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FOREWORD

very four years, the Global Environment Facility (GEF) is replenished by its donors. Each replenishment

process has been informed by independent overall performance studies of the GEF. These studies have

developed into authoritative reviews of the state of the art and of available knowledge on the function-
ing and results of the GEF. Previous reviews were undertaken by teams of independent experts; this Fourth
Overall Performance Study (OPS4) was, for the first time in the study series’ history, undertaken by a GEF
entity itself: the GEF Evaluation Office. This authorship stems from the recognition that the Office — which
became independent in 2004 and from that point reported directly to the GEF Council — could provide a
perspective independent from that of the Secretariat, the GEF Agencies, GEF donors and recipients, and other
GEF partners and stakeholders.

Another first for the study series is that OPS4 tackles the issue of the impact of completed GEF projects. It is
clear that the GEF cannot, on its own, bring about solutions to the major global environmental problems of
our time. The amount of funding is simply not enough, and these solutions have to be accomplished by the
governments and local communities of recipient countries and through actions in the developed world. How-
ever, evaluative evidence shows that most of the GEF’s finished projects have achieved satisfactory progress
toward impact. When the follow-up is in place that ensures the up-scaling of these achievements, longer term
effects and impacts can be realized.

Given the comparatively small role that the GEF can play, it has to be catalytic to ensure that any success will
be replicated on a scale that will make a difference. Evaluative evidence on this catalytic role shows that the
GEF modalities will strongly support up-scaling: first, the enabling environment is created through founda-
tional interventions, in which regulatory frameworks, policies, and national priorities are developed; then
demonstration of new technologies, market changes, or new approaches to interaction with the environ-
ment are put in place; and, lastly, investments ensure the national implementation or up-scaling of these
new approaches. Unfortunately, the same evidence reveals that the GEF did not have sufficient funds to apply
all of these modalities in all recipient countries. Least developed countries and small island developing states
especially have not progressed far in terms of demonstration and investment.

viii



Two Senior Independent Evaluation Advisors supported OPS4 and the Council by providing external per-
spectives at key points. Their review of the final report has been included as an appendix to the full OPS4
report and can be found on the CD-ROM and the GEF Evaluation Office Web site ( ). On one
important issue, a difference of opinion between the Office and these advisors emerged. The new meth-
odology of reviewing impact delivered a verdict on the GEF’s finished portfolio that the advisors interpreted
more negatively than did the Office. The Evaluation Office concluded that any finished project that exhibited
a moderately satisfactory situation enabling longer term impacts was poised to make “moderate prog-

ress toward impact.” The advisors felt that only projects that showed fully satisfactory situations should be
qualified as such. The Office’s interpretation has been retained in the final OPS4 report because the recog-
nized international rating of good outcomes of projects starts at “moderately satisfactory” rather than “fully
satisfactory”; consequently, it did not seem appropriate to shift the goalposts for impacts to a higher rating
level. Nonetheless, this point, along with several others made by the advisors, is of great relevance to the next
overall performance study. The Office will ensure that all these ideas are considered in the fifth OPS, just as
important issues identified by the High Level Advisory Panel for OPS3 were taken up by the Evaluation Office
in the present study.

The Evaluation Office remains solely responsible for the contents of this report.

' 2D

Rob D. van den Berg

Director, Evaluation Office
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MAIN CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

ADDED VALUE
OF THE GEF




HIGHLIGHTS

B Global environmental problems are worsening rather than improving: from climate change to
species extinction; from pollution to degraded ecosystem services to provide water, food, and
air; to new threats to the ozone layer. Since these problems concern public goods, public funding
must play a key role in addressing the issues. However, while the money available for interna-
tional cooperation has increased substantially in recent years, funding for the environment in
general and for the Global Environment Facility (GEF) in particular has decreased in real terms.

B Evidence of the GEF's underfunding lies in the growing number of assessments that show
that the costs of solving global environmental issues are increasing dramatically. GEF fund-
ing, together with realized cofunding, is by far insufficient to breach the gap. This is the first
dimension of underfunding of the GEF.

B The GEF is a financial instrument for several multilateral environmental agreements. These
agreements have asked the GEF to support recipient countries on issues and at levels the GEF
currently is not able to finance. This is the second dimension of underfunding of the GEF.

B The GEF performs its catalytic role in a primary support modality by helping governments
address global environmental issues in their countries through enabling and foundational
activities that lead to changes in national policies, agendas, and priorities. In a second modal-
ity of support, the GEF demonstrates how new policies could lead to improved environmental
management and market changes. In a third support modality, successful approaches are scaled
up to a national level. In the least developed countries, small island developing states, and
fragile states, the GEF has not moved sufficiently into demonstration and scaling up, because
the level of resources available to it do not allow this. This is the third dimension of underfund-
ing of the GEF.

B In GEF-3, the average duration of project approval reached the unacceptable time of more
than four years. Provided quality standards were met, approval was granted on a first-come,
first-served basis. However, if there was no money available for projects, the proposals had to
wait — often, a very long time. Changing to a resource allocation system, which occurred in
GEF-4, did not fundamentally address this problem. Rather, it now means that project proposals
have to wait until they can even be entered into the pipeline. This is the fourth dimension of
underfunding of the GEF.

B As the Fourth Overall Performance Study (OPS4) shows, the GEF brings clear added value to its
role of solving global environmental problems. Its unique position as a financial mechanism of
multilateral environmental agreements enables it to focus on priorities that have been agreed
upon internationally and directly influence national governments on these issues. Its modalities
are catalytic on three levels of support: foundation, demonstration, and investment. Its projects
achieve a high level of satisfactory outcomes, and these outcomes show a high level of progress
toward global environmental benefits. The GEF is achieving its mandate and objectives.



The successful outcomes and strong implementation of GEF support should not be a surprise,
given the generally good reputation of the GEF Agencies. However, it is only through their
partnership with the GEF that many of the Agencies tackle global environmental problems
— the environment is not the core mandate of most of the GEF Agencies. The added value of
the partnership therefore lies in bringing proven expertise and capacity to countries to tackle
problems through internationally agreed-upon strategies.

Implementation of projects is more successful if there is national ownership. Progress toward
global environmental benefits crucially depends on ongoing and long-term support from gov-
ernments, civil society, the private sector, and local communities after a project has terminated.

Before projects can start their promising march toward impact, they need to go through a pain-
ful process of identification and approval; it is this preimplementation phase that has given the
GEF a reputation of being unable to deliver. A reform process was set in motion in 2006; this
needs to be completed. Ongoing tensions in the GEF partnership among the Secretariat, the
Agencies, and countries are mostly focused on preimplementation phase issues. These prob-
lems can and must be solved.

The partnership model and the catalytic role of the GEF are in line with approaches advocated in
the Paris Declaration and the Accra Agenda for Action for improving aid effectiveness and country
ownership. However, the modus operandi of the GEF through project support is not similarly in
sync; the GEF needs to move toward a programmatic mode of operation. Programming in the GEF
has historically been at the focal area level. The introduction of the Resource Allocation Frame-
work (RAF) has occasioned a shift toward national programming. This shift should be completed.

Unique among international institutions, the GEF has independently verified evaluative
evidence on the progress toward impact of its full portfolio. From this, lessons and indicators
should be derived for a results-based management framework, including with regard to moni-
toring, evaluation, scientific advice, and learning. Thus fortified, a results-based management
framework will enable the GEF to report on performance, outcomes, progress toward impact,
and global environmental benefits achieved.

If the move is made toward national programming of support, the GEF would be capable of
channeling substantial amounts toward agreed-upon global environmental benefits through
the GEF Agencies, most of which have a solid track record of delivering high levels of support
to countries. It is of course possible to channel the same amounts directly through the Agencies
rather than through the GEF; by so doing, however, the focus on global environmental benefits
could be reduced or even lost, because this focus is not most Agencies’ primary concern.

OPS4 supports the highest level of replenishment for the GEF, provided that the GEF-5 replen-
ishment recommendations include strong proposals concerning programming, efficiency, and
partnership.



he Global Environment Facility is replenished

by donors every four years. These replenish-

ments are informed by GEF achievements to
that point. Overall performance studies have been
undertaken since the GEF's pilot phase to provide
such information; the fifth replenishment of the
GEF will thus be informed by this Fourth Overall
Performance Study. The study’s aim is to provide
an assessment of the extent to which the GEF is
achieving its objectives and to identify potential
improvements. The study was conducted by the
GEF Evaluation Office, except for some substudies
on issues that would pose a conflict of interest for
the Office, such as reviews of the functioning of the
GEF Council and the GEF Monitoring and Evalua-
tion Policy (GEF EO 2006b), which it authored. The
Office is independent from GEF management and
reports directly to the GEF Council.

OPS4 began in early 2008 with gradual develop-
ment of and consultations on key questions and
an approach paper. The terms of reference were
approved by the GEF Council in September 2008;’
the actual effort, as approved in the Evaluation
Office work program, began in July 2008. With
some exceptions, data gathering and analysis
ended on June 30, 2009, after which drafting of
the final report was undertaken.

The main findings, conclusions, and recommenda-
tions are presented in this first section of the report,
which functions as a substantive executive sum-
mary. The remainder of the report is divided into
four sections. The second section, “The GEF in

a Changing World,” provides an overview of the
international context in which the GEF operates.
Its chapters delineate global issues, cover resource
mobilization internationally and for the GEF in
particular, present evidence of guidance from the
environmental conventions, and describe the GEF's
catalytic role. The section ends with a discussion of

1 See appendix B.

programming issues in the GEF, placed in the con-
text of the international agenda toward stronger
country ownership. Section 3, “Progress Toward
Impact,” brings together evidence on the relevance
to the conventions and results in the GEF focal
areas of climate change, biodiversity, international
waters, ozone layer depletion, persistent organic
pollutants (POPs), and land degradation, as well as
multifocal area activities. Section 4, “Issues Affect-
ing Results,” deals with performance, learning, and
resource management. Section 5, “Governance
and Partnership,” addresses governance and part-
nership concerns in the GEF.

The OPS4 work was organized in five clusters. The
first cluster assessed the role and added value

of the GEF through a desk review of available
literature, documents, and reports, complemented
with interviews. The results of the GEF constituted
the second cluster for assessment: the concrete,
measurable, and verifiable results (outcomes and
impacts) of the GEF in its six focal areas and in mul-
tifocal area efforts, and how these achievements
relate to the intended results of interventions and
to the problems at which they were targeted. This
cluster was built on existing evaluative evidence
from country portfolio evaluations and case studies
as well as on a new review of outcomes to impact
for all finished projects since the Third Overall
Performance Study (OPS3). The third cluster
consisted of an assessment of the relevance of the
GEF to the global conventions and to recipient
countries, and was mainly based on desk reviews
of documents and reports, enhanced and verified
through interviews, country and Agency visits, and
stakeholder opinions. Performance issues affecting
GEF results were assessed in the fourth cluster on
the basis of existing evaluation reports, extensive
interviews with stakeholders, and some additional
case studies. Resource mobilization and financial



management at the GEF level were the focus of the
fifth cluster, which was based on data and portfo-
lio analysis, desk reviews, and expert involvement in
analysis and reporting.

The methodological approach and scope dif-

fered by cluster and often by question within
clusters. The OPS4 Web pages (accessed through
www.gefeo.org) and CD-ROM provide approach
papers, protocols, methodological handbooks, sub-
study technical papers, and guidelines on all major
areas of OPS4, as well as on most of its case studies.

OPS4 builds on OPS3 and the 24 evaluations con-
ducted by the Office since 2004, as well as 28 case
studies and technical reports. The full portfolio of
GEF projects, activities, and project proposals from
the pilot phase through June 30, 2009, has been
analyzed. Evidence on progress toward impact was
gathered from 205 completed projects. From these
inputs, along with the 9 additional case studies
and 10 project visits undertaken specifically for this
study as field reviews of progress to impact, OPS4
incorporates evaluative evidence from 57 countries,
with varying degrees of depth and intensity, and
evidence from visits to 51 medium- and full-size
projects, as well as to 107 projects of the GEF Small
Grants Programme (SGP).

Consultations were held with representatives of

all GEF stakeholders to ensure that their perspec-
tives could be taken into account. Meetings with
GEF focal points and representatives of civil society
organizations took place in all regions in which the
GEF operates. Furthermore, four GEF interagency
meetings were held to discuss progress at key
OPS4 milestones (implementation start, finaliza-
tion of methodological approaches, delivery of

the interim report, and presentation of preliminary
findings). The primary GEF partners — the GEF
Secretariat, the GEF Agencies, the GEF Trustee, and
the Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel (STAP)
— were consulted to determine and resolve any

remaining factual errors and errors of analysis in the
draft OPS4 report. A Quality Assurance Peer Group
reviewed interim OPS4 products. Two Senior Inde-
pendent Evaluation Advisors provided advice on
both the interim report and the final OPS4 report.

The terms of reference for OPS4 were highly ambi-
tious. At several junctures, OPS4 encountered the
limits of what it could do with existing data and
evaluative evidence within the time available and
the budgets for the substudies. These limitations
meant that, on some important points, this report
is not able to answer all key questions fully. Many
of these issues will be taken up by the Evaluation
Office — or in some cases perhaps by the Secretar-
iat, the STAP, or the Trustee — in the coming years
in the evaluation programming for the fifth GEF
replenishment (GEF-5, 2010-15). The advice of the
Senior Independent Evaluation Advisors may throw
additional light on potential further exploration of
the material for the benefit of future decision mak-
ing, as well as propose improvements for the Fifth
Overall Performance Study.

An important limitation lies in the use of the GEF
Project Management Information System (PMIS) for
data on the full GEF portfolio. While the current
database is an improvement over the previous sys-
tem for basic data, much of the detailed informa-
tion is still not fully reliable, as was discovered in the
last phase of OPS4. The Secretariat made a valiant
effort to update the database in late June and early
July 2009, but further improvements are needed.

The achievements of the GEF are mainly revealed
through finished projects, which are all indepen-
dently evaluated or independently verified. OPS4
studied all projects that provided terminal evalua-
tions from fiscal year (FY) 2004.2 Certain limitations

2 The GEF fiscal year begins July 1 and ends June 30.
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hamper the terminal evaluations, as discussed in
the annual performance reports of the Evaluation
Office. Through additional work (field verifica-
tions, case studies, and further documentation),
these evaluations have been the basis of much of
the results-oriented work of OPS4. This thrust has
meant that the newer focal areas of POPs and land
degradation are underrepresented in OPS4. More
importantly, the new GEF Agencies are not yet suf-
ficiently represented in this cohort of projects to
allow for a full assessment of their achievements.

OPS4 was not able to gather sufficient evidence
on the involvement of civil society organiza-
tions and the private sector in GEF opera-
tions. The Evaluation Office’s Midterm Review

of the Resource Allocation Framework (GEF EO
2008) concluded that, in biodiversity and climate
change, the involvement of both civil society
organizations and the private sector has declined.
There is no evidence reviewed during OPS4 that
challenges this conclusion. However, the Office’s
impact evaluation on ozone-depleting substances
(ODS) shows a strong involvement of the private
sector in that focal area, and the SGP remains
dedicated to the involvement of local communities
and organizations. More should be said on the
matter, but this will have to be explored in future
evaluations.

The issue of cost-effectiveness continues to be
problematic, as it is in almost all international
organizations. To establish cost-effectiveness,
comparable measurements must be applicable for
comparable activities and products or outcomes.
Benchmarking can only be carried out credibly in
comparable markets for comparable products, and
the arena for international cooperation on global
environmental issues does not qualify as such. For
this reason, OPS4 does not venture beyond calculat-
ing the cost-effectiveness of greenhouse gas (GHG)
reductions in the energy efficiency and renewable
energy portfolios of the climate change focal area.

OPS4 had no time and budget available to begin
a comparison with other organizations or other
modes of GHG reduction, and no simple compari-
sons were available.

On progress toward impact, the new review
methodology shows great promise, and OPS4 fully
supports the findings reported on in section 3 of
this report, but new methodologies almost inevi-
tably run into fine-tuning problems. In some focal
areas, foundational activities were not reviewed:; in
others, they were. The time needed to correct this
was not available. Care was taken to ensure that
this disparity was reflected in the qualitative assess-
ment of the results. The results are not always pre-
sented in the most user-friendly manner; this also
must be developed further. The Evaluation Office
will continue to address this issue in consultation
with the GEF partners.

The focus on progress toward impact in OPS4
necessitated limitation of the study to the three
main Implementing Agencies of the GEF: the World
Bank, the United Nations Development Programme,
and the United Nations Environment Programme.
The seven new Agencies that are now substantially
increasing their share in the GEF do not have a suf-
ficient number of finished projects to allow for any
conclusions yet.

On human, financial, and administrative
resource management, OPS4 presents some
progress and delivers some recommendations on
how to proceed, but it does not claim to provide a
full overview. Nevertheless, the current discussion
could serve as a basis for further work. The cost
comparison to other organizations is an example of
a preliminary identification of an issue that should
be explored in the future.

In the years since OPS3, the GEF Evaluation Office
has presented two evaluations to the Council that
highlighted major issues for reform in the GEF. The



first was the 2006 Joint Evaluation of the GEF Activ-
ity Cycle and Modalities (GEF EO 2007c), which
concluded that GEF identification and approval of
projects was inefficient and ineffective, and that
these processes were broken beyond repair. This
conclusion led to a full reform of the cycle which is
not yet finished or fully visible, given the relatively
short time that has passed since reform was initi-
ated. OPS4 therefore does not contain a verdict on
whether the reformed cycle is now adequate and
efficient, although initial findings point in a positive
direction.

The second evaluation was the Midterm Review

of the RAF (GEF EO 2008), presented to the GEF
Council in November 2008. This evaluation con-
cluded that the RAF system was too complex, not
sufficiently transparent, and too costly, leading to
a low level of utilization in many countries; further,
it features rigid and skewed implementation rules,
resulting in complaints and tensions. Consequently,
a new system is in preparation for GEF-5, which is
currently under discussion.

Because efforts to improve the key GEF decision
points in the project cycle and the discussion on

a new allocation system are ongoing, OPS4 has
not devoted many pages to repeating the findings
of these two earlier evaluations, but here reiter-
ates that improvements are essential to achieve

a better functioning GEF in the programming

and preapproval phases of key decisions on GEF
funding.

The GEF Trust Fund has been the primary source

of funds for grants made by the GEF. The GEF also
manages the Least Developed Countries Fund
(LDCF) and the Special Climate Change Fund
(SCCF). Including disbursements from the SCCF and
the LDCF, the GEF has, since its inception, provided
funding of approximately $8.77 billion, of which
97.9 percent ($8.59 billion) is from the GEF Trust
Fund and the remainder from the LDCF and the
SCCF (table 1.1).3

The majority of projects that have been funded
from the GEF Trust Fund are in the biodiversity
focal area (table 1.2). In dollar terms, however, the
biodiversity share is almost identical to that of the
climate change focal area: together, these two focal
areas account for about a third of GEF funding
committed to date (table 1.3). During GEF-3 and
GEF-4, the share of funding allocated to these areas
declined as that for multifocal projects increased;
however, many of these multifocal projects, particu-
larly those conducted through the SGP modality,
addressed climate change and biodiversity con-
siderations. Resource utilization in climate change
and biodiversity has slowed slightly following the
establishment of the RAF.

3 Table 1.1 includes data on all of these funds; the other
tables and figures in this report include data for the
GEF Trust Fund only. Throughout, data may not sum
to totals because of rounding.

TABLE 1.1 GEF PROJECT FUNDING BY FUND (MILLION $)

GEF Trust Fund 1,228
LDCF 0
SCCF 0
Total 726 1,228

Source: GEF PMIS, through June 30, 2009.

1,857 2,784 1,996 8,590
0 6 88 95
0 14 72 87
1,857 2,804 2,156 8,772



TABLE 1.2 NUMBER OF PROJECTS BY FOCAL AREA

FOCAL AREA PILOT PHASE mmm (c] ALL PHASES

Climate change

Biodiversity 57
International waters 13
Ozone layer depletion 2
Persistent organic pollutants 0
Land degradation 0
Multifocal 1
All focal areas 114

Source: GEF PMIS, through June 30, 2009.

TABLE 1.3 GEF FUNDING BY FOCAL AREA

FUNDING
FOCAL AREA (MILLION $)| %

Climate change 2,743 31.9
Biodiversity 2,792 325
International waters 1,065 12.4
Ozone layer depletion 180 2.1
Persistent organic pollutants 358 4.2
Land degradation 339 3.9
Multifocal 1,114 13.0
All focal areas 8,591 100.0

Source: GEF PMIS, through June 30, 2009.

A remarkable trend in terms of GEF funding by
Agency has been the decline in share for the World
Bank. During the GEF’s pilot phase, the World

Bank accounted for 58.3 percent of GEF funding.
Its share has been declining steadily since. The

pace of decline accelerated during GEF-4, and the
World Bank now accounts for less than a fourth of
total funding provided by the GEF (figure 1.1). The
diminution in the World Bank share is spread across
all GEF focal areas.

The GEF provides funding through four basic
modalities: full-size projects, medium-size projects,
enabling activities, and small grants (through the
SGP). Full-size projects account for 87 percent of

215
286 240 157 946
47 48 51 172
7 3 2 26
45 96 59 200
0 45 31 76
28 195 80 310
628 793 476 2,389

GEF project funding. In recent years, there has been
some increase in the share of SGP funding; this

is because SGP funding is front loaded — that is,
funds are made available to the SGP for further dis-
tribution through grants, whereas project concepts
funded through other modalities need to be fully
developed before funding can be approved. When
the GEF-4 replenishment period ends, the SGP

FIGURE 1.1 GEF FUNDING SHARE BY AGENCY
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Nations Development Programme; UNEP = United Nations Envi-
ronment Programme.



relative share will revert back to its GEF-3 level. The
share of enabling activities has dropped substan-
tially in GEF-4 from previous periods (table 1.4); this
is because of changes in convention requirements.

Figure 1.2 shows changes in GEF funding share
by regions across the GEF phases. From GEF-3 to
GEF-4, there was a substantial increase in the share
of funding for Asia, while funding to Europe and
Central Asia dropped significantly; this is explained
by a phasing out of support for ozone layer deple-
tion projects and the accession of several countries
to the European Union, as a result of which their
need for support was reduced. The shares for

FIGURE 1.2 GEF FUNDING SHARE BY REGION
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Africa and for Latin America and the Caribbean
have remained stable over time. There has been
some decline in the share of interregional projects
funded.

THE GEF IN A CHANGING WORLD

OPS4 places the GEF in the context of international
environmental trends. New scientific information
shows that many environmental problems are
increasing rather than decreasing, which leads to
the first conclusion of OPS4.

Global environmental trends continue to

spiral downward.

The end of GEF-4 and the onset of a new replenish-
ment coincide with a period in which the planet is
facing unprecedented challenges on many fronts.
Continuation of the essential services supplied by
the Earth’s healthy ecosystems — including the pro-
vision of food, fuel, and fiber; the regulation of cli-
mate and water; and support of primary functions
such as soil formation and nutrient cycling — is no
longer ensured. The demands of our ever-growing
human population for food, water, and energy and
the inevitable escalating pressures brought to bear

TABLE 1.4 GEF FUNDING BY MODALITY (MILLION $)

MODALITY PILOT PHASE mmm GEF4 ALL PHASES

Full-size projects 1,126
Medium-size projects 0 7
Enabling activities 35 69
SGP 13 26
Total 726 1,228

Source: GEF PMIS, through June 30, 2009.

1,566 2,351 1,719 7,440
124 136 104 371
91 132 7 334
75 165 166 446
1,857 2,784 1,996 8,590



in meeting these needs have ushered in an era of
growing threats to the overall security of our life
support systems. This unprecedented stress on our
ecological infrastructure places the guarantee of
continued ecosystem services under severe threat.
In so doing, it puts at risk the health, livelihoods,
and well-being of all people — especially the
world’s poorest and most vulnerable inhabitants.
The failure of market forces to ensure the sustain-
ability of our global economy and the desperate
need to lift billions out of poverty only add to this
instability and signal a clear and urgent call for
redoubling effective, innovative, and catalytic action
to halt and reverse these trends.

The GEF was created to provide new and additional
grant and concessional funding to meet the agreed
incremental costs of measures to achieve agreed
global environmental benefits. This mission has
remained in place over the years with the addition
of new partners, focal areas, strategic priorities,
and guidance from the conventions. Given recent
growth in the extent, complexity, and magnitude
of the problems, this mission is more relevant than
ever. Funding needs on global environmental issues
within the GEF mandate are increasing dramatically.
Disbursements for tackling development issues
through international cooperation have increased,
while international funding for environmental issues
— whether global or national — has decreased.
Public funding is vital, because these problems can
only be solved through partnerships with govern-
ments, civil society, the private sector, and local
communities.

Funding levels for global environmental
issues need to rise substantially in order to
tackle increasingly urgent problems.

The world community may decide on ways other
than the GEF to finance and create solutions to

global environmental problems. The first recom-
mendation of OPS4 does not make the case for

the GEF yet; it simply states that the world com-
munity is, at this point in time, not doing enough
to solve the problems, and that this conclusion is
worrying, to say the least. In principle, many solu-
tions are now available and are not beyond current
technical knowledge. The issue may be that the
solutions are expensive and go against ingrained
economic interests. On the other hand, not solving
the problems will be more expensive in the long run
and endangers mankind’s future livelihood on the
planet, posing particular dangers to the poor and to
developing countries.

Increased need has not been sufficient motivation
in the past for GEF funding. Historically, the GEF
has not been very effective in mobilizing resources;
funds for all subsequent replenishments following
GEF-2 have decreased in real terms. Furthermore,
although developed country donors have provided
new and additional funding for global environmen-
tal benefits to developing countries, this has been
insufficient to cover the growing agenda of the GEF
as agreed upon in the conventions.

The GEF has been underfunded since GEF-2,
given the scope of its agenda, the guid-

ance of the conventions, and its mode of
operation.

A variety of evidence indicates that the GEF is
underfunded. Donors have kept their pledges to
the GEF at the same level in both GEF-3 and GEF-4,
reflecting the lower priority they attach to the envi-
ronment in general and to global environmental
issues in particular. The multilateral environmental
agreements the GEF serves, which were agreed

to by these same donors, have continued to ask
more of the GEF; consequently, the GEF is now
only minimally active in many areas. For example,



the strategy for the international waters focal area
requires up-scaling from foundation to demonstra-
tion to catalyzing investment, but its allocation

in GEF-4 went down. Least developed countries,
small island developing states, and fragile states are
receiving insufficient support on demonstration and
investment activities, due to the low levels of alloca-
tions for these countries. Lastly, past project cycle
inefficiencies were often caused by a lack of money
to fund projects that were ready for approval:

when approvals took place on a first-come first-
served basis, proposals had to wait until new funds
became available before they could be approved.

The GEF-5 replenishment needs to offer

a substantial increase over GEF-4, or the
GEF will need to reduce support dramati-
cally to focal areas, groups of countries, or
modalities.

The GEF model of foundational support, demon-
stration, and investment incorporates an organic
growth in funding to countries until a concern for
global environmental issues has been fully incorpo-
rated and mainstreamed in the national sustainable
development agenda. Although some of the larger
recipients of GEF funding are clearly moving in this
direction, it is also obvious that many countries are
still a long way from graduating from the GEF. Also,
many countries in the GEF system are still awaiting
further support on demonstration of approaches,
market barrier removal, and introduction of new
technologies and are not yet ready to scale up

GEF initiatives to the national level. Maintenance
of the same level of funding in GEF-5 would pose
challenges. The review of progress toward impact
shows that the scale of interventions matters and
that several GEF support efforts may have failed
because of lower funding amounts or reduced
geographic scope.

If funding levels remain the same, the GEF would
need to prioritize its support so as to continue to
achieve impact. This prioritization could potentially
involve reducing the number of focal areas, restrict-
ing modalities to certain groups of countries, or
reducing support to a limited group of countries.

The GEF’s link to international environmen-

tal agreements as a financial mechanism is

an added value in tackling global environ-
mental problems.

The GEF has a relatively unique position among
international funding agencies in that it is a finan-
cial mechanism for several multilateral environ-
mental agreements. This gives it a strong mandate
to support actions in countries on global envi-
ronmental issues. On the one hand, with support
from donors, it addresses problems that have been
recognized internationally as urgent; on the other,
the countries that receive support are signatories
to the conventions and have agreed to take action.
In principle, this means that the GEF, donors, and
recipient countries form a strong partnership to
address common goals.

The GEF is the primary funding source for imple-
mentation of the convention on biodiversity, the
convention on POPs, and the convention for com-
bating desertification. New sources of funding have
emerged for climate change initiatives, but they are
not yet fully operational.

The GEF continues to respond to guidance from
the various conventions by adapting its strategies,
policies, and procedures and by approving projects.
Guidance to the GEF continues to accumulate,
although some conventions are moving toward
clustering guidance into strategies. The RAF has
hindered many countries’ access to the GEF, par-
ticularly in the climate change focal area.



Steps have been taken to improve the relationship
between the GEF and the conventions and their
secretariats, but more can and should be done.

The GEF and the conventions need to inter-
act to improve and focus guidance. Guid-
ance should be prioritized at the national
level.

Significant measures have been taken to improve
communication between the GEF and the conven-
tions. This initiative should continue and should
focus on improving the quality of convention
guidance. The GEF's future allocation system should
ensure exclusions for national communications to
the conventions, since these are mandatory and
supposed to be paid in full by the GEF. The GEF
should be responsive to new guidance received
between replenishments, either by including an
unallocated amount in its replenishment or by
accepting additional funds between replenishments
to enable implementation of the new guidance.
Reporting from the GEF to the conventions should
include a critical assessment of the GEF's experience
with project implementation, as well as its experi-
ence with incorporating conference of the parties
guidance into its strategies and program priorities.

National governments should take the lead in priori-
tizing implementation of guidance from the conven-
tions. Issues eligible for GEF support can be identified
through this process. Convention focal points need
further involvement in the GEF at the national level
(that is, GEF committees should require participation
of convention focal points) and at the global level.

The GEF's mode of operation through three
levels of action — foundation, demonstra-
tion, and investment — brings an added

value to its catalytic role.

The GEF's catalytic role — one of its defin-

ing principles as codified in the GEF Instrument
(GEF 2008b) — is embodied in its three-pronged
approach of foundational activities, focusing on
creating an enabling environment; demonstration
activities, which are innovative and show how new
approaches and market changes can work; through
to investment activities that scale these up to a
national level to achieve sustainable global environ-
mental benefits.

OPS4 has categorized all GEF activities from the
pilot phase to June 30, 2009, and concludes

that this foundation-demonstration-investment
approach has worked well in middle-income
countries. In small island developing states, least
developed countries, and fragile states, however,
the GEF is more or less stuck at the level of laying

a foundation for future work, with some efforts
made toward demonstrating innovation and market
barrier removal; investment has been made for
only a few countries in these groups. If the GEF
continues at its current funding level, this practice
will also continue. Because most global benefits can
be gained in middle-income countries, OPS4 does
not advocate ceasing to work in those countries.
But current funding does not allow for support to
grow to levels that would implement good policies,
promise new approaches, and ensure market trans-
formation in many countries.

Proposals to focus more exclusively on demonstra-
tion to the detriment of foundational and investment
activities will reduce the GEF's catalytic effect and

the sustainability of global environmental benefits
achieved. Calculations made in the Evaluation Office’s
ODS impact evaluation show that, without the cata-
lytic role of investments, 40 percent less reduction in
ODS would potentially have been achieved.

The catalytic role of the GEF is well established
at the strategic level, yet has not been translated
into guidance for project design and has not led to



tracking instruments to ensure that these effects
are monitored during implementation and mea-
sured after projects end.

The catalytic role of the GEF can be
strengthened by increasing its funding level
and by incorporating catalytic lessons in
improved guidance and monitoring.

Funding levels in the GEF need to be increased sub-
stantially so it can play its catalytic role to the fullest
extent in all recipient countries, and thereby ensure
that global environmental benefits are achieved.

The GEF's catalytic role is most evident in the strategy
pursued in the international waters focal area;

other focal areas could benefit from incorporating
elements of this strategy. In the climate change and
biodiversity areas, a better recognition of the role of
enabling activities could lead to increased country
ownership of support.

Guidance on how to design, implement, and moni-
tor and evaluate a project in view of its catalytic
role should be encouraged to ensure better track-
ing and measurement of the GEF's catalytic effect.
The Evaluation Office will encourage this by making
its methodological framework, data, and findings
available for further discussion and elaboration
among the GEF partners.

GEF support is relevant to national environ-
mental and sustainable development priori-

ties as well as to international and regional

processes.

Country ownership is one of the GEF principles
related to its relevance to national priorities. OPS4
defined country ownership in terms of the extent
to which GEF support is embedded within national

or local priorities, and found several examples of
such linkages. For example, the GEF has supported
the development and implementation of protected
area systems; has introduced climate change to
national agendas (beginning with enabling activi-
ties); has assisted in the development and imple-
mentation of climate change policies, such as for
energy efficiency and renewable energy, which are
helping countries improve their energy choices;
and has funded the preparation of national imple-
menting plans to help countries identify persis-
tent organic pollutants and bring them into the
national agenda.

Evidence, mainly obtained through country port-
folio evaluations and OPS4 country case studies,
shows that countries have used GEF support

to introduce new environmental policies and
requisite environmental legislation and regula-
tory frameworks. However, for most countries,
the available GEF funding is insufficient for
implementing national priorities and conven-
tion guidance on adaptation, biosafety, and land
degradation.

There is no evidence that the increasing emphasis
on national ownership in the GEF leads to reduced
attention to global environmental issues. On

the other hand, when choosing which issues to
address, there are currently no incentives for coun-
tries to collaborate on regional and transboundary
issues.

The GEF should further develop program-
ming at the national level by supporting the
creation of GEF national committees and
GEF national business plans.

To achieve global environmental benefits, the GEF
and its Agencies collaborate with the GEF's most
important partners: governments, civil society, the



private sector, and local communities in recipient
countries. The average five-year support of a GEF-
funded activity is not enough to ensure sufficient
scale and sustainability of global benefits in energy
efficiency, use of renewable energy, protected
areas, improved land management, reduced threats
to international waters, and reduced threats to the
ozone layer and to the health of humans and the
environment by POPs. In almost all cases, the GEF
sets in motion and starts up activities that need to
be incorporated into policies, strategies, practices,
and livelihoods — activities that rely on input and
decision making from stakeholders in govern-
ment, civil society, the private sector, and local
communities.

The partnership between the GEF and local actors
could be enhanced to strengthen progress toward
impact. The reviews of outcome toward impact
(presented in section 3) show that actions taken
after the conclusion of GEF support will ensure
further progress. Furthermore, outcomes that show
no or little progress may be turned around through
follow-up actions. In many cases, remedial actions
have been taken following suggestions from termi-
nal evaluations. More can be done, however, and
the GEF and the country should focus on this.

Country portfolio evaluations show that GEF Agen-
cies do not always integrate their GEF activities into
either national support strategies or the United
Nations framework for support to the country in
question. In several cases, GEF grants are kept
more or less separate and out of the mainstream of
the discussion of the country by the international
community of donors. Several recipient countries
do not sufficiently coordinate activities undertaken
on environmental issues by various agencies and
donors. Although there is a noticeable increase in
national coordinating committees and in involving
ministries beyond that for the environment along
with other stakeholders, this is not yet standard
practice. A national mechanism for interacting with

GEF Agencies and other relevant donors is vital to
ensure that GEF and other environmental support
is fully in line with and incorporated into national
priorities and strategies.

Programming at the national level could support
global and regional projects and programmatic
approaches. If priorities set at the national level
clearly identify transboundary problems — as
several country portfolio evaluations have indi-
cated over time — an approach focused on such
problems could be used to ensure a higher level

of relevance and country ownership of global and
regional projects and programmatic approaches.
The strategic framework of the international waters
focal area could be helpful in this regard. This
approach also includes incentives for countries to
collaborate in tackling global and regional environ-
mental problems.

Seventy percent of finished projects show
moderate to solid progress toward impact.

OPS4 has reviewed all finished projects whose
terminal evaluations were presented to the Evalua-
tion Office since FY 2005. The review methodology
was derived from the Office’s impact evaluations and
has been field tested and peer reviewed, as well as
checked against the well-established methodology
of rating terminal evaluations. The resulting review
of progress toward impact shows that 70 percent of
projects’ outcomes show definite progress toward
impact. This finding cannot be compared to an
international benchmark, because the GEF is the first
international organization to independently report
on progress toward impact at the portfolio level.

The positive rate of progress toward impact is
encouraging, because it assures donors and
recipients that global environmental benefits can
and will be achieved if this progress continues



to be supported. A crucial time horizon must be
taken into account in this regard. In general, global
environmental benefits can be measured relatively
quickly in the focal areas of climate change, ozone
layer depletion, and POPs. They require a much
longer time to appear in the biodiversity, interna-
tional waters, and land degradation focal areas.
Nevertheless, evidence of impact exists in all GEF
focal areas; in the short term, they are not yet at a
sufficient scale. The evidence of short-term impact
does demonstrate that GEF-supported interven-
tions work and will continue to produce benefits if
supported.

Worsening global environmental trends provide
many counterfactuals to GEF support. Within
countries receiving GEF support, biodiversity losses
continue in areas that are not supported through
the GEF. In climate change, trends in GHG emis-
sions cannot be influenced directly by GEF support
— however successful — given the relatively low
level of funding received compared to that needed.
In other focal areas, GEF efforts are successful but
insufficient to affect global trends. ODS may pro-
vide an interesting illustration in this regard. While
the Multilateral Fund of the Montreal Protocol, the
GEF, and developed countries together may have
succeeded in tackling threats to the ozone layer as
identified in the protocol, climate change and new
threats have been added to the agenda as they
have emerged, and the battle is far from resolved.

Thirty percent of GEF projects show no progress
from outcomes to impact. Yet even here, there is
evidence that impact could be achieved if remedial
actions were taken. Bigger projects, as measured
by their level of funding, achieve better progress
toward impact, while smaller projects do not score
that well. This finding leads to the hypothesis that
some of the smaller projects were actually under-
funded and, as a result, were not able to build
sufficient critical mass or work at a scale that would
enable progress toward impact.

Progress toward impact in GEF-supported
outcomes shows the value of a portfo-

lio approach at the national level, which
enables recipient countries to fully support
and maximize progress toward global envi-
ronmental benefits.

To reach their full potential contribution toward
global environmental benefits, GEF projects need to
be designed and implemented as much as possible
to ensure local ownership, continued government
support, and ongoing availability of funding after
project closure. No one project can guarantee the
support of these actors; there is thus much value in
a portfolio approach at the national level. Currently,
such an approach is taken only in larger GEF recipi-
ent countries. A portfolio approach that incorpo-
rates national GEF programming and follow-up,
including monitoring, supervision, and evaluation,
will enable recipient countries to fully support and
maximize progress toward global environmental
benefits.

PROGRESS TO IMPACT: FOCAL AREA
ISSUES

Climate Change

GEF climate change funding has supported a solid
level of achievement of progress toward intended
global environmental benefits, both in terms of
reduction or avoidance of GHG emissions and of
sustainable market changes. Despite the overall
achievements of its portfolio, the GEF contribution
to reduction in GHG emissions is quite small com-
pared to that needed at the global level to ensure
an impact on future climate change and a more
sustainable development path.

Projects that show better progress toward global
environmental benefits demonstrate more specific
attention in their design and/or implementation to



steps necessary to catalyze government commitment
from national to local levels; coherent financial, pol-
icy, tariff, and/or tax incentives to influence the mar-
ket; commitment of the resources needed to scale
up project benefits; and measures to generate and
encourage the lasting commitment of key national
stakeholders. Progress toward global environmental
benefits also depends on ongoing and long-term
support from governments, the private sector, and
local communities after project completion.

Biodiversity

The GEF has been responsive to guidance of the
biodiversity convention, particularly on issues
related to conservation and sustainable use (pro-
tected areas and mainstreaming biodiversity in
production sectors). Access to biosafety funding has
not kept up with potential demand.

About 70 percent of the completed projects
reviewed in this focal area have made some prog-
ress toward global environmental benefits, with

40 percent making strong progress. The remaining
30 percent of projects have made no progress yet.
Projects with greater progress toward global envi-
ronmental benefits paid more specific attention in
their design and/or implementation to ensure effec-
tive, fully operational local ownership before project
completion. Progress toward global environmental
benefits crucially depends on ongoing and long-
term support from governments, the private sector,
and local communities after project termination.

International Waters

The conditions in the early 1990s that gave rise to
the GEF and the creation of its international waters
focal area have not abated, and there are new chal-
lenges that make the GEF's work in this area highly
relevant. The GEF has been instrumental in promot-
ing new international and regional agreements on
transboundary water bodies and has catalyzed the
implementation of several existing agreements, thus
helping set the stage for national policy changes

that can lead to reduced ecological stress. Indepen-
dently verified evidence exists that GEF projects are

contributing to the reduction of pollution stresses in
many international water bodies.

Key factors that promote or hinder progress toward
impact are direct engagement with industrial and
agricultural interests to ensure stress reduction,
relevance to national priorities to ensure sustain-
able and increasing national financial support,

and a robust understanding of ecosystem services
through the development of scientifically sound
transboundary diagnostic analyses. Progress toward
global environmental benefits is particularly difficult
when all the countries in a given catchment area

or bordering the water body do not participate in
the project at hand. Such projects should focus on
including the remaining countries before proceed-
ing to the investment stage.

The phased approach to foundational, demon-
stration, and investment activities in international
waters should provide inspiration to other focal
areas to better integrate foundational and enabling
activities in their strategies in line with relevant
convention guidance.

Ozone Layer Depletion

GEF support for the phaseout of consumption and
production of ODS in CEITs has made a contribu-
tion to global environmental benefits. Legislative
and policy changes supporting phaseout provided

a foundation for success and ensured sustainability.
Private sector commitment was a critical driver in the
success of GEF investments in this focal area in CEITs.

lllegal trade threatens to undermine gains made in
ODS reduction in non—European Union CEITs. Halon
recovery and stockpiling have been neglected in
these countries as well; this should be rectified. In
some countries, the national ozone units ceased

to function after GEF support ended, which may
prevent measures being put in place to address

the remaining threats to the ozone layer. Also,



destruction of stocks is weak — only 15 percent of
countries actually destroy their stockpiled ODS.

The GEF Council should consider further investment
and capacity development to help CEITs address
threats remaining to the ozone layer. The GEF
should learn from its positive experiences of engag-
ing with the private sector and incorporate similar
approaches in efforts in other focal areas.

Non-European Union countries whose economies
are in transition should consider improving the
implementation of their legislation, policies, and
standards on all aspects of ozone layer protection.
Current efforts to prevent illegal trade must be
further strengthened.

POPs

The GEF has been responsive to the guidance of the
convention on POPs and is now moving into the
next phase of support by providing funding toward
the implementation of national plans.

Land Degradation

The land degradation focal area does not yet have
a sufficient number of finished projects to enable
conclusions on progress toward impact.

Multifocal Area

The multifocal area project cohort has a bias toward
targeted research. Consequently, it scores relatively
low in terms of progress toward impact. Multifocal
projects that are more operationally oriented do
score well and combine focal area problems in a
practical way.

ISSUES AFFECTING RESULTS

GEF projects achieve 80 percent moder-

ately satisfactory and higher outcomes

as compared to the benchmark norm of
75 percent, yet inefficiencies continue in the
preapproval phase.

Performance of GEF projects has exceeded the
GEF target of 75 percent satisfactory outcomes;
the average score since FY 2005 is 80 percent. The
challenge is now to move to higher levels of satis-
factory outcomes. Project design and implementa-
tion can be improved by looking at how progress
toward impact after project termination can be
encouraged during a project’s lifetime.

The World Bank and the United Nations Develop-
ment Programme continue to provide a satisfactory
level of supervision to a high proportion of the GEF
projects they implement. Supervision by the United
Nations Environment Programme has improved
significantly over time. On the other hand, social
and gender issues in GEF strategies and projects are
not addressed systematically, and the GEF cannot
rely completely on the social and gender policies of
its Agencies.

The new 22-month project cycle seems to be
reducing approval time. Twenty-one months after
the approval of the first work program in the new
cycle, 77 percent of projects were presented to the
GEF Chief Executive Officer (CEO) for endorsement.
No data are available on the remaining 23 percent.
In the new cycle, the 22-month period between
project identification form (PIF) approval and CEO
endorsement is mostly within the responsibility of
the GEF Agencies and focal points.

Delays were noted in the period before proposal
approval. PIFs tend to cycle back and forth between
Agencies and the GEF Secretariat before they are
submitted for Council approval, with some inef-
ficiency in communication. The Secretariat has
adopted a 10-business-day standard for replies,
which has been met for 56 percent of the PIFs
received. The Agencies and project proponents
have no comparable standard.

In January 2009, a new and improved GEF PMIS
was introduced. Following a concerted effort on the
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part of the Secretariat to update the database in
June and July 2009, the system'’s core data can now
be considered reliable, although structural quality
checks are still lacking.

RECOMMENDATION 7

this finding is very encouraging and may demon-
strate the added value of a partnership such as the
GEF over a more isolated approach.

The Small Grants Programme continues to

be an effective tool for the GEF in achiev-
ing global environmental benefits while
addressing the livelihood needs of local
populations, with special attention to
reaching the poor.

Several performance-related issues need to be
incorporated in new guidelines, including

W the process and criteria for project restructuring,
B social and gender issues,

B how risk is handled and reported on,

W the use of midterm reviews.

More attention should also be given to ensure that
project fees provide sufficient resources to cover all
GEF supervision requirements.

Social and gender issues need to be better recog-
nized and better integrated in projects and policies
as an essential means to achieving sustainable
global environmental benefits.

GEF Agencies and the GEF Secretariat should estab-
lish a communication channel to discuss PIF problem
cases and the possible termination of project ideas.
The Agencies should introduce a business standard
within which to submit revised PIFs to the Secretariat.

Comprehensive, expedited resolution of the remain-
ing weaknesses in the GEF PMIS should be devised.

Evidence of solid progress toward impact testifies
to the comparative advantage of the GEF Agencies
and the support they provide to recipient countries.
In some cases, Agencies’ GEF activities outperform
projects in their regular portfolio. Given the solid
reputations of the GEF Agencies in their own right,

The SGP contributes to numerous institutional and
policy changes at the local, provincial, and national
levels, and to building capacities within civil society
and academic organizations to address global
environmental concerns. Its success has resulted in
a high demand for support. By the end of GEF-4,
the SGP will be operational in 123 countries, with
an additional 10 interested in becoming involved
during GEF-5.

RECOMMENDATION 8

Development of the SGP into a fully recognized

modality of the GEF needs to be accompanied by
the following measures:

B Reform the central management system to
make it suitable for the new phase of growth.

B Prepare a suitable modality for funding national
programs.

B Establish and publish a grievance procedure by
which conflicts can be settled.

B Establish a process by which audits will be made
public.
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Learning in the GEF is still not structurally

and systematically encouraged.

The GEF does not have a knowledge management
strategy that pulls all the learning efforts conducted
by the GEF and its partners together in a coordi-
nated and organized way. The result is lost oppor-
tunities for learning on the part of the GEF partners
and countries.

The Evaluation Office is sufficiently independent
and its reports are especially valuable for the Coun-
cil in deliberations and decision making. The GEF
Monitoring and Evaluation Policy clearly sets out
monitoring roles and responsibilities, which nev-
ertheless continue to remain unclear to many GEF
partners, particularly at the portfolio level. Com-
munication, information, and knowledge sharing
on monitoring and evaluation are inadequate in the
GEF network and can be improved.

The role of the STAP in terms of dispensing project
advice is generally appreciated, but the STAP has
not fulfilled its strategic mandate as originally
envisaged. On the other hand, the Council has
not requested STAP advice on critical technical and
scientific issues facing the GEF.

RECOMMENDATION 9

Learning and knowledge management within the
GEF should be encouraged in a more systematic
way, building on the experiences of IW:LEARN,
with a special emphasis on cross-agency learn-
ing, and should be consolidated in a corporate
strategy.

The GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Policy will

need to be updated for GEF-5 and should take into
account the issues raised by the independent peer
review and the independent review of GEF monitor-
ing and evaluation issues.

GEF focal points need to be involved as resource
persons and process facilitators in evaluations.
They should receive technical and financial support
from the GEF Secretariat in establishing portfolio
monitoring.

The STAP should take the initiative in presenting
strategic scientific and technological advice to the
GEF Council on critical policy issues.

Monitoring, tracking tools, and impact
indicators are not yet fully integrated into a

results-based management framework for
the GEF.

The GEF has made considerable progress toward
establishing a results-based management frame-
work. Monitoring has been improved in the period
since OPS3, and tracking tools for the focal areas
have been introduced. Although discussions on
introducing a results-based management frame-
work have been held at various points over time,
these have not yet led to a framework that has
been fully integrated into the various GEF strategies
and policies. The GEF-5 replenishment proposals
outline new steps in that direction and should be
encouraged.

RECOMMENDATION 10
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The GEF Evaluation Office should, together with
the GEF partners, work toward integrating impact
indicators and measurements in the GEF-5 results-
based framework. Based on emerging evidence on
impact drivers essential for progress toward global
environmental benefits, the GEF Secretariat should
ensure that its tracking tools encompass this longer
term perspective. The Council should approve

and finance what could be a substantial exercise:
developing and monitoring indicators for progress
toward impact, integrated into the results-based
management system of GEF-5.

Resources are managed relatively well in

the GEF, but improvements are possible.

In general, the GEF Trustee manages the GEF Trust
Fund well. On certain aspects, such as exchange
risk management, management of resources, and
transparency, improvements can be made. The
Trustee is aware of this and is presenting relevant
proposals for the replenishment. On the replen-
ishment process and fundraising, de facto joint
responsibility is taken by the Trustee and the CEO.

Given the uncertainty of the current global financial
situation, the GEF Trust Fund has higher exchange
rate risks than are now taken into account. Recipi-
ent countries also face exchange rate risks. Some
GEF Agencies offer countries limited support in this
regard, while others do not; there is no uniform
practice throughout the GEF at this time.

On the other hand, by reserving funds for a proj-
ect's full projected cost at the identification stage,
the Trust Fund keeps a large amount of money

in reserve that will not be used in the immediate
future; this is unnecessarily fiscally conservative.
Most project proposals will take 22 months from
approved identification to CEO endorsement, and
some will not lead to a fundable proposal.

20

The GEF’s fiduciary standards address areas that
are not generally considered to be financial (project
appraisal and evaluation) and that are overly pre-
scriptive (audits).

The GEF fee system (10 percent per project) is, in
some cases, unfair to the Agencies and is, on some
categories of projects, unnecessarily expensive for
the GEF.

The GEF does not appear to be more costly as
compared to other facilities and funds. Some orga-
nizations have introduced cost/efficiency ratios that
they plan to follow over time. No best international
practice has yet been established.

Improvements in resource management
should focus on developing a new system
for reserving funds for project ideas and
reforming fiduciary standards and the fee
system.

Approved PIFs should not be reserved only against
available funds in the GEF Trust Fund but rather
against funds that are expected to be paid into the
Trust Fund in future years, according to the payment
schedules agreed on with donors. A formula would
need to take into account currency risks and the risks
of deferred and delayed payments. This recom-
mendation may become superfluous when the GEF
moves into country-level programming, but given
that a shift in that direction depends on voluntary
steps taken by recipient countries, a new way of
reserving funds for project ideas should be developed.

The GEF Instrument should be amended to recog-
nize and reflect the role of the CEO and the Secre-
tariat in the GEF replenishment process.

Fiduciary standards should be separated into fiduciary
and management standards. These standards should



provide less detail on the practices to be followed and
more specification of the results to be achieved.

The GEF fee system should be converted into a
rules-based system grounded on the principle of
fees for services, including nonproject services for
support of program development. Higher fees
should be allocated to smaller projects and lower
fees to larger commitments. The system should
recognize that additional expenditures are needed
for different types of projects and groups of recipi-
ent countries (for example, higher transaction costs
are incurred by the Pacific small island developing
states), as well as for national governments, includ-
ing GEF focal points, who are currently compen-
sated by a separate corporate program.

The GEF should begin to design a cost-efficiency
system to follow over time and encourage devel-
opment of an international minimum standard. It
could built on the examples of other agencies, such
as the International Fund for Agricultural Develop-
ment, which has adopted a relative costs metric:
the efficiency ratio of its operations. The Interna-
tional Fund for Agricultural Development Council
sets efficiency ratio targets annually.

GOVERNANCE AND PARTNERSHIP
ISSUES

The governance model of the GEF com-

pares well to that of other international
organizations.

The GEF compares very well in terms of transpar-
ency of governance, and relatively well in terms
of ensuring a voice and representation for its
members, vis-a-vis other international organiza-
tions. Its governance model seems adequate for
fulfilling most of the tasks assigned by the GEF
Instrument.

The GEF Assembly currently meets once every four
years, which does not fulfill its potential in enabling
all GEF members to participate in key decisions.

The GEF Council's constituency system creates
problems for developing countries because of a
lack of clear guidelines as to how constituencies
are formed, how they operate, and how Council
members and alternates should be selected and
rotated.

The GEF is in line with current practice for interna-
tional financial institutions concerning the division
between governance and management. However,
that practice is not in line with what is considered
best standards.

There is no institutionalized process of self-evalua-
tion for the Council.

Governance can be further improved by
ensuring a more substantive role for the
Assembly, by addressing constituency
problems, and by implementing a longer
term process to achieve a better division
between governance and management in
the Council.

The GEF Assembly should meet every two years to
better respond to a rapidly evolving environmental
agenda, urgent new challenges, and growing con-
vention needs and demands. This modification will
require an amendment of the GEF Instrument.

The current problems in developing countries’ con-
stituencies should be addressed.

During GEF-5, the GEF Council should lead a dis-
cussion on how better to separate governance and
management functions, roles, and responsibilities
between the Council and the CEO/chair.
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Tensions in the GEF partnership arise from
programming and project identification
issues; these in turn mostly stem from a lack
of communication but are also due in part

to fundamental questions on the appropri-

ate roles of the GEF partners.

There are considerable strengths in the GEF partner-
ship model, but the fast pace of change within the
GEF in recent years has caused tensions between the
GEF Agencies and the GEF Secretariat, and between
the Agencies and recipient countries. These tensions
are to some extent “creative,” in that they may lead
to a renewed and invigorated GEF that better uses
the relative strengths of its partners, but they also
carry reputational risks and cause inefficiencies if
they lead to a reluctance to communicate.

The tensions in the partnership and the efficiency
problems in the GEF are connected. In fact, the
inefficiencies at key decision points on GEF support
are at the root of much of the discontent. The first
and likely most visible area of complaint and concern
regards the approval phase of project proposals.

The Joint Evaluation of the GEF Activity Cycle and
Modalities (GEF EO 2007¢) concluded that the lag
time for proposals awaiting approval had become
unacceptably long. The resulting decisions to cut
these waiting times dramatically show promise but
are not yet visible on the ground, which means that
complaints continue to be voiced. Moreover, the real
cause of the long delays was lack of money, not lack
of willingness to make decisions.

Three key areas of reform have emerged. The
process leading up to the identification of project
proposals can be characterized as generally unsatis-
factory and potentially leading to reputational risks
for the GEF. By adopting the RAF, in which countries
received an indicative allocation for biodiversity and
climate change, the GEF moved in the direction of

programming on a national level, without indicat-
ing how this should be done. Neither the Secre-
tariat, the Agencies, nor the country focal points
were ready for this shift when it occurred. As a
result, practices have varied enormously throughout
the GEF.

Second, the decision point to approve project ideas
for further development has also led to tension
and controversies in the GEF. While some of these
problems have recently been resolved, more needs
to be done.

Third, the process leading up to CEO endorsement
and Agency approval, while definitely shorter than
in the old project cycle, continues to lead to tension
and complaints, mostly between GEF Agencies and
focal points. To some extent, this dissent can be
attributed to competition for scarce resources — a
scramble that becomes more intense when the
resources become still scarcer.

Complaints in any project cycle are natural and
indeed part of the process; similarly, tension is usu-
ally unavoidable and can be viewed as constructive,
to a point. In the case of the GEF, these tensions
and complaints have become a negative asset, a
reputational risk for the GEF that endangers its
future as a viable mechanism for the conventions
in addressing global environmental problems. For
this reason, they deserve the attention of the GEF
Council and must be addressed and converted into
a positive source of improvement rather than a
negative source of reputation loss.

The Council should address tensions within
the GEF partnership and provide guidance
on roles and responsibilities.

The GEF Council has a special responsibility in
improving the efficiency of the GEF by reducing
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tension and promoting partnership, in that it has a
tradition of micromanagement of the project cycle.
The GEF is unique among international organiza-
tions in that its Council approves both project ideas
and project proposals; no other institution has a
similar level of board involvement.

Apart from an invitation to the Agencies to pres-
ent their view on the future of the GEF by the
replenishment meeting, the Council has not been
involved in reducing tensions in the partnership.
Replenishment proposals may contain clarification
of roles and responsibilities, and this effort needs to
be encouraged. The Council should take responsi-
bility for guiding the partnership in the direction it
envisages; this should include a discussion of and
reflection on its own role.

One factor behind Council reluctance to delegate
more responsibility to the GEF Secretariat, Agencies,
and focal points seems to be a high sense of duty
toward ensuring global environmental benefits.
Since OPS3, many monitoring and supervision mea-
sures have been put in place at the portfolio level;
these should provide the Council with a sufficient
level of assurance to enable it to delegate further:

B A system of independent review of terminal
evaluations on outcome and sustainability rat-
ings has been put in place, which is reported
on in the annual performance reports of the
Evaluation Office.

B Focal area tracking tools have begun to gather
evidence on portfolio outputs and outcomes;
this information is now reported on in the Sec-
retariat’s annual monitoring report.

B A portfolio-wide review of progress from
outcomes to impact has been introduced into

the GEF, and elements of this could be incorpo-
rated into the GEF-5 results-based management
framework.

B The Evaluation Office has become fully inde-
pendent, and a GEF Monitoring and Evaluation
Policy has been adopted by the Council; this
policy will be updated in consultation with all
stakeholders for GEF-5.

B The GEF PMIS has been improved and, for the
first time ever, correctly reflects the actual GEF
portfolio on essential issues.

To the extent that its overall funding level permits,
the GEF is relevant both to the conventions and to
regional and national priorities.

GEF projects are effective in producing outcomes,
with their average score over the GEF-4 period of
80 percent exceeding the international benchmark
of 75 percent.

The sustainability of these outcomes, as measured
by progress toward impact, is good — 70 percent
of finished projects see progress toward global
environmental benefits, although further follow-up
action from national partners is essential to achieve
these benefits.

The efficiency of the GEF can and should be
further improved, with emphasis on programming,
less time lost on project identification, better proj-
ect formulation, an enhanced fee structure, more
integrated learning, and a results-based manage-
ment framework that includes progress to impact
measurements.
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2.| THE INTERNATIONAL
CONTEXT

This chapter discusses trends in the global environment as well as the intergovernmental
context in which environmental problems are being addressed. The Global Environment
Facility (GEF) does not operate in a vacuum but is placed within several international ini-
tiatives to increase the effectiveness of assistance and cooperation.

Conclusions

H Environmental problems are growing in extent, complexity, and magnitude, and are in many
cases exacerbated by the impending impacts of global climate change and a failure to revise
policies and modify perverse behavioral patterns in an appropriate and timely manner.

H Funding needs on global environmental issues within the GEF mandate are increasing dramati-
cally. Public funding is vital, because these problems can only be solved through partnerships
among governments, the private sector, and local communities.

B Disbursements for tackling development issues through international cooperation have
increased, while the share of international funding for environmental issues, whether global or
national, has declined.

Recommendations
B Funding levels on global environmental issues within the GEF mandate need to increase sub-
stantially in order to tackle the increasingly urgent problems.

H Given the expanding scope of environmental challenges, the GEF must continue as a catalytic
agent, leveraging other funds dedicated to solving problems at the global and national levels,
in parallel and in partnership with other agencies, governments, the private sector, nongovern-
mental organizations (NGOs), and local communities.

he Global Environment Facility was created remained in place over the years with the addi-

to provide new and additional grant and tion of new focal areas, strategic priorities, and

concessional funding to meet the agreed partners. To better understand its applicability in
incremental costs of measures to achieve agreed the upcoming fifth replenishment period of the
global environmental benefits.” This mission has GEF, this chapter provides an overview of the GEF’s

current context in terms of ongoing global environ-

1 The Least Developed Countries Fund and the Special
Climate Change Fund, which are also managed by the
GEF Secretariat, do not fall under this mission. as the architecture evolving to address them and

mental and development issues and trends as well
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the financial resources the international community
is making available to tackle environmental and
development problems.

The end of GEF-4 and the onset of a new replenish-
ment coincide with a period in which the planet is
facing unprecedented challenges on many fronts.
The essential services supplied by the Earth’s healthy
ecosystems — including the provision of food, fuel,
and fiber; the regulation of climate and water;

and support of primary production, soil formation,
and nutrient cycling — are no longer assured. The
demands of our ever-growing human population
for food, water, and energy and the inevitable esca-
lating pressures brought to bear in meeting these
needs have ushered in an era of growing threats to
the overall security of our life support systems. This
unprecedented stress on our ecological infrastruc-
ture places the guarantee of continued ecosystem
services under severe threat. And in so doing, it
puts at risk the health, livelihoods, and well-being
of all people — but especially of the world’s poorest
and most vulnerable inhabitants. The failure of mar-
ket forces to ensure the sustainability of our global
economy and the desperate need to lift billions out
of poverty only add to this instability and signal

a clear and urgent call for redoubling effective,
innovative, and catalytic action to halt and reverse
these trends.

In recent years, climate change has captured the
attention of the international community — not
only of scientists and environmental practitioners
but increasingly of the public at large. This unprec-
edented focus can best be attributed to the mag-
nitude and breadth of the problem, its truly global
and long-term consequences, and the complexity
of potential solutions. Key drivers are global energy
demands arising from the world’s continued and
growing dependence on fossil fuels, with the trans-
port sector — including land, sea, and air — being

the second largest and second fastest growing
source of global greenhouse gas emissions. Unsus-
tainable land use, including deforestation, waste
disposal, and harmful agricultural practices, is, and
is projected to continue to be, another major source
of emissions (OECD 2008).

In its Fourth Assessment, the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change reported highly prob-
able scenarios showing abrupt and irreversible
changes leading to increased temperatures and the
frequency and severity of extreme weather events,
coupled with growing aridity in many parts of

the world. Some of the most devastating impacts
are likely to occur in areas characterized by both
extreme poverty and rich biodiversity (IPCC 2007).
Subsequent studies have updated these scenarios
and identify more rapid onset than initially por-
trayed, with ice melting faster than anticipated

in both polar regions and a realization of other
elements among the IPCC's worst-case scenarios,
including the likely devastation of coral reefs
around the globe.?

International negotiations to set new targets

for emissions are still under way, but no obvi-

ous breakthroughs are yet apparent, and the gap
between the current positions of the developed
world, emerging nations, and least developed
countries (LDCs) are continuing to widen. There is
broad agreement that the cost of ensuring suf-
ficient reduction of greenhouse gas emissions will
likely exceed available public funds by several orders
of magnitude. It is also clear that the costs of not
taking sufficient action early on will be dramatic; in
2007, these were calculated as up to 5 to 20 per-
cent of global gross domestic product (GDP) (Stern

2 See the conclusions of the Scientific Congress on
Climate Change (http://climatecongress.ku.dk), the
new projections of the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology's (MIT's) Integrated Global Systems Model
(Sokolov et al. 2009), and the Economics of Ecosys-
tems and Biodiversity (2009) press release on the coral
reef emergency.
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2007). The cost of keeping greenhouse gas concen-
trations below 500 parts per million was estimated
in that year at 1 percent of global GDP; a year later,
this estimate was increased to 2 percent (Jowit and
Wintour 2008).

Currently, 60 percent of ecosystem services evalu-
ated by the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment
(2005) are degraded or are being used unsustainably,
further compromising their resilience and ability to
meet long-term needs. Species extinction is occurring
at a rate 100 to 10,000 times that found in the fossil
record (Baillie, Hilton-Taylor, and Stuart 2004; Adams
and Jeanrenaud 2008). With terrestrial and marine
ecosystems undergoing additional stress due to
higher or lower temperatures, more or less rainfall,
and/or more frequent and intense extreme weather
events, still higher rates of species extinction are to
be expected (Foden et al. 2008). The accelerated
changes in the Earth’s climate will compound these
and related global environmental problems.

Energy use is projected to increase by 54 percent
between 2005 and 2030 (OECD 2008). Bioenergy
production is promoted widely as a means of
mitigating climate change and providing energy
security and also for stimulating rural development
in some of the world’s poorest regions. However,
current bioenergy production systems favor large-
scale, mechanized production, raising unanswered
questions about the true potential to further
opportunities for local participation and empower-
ment, and deepening the north-south divide by
responding to the unsustainable energy demands
of developed countries at the expense of LDCs.

Even though biofuels hold some promise for
meeting multiple development and environmental
objectives, they are not a silver bullet. In reality,
the growth and diversification of biofuels (solid,
liquid, and gas) originating from forests, agricul-
ture, or municipal waste carries many implicit and
explicit environmental trade-offs. For some biofuel
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production systems, such as maize, questions exist
regarding their likely contribution to increased
carbon emissions (Cushion, Dieterle, and Whiteman
2009). And despite much talk of using “degraded”
or “waste” land for biofuel production, many
developing countries are instead converting pro-
ductive forests, peat lands, or agricultural lands,
thus driving crop cultivation into more and more
marginal lands.

As the issues of global climate change mitigation
and adaptation and of rapidly expanding land
degradation have drawn increasing global atten-
tion, the once high-profile and priority issue of
invasive alien species seems to have been quietly
marginalized. From a terrestrial perspective, the
links between the expansion of biofuel production,
global climate change scenarios, and the spread

of invasives need to be recognized and prioritized
— failure to do so will exacerbate environmental
impacts (IUCN 2009b). From a marine perspective,
too, a variety of threats are posed by the uninten-
tional but significant global proliferation of harmful
invasives through the shipping sector (Mitropoulos
2009). The increased connectivity of these events
through expanding globalization of trade and com-
merce presents complex challenges that cannot be
addressed from a single angle of attack. The chal-
lenges posed by invasives require collective action
but are generally ignored in the realm of the global
commons.

The growing “tragedy of the commons” continues
to play itself out on other global environmental
issues as well; some of these are directly related to
climate change, such as the future availability of
freshwater (UNEP 2007) and changes in the polar
regions. The impact of intensifying water short-
ages is increasing instability and threats to global
food and civil security, and the situation is likely to
worsen. It is estimated that by 2030 over 47 per-
cent of the world’s population will be living in
areas experiencing high water stress (OECD 2008).



Other looming tragedies are linked to pollution of
international oceans and space through wanton
disposal of often toxic and hazardous wastes. In
addition to extensive and growing issues involving
waste disposal, chemical pollution, and a increas-
ing number of “dead zones,” recent attention has
focused on the disintegration of plastic refuse into
tiny polymers mistaken for plankton by seabirds
and other marine life, thereby entering the food
chain with dire consequences in an area of the
North Pacific Subtropical Gyre twice the size

of Texas. Known as the “Great Pacific Garbage
Patch” or the “Plastic Vortex,” the area is blan-
keted with floating plastic waste—cups, bottle
caps, and packaging—brought together by the
prevailing ocean currents (Dameron et al. 2007).
Although efforts are under way to investigate the
possibility of converting this into diesel fuel, this
approach seems unlikely to solve the problem in
the long term.

Amid this morass of continuing and emergent
issues, one important achievement in the reduc-
tion of global environmental threats seemingly
stands alone — an almost total end to the produc-
tion of traditional ozone-depleting substances
(ODS). Sadly, it is now becoming clear that current
stockpiles are being reintroduced illegally into use
and that ODS alternatives have adverse climate
change effects as well. Furthermore, several ODS
recognized as posing such hazards have so far
been exempt from phaseout under the Montreal
Protocol or have not yet been included in the
protocol. The emissions from these ODS affect
the recovery of the ozone layer and are of greater
importance than previously estimated. In fact,
ODS phaseout has achieved three times the emis-
sions reduction of the Kyoto reduction target. In
the last decade, scientists have identified several

3 See “Future Needs in Ozone Layer Protection” (Techni-
cal Document #2), available on the GEF Evaluation
Office Web site (www.gefeo.org) and the OPS4
CD-ROM.

additional chemicals that are known or suspected
to be ozone depleting, which was confirmed in a
recent scientific report for the Montreal Protocol
(WMO 2007), giving rise to new concerns because
production and consumption of new ODS are not
monitored or limited.

The chemicals industry is one of the largest and
most complex sectors in the global economy and is
projected to grow at 3.4 percent per year through
2030 (OECD 2008). Beyond being a growth sector,
the chemicals industry carries the dual potential of
both improving life and of causing serious dam-
age to the environment and the people dependent
on it. Chemical impacts are difficult to assess both
spatially and temporally because of the paucity of
information relating to the types and concentra-
tions of chemicals in products. As such, chemicals
present new and difficult threats to tackle. With the
diversity of chemicals present in commodities rang-
ing from pharmaceuticals to pesticides, from food
additives to consumer care products, and from elec-
tronic components to lubricants, the list of danger-
ous chemicals being added to the environment is
expanding rapidly (Wahlstrom 2009) — along with
concerns about endocrine-disrupting substances
likely to have developmental and reproductive
effects (OECD 2008).

The global environmental problems reviewed

here mainly occur because of market failures, lack
of protection of common or public goods, and
production chains that entail huge external costs
for the international community as well as national
and local communities. International governance
and common and joint actions of governments
must move the global society beyond inaction and
a continued failure to capture the costs of current
practices to the removal of obstacles to new tech-
nology introductions and the identification of the
common actions needed to ensure a sustainable
future for our planet.
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The international architecture and governance
arrangements needed to deal with today’s urgent
and growing global environmental problems are
complex. Numerous multilateral environmental
agreements aim to address specific problems;
frequently, these have overlapping mandates and
compete for limited resources. The Joint Inspec-
tion Unit of the United Nations recently reported
that coordination and cohesion among these
agreements is poor; in some cases, they are even
in conflict with one another (JIU 2008). Proposals
for greater collaboration and coordinated action,
though welcome, have so far not yielded tangible
results.

While the challenge presented by climate change
could have resulted in a productive global focus

on the environment, this has not generally been
the outcome. Instead of using the potential of the
climate change challenge to further efforts at seri-
ously tackling the Earth’s environmental problems
and slowing the rate of biodiversity loss, this oppor-
tunity has been transformed into a political debate
polarizing developed and developing countries. This
failure has stalled efforts to reevaluate and redirect
global policies, while perpetuating the now-obvious
regulatory gaps and increasing incoherence of
international efforts to reverse these disturbing
trends. Nations have thus far been unwilling to
come together to forge successful approaches to
overcoming these problems, which are now perva-
sive, and for which the solutions and their added
costs will inevitably be borne more heavily by some
to the consequent benefit of all.

Although the pressing case for urgent action is
clear, the current international situation is not
conducive to such reforms. With the emergence
of the financial crisis in developed countries and its

30

wide-ranging impacts, the focus of international
efforts at present is on stabilizing the international
financial architecture and promoting international
trade as well as preserving and creating jobs. The
April 2009 meeting of the G-20 laid the ground-
work for infusing the financial system with trillions
of dollars, but barely made mention of the environ-
mental challenges the world is facing or the role
that safeguarding ecosystem services can play in
mitigating these challenges. At the same time, the
financial crisis is further exacerbating environmental
problems, notably by making the use of cheaper
but ecologically unsustainable alternatives for
energy, chemicals, land, and water more attractive.

The Rio Conference of 1992 was followed by an
impressive series of international environmental
agreements, which together form an international
framework for sustainable development.* Some
of its cornerstones have a firmly established status;
others remain challenged. In general, the interna-
tional environmental law architecture enables a
human rights—based approach to global environ-
mental issues that is being adopted in a growing
number of other development-related fields of
international cooperation. Following a call from the
United Nations Secretary General in 1997, many
agencies have adopted a rights-based approach in
their area of work, with reference to the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights. On environmen-

tal rights, the debate focuses on potential rights
conflicts between current and future generations
in developing and developed countries. Further-
more, in climate change it is sometimes argued that
actions by developed countries may actually violate
human rights in poor countries in an increasingly
severe and extreme manner.> This perspective also
links poverty and development issues to environ-
mental issues more generally.

4 See Schrijver (2008).
5 See ICHRP (2008), pp. 59-64.



When the climate change convention was negoti-
ated, developing countries fought on the basis of
three basic assertions:

B That developed countries bear a historical
responsibility for climate change

B That developing countries will bear the greatest
costs for adapting to climate change

B That developing countries have the least capac-
ity to deal with climate change

The “principles” as laid out in Article 3 of the cli-

mate change convention refer to these three issues.

This article states that

The Parties should protect the climate system for
the benefit of present and future generations of
humankind, on the basis of equity and in accor-
dance with their common but differentiated respon-
sibilities and respective capabilities (UN 1992).

However, the delivery of these promises is still far
from guaranteed, and substantive negotiations

on the global environmental crisis will no doubt
continue in heated international debates, including
those regarding the future role of the GEF.

Recent years have seen increased calls for improv-
ing the representativeness and transparency in
international governance, especially concerning the
voice of developing countries in the international
financial institutions. Many of the international
financial institutions are considering changes in
their governance structure to provide more voice
to recipient and borrower countries, and several
have given recipient and borrower countries a
voice in the replenishments of the funds of these
institutions. For example, the 15th replenishment
of the International Development Association (IDA)
included nine borrower country members.

The GEF is also moving on these issues, and
in June 2009 the second meeting for the fifth

replenishment of the GEF Trust Fund decided to
invite representatives of nondonor recipient coun-
tries of the GEF to the third replenishment meet-
ing later in 2009. This decision was taken on the
recommendation of the interim report of the Fourth
Overall Performance Study (OPS4), which was
presented to the second replenishment meeting.
Furthermore, the replenishment meeting decided to
invite two representatives from civil society organi-
zations as observers.

The nature and modalities of international coop-
eration and official development assistance (ODA)
have also changed over time. In the past decades,
aid has moved from primarily project-level funding
of technical assistance and concessional loans for
investments to providing core support to govern-
ments for national programs through budget sup-
port and loans for public policy programs, among
other devices. The importance of this embedding of
aid into national and local mechanisms has become
widely recognized and was incorporated in the Paris
Declaration on Aid Effectiveness (2005) and the
Accra Agenda for Action (2008).

The most up-to-date information from the Organi-
sation for Economic Co-operation and Devel-
opment (OECD) for all donors and for OECD/
Development Assistance Committee (DAC)
members shows the availability of overall interna-
tional funding for ODA experienced a surge in the
years 2002 to 2005 (figure 2.1.1), concurrent with
a decline in general funding of core environmen-
tal and related issues (figure 2.1.2). Although the
full impact of the current financial crisis is not yet
known, it may well lead to a decrease in overall
commitments; such a decline is not yet apparent in
the OECD disbursement data.
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FIGURE 2.1.1 OVERALL ODA
DISBURSEMENTS, 1991-2008
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FIGURE 2.1.2 AID FOR THE ENVIRONMENT
AS A SHARE OF TOTAL ODA, 1990-2005
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These trends provide a context in which the needs
and requests for funding on global and national
environmental issues can be better understood.
As a result of an overall consensus reached within
the OECD/DAC in the late 1970s, there has been
a marked increase of bilateral ODA being provided
as grants, with the percentage rising from less than
60 percent in 1975 to almost 90 percent in 2006.
More recently, there has also been an increase in
the use of grants by multilateral organizations.
Even though funds for international cooperation
increased substantially in recent years, it is clear
that the level of funding needed exceeds the level
available by many orders of magnitude.

In the context of climate change, the costs of
mitigation alone are now estimated at between
$100 and $200 billion for developing countries
and $200 to $400 billion from 2020 to 2030 at the
global level. The recent call for $200 to $400 bil-
lion per year from developing countries for meeting
adaptation costs is a clear indication that these will
add significantly to the overall costs (Pendleton

and Rettelack 2009). As a contribution to moving
the climate change negotiations forward, a recent
report from the UN Foundation and Club of Madrid
suggests that, in the short term, $1 to $2 billion of
additional ODA provided to small island developing
states (SIDS) and other LDCs already experiencing
the impacts of climate change should continue
through the existing special window in the fifth
replenishment of the GEF (Global Leadership for
Climate Change Action 2009).

The costs associated with solving environmental
problems in the other GEF focal areas are less than
those associated with climate change, but nev-
ertheless substantially higher than what the GEF
can likely bring to the table, even with a 10-fold
increase in its replenishment amount. If we aim for
a healthy world without poverty, the true costs of
sustaining vital ecosystem services for the planet
will need to be fully integrated and absorbed into



national and global economies in accordance with
common but differentiated responsibilities and
respective capabilities.

This reality indisputably reinforces the unique role
of the GEF as a catalytic agent dedicated to solving
environmental problems through innovative and
effective actions on the ground. By influencing atti-
tudes, leveraging additional funds, and revitalizing

synergies with its Implementing and Executing
Agencies, the GEF can support the complementary
efforts of governments, the private sector, NGOs,
and local communities. By providing resources to
significant actions at the global, regional, national,
and local levels, the GEF can build on the strong
foundation now in place to further assist in the
essential delivery of agreed global environmental
benefits.
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2.2 RESOURCE MOBILIZATION

The GEF cannot perform miracles — it has to work within the limits of the funding that it
receives from its donors. This chapter discusses the GEF replenishment process and level of
replenishment. OPS4 has analyzed recent replenishments and places these in the context
of international trends in development funding and international cooperation. Donor

performance is explored for the first time in the history of the GEF.

Conclusions

B The GEF has not been very effective in mobilizing resources after the first replenishment, when

additional funds for subsequent replenishments went down in real terms.

B Although developed country donors have provided new and additional funding for global

environmental benefits to developing countries, this has been insufficient to cover the increas-

ing agenda of the GEF as agreed upon in the conventions.

B The middle-income countries that support the GEF attach high relative priority to the GEF as

compared with other international organizations and funds in which they participate.

Recommendations

B Unless funding is increased, the GEF will not be able to expand activities into new areas, and

many of the current areas of activity will remain underfunded.

B More middle-income countries should be persuaded to support the GEF.

Developed countries respond to their obliga-

tion to the GEF conventions to provide “new

and additional financial resources” to developing
countries and countries with economies in transi-
tion to meet the agreed full incremental costs to
implement the conventions. The GEF is one of the
channels for this response, focusing on “agreed
global environmental benefits,” as posited in the
GEF Instrument. Given the emphasis on new and
additional resources, GEF replenishments therefore
should focus on the additional funds pledged to
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the replenishment process rather than the total
funds available for programming (that is, including
arrears), as is currently the practice.

GEF funding in national budget negotiations is
generally treated by treasuries as development
assistance, although GEF issues at the national

level are not necessarily managed by the depart-
ment responsible for ODA. Funding to the GEF has
been partially additional to total donor aid, for the
purposes of reporting to the OECD/DAC, as 77 per-
cent of contributions to the GEF were recorded as
ODA. However, the reality was recently recognized
when the ODA percentage for GEF contributions



was increased to 96 percent for the purposes of
OECD/DAC reporting. If “new and additional” was
meant to refer to being beyond regular ODA, only
4 percent of current funds can now be described
as such. However, many donors perceive “new
and additional” in a different light and see all ODA
as inherently “additional” and would argue that

if they had not contributed to the GEF, less ODA
would have been included in their national budget.
Since the GEF pilot phase, it has been “exceedingly
difficult,” in the words of that phase’s evaluation,
“to evaluate in practical operations” whether aid
in general or to a specific country through the GEF
was additional to aid that otherwise would have
been given (UNDP, UNEP, World Bank 1994).

In the replenishments, the principle of new and
additional funds can be identified in another sense.
In the fourth replenishment, the final amount

was built up from pledges from donors, remain-
ing uncommitted funds from previous replenish-
ments, pledges for earlier replenishments that are
in arrears, and investment income. A distinction
should be made between the replenishment itself,
which consists of new and additional pledges, and
the total funds available for the next replenishment

period, which includes uncommitted funds, arrears,

and investment income. Table 2.2.1 provides the

new and additional funds pledged in previous
replenishments, as well as the amounts that were
received, and the purchasing power of GEF-2
through GEF-4 compared with GEF-1.

Chapter 2.1 showed a decline in ODA for fund-
ing of environmental issues. A similar decline is
observed in donor funding for the GEF, which
decreased from 0.67 percent of ODA in GEF-1 and
GEF-2 to an estimated 0.38 percent of ODA in
GEF-4 (table 2.2.1). The comparison is noteworthy,
even if 45 percent of GEF funding is not considered
to be ODA. The decline of GEF funding needs to
be understood in the context of trends within ODA
funding.

Since the late 1990s, ODA for development includ-
ing the environment (excluding debt relief, admin-
istrative costs of donors, and emergency assistance)
grew at a slower pace than total ODA. Only in
2005 and 2006 did ODA for development begin

to exceed its 1992 level. The share of the social
sectors in all sector-allocable ODA to low-income
countries has grown from 36 percent in the early
1990s to 57 percent in 2002-06. Since 1990, there
has been an overall shift from infrastructure and
production to social sectors; currently, over half of
all sector-allocable ODA goes to the social sectors.

TABLE 2.2.1 GEF REPLENISHMENTS AND TRENDS IN ODA (MILLION $)

Total ODA 304,725

GEF funding pledged by donors 843

GEF funding received from donors 843
Purchasing power (%)

GEF replenishments as % of ODA 0.28

302,595 280,529 416,132 283,278
2,015 1,983 2,211 2,289
2,012 1,687 2,095 2,169
100 78 90 83
0.67 0.60 0.50 0.38

Sources: ODA data and dollar deflator from OECD; GEF replenishment data from the GEF Trustee; GEF Project Management

Information System, through June 30, 2009.

a. Based on a moving average; pledge 2006 instruments for one-quarter of GEF-4 deposited by fiscal year 2007, some in
2006 prior to end of fiscal year in certain countries. As ODA commitments and not disbursements have been used, data are

regarded as compatible.



This trend is particularly apparent in Sub-Saharan
Africa, where the social sectors account for over

60 percent of all sector-allocable ODA. Within the
social sectors, assistance for health has increased
significantly and, in the period 2002-06, accounted
for a sixth of all sector-allocable ODA to low-
income countries." These trends toward the social
sectors are now being reversed with the current
economic and food crises, but this fluctuation in
donor priorities is illustrative of the competition that
support to the environment in general and to the
GEF in particular face in resourcing.

Core environment assistance as a percentage of
sector-allocable ODA peaked in the period 1994-97
following the United Nations Conference on Environ-
ment and Development (Rio Summit) in June 1992,
during GEF-1. Since then, it has not shown a clear
trend in the last decade, averaging 8.6 percent over
the 10-year period 1998-2007, with some evidence
of a decline from 2003 onward; this trend is now
probably being reversed with an emphasis on climate
change. Although there are definitional issues
between OECD/DAC data and those presented in
the OECD Environmental Outlook to 2030 (OECD
2008), the trend in general of declining support for
environmental issues through ODA is confirmed, and
the potential upswing as a result of the emphasis

on climate change is not yet visible in the data.
However, compared to the relatively slow decline in
support to environmental issues, the decline in GEF
funding has been more pronounced and dramatic.

The decline in donor funding of the GEF may be
linked to a desire by donors to target their fund-
ing directly to groups of countries or specific areas
of activities. Unless transparent and well coordi-
nated, such redirection of financing may lead to
less predictability of funding; some indications of
this exist in the GEF portfolio, especially concerning

1 These data are primarily extracted from World Bank
(2008a).
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cofunding. The Paris Declaration and the Accra
Agenda for Action aim to deliver better integration
of aid targeted to national priorities. There is evi-
dence in the country portfolio evaluations conducted
by the GEF Evaluation Office that GEF funding is not
always well integrated into national systems for aid,
even where it is aligned to national priorities.

To date, evidence from the country portfolio evalu-
ations, OPS4 stakeholder consultations and country
case studies, and portfolio analysis for the cur-

rent GEF annual performance report did not find
increased funding for the environment from other
donors and funds in GEF recipient countries. In fact,
in many countries, the redistribution of core envi-
ronmental support to bilateral efforts could lead

to a less even distribution of support to countries.
Evidence exists in many middle-income GEF recipi-
ent countries that their donor base for support on
environmental issues has shrunk. In the LDCs and
SIDS, no evidence is visible yet that lower levels of
GEF funding are compensated by additional efforts
of bilateral or multilateral donors. However, cofund-
ing has shown an increase in recent years.

On average for the 1998-2007 decade, core
environment aid has been dominated by Japan

(16 percent), Germany (9 percent), the United
States (9 percent), France (6 percent), and the
Netherlands (6 percent) among bilateral donors and
IDA (14 percent) and the European Commission

(9 percent) among multilateral organizations. These
seven players accounted for two-thirds of total core
environment aid; and, with the exception of the
United States, they all increased their environment
aid in the past decade. The share of multilateral aid
for core environment moved around the average of
31 percent for the period 1998-2007, which is in
line with the average multilateral share of 32 per-
cent for all sector-allocable aid.

Bilateral commitments from OECD donors for
ODA addressing mitigation of climate change



increased by 185 percent in constant U.S. dollars

in the period 1998-2000 to 2005-07, and climate
change is now gaining dominance in environment
funding. Core environment aid for renewable
energy rose from 3.4 percent of sector-allocable
ODA in 1998 to 13.6 percent in 2007. The top

five providers of ODA for climate change mitiga-
tion over the past three years have been Japan

(46 percent), Germany (24 percent), the European
Commission (9 percent), France (9 percent), and
Denmark (5 percent), which together accounted for
93 percent of the total. The main beneficiaries of
this aid were India (15 percent), China (11 percent),
Turkey (9 percent), Indonesia (9 percent), Vietnam
(4 percent), Egypt (4 percent), Tunisia (3 percent),
Morocco (3 percent), and Azerbaijan (3 percent).
The United Kingdom has suggested capping the
proportion of each country’s ODA for climate change
at 10 percent in order to preserve the emphasis on
poverty alleviation; almost all donors agree on the
need for separate additional mechanisms to resource
climate change mitigation and adaptation.

Bilateral ODA for biodiversity and desertification
grew by 63 percent and 65 percent, respectively,

in the period 1998-2000 to 2005-07. Multilater-
als provided just 24 percent of aid to forest issues,
with nearly all aid for forest policy provided by
bilateral donors. The multilateral share of general
environment protection was also low at 22 percent,
with bilateral donors providing nearly all the aid for
biosphere protection, environmental research, and
training. In contrast, multilateral agencies provided
40 percent of aid for fishery development and

33 percent of that for agriculture, including land
degradation.

There has been a trend by donors to use an
increasing range of development partners beyond
the specialized agencies of the United Nations

and NGOs. The GEF itself forms part of this trend
toward a proliferation of primarily governmental
multilateral funds and agencies, most specialized in

a particular sector or theme. There are now at least
230 such entities of significance, outnumbering the
developing countries they were created to assist. In
the environmental sector alone, 25 have been listed
by the OECD.

The trend outside the bilateral donors is illustrated
by the International Union for Conservation of
Nature (IUCN), which has a total income of about
$400 million expected for the GEF-4 replenishment
period. It saw an increase of direct government
donor funding of some 30 percent between GEF-2
and GEF-4, and its income from donors is continu-
ing to rise. Most of the big environmental NGOs,
such as the World Wildlife Fund (WWF) and Green-
peace, are networks of national or even subnational
organizations, and the totality of their funding is
not easy to calculate. The U.S. WWF has seen an
increase in overall funding of some 100 percent in
the GEF-4 period, but government grants and con-
tracts amount to about 13 percent of its total 2008
revenues of $196.5 million, reflecting the upsurge

in private donations, especially in the United States.?
As fully recognized by the Paris and Accra Declara-
tions, multiple and fragmented aid channels impose
an additional strain on already weak implementation

capacities in low-income countries.

Funding by governmental donors of environmental
issues through mechanisms other than the GEF
was noted for all the GEF focal areas but was most
marked for climate change, where the World
Bank—sponsored Climate Investment Funds received
pledges of $6.141 billion (equivalent) in September
2008 for projects to be implemented through the

2 These data are taken from IUCN and WWF annual
reports, available from their Web sites.



World Bank and the regional development banks,?
whereas the GEF received $2.289 billion for GEF-4.

Funding through the World Bank Group is now
the single largest source of environmentally related
support, through IDA, International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development (IBRD) loans, and trust
funds, including GEF funding (Castro and Ham-
mond 2009). IDA recorded a fall in core environ-
ment aid from $1.1 billion in 1995-97 to $0.7
billion in 2005-07, due to the IDA replenishment
cycle. IBRD commitments of nonconcessional loans
have averaged around $1.4 billion annually over the
past five years. World Bank lending commitments
for the environment have averaged 9 percent of
total Bank lending during fiscal year (FY) 200408,
averaging $1.97 billion with 75 projects approved
annually. The bulk of IBRD environment lend-

ing was directed to water resource management
and pollution management and environmental
health. Water resource management plays an even
larger role in lending to IDA countries, averaging
30 percent during FY 2004-08, growing to a share
of 45 percent in FY 2008. A recent World Bank
evaluation of environment and natural resource
management found the following distribution for
the period 1990-2007: pollution management and
environmental health, 25 percent; water resource
management, 21 percent; environmental policy and
institutions, 18 percent; climate change, 15 per-
cent; land administration/management, 9 percent;
biodiversity, 8 percent; and other, 4 percent (World
Bank 2008d). The big change in recent funding is
the much greater emphasis on climate change. In
addition to the Climate Investment Funds referred
to above, the share of climate change lending
surged to 40 percent ($700 million) of environment

3 Australia ($127 million); France ($300 million); Ger-
many ($813 million); Japan ($1,200 million); Neth-
erlands ($50 million); Norway ($50 million); Sweden
($92 million) Switzerland ($20 million); United King-
dom ($1,488 billion), and United States ($2 billion)
See World Bank (2008b).
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lending in FY 2008, up from an average of 8 per-
cent in the preceding four fiscal years.

In the case of the United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP), the GEF accounted for

4 percent of UNDP's total income for 2007-08.4
Environment is a priority area; in a recent report,
the UNDP Evaluation Office (2008) noted that, in
the four years 2004-07, UNDP directly contributed
$113 million for the environment, as compared
with over $400 million from the GEF and the Mon-
treal Protocol and $30 to 40 million from bilateral
donors. In 2007, $92.1 million was pledged by
Japan for work in climate change. However, the
GEF remains substantially the most important
contributor to UNDP’s environmental work, unlike
the situation with the World Bank. Climate change
now features as a priority on the UNDP Web site;
overall, however, in the period 2004-06, biodiver-
sity received the most financial support. The evalu-
ation further reported that sustainable energy had
played an increasing role in country offices’ environ-
ment portfolios, with 70 percent of country offices
reported as having environment programs.

Support to United Nations Environment
Programme (UNEP) core financing in its Envi-
ronment Fund has shown modest growth, rising
from $110 million in 2002-03 to $125 million in
2006-07 but to $88.9 million in 2008 ($178 million
for the biennium). The GEF portfolio in UNEP has
seen a gradual decrease from $143 million in the
2000-01 biennium to $113 million in 2006-07.
However, the approvals for 2008 and half of 2009
were $117 million, possibly signaling a slight rever-
sal in the trend. In the period 2000-07, the GEF has
accounted for 36 percent of UNEP's total income.

The programs and resource mobilization efforts of
the other UN GEF Agencies address their areas
of mandate and competence—for example, the

4 Calculated from OPS4 Technical Document #8, “The
Mobilization and Management of GEF Resources.”



United Nations Industrial Development Organiza-
tion: persistent organic pollutants (POPs), ODS, and
aspects of energy; the Food and Agriculture Organi-
zation of the United Nations (FAO): pesticide POPs,
agrobiodiversity, forests, fisheries, and aspects of
land and water management; the International
Fund for Agricultural Development: land degrada-
tion and land and water management. Environment
may appear as an organizational goal, as it does in
FAO where it represents one of three.

The traditional OECD donors have operated a
burden-sharing formula for their contributions

to the GEF. In this it parallels IDA, the UN system,
the International Fund for Agricultural Develop-
ment, and other international financial institutions.
However, the burden-sharing formula is based on
the burden shares for IDA-10 at the time of the
GEF first replenishment (1994), which in the case of
IDA has since been substantially adjusted. There is
nothing to prevent donors from making additional
contributions over and above their burden shares in
the formula; for GEF-4, almost all did (except Italy,
Norway, Switzerland, and the United States). This
was an increase in the proportion doing so for the
third replenishment.

The fundamental idea of burden sharing drives the
obligations of parties to the multilateral environ-
mental conventions. The basic idea is that those
that have more to share should do so. In addition,
the conventions recognize the “common but differ-
entiated” responsibilities for the solution of global
environmental problems, to which the donors of
the GEF are signatories. In many other areas of
international cooperation, no such obligations have
been put into international agreements and signed
on to by developed countries. Whether donors are
meeting these obligations is an issue that can be
measured through several indicators.

The most general indicator is whether the GEF has
received sufficient funding to undertake its obliga-
tions under the conventions. The evidence is now
available that the GEF has received no increase of
new and additional funding in its replenishments
since GEF-1, with a very visible decline in purchas-
ing power; over the same time, focal areas and
strategic objectives were added and the number
of recipient countries increased. This development
was long masked by the practice to add remaining
uncommitted funds from previous replenishments,
as well as investment incomes and arrears. Even
with these additions, the purchasing power of the
GEF went down markedly.

OPS4 identified four indicators that would enable a
comparison of donor performance. The first indica-
tor is whether countries have fulfilled their pledges
to the GEF. Arrears remain a problem for the GEF,
principally because the United States had, as of
June 2009, major outstanding arrears dating back
to GEF-2 and GEF-3 ($167 million). In this regard,
the situation in the GEF paralleled that in many
other funds (the United States did largely settle its
arrears with the UN system through a negotiation
process in 1999, but by 2009 arrears stood at over
$1 billion to the UN itself). Several other donors to
the GEF have deferred their contributions,> with
reference to the burden-sharing formula and as a
lever to get arrears paid. Italy also had not depos-
ited its instrument of commitment or made any
contributions for GEF-4. In total, arrears that have
been outstanding for some time, deferred contri-
butions, and unfulfilled pledges as of June 2009
amounted to some 18 percent of the resources
originally projected for GEF-4. There is no obvious
solution to this issue, as those in arrears are already
subject to the scrutiny of their peers and the data
are in published documents. There is an incentive

5 Austria US$eq. 6 million, France US$eq. 60 million,
Germany US$eq. 19 million and Japan US$eq. 160
million.
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to make an early payment. As part of its reform
process, FAO governing bodies decided that arrears
and late payments should appear prominently on
its Web site; such a move could slightly increase the
pressure, in that it can help feed national constitu-
encies in pressing their governments to meet their
obligations. Another way to increase pressure could
be that arrears are presented to the GEF convention
conferences of the parties (COPs) through the GEF
report to these bodies.

The other three indicators can be found in a com-
parison of the share of the donors to the GEF to
their share in, respectively, the United Nations, IDA,
and core environmental support as reported by the
DAC. These indicators, as well as the issue of timeli-
ness of payments, are discussed in appendix C and
summarized in scorecard format in table 2.2.2.

Although there are no agreed standards in the GEF
on donor performance and this scoring system has
not been discussed with donors, this summary is
based on publicly available information and is pre-
sented without any evaluative judgment. Neverthe-
less, several interesting perspectives emerge from
this overview of donor performance. First, small
donors can outperform larger donors. Luxembourg,
the Czech Republic, and Slovenia are small donors,
but all three provide funding to the GEF at a level
that relative to their own budgets can be consid-
ered high. Several donors appear consistently on
the higher or lower end of the spectrum. Belgium,
Canada, and Switzerland consistently attach high
priority to their contributions to the GEF; Ireland
and Spain consistently attach a low priority.

Two factors have not yet been fully taken into
account. The United Kingdom has been a high-
level contributor to the 15th replenishment of IDA
(IDA-15), and thus the shares of other donors in the
replenishment to IDA have been diminished, which
means that they may appear to give more priority
to the GEF than a more equitable replenishment of
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IDA-15 would have shown. On ODA for core envi-
ronment support, Japan has a relatively very high
share, thus also diminishing the shares of others,
which then may appear to give a higher priority to
the GEF. Even if these two outliers were removed,
the resulting picture would not differ in principle.

Although there was no explicit question in the
terms of reference for OPS4 on donor performance,
many of its questions implicitly led to this section.
Given the relatively low levels of replenishments,
the loss of purchasing power, and the divergence
between general trends in donor funding and the
funding of the GEF, explanations needed to be
found. The first explanation lies in the general level
of replenishment, which concerns donor behavior
as a group. The second level of explanation is to

be found in donor behavior at a more microlevel;
further exploration of the data would be needed to
come to a better understanding of that behavior.
For example, trends of donor funding are not visible
in this relatively simple scoring.

Donor rationale for the expanded use of alternative
partners and funding channels to the GEF seems to
be linked to the perception that the GEF provides

a valid mechanism for pilot work in support of the
achievement of the goals of the conventions, but
that when it comes to scaling up through signifi-
cant investment, the GEF may present an additional
step in the funding and implementation chain.
Many donors note that the World Bank is the big-
gest single multilateral actor in the environment
area in general and climate change in particular,®

6 Information relating to the World Bank Group has
been extracted from World Bank (2008c). Other ele-
ments of the discussion draw on the FAO Evaluation
Service (2006) evaluation of the TeleFood program,
which included an analysis of the experience of other
agencies and NGOs.



TABLE 2.2.2 DONOR PERFORMANCE IN GEF FUNDING

TIMELINESS OF TOTAL
SHARE OF UN | SHARE OF IDA SHARE OF ODA PAYMENTS SCORE

Source: OPS4 Technical Document #8, “The Mobilization and Management of GEF Resources.”

and that it has the mechanisms in place to fully There has been an overall decrease in the number
integrate its support into national policies. They of middle-income countries that are entitled to
further note that the development banks have the receive funding from the GEF and that also contrib-
greatest experience of direct investment. ute to the GEF—from 12 during GEF-1 down to 8
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in GEF-4 (China, India, Mexico, Nigeria, Pakistan,
Slovenia, South Africa, and Turkey’). These coun-
tries, for the most part, pledged a minimum share
of SDR 4 million (about $6 million),® with China
and India providing additional amounts over the
minimum. It should be recognized that the middle-
income countries that contribute to the GEF do so
in almost all cases with higher percentage shares
in the replenishment than their shares in the UN,
UNDP, and IDA replenishments.

Middle-income countries notably absent from the
current list of donors to the GEF include existing
IDA donors—Barbados, Brazil, Cyprus, Egypt, Esto-
nia, Hungary, Iceland, Israel, Kuwait, Latvia, Poland,
the Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia, Singapore,
and the Slovak Republic. Thailand, which contrib-
utes to the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis
and Malaria, is not yet a donor to the GEF; nor

are several other upper middle-income countries
with relatively large economies, such as Argentina,
Chile, Malaysia, and Venezuela. There could thus be
scope for increasing the number of middle-income
country donors and the level of funding by some of
them from the present basic SDR 4 million input.

Earmarking is possible in some Bank-administered
trust funds such as the Consultative Group for
International Agricultural Research. This could in
principle attract resources by use of multiple funds
and targeted funding. There was very little sup-
port from donors or Council members interviewed
for the suggestion of supplementary GEF funding
targeted to particular geographical or focal areas.
If the GEF were to develop in this way, it probably
could raise more funds overall, but this would also

7 Nigeria and Pakistan have not yet deposited their
instrument of commitment for GEF-4 or any funds.

8 GEF replenishments are cited in terms of SDR (special
drawing rights), which is used as a “base currency”
and figured as a basket made up of fixed propor-
tions of donor currencies. The GEF-4 replenishment is
equivalent to SDR 2.14 billion.
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detract from the core funding and dilute the agreed
policy directions and splits across focal areas. Never-
theless, there is precedent in the GEF for targeting
funding, particularly for climate change mitigation,
to which many donors now attach a high priority.
The Special Climate Change Fund, also managed
by the GEF and administered by the World Bank,
has allowed donors to contribute separately from
the main Trust Fund to the particular objectives of
the specialized fund. Several donors saw a possible
role of the GEF as leading a family of agencies that
would bring additional funding to the global envi-
ronmental agenda, but noted that this would mean
that the GEF Secretariat should increasingly play a
coordinating role in fundraising.

There is currently no legal barrier to receipt of funds
from nongovernmental donors to the GEF, but
there is also no provision for such donors to play

a formal role in GEF decision making through the
Council or the replenishment meetings. The World
Bank has a policy for acceptance of donations from
foundations and other private entities. However,
cumulative donations from nongovernmental
sources to IDA were only $20 million between 1985
and 1997. In the five-year period 2003-07, non-
governmental donations to trust funds increased
to $577 million, but only 16 percent of this was for
Bank-executed trust funds; of the remainder, the
majority went to a single trust fund, that for the
Global Fund. Overall, 95 percent of private dona-
tions came from foundations, of which the Bill &
Melinda Gates Foundation provided 86 percent;
corporations accounted for 3 percent; and NGOs
the remaining 2 percent (for FY 2007, the number
of NGO donors had declined to two). Experience
has varied with some donors, notably the Gates
Foundation, requiring adherence to their particular
legal requirements in addition to the Bank’s own
documentation and process.

IDA received two donations from the private
sector in October 2007. The Bank is now further



developing its overall strategy for acceptance of
private sector funding, which would be applicable
to the GEF as well. Contributions by nonmembers
cannot confer rights of membership or decision
making in IDA, which is reserved for sovereign
nations. There is no earmarking in IDA, which has
a rule-based system for allocating resources among
IDA recipient countries.

Most of the UN agencies have some arrange-
ment for private donations, but only in the case of
the United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) are
these significant sources of funds, and they confer
no voice in decision making. In UNICEF, they are
backed by a long tradition and a large resource
mobilization machine, both in UNICEF itself and
through national organizations. Other agencies
such as the World Food Programme have provision
for direct private and corporate donation on their
Web sites. The experience has been that “char-
ismatic” agencies such as UNICEF and the World
Food Programme receive the greatest number of
donations when there is a very evident humanitar-
ian crisis such as the Indian Ocean tsunami.

Opening up the GEF Trust Fund to other sources of
funding raises issues that many agencies experi-
enced in accepting private donations have had to
face. They have combined advocacy with fund-
raising in order to establish a continual relation-
ship with private donors. The administrative costs
related to managing donations including for donor
screening, negotiating donation agreements, and
reporting are likely to vary considerably from donor
to donor. NGOs, foundations, and UN organiza-
tions such as the United Nations Educational,
Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO)
only guarantee up to 80 percent of funds raised
going to programs and many state 70 percent or
less. Seven percent of the UN Foundation’s income
is spent on fundraising and administration. The

great majority of intergovernmental organizations
accepting private funds also have provisions to
guard against reputational risk. Thus, UNICEF and
the World Health Organization do not accept fund-
ing from corporations engaged in the manufacture
of alcoholic beverages and infant formula. FAO

and the World Health Organization have restric-
tions on food industry financing, and FAO restricts
funding from the pesticide industry. Lastly, the great
majority of intergovernmental organizations have
provisions to ensure that there is no access to infor-
mation, preferences, or opportunity for influence

in contracting by the organization or recipients of
grants and loans. Some organizations, such as FAO,
exclude funding from any entity that has a current
business relationship with it.

A number of factors indicate that nongovern-
mental sources would be an unlikely channel

for a significant increase in GEF funding, except
through partnership arrangements such as the
GEF Earth Fund. First, there are a number of
extremely charismatic and effective international
intergovernmental organizations and NGOs active
in the environmental arena, including IUCN, WWF,
and Greenpeace. Second, the experience from
elsewhere needs to be placed in perspective. Prob-
ably the most successful fund in terms of resource
mobilization has been the Global Fund to Fight
AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria; of its $14 billion
receipts to date, 95 percent have come from gov-
ernments, and nongovernmental entities are rep-
resented on its board and have a strong voice in
decision making. This is also the case for the GAVI
Alliance, which includes industry representatives as
well as foundations. Third, new funds such as the
Gates Foundation are now tending to directly fund
programs of individual agencies without working
through intermediaries (although in the case of the
Gates Foundation, they contribute substantially to
the Global Fund).
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CONVENTION GUIDANCE

This chapter discusses the relevance of the GEF to the conventions, based on the OPS4 review
of GEF responsiveness to convention guidance and its relationships with the conventions.

Conclusions

The GEF continues to respond to COP guidance through incorporating guidance into GEF strate-
gies, approving projects, and adapting its policies and procedures.

COP guidance to the GEF continues to accumulate, although some conventions are moving into
longer term strategies that could provide a better way for the GEF to develop future strategies.

The GEF continues to be the primary funding source for implementation of the conventions on
biodiversity, desertification, and POPs. In climate change, other sources have emerged, but they
are not fully operational.

The Resource Allocation Framework (RAF) has hindered the access of group countries to the
GEF, particularly in climate change, which may explain some of the discontent of the climate
change community with the GEF.

The GEF's reporting requirements to the conventions have generally been met, yet certain
aspects require improvement.

Important steps have been set to improve the relationship between the GEF and conventions
and their secretariats, most notably the climate change convention.

Recommendations
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Significant measures have been taken to improve communication between the GEF and the
COPs secretariats. This will need to continue and should focus on improving the quality of
guidance, meaning the relationship between the GEF Council and the COPs.

The future allocation system in the GEF should exclude funding for communications to the con-
ventions, since they are mandatory and are supposed to be paid in full by the GEF.

Prioritization for implementation of guidance from the conventions should be at the national
level. Within this prioritization process, issues eligible for GEF support can be identified.

The GEF should be responsive to new guidance from the COPs between replenishments, either
by including an unallocated amount in the replenishment or by accepting additional funds
between replenishments to enable implementation of new guidance.

Reporting from the GEF to the conventions should include a critical assessment of GEF experi-
ence with implementation of projects, as well as its experience with incorporating COP guid-
ance into its strategies and program priorities.

Convention focal points need further involvement in the GEF at the national level (i.e., GEF
committees should require participation of convention focal points) and at the global level.



he legal relationship between the GEF and

the conventions it serves is established by

individual memorandums of understand-
ing. These memorandums state that the GEF is a
mechanism, or an operating entity of the mecha-
nism, for the provision of adequate and sustainable
financial resources to developing country parties
and parties with economies in transition on a grant
or concessional basis to assist in their implementa-
tion of the conventions. The mechanism functions
under the authority, as appropriate, and guidance
of the COP for the purpose of each convention and
is accountable to the COP. Contributions to the
mechanism shall be additional to other financial
transfers to developing country parties and parties
with economies in transition.

The role of the GEF as a financial mechanism is
somewhat different for each convention. For the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC), the GEF operates, on an interim
basis, as the financial mechanism for implementa-
tion of this convention. For the Convention on
Biological Diversity (CBD), the GEF is, on an interim
basis, the institutional structure that carries out the
operation of the financial mechanism for imple-
mentation of this convention. In the case of the
Stockholm Convention on POPs, the GEF is avail-
able to serve as an entity entrusted with the opera-
tion of the financial mechanism of this convention.
For the United Nations Convention to Combat
Desertification (UNCCD), the GEF has recently
become a financial mechanism.

The GEF Council ensures the effective operation
of the GEF as a source of funding activities under
the conventions. The use of GEF resources for the
purposes of such conventions needs to conform
with the policies, program priorities, and eligibility
criteria decided by the COPs.

The Third Overall Performance Study (OPS3) of the
GEF concluded that in general the GEF had been
responsive to the guidance of the conventions with
a few exceptions. For example, on biodiversity,
OPS3 drew attention to a relatively limited response
of the GEF and lack of clarity in the guidance on
access and benefit sharing, one of the three objec-
tives of the convention. On climate change, OPS3
complimented the GEF for quickly responding to
guidance on establishing special trust funds for
adaptation, but noted that in its main activities it
had not yet addressed adaptation in a substantive
way. On land degradation, OPS3 noted that the
desertification convention focuses on arid regions,
with a priority for Sub-Saharan Africa, whereas the
GEF aimed to tackle land degradation in humid
areas as well and is required to have a balanced
geographical approach. On chemicals, the GEF
strategy did not address the emergence of new
POPs. OPS3 recommended strengthening the two-
way communication between the GEF Secretariat
and the secretariats of the conventions to improve
guidance and responsiveness. The GEF-4 replenish-
ment policy recommendations reiterated this rec-
ommendation of OPS3 but also asked for increased
efforts at the country level to promote consultations
among the national GEF focal points and the focal
points of that country to the conventions.

Since the start of the conventions, guidance to
the GEF is provided within the context of the
overall guidance to the financial mechanism, with
the exception of the UNCCD, which only recently
began providing guidance as the GEF became a
financial mechanism for it. OPS4 has tracked all
guidance given so far to the GEF, including to the
Least Developed Countries Fund and the Special
Climate Change Fund, which has been assembled
in table 2.3.1. The historical burden of guidance
has now reached 317 requests (articles within
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TABLE 2.3.1 NUMBER OF ARTICLES
WITHIN GUIDANCE DECISIONS

(vean | unrcce | cap ] poes | unceo |
1994 12 (1)

1995 10 (1) 4 (2)

1996 10 (2) 8(3)

1997 2(3)

1998 9 (4) 6 (4)

1999 5 (5)

2000 3(6) 4 (5)

2001 10 (7) 5 (5)
2002 19 (8) 13 (6)

2003 3(9) 6 (6)
2004 48(10) 10(7)

2005 7(11) 5(1) 10 (7)
2006 13(12) 14(8) 12 (2)

2007 9 (13) 17 (3) 9 (8)
2008 12 (14) 7(9)

2009 15 (4)

Total 160 78 49 30

Source: COP decisions as published on the conventions’
Web sites.

Note: Guidance decisions are made at the convention
COPs; the number of the conference at which the deci-
sions were taken is provided in parentheses.

decisions), about half of which is from the UNFCCC.
Although guidance differs in nature, density of
paragraphs, and significance from article to article
and from decision to decision, the number of articles
overall is high. This is particularly problematic con-
sidering that all guidance is expected to be made
operational in order for the GEF to be responsive

to the conventions. Guidance continues to be too
broad or too specific and, for the most part, is gener-
ated through a political negotiation process, par-
ticularly for contentious issues, producing language
that is often ambiguous and reflective of political
compromises. Priority setting is often a problem,
given the political nature of the debates and the
different interest groups represented in the COPs.
New guidance hardly ever replaces older guidance:
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it usually becomes an addition to previous decisions
and requests. This contrasts with the practice in the
GEF, where new strategies replace older ones. Again,
the political nature of the debate in the conventions
makes it difficult to abandon old decisions, which
were often reached after protracted negotiations.

During GEF-4, all the conventions that the GEF
serves have provided close to 100 additional articles
of guidance. Until the end of GEF-4, several more
COPs will formulate guidance: COP10 for the CBD,
COP9 for the UNCCD, and most importantly COP15
(to take place in Copenhagen) for the UNFCCC.

Although the guidance from the conventions in
general suffers from a lack of priority setting and
compromise wording, the general drift of the guid-
ance is often clear: support to a particular work
program established by the convention, to a partic-
ular project or activity (i.e., national implementation
plans and their implementation), or improvement
of the GEF processes (the favorite being streamlin-
ing access to GEF resources). It is thus possible to
check whether the GEF has followed the guidance
in principle. However, the fact that guidance is
open to different interpretations means that the
GEF has a certain freedom in translating the guid-
ance into action. Furthermore, guidance is not only
directed to the GEF but also to the parties to the
conventions and other institutions that have a role
in providing financial support to implementing the
conventions. In general, the perspective is that the
parties would undertake certain actions and the
GEF would support them.

The conventions have improved their internal
coordination on providing guidance by concentrat-
ing all guidance into one decision per COP. This

is an improvement over the old practice in which
separate decisions could include guidance to the



financial mechanism, sometimes contradicting each
other. Each decision now has several articles, which
may differ in nature and level of significance, such
as from simple requests for funding a program or
project to references to areas of activity to be sup-
ported by the GEF. Some articles are also repeated
from one COP to another. Many articles urge devel-
oped countries to increase their financial support to
the GEF, and many others refer to streamlining the
project cycle. Not all articles have an equal potential
impact on the GEF: some articles will have huge
financial implications since they request, invite, or
urge the GEF to support an entire work program;
whereas others request a review or study or report-
ing back from the GEF to the COP.

The GEF replenishment phases do not coincide with
the COPs phases, so there is always a lag between
the guidance to the GEF, their incorporation into GEF
strategies, and their implementation. In most cases,
the GEF needs to wait until the next replenishment
period to actually respond to COP guidance by incor-
porating it into the new strategies that are discussed
and approved by the replenishment negotiations.
For example, the GEF Secretariat has responded to
most of the guidance from the COP9 (2008) for

the biodiversity convention and COP14 (2008) for
climate change that will be taken into account in the
GEF-5 replenishment discussions. When new guid-
ance relates to older guidance that has already been
taken up in strategies, a quicker response of the GEF
is possible and has been followed in several cases.
Once guidance is incorporated into GEF strategies
and policies, countries, with the assistance of the
GEF Agencies, prepare project proposals that fulfill
the GEF strategies. In this way, countries can also
fulfill their obligations under the conventions.

Among convention participants and recipient coun-
tries, there is still confusion or disagreement about

how convention guidance should tackle several key
principles of the GEF: the concepts of incremental-

ity, full costs, and cofinancing.

The responsiveness of the GEF was assessed
through “mapping” of COP guidance to GEF-4
strategies by focal area as well as to the GEF's
policies and procedures. This was followed up with
interviews, stakeholder consultations, and surveys.
Perfect one-on-one mapping is not possible due
to the nature of the guidance (sometimes this is
very broadly formulated; e.g., “support capacity
building”) and the nature of the GEF strategies
(responding to several articles at the same time). In
addition, 301 projects approved in GEF-4 and 170
project identification forms have been assessed on
linkage to convention guidance. A problem in this
analysis is that the GEF database of projects does
not contain reliable information regarding GEF
strategies, and projects do not provide the linkage
to the convention guidance (rather, they provide
linkage to the GEF strategies).

Another important caveat in this assessment is
that OPS4 did not consider the interactions of the
GEF Agencies with the conventions. GEF Agencies
have different roles with the conventions ranging
from hosting some of the convention secretariats
(UNEP) to providing financial support to countries
to implement parts of the conventions. In addition,
GEF Agencies produce technical reports that are
provided and utilized by the conventions but that
are not considered here.

The findings by focal area are reported in section 3
in the chapters relating to focal area progress
toward impact. This chapter reports on the overall
emerging picture of the responsiveness of the GEF
to the guidance.

The GEF continues to respond to COP guidance
through incorporating guidance into GEF strategies,
approving projects, and adapting its policies and
procedures. According to a wide set of interviews
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and stakeholder consultations, the overall conclu-
sion has been that the GEF continues to be the
primary funding source for implementation of the
CBD, the UNCCD, and the POPs convention. In
climate change, other sources have emerged, but
these new funds are not yet fully operational. The
review of all GEF-4 projects concludes that the
GEF supports the implementation of the con-
ventions and the national obligations under the
conventions.

B As mentioned before, since the beginning of
GEF-4, there have been about 100 new articles
of guidance to the GEF from the conferences
and meetings of the parties in the CBD, the
UNFCCC, the UNCCD, and the POPs conven-
tion. Guidance continues to be broad and
cumulative, although it is provided within one
decision per COP. Nevertheless, several changes
may improve the situation in the future. The CBD
and the UNCCD have recently moved to pro-
grammatic approaches. Parties to the CBD devel-
oped a four-year framework of program priorities
related to utilization of GEF resources between
2010 and 2014. The UNCCD has developed a
10-year strategic framework. The GEF Secretariat
has indicated that the long-term strategies of the
conventions will be taken into account.

B Representatives from the convention secretariats
are participating in the GEF task forces for the
development of GEF-5 strategies.

B The GEF Secretariat continues to participate
actively in the COPs and various events held by
the convention secretariats.

B Several countries are conducting national priori-
tization exercises to determine which projects
(and thus, convention priorities) should be
funded by the GEF.

There is a perception among various stakeholders
that the GEF does not fully follow guidance and
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does not appear to be accountable to the COPs.
This perception is strongest among convention
parties, and of those it is strongest in the climate
change convention. The stakeholder survey con-
firms that this perception is prevalent: although

85 percent of the respondents believe GEF support
helps recipient countries with their obligations
under the conventions, only 66 percent consider
that the GEF follows guidance from the conven-
tions. The perception may be partly politically
motivated. It may also be related to the quality of
GEF reporting to the COPs and the impact of the
RAF on access to GEF funding. The impact of the
RAF on GEF responsiveness to the CBD and the
UNFCCC is discussed in chapter 2.5, which presents
evidence that the level of utilization for countries
within the climate change group has been low

(37 percent) relative to the countries with individual
allocations (68 percent). Furthermore, as of the end
of June 2009, data show that SIDS have utilized
only 22 percent, and LDCs only 37 percent, of their
potential allocation in climate change. The situation
is better in the biodiversity focal area, with coun-
tries in the group allocation reaching levels of up to
66 percent compared with 78 percent for countries
with individual allocations.

Some of the negative perceptions within the
conventions about the GEF may be related to the
fact that convention focal points are still not fully
informed on how the GEF functions globally. At
the national level, this has improved since OPS4
found several cases in which convention focal
points are better informed and in which they
participate in national prioritization exercises for
GEF funding.

Apart from perceptions, which can be addressed
through better information sharing, there are other
factors that may hinder better responsiveness of
the GEF to COP guidance. First, as noted, the GEF
replenishment does not fit the COP cycles. Some
COP decisions cannot be taken into account by



the GEF if they are reached by the COP after a GEF
replenishment has just been concluded. In this

case, the GEF needs to wait until the next replen-
ishment to take such guidance into consideration.
This applies mainly to guidance that would move
the GEF in new directions. It is complicated by the
fact that the GEF does not allow donors to target
contributions to special guidance in its main Trust
Fund, although this is possible in the Special Climate
Change Fund. Of course, many of the Council deci-
sions also affect the responsiveness of the GEF; for
example, decisions related to implementation of the
RAF.

On the convention side, there is a need to improve
the focus of guidance (much of it is too broad),
reduce its cumulative nature (and withdraw older
guidance), and make guidance “SMART" (specific,
measurable, achievable, realistic, and trackable).
Sometimes guidance responds to special interest
groups in the conventions and may be very narrow
(e.g., support to a particular project). Overall, these
combined factors lead to problems with the inter-
pretation of guidance.

In general, the GEF does not have sufficient funds
to handle increasing demands from the conven-
tions. The guidance of the conventions to GEF
donors to increase their support to the GEF has not
been followed from GEF-2 to GEF-4.

The partnership structure of the GEF presents spe-
cific challenges for following guidance, since every
partner has its own mandate which does not align
perfectly with the GEF or the COPs.

Limited understanding and limited clarity regarding
GEF principles continues to cloud discussions: incre-
mental costs, full costs (national communications are
the only support projects for which the conventions
ask the GEF to finance full costs), and cofinancing
(many parties consider this a conditionality to access
GEF funding) continue to be debated.

OPS3 recommended improving communication
between the GEF Secretariat and the secretariats of
the conventions. GEF-4 replenishment policy recom-
mendations focused on increasing GEF efforts at
the country level to promote consultations among
the GEF and convention focal points, as well as
encouraging periodic meetings between the GEF
Secretariat and all the secretariats of the conven-
tions. OPS4 assessed two aspects of the relationship
between the GEF and the conventions: (1) quality
of reporting from the GEF to the conventions and
(2) relationships between the GEF and the secretari-
ats of the conventions.

The GEF is required to report to the COPs at every
session. The process begins with the GEF Secretariat
preparing a report in collaboration with the Evalu-
ation Office, Agencies, Trustee, and the Scientific
and Technical Advisory Panel (STAP). This report is
presented to the GEF Council for review and com-
ment. Finally, the report is sent to the convention
secretariat and included as an information docu-
ment to the relevant COP.

The memorandums of understanding between the
GEF and the conventions describe the information
that is required in these reports. Common reporting
requirements include the following:

B Information on how the GEF has responded to
guidance provided by the COP through incorpo-
ration into the GEF strategies (and feedback on
the implementation of guidance)

B A presentation of all projects approved in
support of the convention and total financial
resources allocated to these projects (including
cofinancing) since the last reporting

B Opportunities and activities for integration
across focal areas
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M Information from the Evaluation Office

In addition, each COP may request that the GEF
provide specific information about particular issues
to be reported in a future COP.

The GEF has prepared reports for each of the COPs
as required by the respective memorandum of
understanding, providing the requested informa-
tion, including a section from the GEF Evaluation
Office. Nevertheless, the convention secretariats

as well as representatives of parties to the conven-
tions indicated that reporting to the conventions
from the GEF was weak. In their perception, the
reports consist of a short and inadequate brief of
new GEF strategies, and how COP guidance was
incorporated into these strategies, including a list of
projects funded by the GEF. The following informa-
tion has been identified as crucial to enhancing the
quality of GEF reporting to the conventions:

B Cofinancing data

B Assessment of project implementation
experiences

B Feedback on guidance implementation and
incorporation

B Results of GEF support to the achievement of
convention objectives

The GEF and the convention secretariats are
requested by the memorandums of understanding
to communicate and cooperate with each other and
to consult on a regular basis to facilitate the effec-
tiveness of the financial mechanism in assisting the
parties to implement the convention. During GEF-4,
several changes have improved this relationship:

B The Secretariats of the conventions now partici-
pate in the technical advisory groups that are
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developing the GEF-5 strategies. In this way, the
secretariats are able to provide direct feedback
from the COPs and further clarification on
guidance.

B The UNFCCC and GEF secretariats have held
retreats; the GEF Secretariat has noted that
more frequent retreats will take place in the
future.

B GEF Secretariat staff participate on a regular
basis in events organized by the secretariats of
the conventions.

B During GEF-4, the STAP has undertaken mis-
sions to each of the convention secretariats
and established working connections to their
scientific subsidiary bodies, and convention focal
points have participated in STAP meetings.

B Some UNFCCC focal points have participated
in the most recent GEF familiarization seminar,
where the GEF is introduced to newcomers to
the GEF partnership. At the country level, many
of the convention focal points are part of GEF
national committees and of the decision-making
process of prioritization exercises.

B The convention secretariats provide a short
update on how each convention is advancing
during GEF Council meetings.

Despite the acknowledged improvements that have
already taken place, OPS4 maintains that there is
room for further improvement in the relationships.
First, the GEF Council does not receive direct feed-
back from the conventions on its reports. The steps
that have been taken to improve the relationship
with the UNFCCC can be taken with other conven-
tions as well. Second, further clarification of roles
among the different parts of the GEF would also
improve relationships.



THE CATALYTIC ROLE OF THE
GEF

All previous overall performance studies of the GEF have focused attention on the cata-
lytic role the GEF needs to play in order to have an impact on global environmental issues.
However, this role has never been clearly defined or evaluated. This chapter discusses the
catalytic nature of the GEF, presenting an analysis of the catalytic role of its strategies,
portfolio, and modalities.

Conclusions

B The catalytic role of the GEF is embodied in its approach through foundational activities focus-
ing on creating an enabling environment; to demonstration activities, which are innovative and
show how new approaches and market changes can work; to investment activities that scale
this up to a national level to sustainably achieve global environmental benefits.

B The GEF's current funding level is sufficient to play this role in a limited number of countries;
there is insufficient funding to bring demonstration and investment to especially fragile states,
the SIDS, and the LDCs.

B Proposals to focus more exclusively on demonstration to the detriment of foundation and
investment will reduce the catalytic effect of the GEF and the sustainability of global environ-
mental effects achieved. Calculations in the ODS impact evaluation show that without the cata-
lytic role of investments, 40 percent less ODS reduction would potentially have been achieved.

B The catalytic role of the GEF is well established at the strategic level, yet has not been trans-
lated into guidance for project design and has not led to tracking instruments to ensure that
catalytic effects are monitored during implementation or measured after projects end.

Recommendations
B Funding levels in the GEF should increase substantially to enable the GEF to play its full cata-
lytic role in all recipient countries to ensure that global environmental benefits are achieved.

B The catalytic role of the GEF is most evident in the international waters focal area strategy.
Other focal areas could benefit from incorporating elements of this strategy. For example, in
climate change and biodiversity, this could lead to a better integration of enabling activities in
the overall strategies.

B At the project level, guidance on design, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of the
catalytic role of the project should be encouraged to ensure better tracking and measurement
of the GEF's catalytic effect. The Evaluation Office will encourage this through making its meth-
odological framework, data, and findings available for further discussion and elaboration in
the GEF partnership.
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PS3 focused attention on the catalytic

role of the GEF, noting that the GEF on its

own cannot reach sustainable impact, and
citing several catalytic mechanisms: cofinancing,
leveraged resources, replication, and mainstream-
ing. However, it also noted that sustainability and
catalytic effects were often not explicitly addressed
in project design, implementation, and evaluation.
It identified catalytic effects as a particularly appro-
priate subject for lesson learning and knowledge
management and recommended that this should
be taken up in GEF-4.

This recognition of the catalytic nature of the GEF

is in theory built into its strategies and modalities.
Given the nature and scope of the challenges, it is
clear that the GEF on its own cannot achieve the
impact for which it strives. Rather, it must be a part-
ner with governments and donors that encourage
others to contribute to, take over, and sustain the
actions that ultimately lead to the impacts sought.
For this reason, the GEF's ninth operational principle
states that “In seeking to maximize global environ-
mental benefits, the GEF will emphasize its catalytic
role and leverage additional financing from other
sources” (GEF 1995).

In 2007, the GEF Evaluation Office developed a
methodological framework to evaluate catalytic
effects. This framework was tested in a case study
in China, and the Office’s country portfolio evalu-
ations led to a reassessment of the portfolio of
the GEF for its catalytic role. Enabling activities in
climate change and biodiversity had been perceived
by many as a special “stand-alone” service of the
GEF to the conventions for the purpose of sup-
porting national communications, action plans
and capacity self-assessments, among others. In
the country context, the enabling activities were
revealed to be more relevant to the success of the
GEF portfolio than previously assumed. This led to
a review of the GEF modalities in light of the GEF's
catalytic role.
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Analysis of the focal area strategies, as well as the
country portfolio evaluations, points toward three
broad categories of GEF activities:

B Foundational: “foundational” and enabling
activities, focusing on policy, regulatory frame-
works, and national priority setting and capacity
development

B Demonstration: medium- and full-size projects
and the Small Grants Programme, which focus
on demonstration, capacity development, inno-
vation, and market barrier removal

B Investment: full-size projects with high
rates of cofunding, catalyzing investments or
implementing a new strategic approach at the

national level

The international waters focal area uses these three
categories of activities most explicitly in a phased
approach: a first, foundational phase in which
countries are brought together to diagnose prob-
lems and agree on joint actions; a second demon-
stration phase in which solutions to joint problems
are tested, piloted, and demonstrated; and a third
investment phase in which countries and other
donors join to provide the necessary funds to scale
up activities.

The three categories approach combines all the ele-
ments that have been shown to catalyze results in
international cooperation. Evaluations in the bilat-
eral and multilateral aid community have shown
time and again that activities at the microlevel of
skills transfer—piloting new technologies and dem-
onstrating new approaches—will fail if these are
not supported at the institutional or market level as
well. Evaluations have also consistently shown that
institutional capacity development or market inter-

ventions on a larger scale will fail if governmental



laws, regulatory frameworks, and policies are not in
place to support and sustain these improvements.
And they show that demonstration, innovation,
and market barrier removal do not work if there is
no follow-up through investment or scaling up of
financial means. For this reason, many bilateral and
multilateral donors have moved toward support-
ing the government more directly through basket
funding, public policy lending, and similar efforts
to create enabling environments and sustainable
systemic improvements. The GEF has included
these elements from the beginning and is therefore
equipped to perform its catalytic role.

Guidance from the multilateral environmental
agreements has been important in ensuring that
the GEF addresses all three support categories.
When member countries sign on to a given conven-
tion, they are essentially obligated to incorporate
the aims of that convention into national regulatory
frameworks, laws, policies, and priority setting; they
are often supported in so doing by the GEF through
foundational activities. Countries need to report on
progress to the conventions, and the GEF has been
funding these processes in part through enabling
activities. Evidence from the country portfolio
evaluations and the OPS4 country case studies, as
well as reviews of terminal evaluations of enabling
activities, demonstrates that countries have used
GEF support to introduce new policies and develop
the requisite environmental legislation and regula-
tory frameworks.

The results of enabling activities are often reported
to the conventions rather than through the GEF
monitoring processes. This may have led the GEF

to not address enabling activities directly in the
development of focal area strategies or in pro-
gramming at the country level. The international
waters focal area—which is not accountable to a
multilateral environmental agreement and therefore
does not have a requirement for formal enabling
activities—has more organically integrated the role

of these foundational activities in its strategies and
programming.

All GEF projects have been analyzed to identify

in which category they would most appropriately
belong. The analysis is based on 2,291, or 98 per-
cent, of the approved projects listed in the GEF
Project Management Information System (PMIS)
on June 30, 2009. The details of the analysis can
be found in “Approach to Project Classification”
(Methodological Paper #8), available on the GEF
Evaluation Office Web site (www.gefeo.org) and
the OPS4 CD-ROM.

Although there are elements of demonstration in
foundational projects, and elements of founda-
tion and investment in demonstration projects,

the overview reveals in broad strokes that, with

the exception of GEF-1, the funding pattern of the
GEF over the three categories has been remarkably
consistent (table 2.4.1). The share of foundational
activities has gone down gradually over time, from
20 percent in the pilot phase to 6 percent in GEF-4.
The share of demonstration activities has, with the
exception of GEF-1, been higher than 45 percent
and is rising to more than 65 percent in GEF-4. The
share of investment has been more or less stable
between 15 and 23 percent, with the exception of
GEF-1 when it reached a 43 percent share.

The decrease in foundational activities is partly
caused by a temporarily low number of national
communications (due to the cycles of the conven-
tions), but also by the fact that many countries have
done most if not all of the regulatory work needed
for the conventions. The increase of demonstration
is a natural follow-up on the foundational work
and thus to be expected. Investment also shows a
slight increase in GEF-4, which is interesting, as the
RAF was supposed to have a dampening effect on
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TABLE 2.4.1 DISTRIBUTION OF GEF FUNDING BY ACTIVITY CATEGORY AND GEF

PHASE (%)

ACTIVITY PILOT
CATEGORY PHASE

Foundation

Demonstration 53 40
Investment 19 43
Unable to assess 7 2
Total 100 100

Source: GEF PMIS, through June 30, 2009.

investments and the role of the GEF in investments
was sometimes questioned. Given the relatively
large amounts involved in investment activities, the
23 percent in GEF-4 is generated by a much lower
number of projects than in the other categories.

In total, 55 investment projects were approved in
GEF-4, which means that two-thirds of recipient
countries did not receive any GEF investment sup-
port in GEF-4, up to June 30, 2009. The number
of foundational and demonstration activities is suf-
ficiently high to ensure that all GEF countries could
in principle receive support in these categories. This
is not the case in investment.

Table 2.4.2 presents GEF funding for different
categories of projects by focal area. There are

67 66 69 62
15 22 23 23
5 2 2 3
100 100 100 100

significant differences among the focal areas in
terms of distribution of funding across different
categories of projects. A considerable proportion of
funding for the POPs and international waters focal
areas has been for foundational activities. For POPs,
enabling activities focused on the facilitation into
early implementation of the Stockholm Convention;
for the international waters focal area, transbound-
ary diagnostic analysis/and strategic action program
development-related activities account for a major
portion of the foundational funding. In contrast,
land degradation funding for foundational and
enabling activity projects has been marginal.

A major proportion of the funding for ODS and
land degradation has been for investment projects.

TABLE 2.4.2 DISTRIBUTION OF GEF FUNDING BY ACTIVITY CATEGORY AND FOCAL

AREA (%)

ACTIVITY
CATEGORY

Foundation

Demonstration 57 66
Investment 27 23

Unable to assess 4 2

Total 100 100 1

Source: GEF PMIS, through June 30, 2009.
Note: BD = biodiversity; CC = climate change; IW =

94

55
20

0
00

international waters; LD =

52 80 32 60
45 8 63 12
2 6 0 1
100 100 100 100

land degradation; MF = multifocal.



For ODS, the funding is higher because a significant
proportion of projects focus on national-scale rep-
lication of approaches that have been found to be
effective elsewhere. For the land degradation focal
area, the high percentage of funding for projects

in this category is primarily driven by the strategic
investment program for sustainable land manage-
ment initiated by the GEF in Sub-Saharan Africa.

Table 2.4.3 presents the distribution of GEF fund-
ing by Agencies. This distribution confirms the
traditional roles of the GEF Agencies. UNEP is well
represented in foundational activities. For UNDP,
a relatively greater proportion of funding was for
demonstration. The World Bank has the highest
share in investment.

Other cuts through the distribution of activities, by
number or region, do not reveal issues that require
special attention. However, when looking at groups
of countries in special circumstances (table 2.4.4),
a skewed distribution is revealed. In four groups of
countries — fragile states, SIDS, LDCs, and land-
locked countries — the number of foundational
activities outnumber demonstration and invest-
ment combined; this is not the case for the other
recipient countries of the GEF. In several country
portfolio evaluations (Benin, Samoa, Madagascar),
and in many subregional meetings of focal points,
the issue was raised that through enabling activi-
ties, countries were ready to implement larger scale
demonstration and investment projects, but that
GEF support was not forthcoming. The numbers

TABLE 2.4.3 GEF FUNDING BY ACTIVITY CATEGORY AND AGENCY

ACTIVITY
CATEGORY

Foundational

Demonstration 1,903 73 311 55 1,902
Investment 29 11 53 9 1,126

Unable to assess 85 3 2 0

Total 2,617 100 571 100 3,373

Source: GEF PMIS, through June 30, 2009.

WORLD
1:7:1,1 ¢ AGENCIES JOINT

OTHER ALL
AGENCIES

133
56 246 70 636 55 4,998 62
33 51 14 358 31 1,88 23
4 13 4 23 2 253 3
100 354 100 1,151 100 8,066 100

TABLE 2.4.4 DISTRIBUTION OF GEF NATIONAL PROJECTS BY ACTIVITY CATEGORY

FOR VARIOUS COUNTRY GROUPS (%)

LAND- ALL
ACTIVITY FRAGILE LOCKED OTHER NATIONAL
CATEGORY STATES COUNTRIES | COUNTRIES® | PROJECTS
47

Foundational

Demonstration 23 21
Investment 6 3
Unable to assess 1 1
Total 100 100

Source: GEF PMIS, through June 30, 2009.

30 39 52 43
7 6 11 9

2 2 2 2
100 100 100 100

a. Other countries are those that are not fragile, SIDS, LDCs, or landlocked.



support this to some extent (especially in the
distribution between foundation and the other two
categories), but especially in the SIDS, which have
so far only received six national investment projects
from the pilot phase up to and including GEF-4. To
some extent, the SIDS have received extra support
through regional projects and programs, but this is
not (yet) enough to provide a counterbalance.

The distribution over groups of countries by this
categorization is also caused by the RAF, which the
midterm review revealed is biased toward large
recipients of GEF support. As a result, the Council
in its November 2008 session decided that the new
allocation system for GEF-5 would need to be more
equitable. However, the distribution also shows
that becoming more equitable will not really make
a difference, unless the GEF has sufficient funds to
follow support to foundation and demonstration
with support to national upscaling and investment.
New initiatives to support investment in climate
change focus on middle-income countries. This will
mean that if GEF funding were to remain stable,
the difference between the groups of countries
would grow, if non-GEF funds were to be taken
into account.

In this sense, the GEF is in a difficult position. If
investment were to be ruled out as a comparative

advantage for the GEF and the GEF would focus
on foundation and demonstration only, the GEF
could potentially lose its catalytic perspective and
global benefits would lose the prospect of sustain-
ability. If it continues at its current funding level,
investments can only take place in a meaningful
way in the large recipient countries which have
additional possibilities for funding. Many fragile
states, SIDS, and LDCs would continue to wait for
support, since they have less possibility to generate
investment through savings, private investments, or
investments from other donors. It is only through a
substantially higher level of replenishment that the
GEF will be able to play its full catalytic role in all

recipient countries.

Compared with national projects, regional and
global projects tend to have fewer foundational
activities (table 2.4.6). They have a relatively
greater proportion of their funding for this cat-
egory of projects. This is so because the average
funding size for regional and global foundational
activities is greater ($4.5 million per project
compared with about $0.5 million for national
projects). This difference is seen across focal areas
but is most pronounced in the international waters

area.

TABLE 2.4.5 DISTRIBUTION OF GEF FUNDING FOR NATIONAL PROJECTS BY ACTIVITY
CATEGORY FOR VARIOUS COUNTRY GROUPS (%)

LAND- ALL
ACTIVITY FRAGILE LOCKED OTHER NATIONAL
CATEGORY STATES LDCs COUNTRIES | COUNTRIES® | PROJECTS
8

Foundational

Demonstration 50 66
Investment 25 10
Unable to assess 10 1
Total 100 100

Source: GEF PMIS, through June 30, 2009.

59 68 65 64
28 19 26 25
3 3 3 3
100 100 100 100

a. Other countries are those that are not fragile, SIDS, LDCs, or landlocked.
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TABLE 2.4.6 DISTRIBUTION OF GEF
FUNDING BY ACTIVITY CATEGORY AND
PROJECT SCOPE (%)

PROJECT SCOPE

(o] B
ACTIVITY NATION- | ALOR
CATEGORY AL GLOBAL
Foundational 8 19 12
Demonstration 64 59 62
Investment 25 20 23
Unable to assess 3 3 3
Total 100 100 100

Source: GEF PMIS, through June 30, 2009.

Two OPS4 case studies examined the GEF's catalytic
role:’

B The Energy Conservation and Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Reduction in Chinese Township and
Village Enterprises project in China was evalu-
ated by the Chinese National Center for Science
and Technology Evaluation.

B The Slovenia European Bank for Reconstruction
and Development (EBRD)/GEF Environmental
Credit Facility was evaluated jointly by the EBRD
and GEF Evaluation Offices.

Additionally, the GEF Evaluation Office’s ODS
impact evaluation looked at all GEF funding in this
focal area.

The China case study revealed a success story
in replication and scaling up. The objective of the

1 The full case studies are available as Technical Docu-
ments #3 and #4 from the GEF Evaluation Office Web
site and on the OPS4 CD-ROM.

project was to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in
the township and village enterprise sector by intro-
ducing new energy efficient technologies. A crucial
factor was the selection of appropriate technologies
that were more easily demonstrated and replicated
and that would also reduce costs for enterprises. A
market demand for reducing energy costs had been
growing in China, so the new energy efficient tech-
nologies were brought to the market at a suitable
time. Strong government support and the availabil-
ity of additional financing to enterprises accelerated
replication. Preferential policies, laws, regulatory
frameworks, and government endorsement of new
technology were driving forces outside the direct
reach of the project. A commercial bank provided
financing many times higher than originally planned
due to the profitability of lending.

Estimates exist that more than 500 replications took
place outside of the direct influence of the project
in the brick, cement, metal casting, and coking
sectors. This number could not be substantiated
because replication was not tracked systemati-

cally. The evaluators concluded that the project

had unexpectedly achieved greater greenhouse

gas reduction and scored remarkable demonstra-
tion and replication results, leaving behind a strong
sustainability legacy.

The Slovenia Environmental Credit Facility was
implemented successfully but did not succeed in
mobilizing the financial sector. The facility’s primary
objective was the reduction of nutrient load in the
Danube River Basin. It also financed investments
achieving reductions in other water pollutants,
primarily toxic substances. The main focus was
intended to be on industrial companies, small and
mid-size municipalities, and large livestock farms to
reduce their pollution of surface and groundwater
in the Danube River Basin. The GEF component of
the project was to generate global environmental
benefits in the form of reduction of transboundary
water pollution in the river basin through provision
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of technical support and incentives. The project did
result in direct investments in water pollution reduc-
tion and pollution prevention projects in Slovenia.
The EUR 45 million lent by EBRD to participating
banks was quickly and entirely disbursed to eligible
subborrowers.

The model was not adequately designed to pro-
mote the demonstration of innovative pollution
reduction technologies and to contribute to their
widespread adoption. The loans were allocated on
a first-come, first served basis provided that the
projects proposed by the subborrowers met the
eligibility criteria. The model was biased in favor

of support to the financially healthiest and largest
industrial companies. It has not been successful at
increasing the participation of the private financial
institutions in financing water pollution investment
under normal market terms and conditions. Overall,
the project did not have an impact on participating
banks’ marketing strategy in the water pollution
reduction sector nor on their perception of the
potential of the sector as a promising business line.

The ODS impact evaluation revealed the impor-
tance of public-private collaboration (GEF EO
forthcoming). Whereas the initial push came from
the governments, the catalytic effects could, to

a large extent, be attributed to champions in the
private sector. The finance provided by the GEF not
only eliminated the use of ODS in the country being
financed, but it also reduced the time to phase out
ODS in companies that were not directly financed
by the GEF, thereby speeding the rate of ODS elimi-
nation in the country. The catalytic action was the

o8

result of a multifaceted approach by the GEF that
financed not only companies but also a diversity of
programs that included institutional strengthening,
training of customs and personnel, ODS recovery
and recycling programs, training of servicing techni-
cians, an awareness-raising campaign, and halon
recovery and reclamation.

The ODS impact evaluation estimates that about
40 percent of the total ODS phased out in the
countries with economies in transition was achieved
through catalytic action (GEF EO forthcoming).
Government policies, measures, and actions have a
significant impact on the speed and extent of cata-
lytic action. Private sector involvement in projects
and cofinancing are crucial, as they have a dem-
onstration and replication role as well as an impact
on raw material supplier companies. Implementa-
tion of policies and measures by the government
in the countries with economies in transition was
important for promoting replication of important
activities undertaken by stakeholders to reduce
and phase out ODS, and to ensure their coopera-
tion in these activities. For example, the ban on the
import of chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) affected all
ODS importers equally and encouraged them to
import alternative refrigerants that were not ozone
depleting.

The two case studies and the impact evaluation
demonstrate that the GEF catalytic model is sound
at the level of the overall strategy for a focal area,
but is not always translated well at the project level
— either of terms of design or in the tracking of
achievements.



2.5 PROGRAMMING RESOURCES

The GEF conducts programming of resources at different levels: national, program, and
global. This chapter looks at issues related to the programming of resources at these vari-
ous levels. Specifically, it addresses how these resources are relevant to national environ-
mental and sustainable development priorities; the programmatic approaches developed
by the GEF and through regional and global projects; and programming at the global
level, particularly through the RAF.

Conclusions

GEF support was found to be relevant to national environmental and sustainable development
priorities as well as international and regional processes. Evidence shows that countries have
used GEF support to introduce new policies and to develop the requisite environmental legisla-
tion and regulatory frameworks.

For most countries, the level of funding is insufficient for implementing convention guidance
on adaptation, biosafety, and land degradation.

As shown in the country portfolio evaluations and country case studies for OPS4, increasing
country ownership does not necessarily diminish national attention to global environmental
issues, since countries need to respond to the conventions.

There are currently no incentives to collaborate on regional and transboundary issues, particu-
larly in the climate change and biodiversity focal areas.

Recommendations

The GEF should further develop programming of resources at the national level by supporting
the creation of GEF national committees and GEF national business plans.

The further development of programs should be clarified: relevance, country ownership, and
integrated impacts of GEF-supported activities could be enhanced if they were developed
within a national GEF framework.

Regional and global programs focusing on transboundary problems should be built on national
priorities and conceptual frameworks like those used in the international waters focal area.
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n a changing context, the GEF will need to adapt

the way it programs resources. On the one hand,

the Paris Declaration and the Accra Agenda for
Action require donor agencies — including the
GEF and all its Agencies — to integrate their sup-
port as much as possible in national agendas and
frameworks. These developments are described in
general terms in chapter 2.2. On the other hand,
the GEF is undergoing a process of change in
allocating resources which started in GEF-4 with
the introduction of the RAF. The midterm review of
the RAF, presented to the GEF Council in November
2008, led to the conclusion that a new system for
resource allocation would need to be introduced for
GEF-5 (GEF EO 2008). OPS4 reviewed the conclu-
sions of the RAF midterm review and found that
they are still valid, except for one on the level of
funding of global and regional projects.

According to one of the GEF's operational prin-
ciples, GEF resources should be programmed at
the national level within the sustainable develop-
ment and environmental priorities and agendas of
the countries. OPS4 assessed the relevance of the
GEF to national priorities in several ways: (1) GEF
support to the development of national priorities
(e.g., funding for enabling activities, prioritization
exercises), (2) GEF support to the implementa-

tion of already established national priorities (e.g.,
protected areas, energy efficiency), and (3) linkages
between the environment and other issues, includ-
ing poverty.

Another of the GEF principles related to the
relevance to national priorities is country owner-
ship, which is defined here in terms of the extent
to which GEF support is embedded within national
or local priorities. OPS4 found several examples

of linkages between GEF support and national
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priorities. The GEF has supported the development
and implementation of protected area systems;
has introduced climate change to national agendas
(starting with the enabling activities); has assisted
in the development and implementation of climate
change policies, such as for energy efficiency and
renewable energy, which are helping countries
improve their energy choices; and has facilitated
the preparation of POPs national implementing
plans, which has helped countries identify POPs and
bring them into the national agenda.

One of the most important roles of the GEF has
been to provide seed funding for developing and
implementing national priorities. This seed fund-
ing has been essential in helping countries increase
the linkages between the environment and other
sectors, particularly productive sectors. The GEF
supports activities that the government otherwise
would not have developed or introduced. The GEF
has assisted countries in keeping many crucial areas
of the environment on the national agenda, rather
than concentrating only on a few top national
priorities. Furthermore, there is evidence that the
GEF has supported maintenance of the linkages
between poverty and the environment, most
typically in communities living around protected
areas. For example, in Belize, the government has
recognized that the incidence of poverty is gener-
ally highest among populations located where
biodiversity levels are also highest. In particular, the
Small Grants Programme has helped place the envi-
ronment and the GEF “on the map"” with regard to
local authorities and NGOs.

As discussed in chapter 2.4, GEF support has cre-
ated an enabling environment and a foundation,
and countries are ready to begin implementation to
start generating global benefits. Enabling activities
have helped build the foundations for countries’
environmental frameworks and strategies, which
are necessary conditions for generating global envi-
ronmental benefits.



Another area of relevance found is that GEF
support has been instrumental in building and
maintaining individual and institutional capacities.
Several of the countries visited as well as specific
projects reported that there has been a decreased

reliance on international consultant expertise.

According to comments made by GEF focal points,
GEF support is considered to be relatively consistent
compared with support from most bilateral fund-
ing, since this funding changes with new priori-
ties established by bilateral governments (both on
sectors and on countries/regions). Furthermore, the
relevance of GEF support to develop or implement
national environmental agendas is expected to
increase since other donor support is decreasing.

In many regions and countries (particularly those
that have graduated from ODA), the GEF is the
main source of funding for the environment. Many
of these countries have a high potential to achieve
global environmental benefits yet are not yet rich
enough to support these public global goods on
their own budgets.

The analysis of all GEF-4 approved projects shows
that the objectives of all these projects target envi-
ronmental priorities defined in national develop-
ment plans, programs, and strategies. Capacity
building, considered by many countries a national
priority, was found to be a cross-cutting issue
embedded in the majority of project objectives.

Country evaluations showed that ownership var-
ies: from SGP projects, which seem to present full
ownership at the local and national levels (fully in
line with national and local priorities); to national
projects, which have varied ownership by focal
area; to regional and global projects, where owner-
ship becomes less apparent (with more ownership
in international waters, which usually has linkages
with regional priorities; for example, these projects
have being implemented in sensitive, political areas,

dealing with border disputes and exploitation of
shared natural resources).

Evidence gathered in the country portfolio evalu-
ations and OPS4 country case studies shows that
GEF support becomes more strategic and effective
when national GEF frameworks become available.
Full support of such a framework by governments
ensures better buy-in and integration of GEF activi-
ties with other, non-environmental national strate-
gies. These frameworks also often ensure a planned
program rather than a set of projects. Furthermore,
the presence of GEF units and GEF national com-
mittees (permanent interministerial and/or multido-
nor committees) in several of the countries studied
(Cameroon, Costa Rica, Egypt, and South Africa)
demonstrates that the GEF becomes more efficient
(regarding project identification and approval) and

relevant (project proposals are more country driven).

Several of the evaluations and strong feedback
from GEF focal points indicate that an effective
national structure to coordinate with and consult
on GEF support enhances successful implementa-
tion of GEF activities.

The country portfolio evaluations and OPS4 country
case studies show differences among countries in
the way GEF support is integrated into national
coordinating mechanisms for international support.
In the Philippines, GEF support was not integrated
into the national system for tracking international
aid flows, even though the support of the GEF
Agencies from their core programs was. On the
other hand, Samoa showed full integration of GEF
support into its financial tracking system for aid.
The GEF’s project mode of operation may encour-
age isolation and promote the perception that GEF
grants are “on top of” other flows of financial
support.

OPS4 found several constraints that may limit GEF

relevance to national priorities in some countries:
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B GEF principles. The concept of incremental
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cost could reduce relevance to national priori-
ties, forcing a project to concentrate on global
environmental benefits that may not be linked
to national priorities. Some project proponents
consider that, in the process of making proj-
ect ideas “GEF-able” (GEF eligible), there is a
possibility of losing the linkages with national
priorities. Furthermore, OPS4 found that many
stakeholders perceived a disconnect between
global problems and national priorities and
issues. For example, some perceive biodiversity
and climate change issues as responding more
to a global or international agenda as opposed
to issues in water and land management,
which are aligned more closely with national
priorities. However, given the impacts of global
environmental problems (for example, climate
change impacts or losses in biodiversity), there is
increasing evidence that these global problems
have a very clear national and local component.
Furthermore, countries are responding to their
obligations under the global conventions, as
described in chapter 2.3.

Availability of funding. Most countries have
gone through the process of identifying priori-
ties and developing frameworks, policies, and
strategies with GEF support. In particular, those
participating in the RAF group allocations found
themselves with access to limited funds. For
example, the majority of RAF group countries
have not been able to do much more than a
national communication to conventions or a
medium-size project (some have participated

in regional projects). The limited availability of
funding may reduce the relevance of the GEF in
the long term by reducing its potential to sup-
port national agendas.

National issues. National coordination to deal
with global problem is not well organized,

and sometimes there are different competing
interests among GEF Agencies, government

entities, and civil society. In addition, environ-
mental issues are not necessarily at the top of
every government agenda. The OPS4 survey
confirmed that there is a perception among
GEF stakeholders that GEF projects are Agency-
driven, although, as presented above, the
objectives of all the projects reviewed were con-
sidered to be directly linked to national priori-
ties. Furthermore, changes in government or in
GEF focal points may change national priorities
or modalities of engaging different sectors,
which affects the way a country engages with
the GEF. Some projects may have a stronger
linkage with an Agency’s agenda than with the
national programming.

B GEF frameworks. Few countries have devel-
oped strategic frameworks that provide a
roadmap or context for GEF activities, but
where they have done so, country ownership
is higher. Country evaluations found many
variations in between, with several countries
establishing national committees that discuss
GEF support. These evaluations found that the
relevance, country ownership, and integrated
impacts of GEF-supported activities could be
further enhanced if they were developed within
national GEF frameworks.

Following is a brief review of 34 programmatic
approaches, as identified by the GEF Secretariat,
and 60 completed regional and global projects.
There may be some overlap in their geographic
scope, since many of the programmatic approaches
reviewed are global or regional (as well as national),
and some regional and global projects may be
programmatic approaches.



PROGRAMMATIC APPROACHES

The concept of the programmatic approach as
applied in the GEF was described in “From Projects
to Programs: Clarifying the Programmatic Approach
in the GEF Portfolio” (GEF 2008a). The OPS4 review
was based on program framework documents;
“child” projects developed and approved under
these programmatic approaches were not reviewed.
Therefore, OPS4 could not conduct an assessment
of their performance or effectiveness, but only an
assessment of the programmatic approach design.

The review used several criteria to assess the pro-
gram framework documents: the value added of
programmatic approaches, country ownership, gov-
ernance and management arrangements, and moni-
toring and evaluation plans. Of the 34 approaches
reviewed, 62 percent were approved during GEF-4,
with the rest approved in previous GEF phases.

The reported value added of the programmatic
approaches outlined in the program framework
documents included improvements in coordinated/
strategic levels of interaction, cost efficiencies

and economies of scale, and synergies in program
implementation. This finding is aligned with expec-
tations from project documents. Enhanced coordi-
nation and strategic levels of interaction emerge as
a key pillar in almost all of the documents reviewed,
along with improved opportunities to pool
resources. The programmatic approach aims to be
a mechanism to better align all stakeholders from
national governments, the private sector, donor
agencies, and so on. However, these aspirations are
not always reflected in the governance setup and
institutional arrangements of a program. The link-
ages between the programmatic approaches and
the child projects are not clear in the design and
management structure. Furthermore, some stake-
holders consulted indicated that they remained
unconvinced of the regional linkages among child
projects.

Overall, country ownership was found to be rela-
tively weaker for global and regional programmatic
approaches compared with national ones, based
on information provided in the program frame-
work documents. Most programmatic approaches
that were considered weak in terms of country
ownership were initiated by the GEF Secretariat or
GEF Agencies. The GEF expects approaches to be
demand driven and built on national policies (GEF
2008a).

The presentation of governance and manage-
ment arrangements was found to be limited in
most program framework documents. This is a
weakness, since it is an essential condition for a
programmatic approach. About two-thirds of the
program documents focus on governance struc-
tures with insufficient attention paid to coordina-
tion and institutional support arrangements. The
remaining third did not present governance and
management arrangements satisfactorily.

With regard to monitoring and evaluation plans
and systems at the programmatic level, the review
found that they are mostly focused at the child
project level. Only one-third of the program frame-
work documents included program-level indicators.
This is another weakness, since it could undermine
the adaptive management of these programs. The
weakness in monitoring and evaluation plans at
the programmatic level does not fulfill one of the
principles presented in the GEF paper on this topic
(GEF 2008a).

REGIONAL AND GLOBAL PROJECTS

Regional and global projects are modalities char-
acteristic of the GEF since its inception. Historically,
the GEF has provided $2.884 billion in support to
countries through 462 regional and global projects.
These projects include a wide range of differ-

ent activities, such as programmatic approaches,
umbrella projects, targeted portfolio approaches,
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BOX 2.5.1 PROGRAMMATIC APPROACHES
IN INDIA

Three programmatic approaches supported by the GEF were
recently launched in India: the Sustainable Land and Ecosystem
Management Partnership Program, the Coastal and Marine Pro-

gram, and the Enerqgy Efficiency Program.

These three programs exhibit good country ownership, since
they are based on established national plans and strategies. The
Sustainable Land and Ecosystem Management Partnership is
firmly based on land degradation, biodiversity conservation, and
adaptation to climate change national policies, and the govern-
ment is investing a substantial amount annually in support of
the program’s implementation. The Energy Efficiency Program is
linked to the country’s Energy Conservation Act to mainstream
energy efficiency measures and stimulate market transformation.
The program and its projects have been designed to meet India’s
targeted energy consumption reduction at the national level as

set forth by the country’s 2007-12 five-year plan.

The Coastal and Marine Program presents a good example of
governance, coordination, and monitoring and evaluation
planning. The proposed monitoring and evaluation system — as
well as outreach and communication activities — provides fund-
ing to facilitate sharing and dissemination of experiences and
mentions other specific knowledge products and tools that will be
developed under the program. Similarly, the Energy Efficiency Pro-
gram has funding allocated to a “programmatic knowledge-shar-
ing” subcomponent to include reporting structures for program
impact as well as recommendations for mid-course correction
activities. These elements aim to ensure effective implementation
of not just individual projects, but of the programmatic effort as

a whole.

corporate programs, as well as enabling activi-
ties and full- and medium-size projects. OPS4
conducted a review of 60 completed regional and
global projects for which terminal evaluations are

available. The review focused on country ownership

and value added of these modalities.
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The review of country ownership showed mixed
results. On the one hand, 26 of the 45 terminal
evaluations that had information (15 did not report
on this issue) reported some good examples of
strong country ownership, such as the terminal
evaluations of the transboundary diagnostic analy-
sis/strategic action program international waters
projects. On the other hand, the other 19 terminal
evaluations reported weaknesses. Some reasons for
this found by OPS4 include the difficulty of aligning
global and regional project objectives to national
priorities, low visibility for regional project activities
and outcomes at the national level, the institutions
and stakeholders involved in project activities and
outcomes are not necessarily the right ones or are
not sufficient, and the relevance of project objec-
tives and outputs are not always clear to national
stakeholders. Low levels of country ownership were
evident in projects collaborating in countries with
limited resources (both financial and human) and
limited institutional capabilities.

Terminal evaluations indicated that, generally, there
was a clear value added for the objectives and
expected outcomes. However, because of poor
implementation, inherent project complexities, and
overly ambitious objectives, these are sometimes
not achieved. This failure is often related to project
design. The complexity and overly ambitious nature
of global and regional projects emerged as an
overarching challenge in project design in more
than one-third of the projects. The main issues
relate to how uncertainties and risks can be shown
without endangering project funding, how buy-in
from countries could be ensured, and how flex-
ible management arrangements could be set up.
Management, administration, and monitoring and
evaluation arrangements were other areas identi-
fied as weak in the terminal evaluations.

Some stakeholders indicated that, in some cases,
there was limited coherence between the regional
projects and GEF Agency programs. This gap can



lead to delays in the pipeline, or missed oppor-
tunities to conduct programming with the GEF.
Cofinancing was also mentioned as a problem in
regional and global projects. Some stakeholders
suggested that “softer” cofinancing arrangements
should be explored, given the reluctance of many
countries to participate in regional projects.

Terminal evaluations highlighted a number of suc-
cessful outcomes across all focal areas; impact at
the global environmental level was limited. Most
projects reported some type of positive outcome
at the national, regional, and/or global level.
Awareness raising and knowledge dissemination
were two of the most frequently cited outcomes.
Networking and the promotion of closer partner-
ships among stakeholders were also identified as a
critical outcome. Global and regional projects were
considered to be effective in pushing forward new
and existing environmental concerns. However,
few impacts of global environmental significance
have been conclusively identified throughout the
portfolio, except within the international waters
focal area.

At the global level, the GEF programs resources
within each replenishment period. OPS4 reviewed
the resources available for programming in GEF-4.
The first level of programming takes place at the
focal area and then, introduced in GEF-4 and for
the biodiversity and climate change focal areas, at
the country level. Allocations within each focal area
(even in biodiversity and climate change) are done
at the strategic objectives level.

From the resources available in GEF-4, 66 percent
were allocated for the biodiversity and climate
change focal areas (33 percent each) — thus, two-
thirds of the GEF resources available for program-
ming were covered through the RAF. Of the other

focal areas, international waters was allocated

15 percent, land degradation 9 percent, POPs 9
percent, and ODS the remaining 1 percent. While
resources for the biodiversity and climate change
focal areas were further allocated using the RAF,
recipient countries continued to access resources
for the other focal areas on a first-come, first-
served basis. For accessing RAF resources, recipient
countries were classified as either an individual allo-
cation country or a group allocation country. The
details on design, allocation, and process followed
for accessing RAF resources have been covered in
the Evaluation Office’s midterm review of the RAF
(GEF EO 2008).

Of the ex ante programmed resources, 73 percent
had been utilized by June 30, 2009. For the focal
areas covered under the RAF, slow progress in
utilization of the resources available for program-
ming was reported in the midterm review, which
covered the period up to June 30, 2008. During the
third year of GEF-4, however, utilization improved
substantially; it now stands at 69 percent for both
focal areas combined. For the focal areas not cov-
ered under the RAF, utilization up to June 30, 2009,
is estimated to be about 79 percent.

The biodiversity focal area has utilized 75 percent
of the allocated funds; climate change has utilized
63 percent. Individual allocation countries were
better at utilizing allocated resources: overall,
they utilized 72 percent of their indicative alloca-
tion. Countries that could access GEF resources
through group allocations utilized a lower propor-
tion (51 percent) of their allocation. Utilization by
countries that could access GEF resources through
a group allocation was significantly higher for the
biodiversity focal area than the climate change focal
area (table 2.5.1).

Data by group of recipient countries show that SIDS
are able to utilize RAF resources for biodiversity
better than for climate change. However, since they

65



TABLE 2.5.1 RAF UTILIZATION BY ALLOCATION CATEGORY

EXCLUSION

INDIVIDUAL GROUP FOR REGIONAL/

ALLOCATION | ALLOCATION GLOBAL ALL
FOCAL AREA COUNTRIES COUNTRIES PROJECTS COUNTRIES
BIODIVERSITY
No. of countries 57 93 _ 150
Indicative GEF-4 allocation (million $) 751 149 50 950
Utilization in million $ (%) 573.2 (76%) 98.4 (66%) 38.7 (77%) 710.3 (75%)
CLIMATE CHANGE
No. of countries 46 115 _ 161
Indicative GEF-4 allocation (million $) 753 147 50 950
Utilization in million $ (%) 512.4 (68%) 53.9 (37%) 29.9 (60%) 596.2 (63%)
TOTAL UTILIZATION in million $ (%) 1,085.6 (72%)  152.3 (51%) 68.6 (69%) 1,306.5 (69%)

Source: GEF PMIS, through June 30, 2009.

have a relatively higher share in biodiversity fund- The assessment of data on utilization of resources
ing than in climate change, their overall utilization allocated through the RAF shows that there is little
levels are comparable to the overall figures for the difference between the relative level of utilization
GEF portfolio (table 2.5.2). of GEF funding from the earmarked set-aside for

TABLE 2.5.2 RAF UTILIZATION BY VARIOUS COUNTRY GROUPS

LAND-

FRAGILE LOCKED OTHER
FOCAL AREA STATES COUNTRIES | COUNTRIES®
BIODIVERSITY
Notional allocation (million $) 89.8 111.4 158.2 87.4 627.3
Utilization (million $) 59.2 93.6 108.2 52.7 454.8
Utilization as % of notional allocation 66 84 68 60 73
CLIMATE CHANGE
Notional allocation (million $) 61.5 41.7 85.8 103.6 746.6
Utilization (million $) 38.2 9.1 32.1 25.2 497.0
Utilization as % of notional allocation 62 22 37 24 67
Utilization as % of total notional allocation 64 66 58 4 69

Source: GEF PMIS, through June 30, 2009.
a. Other countries are those that are not fragile, SIDS, LDCs, or landlocked countries.
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global and regional projects and the individual and
group allocations of countries (table 2.5.1). Further,
in addition to the resources allocated through the
earmarked RAF set-aside, a portion of funding from
country allocations and group allocations is also
used for global and regional projects. These emerg-
ing findings obviate the concern raised in the mid-
term review that “the exclusions did not function
well and may have diminished the effectiveness of
the GEF in delivery of global and regional environ-
mental benefits” (GEF EO 2008, eighth conclusion).

The midterm review found that, at the mid-point
of GEF-4 (June 30, 2008), global and regional
projects accounted for 1 and 2 percent of the total
for the biodiversity and climate change focal areas,
respectively (GEF EO 2008, table 6.3). These shares
were considerably lower than the GEF-3 figures
for these focal areas. By June 30, 2009, the GEF
funding share for global and regional projects had
increased to 21 percent for biodiversity and to 4

percent for climate change.! From another perspec-
tive, overall utilization of exclusions for global and
regional projects at 69 percent of the allocation was
identical to the figure for overall utilization of RAF
resources (table 2.5.1). The concern raised by the
midterm review thus no longer holds.

In general, the midterm review concluded that the
RAF for GEF-4 was too complicated for a partner-
ship and network organization such as the GEF.
Given the fact that the intention was to apply

the RAF to all focal areas in GEF-5, if feasible, the
midterm review also recommended that the GEF
would need to shift to one integrated allocation per
country to do so.

1 These figures are not directly comparable to those in
table 2.5.1, which shows utilization of the exclusion
for global and regional projects. This exclusion can be
used for national projects undertaken under a regional
program. Similarly, countries that have individual or
group allocations may use part of this allocation to
support global and regional projects.
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3. FROM HYPOTHESIS TO
EVIDENCE

The progress of the Global Environment Facility (GEF) portfolio toward global environ-
mental benefits is measured through a new assessment methodology that uses existing
independent evaluative evidence. This chapter introduces this analysis and some of its
implications; the details are described in the subsequent chapters in this section on focal
area results. Progress toward impact differs by focal area because the problems need to
be tackled in different ways, on different scales, and in different time perspectives. Some
environmental problems can and should be solved quickly, while others will take decades.

Conclusions

B The GEF portfolio shows solid progress toward impact in 40 percent of its finished projects.
Thirty percent of its finished projects show progress but will need additional action to ensure
progress toward impact. The remaining 30 percent of projects show no progress, yet even in
the last category there is evidence that impact can be achieved if remedial action is taken.

H In terms of funding amounts, larger projects achieve better progress toward impact, and
smaller projects do not score that well. This leads to the hypothesis that some of the smaller
projects were actually underfunded and, as a result, not able to build up sufficient critical mass
or work at a scale that would enable progress toward impact.

Recommendation
B The GEF Evaluation Office should, together with the GEF partners, work toward integration of
impact indicators and measurements in the results-based framework for GEF-5.

targets had not been defined in focal area strate-
gies. OPS3 therefore recommended to better
define and track impacts in the focal areas (GEF
OME 2005a, p. 16). In GEF-4, this recommenda-

tion has been implemented to a certain degree

The Third Overall Performance Study (OPS3) of the
GEF reported on significant results achieved by

the GEF up to GEF-3 at the level of outcomes or

changes in the enabling environment. It noted the through refinement of the focal area tracking tools

difficulties in reporting on changes in the status of and further development of project indicators. In

the environment, because impact indicators were parallel with these activities, the GEF Council invited
not adequately measured in projects and thus not the GEF Evaluation Office to evaluate impacts.
reported on at the end. Furthermore, impact-level This line of inquiry was initiated in 2006 through

70



methodology development and has led to a series
of impact papers, studies, and evaluations that are
now reported on in an annual report on impact.

The nature of the impact of GEF-supported projects
and interventions needs to be understood in line
with the GEF’s catalytic nature. The GEF does not
intervene on its own, but together with interna-
tional, national, and local partners. These partners
are “catalyzed” through GEF support and continue
working toward global environmental benefits after
this support has ended. Thus, the GEF contributes
to the success of a project, but the impact of the
project needs to be attributed to the partners that
continue to work on the issues addressed by the
project. This premise was clearly demonstrated

in the first impact evaluations undertaken by the
Evaluation Office in Eastern Africa, where GEF
support and GEF Agency involvement had ended
three to five years earlier, but local communities,
the management and staff of protected areas,

the governments of Kenya and Uganda, and new
donors continued to work on improving protected
area management. When a measurable increase of
key species in the two protected areas studied was
discerned, this could be attributed to the ongoing
efforts of the partners that remained involved. The
GEF was no longer active in the initiative, but could
be shown to have made essential contributions to
starting up the process toward impacts. Further-
more, the evaluation showed that the sustainability
of the impacts achieved would crucially depend on
the national and local partners involved and not
on the GEF or its Agencies. The evaluation demon-
strated that the causal linkages from the project to
the impact achieved can be followed and docu-
mented and the contribution of the GEF identified.

A narrow interpretation of impact is often used in
debates in the international cooperation commu-
nity. Some experts advocate using the term “impact
evaluation” only if the evaluation establishes a
rigorous “counterfactual”— in other words, if the

evaluation demonstrates quantitatively what would
have happened without the intervention. Such

a narrow definition is not necessary if the causal
mechanism has already been scientifically proven,
which often is the case for the GEF. For example,
the role of excess nutrient flows in rivers creat-

ing eutrophication in downstream water bodies
has been empirically established, and the causal
mechanism that leads to eutrophication has been
researched and demonstrated in laboratories. Simi-
larly, renewable energy technologies and technolo-
gies with lower greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
are developed in laboratories under strictly con-
trolled conditions; there is no need to test these
technologies through counterfactual evaluations.
Only where human behavior is concerned would
counterfactual evaluations be of interest. Such
tests would, however, focus on limited elements
of GEF strategies and national policies. Moreover,
they would be focused on causal attribution, not
contribution, and on the role of the partners of
the GEF rather than on the GEF itself. Evaluating
the impact of the GEF thus requires recognition
that the final impact of follow-up activities of its
support will be attributable to its partners: national
governments, local authorities, local communities,
industries, farmers, and civil society organizations
(figure 3.1.1).

The GEF approach to impact evaluation begins by
identifying assumptions in strategies, programs,
and projects as to who is supposed to do what
after GEF support has ended, and how these
actions would lead to reduced environmental
threats or enhanced environmental status. It follows
the outcomes of GEF interventions into intermedi-
ate states that are supposed to ensure drivers that
would lead to impacts through the reduction of
stress factors, risks, or reduced threats that would
lead to an enhanced status or an improved trend in
the environment — and sometimes a direct change
in status or trend. This tracking from outcomes
through intermediate states to impact has been



FIGURE 3.1.1 ROLE OF GEF PARTNERS IN ACHIEVING PROGRESS TOWARD IMPACT
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termed by the GEF Evaluation Office the review
of outcomes to impact (ROtl) methodology
(figure 3.1.2) Through this methodology, the Evalu-
ation Office reviews whether there is evidence that
follow-up activities in fact take place and whether
partners assume their responsibilities and if this

is leading to changes in behavior, markets, and
management of natural resources, and ultimately
leading to global environmental benefits.!

Although the graphical representation of the ROl
methodology and framework appears as a linear
progress from outcomes through intermediate
states to impact, the reality of multiple and parallel
actions by multiple actors, taking shape through
multiple avenues of action, is well recognized and
taken into account in the actual reviews. In other
words, the linear representation of progress from

1 For more information, see “The ROtl Handbook:
Towards Enhancing the Impacts of Environmental
Projects” (Methodological Paper #2), available on the
GEF Evaluation Office Web site (www.gefeo.org) and
the OPS4 CD-ROM.
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outcomes to intermediate states to impact should
be taken as a simplification of a multilinear process.

The main sources of independently verified know!-
edge of GEF results are project terminal evalua-
tions and their reviews, thematic evaluations of the
Evaluation Office or other independent evaluators,
country portfolio evaluations, and studies under-
taken for the Fourth Overall Performance Study
(OPS4). Three additional tools have been developed
to assess progress toward impact: (1) a desk review
ROtl, (2) a field review ROtl, and (3) a full impact
evaluation.2 OPS4 includes 189 desk reviews, 9 field
reviews, and 2 full impact evaluations, one on three
protected areas in East Africa, and one on the GEF
portfolio of projects intended to reduce ozone-
depleting substances (ODS).

2 Documentation from the full impact evaluation is
available on the GEF Evaluation Office Web site at
www.thegef.org/gef/node/1560.
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FIGURE 3.1.2 ROtl EVALUATION FRAMEWORK
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It is important to stress that the ROt review,
although primarily a desk exercise, is based on inde-
pendent or independently verified evaluations that
included fieldwork. In other words, this is not paper
on top of paper, but an analysis of what objective
and independent evaluations of GEF projects have
revealed through a systematic framework. Looking
at existing evidence from a new perspective allows
comparison between achievements and judgments
on progress toward impact that was not inferred or
made explicit by terminal evaluations themselves, or
not in the same terminology or with the same rigor.

All desk reviews first identify the strategy the
project employs and establishes the theory of
change of the intervention. They then assess the
causal pathways from outcomes through inter-
mediate states to impact. Finally, the projects are
rated. The cohort of projects reviewed started
with 210 projects for which terminal evaluations
had been submitted since fiscal year (FY) 2005. Of
these, several projects were not taken through to
a final rating for reasons varying from insufficient

data to the nature of the project (targeted research

ASSESS HOW THESE EFFECTS
ARE LEADING TO IMPACTS

ASSESS WHETHER IMPACTS
HAVE ACTUALLY OCCURRED

and umbrella projects), or due to the stage of activi-
ties (if follow-up phases were envisaged). Of the
OPS4 cohort, 189 projects received a ROtl rating.
The ODS impact evaluation rated all ODS projects
for progress toward impact (GEF EO forthcoming);
thus, in all, 205 projects received ROt ratings, with
some bias toward the full ODS portfolio.

When all ratings were available, a check was
performed to see how the ROtl ratings on out-
comes complemented the GEF Evaluation Office’s
annual performance report’s ratings for terminal
evaluations on outcomes.? The two sets of ratings
measure different aspects of outcomes. The annual
performance report ratings focus on achievement
of intended outcomes, whereas the ROt rates
achievement of outcomes and their design ele-
ments that would enable progress toward impact.
Furthermore, the ratings use different scales. This
leads to a slightly lower overall rating score for

3 See “Comparison of ROtl to APR Ratings” (Techni-
cal Document #11), available on the GEF Evaluation
Office Web site (www.gefeo.org) and the OPS4
CD-ROM.
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outcomes in ROtls versus outcomes in the annual
performance report. Further methodological devel-
opment should lead to a fuller understanding of the
complementarities of the two sets of ratings.

A second check was performed on the intermediate
states ratings of ROtl versus the ratings for sus-
tainability of the annual performance report. This
check showed more significant differences than the
outcomes comparison, because the perspectives of
the ratings are fundamentally different: “interme-
diate states” rate the degree to which conditions
have been met in order to progress toward global
environmental benefits, whereas “sustainability”

is concerned with maintaining gains achieved at
the outcome level during the project lifetime. A
comparison of the ratings shows this difference is
consistent across both successful and less success-
ful projects. The ROl ratings offer a diagnostic on
what is needed to get intermediate states moving
forward to achieve impact.

The ROtI desk reviews were also used to find
independent evaluative evidence of having achieved
impact by project closing. This rating, which cannot
be compared with any annual performance report
rating and is new and additional, identifies whether
the mechanisms that enable the delivery of impact
actually work. That is, in many projects there is
evidence of global environmental benefits at project
end; these projects receive a “plus” rating on
impact evidence. These benefits are often relatively
small and not yet sustainable; they are often a

tiny part of what the project aimed to deliver and
may disappear or remain small in the absence of
follow-up. However, they demonstrate that the
mechanisms to achieve the global benefits at least
theoretically work in a particular project and have
been so documented by project closing.

For many projects, it is not yet possible to record
impacts, let alone global environmental benefits, at
project termination, because the causal mechanism
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employed would only start showing proof of impact
over a number of years. For example, the health

of an ecosystem may take a significant amount of
time to restore. For some categories of projects,
impact can be demonstrated much earlier: new
technologies that reduce GHG emissions are a case
in point. Climate change, persistent organic pollut-
ants (POPs), and ODS are focal areas where projects
could potentially show evidence of immediate
impact, albeit on a small scale; whereas biodiversity,
international waters, and land degradation require
patience before the ecosystems show signs of
recovery. The impact achieved at project termina-
tion has to be seen as proof of the mechanism
rather than the full-scale intended impact, because
it is not yet been scaled up to the intended level
and has not become sustainable.

The ROtl methodology uncovers the pathways from
project termination to intended impact and sheds
light on what could be done to hasten progress

or even achieve progress in the case of failure of
the project. A project may not have delivered its
intended outcomes, but it may have nevertheless
demonstrated that the mechanism it employed to
achieve impact does function — in other words, a
second, better designed, project could take this up,
because proof exists that it can be done, even if the
previous project failed. Another project may have
satisfactory outcomes, designed for progress, yet
not show any follow-up. Nevertheless, it may have
demonstrated impact — so it is potential “low-
hanging fruit” for follow-up action to achieve solid
progress toward impact.

These aspects of the new methodology need to

be further developed in the GEF partnership. The
Evaluation Office will discuss the findings with the
Secretariat and the Agencies to see how lessons
learned could be incorporated into focal area
strategies, project proposals, midterm evaluations,
and supervision. Most importantly, GEF operational
focal points could mobilize support from their own



and other ministries to enable intermediate states
to progress toward impact, and redress situations
where intermediate states did not materialize or
have not been envisaged.

Ratings were combined to identify projects whose
outcomes were making solid progress toward
impact (outcome ratings A to C, and intermediate
states ratings A or B), versus projects that currently
have no progress toward impact (intermediate state
rating C combined with outcome ratings C and D,
or intermediate state D except for outcome rating
A). All other projects have combinations of ratings
that are promising, but show that additional action
needs to be taken to ensure that the outcomes of
these projects proceed toward impact.

Of the 205 rated projects, 80 intermediate states
show solid progress toward impact, 64 need
further action, and 61 currently show no progress
(table 3.1.1). Impact was demonstrated in all three

categories, which is indicative of the differences
across focal areas in terms of the meaning of
measured, documented impact, as described previ-
ously; but it may also illustrate the potential to turn
failures into successes. Nevertheless, one-third of
the projects that currently show no progress from
outcomes to intermediate states have shown that
impact can be achieved through the mechanisms
and strategies they employed (new technology,
improved management, changes in land or fertil-
izer use, etc.). In terms of funding, relatively large
projects seem to make better progress toward
impact and have a higher rate of demonstrating
early impact (table 3.1.2). This is illustrative not only
of the availability of resources to execute project
activities, but also a typically longer timeframe of
execution and larger scale of potential impact.

The reverse is observed among projects with lower
ratings; the smaller projects tend to be more likely
to demonstrate impact. The reasons for these
differences are both general and particular, and
are drawn out in subsequent focal area chapters.
Based on these findings, several hypotheses could
be tested by the Evaluation Office in future impact
work.

TABLE 3.1.1 PROGRESS TOWARD IMPACT OF GEF TERMINATED PROJECTS

Solid
Further action needed 64 31
None 61 30

PROGRESS NO. OF PROJECTS NO. OF PROJECTS W/ DEMONSTRATED IMPACT
80 39 44 21

24 12
21 10

TABLE 3.1.2 PROGRESS TOWARD IMPACT IN TERMS OF FUNDING FOR GEF

TERMINATED PROJECTS

FUNDING FOR PROJECTS FUNDING FOR PROJECTS W/
PROGRESS (MILLION $) % DEMONSTRATED IMPACT %
385 44 255 30

Solid
Further action needed 278
None 195

33 170 20
23 25 3
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There is no international benchmark that will help
the reader understand these ratings and what they
say about the GEF. No international agency has
used independent evaluative evidence to rate its
portfolio performance beyond the outcome level.
Many agencies and funds have increased their work
on impact evaluations, but have not yet done so

at the portfolio level. Furthermore, many agencies
narrowly interpret impact evaluations as focused
on the counterfactual and the causal mechanism
supposed to bring impact. There is no other agency
or fund that is yet measuring its contribution to
impact in a systematic manner for its full portfolio.

That the GEF is the first agency to move in this
direction means that it cannot yet be positioned

vis-a-vis other agencies, as it can on outcome rat-
ings. The progress shown in tables 3.1.1 and 3.1.2
currently can only be interpreted in the GEF con-
text. The ratings show the importance of follow-up
actions after the projects end and the importance
of the GEF focal points, their governments, and
local partners in the private sector and in local com-
munities to ensure sustainable global environmental
benefits.

In discussing the new GEF monitoring and evalu-
ation policy with GEF partners, emphasis will be
placed on how this new methodology could be
integrated into the new results-based manage-
ment framework the GEF will be working on for
GEF-5.



CLIMATE CHANGE

This chapter brings together evidence from various sources on the climate change focal
area. It discusses whether the focal area has followed convention guidance, provides an
overview of its portfolio, and looks at the progress of finished projects toward impact and
reflects on what this progress means for GEF climate change strategies. These issues are
presented first for mitigation of climate change through reduced or avoided GHG reduc-
tions and then for adaptation to climate change, focusing particularly on the Least Devel-
oped Countries Fund (LDCF).

Conclusions

GEF climate change funding has supported a solid level of achievement of progress toward
intended global environmental benefits, both in reduction or avoidance of GHG emissions and
in sustainable market changes.

Despite this achievement, the GEF contribution to reduction in GHG emissions is quite small
compared to that required at the global level to ensure a more sustainable development path.

Projects that show a higher level of progress toward global environmental benefits demonstrate
more specific attention in design and/or implementation to steps needed to catalyze govern-
ment commitment from national to local levels; coherent financial, policy, tariff/tax incentives

to influence the market; commitment of resources necessary to scale up project benefits; and
measures to generate and encourage lasting commitment of key national stakeholders.

Progress toward global environmental benefits also depends on ongoing and long-term support
from governments, the private sector, and local communities after the project has terminated.

Recommendations

To reach their full potential contribution toward global environmental benefits, GEF projects
need to be designed and implemented as much as possible to ensure local ownership, contin-
ued government support, and ongoing availability of funding after project closure.

However, the support of such actors cannot be guaranteed by any project. This suggests the
value of a portfolio approach at the national level, which currently only exists in larger GEF
recipient countries. A portfolio approach that includes national GEF programming and follow-
up, including monitoring, supervision, and evaluation, will enable recipient countries to fully
support and maximize progress toward global environmental benefits.

Based on emerging evidence on impact drivers essential for progress toward global environ-
mental benefits, the GEF Secretariat should ensure that its tracking tools encompass this longer
term perspective. The GEF Council should approve and finance what could be a substantial
exercise: developing and monitoring indicators for progress toward impact, integrated into the
results-based management system of GEF-5.
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CONVENTION GUIDANCE

The GEF acts as an operating entity of the finan-

cial mechanism to the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and also
acts as the secretariat for the Adaptation Fund Board
(which, because it is a recent development, has not
been assessed in OPS4). During GEF-4, the UNFCCC
Conference of the Parties (COP) has met three times,
generating guidance on several issues such as tech-
nology transfer, national communications, impact

of the Resource Allocation Framework (RAF), and
simplification of processes in the GEF. In addition,
guidance was given for the LDCF and the Special
Climate Change Fund (SCCF); this is reviewed later
in this chapter in the discussion of adaptation. Table
3.2.1 shows the guidance to the GEF during GEF-4
on mitigation and the response of the GEF.

RAF implementation issues are important, particular
for group countries. The RAF has affected the access
of group countries to the GEF, particularly for those
with a group allocation in climate change; only 34
percent of countries have accessed climate change
funding in GEF-4 and 21 percent have received
beyond $1 million. Information dissemination
through the Country Support Program and constitu-
ency meetings has not reduced complaints. OPS4
found from civil society consultations that the RAF

is still not widely understood. Regarding national
communications, very few countries have requested
funding for their third and/or fourth communication.

During GEF-4 (as of June 30, 2009), the GEF
Council approved 92 projects ($446 million) and

16 project identification forms (PIFs) ($25 million)
for a total of $471 million in utilization. An addi-
tional 22 projects are classified under the multifocal
area with a climate change component ($51 mil-
lion). The majority of funding has gone to support
projects in energy efficiency and then for renewable
energy. About 77 percent of the funding has gone
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to energy efficiency technologies and practices
($363 million), 64 percent for energy efficiency
projects dealing with residential and commercial
buildings; the rest deal with the industrial sector
(figure 3.2.1). Renewable energy projects (about $36
million) have concentrated on promoting market
approaches. New low-GHG-emitting energy tech-
nologies (particularly from biomass) have received
about $60 million. Land use, land use change, and
forestry, an important item of discussion at the con-
vention, has received about $31 million. Promotion
of sustainable innovative systems for urban trans-
port continues to receive a very small proportion of

FIGURE 3.2.1 CLIMATE CHANGE MITIGATION:
PROJECTS AND PIFs APPROVED FOR GEF-4 BY
STRATEGIC PROGRAM
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Source: GEF PMIS, through June 30, 2009.

SP1: Promoting energy efficiency in residential and commercial
buildings

SP2: Promoting energy efficiency in the industrial sector

SP3: Promoting market approaches for renewable energy

SP4: Promoting sustainable energy production from biomass
SP5: Promoting sustainable innovative systems for urban transport

SP6: Management of land use, land use change, and forestry as
a means to protect carbon stocks and reduce GHG emissions



TABLE 3.2.1

T = S

Support to address developing
country needs for environmen-
tally sound technologies

Address gaps identified in GEF
regarding technology trans-
fer; leveraging of the private
sector

Report to COP16 on progress
made above

Fully address issues raised over
the Implementation of the RAF

Provide information on the na-
ture of cofinancing of projects

Improve access of the GEF by
small island developing states
and African countries

Support to third or fourth na-
tional communications by the
end of GEF-4

Communications with parties
regarding GEF reform agenda

Use of national consultants

Simplify and streamline incre-
mental cost

Support to a global program, Technol-
ogy Needs Assessment (TNA), has been
launched (implemented by the United
Nations Environment Programme

Call for proposals for technology trans-
fer pilot projects issued March 2009

To be included in GEF-5

GEF to provide a report to COP15 (Dec.
2009)

Working with GEF Country Support Pro-
gram and regional constituency meetings

Analysis included in GEF report to COP15

Two programs have been approved to as-
sist these countries in accessing the GEF:
Programming: Pacific Alliance for Sustain-
ability (PAS) and West African Programs

GEF will continue to meet the full agreed
costs related to implementation of Article
12.1 of the convention

Country Support Dialogue, constituency

The GEF has conveyed this issue to the
GEF Agencies

The GEF has approved new guidelines on
incremental cost

Note: SBI = Subsidiary Body for Implementation.

the climate change allocations (about $31 million).
Twelve of the 22 multifocal projects included specific
allocations to strategic priorities; most of these were
related to energy production from biomass.

Too early to assess, but GEF strate-
gies in climate change are support-
ive of technology transfer, and the
GEF supports improvements in the
enabling environment at the national
and regional levels that are necessary
for technology transfer

TNA project approved in June 2009

GEF report to SBI 30 on the implemen-
tation of the Poznan Strategic Program
on Technology Transfer

Under preparation

Not addressed substantially; very few
group countries, e.g., have accessed the
GEF (see chapter 2.5)

GEF report to COP15 provides informa-
tion on cofinancing

Within PAS, seven projects will address
climate change adaptation and five
mitigation; within West Africa Programs,
about $45 million is expected to be al-
located for climate change

One project has been approved to
support third national communication
(Argentina); others are in preparation

Not able to assess

Some evidence from country evalua-
tions and studies that some recipient
countries are relying less on interna-
tional consultants (see chapter 2.5)

The GEF Council has simplified; no vali-
dation of implementation

The overall conclusion is that the GEF continues
to be responsive to COP guidance on the promo-
tion of technologies and practices for energy
efficiency and renewable energy. Regarding new
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national communications, only one has been definition of impacts, and to verify these by using
approved (Argentina’s third communication); two GHG emissions reduction/avoidance at project clos-
other projects are under consideration for Council ing (based on terminal evaluations). Figure 3.2.2
approval (Brazil and a global project dealing with shows the overall sample of projects analyzed

50 countries). On the project level, 94 percent of using the ROtl (50 in total'), broken down by GEF
projects targeted environmental priorities defined phase; while figure 3.2.3 shows that, of this num-
in national development plans, programs, and ber, 31 projects actually achieved measured GHG
strategies (77 percent mitigation and 18 percent impacts, accounting for 65 percent of the cohort of

adaptation); the remaining 6 percent were national
communications.

1 Three of the projects in the original cohort of 51

REVIEW OF PROGRESS TOWARD were enabling activities that had no emissions target
MITIGATION IMPACTS or expected global environmental impact; one was a

regional project split in two, and thus accounting for
two projects in the sample; and one was missing its

In the climate change focal area, for this assess- implementation completion report, bringing the total

ment, an attempt was made to operationalize a accounted for to 50 in this sample for impacts.
FIGURE 3.2.2 DISTRIBUTION OF CLIMATE FIGURE 3.2.3 CLIMATE CHANGE PROJECTS
CHANGE PROJECTS BY PHASE ACHIEVING IMPACT BY PHASE

PILOT PHASE
16%
(N =6)

(N=2)

Source: GEF PMIS, through June 30, 2009. Source: GEF PMIS, through June 30, 2009.
Note: N = 50. Note: N = 31.
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projects analyzed (31 of the 48 projects for which
impacts could be expected).

Outcomes typically involve results, which appear
in the short term as a result of project outputs. In
the climate change focal area, this includes, for
instance, demonstrated technical or professional
capacity, increased awareness, policy implementa-
tion, regulation compliance, and successful demon-
stration. Intermediate states refer to secondary
results following outcomes, which may lead to

and promote long-term changes and include such
achievements as market transformation; replication
and scaling up of activities; and mechanisms put

in place for sustained institutional, financial, and
technical capacity.

Table 3.2.2 summarizes the ratings from the ROt
process for the cohort of 51 projects. The most
common ratings relate to BC (30 percent), fol-
lowed by AB (24 percent), and CD (10 percent).
There appears to be a strong relationship between
outcome achievement and impact achievement.
Fully 90 percent of the projects rating high (A or
B) in ROtl outcome achievement reported impacts
in terms of measurable GHG reductions. This

relationship, however, does not hold with inter-
mediate states, which can be explained by the
relatively direct relationship between outcomes
and impacts. The introduction of a given technol-
ogy in a demonstration project, for example, has
the potential to lead directly to impact in terms

of GHG emissions reduction. Intermediate states
on the road toward global environmental benefits
in the climate change focal area refer largely to
market transformation processes, which are longer
term. Therefore, on the whole, intermediate states
are rated considerably lower than outcomes, and
measurable GHG reductions, although evident, may
only be on a very small scale.

As shown in figure 3.2.4, full-size projects (FSPs)
generally perform better than medium-size projects
(MSPs) when it comes to outcomes, as well as with
intermediate states. The success rate for FSPs is due
to a range of factors. Most importantly, FSPs in this
cohort tended to be older (all 6 pilot and 12 GEF-1
projects are FSPs); they thus tended to focus on the
"low-hanging fruit” characteristic of the first GEF
projects, with larger marginal gains. In addition,
over half of the FSPs (53 percent, compared with
32 percent of the MSPs) were located in Asia and

TABLE 3.2.2 DISTRIBUTION OF ROtlI RATINGS FOR CLIMATE CHANGE COHORT (%)

INTERMEDIATE STATE
WITH
OUTCOME A B C D GRAND TOTAL IMPACT
GRAND TOTAL 10 30 16 100 62
WITH IMPACT 10 22 2 62

Note: M = projects that can be described as making solid progress toward impact

= projects that do not show such progress

M = projects that show promise to move forward, either because of highly successful outcomes or promising inter-
mediary states; these will need additional inputs to ensure continued progress toward impact
= projects with evidence of impact achieved at project termination
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FIGURE 3.2.4 ROtl RATINGS FOR CLIMATE
CHANGE PROJECTS BY PROJECT SIZE

% OF PROJECTS
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Latin America, where the markets and basic man-
agement capacities are typically more developed at
project inception, providing a comparative advan-
tage in promoting market transformation and also
in terms of general project performance.

These findings are validated by complementary data
which shows that projects in Asia, followed by proj-
ects in Latin America, performed generally better
on outcome and impact achievement. A review of
qualitative data confirms — in contrast with other
regions with weaker performance — that successful
projects in Asia achieve early and sustained govern-
ment support, outperform market competition, and
supply cost reductions to end users; and they more
readily integrate project activities into larger govern-
ment objectives and legislative frameworks. Some
of the assumptions that permit these successes are
the continued prevalence of current energy infra-
structure and fossil fuel use, profitability in energy
savings in small and medium-size investments, and
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the fact that successful pilot demonstrations could
be scaled up and replicated at a large scale. A last
set of factors explaining the relative success of FSPs
is that, by virtue of their large scale, they are able to
attract larger amounts of cofinancing; and having
often been in operation over longer time periods,
they had the resources and time required to tackle
— through adaptive management or otherwise —
a number of variables related to capacity develop-
ment and broader market transformation processes.

Implementing Agencies also played a role in the
performance of the projects within the cohort
assessed. Figure 3.2.5 illustrates that World Bank
projects tended to perform better on both outcome
and intermediate state ratings than those by the
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)
(As there are only two projects implemented by the
United Nations Environment Programme [UNEP]in
the cohort, they are not included in this compari-
son.) Successes in achieving results among World
Bank projects is also confirmed at the impact level,

FIGURE 3.2.5 ROtl RATINGS FOR CLIMATE
CHANGE PROJECTS BY IMPLEMENTING AGENCY
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where 79 percent (15 of 19 projects) achieved
impacts, compared with a reporting of 56 percent
of UNDP projects (15 of 27). Among those projects
that achieved impact, 48 percent are implemented
by the World Bank (15 of 31), 48 percent by UNDP
(15 of 31), and 3 percent by UNEP (1). Again, these
findings are related, in particular, to project size
and cofinancing. As World Bank projects are mostly
comprised of FSPs (67 percent, or 14 of 21; com-
pared with 59 percent or 17 of 29 for UNDP), they
have a greater scope for financial leveraging, which
is particularly valuable in terms of opportunities

to scale up and/or replicate results. Furthermore,
UNDP may not have placed as much emphasis

on emissions reductions, since its reporting often
focuses more on capacity development activities,
which do not necessarily lead to impacts in terms of
calculated emissions reductions at project closing.

Generally, unmet or partially met external assump-

tions that have impeded results achievement in the
portfolio can be grouped along the following broad
categories of project shortcomings:

M Lack of adequate and continued government
support in terms of broad policies, pricing poli-
cies, regulations, codes, and financing

B Lack of cost-effective pricing of technology
B Lack of adequate market demand for products

B Lack of adequate and sustained behavioral and
capacity change after project closing

B Lack of adequate assessment of incentives in
place for the use of a particular technology

Similarly, unmet or partially met impact drivers that
have impeded result achievement in the portfolio
can be regrouped along the following broad cat-
egories of project shortcomings:

B Lack of strong government commitment
whether national, provincial, local, or municipal,
depending on the level of intervention

B Lack of an adequate and coherent set of finan-
cial, policy, tariff, and tax incentives in place to
bring about change in behavior and the market

B Lack of adequate resources available for scaling
up demonstration efforts (both from the gov-
ernment and the private sector, as relevant to
the replication model pursued)

B Lack of adequate identification and involvement
of the key stakeholders in a given market

B Lack of continued commitment of those key
stakeholders after project end

B Lack of soundness of the prefeasibility assess-
ment on the development of a given renewable
energy or energy efficiency market

B Lack of cost-effectiveness of the technologi-
cal shift proposed in view of the market and
alternatives

B Lack of adequate capacity (be it national, pro-
vincial, or local) to design, implement, manage,
and monitor sound investments

OPS4 undertook a field ROtl on the Western Java
Environmental Management Project (GEF ID 765),
supported by $1.74 million of GEF funding. This
project existed within a much larger World Bank
intervention, totaling in excess of $20 million,
which was itself seen as the first part of a three-
phase program. The targeted global environmental
benefit was reduced methane generation, and
therefore reduced GHG emissions, to be achieved
by composting the organic fraction of municipal
solid waste and using the compost to reduce the
use of synthetic fertilizers. The overall conclusion
of the field ROtl was that the project has led to
changing attitudes toward waste management
and has put in place the underlying laws and pro-
cesses for integrated waste management systems
necessary to support composting. However, the
government regulations, incentives, and markets
needed before the desired global environmental
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benefit could be reached had still not been deliv-
ered three years after project completion. The field
ROtl therefore showed that, although the project
received a satisfactory outcome rating at comple-
tion, it had not been able to support changes in
government regulations and incentives and had
made poor progress toward delivering its intended
global environmental benefit. Action can be taken
to bring the satisfactory outcomes forward toward
intermediate states.

PROGRESS TOWARD GLOBAL
ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS

About 38 percent of the climate change project
cohort has made strong progress toward global
environmental benefits, based on their combined
ratings for the targeted outcomes achieved, as
measured by the ROtl method and their prog-
ress toward the intermediate states likely to be
necessary for them to reach their environmental
objective (figure 3.2.6). At the other performance
extreme, 22 percent of projects have made no
progress toward their intended global environmen-
tal benefits and are therefore considered highly

unlikely to achieve them. The remaining 40 per-
cent of the projects were in the moderate progress
range, which indicates that they have produced
results with the possibility of contributing to
global environmental benefits, but have not begun
to take the necessary steps to do so. Additional
impact drivers will need to be actively engaged to
move forward after project closure, but the means
and institutions to supply these drivers were not
planned or put in place by the project, so the
future is uncertain.

When the ratings are placed in the context of
funding provided, the picture changes substantially
(figure 3.2.7). Fully 55 percent of the funds were
spent on projects with strong progress toward
global environmental benefits and a further 33 per-
cent on projects with a medium level of progress.
These projects need new impact drivers to progress
further, but these were not put in place by the
project and remain in doubt. A very small portion
(12 percent) of funds was expended on projects,
which had made no progress toward their intended
global environmental benefits by the time of their
terminal evaluation.

FIGURE 3.2.7 PROGRESS TOWARD GLOBAL
ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS IN CLIMATE
CHANGE: FUNDING

FIGURE 3.2.6 PROGRESS TOWARD GLOBAL
ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS IN CLIMATE
CHANGE: PROJECTS
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COST-EFFECTIVENESS

Cost-effectiveness can be explored directly from the

FIGURE 3.2.8 DIRECT LIFETIME CO,
EMISSIONS REDUCTION OR AVOIDANCE
(KILOTONS)

narrow perspective of GHG emissions reductions.
OPS4 employed a standard methodology for the
calculation of reductions and avoidance of GHG
emissions (GEF EO 2009¢). As illustrated in fig-

ure 3.2.8, upon examining direct lifetime emissions

ACTUAL

reductions or avoidance for a sample of 31 projects
(documented at project closing), actual carbon
dioxide (CO,) emissions reductions (according to

EXPECTED

terminal evaluations) were higher than expected
emissions (according to project documents), by

a large margin. This is at least partly due to the
success of a single project, Barrier Removal for the
Widespread Commercialization of Energy-Efficient
CFC-Free Refrigerators in China (GEF ID 445), which
achieved about 127,000 of the 225,000 (or 56 per-
cent) of the kilotons of CO, emissions reduced

194,002
or avoided in the energy efficiency cohort. Thus, '
including this project and breaking down these 253'91 6
emissions by cluster as shown in table 3.2.3 of
renewable energy and energy efficiency, it appears
that energy efficiency projects have been the

main driver within the cohort in terms of bringing Building on these data on financing and CO, emis-
about this level of performance. Renewable energy sions for the 31 projects in the cohort for which
projects seem to have achieved less than half the a complete set of data was available, it is possible
emissions reduction/avoidance levels that were to assess relative cost-effectiveness. As table 3.2.4
targeted, and other projects achieved only part of shows, actual cost-effectiveness is — by a large
their expected target. margin — better than planned and comes to a

TABLE 3.2.3 DIRECT LIFETIME CO, EMISSIONS REDUCTION
RENEWABLE ENERGY | ENERGY EFFICIENCY |  OTHER PROJ-

PROJECTS PROJECTS ECTS?
PARAMETER (N=11) (N =19) (N=3)
Expected reduction (kilotons) 22,603 147,694 23,706
Actual reduction (kilotons) 10,465 225,846 17,605
Cost $ per ton CO, 2.7 0.45 2.22
Cost $ per ton CO,: GEF amt + cofinancing 7.02 2.13 7.60

a. Other projects = energy service companies, geothermal, carbon reduction/sequestration.
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figure of $0.67 per ton of CO, reduced or avoided,
with the bulk of this achievement coming from
energy efficiency projects, as indicated earlier. No
cofinancing data have been used, given the find-
ings in chapter 4.1 that much cofinancing is often
directed at issues that do not contribute to achieve
global environmental benefits.

TABLE 3.2.4 EXPECTED AND ACTUAL
COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF CO, EMISSIONS
REDUCTION

PARAMETER m ACTUAL

Reduction (kilotons)  194,001.93  253,915.89
Cost per ton CO, ($) 0.97 0.67

RELEVANCE OF FINDINGS IN VIEW OF
EVOLVING STRATEGIES

As mentioned, the cohort of projects reviewed
through this assessment consists mostly of pilot
phase, GEF-1, and GEF-2 projects, since projects
from later GEF funds are, for the most part, not
yet completed. Since then, the GEF strategy in the
climate change focal area has evolved. For instance,
based on the difficult experiences in the market
with photovoltaic cells, the GEF has focused more
in GEF-4 on the promotion of the biomass market
under its renewable energy portfolio, confirming
that lesson learning has already taken place. Of
course, other significant variables play a role in
shaping this evolution of the GEF strategy beyond
performance and cost-effectiveness considerations.
These variables can include, among others, emerg-
ing areas of priority in the international sphere,
specific needs expressed by recipient countries,
consideration of the role of the GEF in innovation
(which sometimes affects cost-effectiveness and
performance in the short term as a trade-off for
longer term and wider impacts once the potential
of new markets and technologies has been demon-
strated), and new convention guidance.
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Building on all these variables, the latest evolution
is the GEF-5 strategy, which focuses on six key
objectives:

1. Promote the demonstration, deployment, and
transfer of advanced low-carbon technologies.

2. Promote market transformation for energy effi-
ciency in industry and the building sector.

3. Promote investment in renewable energy
technologies.

4. Promote energy efficiency, low-carbon trans-
port, and urban systems.

ul

. Conserve and enhance carbon stocks through
sustainable management of land use, land use
change, and forestry.

6. Continue to support enabling activities and
capacity building.

A number of these areas respond to recent
UNFCCC guidance on climate change mitigation.

From the perspective of the assessment above, it is
of interest to note that growing attention is placed
in both energy efficiency and renewable energy on
the process of market transformation, in particular,
barrier removal and technology transfer. As part of
this approach, there is an emphasis on the need to
strengthen institutions, build capacity, and create
the right enabling environments required for suc-
cessful long-term market transformation processes,
as well as the introduction of cost-effective tech-
nologies. From the point of view of scaling up the
results performance of the portfolio in the future,
these aspects may play a key role, since market
transformation has proven a difficult and complex
proposition for the cohort reviewed. As was made
clear by the findings on outcomes and Impacts,
the key success/failure factors that require more
attention under GEF-5 relate precisely to ensuring
adequate capacity and enabling environments,
sufficient and sustained government commitment,



thorough understanding of the market potential
and dynamic, and appropriate technological choices
and pricing policies, to name the most common

ones.

The GEF has performed better than expected in
direct emissions reductions and cost-effectiveness
(total cost per ton of CO,) in energy efficiency,
has achieved less than half of intended emissions
in renewable energy, and has partially attained
emissions targets for other projects. Pilot phase
and GEF-1 projects achieved higher ratings for
outcomes, intermediate states, and impacts, which
may be indicative of the increasingly complex

and ambitious projects after GEF-1, but may also
point to the low-hanging fruit nature of the early
projects in the GEF. Related is the fact that the
achievement of intermediary states toward impact
has been more evident, with larger projects with
greater cofinancing and leverage to fulfill impact
drivers.

On the basis of the available data, the energy effi-
ciency cluster seems to be more cost-effective than
the renewable energy in terms of total cost per ton
of direct CO, emissions reduction or avoidance.
Given the lack of uniform reporting, this hypothesis
needs to be further tested.

Complex market transformations are difficult to
attain, more so in renewable energy than in energy
efficiency. Failure to deliver results, in particular
when it comes to market transformation processes,
mainly relate to a few key external assumptions and
impact drivers.

There is a lack of systematic information on types
of outcomes achieved and clear indicators with
which to measure performance. There is a lack of
systematic application of standardized emissions
reductions calculations and reporting at the project
and portfolio levels.

On the adaptation front, no progress toward
impact can be recorded yet, since the vast major-
ity of the adaptation portfolio under the Strategic
Priority for Adaptation in the GEF Trust Fund and
the portfolio of the SCCF is relatively young. No
independent evaluation of those funds is yet avail-
able. The exception in this area is the LDCF, which
is the subject of an evaluation jointly undertaken by
the Evaluation Department of the Danish Interna-
tional Development Agency (DANIDA) and the GEF
Evaluation Office. The evaluation will be published
in October 2009 and could shed light, in particular,
on the processes and outcomes of capacity building
leading to the development of the national adapta-
tion programs of action (NAPAs); although here
again, priority pilot projects emerging from these
NAPAs are at a very early stage.

CONVENTION GUIDANCE

Strategic Priority on Adaptation

Within the GEF Trust Fund and climate change
focal area, the GEF Council allocated $50 million

to support projects on adaptation that deal with
global environmental benefits. As of the end of

FY 2009, the Council had approved 22 projects
totaling $47.4 million from the GEF. About half of
them are in the biodiversity focal area, 35 percent
in land degradation, and 20 percent in international
waters.

Special Climate Change Fund

The GEF has responded to COP decisions to cre-
ate the SCCF to finance activities in the following
areas: (1) adaptation; (2) transfer of technologies;
(3) energy, transport, industry, agriculture, forestry,
and waste management; and (4) activities to assist
developing countries whose economies are highly
dependent on income generated from the produc-
tion, processing, and export or on consumption of
fossil fuels and associated energy-intensive products
in diversifying their economies. Donors are allowed
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to allocate their contribution to particular items.
About $114 million has been approved, covering
38 projects. About three-quarters of the funding
has gone to adaptation, for 27 projects; this was
identified by the parties as the top priority. No proj-
ects (or funding) have been approved for projects in
the fourth set of activities listed above.

THE JOINT LDCF EVALUATION

The LDCF was established in 2001 by the UNFCCC
COP at its seventh session to support the least
developed country (LDC) work program, includ-
ing the preparation of NAPAs, to identify and

fund urgent and immediate adaptation actions in
LDCs, and to strengthen national capacity. Parties
requested that the GEF, as an operating entity of
the financial mechanism of the UNFCCC, operate
the LDCF under the guidance of the COP. The GEF
proceeded to create the LDCF as a separate entity
from the GEF Trust Fund, with its own council, pro-
cedures, and management. The 10 GEF Agencies
have direct access to the LDCF to support LDCs in
the identification, preparation, and implementation
of NAPA priority projects. Annex | countries contrib-
ute to the LDCF on a voluntary basis.

As of the end of May 2009, the LDCF had received
$176.5 million. The fund has provided funding ($2
million) for the preparation of 48 NAPAs (all LDC
parties to the UNFCCC) through three GEF Agen-
cies: UNDP (31), UNEP (15), and the World Bank (2).
In addition, 26 NAPA priority projects were funded
for a total of $85 million, with indicative cofinanc-
ing of $162.3 million.? At that point, only one
project had reached implementation. Another four
projects have received GEF Chief Executive Officer
(CEO) endorsement and are with UNDP to begin
implementation (all five projects are implemented

2 During the June 2009 Council session, additional
projects were approved: 29 of 48 LDCs have received
at least one NAPA implementation project (3 countries
have two projects and 1 has three projects).
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by UNDP). The other 21 projects have received PIF
endorsements, and the GEF Agencies are preparing
the project documents for CEO endorsement.

The evaluation concludes that the GEF has ful-
filled the UNFCCC request to set up a separate
fund for LDCs, which has been capitalized. The
fund has covered the agreed full cost of prepar-
ing all relevant NAPAs, and 41 of 48 have been
completed. It has taken an average of four years to
prepare them. NAPAs are important statements of
LDC needs for urgent and immediate adaptation
actions. They have contributed at an early and criti-
cal stage to increasing awareness in LDCs of climate
change adaptation challenges and priority adapta-
tion needs. Some have become key government
statements of adaptation needs.

Priorities identified in NAPAs are largely project-type
interventions targeting specific activities in single
sectors: food security, early warning systems and
disaster relief, education and capacity development,
human health, and water resources. The NAPA
processes have not directly addressed thematic and
transformative approaches required for more effec-
tive adaptation planning and implementation.

Following NAPA completion, it has taken an aver-
age of one year and four months (450 days) for
priority PIFs to be approved by the LDCF: 320 days
for the country and GEF Agency to prepare a PIF
to be submitted to the GEF, 100 days for the PIF
to be CEO endorsed, and 30 days for the PIF to

be approved by the GEF Council. Since there have
been very few projects actually approved by the
Council, there are no available data on this. Each
of these steps includes inputs from different actors
from national governments, GEF Agencies, the GEF
Secretariat, and the GEF Council. The COPs have
requested that the GEF and its Agencies expedite
the process. The 2006 LDCF Programming Paper
(GEF 2006b) was intended to speed up plan-

ning and implementation of priority projects by



simplifying the application of the incremental cost
principle (replaced by additional cost and sliding
scales), review and approval of projects on a rolling
basis, and Council approval under “no objections”
projects under $2 million. The GEF Agency country
offices are currently attempting to improve their
capacity to deal with climate adaptation issues,
which has been limited in the past.

The LDCF is addressing a complex subject, new to
many of the actors involved in countries with poorly
defined climate adaptive capacity.

The scale of the financial resources made available
by contributory countries to the LDCF is insufficient
when compared to the aggregate cost of address-
ing the priorities identified in the NAPAs. The
unpredictability of the contributions has impaired
the LDCF administration in being able to program
the implementation of adaptation needs across all
LDCs. Furthermore, due to the narrow prioritization
process and the reduced expectations related to the
limited funding, the true national scale and total
costs of climate change adaptation were underesti-
mated in the LDCF-supported NAPA processes.

LDCs expressed strong support for the continua-
tion of the LDCF but significant discontent with the
lack of expeditious access to such support for NAPA
priority project implementation. The complexity of
the structure and procedures of the LDCF (the sum
of all the parts) has hampered their understanding
of the workings of the fund. For example, LDCs are
not represented directly in the LDCF Council but
through constituencies; they have little effective
control over either decisions or the management of
resources. Further, GEF Agencies have relied heavily
on independent consultants rather than on public
sector experts, reducing the possible institutional
sustainability and public sector capacity develop-
ment. There is limited clarity on how principles such
as the sliding scale apply, contrasted with expecta-
tions of more expeditious access to funding.

The evaluation recommends to the UNFCCC parties
that they should consider the future role and insti-
tutional arrangements of the LDCF given that its
context has changed since its creation. Additional
funds have meanwhile been created, additional
information about the severity of climate change
has become available that implies additional costs
and urgency, and a precedent has been set by the
COP decision to endorse direct access for countries
in the Adaptation Fund.

The evaluation further recommends that the
UNFCCC parties should convene a multistakeholder
dialogue to review the requirements of reform of
the LDCF in terms of the governance structure and
operations of the fund, including ways to achieve
more expeditious access to funds, the role of

the GEF Agencies, and the support policy frame-
works tailored to specific country needs. Finally,
any replenishment of the LDCF should take into
account the reforms required and be sufficient to
support whole NAPA programs, rather than indi-
vidual project implementation.

To LDC governments, the evaluation recommends
a climate change adaptation planning cycle to
coordinate the investment funds available from all
sources. Ministries of finance and/or planning could
take the lead. NAPA findings should be taken into
account when developing sector-wide approach
programs and other sector investment programs.
Furthermore, governments should support the
establishment of strong national inter-institutional
arrangements for adaptation planning so as not to
lose the momentum gained from NAPA processes.

Development partner agencies should support

LDC governments in implementing NAPA priority
activities designed to maximized national capacity
development and integration into development and
policy reform, and should seek alignment of their
development support with LDC adaptation priorities
as expressed in NAPAs.
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The LDCF Council should draw on lessons learned
from LDCF performance in a more systematic way.
This would allow better responses to the guidance
and requests from the COP. The timeliness and the-
matic breadth of the advisory support to the LDCF
Secretariat needs to be strengthened. Recognition
of the particular and diverse circumstances of LDCs
should mean that better tailored procedures for
expeditious project preparation and approval should
be employed.

The LDCF management should introduce a com-
mon tracking procedure across the agencies, so
that the status of a given project may be found irre-
spective of where it is in the cycle and with which
agency it is in the process. Systematic and inclusive
learning and reflection processes should be initiated
alongside NAPA priority activity implementation so
that LDCs and other stakeholders can draw lessons
and identify ways to improve adaptation delivery.

In order for the LDCF to play a complementary role
to the other emerging climate change financing
mechanisms, greater responsiveness and flexibility
of procedures will have to be introduced.

All the NAPA priority projects should use evidence-
based inquiry into the ways climate change effects
are differentiated between genders, introduce
measures that identify women’s vulnerability to
climate change, and listen to the voices of climate-
vulnerable women.

Lessons relevant to the establishment of global
funds for climate change adaptation follow:

B The scale of financial resources and the reli-
ability of replenishment are crucial. If resources
are too limited to handle all countries at once in
an effective manner, ways should be sought to
allow countries to be addressed sequentially.

B Funds that need to be mobilized quickly require
clearly defined program design, including a
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clear overall management strategy focusing on
performance and achievements within clear
deadlines; quickly generate a program pipeline
with projects ready and mature enough for
financing. Moreover, adaptation is still a young
discipline and it is necessary for a fund to have a
large degree of flexibility and be able to deliver
the specific financial and technical resources the
different countries need.

B In countries with limited technical and human
resource capacity, bottlenecks will occur in proj-
ect preparation that will prevent the full benefits
of adaptation considerations from being inte-
grated into national policies and programs.

B The ability to monitor and track achievements
and results needs to focus not only at the proj-
ect level but also at the program level.

B The emergence of new funds for adaptation
demands that the sequencing and synchrony
of funds’ objectives, targets, and duration are
carefully considered to maximize coverage and
impact.

The climate change tracking tools have a mix of a
mix of “enabling environment” type indicators and
some project-specific outputs or outcomes. This
information would be useful to the GEF Secretariat
and also, to some extent, for evaluation purposes.
The major challenges are not so much in the tools
themselves, which seem sound enough in principle,
but in who will gather accurate data in the field
and who in the Secretariat will have the time and
expertise to develop the tools. These tracking tools
would require a very substantial effort for colla-
tion, quality assurance, and analysis; this would
need specific resources in the GEF Secretariat if it
is to be done properly. If these resources are not



forthcoming, the tools will not be useful at all. The
challenge now is to ensure sufficient resources
during GEF-5 and to integrate indicators that derive
from the progress from outcome to impact review
into the tracking tools. The GEF Secretariat should
be encouraged to put this type of activity high on
its priority list for actual resources, and it should ask

the Council to approve what could be a substan-
tial exercise. The tracking tools were developed
through the hard work of many dedicated staff
members; the next step should turn these into a
tool — including indicators for progress toward
impact — integrated into the results-based man-
agement system of GEF-5.
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BIODIVERSITY

Preventing the loss of globally important biodiversity is one of the longer term goals of
the GEF — and also one of the most complex. Nobody can tell a butterfly to go forth
and multiply: it has to do so itself. We can only create circumstances that are conducive
to procreation, the results of which will not be immediately visible. This chapter pres-
ents evidence from various sources on the biodiversity focal area. The main emphasis is
on whether the focal area has followed convention guidance, its portfolio overview, the
review of the progress of finished projects toward impact, and a reflection on what this
progress means for the GEF biodiversity strategies.

Conclusions

The GEF has been responsive to Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) guidance, particularly
on issues related to conservation and sustainable use through more effective management

of protected areas and mainstreaming biodiversity into productive landscapes/seascapes and
sectors. Access to biosafety has not kept up with potential demand based on the number of
countries that have completed national frameworks.

Forty percent of the completed projects in the OPS4 cohort (62 percent of which were GEF-2
projects and 27 percent GEF-1 projects) have made strong progress toward global environmen-
tal benefits; 30 percent of the projects have made little or no progress. The remaining projects
are between these two clear positions, having made some progress, but without establishing
the means to continue this after project completion.

Projects that show higher progress toward global environmental benefits demonstrate more
specific attention in their design and/or implementation to ensure that effective local owner-
ship is fully operational before project completion. Progress toward global environmental
benefits crucially depends on ongoing and long-term support from governments, the private
sector, and local communities after the project has terminated.

Recommendations
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To reach the full potential contribution that GEF projects can make toward global environmen-
tal benefits, projects need to be designed and implemented as much as possible to ensure local
ownership, continued government support, and ongoing availability of funding after project
closure to support the biodiversity strategy’s focus on sustainable biodiversity conservation.

However, the support of such actors cannot be guaranteed by any project. This suggests the
value of a portfolio approach on the national level, which currently only exists in larger GEF
recipient countries. Such an approach would include national GEF programming and follow-up,
including continuing institutional support, monitoring, supervision, and evaluation, and would
help recipient countries maximize progress toward global environmental benefits.



B Based on emerging evidence on impact drivers essential for progress toward global environ-

mental benefits, the GEF Secretariat should ensure that its tracking tools fully encompass this

longer term perspective. The GEF Council should approve and finance what could be a substan-

tial exercise: developing and monitoring indicators for progress toward impact, integrated into

the results-based management system of GEF-5. This would be particularly useful in the con-

text of the more systemic approaches, which have emerged in later GEF biodiversity strategies,

the results of which will only begin to emerge in the OPS5 cohort of projects. Furthermore,

harmonization between the tracking tools and the ROtl approach could provide a powerful

system of indicators, enabling more effective management of portfolio-wide progress toward

impacts.

bout 60 to 65 percent of GEF resources

over time have centered on protected

areas as a vehicle to reduce the ongoing
loss of biodiversity. OPS3 found that the GEF has
had effects on slowing or reducing the loss of bio-
diversity where it has intervened, although global
trends in biodiversity continue to be downward. It
recognized that even though more areas are being
protected, the proportion of species threatened
with extinction continues to increase, and many
individual populations continue to decline. The
challenge of halting biodiversity losses imposes on
the GEF the imperative to be most efficient in the
use of its scarce resources and in achieving results
on the ground.

GEF support seems to have affected the biodiversity
portfolio of the World Bank and UNDP in different
ways. GEF support is a relatively minor component
of World Bank lending in the environment and
biodiversity sector (World Bank IEG 2008), and

the GEF seems to complement major biodiversity-
related loans and not drive country operations. The
World Bank evaluation Environmental Sustainabil-
ity: An Evaluation of World Bank Group Support
(World Bank IEG 2008) adopts a broad-brush view
of the whole environment sector, with little data
on the specifics of the Bank's biodiversity portfolio,
and still less of its GEF-supported activities. Specific

field-based impact findings in the biodiversity port-
folio are contained in a set of three impact evalua-
tions commissioned by the World Bank of projects
in Uganda, Ecuador, and Indonesia five years after
closure (Groupe-conseil baastel Itée 2008). These
evaluations show that, in spite of the projects
demonstrating mostly satisfactory achievements

at completion, results five years afterwards reveal
weaknesses.

The impact of the GEF on the UNDP biodiversity
portfolio is considerably more significant. GEF
support has played a major role in driving UNDP’s
biodiversity-related operations, to the point of
modifying the Agency’s actual priorities (UNDP
Evaluation Office 2008; UNDP-GEF 2008). In prac-
tice, the availability of financial resources from the
GEF has had a great influence on the priority set-
ting and choice of activities of country offices. This
impact of GEF resources on UNDP activities was not
anticipated.

An additional approach to impacts developed by
the GEF Evaluation Office has been that of quasi-
experimental evaluations of macrolevel data on the
results of biodiversity interventions. These studies
have not been focused only on GEF interventions,
but have sought to establish key patterns of results,
so far associated with protected areas. Two studies
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in Costa Rica have shown that protected areas
have, over time, led to effective reduction in trends
of deforestation, and that this has also led to aggre-
gate social benefits for communities surrounding
the protected areas (GEF EO 2007d and 2009a).
The latter social impact finding suffered from one
substantial area of missing data, inherent in the sec-
ondary statistical sources on which the analysis was
based: namely, the absence of time-series data on
social inequality. A parallel study of protected areas
in Thailand produced a similar aggregate income
finding, but found that social inequality had also
increased to an extent that had not occurred in a
controlled comparison group of areas. This finding
is in agreement with the situation noted in many
case studies of the social impacts of protected
areas, including some of those included in the GEF
study of local benefits (GEF EO 2006¢). While it has
not been possible to aggregate the findings of such
case studies, aggregation is possible using quasi-
experimental methods, and the two approaches
therefore offer an element of “triangulation” of
this phenomenon.

The GEF, as the operating entity of the financial
mechanism of the CBD, provides financing to
country-driven projects in accordance with GEF
strategies in the biodiversity focal area. The GEF
strategy is guided by COP guidance. All COPs
have provided guidance to the GEF on the policy,
strategy, program priorities, and eligibility criteria
to be followed in providing financial assistance
to developing country parties for purposes of the
convention. Many of the decisions are geared
toward support of programs (protected areas,
island biodiversity, etc.); others are in support of
very specific projects, some responding to specific
agendas of specific stakeholders and constituen-
cies to the COP (e.g., Global Biodiversity Outlook,
Biosafety Clearing-House Mechanism). An over-
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view of COP guidance and the GEF response to it
is incorporated in table 3.3.1.

The overall conclusion is that the GEF has been
responsive to CBD guidance, particularly on issues
related to conservation and sustainable use.

Access to biosafety has not kept up with potential
demand, given the number of national biosafety
frameworks (NBFs) completed so far (110) and
based on consultations with the CBD Secretariat
and GEF focal points. The Cartagena Protocol is
the only protocol for which the GEF is a financial
mechanism. This arrangement is covered under
the memorandum of understanding between the
CBD and the GEF. Guidance to the GEF from the
protocol is sent as part of the CBD COP guidance.
According to the evaluation of GEF support to the
Cartagena Protocol (GEF EO 2006a), the GEF has
contributed to the speeding up of the ratification
of the protocol and has promoted implementa-
tion processes. Furthermore, GEF support has been
consistent with the protocol, although awareness-
raising and participation efforts by different stake-
holders have not been as broad as required.

The Biosafety meeting of the parties (MOP) has
requested the GEF Secretariat to make an assess-
ment of the impacts of the RAF. This has not been
done so far. Since the introduction of the RAF,
there has been a slowdown in GEF support to the
implementation of the protocol, as the following
examples indicate:

B Under the UNEP-GEF Development of National
Biosafety Frameworks project that was approved
in 2001, UNEP entered into subprojects with
123 countries to develop NBFs. So far, only 110
have posted an acceptable NBF on the UNEP
biosafety Web site with 13 stalled in some way,
usually because government rules do not allow
them to post an NBF that has not yet been
approved by the government.



TABLE 3.3.1 CBD: COP GUIDANCE TO THE GEF DURING GEF-4 AND GEF RESPONSE

BIOSAFETY

Support implementation of
the protocol (COP8)

Assess impact of the RAF
in implementation of the
protocol (COP9)

National reports (COP9)

Support to Biosafety
Clearing-House Mechanism
(CHM) project (COP9)

Support to universities and
relevant institutions (COP9)

Support to capacities in

the areas of sampling and
detection of living modified
organisms (COP9)

Support to the follow-

ing issues during GEF-5:
implementation of legal
and administrative systems;
risk assessment and risk
management; enforcement
measures; liability and
redress measures (COP9)

Global Biodiversity Outlook
support (COP9)

GEF Council approved the Strategy for Financ-
ing Biosafety, which prioritizes implementation
of the protocol, in particular the Updated Ac-
tion Plan for Building Capacities for the Effec-
tive Implementation of the Cartagena Protocol

Issue has been put forward to GEF Chief Execu-
tive Officer for consideration

Under consideration for GEF-5

Support under consideration

Not eligible for GEF

Eligible within GEF-4

Biosafety strategy approved by Council in 2006
and it is proposed that this continue to be
implemented in GEF-5

GEF to provide information but not funding

GEF strategy (SP6) was approved as
a response to the meeting of the par-
ties (MOP) request

GEF responsiveness during GEF-4 has
been limited to the approval of 26
PIFs (potential value of $25.6 million)
for national biosafety framework
implementation, but none of them
have been approved by the Council

None seem to have been approved
in GEF-4

Support is under consideration; a PIF
was recently approved (September
2009) to support 50 countries to
participate in the CHM.

Not eligible for GEF

Eligible within GEF-4

Agree

Agree

ACCESS TO AND TRANSFER OF TECHNOLOGY

COP9: preparation of national
assessments; improve access;
capacity building under
enabling activities; support to
technologies and governance
and regulatory frameworks

CHM

Under consideration for GEF-5

= Eligible in GEF-4
= 14 projects approved so far in GEF-4 that
support country participation in CHM

Agree

Agree



TABLE 3.3.1 CBD: COP GUIDANCE TO THE GEF DURING GEF-4 AND GEF RESPONSE (CONT'D)

Lovomee ] arone | comvars

Biodiversity strategies (revi-
sion and implementation)

Eligible in GEF-4 both to revise but also to sup-
port implementation

Agree, implementation of biodiversity
strategies has taken place through
basically all projects, since these
projects are approved under national
biodiversity strategy and action plans

ECOSYSTEM APPROACH

Support to apply ecosystem
approach

Support to national or sub-
global assessments making
use of the conceptual frame-
work and methodologies of
the Millennium Ecosystem
Assessment (MEA)

Private sector (engaging the
business community in con-
vention implementation)

Global invasive species
(financial support)

Eligible in GEF-4, most GEF-3 and GEF-4
programming utilized ecosystem approach
principles

A number of projects were supported in GEF-4
that use the MEA conceptual framework and
methodologies at the subnational level (e.g.,
ProEcoServ project with site interventions in
Chile, Vietnam, Trinidad and Tobago, South
Africa, Lesotho, Mexico); projects at the sub-
national level that apply the MEA conceptual
framework can operationalize and apply the
framework in a more practical way, whereas
at national or subglobal level, the assessments
may tend to remain academic exercises

Eligible in GEF-4, GEF has seen an increase in
engagement

GEF-4 has a strategic program (SP7); very few
countries have requested support on this issue

Not possible to estimate; OPS4 did
not do a project-level review

Agree

Not reviewed in OPS4

Agree, very few projects have been
put forward by Agencies and coun-
tries: four national projects and two
regional (Latin America and the Carib-
bean and the Pacific Islands)

PROTECTED AREAS

Full implementation of
program of work

Specific issues: support to
UNDP/GEF project (Support-
ing Country Action on CBD
Protected Area); climate
change links; protected
areas remain a priority
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Eligible in GEF-4 (three of the seven strategic
programs are on protected areas)

= UNDP/GEF project has only just completed

its midterm evaluation; any future support of

this type will reflect the lessons learned and
codified in the project’s final evaluation; this
is consistent with GEF policy on phased or
follow-on projects.

= Supporting project interventions that ad-

dress building climate resilience of protected

area systems was eligible in GEF -4 and will
continue to be eligible in GEF-5.

At least 147 projects deal with Stra-
tegic Objective 1 (protected area) for
about $487 million

Not reviewed in OPS4



TABLE 3.3.1

fovomee | rowe | comvoms |

Island Biodiversity (support Eligible in GEF-4, programmatic approach for Agree on eligibility and on sup-

for implementation of work Pacific SIDS under implementation port for implementation of work

program and simplify GEF The GEF Secretariat offered to facilitate the program

processes for small island development of a programmatic approach No changes in project procedures

developing states [SIDS]) for the Caribbean, but this was not pursued for SIDS other than the approval of
by the countries a programmatic approach for the
In GEF-4, SIDS received support for 31 Pacific.

projects totaling $82 million and benefiting
34 SIDS; 16 Caribbean SIDS received grants
totaling $42 million, covering 17 projects
18 SIDS have also received grants under the
UNDP GEF Global Early Action project to
support implementation of the CBD Pro-
gramme of Work on Protected Areas; a total
of $3,074,858 has been allocated for SIDS
under this project, which is approximately
42% of the total project budget; 18 of the
47 countries funded by the project are SIDS

(38%)
2010 Biodiversity Targets Eligible in GEF-4 All projects in the GEF are related to
the targets
Fund Fourth National Report  Eligible in GEF-4 Agree: 6 projects approved to sup-
port third report

Taxonomy Initiatives (sup- Eligible in GEF-4 Not reviewed in OPS4
port of work program;
support to taxonomy focal
points)
CBD four-year framework GEF will take into account when developing This is a good step forward from the
of programme priorities GEF-5 strategies CBD to facilitate the GEF in incorpo-
program to be included in rating CBD guidance and priorities
GEF-5
Resource mobilization The GEF has worked closely with the CBD on Agree

development of a Resource Mobilization Strat-

egy; COP9 has adopted a strategy that calls for

the GEF to consider how it will support it; the

CBD Secretariat is elaborating this request
Information on the RAF Included in GEF report to COP Agree
Simplify, streamline project GEF project cycle revised Agree
cycle
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B As of the end of June 30, 2009, there have
been 24 national-level projects approved by the
GEF Chief Executive Officer (CEO) for the imple-
mentation of NBFs: 12 were approved in GEF-2,
11 in GEF-3, and 1 in GEF-4. Three regional
projects have been approved, two in GEF-3 and
one in GEF-4.

B Twenty-six PIFs have been approved in GEF-4 for
NBF implementation projects, but have not yet
reached the CEO approval stage.

B In all, 50 national-level implementation projects
have been approved or are under preparation,
leaving 73 countries still to develop NBF imple-
mentation projects.

Lower funding and implementation levels for
biosafety may have been affected by the RAF, given
that countries need to decide how to invest their
biodiversity allocation among the strategic objec-
tives of the GEF biodiversity strategy and their
numerous obligations as parties to the CBD. The
demand for biosafety support may be there but,
due to internal national issues (e.g., biosafety focal
points may not participate in the GEF decision-
making process; biosafety may not be a recognized
national priority; there is limited national capacity
to identify biosafety as a priority or to develop and
implement a project), biosafety projects are not
developed and submitted to the GEF. If the alloca-
tion of funding for biosafety by country would have
been kept separate from biodiversity, more projects
could have been funded.

A new international regime for access to benefit
sharing is under preparation, with the expecta-
tion that this will come into force sometime in
2010. The GEF has approved all access to benefit
sharing projects that have been submitted to the
GEF Secretariat in GEF-4 under Strategic Pro-
gram (SP) 8 in the GEF-4 strategy. The GEF has
signaled its support to the future international
regime in the GEF-5 strategy. After completion of
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the negotiations of the international regime, the
GEF will fully elucidate project support provided
under this objective in consultation with the CBD
Secretariat and COP Bureau for approval by the
GEF Council.

Recent figures from the GEF Secretariat indicate
that, since 1991, the GEF has granted $2.3 billion
and leveraged $5.36 billion to support imple-
mentation of 790 biodiversity projects in more
than 155 countries (GEF 2009b). The same source
reports that GEF funding has lead to the creation
or improved management of more than 1,600
protected areas covering 360 million hectares, and
improved sustainable use and management of bio-
diversity in the productive landscape through main-
streaming of biodiversity in more than 100 million
hectares of productive landscapes and seascapes.
Through the Small Grants Programme, the GEF has
invested $452 million in over 10,000 projects that
are executed by indigenous and community-based
organizations in over 100 countries. The GEF is
undoubtedly the world’s main financial entity for
biodiversity conservation projects. The GEF has
also been essential to global implementation of
the Cartagena Protocol through support to the
development of NBFs in 123 countries and for their
subsequent implementation in pilot cases.

During GEF-4 (as of June 30, 2009), the GEF
Council has approved 137 projects ($409 million),
62 PIFs ($112.6 million), and 50 multifocal area
projects dealing with biodiversity ($89.4 million).
Support to protected area systems continues to be
the largest allocation within the biodiversity focal
area, with about 90 percent of the funding going
to projects that deal with this issue (some of these
funds correspond to projects that have more than
one strategic objective).! There are three strategic

1 Many of the projects respond to more than one
strategic priority, so the percentages do not add to
100 percent.



FIGURE 3.3.1 BIODIVERSITY: PROJECTS
APPROVED FOR GEF-4 BY STRATEGIC
OBJECTIVE
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Source: GEF PMIS, through June 30, 2009.
SO1: To catalyze sustainability of protected area systems

SO2: To mainstream biodiversity in production landscapes/sea-
scapes and sectors
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priorities within the strategic objective of protected
areas (figures 3.3.1 and 3.3.2), and about half of
the funding has gone to supporting sustainable
financing of protected area systems (SP1); approxi-
mately equal amounts have gone to marine and
terrestrial protected areas (25 percent for SP2 and
SP3). About 40 percent of the funding has been
allocated to projects dealing with mainstreaming
biodiversity, on two priorities: strengthening the
policy and regulatory framework for mainstream-
ing biodiversity and fostering markets for biodiver-
sity goods and services (SP4 and SP5). Support to
the Cartagena Protocol totals about $28 million
(32 projects), while almost $20 million has gone to
invasive species projects and $20 million to projects
dealing with access to benefit sharing. Multifo-

cal projects have been primarily working with the
effective management of marine projected areas
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SP1: Sustainable financing of protected area systems at the
national level

SP2: Increasing representation of effectively managed marine
protected areas in protected area systems

SP3: Strengthening terrestrial protected area networks

SP4: Strengthening the policy and regulatory framework for
mainstreaming biodiversity

SP5: Fostering markets for biodiversity goods and services

SP6: Building capacity for the implementation of the Cartagena
Protocol on Biosafety

SP7: Prevention, control, and management of invasive alien species
SP8: Building capacity on access and benefit sharing

(16 projects) and mainstreaming biodiversity (22
projects). In addition, about $10 million of multifo-
cal projects should be added to support access to
benefit sharing.
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The operational strategy for biodiversity sets forth
an approach for implementing the GEF’s mandate
in biodiversity, in conformity with the guidance
provided by the COP of the CBD. It provides a
framework for the development and implementa-
tion of GEF-financed activities to allow recipient
countries to address the complex global challenge
of biodiversity conservation and sustainable use.
It also provides a framework for monitoring and
evaluation.

In response to OPS2, the GEF developed strategic
priorities to further sharpen the strategic focus of
its operational programs. The strategic priorities for
GEF-3 reflect the rich implementation experience,
as well as studies and evaluations, of the decade-
old portfolio. These priorities internalize the guid-
ance from the convention and the most pertinent
recommendations that have emerged from various
evaluation exercises. As described in the biodiversity
strategy documents, strategic priorities for GEF-3
covered the following:

B Catalyzing sustainability of protected area
systems

B Mainstreaming biodiversity in production land-
scapes and sectors

B Capacity building for implementation of the
Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety

B Generation and dissemination of best practices
for addressing current and emerging biodiversity
issues

The rationale for GEF-3 strategic priorities remains
largely unchanged; thus, the approach in GEF-4
emphasized continuity and was consistent with the
recommendations from OPS3. Nevertheless, the
experience gained during GEF-3 has allowed the
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GEF to sharpen the focus of these initial objectives.
GEF-4 focuses primarily on the first two strategic
priorities listed above. These provide a flexible
window to implement the guidance of the conven-
tion and reflect current thinking in the conserva-
tion community of the need to secure protected
areas while making biodiversity protection a more
conscious component of socioeconomic develop-
ment. These are also the main contributors toward
the CBD's 2010 targets. GEF-4 also includes some
attention to the last two objectives, although the
emphasis will remain primarily on protected areas
and mainstreaming biodiversity.2

ROt desk reviews were conducted for the OPS4
cohort of 116 biodiversity projects, of which 16 had
to be excluded from the final analysis for various
reasons. Thus, ratings for a set of 100 projects
were analyzed. This represents a major new set

of data (based on field-based final evaluations
commissioned by the implementing agencies) on
results for the GEF's biodiversity portfolio over the
past four years, which complements several other
sources of data on results. The cohort was evenly
split between FSPs and MSPs and primarily included
projects from GEF-1 and GEF-2, with a few projects
from the pilot phase and GEF-3. Almost half of the
projects were World Bank projects, with another 40
percent implemented by UNDP and 7 percent by

2 The two preceding paragraphs have been largely
derived from biodiversity strategy documents, which
provide an overview of the changes in the strate-
gies that OPS4 agrees with and probably could not
improve on.

3 Data were insufficient to develop ratings for two
projects; three projects had been canceled and a
terminal evaluation was not available; one project
was not rated due to being subjected to a field ROtl;
one project was excluded as an umbrella modal-
ity to which the ROtl methodology was not readily
applicable (Critical Ecosystems Partnership Fund); three
“projects” proved to be initial phases of longer term
programs, which could better be analyzed at a later
stage. Six additional projects were research/targeted
research projects for which impact linkages are highly
indirect.



UNEP; 4 percent of projects had joint implementa-
tion. Asia and Latin America and the Caribbean had
similar portions of the cohort (around 30 percent
each), while regional and Africa projects made up
17 and 18 percent, respectively. The Europe and
Central Asia region accounted for 5 percent of
projects, and there was one global project.

Table 3.3.2 summarizes the ratings of the ROt
process for the 100 projects. Within the biodiversity
ROtI desk review cohort, 22 percent of projects

had documented impacts within the lifetime of

the project. This means the terminal evaluation
included evidence of a change in biodiversity status.
However, these projects were not necessarily on the
path to producing global environmental benefits
on a significant scale. Although the achievement

of a long- term change, or impact, is an important
step, it normally needs to be scaled up or replicated
before it can be seen to have changed the global
environment. No significant differences in terms

of achievement of outcomes or progress toward
global environmental benefits were identified
between the GEF-1 and GEF-2 phases, or between
FSPs and MSPs.

According to the conventional comparative
advantages of the three Implementing Agencies
of GEF activities, UNEP is placed largely in the area
of enabling activities, such as research and global
and regional capacity development. These areas are
farthest from the situation in which direct progress
toward impacts and global environmental benefits
could be demonstrated. UNDP is strongly focused
in the enabling and capacity development areas,
slightly nearer to verifiable progress toward impacts
and global environmental benefits than UNEP, but
often still some way off. The World Bank is mainly
seen as the investment arm of the GEF funds,
including a number of projects in the “combined”
category, which may include elements of enabling
and capacity development, as well as investment.
As the projects move toward pure investment,
they have an increasing opportunity to show clear
linkages toward impacts and even global envi-
ronmental benefits. Thus, the desk ROtl ratings

in biodiversity, based on the Implementing Agen-
cies” own evaluation data, clearly show that, with
regard to demonstrated progress toward impacts
and global environmental benefits, the Agencies
are performing precisely as would be expected on

TABLE 3.3.2 DISTRIBUTION OF ROtl RATINGS FOR BIODIVERSITY COHORT (%)
INTERMEDIATE STATE

OUTCOME

A

: BN -
: U
GRAND TOTAL 15 32

WITH IMPACT 5 10

A B C D

12

WITH

GRAND TOTAL IMPACT

4 21 3

6 6 14 1
41 12 100

6 1 22

Note: M = projects that can be described as making solid progress toward impact

= projects that do not show such progress

W = projects that show promise to move forward, either because of highly successful outcomes or promising inter-
mediary states; these will need additional inputs to ensure continued progress toward impact
= projects with evidence of impact achieved at project termination

0]



the basis of the prior allocation of responsibilities by
GEF Council (table 3.3.3).

When examining the projects achieving different
ratings, a key question is what makes a project
successful (or not). A review of key met and unmet
impact drivers and assumptions for each category
of project achievement was undertaken. Biodiver-
sity projects which are highly likely to contribute to
global environmental benefits have at least three
main successfully met impact drivers:* stakeholder
ownership and support, effective financial mecha-
nisms, and adequate information flows. In addition,

4 Impact drivers are “the significant factors that, if pres-
ent, are expected to contribute to the ultimate realiza-
tion of project impacts and that are within the ability
of the project to influence” (“The ROtl Handbook:
Towards Enhancing the Impacts of Environmental Proj-
ects,” Methodological Paper #2, available on the GEF
Evaluation Office Web site and the OPS4 CD-ROM).

such projects have appropriately addressed issues
of scale.

Stakeholder ownership and support are among

the most commonly identified impact drivers met
by successful projects, as well as unmet by less
successful projects. To carry forward project results
after completion, stakeholders must have owner-
ship of the process — they must in fact be trans-
formed from “stakeholders” to “results owners.” In
many cases, relevant national institutions must con-
tinue to provide political and/or financial support
for global environmental benefits to be achieved;
examples include passing and implementing policies
and plans and mainstreaming biodiversity con-
cerns into policies. The support and ownership of
local communities is also critical for many projects,
particularly related to the effective management

of protected areas. In projects related to produc-
tion landscapes, private sector support can be an

TABLE 3.3.3 BIODIVERSITY PROGRESS TOWARD GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS

BY AGENCY
UNDP
UNEP 3 3
World Bank 6 14
Total 28 29

AGENCY NO PROGRESS MEDIUM PROGRESS | STRONG PROGRESS TOTAL
19 12 9 40

1 7
29 49
39 96

(4 multi-Agency)

TABLE 3.3.4 BIODIVERSITY PROGRESS TOWARD GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS

BY REGION
Africa
Asia 8
Europe and Central Asia 2
Latin America & the Caribbean 6
Total 29
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m NO PROGRESS | MEDIUM PROGRESS | STRONG PROGRESS TOTAL
13 5 7 25

12 10 30

2 5 9

1 18 35

30 40 99
(1 global)



important factor. At the local level, ownership can
also develop when community socioeconomic wel-

fare increases as a result of a particular intervention.

The good and weak practices in these areas were
extensively analyzed in the Evaluation Office study
of the Role of Local Benefits in Global Environmen-
tal Programs (GEF EO 2006c).

Effective financial mechanisms in GEF biodiversity
projects include a range of approaches, such as
trust funds, markets for sustainable livelihoods,
small grants programs, and incentives from and
markets for certified products. Ultimately, stake-
holders need financial means to support con-
servation and sustainable use activities. As with
stakeholder ownership, financial factors can play
a role at many different levels, from alternative
income-generating activities for local communities
to national government budgeting for competing
development priorities.

The importance of adequate information flows is
often overlooked as a factor in successful proj-
ects. This can include research, monitoring and
evaluation, and public communications programs.
High-quality data in sufficient quantities facilitate
efficient resource allocation and lead to improved
decision making. Effective information sharing also
contributes to building awareness and disseminat-
ing experiences.

A wide range of key assumptions hold true for
successful projects. Successful projects do not
always experience smooth sailing, however, and
the ROtl desk analysis identified some assump-
tions with which even many successful projects
struggle. These are most often assumptions related
to genuinely exogenous factors, such as sociopoliti-
cal stability within a country; and macroeconomic
factors such as the relative return on investment of
different land use types, exchange rate fluctuations,
and economically driven population flows.

An extension of these factors is the lack of emer-
gence of unforeseen new threats. \WWhat makes
biodiversity conservation so difficult is the ever-
changing nature of any given set of environmental,
sociopolitical, and economic circumstances in a
geographic area. New threats can and sometimes
do appear during the course of project implementa-
tion. Such threats include infrastructure develop-
ment and changes in global commodity prices,
which put pressure on resources such as timber

or precious metals or drive agricultural expansion.
Among the potentially most significant emerging
threats to biodiversity at a global scale is climate
change — which could, for example, shift biome
boundaries and disrupt the ecological rationale for
the current delineations of protected area systems
supported by the GEF. For this reason, sustainability
of project results must be considered a dynamic
state.

Projects shown to be unlikely to contribute to
global environmental benefits face multiple barriers
to achieving impact drivers and meeting their origi-
nal assumptions, which keep them from demon-
strating the progress necessary to trigger a higher
rating. Commonly unmet impact drivers include the
following:

B Insufficient technical and institutional capacity

B Ineffective or inappropriate policy frameworks,
for example, related to land tenure issues

B Lack of mechanisms for replication/scaling up,
such as dissemination strategies

B Insufficient financial sustainability, including reli-
ance on markets that are not adequately devel-
oped or dependence on government funding,
but with a low priority to receive such funds

B Insufficient stakeholder ownership (ownership
can be affected by any one of many potentially
relevant stakeholder groups)

103



B Insufficient information/data to assess whether
intended progress is actually being achieved

In addition to the assumptions made by all
projects, such as political stability, projects in the
middle category (which are around half of all
projects) often fall victim to the following unmet
assumptions:

B Assumptions related to the linkage of commu-
nity benefits to conservation results do not hold

B Lack of existence (and maintenance) of ade-
quate individual technical capacity

B Inadequacy of intervention (breadth or scale) to
address threats

B Political support or ownership does not material-
ize or is not maintained

B Unavailability of financial options, either for
community benefits or general sustainability of
results

Projects unlikely to contribute to global environ-
mental benefits may fail to meet many of the
same impact drivers and assumptions identified
above. Fourteen percent of the projects in the ROtl
desk review cohort simply failed to deliver their
outcomes, also often due to factors related to the
above impact drivers and assumptions. Specific
issues faced by nonperforming projects include the
following:

B Achieved few or no essential impact drivers dur-
ing implementation

M Failed to generate necessary support from local
communities, national institutions, or the private
sector

B Mechanisms for replication and/or scaling up are
absent

B Failed to address threats relevant to the attain-
ment of objectives
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B Failed to assess risks to assumptions adequately
in project design or during implementation

B Lack of understanding or failure to integrate the
risk of political instability in some countries

B Sociopolitical issues not adequately addressed,
or left to other actors

GEF projects often achieve outcomes such as
building protected area management capacity

or assisting in the establishment of institutional
frameworks. However, in many cases, a protected
area must be effectively managed (and monitored)
for an extended period of time before it can be
determined that the targeted globally significant
biodiversity has been conserved. The GEF's objective
to play a catalytic role was found to be a key ele-
ment of many projects’ strategies. Replication and
scaling up can be considered either an impact driver
or desired intermediate state, depending on the
timeframe in which it is anticipated the replication
or scaling up will take place.

Forty percent of projects received ratings that
show they have progressed toward intermediate
states necessary to allow them to generate global
environmental benefits (figure 3.3.3). It is therefore
considered highly likely that these will be achieved.
At the other end of the rating scale, 30 percent of
projects received a low combined rating of out-
comes and progress toward intermediate states and
have thus made no progress toward their targeted
global environmental benefits. The remaining

30 percent of projects have produced some results
with the possibility of contributing to benefits,

but have not begun to take steps to achieve the
intermediate states necessary to do so. For these
projects, it is clear that additional actors will have
to continue pushing project results and activities
forward after GEF funding has ceased in order to
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reach the desired impact. However, the means and
institutions to do this were not planned for or put
in place by the project. These projects are therefore
shown by the ROtl approach to have made only
modest progress toward the achievement of global

environmental benefits.

The key factors that ensure progress toward global
environmental benefits are not new. They have
been identified in many evaluations and in research

and practitioner papers time and again. In this
sense, the ROtI analysis does not reveal anything
new. What is new, however, is that there is a better
identification as to whether project outcomes are
really progressing toward impact, and if so, why that
is the case, and if not, what can be done about it.

Terminal evaluations, which currently devote most
of their attention to evaluating something that is
already known (since nearly 90 percent of projects
attain their outcomes), should focus more on the
measures planned, taken, and placed within sus-
tainable financial and institutional strategies, which
will take a project toward its stated long-term
objectives.

Biodiversity tracking tools were introduced in GEF-3
to measure progress in achieving the outputs and
outcomes established at the portfolio level under
the biodiversity focal area for the strategic objec-
tives of catalyzing sustainability of protected area
systems and mainstreaming biodiversity in pro-
duction landscapes/seascapes and sectors. Given
changes in the GEF's biodiversity strategy for GEF-4,
slightly modified tracking tools for the strategic
objectives of protected areas and mainstreaming
biodiversity were developed. In addition, a new tool
was developed for building capacity in biosafety.

A tracking tool for the fourth strategic objective,
access benefit sharing capacity building, has yet to
be developed. Outputs and outcomes derived from
the tracking tools from the GEF-3 and GEF-4 project
cohorts, respectively, are aggregated for analysis of
directional trends and patterns at a portfolio-wide
level to both inform the future strategic directions
of the GEF and to report to the GEF Council on
portfolio-level performance in the biodiversity focal
area on an annual basis.
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Part of the biodiversity tracking tool for protected
areas, makes use the Management Effectiveness
Tracking Tool (METT), which records scores to
guestions that measure the progress of protected
areas in achieving management effectiveness as
defined by the World Commission on Protected
Areas protected area framework. The tool has
been developed to provide a quick overview of
progress in improving the effectiveness of manage-
ment in individual protected areas. The operating
assumption with its application is that an effectively
managed protected area is achieving its conserva-
tion management objectives and is on track to
produce positive conservation outcomes. The METT
has been widely adopted globally and is one of the
indicators that track global progress to the CBD
2010 biodiversity target. At the level of individual
protected areas, the tool provides data that could
be useful as background information for impacts.
Notably, there is a section that analyzes threats in
detail and assesses how strong each is. However,
the introduction to the tool notes that the tool

is too limited to allow a detailed evaluation of
outcomes and is really aimed at providing a quick
overview of the steps in the management frame-
work up to and including outputs.

Certain questions on the tracking tool are more
explicitly linked to favorable conservation outcomes
than others, and a high total score on the METT
may mask underlying weaknesses in management
activities that are thought to more strongly correlate
with positive conservation outcomes. Therefore,
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going forward, the GEF should carefully analyze
these relationships and augment findings gleaned
from the METTs with an analysis that assesses the
correlation between METT scores and conservation
outcomes and impact.

Another section of the GEF tracking tool for pro-
tected areas is the Financial Sustainability Scorecard
for National Protected Area Systems. This sec-

tion is detailed and would provide very relevant
information for assessing progress in maintaining
the achievement of project results with regard to
reducing the financing gap at the protected area
system level.

All the data derived from the tracking tools for
GEF's strategic objectives would require a very
substantial effort to collate, provide quality assur-
ance to, and analyze; this would require specific
resources in the GEF Secretariat if it is to be done
properly. If these resources are not forthcoming, the
tools will not be useful at all. The challenge is now
to ensure sufficient resources during GEF-5 and to
integrate indicators that derive from the progress
from outcome to impact review into the tracking
tools. The GEF Secretariat should be encouraged
to put this type of activity high on its priority list
for actual resources, and it should ask the Council
to approve what could be a substantial exercise: to
reinforce the tracking tools by including indicators
for progress toward impact, and integrating these
systems into the overall results-based management
system of GEF-5.



34 INTERNATIONAL WATERS

This chapter discusses the international waters focal area, and includes a description of its
historical development, the current relevance of the focal area to global environmental
problems, key assumptions and drivers that ensure progress toward impact, and an assess-
ment of the progress made regarding the global environmental benefits toward which it
is aiming. The relevance of findings for GEF-5 is briefly explored; the chapter also looks at
focal area tracking tools.

Conclusions
B The conditions in the early 1990s that gave rise to the GEF and creation of an international waters focal
area have not abated, and there are rising challenges that make this work of the GEF highly relevant.

B The GEF has been instrumental in promoting new international and regional agreements on transboundary
water bodies and has catalyzed implementation of several existing agreements, thus helping set the stage
for national policy changes that can lead to reduced ecological stress.

B Independently verified evidence exists that GEF projects are contributing toward the reduction of pollution
and other stresses (such as overfishing) in many international water bodies.

W Key factors that promote or hinder progress toward impact are (1) direct engagement with industrial and
agricultural interests to ensure stress reduction, (2) relevance to national priorities to ensure sustainable
and increasing national financial support, and (3) a robust understanding of ecosystem services through
the development of scientifically sound transboundary diagnostic analyses (TDAS).

B Projects in which not all countries in the catchment area or bordering the water body are participating face
difficulties in achieving progress toward global environmental benefits.

B The absence of baselines and difficulties in obtaining monitoring data make it more difficult to determine
long-term international waters project impacts.

Recommendations

B The ROtl analysis shows that global environmental benefits need to be analyzed at the level of the water
body or catchment area. The Evaluation Office plans a full impact evaluation on that level; this is fully sup-
ported by OPS4 findings.

B Projects that do not include all countries involved in a water body or catchment area should focus on
inclusion of the remaining countries before proceeding to the investment stage. The GEF could continue to
support countries willing to move forward while looking for ways to include the remaining countries.

B The phased approach to foundational, demonstration, and investment activities in international waters
should provide inspiration to other focal areas to better integrate foundational and enabling activities in
their strategies, in line with convention guidance.
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B Based on emerging evidence on impact drivers essential for progress toward global environmental ben-

efits, the GEF Secretariat should ensure that its tracking tools encompass this longer term perspective.

The Council should approve and finance what could be a substantial exercise: developing and monitoring

indicators for progress toward impact, integrated into the results-based management system of GEF-5.

he GEF strategy for its international waters

focal area builds on previous GEF achieve-

ments and experience. The long-term
objectives of this focal area have remained virtually
unchanged since 1995." They are

W to foster international, multistate coopera-
tion on priority transboundary water concerns
through more comprehensive, ecosystem-based
approaches to management;

B to play a catalytic role in addressing transbound-
ary water concerns by assisting countries to
utilize the full range of technical assistance,
economic, financial, regulatory, and institutional
reforms that are needed.

The 1995 GEF Operational Strategy defines the
kinds of transboundary concerns to be addressed
under the international waters focal area and
recognizes links between this focal area and
Agenda 21 (specifically, chapters 17 and 18 on
oceans and freshwater). The term “international
waters” is specified in this strategy document, and
the GEF Council in 1995 adopted the use of the
word “transboundary” in describing the shared
freshwater and marine/coastal basin systems that
are subject to GEF interventions.

The GEF portfolio extends to nearly all GEF-eligible
large catchments and large marine ecosystems. The
portfolio includes 172 projects that have together
utilized $1.1 billion from the GEF Trust Fund. One

1 The GEF international waters strategy can be found on
the GEF Web site at www.thegef.org/gef/node/1296.
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hundred and fifty-four GEF recipient countries are
engaged in these projects at various degrees of
intensity, with regional collaboration in 22 trans-
boundary river basins, 8 transboundary lake basins,
5 transboundary groundwater systems, and 19
large marine ecosystems.

Because the GEF does not follow guidance from
conventions in international waters, it has devel-
oped the focal area’s full strategy itself. In the other
GEF focal areas, the main aim is to support coun-
tries in implementing the obligations of the conven-
tions in national policies and strategies leading

to global environmental benefits. In international
waters, the important first steps in the overall strat-
egy are the transboundary diagnostic analysis and
the strategic action program (SAP) to create a basis
for international cooperation, hopefully leading to
binding agreements among governments to deal
with urgent problems in the transboundary water
systems they share. This extra step means that
foundational and enabling activities are more heav-
ily emphasized in the first phase of collaboration
than in other focal areas. They have also been fully
integrated into the strategy and are seen as essen-
tial and meaningful steps to ensure the relevance of
follow-up activities in the form of demonstration,
piloting, innovation, and — later — of investment
and scaling up.

Cross-border challenges addressed through the GEF
international waters portfolio include land-based
sources of water pollution, POPs, hazardous sub-
stances, loss of critical habitats and biodiversity, ship
waste and alien species, overuse and conflicting
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uses of surface and groundwater, integrated water
resource management, overharvesting of fisheries,
and adaptation to climatic fluctuations (e.qg., associ-
ated droughts, floods, sea level rise, reef bleaching).
This is a wide array of challenges which overlaps
with virtually all the other GEF focal areas.

Until 2006, there were three international waters
operational programs (water body, integrated land
and water multiple focal area, and contaminant).
These programs were essentially a catch-all for the
various international waters interventions, and were
criticized as being opaque and of little help in defin-
ing GEF objectives. A more programmatic approach
was developed in 2006, replacing the operational
programs with four strategic programs:

B Restoring and sustaining coastal and marine fish
stocks and associated biological diversity

B Reducing nutrient overenrichment and oxygen
depletion from land-based pollution of coastal
waters in large marine ecosystems consistent
with the UNEP Global Programme of Action for
the Protection of the Marine Environment from
Land-Based Activities

B Balancing overuse and conflicting uses of water
resources in surface and groundwater basins
that are transboundary in nature

B Reducing persistent toxic substances and testing
adaptive management of waters with melting
ice

The refinement of strategies from operational
program to strategic program has helped clarify the
portfolio with respect to the type of water resource
problem being addressed. However for the pur-
poses of this analysis, a different segmentation has
been used, dividing the majority of projects focused
at the catchment level from global demonstration
and knowledge-sharing projects. Catchment and
global projects tend to follow differing intervention
logics and include different sets of indicators.

The international waters work of the GEF remains
highly relevant (figure 3.4.1).

The role that the GEF international waters focal
area has played in assisting countries in implement-
ing integrated coastal zone management and
to control coastal pollution and erosion remains
critical. The GEF multilevel approach enables sup-
port for global actions and conventions, regional
(catchment) analysis and action planning, and
support at national and local levels for integrated
coastal zone management. This three-phased
support structure provides a good foundation for
coping with current and future coastal threats.

FIGURE 3.4.1 DISTRIBUTION OF THE
INTERNATIONAL WATERS PORTFOLIO BY
PROJECT FOCUS

GLOBAL
KNOWLEDGE LAND

MANAGEMENT | POLLUTION

13% 13%

BALLAST
9%

TRAINING
4% KNOWLEDGE
MANAGEMENT (GEF)
30%
RESEARCH

FISHERIES
13%

Source: GEF PMIS, through June 30, 2009.
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Integrated coastal zone management is a powerful
tool for helping countries address environmental
challenges at both the local and national levels,
yet because of global interdependencies (such as
global trade), the scale of many of the issues fac-
ing coastal areas has changed, making it difficult
to tackle them wholly within country borders.
Responding effectively to oil spill disasters requires
regional cooperation. Dealing with the spread

of invasive species via shipping requires global
cooperation.

Coastal fisheries have been crashing worldwide,
including depleted cod in the North Atlantic,
bluefin tuna in the Mediterranean, and sturgeon
in the Caspian Sea. Coastal fisheries are a major
and expanding emphasis for the GEF. A recent
survey of the world’s fisheries experts estimates
that, while marine fisheries provide 15 percent of
animal protein for humans, “80% of the world’s
fish stocks are either fully exploited, overexploited
or have collapsed.”? Efforts to better manage
coastal fisheries are especially targeted toward
African large marine ecosystems and small island
developing states because of clear evidence that
these problems cannot be managed unilaterally by
a coastal state given the movements of fish stocks,
the global reach of the fishing industry, and capac-
ity constraints.

There is continuing evidence of increased nutrient
transfer (particularly nitrogen) from the land to the
sea, posing problems for soils and agriculture and
for eutrophication and harmful algal blooms in the
receiving waters.

The GEF has increased its support to assist countries
that share transboundary aquifers. There are
now five aquifer projects under implementation,
and two groundwater governance projects under

2 Mora et al. (2009); the survey included responses from
1,188 fisheries experts from every coastal country.
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consideration. This reflects deepening worldwide
concerns about the long-term sustainability of
water supplies and the potential for human conflict
as well as the ecological implications.

The global redistribution of species provides a seri-
ous challenge in places where invasive species
diminish resource availability and damage biodiver-
sity. The GEF, through its GloBallast projects® and
many TDA-SAP projects, aims to reduce invasive
aquatic species risks.

The cohort of 23 terminal evaluations of interna-
tional waters projects is smaller than that of the
two other main focal areas, for which reason no
percentages are presented. Additional evidence has
been obtained from a limited review of additional
project documentation, as well as more extended
assessments of the Danube/Black Sea catchment
basin, and the South China Sea.

The definition of what constitutes impact and how
global environmental benefits should be defined in
international waters is not easy. Projects may have
contributed to reducing nutrient flow into a water
body from a certain source — yet this does not
mean that the overall nutrient flow from all sources
is reduced. As in the other focal areas, impact has a
short-term and a longer term perspective. Evidence
that nutrient flow has been reduced, for example,
will be denoted as evidence of the impact mecha-
nism rather than the longer term and sustainable

3 The Global Ballast Water Management Programme
(GloBallast) — a joint initiative of the GEF, UNDP,
and the International Maritime Organization (IMO)
— helps developing countries reduce the transfer of
harmful aquatic organisms and pathogens in ships’
ballast water, implement IMO ballast water guide-
lines, and prepare for the new IMO ballast water
convention.



global environmental benefit which hopefully will
follow. More than in other focal areas, the long-
term effects of projects often take place outside

of the geographical scope of the project — some-
times a project reduces nutrient flows in an area
thousands of miles away from the water body it is
meant to influence. The project, as a result, will not
have measurements available to track what is hap-
pening elsewhere. For this reason, the Evaluation
Office has proposed to the GEF Council to under-
take an impact evaluation on the scale of the water
basin rather than on a project scale.

Table 3.4.1 summarizes the ratings of the ROtl
process for the cohort of 23 projects. An important
consideration is that foundational projects are the
starting point of a process to set up the conditions
to address transboundary environmental concerns.
At this early stage of the process, projects are not
expected to generate impacts, and there are uncer-
tainties regarding the likelihood of the initiative to
move toward impacts.

The six projects that obtained a positive score
for impact during their lifetime — mainly on the

basis of stress reduction achieved — were also the
highest scoring projects on other aspects in the
portfolio. Four of the six had achieved an A for their
outcomes, and all six had scored a B for progress
toward intermediate states, the highest score
obtained by any. Of the eight projects that do not
show promise, seven were not designed specifically
for impacts but as part of the foundational phase
of support. It is therefore clear that, for this cohort
of international waters projects, the steps necessary
to move along the pathway toward global environ-
mental benefits also promote the early achievement
of impacts.

In international waters projects, assumptions and
risks included in the logical frameworks tend to be
generic and process-specific. They are rarely ranked,
and often do not provide an indication of the spe-
cific actions that will be taken to reduce identified
risks. A sampling of the predominant recurring risks
and assumptions mentioned in the international
waters catchment projects follows:

B The assumption that participating coun-
tries will act on policy and management

TABLE 3.4.1 SUMMARY OF ROtl RATINGS FOR INTERNATIONAL WATERS COHORT

(NUMBER OF PROJECTS)

INTERMEDIATE STATE

OUTCOME

A

C

0 9

WITH IMPACT 0 6

GRAND TOTAL

A B C D
B . ‘
BN - : 1

3

9

0

WITH

GRAND TOTAL IMPACT

5 9 1

0 0
5 23 6
0 6

Note: M = projects that can be described as making solid progress toward impact

= projects that do not show such progress

M = projects that show promise to move forward, either because of highly successful outcomes or promising inter-
mediary states; these will need additional inputs to ensure continued progress toward impact
= projects with evidence of impact achieved at project termination



recommendations from the project is juxtaposed
against the risk that conflicting use demands
among the partner countries and historical
animosities may make it difficult to achieve
consensus on common strategies.

B The risk that scarce resources will make it dif-
ficult to sustain and replicate demonstrations
is matched with the assumption that success-
ful demonstrations will create national and
international donor interest in replication and
scaling up.

B There is a risk that changes in economic,
political, and social conditions may detract from
country commitment to, and feasibility of, pilot
projects and regional coordination.

As attention to impacts increases, it will be useful
to strengthen the guidance on the detailing of
project assumptions and risks in project documents,
in particular relating to the achievement of stress
reduction and status impacts. This may include a
separate and concise note on project risks prepared
by the Implementing Agency and attached to the
final project document.

The causal chain analysis tool that is part of the
TDA-SAP methodology helps to identify and rank
risks to shared waters and to identify priority collec-
tive actions. It has been well put to use in several of
the Danube/Black Sea and East Asian Seas cluster
projects. It should be adapted for use in project
formulation, driving the development of more
effective risk reduction strategies.

Of the 14 foundational projects, 8 are considered
likely to lead to the achievement of stress reduc-
tion and status change impacts,* while 6 of the 7

4 The UNDP-implemented foundational project,
Implementation of the Strategic Action Programme
of the Pacific Small Island Developing States (GEF ID
530), was a two-part effort, with one part address-
ing fisheries, and the other community-based coastal
protection. The two parts had different evaluations
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implementation/demonstration projects are consid-
ered likely to do so. The higher expectations that
implementation and demonstration projects will
yield impacts are logical for two reasons:

B As noted in the discussion on the sequencing
and clustering of projects, many of the demon-
strations build on previous, or concurrent, foun-
dational projects. This is the case, for instance,
in the demonstrations occurring in the Danube/
Black Sea basin.

B Most project documents and logframes of inter-
national waters projects that were completed
during GEF-4, particularly the foundational
TDA-SAP projects, lacked water quality base-
line data at their inception. As a consequence,
there are insufficient data to gauge changes.
Without baselines and monitoring evidence,
impact results tend to skew toward demonstra-
tion projects which report estimated pollution
reductions. So progress toward impact is easier
to discern in the agriculture pollution project
in Romania (GEF ID 1159), for example, as it
yielded estimates of the annual reduction in
nutrient loading as a result of on-farm tech-
niques put in place.

Previous international waters program studies
carried out in 2001 and 2004 focused attention
on the TDA and SAP as important tools to deliver
transboundary global benefits (Bewers and Uitto
2001; GEF OME 2005). As noted in the TDA-SAP
training course documentation, the TDA is con-
ceived as a decision support tool. It is “a non-
negotiated assessment using best available verified
scientific information to examine the state of the
environment and the root causes for its degrada-
tion” (UNDP and MarCoPol 2005, p. 5). The TDA is
supposed to provide a clear, science-based modus

and different outcomes. Progress toward transbound-
ary stress reduction impacts are likely in the fisheries
component, and moderately unlikely in the commu-
nity-based portion.



operandi for GEF projects to meet their objectives.
Once a TDA has been developed, the participat-
ing countries develop a SAP. The SAP constitutes a
negotiated policy document setting clear priorities
for action and milestones to resolve priority shared
problems identified in the TDA.

The international waters portfolio includes 33 proj-
ects designed to develop TDAs and/or SAPs, includ-
ing several (in the Benguela Current Large Marine
Ecosystem, Lake Peipsi, Volta River, Yellow Sea, and
Black Sea) where support has been provided to
update previous TDAs, providing a periodic measure
of project impact and resetting of baselines. These
TDA-SAP-specific projects constitute an investment
of $315 million in GEF funds, with an estimated
$663 million in cofinancing. The portfolio of TDA-
SAP projects is weighted toward Africa (43 per-
cent), and toward transboundary river systems

(49 percent). UNDP has been the lead Implement-
ing Agency on these 33 TDA-SAP projects, manag-
ing 17 and comanaging 6 more.

There are seven TDA-SAP projects in this GEF-4
cohort. Of these, five were considered as having
less likelihood of global environmental benefit
impacts, and two were considered more likely.
The relatively poor impact results for TDA-SAP
projects have several causes. SAP implementation
has been poorly monitored. In some cases, this is
because agreed SAPs do not include milestones
upon which to gauge progress. In particular,

there have been mixed results in the develop-
ment of national action plans that are supposed
to elaborate the policy, legal, and financial steps
to be taken to meet SAP obligations. Furthermore,
progress toward impacts was considered less likely
if countries in the basin were not involved in the
foundational TDA-SAP project (for instance, Bolivia
and Paraguay were not involved in the Pantanal
project) or where countries within the watershed
refused to sign the SAP (in the case of Russia for
the Dnipro project).

Spanning the consideration of risks, assumptions,
and impact drivers is the matter of country owner-
ship. Ideally, country ownership is ensured through
the development of projects that respond to global/
regional priorities and national priorities. This is
sometimes difficult to orchestrate because of the
need for consensus. Country ownership is vari-

able across the international waters portfolio. The
Danube project was able to establish strong country
ownership due to the convergence of GEF project
assistance and participating country interests to
comply with the EU Water Framework Directive. On
the contrary, the Black Sea and other projects were
unable to make headway on fisheries management
because consensus on how to handle this issue
could not be achieved. This points up a common
concern: even though countries sign project docu-
ments that include consideration of a wide range of
issues, in many cases, the GEF focal points signing
the documents are not empowered to implement
these obligations across all sectors.

The extent of convergence with national priorities
relates to considerations of system boundaries and
scale. The larger the basin partnership, the greater
the likelihood that countries will have varying levels
of interest, as well as capacity, related to project
objectives. In some circumstances, international
waters projects may focus on a particular pollution
threat that is highly relevant to some countries but
of less importance to others. For example, eutrophi-
cation was identified as the priority transboundary
issue in the Black Sea, but it was not the priority
issue for the whole of the Black Sea and not the
main national priority issue along the eastern shore
— or, for that matter, for the Danube. The lack of
buy-in of the eastern Black Sea countries led to
poor take-up of the available investment facility in
those countries. A further manifestation of this is
the general tendency in riverine systems for down-
stream, receiving waters countries to view coopera-
tion on water quality and allocation issues as highly
relevant to national priorities, whereas upstream
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countries may be less inclined to this view. The Dan- virtually every GEF-eligible country has established

ube, Dnipro, Mekong, and Nile riparian countries an environmental ministry and then struggled to
have faced this issue. Efforts to achieve river basin- decide which agency should take responsibility for
wide consensus on actions to protect shared waters water resources. Subsequently, a tug of war has
will always be saddled with the problem of unequal ensued among ministries of environment, irriga-
distribution of costs and benefits. The differences in tion, agriculture, health, natural resources, ports,
the priority that countries give to specific trans- and armed forces (especially the coast guard and
boundary environmental concerns underscore the navy), all playing a role in setting standards and
importance of GEF support to help countries find a monitoring various aspects of water resources.
common ground. The existence of multiple, overlapping responsible
parties is a significant factor and impact driver for
Many project reviews have noted that focal points all catchment projects, whether set within one
responsible for implementing SAP and other country or across multiple countries. Recognizing
recommendations do not have sufficient strength this, the GEF is now expecting all foundational
to overcome opposition from economic develop- catchment projects (those developing TDAs and
ment interests. Since the Rio Conference in 1992, SAPs) to include the formation of interministerial

BOX 3.4.1 EVIDENCE OF SHORT-TERM IMPACT

The Lake Victoria project succeeded in over 80 percent removal of hyacinth in targeted areas and improvement of one wastewater
treatment system, with evidence of reduced pollution loading. Stresses on the system remain, however. Water levels are lowering
due to regional drought, hyacinths have grown back in many areas, the Nile perch continue to crowd out native fish species, and
the pace of improvement in sanitation systems has been slow. The GEF is now implementing a third project with the relevant riparian

countries, expanded to include Rwanda and Burund.

PEMSEA (Partnerships in Environmental Management in the Seas of East Asia) has been very successful in expanding the implemen-
tation of integrated coastal zone management plans in the region, and there is evidence of pollution load reductions, improved wa-
ter quality (localized), restoration of marine and coastal habitats, and reduced destructive fishing practices and use conflicts. Never-
theless, the stresses from intense coastal development, including expanding aquaculture, continue to intensify, and no evidence has

been provided that would suggest a resurgence of threatened fish species or a reduction of overall pollution loading into the system.

The Baltic Sea initiative included 21 demonstration projects providing on-farm management measures which are projected to reduce
nutrient loading by an estimated 238,000 kilograms of nitrogen and 13,000 kilograms of phosphorus. The project demonstrated
catalytic impacts, with an additional 48 farms developing management measures without GEF assistance. The project also led to the
reported restoration of 320 hectares of coastal wetlands. These are notable achievements, and a follow-on review may well find
evidence that the on-farm management techniques have been sustained and replicated, and that the wetlands restoration efforts

are contributing to improved water quality and improved species habitat.

The Romania Agriculture Pollution project demonstrated a 15 percent decrease in nitrogen and 27 percent decrease in phosphorus
discharge into surface and groundwaters in the demonstration areas and an expectation of high replication and follow-on third-

party finance. These can be considered as contributing to the status impacts identified for the Danube project.
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committees. The formation of such committees and
the development of national plans are supposed to
help deliver real policy and practice changes as a
result of regional agreements and SAPs. The results
of these efforts need to be gauged through subse-
guent impact evaluations.

Project start-up and completion can weigh on
the achievement of global environmental benefits.
As projects take longer, basic assumptions can
change, staff turnover can have a greater impact,
and various socioeconomic external drivers can
increase. While progress has been made by the
agencies to quicken the pace, there remain many
projects that take longer than planned to conceive,
commence, and conclude. Notable delays in project
completion for the GEF-4 international waters
cohort included the following:

M Rio de la Plata/Maritime Front (GEF ID 613): 8
years versus 4 years planned

B Lake Manzala Wetlands (GEF ID 395): 10 years
versus 5 years planned

B PEMSEA (Partnerships in Environmental Man-
agement in the Seas of East Asia; GEF ID 597): 8
years versus 5 years planned

All three of these projects are indicated as having
had a moderate or better likelihood of achiev-

ing impacts. In fact, there is no direct correlation
between the timing to project completion and the
extent of project impacts likely to be achieved. On
the contrary, there is some evidence — for instance
with one- to two-year extensions given to projects
such as the Danube, Black Sea, GloBallast, and oth-
ers, that the additional time can be constructively
used to enhance the achievement of impacts by
working with governments on their strategies to
sustain and replicate the GEF project outcomes.

Adaptive management is a key aspect of
international waters programming and project

implementation, and a major factor in the con-
sideration of progress toward impacts. The term

is somewhat ambiguous, but generally concerns
the extent to which planned project outcomes are
revised in light of changing circumstances, in partic-
ular in light of greater knowledge of the social and
ecological drivers at play in large ecosystems and
likely system responses. For example, the Danube
project was recrafted to contribute to implementa-
tion of the EU Water Framework Directive. The river
basin management and roof reports, which were
supported by the GEF project, are implementation
plans for the directive. This was a practical adapta-
tion, recognizing that the EU accession process
presented a unigue and timely opportunity for
reshaping water resource management policies

in many of the countries participating in the GEF
Danube project.

For purposes of better comparison, the cohort has
been split between completed global projects, of
which there are only 2 for GEF-4, and 21 national
and regional projects grouped together as catch-
ment-type projects. There is a generally high level
of achievement in terms of outcomes, with 5 of the
21 projects at the A level, 8 at the B level, and 8 at
the C level. No projects were rated as not achieving
outcomes. The ratings for progress toward interme-
diate states (as defined by indications of catalytic
impacts and evidence of localized stress reduction),
are distinctly in the BC level. Bringing the two

sets of ratings together yields the breakdown of
achievements.

An important aspect of the international waters
focal area is its strategic emphasis on outcomes at
the catchment (defined as the area drained by a
river or body of water) basin level and correspond-
ing support for basin countries to determine and
address shared risks. The boundaries of catchment
basins can be well-delineated when considered

on a hydrological basis, but a looser definition is
called for when considering the basin approach
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in the GEF. The importance is to recognize that

an ecosystem-based approach is being used, one
that takes into account a wide variety of threats to
water quality, including from land-based sources
of pollution. In the international waters portfolio,
87 percent of projects (149 of 172) can be consid-
ered as catchment oriented, including all projects
identified as regional and country-specific projects.

Catchment-oriented projects are of several over-
lapping types and can be considered in a phased
approach: a first foundational phase in which coun-
tries are brought together to diagnose problems
and agree on joint actions; a second demonstra-
tion phase in which solutions to joint problems
are tested, piloted, and demonstrated; and a third
investment phase in which countries and other
donors join to provide the necessary funds to
scale up activities. Of the 21 catchment projects
in the GEF-4 cohort, 14 can be considered foun-
dational, and the remainder implementation and
demonstration.®

Recognizing the international and transboundary
nature of the GEF international waters strategy, the
definition of impacts used here is stress reduc-

tion and status impacts that are transboundary in
nature, namely benefitting more than one coun-
try. While only one project has been designated

as having delivered status change impacts, five
additional projects demonstrated stress reduction.
This recognizes that these have provided substantial
transboundary stress reduction.

In total, there are 23 global projects in the inter-
national waters portfolio, utilizing $77.6 million in

5 There are no purely investment projects in the GEF-4
international waters cohort; however, the definition
between demonstration and investment is blurred in
projects such as the World Bank-implemented Agri-
culture Pollution Control project (GEF ID 1159). The
project was designed to demonstrate on-farm nutrient
management techniques and also provided financial
support to farmers to upgrade waste storage facilities.
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GEF Trust Fund financing. Sixteen of these projects
can be considered as policy and assessment proj-
ects, including the two in the GEF-4 cohort. Seven
of the global projects focus on knowledge manage-
ment, accounting for $18.5 million in expenditures
from the GEF Trust Fund, generating $8.5 million
in cofinance. Included in this knowledge manage-
ment cluster is IW:LEARN, the three-project (soon
to be four-) series designed to promote knowledge
management and capacity building within the
international waters focal area.

With just two global projects in this cohort, an
analysis of trends and tendencies is pointless. It is
important to recognize that these impact progress
determinations are not synonymous with overall
project achievement. It is clear that global assess-
ment projects of this nature require long time
horizons to achieve discernible global environmen-
tal benefit impacts, and impacts are exceedingly
difficult to trace.

The Global Ballast Water Project is viewed as having
been a highly successful catalyst for private sector
engagement and international convention devel-
opment. The project has been followed up by a
second project that expands the demonstrations to
6 regions and 21 countries. The first phase of the
project already recorded evidence that impact can
be achieved through improvement of port manage-
ment systems and tougher ballasting requirements.

Assessing these results on a project basis, fig-

ure 3.4.2 illustrates the strength of progress toward
global environmental benefits. A full 35 percent of
projects have made strong progress toward their
intended global environmental benefits, with a
further 30 percent having made moderate prog-
ress, which will require the development of further
impact drivers. Most of the remaining 35 percent



FIGURE 3.4.2 PROGRESS TOWARD
GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS IN
INTERNATIONAL WATERS: PROJECTS

30%

35%

OUTCOMES TOWARD GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS

are in an early stage of the process; thus, it is

too early to tell to what extent they are likely to
progress toward global environmental benefits. One
project seemed unlikely to contribute toward deliv-
ery of the intended global environmental benefits.

Figure 3.4.3 shows progress by the amount of
money spent on the projects in the cohort. Projects
for which no progress toward global environ-
mental benefits was yet assessed have absorbed

FIGURE 3.4.3 PROGRESS TOWARD
GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS IN
INTERNATIONAL WATERS: FUNDING
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OUTCOMES TOWARD GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS

19 percent of GEF funding, with the bulk of funds
expended on projects in the mid-category, where
more work needs to be done to promote delivery
of the intended global environmental benefits. This
middle zone in the international waters portfolio is
susceptible to divergent trends. On the one hand,
the phased approach in GEF international waters
activities may mean that support will continue
after the terminal evaluation stage, providing the
opportunity to develop the necessary impact driv-
ers, which will move the project toward the target
global environmental benefits. On the other hand,
it is also often noted that the TDA on which water
body approaches are based indicates a broad range
of necessary actions, many of which are beyond the
delivery capacity or priorities of the governments
involved, so that progress halts.

The international waters focal area has been
consistent over time in its phased, catchment-level
approach, which is sound in principle and is lead-
ing toward global impacts. Throughout the first
four GEF replenishment cycles, there has been a
guite consistent approach taken by the GEF for
addressing threats to international waters. Support
has focused especially at the river, lake, or coastal
sea catchment level, and has included a series of
multiphase, multiproject clusters that build from
foundational activities to demonstration, replica-
tion, and investment support.

Many projects can be expected to achieve a
measure of stress reduction; however, the achieve-
ment of significant status improvements is yet to
be realized. GEF projects are contributing toward
the reduction of pollution stresses in many interna-
tional water bodies. Six of the 23 projects reviewed
show some measure of stress reduction at varying
transboundary scales. One set of projects, clustered
within the Danube River and Black Sea Basin, have
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contributed to stress reduction as well as verified
water quality improvements.

The GEF has been instrumental in promoting new
international and regional agreements on trans-
boundary water bodies and has catalyzed imple-
mentation of several existing agreements, thus
helping set the stage for national policy changes
that can lead to reduced ecological stress. Further-
more, the GEF has aided in the development of one
global convention (International Maritime Organiza-
tion Global Ballast Water). The GEF has provided
direct support to 8 of the 18 regional seas conven-
tions, 6 of the shared inland water agreements,
and 5 regional fisheries commissions. Binding
agreements are not essential for progress on water
resource protection, yet they provide important
leverage to push environmental controls to the top
of national agendas.

Engaging directly with industrial and agricultural
interests can yield stress reduction dividends.
Several projects concluded during GEF-4 demon-
strate the merits of direct interaction with industrial
and agricultural interests. These public-private
partnerships can enhance the pace of adoption

of measures leading to stress reduction and have
demonstrated real promise toward replication and
catalyzing national and other donor support.

Relevance to national priorities is a key predictor
of impact achievement. Projects that are highly
relevant to national priorities are logically more
likely to be replicated and serve as a catalyst for
increased national financial support. This tends to
skew impact ratings in favor of national rather that
regional and international projects. There is also
often an upstream/downstream difference in coun-
try ownership and engagement in many regional
projects that affects the overall progress toward
impacts.
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A robust understanding of system boundaries
greatly improves the chances of achieving global
impacts. The GEF international waters approach
of pushing the development of scientifically sound
TDA is a vital program feature, as it should enable
project partners to properly gauge scale and links
between local and wider system drivers, and then
develop interventions that can contribute to the
improvement of ecological systems.

The absence of baselines and difficulties in obtain-
ing monitoring data are major impediments to
determining international waters project impacts.
Many of the project evaluations lacked baseline
and monitoring data from which to gauge the
achievement of impacts. In some cases, this was

a deficiency in terminal evaluation reporting; in
most cases, this was a weakness in the project
design and/or implementation. The ability to assess
impacts depends on a number of factors, especially
the diligence by countries to maintain impact moni-
toring services.

Progress toward global environmental benefits may
be difficult to discern during the concluding months
of international waters projects when terminal
evaluations are carried out, which actually may

lead to changes. Several cases show that terminal
evaluations catalyzed further action from countries.
Ex post assessments at the country and catchment
levels are required. The ROtl provides a useful tool
to consider progress toward global environmental
benefits. However, due to the catchment basin
clustering of projects in international waters and
the large array of contributing factors, it is some-
times difficult to assess the achievement of progress
toward global environmental benefits from desk
reviews of single projects, based on terminal evalu-
ations at project conclusion. To gauge achievements
accurately, it will be important to carry out ex post
impact evaluations at the catchment level.



The GEF Secretariat has developed and recently
adopted tools for project tracking. These tools
include indicators of stress reduction implementa-
tion of national reforms and the successful demon-
stration of new technigues for pollution reduction.
These should be considered process outcomes
leading to intermediate stages. It is clear in many
countries that the development of new laws has
not reduced stresses on the system because the
laws have not led to improvements in monitoring
and enforcement. A tighter definition for stress
reduction requires evidence of actual reductions

in pollution loading, coupled with evidence that
revised laws are being enforced.

An additional point of debate regarding the track-
ing tools is the listing of status indicators, which
include broad environmental, water resource, and
socioeconomic status indicator changes, including
pollution levels, fish stock biomass, productivity,
unemployment rates, local per capita incomes, and
increases in marine protected areas and national

protected area systems. The point of contention
here is the inclusion of increased marine protected
areas and natural protected area systems as being
indicators for status change. Merely designating a
protected area indicates a process improvement.
Evidence that the protected area has succeeded

in restricting illegal fishing is a stress reduction.
Evidence that fisheries are recovering as a result is
then a status change.

However, in principle, the tracking tools could
contribute substantially toward better monitor-
ing, especially at the portfolio level. At the GEF
Secretariat level, to collate and interpret all this
material would require additional resources in the
operational teams and/or in the central monitor-
ing unit. The Secretariat should be encouraged to
put this type of activity high on its priority list for
actual resources, and it should ask the GEF Coun-
cil to approve what could be a substantial exer-
cise. The tracking tools were developed through
hard work by many dedicated staff members; the
next step should turn these into a tool — includ-
ing indicators for progress toward impact — inte-
grated into the results-based management system
of GEF-5.
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3.0 OZONE-DEPLETING
SUBSTANCES

The ozone layer depletion focal area has been the subject of an impact evaluation based
on a combination of quantitative and qualitative methods. Data have been gathered and
analyzed through descriptive and regression-based analyses, taking into account differ-
ences in ODS consumption and gross domestic product (GDP), among other factors. On the
qualitative side, the evaluation is based on four country case studies, 10 “light” country
case studies, semistructured interviews, and focus group meetings, as well as a structured
questionnaire to validate issues arising from the qualitative data collection. These various
sources were triangulated between and within countries. The draft report on the impact
evaluation was presented and discussed in detail at a workshop with representatives from
the governments and the private sector of the four countries in which fieldwork was
undertaken (Kazakhstan, Russia, Ukraine, and Uzbekistan). This chapter presents the con-
clusions and recommendations of the impact evaluation. A separate report in two volumes
providing a detailed assessment of findings, conclusions, and recommendations is avail-
able on the GEF Evaluation Office Web site (www.gefeo.org).

Conclusions
B GEF support for the phaseout of consumption and production of ODS in countries with econo-
mies in transition (CEITs) has made a contribution to global environmental benefits.

B Legislative and policy changes supporting ODS phaseout provided a foundation for success and
ensured sustainability.

B The private sector commitment to ODS phaseout was a critical driver for the success of the GEF
investments in CEITs.

B lllegal trade threatens to undermine gains in ODS reduction, particularly in the non-European
Union (EU) CEITs.

Halon recovery and banking has been neglected in the non-EU CEITs.

In some countries, the national ozone units ceased to function after GEF support ended; this
may prevent measures being put in place to address the remaining threats to the ozone layer.

Recommendations
B The GEF Council should consider further investment and capacity development to assist CEITs to
address the remaining threats to the ozone layer.

B The GEF should learn from the positive private sector engagement in the ozone layer depletion
focal area and incorporate similar approaches into its efforts to engage the private sector in
other focal areas.
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H Non-EU CEITs should consider making improvements in the implementation of legislation, poli-

cies, and standards on all aspects of ozone layer protection.

B Existing efforts to prevent illegal trade of non-EU CEITs need to be further strengthened.

Non-EU CEITs need to take further action to manage and bank halon.

he ozone layer is part of the Earth’s atmo-

sphere and contains high concentrations of

ozone. This layer absorbs approximately 93
to 99 percent of the sun’s high-frequency ultraviolet
radiation which, if allowed to pass through, would
end life on Earth. The ozone layer is mainly located
in the lower stratosphere, approximately 10 to 50
kilometers above the surface of the Earth.

The ozone layer can be destroyed by free radi-

cal catalysts such as nitric oxide, hydroxyl, atomic
chlorine, and atomic bromine. While there are natu-
ral sources for these ozone-depleting substances,
the concentrations of chlorine and bromine have
increased over the last decades due to the release
of large quantities of manmade organohalogen com-
pounds, especially chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) and
bromofluorocarbons which have been used mainly in
refrigeration, air conditioning, and agricultural treat-
ment products. These are highly stable compounds
and are capable of surviving in the stratosphere,
where chlorine and bromine radicals are liberated

by the action of ultraviolet light. Each radical is then
free to catalyze a chain reaction, breaking down
ozone. A single chlorine atom is able to react with
up to 100,000 ozone molecules. The breakdown
results in insufficient ozone molecules being available
to absorb ultraviolet radiation.

The environmental effect of ODS was first observed
in the mid-1980s over the Antarctic stratosphere,
where ozone levels dropped by up to 60 to 70 per-
cent of their pre-1975 levels. In the mid-latitudes,
ozone levels have dropped by approximately 3 to

6 percent. The consequences of ozone depletion
are increases in ultraviolet-B radiation reaching the
Earth’s surface, which in turn leads to increases in
health and environmental problems such as skin
cancers, immune system suppression, and cortical
cataracts; damage to plants, including crop produc-
tion caused by the reduction in photosynthesis; and
reduction in diversity of important marine species
such as plankton and phytoplankton. Reduction in
phytoplankton also contributes to global warming,
as they play a significant role in oceanic carbon
storage.

It was primarily the impact on human health and
crop production of a damaged ozone layer that
led to intergovernmental action, culminating in
the development of the Vienna Convention for the
Protection of the Ozone Layer in 1985 and, subse-
quently, the Montreal Protocol on Substances That
Deplete the Ozone Layer in 1987. Both of these
aimed to gradually phase out ODS production and

consumption.

Although the GEF is not linked formally to the
Montreal Protocol, its ozone layer depletion focal
area and the subsequent strategic revisions are an
operational response to the Montreal Protocol and
its adjustments and amendments. The strategic
objective of the focal area is to protect human
health and the environment by assisting countries
in phasing out the consumption and production,
and in preventing releases, of ODS while enabling
alternative technologies and practices according
to countries’ commitments under the Montreal
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Protocol. The expected long-term impact of the
GEF interventions is to contribute to the return of
the ozone layer to pre-1980 ozone levels, which is
expected by 2065.

The GEF focuses on providing support to developed
countries of the Montreal Protocol, specifically CEITs
that are not eligible for funding under the Multilat-
eral Fund of the protocol, which targets only devel-
oping countries. Since the early 1990s, the GEF

has allocated nearly $183 million to 18 countries,
through 21 national and 5 regional projects.

The evaluation combined three approaches to
investigate impact from several perspectives, using
a mix of quantitative and qualitative methods of
data collection and analysis: an overall theory of
change approach; in-depth field case studies to
assess whether the theory of change approach
had accurately described the process; before and
after measures of ODS consumption and produc-
tion in CEITs to support internal comparisons; and
an external comparison with a matched sample of
Multilateral Fund—supported countries.

The theory of change approach was applied early
in the evaluation development. It was based on an
initial meta-analysis of GEF ODS strategies, project
documentation, and available evaluations. The
majority of the projects lacked a logframe as they
were developed between 10 and 15 years ago,
when logframe analysis was not a GEF requirement.
Consultations were held with the GEF Secretariat,
Implementing Agency staff, evaluation offices, and
national government stakeholders and enterprises.
The function of the consultation was to provide an
opportunity for stakeholders to provide input at

an early stage prior to the theory of change being
applied and tested in the field case study approach.
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In-depth case studies were conducted in four CEITs:
the Russian Federation, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and
Uzbekistan. A further 10 field case studies were
conducted as part of the parallel UNDP-UNEP
terminal evaluations, which addressed similar issues
in the other Eastern European, Baltic, and Central
Asian countries. Four countries were examined
through desk review alone.

In the absence of available control groups for an
experimental or quasi-experimental design, before
and after measures of consumption and production
of CEITs were undertaken. In addition, four Multi-
lateral Fund countries were examined to compare
ODS consumption and production (sourced from
the UNEP Ozone Secretariat) and cost-effectiveness
with a matched set of CEITs.

The evaluation team conducted in-depth interviews
using standardized, semistructured guides and
questionnaire surveys with government, research
institutes, and private sector enterprises. Quantita-
tive assessment was also conducted to substanti-
ate the internal and external comparisons of ODS
consumption phaseout, compared with a business-
as-usual approach where ODS consumption and
GDP increased together. A cost-effectiveness
analysis was undertaken to compare World Bank
and UNDP-UNEP project performance.

A number of limitations constrained the impact
evaluation of ODS phaseout:

B Annual data relating to ODS consumption by
CEITs and the Multilateral Fund comparison
group countries were incomplete. Although
countries were required in the Montreal Protocol
to submit data on consumption of classes of
ODS annually, many did not do so every year.
Data gaps forced the evaluation to assess only
CFC and halon across CEITs and Multilateral
Fund countries, since these substances showed
more consistency in annual reporting. This



limitation was not serious because CFC and
halon are among the most ozone-depleting
substances and have been the most commonly
produced and consumed.

B A time-series regression analysis would have
been a useful tool to explore the impact over
time of the GEF funding of ODS phaseout. Two
main obstacles prevented such an analysis. First,
the consumption data were incomplete, as men-
tioned above; and second, only the World Bank
could provide information on disbursement of
funds on an annual basis. As a result, a time-
series regression analysis was not conducted.
Correlation analysis of ODS consumption, GDP,
and GEF funding was used as a broad measure of
the relationship between funding and change in
ODS consumption in CEITs assisted by the GEF.

B Data on GEF funding across CEITs and cofinanc-
ing available in the GEF database are not always
consistent with data obtained from implementa-
tion completion reports of the World Bank and
UNDP-UNEP project documents. Where possible,
actual disbursements have been used for exter-
nal and internal comparison of ODS phaseout
activities in the ODS consumption sector.

To provide comparability with other GEF portfolios,
a desk ROtl analysis was also undertaken for each
project, on the basis of existing terminal evaluations
or information recently gathered by the GEF Evalua-
tion Office fieldwork for a set of projects for which
the terminal evaluation process had been delayed.

It should be noted, however, that most of these
projects were not formally in the OPS4 cohort, since
they either had no completed terminal evaluation,
or the terminal evaluation was earlier than the set of
projects currently analyzed. The results of this ROt
analysis for the 21 projects are shown in figure 3.5.1.

The ROtl analysis shows that the projects in the ODS
portfolio performed very well in terms of their prog-
ress toward global environmental benefits. This is
related both to the overall high performance of this
portfolio — for reasons analyzed in the full impact
evaluation and summarized here — and to the fact
that several projects were reviewed some years
after completion (although they did not yet have a
terminal evaluation), which allowed substantial time
for progress to be achieved and to become evident.
In terms of the relationship between progress and
funding, the picture changes, as shown in figure
3.5.2.

Although funding has primarily gone to projects
with strong progress toward global environmental
benefits, there is a pronounced concentration of
funding on projects with medium progress, when
compared with the distribution of results by project
numbers. This finding relates primarily to the lack
of consistent progress toward global environmental
benefits in the non-EU CEITs.

In terms of achieved project impacts, 19 out of

21 projects had achieved this level. Of these proj-
ects, eight had an A rating at the outcome level,
five had a B, and six a C. This suggests that even
those projects that are somewhat slow in reach-
ing their outcome objectives may be able to catch
up after closure and move toward global environ-
mental benefits, as long as they receive national
government commitment. At the level of progress
toward intermediate states, the relationship with
achieved impacts was closer, with 12 out of the 19
having received an A rating. Interestingly, in terms
of funding of projects with impacts, almost half of
the finance had gone to projects with a relatively
low outcome rating of C; more than 80 percent
of funds had been spent on projects with ratings
on progress toward intermediate states of A or B.
This shows that the funds reached projects with
good prospects of achieving global environmental
benefits in the medium term, even though they
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FIGURE 3.5.1 PROGRESS TOWARD GLOBAL
ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS IN ODS:
PROJECTS

17% 61%

OUTCOMES TOWARD GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS

had not necessarily produced strong outcomes by
the time GEF funding ceased. This is explained to
a considerable extent by the availability to many
countries of continuing EU support, which enabled
them to build on their GEF-supported progress to
sustain and scale up their achievements.

The ODS impact evaluation allowed for a compari-
son between desk and field ROtls in one country.
The outcome ratings for desk and field ROtls were
similar.

Conclusion 1: GEF support for the phaseout of
consumption and production of ozone-depleting
substances in CEITs has made a contribution to
global environmental benefits.

The CEITs had a baseline consumption of about
304,000 ozone-depleting potential (ODP) tonnes in
1986, amounting to 17 percent of the global total.
Much of this consumption was reduced significantly
by the early 1990s because of the poor economic
conditions following the collapse of communism.
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FIGURE 3.5.2 PROGRESS TOWARD GLOBAL

ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS IN ODS:
FUNDING

39% 49%

GEF financing was provided at the time CEIT econo-
mies were recovering in the mid-1990s and aimed
to prevent a return to business as usual with regard
to ODS production and consumption. The assess-
ment of the relationship between GDP and ODS
consumption for the CEITs shows that GEF financ-
ing contributed to a decoupling of the relation-
ship between GDP growth and ODS consumption
growth. This was achieved by project interventions
that provided the foundation for the following key
impact drivers:

B Impact Driver 1: Government commitment
to ODS phaseout

— EU CEITs have, in general, performed better
with regard to ex post project government
commitment due to EU accession, which has
contributed to regular updates of legislation
and policy to phase out ODS, and inter alia
activities to reduce illegal trade in ODS.

— In the non-EU CEITs, government commitment
was weaker in several governments, such as
the Russian Federation and Ukraine, both of
which lacked national ozone units. Hence, ex
post policy and legislative updates have not

OUTCOMES TOWARD GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS



occurred in many countries. lllegal trade in
ODS was indicated by many non-EU CEITs to
be a significant challenge to phase out.

B Impact Driver 2: Private enterprise sustain-
ability and commitment to ODS phaseout

— GEF financing enabled important technologi-
cal and production changes, which allowed
firms to comply with the Montreal Protocol
and maintain and/or gain market share and
thus make profits.

— Of the 71 firms visited and surveyed, 54 of
them were still solvent as of 2009.

The CEITs" consumption changed from about
21,000 ODP tonnes in 1996 (1.2 percent of the
global baseline) to 1,665 ODP tonnes in 2007

(0.1 percent of the global baseline). The GEF
portfolio contributed to the elimination of about
19,260 ODP tonnes of annual consumption and to
1.1 percent of the global benefit to the ozone layer.
The Russian Federation was the only one of the
CEITs still producing ODS at the time funding com-
menced. Under a special initiative within the project
investment, the GEF contributed to the phaseout of
nearly 29,000 ODP tonnes of production capacity.

Internal and external comparative analyses revealed
the following performance findings:

B Internal comparison: The GEF-World Bank
projects were more efficient and cost-effective
in phasing out ODS consumption than those
of UNDP-UNEP. This result was not surprising
given that the World Bank focus was on CEITs
that exhibited the highest ODS consumption
in focused industrial sectors such as refrigera-
tion, aerosol, and foam production. In contrast,
UNDP-UNEP operated in countries where the
main ODS consumption was in the refrigeration
and air conditioning servicing sectors. Phase-
out in the service sectors is more diffused and
challenging given the plethora of small private

enterprises that require technical assistance

and investment. Hence UNDP-UNEP operations
were more costly per ODP tonne than the World
Bank's: $37 versus $12.

B External Comparison: The GEF operations in
the Russian Federation, Ukraine, Kazakhstan,
and Uzbekistan were compared to those of the
Multilateral Fund in four matched countries —
Brazil, Egypt, Romania, and Cameroon — on the
basis of GDP and ODS consumption. In general,
GEF operations were less cost-effective than
those of the Multilateral Fund ($14.45 for each
ODP kilogram phased out, compared to the
Multilateral Fund's $8.55), because GEF projects
did not always adhere to incremental financing.
However, in terms of efficiency of expenditure,
the GEF averaged 35.31 ODP grams per year
per dollar of expenditure, compared to 9.54 for
the Multilateral Fund, meaning that the GEF was
over three times more efficient at implementing
its projects. Differences here are attributed to
project approach — mostly single projects for
the GEF and multiple projects for the Multilat-
eral Fund.

The ODS consumed by the CEITs in 1996 also pro-
duced approximately 147 million tonnes of CO,eq
per year, falling to 42 million tonnes of CO,eq

per year in 2007. The GEF portfolio contributed

to avoided GHG emissions equivalent to approxi-
mately 105 million tonnes of CO,eq per year, or
1.155 gigatonnes of CO,. This is equivalent to
approximately to 10 to 25 percent of the total CO,
phaseout commitments under the present Kyoto
Protocol.

Conclusion 2: Legislative and policy changes sup-
porting ODS phaseout provided a foundation for
success and ensured sustainability.

The evaluation found that such measures as leg-
islative and policy changes to restrict import and
export of ODS, import bans, mandated recovery
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and recycling of ODS, and ensuring training of
technicians in the refrigeration sector played a criti-
cal role in providing relevant signals to the private
sector and individual consumers to move into more
environmentally friendly alternative chemicals and
technologies. Legislative and policy changes were
observed to be most successful in those CEITs that
are now part of the EU. These countries tended to
have legislation in place before or soon after the
beginning of the GEF project intervention, and all
of them continued to update their legislation after
joining the EU, which has led to further reductions
in ODS and more restrictive measures than those
required by the Montreal Protocol.

In contrast, in the non-EU CEITs, many of the proj-
ects were slow to develop and implement legislative
and policy changes because the institutional infra-
structure necessary to carry out such changes was
not in place. The lack of legislation and policy led to
problems in controlling ODS, particularly in relation
to trade and customs controls. This resulted in ODS
consumption exceeding Montreal Protocol limits for
many years. Since projects have been completed

in the non-EU CEITs, institutional capacities have
diminished, with insufficient focus on updating
legislation to address emerging issues such as the
hydrochlorofluorocarbon (HCFC) phaseout which
was recently accelerated in developed countries in
2007 by the parties to the Montreal Protocol.

Conclusion 3: The private sector commitment to ODS
phaseout was a critical driver in the success of the
GEF investments in CEITs.

The GEF ODS portfolio has been characterized by
strong private sector involvement from the early
stages of project design through implementation.
The umbrella structure of the projects developed

by the Implementing Agencies based on targeted
subproject investments with the private sector,
which provided cofinance, were efficiently executed
and contributed to the rapid phaseout of ODS and
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implementation of alternative technologies and
chemicals. This approach was necessary, given the
difference in industrial processes and uses of ODS.
Key highlights of the results achieved by the indus-
trial sector were as follows:

B Refrigeration industry. The evaluation sur-
veyed 22 companies that received investment
from the GEF and found that 13 were still going
concerns (i.e., in business) in 2009. The com-
panies reported that GEF finance was relevant
and assisted in providing new technologies that
enabled conversion to non-ODS production and
achievement of phaseout targets. GEF financ-
ing had been provided at a time (in the late
1990s and early 2000s) when the market was
changing quickly, and it contributed to helping
companies remain competitive and profitable, as
well as phasing out CFC use. Hence, the invest-
ment was good for profits and good for the
environment.

Several companies, such as NORD (Ukraine),
Snaige (Lithuania), and Atlant (Belarus),
expanded their operations through internal and
acquisitive-based growth after the GEF invest-
ment. They believed the initial GEF investments
allowed them to capture market share, enabling
growth and thereby demonstrating a catalytic
effect.

B Foam, aerosol, and solvent industries. The
evaluation surveyed 33 companies, 11 in each
industry sector. Thirty-two of them reached
their individual ODS phaseout targets, with 26
of the surveyed companies remaining as going
concerns in 2009. Some reported that the GEF
investment contributed to a quick and timely
conversion to non-ODS production technolo-
gies, which in turn contributed to improved
profitability.

B Refrigeration and air conditioning ser-

vicing industry. The evaluation surveyed



16 companies, of which 15 were still going
concerns in 2009. These companies received
ODS recycling and recovery equipment through
the project; the majority of this equipment was
still in use nearly 10 years later. The companies
reported that the quantity of ODS recycled and
reused was falling, as old ODS-based equipment
had been replaced with non-ODS alternatives,
indicating positive changes in market and con-
sumption patterns.

One outstanding threat observed was the stocks
of unwanted and decommissioned ODS (CFCs)
held by private companies in drums or other
containers, which was at risk of leaking. Over
time, this would diminish the global environ-
mental benefit that had accrued as a result of
the GEF investment.

Macroanalysis of the results in some of the
CEITs showed that financing the phaseout of
environmentally damaging technology can be
undertaken without damage to the economy
of the country. In effect, GDP continued to rise
annually as the economies improved, while at
the same time ODS consumption declined as
ODS technology was replaced with non-ODS
technology. The commercial performance of
many of the businesses improved as a result,
which demonstrated that the conversion to non-
ODS technology had been good for business as
well as for the environment.

of CFCs for refrigeration and air conditioning.
Interceptions of illegal trade in ODS, most of which
is reported to originate in China, have become fre-
guent in countries such as Kazakhstan and Uzbeki-
stan. lllegal trade in ODS was frequently reported
by representatives of companies and government
customs officials interviewed, which supports simi-
lar findings by specialist bodies such as the World
Customs Organization.

The parties to the Montreal Protocol have agreed
to three times as many decisions in the last 8 years
on ways to combat illegal trade as they had in the
previous 12 years of the protocol’s existence, which
is @ measure of the growing concern that countries
have for illegal trade. ODS trade that is transhipped
through one country to another is particularly
problematic, as procedures and responsibility for
monitoring such shipments are less well defined
than for single-country destinations.

Conclusion 5: Halon recovery and banking has been
neglected in the non-EU CEITs.

Halon is an ODS used in firefighting agents. Its
production has ceased globally because of its severe
ozone-depleting properties; it destroys about six
times more ozone than CFCs. Globally, halon has
been decommissioned from many installations
where a suitable alternative exists, and the used
halon has been stored for firefighting applications
where an alternative has yet to be developed.

Halon is therefore a global resource that has been

Conclusion 4: lllegal trade threatens to undermine
gains in ODS reduction in the non-EU CEITs.

Efforts to combat illegal trade are not yet fully
effective and many of the non-EU CEITs exhibit a
lack of technical and legal capacity to curtail such
trade, particularly in Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, the Rus-
sian Federation, Turkmenistan, and Ukraine.

The existence of old CFC-based equipment has
created an ongoing demand for illegal imports

managed and conserved in well-sealed storage
facilities or banks in many countries.

The EU CEITs had management plans in place

for halon for many years, and have been actively
decommissioning halon and replacing it with alter-
natives according to legislative requirements. Quan-
tities decommissioned and banked are reported
annually. In the non-EU CEITs, however, there was
little evidence of any active management of halon,



or of policies and measures that required action to
replace halon with alternatives. For example, halon
is still used to protect the majority of the pumping
stations on the gas pipeline from Russia to Europe
through Ukraine, despite the availability of a non-

ODS alternative for this purpose.

Funding had been provided by the GEF for equip-
ment, training of technicians, and management
plans in most non-EU CEITs. In many countries, the
equipment provided was not being used. In the
Russian Federation, the halon program was not
implemented, because the proposed purchase of
recovery and banking equipment did not comply
with the procurement procedures of the World
Bank. Halon use is not currently monitored in most
of the non-EU CEITs, and existing databases were
reported to be out of date. Failure to invest in halon
management and banking is an oversight in the
GEF ODS program.

Conclusion 6: In some countries, the national ozone
units ceased to function after GEF support ended,
and this may prevent measures being put in place to
address the remaining threats to the ozone layer.

The EU CEITs in the early and mid-1990s depended
on international aid to finance ODS reduction and
phaseout programs. This is not the case today, with
the improvement of their economies and links to
financial programs in the EU that provide sustain-
able support to address the remaining challenges of
ODS phaseout, such as HCFCs, banking, and safe
destruction of ODS.

The non-EU CEITs, however, are not in this posi-
tion. Many of them have continually faced fund-
ing shortages that threaten the existence of the
national ozone units that were established to
manage, reduce, and phaseout ODS. Kazakhstan
had a unit that was funded by external contracts
rather than the central budget; Ukraine and the
Russian Federation had no identifiable ministry staff
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who were actively managing policies and measures
on ODS; and Turkmenistan was also dependent

on external funding. The GEF approved additional
finance for some of these CEITs in 2007, but admin-
istrative barriers to disbursement have resulted

in only one being funded so far. As a result, the
national ozone units in the non-EU CEITs reported
difficulty in completing the tasks assigned by the
Implementing Agencies.

Delays in funding from donors, communication
difficulties, and administrative burdens within and
among countries have hampered the development
and implementation of new programs. This is lead-
ing to increased threats or risks to the successful
phaseout of the remaining ODS — in particular,
HCFCs — and to actions to address destruction of
banks of unwanted ODS stockpiles.

Unwanted CFC stockpiles were reported as a seri-
ous problem by many enterprises in the non-EU
CElTs, as there were no facilities available to destroy
them. Prolonged storage in decentralized facilities
increased the risk of disappearing benefits, as the
substances leak out of storage containers or are
dumped by private sector stakeholders. Over time,
this will undermine the work that has been under-
taken by servicing companies.

Recommendation 1: The GEF Council should consider
further investment and capacity development to
assist CEITs in addressing the remaining threats to
the ozone layer.

Three threats remain to be mitigated: illegal trade
in ODS, phaseout of HCFCs and halon, and lack of
destruction facilities for banks of unused CFCs and
other ODS. The GEF could consider the following
actions, particularly in the non-EU CEITs:

B Investment projects to assist the government
and private sector to recover and recycle
HCFCs and increase the market penetration of



non-ODS, low or zero global-warming-potential
alternatives in the refrigeration and foam sectors

B Investment in destruction facilities to pro-
vide government and the private sector with
appropriate options for safe and cost-effective
disposal of obsolete ODS

B Capacity development for national ozone units
and customs authorities to function more
effectively; this may include further support to
update legislation and policy, ODS and non-ODS
refrigerant detection equipment, and training
and technical assistance to improve enforcement
to reduce illegal trade in ODS

These actions would present opportunities for the
GEF to attain double global environmental ben-
efits — not only for the ozone layer, but also for
the climate — because ODS is both ozone deplet-
ing and global warming. Furthermore, destruction
of ODS would create synergies with the ongoing
efforts to safely destroy POPs stockpiles in many of
the CEITs. There may be opportunities for the GEF
to finance development of joint ODS-POPs destruc-
tion facilities.

Recommendation 2: The GEF should learn from the
positive private sector engagement in the ozone
layer depletion focal area and incorporate similar
approaches into its efforts to engage the private
sector in other focal areas.

The portfolio of projects assessed as part of the
impact evaluation exhibited strong engagement
with the private sector, which contributed to the
attainment of global environmental benefits and
financial benefits to the enterprises involved. Such
strong performance is not observed in other GEF
focal areas. As the GEF is now placing greater
emphasis on private sector partnerships going
forward into GEF-5, it is important that experiences
and lessons from the ODS projects are examined
and, where possible, incorporated into other focal
area operations.

Some lessons for consideration identified by the
evaluation include the following:

B Undertaking a viability test directed at measur-
ing organizational, economic, and financial
sustainability, which provides the foundation
for targeted and informed “green” business
investments

B Focusing on a wide range of firms — small,
medium, and large enterprises from start-ups to
established firms with a track record for product
innovation and profitability

B Targeting a few specific sectors for green busi-
ness investments that best align the environ-
mental goals of the GEF and financial (profit)
growth possibilities

B Keeping bureaucratic procedures to a minimum,
bearing in mind that firms often require quick
decisions on investment

B [dentifying champions who have innovative
product ideas and technical and political skills,
as the work in the ODS portfolio demonstrated
that private enterprise champions were critical
in producing good business and environmental
results

B Investing in countries with government poli-
cies and procedures that actively support green
business and the ease of doing business in these
countries

Recommendation 3: Non-EU CEITs should consider
making improvements in the implementation of
legislation, policies, and standards on all aspects of
ozone layer protection.

Legislation and policy implementation is essential
for phaseout of ODS consumption and for provid-
ing the basis for market transformation through
the introduction of alternative technologies and
chemicals. This is particularly important in non-EU
CElITs, which face greater challenges than the EU
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CElTs in phasing out HCFCs and reducing illegal
trade in ODS.

Countries could consider drafting new or updating
existing legislation and policies on the following
aspects of ODS phaseout:

B Recovery, recycling and reporting on ODS

B Establishing private enterprise standards and
requirements, particularly in sectors such as
the refrigeration and air conditioning servicing
sector

B Import bans for ODS and ODS-containing
equipment, and/or licensing and quotas for ODS
imports and exports

B Setting appropriate penalties or deterrents for
illegal trade

B Establishing and promoting the activities of
professional refrigeration associations

A critical ingredient for effective implementation

of legislation and policy is baseline government
funding for national ozone units. Experience from
the EU CEITs indicates that post-completion govern-
ment funding is resulting in continued phaseout

of ODS and lowered threats and risks to the ozone
layer.

Recommendation 4: Non-EU CEITs’ existing
efforts to prevent illegal trade need to be further
strengthened.

Many approaches could be implemented to combat
illegal trade. The most important is to reduce the
national demand for ODS by encouraging the
installation of equipment that is ODS-free, which
removes the servicing demand for ODS by using
economic and financial instruments and promot-
ing voluntary commitments in the end user sector.
Many countries encouraged enterprises to sub-
stitute their CFC-based equipment for non-ODS
alternatives, thereby reducing demand for CFCs.
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Other approaches to reduce the illegal supply of
ODS include the following:

B Training and workshops for customs officers and
inspectorates on a regular basis to maintain and
improve detection capacities

B Implementation of customs codes for all com-
mon ODS and blends to enable customs to
differentiate legal from illegal trade

W Establishment of send-and-receive communica-
tions between countries to monitor all ODS
shipments

B Use of specialized equipment to differentiate
legal from illegal ODS

B Certified laboratory methods for confirming the
nature of the ODS intercepted

— Participation in regional meetings and
networks to collate, evaluate, and share
intelligence on illegal trade as a basis for
agreement on further action

— Awareness raising of illegal trade in ODS
among private enterprises and the general
public

These activities need to be supported by legislation
that empowers customs officers to take appropriate
actions against smugglers and suppliers of illegal ODS.

Recommendation 5: Countries need to take further
action to manage and bank halon.

Experiences from countries that have successfully
banked and managed halon indicated that the fol-
lowing approaches could be adopted:

B Development of a halon management plan that
includes identification of the quantities of halon
installed for different purposes by location,
the quantities that can be replaced by alterna-
tives, and a timetable for decommissioning the
installed halon



B Equipment and facilities for recovery and recla-
mation of halon, with appropriate training for
technicians to ensure safe management

B Accounting and reporting procedures showing
guantities decommissioned, reclaimed, stored,
and recycled;

B Promoting market mechanisms that enable
responsible management of the available stock
of halon

Non-EU CEITs could also considering making
more use of UNEP’s halon trader Web site, which
offers the potential to use funds derived from
sales of halon to support national halon recov-
ery and banking operations. Further emphasis

on development of appropriate legislation and
policy is important to provide a stable foundation
for halon management plan development and

implementation.
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3.6 POPs, LAND DEGRADATION,
AND MULTIFOCAL AREA

SUPPORT

This chapter brings together conclusions on the POPs focal area, the land degradation
focal area, and the multifocal area support that the GEF has promoted. These portfolios
are still relatively new and do not have many terminated projects which would allow for a

sufficient level of confidence in the findings to support recommendations.

Conclusions

B The GEF has been responsive to POPs COP guidance. The GEF is now moving into the next
phase of supporting this convention by providing financial support to national implementation

plans (NIPs).

B The land degradation focal area does not yet have a sufficient number of finished projects to

enable conclusions on progress toward impact.

B The multifocal area project cohort has a bias toward targeted research and, as a result, scores

relatively low on progress toward impact. However, the more operationally oriented projects

score well and combine focal area problems in a practical way.

CONVENTION GUIDANCE

The GEF has followed POPs COP guidance, particu-
larly regarding the preparation and implementation
of NIPs. NIPs have enabled the convention to start
quickly on the ground, allowing countries to do
inventories and define the problem, scope/scale,
and actions and priorities to address POPs. The GEF
Secretariat indicates clearly how guidance has been
incorporated into GEF strategies and which strategy
responds to which guidance in its reports to the
convention. Table 3.6.1 presents the GEF response
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and OPS4 assessment of COP guidance in the POPs
focal area to the GEF during GEF-4.

At COP4, the second review of the financial
mechanism was presented (Stockholm Convention
on POPs 2009); among its conclusions were the

following:

B The guidance issued to the GEF by the COP
is substantive, but lacks specificity and clear

prioritization.

B The overall responsiveness by the GEF to the

guidance has been reviewed as satisfactory.



TABLE 3.6.1 POPs: COP GUIDANCE TO THE GEF DURING GEF-4 AND GEF RESPONSE

Support business plans for development  Eligible within GEF-4 under

and deployment of alternative products,  SP3
methods, and strategies to DDT

Incorporate best available techniques

demonstration as a priority

Support capacity building related to
global monitoring plan SP1

Work with regional centers

Support costs and funding needs activi- Eligible within GEF-4 under

Eligible within GEF-4 under
and best environmental practices and SP2 and 3

Eligible within GEF-4 under

Eligible within GEF-4

At least 18 projects ($68 million) have
been approved in SP3

Not possible to assess

At least 36 projects and $127 million have
been approved in SP1 but cannot deter-
mine how many directly support this theme

OPS4 did not review this

At least 36 projects and $127 million have

ties in a country’s NIP SP1 been approved in SP1 but cannot deter-
mine how many directly support this theme
COP4 Response to additional guid-  OPS4 did not review this

ance still under development

Source: GEF 2007b.

Note: Guidance received during GEF-4 was from COP3 (May 2007) and COP4 (May 2009). See figure 3.6.1 for POPs strategic programs.

B There is a lack of clear guidance from the COP
to the GEF Secretariat on strategic direction
and priorities for POPs and the Stockholm
Convention.

As of June 2009, and during GEF-4, the GEF Coun-
cil approved 59 projects (Council or CEO endorsed
ready for implementation) and 3 PIFs, for a total of
$182 million. At least 80 percent of projects and
funding have gone to NIP preparation and imple-
mentation (Strategic Programs 1 and 2); and about
a third of projects and funding supports innovative
technologies and best practices. In GEF-4, there
has been a shift from supporting the preparation of
NIPs to supporting implementation of those plans
(figure 3.6.1). COP3 specially requested the GEF

to support priorities in NIPs that promote capacity
building in sound chemicals management, so as to
enhance synergies in the implementation of differ-
ent multilateral environmental agreements and fur-
ther strengthen the links between environment and

FIGURE 3.6.1 POPs: PROJECTS APPROVED
FOR GEF-4 BY STRATEGIC PROGRAM

SP3 $67.8
- 18 (29%) B AMOUNT (IN MILLIONS)
1 NUMBER OF GEF-4 PROJECTS

SP2
50 (80%)
. F
36 (58%)

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160

Source: GEF PMIS, through June 30, 2009.

SP1: Strengthening capacity for NIP development and implemen-
tation

SP2: Partnering in investments for NIP implementation

SP3: Partnering in the demonstration of feasible, innovative
technologies and best practices for POPs reduction
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development objectives. The overall conclusion is

that the GEF has been responsive to COP guidance.

REVIEW OF PROGRESS TOWARD POPs
IMPACTS

The POPs strategy is to protect human health

and the environment by helping countries reduce
and eliminate the production, use, and release of
POPs; and to support appropriate capacity build-
ing. Desired outputs relate to the development and
implementation of NIPs by signatories of the Stock-
holm Convention, followed by phaseout of POPs
manufacture and use, sound destruction of POPs
stocks, phaseout and disposal of polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs), and the development of alterna-
tives to DDT for vector control. The desired global
environmental benefit is reduced exposure to POPs
of humans and ecosystems.

Only two projects were part of the OPS4 cohort of
completed projects; both supported implementa-
tion of, and civil society participation in, the Stock-
holm Convention. It is therefore not possible to
draw any substantive conclusions on this portfolio

based on the available evidence. The two projects
were both rated BC, being fairly robust at the out-
come level but showing somewhat weak linkages
forward to their intermediate states and beyond.
What has to be done with POPs is well known; but
eventual impact requires buy-in from the larger pro-
ducer/consumer countries and from the industrial
sector, government, civil society, and environmental
nongovernmental organizations in those countries.
Provision for such support and participation was
weak or lacking in these two cases.

Overall, the clear actions needed to address POPs
could imply that impact achievement should be
straightforward. In these two projects, however,

the GEF emphasis on enabling or capacity building
around the Stockholm convention was not matched
with project outputs and outcomes focusing on
obtaining buy-in by the key industrial producer sec-
tors. Table 3.6.2 and figure 3.6.2 show the assess-
ment of the progress of the 2 finished POPs projects
toward impact. These projects cannot be assumed
to reflect achievements of the broader portfolio,
which will only be accessible when more projects
have received terminal evaluations.

TABLE 3.6.2 SUMMARY OF ROtl RATINGS FOR POPs COHORT (NUMBER OF PROJECTS)

INTERMEDIATE STATE
WITH
OUTCOME A B C D GRAND TOTAL IMPACT
D 0 0
GRAND TOTAL 0 0 2 0 2
WITH IMPACT 0 0 0 0

Note: M = projects that can be described as making solid progress toward impact

= projects that do not show such progress

M = projects that show promise to move forward, either because of highly successful outcomes or promising inter-
mediary states; these will need additional inputs to ensure continued progress toward impact
= projects with evidence of impact achieved at project termination
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FIGURE 3.6.2 PROGRESS TOWARD GLOBAL
ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS IN POPs:
PROJECTS

OUTCOMES TOWARD GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS

CONVENTION GUIDANCE

The GEF supports the implementation of United
Nations Convention on Combating Desertification
(UNCCD) as an operating entity of the conven-
tion’s financial mechanism. The GEF Third Assembly
recognized land degradation as a new focal area.
COP8 (September 2007) welcomed decisions by
the GEF Council to streamline the project cycle, to
adopt a revised focal area strategy on land degra-
dation for GEF-4, and to adopt a cross-cutting focal
area strategy on sustainable forest management.
The COP invited the GEF to implement the new
strategy expeditiously, and urged developed parties
and the GEF Council to provide adequate, timely,
and predictable financial resources. COP8 provided
guidance to the GEF to fund the elaboration of
national, subregional, and regional action programs
and national reports; funds for projects dealing
with land degradation and desertification, particu-
larly in Africa; further simplification of the project
cycle; predictability of funding; and reporting on
projects not in the land degradation focal area that
are contributing to sustainable land management.
The UNCCD is to bring the 10-year strategic plan

to the attention of the GEF Council to ensure it is in
line with GEF strategy on land degradation.

During GEF-4, the GEF Council has approved

24 projects ($72.3 million) and 9 PIFs (an estimated
$9.8 million in projects). Land degradation also
works through multifocal projects; during GEF-4,
the GEF Council approved 43 multifocal area proj-
ects ($93.4 million) and 2 PIFs ($4.9 million) with
land degradation components. In total, the GEF
has allocated about $180 million for projects and
components dealing with land degradation during
GEF-4. One of the main programs approved was
the Strategic Investment Program for Sustainable
Land Management in Sub-Saharan Africa (GEF ID
2757). This program was allocated $62 million with
close to $1 billion in cofinancing; so far, it has 19
projects and PIFs approved under it.

Figure 3.6.3 presents a regional distribution of
all projects and PIFs approved under the land

FIGURE 3.6.3 LAND DEGRADATION AND
MULTIFOCAL AREA: PROJECTS APPROVED
FOR GEF-4 BY REGION
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Source: GEF PMIS, through June 30, 2009.
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degradation focal area and those approved multifo-
cal area projects and PIFs with land degradation
components. During GEF-4, 41 percent of projects,
and 50 percent of GEF funding, were in Africa.

This contrasts with the perception held by many
stakeholders that the GEF had focused almost
exclusively on Sub-Saharan Africa at the request of
the convention.

REVIEW OF PROGRESS TOWARD LAND
DEGRADATION IMPACTS

The land degradation strategy is to prevent and
control land degradation, primarily desertification
and deforestation. Sought-after outputs are effec-
tive national institutions and governance, effective
policy instruments, and increased human capacity
— all at the national and/or local levels. Outcomes
are meant to be integrated land use planning and
implementation and development, and implemen-
tation of national action plans covering agriculture,
forestry, and rangelands. The outcomes are meant
to lead to the intermediate states of enabling

environments for the adoption of sustainable land
use systems, in which the GEF plays a catalytic role
in scaling up good or best practices. Desired impact
is enhanced ecosystems integration in the context
of sustainable livelihoods.

The OPS4 cohort of land degradation projects

is too small to permit substantial analysis of the
portfolio. Of the four rated projects, three were
rated BC and one CC. These projects’ emphasis
on capacity and awareness building produced
satisfactory outcomes, but the projects were weak
in terms of forward linkages toward improved
sustainable land management. Attention is given
to both decreasing and avoiding degradation
through various mechanisms and to the rehabilita-
tion of degraded lands using current technical and

social innovations.

The progress toward impact and global environ-
mental benefits ratings of the land degradation
projects are shown in table 3.6.3 and figure 3.6.4.

TABLE 3.6.3 SUMMARY OF ROtl RATINGS FOR LAND DEGRADATION COHORT

(NUMBER OF PROJECTS)

INTERMEDIATE STATE
WITH
OUTCOME A B C D GRAND TOTAL IMPACT
GRAND TOTAL 0 0 1 3 4
WITH IMPACT 0 0 0 0

Note: M = projects that can be described as making solid progress toward impact

= projects that do not show such progress

M = projects that show promise to move forward, either because of highly successful outcomes or promising inter-
mediary states; these will need additional inputs to ensure continued progress toward impact
= percentages of projects with evidence of impact achieved at project termination
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FIGURE 3.6.4 PROGRESS TOWARD GLOBAL
ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS IN LAND
DEGRADATION: PROJECTS

OUTCOMES TOWARD GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS

No theory of change could be developed for the
multifocal area (Operational Program [OP] 12), since
each project turned out to be different. The desk
review cohort consisted of 10 projects: 5 imple-
mented by the World Bank, 4 by UNEP, and 1 by
UNDP. Nine of the 10 projects were MSPs, and 1
was an FSP. Three projects were country-specific,
three were global, and four were regional. Two
projects were classified as short-term response
measures, and four were targeted research projects
(one was classified under both of these categories).
Of the six nontargeted research projects, four can
be considered, based on the project titles (“building
wider public and private constituencies [in] promo-
tion of global environment protection,” “institu-
tional strengthening and resource mobilization,”

7

“technology transfer networks,” “support for the
World Parks Congress”), to be enabling projects. At
least five projects addressed carbon sequestration,
focusing on the natural inherent interrelationships
between climate change and biodiversity variables:
well-functioning and maintained ecosystems gener-
ally retain or increase both their carbon stocks and

biodiversity.

Two projects did not have sufficient information
available to develop ROtI desk ratings. One of
these was a multiphase project for which the initial
terminal evaluation covered only 10 months of
implementation; the other was the project support-
ing the World Parks Congress in 2003.

Given the heavy focus on research and enabling-
type activities in these projects, the ROtl method-
ology may lead to relatively low scores, because
impact linkages are highly indirect for these types
of projects. For other focal areas with significantly
larger desk review cohorts, the research and
enabling-type projects were excluded from final
analysis for precisely this reason. However, exclud-
ing these projects from the multifocal area cohort
would leave only two projects.

It is clear that many research/enabling-type projects
fail to articulate their potential value with clear link-
ages and rationales for their contribution to achiev-
ing global environmental benefits. It is often stated
that research projects will produce an “increased
understanding” regarding a certain issue, but no
specific mechanism is identified through which

the increased understanding will be applied. Many
multifocal projects lack logframes or any other type
of results-based framework to demonstrate the
logic behind the proposed approach to the issue

or problem. Even for research projects, the link-
age from outputs to global environmental benefits
should be identified — regardless of whether the
specific mechanism or timeframe is beyond the
scope of the project.

Table 3.6.4 and figure 3.6.5 show the ratings and
progress toward global environmental benefits of
the multifocal area cohort.

Many of these issues had been identified in an
earlier study (GEF OME 2005b), through a broader
desk review of project documents at entry. Desk
reviews were completed for 38 project documents,
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TABLE 3.6.4 SUMMARY OF ROtl RATINGS FOR MULTIFOCAL AREA COHORT (NUMBER
OF PROJECTS)

INTERMEDIATE STATE
WITH
OUTCOME A B (o D GRAND TOTAL IMPACT
GRAND TOTAL 0 2 4 2 8

WITH IMPACT 0 0 0 0

Note: M = projects that can be described as making solid progress toward impact
= projects that do not show such progress
M = projects that show promise to move forward, either because of highly successful outcomes or promising inter-
mediary states; these will need additional inputs to ensure continued progress toward impact
= percentages of projects with evidence of impact achieved at project termination

projects, an apparent lack of strategic guidance
FIGURE 3.6.5 PROGRESS TOWARD GLOBAL of the OP [operational program], and unclear

ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS IN MULTIFOCAL guidelines for designing and achieving successful
AREA: PROJECTS IEM [integrated ecosystem management | projects.

These problems are solvable.

The results of the limited number of projects avail-
able for ROtl analysis in the OPS4 cohort offer
some support for that study’s perspective. Impact
achievement of multifocal projects could and

should reflect inherent overlaps and interactions

among environmental variables, the most basic of

OUTCOMES TOWARD GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS which is environmental systems health (via restored
degraded lands and/or avoided land degradation),

with potentially greater above and below ground
biodiversity and/or greater above and below ground
biomass (for carbon sequestration purposes linked

and 6 approved project development facility grants. to dimate change).

The stud luded:
€ study conclude The study proposed a number of approaches to

OP12 [the multifocal area: integrated ecosystem strengthen and improve the coherence of the pro-

management] is a valid and important program for gram; yet the strategic focus and future role of the
the GEF. There are, however, a number of issues multifocal area remain unclear. This is of potential
that contribute to potential failure in achieving concern because of the large number of multifo-

the desired impacts of multifocal, synergistic inte-

. . . cal area projects currently in the GEF portfolio,
gration. These include quality of entry for some

many of which have been approved after the 2005
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program study. The GEF's multifocal area portfolio
now consists of 155 projects with approximately
$655.1 million in GEF funding (this excludes SGP
replenishements) — or more than quadruple the
number of projects in the portfolio at the time of
the program study. The results of the ROtl analysis
of multifocal projects, which support the at-entry

findings of the 2005 program study, provide a
strong indication that the recommendations of that
study should be revisited for further action. As more
multifocal projects are completed, the evidence
base for assessing results will grow significantly, but
preliminary indications are that action in this area
need not wait for further extensive results.
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4.1 Performance
4.2 The GEF as a Learning Organization

4.3 Resource Management




PERFORMANCE

This chapter reviews the evidence on performance issues in the Global Environment

Facility (GEF); its conclusions and recommendations are primarily based on the evaluative

evidence developed through four years of the GEF Evaluation Office’s annual performance
reports and additional work undertaken for the Fourth Overall Performance Study (OPS4).

The chapter addresses terminal evaluation reviews and what can be learned from them,

cofinancing, the reasons why projects fail, the quality of project supervision, social and

gender issues, the Small Grants Programme (SGP), the project cycle, and the reliability of
the GEF Project Management Information System (PMIS).

Conclusions
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Performance of the GEF has exceeded the target of 75 percent moderately satisfactory or
higher outcomes — the average score since fiscal year (FY) 2005 is 80 percent. The challenge is
now to move to higher levels of satisfactory outcomes.

Design and implementation can be improved further if more attention is paid to how progress
toward impact after project termination can be encouraged during the lifetime of the project.

The GEF benefits from mobilization of cofinancing through efficiency gains, risk reduction,
synergies of collaboration with complementary partners, and a greater number of options to
determine an optimal project mix. The role of cofinancing to gain additional global environ-
mental benefits is important, but sometimes overstated, especially in large investment projects.

The World Bank and the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) continue to provide
a satisfactory level of supervision to a high proportion of GEF projects implemented by them;
supervision has improved significantly in the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP).

Social and gender issues in GEF strategies and projects are not addressed in a systematic man-
ner; the current approach of relying on the application of social and gender policies of individ-
ual agencies to all GEF projects is inadequate and leads to differences in approach.

The SGP continues to be an effective tool for the GEF to achieve global environmental benefits
while also addressing the livelihood needs of local populations, with special attention to reach-
ing the poor.

The new 22-month project cycle seems poised to reduce approval time. Twenty-one months
after the approval of the first work program in the new cycle, 77 percent of projects have been
presented to the GEF Chief Executive Officer (CEO) for endorsement. No data are available on
the remaining 23 percent. In the new cycle, the 22-month period between project identification
form (PIF) approval and CEO endorsement is mostly within the domain of the GEF Agencies and
GEF focal points.



B Delays were noted in the phase before project proposals are approved. PIFs tend to be sent
back and forth between Agencies and the GEF Secretariat before they are submitted for Coun-
cil approval, with several inefficiencies in communication. The Secretariat has adopted a 10-day
business standard for replies, which it has kept for 56 percent of PIFs. Given their differentiated
responsibilities in the review process and the fact that they need to consult with the project
proponents in revising the PIFs, the Agencies generally take longer to respond. Both Agencies
and project proponents do not have a business standard.

B InJanuary 2009, a new and improved PMIS was introduced. After a concentrated effort on the
part of the Secretariat to update the database in June and July 2009, its core data can be con-
sidered to be reliable, but it still lacks structural quality checks.

Recommendations
B There are several performance-related issues that need to be incorporated into new guidelines:

— The process and criteria for project restructuring
— Social and gender issues and risk

— Risk tackling, tolerance, and reporting

— The use of midterm reviews

B The GEF should be realistic in its portrayal of the importance of cofinancing. There is a need to
developing transparent rules for cofinancing requirements that distinguish among categories
of projects.

B More attention should be give to ensure that project fees provide sufficient resources to cover
all supervision requirements of the GEF.

B Better recognition and integration are needed of social and gender issues as essential means of
achieving sustainable global environmental benefits.

H OPS4 strongly supports the proposals in the replenishment process to recognize the SGP as a
modality of the GEF that should be available to all recipient countries. This needs to be accom-
panied by measures to reform the SGP central management system to make it suitable for the
new phase of growth, prepare a suitable full-size project modality for SGP funding, introduce a
grievance procedure, and establish a process through which audits will be made public.

B The GEF Agencies and the Secretariat should establish a communication channel to discuss
problem cases and possible termination of PIFs. The Agencies should introduce a business stan-
dard for submitting revised PIFs to the Secretariat.

H Attention should be given to a more comprehensive, expedited solution to remaining PMIS
weaknesses.
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The GEF's relative youth means that it has been able
to keep track of what has happened in most of its
funding commitments through terminal evaluations,
which are available for a large proportion of GEF
projects finished since 2000, including projects from
the pilot phase. Coverage since 2002 is excellent.
Since 2004, the GEF Evaluation Office, together with
the independent evaluation offices of the World
Bank, UNDP, and UNEP, has analyzed, reviewed, and
rated these terminal evaluations and reported on
outcomes, risks to sustainability, and terminal evalua-
tion quality in the GEF annual performance reports.

The 2008 Annual Performance Report, which was
presented to Council in June 2009, included an
assessment of all terminal evaluations received since
FY 2005. This comprises 210 terminal evaluations,
which represent a total GEF funding of approxi-
mately $1 billion. The same 210 terminal evalu-
ations form the cohort of projects reviewed for
OPS4 on progress toward impact. Fourteen of these
terminal evaluations have been verified in the field.

The policy recommendations for GEF-4 contain a
target of satisfactory outcome ratings of 75 per-
cent, focusing on whether intended outcomes
were achieved. This target has been achieved and
exceeded: 80 percent of projects are rated as mod-
erately satisfactory or higher. It should be noted
that the evaluation offices of the GEF, the World
Bank, and UNEP agree with each other’s ratings,
with minor differences.! Particularly in recent years,
the ratings of the offices have been remarkably
similar, building confidence that these ratings are
sufficiently triangulated to ensure their reliabil-

ity. Furthermore, the World Bank's Independent

1 UNDP's Evaluation Office does not review the outcome
ratings of project terminal evaluations. Its reviews
focus on the quality of terminal evaluations.
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Evaluation Group has noted that GEF projects in the
Bank score higher than environmental projects the
Bank has undertaken without GEF cofunding.

Terminal evaluation outcome ratings of moder-
ately satisfactory or above received since FY 2005
are presented by GEF Agency and focal area in
table 4.1.1. Note that the Executing Agencies can-
not yet be included in a meaningful way, given that
very few terminal evaluations for their projects are
available. Furthermore, only the three largest focal
areas — climate change, biodiversity, and interna-
tional waters — yield meaningful data in this regard.

TABLE 4.1.1 OUTCOME RATINGS BY
GEF AGENCY AND FOCAL AREA

% RATED MODERATELY

AGENCY/ SATISFACTORY OR
FOCAL AREA ABOVE

World Bank 85

UNDP 78

UNEP 72

Climate change 84
Biodiversity 81
International waters 78

Source: GEF EO 2009b.

Four types of risks to sustainability are assessed
on the basis of reviews of the terminal evaluations:
institutional, economic, sociopolitical, and envi-
ronmental. Over the GEF-4 period, the average
rating has remained relatively stable, with 58 per-
cent of projects rated at least moderately likely to
remain sustainable. Throughout the GEF-4 period,
54 percent of the projects were rated at least mod-
erately satisfactory in outcomes and moderately
likely on sustainability. The progress from outcomes
to impact analysis “unpacks” this general rating
and provides more detailed information on why
and how projects and follow-up actions are achiev-
ing impact in the longer run.



Since its pilot phase, the GEF partnership has
reportedly mobilized promised cofinancing of
$37.6 billion, or $4.40 per dollar of GEF grant, for
its approved projects. For GEF-4, up to June 30,
2009, a promised cofinancing of $12.3 billion

had been mobilized, at $6.20 per dollar of GEF
grant. Most of the cofinancing is promised by the
government agencies of the recipient countries. For
the projects approved during FY 2007 and 2008,
government agencies accounted for 51 percent

of the total promised cofinancing. Among other
major contributors, multilateral institutions account
for 24 percent and private sector institutions for

18 percent. However, if the business loans made by
the multilateral institutions to the recipient coun-
tries are counted as contributions by the recipient
countries, the share of multilateral institutions is
reduced by half.

For completed projects for which the Agencies
have submitted terminal evaluations (285 proj-
ects) and for which information on materialization
of cofinancing has been reported by the Agen-

cies (210 projects), on average 95 percent of the
promised cofinancing materialized. However, there
is considerable difference among the projects in
terms of the extent to which promised cofinancing
materialized. For 35 percent of completed projects,
less than 75 percent of promised cofinancing mate-
rialized, whereas for 10 percent of the projects less
than half materialized. The data show that projects
with lower materialization of cofinancing are less
likely to be rated in the satisfactory range. However,
the extent to which lower materialization affects
outcome achievements has less to do with the
leverage ratios than with the extent to which activi-
ties supported through cofinancing are integrated
with the objectives pursued by the GEF.

While the statistics on promised cofinancing and its
materialization are important from the perspective

of the extent to which the GEF partners are gain-
ing commitments from non-GEF agencies for the
projects they propose and the extent to which the
commitments made at project inception are being
met, these by themselves do not indicate the extent
to which cofinancing has been instrumental in fur-
thering GEF objectives. Although the Council has,
on several occasions, articulated the importance of
cofinancing for achieving the GEF’s objectives,? and
the Secretariat has portrayed it as an indicator of
GEF's “multiplier” effect in generating additional
resources for generation of global environmental
benefits, the empirical evidence to support such
an assertion is missing. In fact, the 1994 evaluation
of the GEF pilot phase, which assessed cofinancing
in the GEF and its efficacy in generating additional
resources for the environment in detail, questioned
the instrumentality of GEF projects in mobilizing
World Bank lending resources (UNDP, UNEP, and
World Bank 1994). Similarly, the Third Overall
Performance Study (OPS3) questioned whether the
highly leveraged projects that account for a sub-
stantial part of cofinancing, but are less driven by
GEF goals and would go forward with or without
GEF contributions, should be a priority. OPS3 then
posed the question of whether the GEF should give
more attention to less leveraged projects that are
more driven by GEF goals and would not take place
without GEF support.

An assessment of the project documents of

20 highly leveraged GEF projects — each of which
had promised cofinancing of more than $240 mil-
lion, more than $7 per dollar of GEF grant — was
carried out to understand how such projects differ
from the less leveraged projects in the GEF portfo-
lio. The highly leveraged projects tend to focus on
GEF-supported themes such as energy efficiency,

2 GEF (1997) Agenda Item 7, Work Program; GEF
(2002b), Agenda Item 9, Cofinancing; GEF (2003),
Agenda ltem 11, Strategic Approach to Enhance
Capacity Building.

3 GEF (2000), p. 15; (2002a), p. 6; (2005a), p. 13.
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transportation, wastewater management, and land
degradation that involve production of a higher level
of local and national benefits vis-a-vis generation of
global environmental benefits. A large percentage of
these highly leveraged projects were implemented by
the international financial institutions (95 percent).
The assessment shows that highly leveraged projects
tended to have the following characteristics:

B Low “GEF-ability” of cofinancing. Although
on average for these projects, $26 of cofinanc-
ing was promised per dollar of GEF grant, less
than $1 was for activities that the GEF normally
supports from its own resources.

B Lower level of integration of cofinancing
with the GEF-supported components. Com-
pared with the other projects where cofinanc-
ing for non-GEF components accounted for 14
percent of total cofinancing (159 observations),
for the highly leveraged projects (18 observa-
tions), 41 percent of total cofinancing was for
components in which the GEF had not invested
a single dollar.

B Cofinancing not managed by executing
agencies. A significant proportion of cofinanc-
ing (48 percent) was managed by entities other
than the executing agency of the project (six
observations).

These findings suggest that high levels of cofi-
nancing and cofinancing ratios do not lead to
substantially higher levels of global environmental
benefits; for lower levels of cofinancing, the link to
additional global environmental benefits remains
confirmed, as was shown in the evaluation of incre-
mental cost analysis (GEF EO 2007a). Furthermore,
the case for cofinancing still remains strong as it
allows the GEF to do the following:

B Reduce its risks in funding projects that
require substantial investments. For such
projects, even though a high proportion of its
benefit mix is consistent with the GEF mandate,
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the GEF may desist from investing on its own.
Cofinancing allows for risk sharing, and thus
allows the GEF to reduce its risk.

B Make operations cost-efficient. For some
projects, the GEF may be able to increase the
scale of the project through cofinancing; this in
turn allows the GEF to make its project opera-
tions more cost-efficient as they benefit from
economies of scale.

B Benefit from synergies created from work-
ing with complementary partners.

H Explore a greater number of options to
determine its optimal project mix. The GEF
will be able to choose those it deems most
cost-effective.

The level of cofinancing that the GEF should seek
for its projects should primarily be with a motive to
protect GEF investments and make them more cost-
effective. In this process, identification of the strate-
gies and activities that will generate greater global
environmental benefits is most important. So far,
the GEF partnership has focused more on the overall
cofinancing ratio than on the specific characteris-
tics of the projects for which cofinancing has been
sought. This emphasis could distort incentives in the
system. First, it may veer GEF partners toward proj-
ects that generate a higher cofinancing ratio, which
could crowd out other potential projects with lower
cofinancing ratios that may be more cost-effective in
producing global environmental benefits. Second, it
reduces incentives for adherence to an agreed defini-
tion of cofinancing and candid reporting on it.

In most of the underperforming projects, the key
factors at play were related to processes that were
under the control of the GEF partnership. This



indicates that there is significant room for improve-
ment in the attainment of project results in most
GEF underperforming projects.

Out of the 210 projects reviewed, 40 (20 percent)
were rated moderately unsatisfactory or lower.
Design flaws were noted in 30 projects (75 per-
cent) as the key driving factors for underachieve-
ment. Twenty-six projects had design weaknesses
related to problem analysis, choice of activities,
implementation and execution arrangements, and
the project’s theory of change. Eleven projects

were overambitious, as they allocated inadequate
resources in terms of finance and timeframe to

the problems being addressed. Seven of these also
had other weaknesses related to project design. Of
the 26 projects that had lower outcomes due to
weaknesses in project design, in 7 cases the project
theory of change was weak. For all of these proj-
ects, even though project components and activities
were completed in a timely manner, and the project
did not face any exogenous change that could have
affected its ability to achieve intended outcomes,
the expected outcomes did not materialize because
the activities chosen and assumptions made did not
eventually lead to the expected outcomes.

For 24 projects (60 percent), lower outcome
achievements were linked with implementation-
and execution-related problems. These included
weak technical capacity of hired staff, high staff
turnover, delays in implementation of critical project
activities such as hiring of staff, weak institutional
capacity of the chosen executing agency, financial
mismanagement and weak oversight, and poor
project supervision by the Implementing Agency.
Due to these problems, the project activities were
either not completed at the time of project closure
or were completed after considerable delays, lead-
ing to lower outcome achievements. Of the projects
for which problems related to project implementa-
tion and execution were reported, for 15 problems
related to project design were also reported.

For four projects (10 percent), lower outcome
achievements were linked with exogenous factors
beyond the control of the GEF partnership involved
in project implementation. For three projects —
the Aceh Elephant Landscape Project (GEF ID 26),
the West Africa Pilot Community-Based Natural
Resource Management Project (GEF ID 55), and

the Forestry and Conservation Project (GEF ID 513),
all implemented by the World Bank — outcome
achievements were reported to be lower because of
political instability and civil strife in the project area.
The activities of one project, Dry Forest Biodiver-
sity Conservation (GEF ID 815, implemented by

the World Bank), had to be curtailed because of a
natural disaster.

The quality of project supervision assessments
evaluated Agency performance on project supervi-
sion with regard to the identification and track-
ing of — and response to — risks, problems, and
technical needs affecting project implementation
and achievement of project objectives. Thus, these
assessments focused on Implementing Agency
performance rather than project performance. The
supervision assessment takes into account systems
put in place by, and the overall supervisory effort
demonstrated by, the Implementing Agency, includ-
ing the effort of the task teams and management.

Two quality-of-supervision assessments were carried
out during the GEF-4 period (GEF EO 2007b and
2009b). Both looked into the Agency supervision
systems in place and examined a sample of projects
using three review criteria: focus on results, supervi-
sion inputs and processes, and candor and quality of
project performance reporting. The first assessment
took place in 2006 and included the examination of
55 projects of the three GEF Implementing Agen-
cies. The second assessment took place in 2008, and
included 47 projects of all 10 GEF Agencies.
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As shown in table 4.1.2, there was a marked
improvement in the proportion of projects rated
moderately satisfactory or higher for overall quality
of supervision from 2006 (70 percent) to 2008

(85 percent). The most significant finding of this
assessment is the dramatic increase in UNEP’s
performance ratings, from 36 to 73 percent for
projects rated moderately satisfactory or higher.
For two criteria, the increases are substantial: from
50 percent to 73 percent on focus on results, and
from 43 percent to 72 percent on adequacy of
supervision inputs and processes. These improve-
ments brought UNEP's ratings just below those

of the other two Implementing Agencies on the
two criteria. While candor and quality of project
performance reporting ratings increased from 29 to
66 percent, the rating for this criterion remains low
and requires further attention by UNEP.

TABLE 4.1.2 PROJECTS RATED
MODERATELY SATISFACTORY OR HIGHER
FOR OVERALL QUALITY OF SUPERVISION
BY AGENCY AND PROJECT SIZE (%)

AGENCY/PROJECT SIZE m 2008

UNDP 88 92
UNEP 36 73
World Bank 87 86
Full-size projects 82 88
Medium-size projects 79 88

Sources: GEF EO 2007b, 2009b.

These changes are explained by the actions UNEP
took between the two reviews to develop a more
structured approach to project supervision. A new
risk-tracking system has been developed and was
functional during FY 2008; it includes risk identifi-
cation during project preparation and tracking of
risks and mitigating actions during project imple-
mentation. All new projects have been adopted this
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system, and old projects are being retrofitted. The
system addresses a set of predetermined risk catego-
ries, risks specific to the project that were identified
during project preparation, and institutional risks
pertinent to the various partners. Oversight was also
strengthened by requiring focal area team leaders
to regularly monitor the follow-up given by task
managers to risky projects and by appointing a staff
member dedicated to monitoring project progress
and supervision at the portfolio level. A new data-
base was put in place, allowing better tracking of
individual GEF projects and the portfolio. Beginning
in FY 2008, UNEP has also started tracking quality of
supervision across its project portfolio.

The World Bank ratings had virtually no changes
in the overall assessment of quality of supervision;
they remained at 86 percent. Ratings on adequacy
of supervision inputs and processes, and candor
and quality of project performance reporting, also
remain the same. This most likely is because there
were virtually no changes in World Bank supervision
standards for the period involved. The solid ratings
in the two supervision reviews make it safe to con-
clude that the World Bank system and practice of
project supervision meets GEF supervision require-
ments for focus on results, supervision inputs and
processes, and candor and quality of performance
reporting during implementation.

Similarly, UNDP had consistently solid ratings on
supervision. Slight improvements in ratings since
the 2006 review are likely the result of robust
technical teams placed in the various UNDP regional
offices and the full integration of ATLAS-ti software
in the supervision process. The solid ratings in the
two supervision reviews make it safe to conclude
that the UNDP system and practice of project super-
vision meets GEF supervision requirements for focus
on results, supervision inputs and processes, and
candor and quality of performance reporting during

implementation.



The supervision assessment identified several weak-
nesses that need to be addressed in new guidelines:

B Specific guidance is still lacking on how to
identify risk factors and assign ratings. Currently,
risk ratings are assigned based on an estimate
of the probability (in percentage terms) that a
risk will materialize. More discussion with the
Agencies and guidance with respect to the criti-
cal risk factors affecting project implementation
would allow more systematic risk tracking in the
portfolio (including of social, political, financial,
economic, institutional, technological, and envi-
ronmental factors).

B Options for project cancellation and restructur-
ing are rarely exercised, even though some of
the projects reviewed should have been strong
candidates for such, given that disbursements
were lagging significantly behind projections or
some components were performing very poorly.

B Both supervision assessments found that mid-
term reviews have often been of crucial impor-
tance in identifying problems and proposing
solutions. Yet, both reviews also found instances
where project midterm reviews were prepared
too late to implement any substantial changes.

B The review also found that, under certain cir-
cumstances, the 10 percent implementation fee
is not providing enough resources to the Agen-
cies to carry out the necessary services. This is
particularly the case when Agency portfolios are
heavily weighted toward medium-size projects
and enabling activities. There is a need to assess
the extent to which the current fee system
(“one size fits all”) meets the supervision needs
of all GEF projects and Agencies.

Global environmental benefits can only be
achieved if human behavior toward the environ-
ment changes. This was well recognized in the

pilot phase of the GEF; yet gradually, GEF projects
tended to focus more on the technical environ-
mental issues than on the context in which these
operate. The local benefits study (GEF EO 2006¢)
reestablished the link between global and local
benefits: global benefits are only sustainable if
there are local benefits to sustain them. “Gender
Mainstreaming in the GEF” (OPS Technical Docu-
ment #9) also looked into the extent to which social
and gender issues are addressed by GEF projects.

While the Secretariat has recently moved toward
mainstreaming gender issues, overall, the guidance
provided by the GEF to Agencies on social and gen-
der issues has been too broad. Up to now, the GEF
has largely depended on the policies and practices of
the Agencies, but their standards and practices vary
significantly. With regard to social and gender issues,
the Evaluation Office has only examined the sys-
tems of the Implementing Agencies; the systems of
the other Agencies will be examined during GEF-5.

The World Bank Social and Environmental Safe-
guards are specific policies that were put in place
to prevent and mitigate undue harm to people and
their environment. These policies provide specific
guidelines in the identification, preparation, and
implementation of programs and projects. UNDP
has adopted a human rights—based approach to
development, which is an overall framework for
project and program preparation and implementa-
tion. UNDP is also quite advanced in putting in place
instruments and tools to mainstream this approach
into project preparation and supervision. UNEP's GEF
division requires a social assessment of GEF projects
during preparation and requires that projects report
on social risks on an annual basis. Social issues also
figure prominently in UNEP's institutional strategies
and policy statements. However, compared with the
World Bank and UNDP, UNEP has not developed
these strategies and policy statements into specific
tools, guidance, and processes that could facilitate
it in addressing social issues more effectively.
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There is also scope for more attention in many GEF
projects for gender issues to ensure sustainability of
global benefits. The GEF has the mandate to main-
stream gender issues: all conventions except that
on climate change provide guidance on gender. The
GEF has so far relied on its Agencies to apply their
gender mainstreaming policies and strategies to the
GEF projects in their purview. However, “recogniz-
ing that each GEF Agency has a different gender
policy and/or strategy, with varying application to
GEF projects” (GEF 2008c, p. 16), the GEF Secre-
tariat has felt the need to rethink this approach

to mainstream gender in GEF projects. As a first
step, the Secretariat produced a thought piece to
provoke discussion in and outside the organiza-

tion and generate ideas for new directions. OPS4
examined the gender mainstreaming practices of
the GEF's two largest Agencies, the World Bank and
UNDP. The Agencies were found to be very active in
trying to put in place the necessary policies, systems,
and structures that will contribute toward the goal of
gender equality. But despite many years of practice,
neither organization is at the point of proficiency in
gender mainstreaming that GEF can totally rely upon
them. Recent evaluations in several GEF Agencies
show that mainstreaming of gender issues is still
incomplete and depends on champions among staff.

OPS4 looked at 210 terminal evaluations across the
Agencies for any mention of gender. The results by
focal area show that at least 50 percent of the proj-
ects do mention gender, except for climate change
projects, which score a low 10 percent. Agencies
overall also scored 50 percent or above. In the
absence of adequate directives or gender-sensitive
terms of reference used by the evaluators, a more
precise interpretation of this data is not possible.
What is clear is that the terminal evaluation form is
not capturing the actions taken on gender at the
beginning of the project nor at the very end. Some
revisions of terminal evaluation guidelines and
practices can be included in the upcoming revision
of the GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Policy.
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The GEF needs to develop criteria with regard to
social and gender issues and risk in GEF projects.
These criteria should focus on expected results in
GEF operations through the project cycle, including
preparation, implementation, and evaluation. Three
key concerns the criteria should address follow:

B That GEF operations have no adverse effects
on indigenous peoples and ethnic minori-
ties, women, the poor, and other vulnerable
populations

B That social and gender factors and risks that
affect project sustainability of outcomes are
properly addressed

B That GEF projects thoroughly assess options
that, without undermining the effectiveness or
efficiency of attainment of global environmental
benefits, contribute to improvements of the
livelihood of local populations, including gender
aspects

The GEF SGP continues to be an effective tool for
the GEF to achieve global environmental benefits
while addressing the livelihood needs of local popu-
lations and giving special attention to reaching the
poor.* SGP country programs, particularly the older
ones, also contribute to numerous institutional

and policy changes at the local, provincial, and
national levels, and to building capacities among
civil society and academic organizations to address
global environmental concerns. The success of the
SGP has resulted in a high demand for SGP country
programs. By the end of GEF-4, the SGP will have
grown to 123 countries, with 10 more countries
having expressed an interest in joining during
GEF-5.

4 For more information on the SGP, see GEF EO-UNDP
(2008) and GEF EO (2008).



The Joint Evaluation of the SGP pointed out that as
the program grows it is also facing new challenges
and opportunities (GEF EO-UNDP 2008). The SGP
will need to reform its central management system
to make it suitable for the new phase of growth
and address the risks of growing program complexi-
ties. Some actions in the right direction have been
taken by the SGP Steering Committee, but this is

a critical area in which progress has been slow and
requires urgent attention. The SGP is also making
provisions to upgrade mature country programs

in GEF-5. This will require that country programs
function more independently and with broader
responsibilities in a funding modality similar to full-
size projects, but within an overall SGP program-
matic framework and following SGP operational
guidelines. The upgrading of country programs into
an SGP full-size project modality will require careful
development of that modality to ensure that the
benefits of the SGP approach are adequately safe-
guarded and continue to flow. The growth of the
program expected during GEF-5 has also prompted
the SGP to undertake several actions to strengthen
program oversight, governance, and monitoring
and evaluation. A grievance procedure for the

SGP has not yet been made public, as required in
the GEF minimum fiduciary standards for all GEF
support.

The Resource Allocation Framework (RAF) has also
resulted in new challenges for the SGP. The initial
rules of access to GEF resources were particularly
complex and affected SGP efficiency. Since then,
amendment of the matching requirement for
resources from core funds and the RAF was a step in
the right direction, but overall there is still a need to
make the criteria for accessing GEF resources more
flexible and responsive to the willingness of countries
to channel resources to the program. In GEF-5, as
the GEF moves into more coherent country port-
folios, SGP country programs will have to become
integrated into the GEF overall country operational
frameworks (so far referred to as GEF country

business plans). This will most likely be a gradual
process and will be particularly challenging if RAF
allocations remain divided by focal area, as will

be the utilization of SGP RAF funds for focal areas
in which there is little demand for grants, a situa-
tion that is already occurring with regard to climate
change funds. The GEF has moved in the direction
of establishing levels of SGP management costs on
the basis of services rendered and cost efficiency. It is
important that the GEF continues with this approach
to determine management cost allocations for the
SGP and ensure that the program provides all critical
services.

Issues that require further attention are as follows:

B Reform the SGP central management system to
make it suitable for the new phase of growth
and address the program’s growing complex-
ity. These changes should consider ways to
tap into UNDP technical regional teams and to
strengthen interactions with other Agencies.

B The replenishment process for the SGP full-
size project modality will need to be such that
it does not disrupt ongoing country program
operations.

B A grievance procedure should be publicized.
This process should be practical and initiate at
the country level, but should also be linked to
the corporate grievance procedure of the GEF
now under development.

B A process needs to be established by which SGP
audits are made public.

One of the major findings of the Joint Evaluation of
the GEF Activity Cycle and Modalities, which was
presented to the GEF Council in December 2006,
was that “the GEF Activity Cycle is not efficient and
the situation has grown worse” (GEF EO 2007c,
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finding 2, p. 6); it called for “a radical redrawing of
the cycle” (recommendation 1, p. 11). Taking note
of the evaluation findings and recommendations,
the Council asked the GEF Secretariat to come up
with proposals for a new project cycle (GEF 2006a).
In its next meeting in June 2007, the Council
reviewed the paper “GEF Project Cycle” (GEF
2007a) prepared by the Secretariat and approved
the new project cycle there outlined for immediate
application. The new project cycle comprises the
following key steps: CEO clearance of PIF; Council
approval of PIF; CEO endorsement (or approval) of
project document; and implementation supervision,
monitoring, and final evaluation of the project. Two
key business standards established by the paper are
a turnaround time of 10 days for the GEF Secretariat
to respond to PIF submissions and CEO endorse-
ment submissions, and a targeted elapsed time

of less than 22 months from PIF approval to CEO
endorsement.

Only two years have passed since the adoption of
the new project cycle, and the Council approved
the first work program under it in November 2007.
The data available for the 39 PIFs approved as part
of this work program show that by August 2009
(21 months), the Agencies had submitted the proj-
ect appraisal documents for CEO endorsement for
30 projects (77 percent) and 24 of these (62 per-
cent) had been CEO endorsed. It is still too early to
draw conclusions from the emerging data for the
period between Council approval to CEO endorse-
ment.®> There is, however, sufficient information on
the preliminary stages. An analysis of the efficiency
of the GEF in reviewing PIFs and the time taken for
PIF clearance reveals the following:

5 While the average time taken for the GEF-4 projects
that have been CEO endorsed so far can be calcu-
lated, it provides downwardly biased estimates for
the PIFs approved by the GEF Council during GEF-4
because it captures a high proportion of “success
stories” and does not capture to an equal extent pro-
posals that will take more than 22 months before they
will be eventually endorsed.
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B The rules for termination of project proposals
during the PIF review are not clear. This has led
to a cluttering of the project pipeline with pro-
posals that are unlikely to be cleared.

B The Secretariat responded to 56 percent of the
PIF submissions within the 10-workday business
standard (table 4.1.3). Compared with first sub-
missions, the Secretariat is quicker in responding
to subsequent resubmissions.

TABLE 4.1.3 TURNAROUND TIME OF PIF
SUBMISSIONS BY THE GEF SECRETARIAT

NO. OF WORKDAYS FOR
RESPONSE (% OF TOTAL
PIFs SUBMITTED)

FY OF NO. OF

SUBMIS- | OBSER- WITH- | WITH- | WITH-
SION VATIONS IN5 IN 10 IN 22
2007 110 15 58 91
2008 582 22 54 87
2009 465 33 58 89
Total 1,157 26 56 88

Source: GEF PMIS, through June 30, 2009.

B Generally between the first submission to
its clearance, a PIF spends less time with the
Secretariat than outside of it (table 4.1.4).
The response rates of the Agencies, both in
terms of percentage of PIFs resubmitted and
elapsed time, improve for second and third
resubmissions.

B The median time taken from first submission

to CEO PIF clearance decreased from 84 days
in FY 2008 to 38 days in FY 2009. The propor-
tion of cleared PIFs as a percentage of submis-
sions also increased from FY 2008 to 2009 for
any given time period from submission. This
indicates increasing efficiency of the PIF review
process as implementation of the new project
cycle is worked out.



TABLE 4.1.4 TURNAROUND TIME OF PIF
SUBMISSIONS BY RELEVANT AGENCY

NO. OF WORKDAYS FOR
RESPONSE (% OF TOTAL
PIFS SUBMITTED)

WITH- WITH- WITH-
AGENCY IN5 IN 10 IN 22
UNDP 483 22 53 89
UNEP 232 22 50 81
World 205 33 66 93
Bank
Other 237 32 58 91
Total 1,157 26 56 88

Source: GEF PMIS, through June 30, 2009.

B In 4 percent of PIF reviews, GEF Secretariat
comments made during subsequent rounds
of PIF submission could have potentially been
made earlier. Two other categories of comments
cause friction between the Secretariat and the
Agencies: where a new comment made by the
Secretariat is an elaboration of an old com-
ment (4 percent), and where an old comment is
repeated because no changes have been made
in the relevant section of the resubmitted PIF
(7 percent).

These findings underscore a need for establishing
clear rules for termination of PIFs, for the Secretar-
iat’s improved adherence to the 10-workday busi-
ness standard for responding to PIF submission, and
the introduction of business standards for Agencies
and project proponents in submitting revised PIFs.

Given its network structure, the GEF needs to
maintain operational and financial information
on its projects in a readily usable form for a wide
range of stakeholders. The GEF PMIS is expected
to facilitate the GEF partnership in this regard.

While the currently operational PMIS is an improve-
ment over its earlier versions and fulfils many of its
intended functions, there remain many areas where
further improvements are required to facilitate the
GEF partnership in its operational and knowledge-
sharing functions.

The discussion to create a PMIS first took place at
the December 1999 meeting of the GEF Council.
The Secretariat expressed its intent to streamline
its procedures and improve partner support and
listed the development of data systems that help
track GEF projects and commitments as one of the
proposed measures (GEF 1999). In its May 2000
meeting, the GEF Council approved a special initia-
tive to develop a PMIS, which eventually became
operational in 2001 as a Microsoft Access database
accessible only to users at the GEF Secretariat.

The Second Overall Performance Study (OPS2)
reported that the PMIS was especially weak in
maintaining and providing information on cofinanc-
ing. It recommended that “the GEF Secretariat help
empower operational focal points by providing bet-
ter information services on the status of projects in
the pipeline and under implementation” (Christof-
fersen et al. 2002, p. xi). OPS3 observed that the
PMIS does not capture information systematically
and make it available to GEF partners regularly, and
that the PMIS did not facilitate monitoring of the
GEF portfolio in a reliable manner. It also mentioned
that the Secretariat had not provided sufficient
resources for the database management function
(GEF Office of Monitoring and Evaluation 2005).
The need for significant improvements in the PMIS
was felt by all. In its November 2005 meeting, the
Council reviewed the document “Management
Information System” (GEF 2005b) and endorsed
the Secretariat’s proposal to “establish a reliable
management information system to enable the GEF
and its partners to improve effectiveness across all
areas of GEF business.”

153



After more than three years since its approval by

the Council, the new PMIS became operational in
January 2009. Compared with the earlier system,
the new PMIS provides the following advantages:

B Web-based access to the database. This
makes the database accessible to all the GEF
partners and addresses the weakness observed
in OPS2 that information services provided to
the operational focal points were not adequate.

B Better security features. The new PMIS has
more stringent protocols on data entry and
modification. It “fingerprints” the changes so
that the system may track the person who made
the changes.

B Minimizes errors in recording data. The new
PMIS has some built-in logical constraints to
minimize data entry—related errors and help pro-
gram managers track inconsistencies in project
proposals.

B Better monitoring of progress of project
proposals. The new system facilitates program
managers and other stakeholders in tracking
the progress of project proposals, and alerts the
responsible official on pending actions.

In addition to these advantages, the structure of
the PMIS has been modified to address the evolving
needs of the GEF. For example, it now provides
information relevant to programmatic approach,
the RAF, and the new project cycle.

Despite substantial improvements, the PMIS
remains a work in progress. The level of automa-
tion, which could improve the workflow and reduce
the time taken to enter information, still remains
below the desired level. For example, information
provided in project proposals needs to be reentered
from the proposal documents attached to the email
submissions. This redundancy could be obviated
and errors minimized if the project proponents
could make the relevant entries directly. Further,
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only some of the key letters pertaining to various
actions in the project cycle are generated automati-
cally. The level of automation in the system has not
kept up with the need to enter a greater volume of
information.

Poor quality of information maintained in and
provided by the PMIS has been noted as a concern
in OPS2 and OPS3. In GEF-4, the Secretariat has
undertaken steps to ensure better quality of data.
For example, in June—July 2009, the Secretariat
undertook an exercise to update and enter missing
information on project cycle-related milestones.
As a result, it was able to reduce the percentage
of fields for which the date of the GEF action on
submitted PIFs was missing from 16 percent to less
than 2 percent. On the other hand, the Secretariat
has yet to dedicate the required resources to improve
the quality of data for the period before GEF-3.

In past eight months that the new PMIS has been
operational, many design improvements and addi-
tions have been incorporated, and some of the
earlier “glitches” have been addressed. However,
the pace at which this is occurring is relatively slow.
Although improving the PMIS is a stated commit-
ment of the Secretariat, it has demonstrated a
disinclination to utilize the approved amount for
establishing a reliable management information
system to this end. This disinclination has been
guided by the Secretariat's emphasis on cutting

its management costs. While this has resulted in
significant savings for the GEF, these savings entail
a trade-off — the inability to develop a better PMIS
quickly and the resultant frustration caused in the
GEF partnership.

The present trade-off the Secretariat has made —
on time taken to develop a better PMIS and the
savings that could be made by delaying the devel-
opment — is not optimal. The GEF should prioritize
speedy development of the PMIS to catch up with
its information needs.



THE GEF AS A LEARNING

ORGANIZATION

This chapter looks at how the GEF functions as a knowledge organization. Learning at

various levels (project, Agency, and corporate) is explored. Monitoring and evaluation as

a source of learning is discussed, as is the role of the Science and Technological Advisory
Panel (STAP).

Conclusions

Learning is still not structurally and systematically encouraged. This does not mean there is no
learning: in fact, much good is happening, but more light is possible. The GEF lacks a knowl-
edge management strategy that pulls all the learning efforts together in a planned and orga-
nized manner.

The Evaluation Office is sufficiently independent and its reports are especially valuable for the
Council for deliberations and decision making.

Although the GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Policy clearly defines roles and responsibilities,
monitoring remains unclear to many GEF partners, particularly at the portfolio level.

Monitoring and evaluation communication, information, and knowledge sharing are inad-
equate in the GEF network, and can be improved.

The role of the STAP on project advice is generally appreciated, but the STAP has not fulfilled its
strategic mandate as envisaged. The Council has also not requested the STAP’s advice on critical
technical or scientific issues facing the GEF.

Recommendations

Learning and knowledge management should be encouraged in a more systematic way, build-
ing on the experiences of IW:LEARN, with a special emphasis on cross-agency and cross-country
learning, and consolidated in a corporate strategy.

The GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Policy will need to be updated for GEF-5 and should take
into account the issues raised by the independent peer review and by the review of monitoring
and evaluation issues undertaken by ICF Consulting.

The GEF focal points need to be involved as resource persons and process facilitators in evalua-
tions. They should receive technical and financial support from the GEF Secretariat in setting up
portfolio monitoring.

The STAP should take the initiative in presenting strategic scientific and technological advice to
the GEF Council on critical policy issues.
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n principle, the GEF is well poised to be a

learning organization par excellence. It has a

Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel, and is
supported by efforts in the UN system to better
track and understand global environmental trends
and challenges. It has a fully functional monitoring
and evaluation system, extending from the GEF
Evaluation Office and Secretariat into the coordinat-
ing and evaluation units of the GEF Agencies and
into sufficiently funded monitoring and evaluation
at the project level. To fulfill the GEF’s catalytic
role, many GEF projects aim to be innovative. The
GEF Council discusses monitoring and evaluation
reports and promotes feeding evidence back into
programming.

However, OPS3 stated that there was no systematic,
comprehensive, GEF-wide approach to ensuring
that lessons learned are captured and disseminated
properly throughout the network. In fact, there is
no knowledge management strategy, and devel-
oping such a strategy would encounter serious
challenges:

B Although the GEF Agencies often have a strong
learning capacity within their own portfolios,
there are relatively few efforts to ensure learning
from Agency to Agency (IW:LEARN, within the
international waters focal area, is an exception;
past initiatives, such as the GEF focal area task
forces, have functioned intermittently in the last
few years).

B No explicit strategy, toolbox, or framework for
innovation, demonstration, replication, or scal-
ing up exists in the GEF for all GEF strategies.

B Learning at the Council level does not ensure
that information will be adequately shared at
the level of project identification, preparation,
and management. Efforts to promote learn-
ing equally at all levels of the partnership are
insufficient.
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The development and implementation of GEF
projects vary in their use of lessons from previous
projects, in their use and application of science, and
in their generation of new scientific knowledge as
a public good. OPS4 investigated to what degree
projects and Agencies integrate lessons from previ-
ous projects at the project development and design
stage. During project design, UNEP and the World
Bank frequently incorporate and build on lessons
from previous GEF and non-GEF projects in project
documents. While UNDP gives less attention to the
incorporation of lessons during project design, its
“adaptive management” approach is generally able
to address design weaknesses during implementa-
tion through sound project supervision.

OPS4 also looked into the extent to which projects
build on, and contribute to, current science and
scientific knowledge.! While projects differ with
regard to the need to incorporate science, projects in
which science is relevant tend to more fully incorpo-
rate scientific literature in project design and to more
fully address STAP reviews. Projects by the World
Bank and UNDP tend to conduct original research
more frequently. Some task team leaders also
facilitate the exchange of lessons learned and good
practices through project preparation workshops
and conferences, and other direct exchanges among
country teams on specific topics or types of project.

Experiences from projects are gathered and ana-
lyzed in terminal evaluations. The 2008 Annual
Performance Report (GEF EO 2009b) provides an

1 Investigations about project learning in the GEF relied
on examination of project documents, including STAP
and other reviews and on interviews of selected Agen-
cies and GEF Secretariat representatives. Documents
of 20 projects for each major agency (the World Bank,
UNDP, and UNEP) were examined in the following
areas: building on GEF projects, building on non-GEF
projects, STAP reviews, incorporating the scientific
literature, and conduct of original scientific research.



overview of the quality of terminal evaluations
since the Evaluation Office started assessing this in
FY 2004. The quality of terminal evaluations, fur-
ther promoted through the adoption of minimum
standards in the 2006 GEF Monitoring and Evalua-
tion Policy, has increased from an initial 69 percent
to an average of 89 percent moderately satisfactory
or above in the GEF-4 period.

Project experiences will only lead to more systematic
learning if they have been adequately tracked, moni-
tored, and evaluated. Quality at entry of monitoring
and evaluation in projects is generally high, with

76 percent of projects rated moderately satisfactory
or above. During implementation, generally high lev-
els of satisfactory performance are maintained. How-
ever, many projects still need to assemble baseline
data in the first year of implementation. Only 18 per-
cent of projects have a full baseline established at
the time of final approval. While quality of monitor-
ing at entry has improved in general, the percentage
of projects that start with an established baseline has
remained at the same level over the GEF-4 period.
Terminal evaluations increasingly provide informa-
tion on project performance and factors that have
affected performance and could be used as a basis
for drawing lessons at the portfolio level. The Evalu-
ation Office has started doing this by looking into
the factors driving underperforming projects. But
terminal evaluations remain, in general, underutilized
by GEF stakeholders to identify lessons. The analy-
sis of terminal evaluations could provide valuable
information in identifying what works or does not
work for innovation, demonstration, replication, or
scaling up — all of which are concerns central to the
GEF, but for which there is very little guidance in the
partnership.

In the past, the annual monitoring process of the
focal area task forces (whose members include GEF

Secretariat staff and staff from the Agencies) was
a joint effort in which these stakeholders came
together to distill and exchange lessons from the
projects and feed these into the new focal area
strategies and the design and supervision of proj-
ects. During GEF-4, however, with the lessening of
the focal area task forces’ prominence within the
GEF, the attention of inter-Agency interactions has
shifted to other topics. Nevertheless, the Secretariat
still receives synthesized feedback from the Agen-
cies for this purpose.

Efforts have been made to carry out structured
identification and collection of lessons in the
biodiversity, land degradation, and international
waters focal areas. In the biodiversity focal area,
the BIO:LEARN initiative never really took off the
ground. Its proponents considered that a system
meeting the needs would be prohibitively expen-
sive. The land degradation initiative is more recent,
and its knowledge management component has
not yet reached the implementation stage.

The international waters focal area stands out

for its achievements and lessons. It has worked

to develop a directed learning approach through
the IW:LEARN effort. With 10 years of experience
behind it, IW:LEARN, now entering its fourth phase,
has experimented with various approaches and
tools, including a Biennial International Waters Con-
ference, specialized thematic workshops, learning
visits, learning notes, and different kinds of Web-
based learning and exchanges. A logical sequence
can be seen, as the IW:LEARN effort started with a
concept pilot and Web site development; expanded
and refined its Web-based knowledge exchange
tools; and is continuing to provide information
management services in subsequent projects while
emphasizing training and demonstrations on
“new"” challenges (air-water nexus, then aquifer
recharge) and in specific regions (Asia-Pacific, then
the Mediterranean). There is a distinctly “new age”
virtual style to the IW:LEARN effort, with earnest
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attempts at Internet-based community building.
Significant hurdles remain in developing countries
for this approach, especially in those without wide-
spread high-speed Internet access.

The primary utility of IW:LEARN is as a repository
for information for persons involved in international
waters projects, via the Web-based International
Waters Resource Center. It is the place to go to

get background on projects, to obtain formats and
templates, and to learn about upcoming GEF inter-
national waters events. It supports project teams
looking for practical project management informa-
tion such as Web site design toolkits, transboundary
diagnostic analysis/strategic action program guid-
ance, and the latest project document templates.
There may have been some resulting benefit in terms
of better coordination among projects in the same
regions, and of the same type, across the Agencies,
especially UNDP, UNEP, and the World Bank; further
review would be needed to substantiate this. In
general, the IW:LEARN effort constitutes a very use-
ful information exchange program. There are many
lessons for the GEF to be drawn from the decade of
achievements and growing pains of IW:LEARN.

While learning at the corporate level does take
place, it often occurs on an ad hoc basis and with-
out a formalized mechanism to ensure that specific,
thought-out objectives are fulfilled. A workshop
was held in early 2006 aimed at addressing learning
at the corporate level in the GEF and drawing a
roadmap or strategy for knowledge management
and learning. However, this initiative was discon-
tinued. For GEF-5, the GEF Secretariat is proposing
new corporate learning initiatives that draw on

the achievements and lessons of the international
waters focal area and build on existing learning
activities within projects, Agencies, and other focal
areas. These initiatives include a proposal to create
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a GEF Learn, the inclusion of results-based learn-
ing objectives in the upcoming GEF-5 focal area
strategies, and new monitoring review missions
with learning products as an output from each
mission. Missing, however, is a strategy that pulls all
the efforts together in a planned and strategically
anchored manner.

Learning at the corporate level takes place when
Agencies and the GEF Secretariat adopt Council
decisions stemming from recommendations and/
or feedback provided by evaluations. The man-
agement action record (MAR) maintained by the
Evaluation Office indicates that, in most cases, the
Agencies and the GEF Secretariat have addressed
issues raised by evaluations in a reasonably timely
manner. Since its inception in June 2006, the MAR
has tracked 59 Council decisions stemming from 16
evaluations, of which the Office could not provide
ratings for 6 decisions, because of insufficient
information. Of the 53 Council decisions for which
progress was reported, 40 (68 percent) were rated
as having achieved high (19) or substantial prog-
ress (21). Only 13 decisions were rated as having
achieved medium progress; none were rated as
having achieved negligible progress.

Adoption of Council decisions varies depending

on the type of decision. Some Council decisions
are straightforward and require simple and specific
actions. Others require substantial changes in
strategies and processes, and therefore take longer
to be fully adopted and integrated into the GEF
system. Examples of quick institutional learning
during GEF-4 include the improvement of terminal
evaluations in UNDP and UNEP and the improve-
ment of quality of supervision in UNEP.

Learning in the GEF partnership is also fostered
by the GEF National Dialogue Initiative (NDI), a



corporate global program implemented by UNDP
on behalf of the GEF Secretariat, the 10 GEF
Agencies, and the GEF NGO (Nongovernmental
Organization) Network. Governed by an Inter-
Agency Steering Committee chaired by the GEF
CEO and composed of representatives from all

GEF Agencies, the NDI has been part of the GEF's
efforts to engage national stakeholders and foster
dialogue and participation on global environmental
issues. The NDI follows and builds upon an earlier
program, the GEF Country Dialogue Workshops
(1999-2003), which were designed to strengthen
country coordination and capacity and to promote
country ownership and awareness. The effort aimed
to inform national stakeholders about the GEF —
its mission, strategy, policies and procedures — and
provide practical information on how to propose,
prepare, and implement GEF-financed activities.
Beyond these objectives, the NDI also looks to
share lessons learned from project implementation,
achieve greater mainstreaming of GEF activities into
national planning frameworks, and foster coordina-
tion and synergies among the GEF focal areas and
convention issues at the national level.

The NDI has recently been evaluated, and the final
report, which has been peer reviewed by the inde-
pendent evaluation offices of the GEF and UNDP,
will soon be submitted to the NDI Inter-Agency
Steering Committee. The evaluation concludes that
the NDI is highly relevant in the context of the GEF
as the financial instrument to support the imple-
mentation of multilateral environmental agree-
ments addressing global environmental issues, and
recommends that it be continued. The NDI is effi-
ciently managed by a small program management
team based at UNDP-New York, which coordinates
the Initiative jointly with the Country Support
Program for GEF focal points and takes advantage
of the large UNDP country offices network. Based
on requests from GEF recipient countries, national
dialogues are efficiently organized and delivered in
GEF recipient countries.

While the evaluation concludes that the NDI has
contributed to the promotion of GEF strategic
priorities, policies, and procedures, it also acknowl-
edges the difficulties linked with assessing the
impact of such initiatives, especially when it comes
to measuring national efforts in mainstreaming GEF
activities into national frameworks. In this sense,
the recommendation formulated in the NDI evalua-
tion on the need to identify indicators to track NDI
event follow-up activities is appropriate.

The evaluation function in the GEF — particularly
the role of the Evaluation Office — has been the
subject of a peer review. The peer review report
was presented to the GEF Council in June 2009,
and the conclusions of this review and its recom-
mendations will, at the request of the Council, be
incorporated in the review of the GEF Monitoring
and Evaluation Policy for GEF-5.2

Additionally, an independent review was under-
taken to broaden the basis of findings of the peer
review and look beyond the functioning of the
Evaluation Office into other domains of the GEF
Monitoring and Evaluation Policy, such as monitor-
ing, and partners in monitoring and evaluation. This
review was undertaken by ICF Consulting.?

Both the peer review and ICF Consulting conclude
that the evaluation function in the GEF is suf-
ficiently independent and that evaluation reports

2 The conclusions of the peer review and the Office’s
response are in appendix D; the full report, “Peer
Review: the Evaluation Function of the GEF” (Techni-
cal Document #6), is available on the GEF Evalua-
tion Office Web site (www.gefeo.org) and the OPS4
CD-ROM.

3 The full report, “Independent Monitoring and Evalua-
tion Review" (Technical Document #7), is available on
the GEF Evaluation Office Web site (www.gefeo.org)
and the OPS4 CD-ROM.
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are useful for deliberations and decision making

in the Council. On other levels, gains could be
made through more interaction with stakeholders,
which would result in more involvement of the GEF
partners in designing Evaluation Office evaluations
as well as in choosing what to evaluate. Evalua-
tion practices in the Office are consistent with best
international practices, and the evaluations are
mainly perceived as useful for strategic issues in the
GEF. These issues will be taken into consideration
in the proposed revision of the GEF Monitoring and
Evaluation Policy.

On monitoring issues, ICF Consulting concludes
that, while the GEF Monitoring and Evaluation
Policy clearly describes roles and responsibilities for
monitoring, these are still unclear for many GEF
partners, in particular at the portfolio level. As a
consequence, frustrations have emerged about
the extent and type of data the Agencies must
report to the GEF Secretariat, as well as misun-
derstandings about the role of the GEF Secretariat
in monitoring individual projects. As a matter of
fact, the Secretariat does not monitor individual
projects, but needs project data from the Agencies
to provide portfolio results at either the focal area
or corporate level.

ICF Consulting further concludes that communica-
tion, information flow, knowledge sharing, and a
sense of community of practice as it relates to mon-
itoring and evaluation are inadequate in the GEF
network. A stronger linkage between monitoring
and evaluation work could improve generation and
dissemination of lessons. Reported data manage-
ment and information flow deficiencies may partly
be attributed to the relatively recent transition of
portfolio-level monitoring to the GEF Secretariat
(GEF EO 2006b), combined with its extensive staff-
ing changes in the Secretariat over the past few
years. A further explanation may be that monitor-
ing has not yet sufficiently been tackled in a consul-
tative way, as is the case with evaluation.
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A last point on monitoring and evaluation is the
fact that although the Council asked the GEF
Agencies to ensure that the GEF focal points are
aware of monitoring and evaluation efforts on their
projects, this is still not standard practice. This fact
emerged in previous country portfolio evaluations,
and has been reiterated by the GEF focal points
consulted by survey and in subregional meetings.
Several focal points called for increased technical
and financial support in portfolio monitoring in
their country.

The STAP is mandated to provide strategic, scien-
tific, and technical advice throughout the entire GEF
partnership, including to the Council on its strategy
and programs. The panel consists of six members
who are internationally recognized experts in the
GEF’s focal areas of work. UNEP provides the STAP's
secretariat and operates as the liaison between the
GEF and the STAP.

OPS3 and the Joint Evaluation of the GEF Activ-

ity Cycle and Modalities identified a number of
improvements needed to the fundamental design
and functioning of the STAP. These led to proposals
from the STAP and UNEP, which were approved by
the Council in June 2007 and resulted in a complete
reconstitution of a smaller panel and an enlarged
STAP Secretariat. In parallel with the implementa-
tion of these reforms, a new GEF project cycle was
also approved, resulting in significant changes to the
modality of the STAP’s advisory work.

Overall, several major changes were implemented
simultaneously, with a potentially major impact on
the GEF's access to scientific and technical advice.
As a result of these reforms, the STAP’s advisory role
in the project cycle is now appreciated by many;

its involvement in operational issues is appreci-

ated as well. Recently, the STAP began providing



strategic advice to the GEF Council through the
GEF Secretariat-convened technical advisory groups,
as in the case of the advice provided on strategy
development for GEF-5 and for the new resource
allocation system to be adopted in GEF-5, or the
scientific and technical advice provided on indica-
tors and monitoring. The STAP also collaborated
with the Evaluation Office on quasi-experimental
impact evaluations.

However, the STAP's role in strategic advice is still
underutilized. The Council does not request STAP
advice on specific strategic issues, and the STAP
has not been forthcoming in providing unsolicited
higher level and synthetic advice to the Council. In
fact, the STAP itself acknowledges that it has rarely
taken opportunities to present challenging ideas
to the Council directly in plenary session. It has
recently tried to redress this by introducing a work-
ing document for decision by the Council.

Council members interviewed for the OPS4 gov-
ernance study acknowledged that the STAP has
played a satisfactory role in individual projects, but
believe that the desired strategic guiding role to the
Council on contemporary issues and challenges of

the global environment and how to address them is
lacking. They also think that the STAP has not given
sufficient guidance on cross-focal area issues in an
integrated manner. Overall, both the STAP and the
Council seem to agree that a much better articu-
lation of the STAP's role as provider of strategic
scientific advice to the Council on GEF policies and
strategies is needed.

The STAP's composition remains, in principle, on a
focal area basis, even though both the STAP and
the GEF are moving in the direction of multifocal
area and synthetic/crosscutting issues. The ques-
tion is whether STAP members should continue

to be selected based on their technical expertise
in a given GEF focal area or rather on their ability
to “cross the bridge” between science and policy/
strategy, especially when the STAP itself highlights
the need for building linkages across the focal areas
and taking a more integrated approach. In this
respect, it might be useful to look at the experi-
ence of the former Technical Advisory Committee
— now the Science Panel — of the Consultative
Group for International Agricultural Research
(CGIAR), which has exerted a great deal of influ-
ence on CGIAR strategies, policies, and decisions.
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RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

This chapter looks at the management of the GEF Trust Fund, the role of the GEF Trustee,
the fiduciary standards currently being applied in the GEF, and the GEF fee system, and
makes an initial effort at comparing the costs of the GEF to those of similar entities.

Conclusions

B In uncertain financial times, the GEF Trust Fund has higher exchange rate risks than are cur-
rently taken into account. Recipient countries are also facing exchange rate risks. Some GEF
Agencies offer countries limited support in this regard; others do not. There is currently no
uniform practice throughout the GEF.

B The current system of setting aside funds in the Trust Fund for the full amount a project is
projected to cost at the PIF stage is unnecessarily fiscally conservative: it means that a large
amount of money is set aside which will not be used in the immediate future. Most project
proposals will take 22 months from approved PIF to CEO endorsement; some will not lead to a
fundable proposal.

B In general, the Trustee manages the GEF Trust Fund well; on some aspects — such as exchange
rate risk management, management of resources, and clarity of information — improvements
can be made. The Trustee presented options for exchange risk management to the second
meeting of the fifth replenishment and has since developed an approach to this issue.

B On the replenishment process and fundraising, de facto joint responsibility is taken by the
Trustee and the CEO.

B The fiduciary standards in the GEF include areas that are not generally considered to be fidu-
ciary (project appraisal and evaluation) and are overly prescriptive (audit).

B The fee system of the GEF (10 percent per project) is in some cases not fair to Agencies, and on
some categories of projects is unnecessarily expensive for the GEF.

B In comparison to other facilities and funds, the GEF does not appear to be more costly. Some
entities have introduced cost/efficiency ratios, which they plan to follow over time. There is
not yet a best international practice established.

Recommendations

B Approved PIFs should not be reserved only against available funds in the GEF Trust Fund, but
should be reserved against funds that are expected to be paid into the Trust Fund in future
years, according to the payment schedules agreed on with donors. A formula would need to
take into account currency risks and the risks of deferred and delayed payments.

B The GEF Instrument should recognize and reflect the role of the CEO and the Secretariat in the
GEF replenishment process.
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B Fiduciary standards should be separated into fiduciary and management standards; these
should provide less detail on practices to be followed and be more specific regarding results to

be achieved.

B The GEF fee system should be changed into a rules-based system grounded on the principle
of fees for services, including nonproject services for support of program development, and

allocating higher fees to smaller projects and lower fees to larger commitments. The system
should be linked to additional expenditures needed for specific types of projects, groups of
recipient countries, national governments, and support for the GEF focal points.

B The GEF should begin to develop a measurement system for its costs and encourage develop-

ment of an international minimum standard.

OPS4 is the first overall performance study to look
at the management of the GEF Trust Fund and the
role of the GEF Trustee. Consequently, there is no
evaluative baseline or evaluative data to refer to
for comparison with the current situation. This first
exploration of the management of the Trust Fund
and the role of the Trustee is therefore, to some
extent, of an exploratory nature.

Management of the GEF Trust Fund has become
more difficult as a result of the international finan-
cial crisis, which has increased the currency risks
the GEF is facing. The recent volatility in currency
markets, a relative strengthening of the U.S. dol-
lar, and — more recently — a return to a decline
has precipitated greater concern for the foreign
exchange rate risks to which the GEF is exposed.
During GEF-4, donor receivables appreciated by
some 10 percent in U.S. dollars ($240 million) in the
period August 2006 to mid-2008, decreased up to
early 2009, and have been increasing again since
that time. In GEF-4, some 62 percent of pledges
are in currencies other than U.S. dollars. Of these,
some are settled in annual cash installments over
the four years of the replenishment cycle, but 76

percent of non-U.S.-dollar pledges to GEF-4 have
been met through the deposit of promissory notes.
The percentage of resources subject to currency risk
steadily declines as cash is received.

In the Trust Fund, a reserve has been set at

$45 million to guard against risks on committed
GEF resources for projects. This represents about

1 percent of total current commitments. It could
be further expanded to guard against all currency
risk, offsetting volatility in foreign exchange rates.
All funds set aside in this way are of course not
available for disbursement. At the moment, the
reserve is not clearly separated from the GEF's total
resources available for grants and is not identified
in the replenishment. In this, the GEF differs from
the International Development Association, where
the level of the reserve is clear in the replenishment
statement. It should be noted that the percentage
of total contributions to GEF-4 subject to currency
risk in the current payment schedules will remain
considerable in the coming years: 36 percent in
2010, 26 percent in 2011, 19 percent in 2012, and
gradually going down to 1 in 2016.

At the second meeting of the fifth replenishment,
participants agreed to the Trustee’s proposal for
foreign exchange risk management. The options
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presented by the Trustee included disbursement in
other currencies, but this option was not adopted.
Many projects may not complete implementation
until eight or nine years after they were designed.
Except for the current volatile period, the purchas-
ing power of the U.S. dollar in the international
markets has consistently declined. World Bank—
operated projects include a budget line for currency
variance, but this does not seem to be the case
with the other GEF Agencies.

The Council has decided that prudent manage-
ment requires that the GEF should not agree for
projects to be developed from PIFs for more funds
than are currently on deposit. This is not a require-
ment of the Trustee, but of the Council. The Trustee
requires that there be sufficient funds to cover
CEO-endorsed projects, which constitute a legal
obligation. The Council decided to hold funds in
reserve for PIFs because of the problems in the pre-
vious activity cycle, where project proposals were
actively encouraged for which no funding would be
available in future years. In that cycle, the pipeline
of project proposals was not managed for funding
availability. As a result, many project proposals had
to wait a number of years before the Trust Fund
had sufficient resources to enable the Council to
fund them. The Joint Evaluation of the GEF Activity
Cycle and Modalities led to a recommendation to
reform the activity cycle to a few key GEF decision
points. As a result, the PIF was introduced, which
was supposed to enable a decision on eligibility for
GEF funding. The availability of sufficient funds in
the GEF Trust Fund became a part of this when the
Trustee was asked to hold funds in reserve for the
amount identified in the approved PIF.

Consequently, when no uncommitted and unre-
served funds are available in the GEF Trust Fund,
the PIF process must stop; this happened in the
summer of 2009. It seems a harsh measure for
a process that still takes about 22 months from
approved PIF to CEO endorsement. Over that
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period of time, a certain amount of resources are
expected in the Trust Fund through the agreed-
upon schedules of payments. Reservations for PIFs
— which, after all, are not yet legal obligations

— could, to some extent, be made on payments
to be received which are not yet in the fund, but
are somewhat certain. Because not all payments
will eventually materialize, arrears are a reality and
have, over time, amounted to 18 percent of the
replenishment; also, currency exchange risks pose
a challenge. Nonetheless, in principle, a proposal
could be developed to shift the burden of the
preparatory process toward funds to be received.
Keeping available funds reserved in the Trust Fund
for PIFs that yet need to be developed means that
there is a lot of money in the Trust Fund that is not
active; it is not used to provide a guarantee for
implementation funding, but kept in waiting for
that moment to arrive.

Changing the way that PIFs block funds in the Trust
Fund should be decided by the Council. However,
the Trustee can and should develop proposals to
address this issue in a financially sound way. The
Trustee is also preparing proposals for the replenish-
ment process that address the following:

B Separating currency risks from other risks

B Providing more information and clarity on uncer-
tain commitments, such as arrears

B Providing strong recommendations to donors to
commit in U.S. dollars (although some are con-
strained by legislation from doing so), as France
and Germany have done in GEF-4

B Adjusting payments through promissory notes
to denominations in U.S. dollars

The Trust Fund accounts have undergone several
processes to reconcile them with the various GEF
partners. A difficulty that the Trustee faces is that
the GEF Agencies have their own accounting
systems and different financial years, as well as



different auditing arrangements. In recent years the
Trustee has gone through a long and difficult pro-
cess of mapping the financial processes in the GEF
and incorporating them in the management of the
GEF Trust Fund. Since financial systems are to some
extent dynamic and will undergo software and
process changes, and management systems will
change over time to adapt to new circumstances or
incorporate new best practices, this process of rec-
onciliation needs to become a permanent fixture.

There is a high degree of donor satisfaction with
the performance of the Trustee, and donor confi-
dence in the GEF is partially dependent upon the
Trustee preserving its role.

In one respect, the GEF Instrument does not reflect
the current relationships between the Trustee

and the GEF CEO in replenishment and resource
mobilization. De facto, joint responsibility is taken
for the actual replenishment process, and resource
mobilization has become a joint responsibility of the
Trustee and the GEF CEO.

Currently, the GEF does not have a full overview of
the way in which resources are managed through-
out the partnership. Each partner has its own
procedures, staff, internal rules and regulations,
and way of doing business. This is not necessarily

a weakness. The GEF forms a partnership in which
it is recognized that the respective roles of national
governments, the GEF Agencies, the GEF Secre-
tariat, and the GEF trustee should capitalize on their
respective strengths. With the development of the
GEF, including the assertion of countries’ central
responsibility for national programs, expansion of
the number of Agencies with direct access to GEF
funding, and greater initiative by the GEF Secre-
tariat, roles have been shifting. Whether these roles
are now most efficiently managed is the question

to be investigated. While two-thirds of government
respondents to the stakeholder survey question-
naire believed the GEF was efficient in managing
resources, only one-third of Agency or Secretariat
respondents shared this view.

The GEF Secretariat and the GEF Evaluation
Office are two core units in the GEF which are
administratively hosted by the World Bank. This
means that on many issues, they follow World Bank
procedures, rules and regulations, and business
practices. The services they require and receive from
the various World Bank departments are laid down
in memorandums of understanding that the CEO
signs on behalf of both units. The administrative
costs of both units form part of the administrative
budget of the GEF, and their budgets are discussed
annually in the Council.

The services provided by the World Bank to the
Secretariat and the Evaluation Office range from
legal and human resources to administrative and
information technology support. The evidence

from the UN agencies in Rome — the Food and
Agriculture Organization (FAO), the International
Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD), and the
World Food Programme — and elsewhere is that
separate establishment or contracting out of such
services proves more costly than sharing. Thus, the
Geneva-based UN agencies have developed some
common services. The GEF is also seen as a more
attractive employer because its staff are World Bank
employees, with all the safeguards and opportuni-
ties this entails. The arrangement with the Bank
also frees the GEF from having to establish the
reserves it would need as a stand-alone employer,
saves it investment costs for areas such as informa-
tion technology systems, and provides it with World
Bank—contracted prices for travel.

There is a natural and gradual push toward more
independence and a better recognition in the
parent institution of the needs of the “child.”
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This happened to the Global Fund to Fight AIDS,
Tuberculosis and Malaria, which, as a result,
became independent from the UN, except for its
treasury function. The World Bank has, in the past,
shown itself to be flexible in adapting its level of
involvement in institutional relationships such as
with the CGIAR and the Global Fund, but tensions
still emerge both on matters of substance and on
adaptation of procedures.

With 50 professional staff members, the GEF
Secretariat is organizationally split into the Office
of the CEO (5 professionals plus the CEO); External
Affairs, which deals with communications, country
relations, etc. (8 professionals); and Operations
and Business Strategy (11 professionals). These
latter two units provide GEF governance, develop
operational policies and overall strategy, and handle
general operational matters. Two focal area units
cover Natural Resources (13 professionals) and
Climate and Chemicals (12 professionals).

The Evaluation Office currently has 10 professional
staff. The peer review noted that as far as budget
and staffing is concerned, the Office functions

at a comparable level as similar offices in other
international organizations. Its budget is presented
separately to the Council, but it is considered to be
part of the core administrative budget of the GEF.

The World Bank’s technical capacity on the envi-
ronment is located within the Sustainable Develop-
ment Department, which also includes important
environmental interfaces such as energy, agriculture
and rural development, transport, and water. Advi-
sors are also located in the seven regional depart-
ments, and there are officers based in some of the
country offices, often covering more than one coun-
try. There are no GEF dedicated staff, and GEF work
is integrated with other World Bank work on the
environment and sectors such as energy and forms
part of the portfolio of cooperation at the individual
country level. The coordination function is assigned
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at the director level in the Environment unit, together
with management of the budget derived from GEF
fees. Cost recording is at the individual project level
for staff time, etc., against the GEF fee income, and
staff are employed on normal Bank terms.

In the GEF Coordination unit, in addition to the
executive coordinator (about half-time on GEF
matters), five persons work part time on GEF issues
(a senior operations officer, an operations officer,
an assistant, an operations analyst, and a resource
management officer). The seven regional coordina-
tors split their time on GEF and other Bank-related
activities, depending on their portfolio; time
covered for the GEF may range from 20 to about
38 staff weeks in a year. The thematic specialists
(currently five) cover about 5 to 10 staff weeks
yearly for GEF corporate activities. In line with
World Bank policies, no staff members work for a
project or are covered by project budget lines.

The World Bank applies its own procedures for the
preparation and implementation of GEF projects
following GEF approval of the PIF. For those projects
where GEF funding is integrated with other World
Bank funding, reporting is also integrated. National
authorities implement the projects, charging project
operations, consultancies, contracts, etc., to the
projects in the normal way. This results in savings
for both the countries and the World Bank in trans-
action costs and duplication of procedures.

The Trustee follows Bank rules and procedures,
and consequently also has no GEF-dedicated staff,
although some professionals in the Multilateral
Trusteeship and Innovative Financing Department
de facto spend most of their time on the GEF. The
administrative budget of the Trustee is based on full
cost recovery of actual costs and expenses based on
the time and expenses of Trustee staff. It is part of
the core administrative budget of the GEF, but is of
a different nature than the budgets for the Secre-
tariat, the Evaluation Office, and the STAP.



UNDP’s GEF Coordination unit is currently the larg-
est of four divisions in the Environment and Energy
Group, which is located in the Bureau of Develop-
ment Policy. Both the Environment and Energy
Group and the GEF team are headed by D2-level
staff. The GEF team is divided both by region and
by specialization, with GEF team technical staff
having postgraduate degrees in environmental
subjects. The regional teams are located in the
UNDP regional service centers for each of UNDP’s
five regions. Within each regional team are one or
more technical advisors covering each of the GEF
focal areas. One of the senior technical special-

ists in each region is designated as regional team
leader. Regional technical advisors report directly to
a global principal technical advisor (one per focal
area). Thus, as well as being divided into regional
teams, the UNDP/GEF team is matrixed into focal
area teams with regional technical advisors from
the same focal area supporting each other across
the regions. Every UNDP country office has, at a
minimum, one environment focal point who is usu-
ally a specialist in some environmental field.

Globally, UNDP has more than 8,000 staff mem-
bers. It is estimated that more than 20 percent

of these spend some or all of their time on GEF
work. In a country office with a large environment
portfolio, there may be up to 30 full- and part-
time staff in the environment team — generally
national, but also sometimes including international
staff. Most staff assigned to the GEF team serve on
annual renewable contracts, though a few are on
temporary contracts. On rare occasions, UNDP may
use the United Nations Operations Programme to
contract GEF team staff.

UNDP does not have a project-level cost recording
system for the GEF; fees and costs are allocated pro
rata against that income. Currently, the formula

for fee distribution is 30 percent to the country
office; 40 percent to the regional team; 10 percent
to the UNDP/GEF central unit; and 20 percent to

UNDP central services for the provision of legal and
human resources, and other administrative and
logistical support. In line with UNDP’s cost recovery
policy, the costs of staff time are met from the GEF
fee budget, although the extent to which the costs
of any individual staff member are charged to the
GEF fee depends on the percentage of his or her
time allocated to GEF work, with some members
100 percent dedicated to the GEF and others less
so (e.g., administrative or financial staff in a country
office may spend only 5 percent of their time on
GEF work).

GEF-funded projects follow standard UNDP
procedures, to which additional GEF-specific
requirements, such as project-level rather than
program-level evaluations, are added. Beyond

the usual implementation and oversight support

to projects by UNDP country offices, additional
technical support and GEF-specific oversight/super-
vision of projects — particularly during the project
development stage — is supplied by the regional
technical advisors. Project implementation or execu-
tion, including all contracting and procurement, is
normally carried out by the national government,
supported by the UNDP country office. The United
Nations Operations Programme is used for project
implementation/execution in the case of regional
projects and for countries where national execution
is not possible.

UNEP maintains a separate Division of GEF Coor-
dination, headed at the D2 level, funded from

the GEF fees. This division prepares projects and
exercises technical and financial project oversight,
ensuring compliance with GEF minimum fiduciary
and monitoring and evaluation standards. It pro-
vides strategic, policy, and operational inputs to the
GEF and also hosts the STAP. The division has a total
of 38 professional and 18 support staff, all charged
against the GEF fees and organized into focal area
teams (biodiversity, biosafety, and land degrada-
tion; climate change mitigation and adaptation;
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international waters; and chemicals) and a finance
team. A quarter of the staff are posted outside of
Nairobi, primarily in UNEP regional offices. UNEP
does not have an individual project cost recording
system for application of fees and allocates fees
based on a 40/60 percentage split between prepa-
ration and implementation at the portfolio level; it
is moving toward a focal area cost center approach.

In order to prevent conflict of interest between
UNEP’s role as a GEF Implementing Agency and
direct project operational (execution) functions,
there is a financial, legal, and accountability firewall
between the UNEP GEF Coordination Division and
the rest of UNEP. The substantive technical divi-

sions house substantial environmental expertise and
provide technical and execution services to selected
GEF projects, which are charged against the project
budgets (project operations, consultancies, contracts,
etc.). About 25 percent of UNEP’s GEF projects are
executed (contracted) by UNEP divisions and collabo-
rating centers, while the remainder are executed by/
contracted to external specialized technical partners
or national governments (about 30 percent of the
portfolio is directly executed by governments).

As an organization, UNEP employs some 500
professional staff, of which one-third are located in
Nairobi. UNEP maintains five regional offices and
four liaison offices in developing regions but does
not have a presence in most developing countries.
UNEP's strength lies in its technical expertise and its
role as the central point for discussion and global
governance of global policy and strategy for the
environment and its coordination role vis-a-vis the

environmental conventions.

The STAP is part of UNEP and thus follows UNEP
practices. It currently has four professionals in its
Secretariat, whereas the STAP chair and members
are on temporary contracts. The STAP budget is
transparent and is part of the core administrative
budget of the GEF.
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The regional development banks operate in
many ways similarly to the World Bank and,