divulge this type
of information, in essence by making information on the status of projects available,
project proponentswould be better able to address legitimate concerns or questions
about a project. Asit stands, when proponents are unable to find out the status of a
project proposal, they have no clear path to address concerns regarding a project’s
development.

One possibility for developing this transparency would be to establish and maintain
integrated project information databases within the GEF Secretariat and the |A/EAS
that would enable task leaders, focal area managers, and the GEF and implementing
agency coordinators to record and monitor the critical milestones in the project
development and use this information for routinely reporting on project progress. A
secure Web-based project development database could be created that would enable
project proponents to view current proposal status.

This level of process evolution would likely require a decision from the GEF
Council to ensure the proper level of support, coordination, and cooperation from
all relevant parties.

To take this process one step further, the GEF should continuously review and
improve the clarity and accessibility of GEF guidance materials and the
transparency of the GEF project cycle for interested public and potential project
proponents.

Firmly institute a more aggressive management approach to monitoring the
progress of projects through the pipeline. A number of actions would be required to
put such an approach in place. This should include clarifying the roles and
responsibilities of GEF Secretariat and implementing agency staff in the project
review and approval process and establishing clear and commonly understood
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business standards for the duration of critical processing steps in the project cycle at
the implementing agency and GEF Secretariat levels of responsibility. Within this
framework, GEF program managers and implementing agency task managers
should be routinely accountable for meeting business standards, reporting on project
progress, and explaining the nature of delays for the projec