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The GEF Council reviewed the 2000 Project Performance Report (GEF/C.17/8) and supports
the conclusions of the review. The Council stressed in particular that the GEF should identify and
monitor more systematicaly the risks to project success. The Council aso underlined the importance of|
promoting demonstration and replication effect of GEF projects.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1 This GEF Project Performance Report presents the results of the 2000 GEF Project
Implementation Review (PIR). Thisis essentidly a monitoring process based upon reporting by the
GEF Implementing Agencies. The report dso draws upon additiona information and insghts about the
performance of GEF s programs from evauations and other studies. This broader focus provides
indghts into important cross-cutting issues and lessons identified from implementation experience.

2. Following guiddines developed by the GEF Senior Monitoring and Evauation Coordinator,
each agency prepared an analysis of its GEF portfolio, an overview emphasizing key trends and lessons
to date, and individua reports on dl full and medium-sized projects that had been in implementation for
at least ayear as of June 30, 2000. The agencies rated each project on two accounts. implementation
progress and the likelihood that the project’ s globd environmenta objectives would be achieved. This
report has been compiled by the GEF Monitoring and Evauation Team.

3. As of June 30, 2000, atota of 753 projects, including full and medium-sized projects aswell as
enabling activities, had been alocated funding in gpproved GEF work programs. Thetotal funding for
these projects was US$2,947 million. By vaue, 40 percent were biologicd diversity projects and 37
percent in the climate change focd area. The internationa waters foca area stood for 13 percent, while
projects to phase out 0zone-depl eting substances and multiple focal area projects each had five percent
of thetotd value.

4, During FY 2000, 40 full projects, 48 medium-szed projects and 35 enabling activities with total
GEF funding of US$485.1 million were approved by the GEF Council. Cumulative disbursements for
the entire GEF portfolio increased during the FY 2000 to US$1,024 million, up from US$805 millionin
the year before. In 2000, the time between work program dlocation, find agency approva
(commitment) and the beginning of project implementation increased for GEF projects implemented by
the World Bank, while that for UNDP decreased.

5. The 2000 PIR, which does not cover enabling activities under expedited procedures, includes
171 projects that have been in implementation for at least one year as of June 30, 2000. This
represents an increase from 135 projectsin 1999 and 119 in the year before. 1t is apparent thet asthe
GEF portfolio matures, more projects enter into the PIR.  Almaost one-fourth and one-fifth of the
projects covered by the PIR are in Africaand Asa, respectively.

6. A totd of 42 projects (25 percent) were rated by the Implementing Agencies as highly
satisfactory. Percentage-wise, thisis down from 29 percent in 1999. By foca area, the percentages of
projects with highly satisfactory ratings vary from 8 percent in ozone to 29 percent in biodivergty. Only
15 projects (9 percent) were rated as unsatisfactory on implementation progress, prospects for
achieving globa environmental objectives, or both. Out of the 15 projects rated as unsatisfactory, 7
werein Africa, 5in Asa, and 2 in Lain America and the Caribbean. Onewas agloba project. The
andysis suggests that in some cases the ratings may be overly optimigtic. Thereisaneed to agreeon
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more clear and detailed criteriathat will reduce subjectivity and will make PIR reviews more
comparable between the Implementing Agencies.

7. Generd lessons emerging from the review of the foca areasinclude the following. In
biodiversity, there is evidence that projects are now reporting improvements in some aspects of project
implementation that had been reported as problemsin previous PPRs. It is reported that the issue of
stakeholder involvement in project design and implementation is still crucid for project success. Some
projects are successtully linking biodiversity conservation and sustainable use with improvementsin the
wel-being of stakeholders. GEF projects have dso played amagor role in attracting co-financing from
other sources during project preparation and implementation. In particular UNEP has worked with
GEF to develop new technica guideines and methodologies both at the internationa and nationd levels
to assst countries in developing nationd Strategies and frameworks for biosafety and other topics. New
projects are including activities to enhance loca capacity for project implementation in the early phases
in an effort to ensure that participants have the skills and will be in an environment where they are able
to carry out the needed tasks.

8. In the climate change focd area, the portfolio contains severd projects that have been
ingrumenta in bringing about important policy reformsin countries to promote renewable energy
development. Effortsto strengthen ingtitutions and raise avareness continue to provide the basis for
further promotion of project approaches and concepts. In severa cases, projects have encouraged
private sector entrants into the market. 1n order to ensure that this cataytic role is not undermined, it is
important that during implementation projects be dynamicaly managed, fine-tuning activities to respond
to achanging contextud environment. Capacity building is a central theme in GEF climate change
activities. Projectstarget awide range of capacity building to public agencies, private sector firms,
financiers, consumers, community organizations and NGOs.

0. As emphadsin theinternationa waters foca areaisincreasngly placed on implementing the
drategic action programs, there is a need to think in broader terms about how GEF can play a cataytic
role in demonstrating gpproaches that can lead to replication. It gppears clear that replication cannot be
achieved only by disseminating a successful technicd gpproach. There are examplesin the GEF
portfolio of how demondtration projects or projects with demonstration components have ingtigated
replication of successful gpproachesto, e.g., biologica pest control, and management of land
degradation and sedimentation.

10.  Although the implementation of projectsincluded in the GEF ozone portfolio has been
progressing dower than originaly expected, the portfolio is maturing rapidly. All GEF supported
activities are expected to be completed within the next two years in accordance with revised ODS
phase-out schedules and milestones accepted by the Montreal Protocol parties.

11. During the year 2000, one full evaluation and two thematic reviews were completed by the GEF
Secretariat M&E unit. All of them found that that GEF has had severa positive impacts but that there
were areas Where improvements were needed. The review of the climate change enabling activities
concluded that the GEF projects had significantly asssted non-Annex | countries to meet their
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communication commitments under the climate change convention. Similarly, the GEF support had
strengthened the countries capacities in the climate change area. However, the evaluation raised
questions about the sustainability of the capacity development actions and noted that the emphasiswas
generdly on meeting the convention obligations rather than helping the countries to develop policies and
drategies to ded with climate change in the long term.

12.  Thethemdic review of multi-country project arrangements recognized GEF s beneficia role as
afacilitator of creating a shared vision and politica commitment between countries to address
environmenta issues pertaining to a transboundary resource. It aso noted that creeting this commitment
isalong-term process and complex projectsinvolving severa countries often requires lengthy
preparation periods. The review suggested thet it is essentid to work smultaneoudy on three
inditutiond levels regiond, nationd and sub-nationd. Initiating early demongtrations and pilot projects
aswdl as addressing root causes of environmenta problems through packages of financing isimportant
to build commitment at the locd level. The thematic review of land degradation linkagesin al GEF focd
areas showed that the components addressing land degradation in projects are less strong than
anticipated and that their number isnot increasing. Therefore, new drategies to ded with land
degradation in GEF projects are proposed.

13. Important work during the year took place in developing program-level indicatorsin the
biodiversity and climate change foca areas. In particular, Sgnificant advances were made in the latter
area where the team was able to develop aframework using seven core indicators to be measured at
three levels to assess progress in the GEF climate change portfolio. The development of biodiversity
program indicators resulted in less progress and substantive work is still required in thisfidd. Smilarly,
many chalenges lie ahead in developing indicators for internationa waters programs, as wel asthe new
OPs on trangportation, integrated ecosystem management, and agrobiodiversity. Inthefuture, itis
intended that these indicators can be used as a basis for measuring progress in the entire GEF portfolio.

14.  Two cross-cutting issues were highlighted specificaly during the 2000 performance review:

@ Addressing Palitical, Ingtitutional and Economic Risksin Projects. GEF projects
are susceptible to politicd, inditutiond and economic risks, which often results in
temporary ddays and sometimes disuptions.  Projects will often achieve dl
intermediary objectives or direct ddiverables, but may not reach the overall objectives
due to adverse externa circumstances. It was agreed that there is a need to identify
how GEF projects could be rendered more robust againgt externa as well as interna
risks. It is important to identify more sysematicaly the risks at the time of project
design and D build in measures to reduce the vulnerability of the project againgt the
risks. Secondly, it is essentia to have good monitoring systems in place and to reassess
the risk landscape condantly during project implementation.  This is paticularly
important as not al risks can be envisoned a the time of project preparation. It is
necessary to be prepared to restructure projects so that they can better respond to
changing conditions. This will require flexible procedures and an iterdtive gpproach to
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project management. Canceling a project should be the last resort when the cogsts of
continuing the project clearly exceed the potentid benefits. Efforts should be made to
restructure or extend the closing date of even older projects if there is a posshility thet
this will result in the project reaching its objectives. Effective supervison is vita for
flexible management of projects.

(b) Promoting Demonstration and Replication Effects. GEF s cadytic roleis centra
to the Operational Strategy. As part of the project review criteria, replicability needsto
be fully addressed in every GEF project. Generd dissemination of information on
projects and best practices is not enough to ascertain replication. GEF must target its
dissamination activities in amuch clearer manner taking into account the characterigtics
and needs of different target groups. Especidly at the policy-maker leve thereis Hill far
too little knowledge about GEF. There is scope for significant horizontal exchange of
information and lessons amongst projects, countries and across Implementing Agencies.
This should be encouraged. Medium-sized projects could provide a suitable
mechanism for promoting actions that am for horizonta exchange. It aso seems that
regiona networks are not sufficiently exploited. It is dso suggested that pilot sites,
especidly in biodiversty and internationa waters projects, could be more systematicaly
promoted as demondiration Sites to encourage information dissemination and replication.
A digtinction should be drawn between cases depending on who would be in charge of
replication and under which conditions. There is frequently a need for knowledge
trandfer, traning and capacity development to enable replication by countries and
NGOs.

15.  Thechallenges vary amongst the foca areas. In biodiversty, adaptation of processes and
approaches gppears more feasible than does straightforward replication. GEF can act as a catalyst to
change attitudes, establish new policies and guidelines, improve the access to information and
participation of stakeholders, and to share information and best practices. In climate change the role of
marketsis more pronounced. Thereis, nevertheless, a need to distinguish between Situations which il
require concessiond financing and those where barrier remova aone can promote replication. Itis
emphasized that economic incentives should be better utilized to promote adoption of conservation
practices and replication dso in biodiversty. It isimportant for countries sharing a common resource to
agree upon and commit to a common vision on the development and protection this resourcein
internationa waters or biodiversity.



INTRODUCTION

16.  This GEF Project Performance Report presents the results of the 2000 GEF Project
Implementation Review (PIR). Thisis essentidly a monitoring process based upon reporting by the
GEF Implementing Agencies. The report dso draws upon additiona information and insghts about the
performance of GEF s programs from eval uations and other studies. This broader focus provides
indghts into important cross-cutting issues and lessons identified from implementation experience. The
focal area Program Studies that will contribute to the Second Study of GEF s Overdl Performance
(OPS2) to be carried out during the 2001 calendar year are not covered by this report, as they were
gtarted only after the reporting period was over.

17.  Attherequest of the GEF Council, PIRs are carried out annudly by the GEF Implementing
Agencies and Secretariat. They have two purposes. (1) to provide a comprehensive overview of the
GEF portfolio and trends in performance; and (2) to highlight themes or issues that may lead to: (a)
refining the GEF Operationd Programs; (b) improving project design and management; (c) identifying
scientific and technical questions for further congderation, including by GEF s Scientific and Technica
Advisory Panel (STAP); and (d) identifying lessons from experience and topics for further examination
through evaduations and other sudies.

18. Following guiddines developed by the GEF Senior Monitoring and Evauation Coordinetor,
each agency prepared an analysis of its GEF portfolio, an overview emphasizing key trends and lessons
to date, and individua reports on dl full and medium-sized projects that had been in implementation for
at least ayear as of June 30, 2000. The agencies rated each project on two accounts. implementation
progress and the likelihood that the project’s globa environmenta objectives would be achieved.

19. The three Implementing Agencies — United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), United
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and the World Bank — shared the results of their reviews and
the individual project reports with the GEF Secretariat and the other agencies. These reports formed
the basis for reviews by GEF's focd areatask forces: biologicd diversity, climate change, internationd
waters, and phase out of ozone-depleting substances (ODS). An interagency review meseting organized
by the Senior Monitoring and Eva uation Coordinator was held in Washington, DC, on December 5,
2000. It centered around discussions on the highlights of the task force reviews and the identified
Cross-cutting issues.

20. A large number of project managers and other staff in the Implementing Agencies and the GEF
Secretariat contributed to the 2000 PIR. This report, compiled by the GEF Monitoring and Eval uation
(M&E) Team, is structured asfollows. Chapter 2 contains an andysis of the GEF portfolio and
financid information pertaining to it up until June 30, 2000. Chapter 3 summarizesthe 2000 PIR in
sections that cover the portfolio overview and trends, an analyss of the project ratings supplemented
with adiscussion of projects with improved and unsatisfactory ratings, and highlights by focd area.
Chapter 4 presents the main findings of the evauations and thematic reviews carried out by the GEF
Secretariat and Implementing Agencies during the past year. 1t dso provides information on
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methodological development of M& E indicators thet has taken place during the period. Drawing on the
PIR and these evduations, Chapter 5 synthesizes the principa conclusions and recommendations of this
year’s project performance review. Annex A ligs al projects that were included in the 2000 PIR and
Annex B presents the guidelines for carrying out the PIR process. The PIR overview reports by each of
the Implementing Agencies are festured in Annex C of the report. Findly, Annex D containsalis of dl
projects that have been completed.

GEF PORTFOLIO ANALYSIS
l. Overall GEF Portfolio

21.  Asof June 30, 2000, atota of 753 projects” had been alocated funding in approved GEF
work programs. Asshown in Table 1, 53 percent of these are implemented by UNDP, 30 percent by
the World Bank, and 13 percent by UNEP. Only 3 percent of the projects have more than one
Implementing Agency. One early project was implemented by the GEF Secretariat. Thetotal funding
for these projects was US$2,947 million, of which 60 percent wasin World Bank projects, 31 percent
in UNDP projects, four percent in UNEP projects, and five percent in projects with multiple
Implementing Agencies.

Table 1. GEF Project Allocations by I mplementing Agency (as of June 2000)

Pilot Phase GEF | - Total
Implementing Agency |# Projects |(US$ M) | |# Projects |(US$ M) | |# Projects |(US$ M)
UNDP 259 668
58 342 400 928
UNEP 22 97
6 96 102 119
World Bank 453 1,302
53 175 228 1,755
Multiple IAs - - 22 143
22 143
Others* 3 - - 3
1 1
736 2,211 2,947
118 635 753

* PRINCE project managed by GEF Secretariat
Source: GEF project database

22.  Table 2 showsthe digtribution of the GEF portfolio by foca area as of June 30, 2000. By
vaue, 40 percent were biologica diverdty projects and 37 percent in the climate change focal area.
These two foca areas thus accounted for 77 percent of the total value of GEF projects. The

! Thefiguresin this section include full and mediumssized projects, aswell as enabling activities. Inclusion of the
climate change and biodiversity enabling activities under expedited proceduresin the PIR 2000 report does not make
the total number of projects fully comparable to the figures provided by the Implementing Agenciesin their reports.
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internationa waters focd area stood for 13 percent, while projects to phase out 0zone-depleting
substances and mulltiple focal area projects each had five percent of the totd vaue.

Table2: GEF Project Allocations by Focal Area (as of June 2000)

Pilot Phase GEF | - Total
Focal Area | # Projects | (US$ M) | | # Projects | (US$ M) | | # Projects | (USs M)
Biodiversity 60 336 336 838 396 1,174
Climate Change 42 260 230 821 272 1,081
International Waters 12 118 36 281 48 399
Ozone Depletion 1 2 21 157 22 160
Multiple Focal Areas 3 20 12 113 15 133
Total 118 736 635 2,211 753 2,947

Source: GEF project database
. Growth of Portfolio and Disbur sements

23. Figure 1 illugtrates the growth of the entire GEF portfolio (including enabling activities and
project development funds) by amounts allocated, committed and disbursed, from June 1991 through
June 2000. During FY 2000, 40 full projects, 48 medium-sized projects and 35 enabling activitieswith
total GEF funding of US$485.1 million were approved by the GEF Council. The value bregkdown was
US$438.5 million for full projects, US$36.6 million for medium-sized projects; and US$10.6 million for
the enabling activities. This compares with US$500 million approved for 60 full projects and 30
medium-sized projectsin the previous fiscd year. Implementation of 27 projects was completed in

FY 2000.

Figure 1: Cumulative GEF Portfolio — Allocation, Commitments and
Disbursements 1991-2000
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24. Cumulative disbursements for the entire GEF portfolio (including enabling activities and project
development funds) increased during the FY 2000 to US$1,024 million, up from US$805 millionin the
year before’. Overdl, the disbursement trends were mostly positive. Disbursamentsin rdation to
commitments were 53 percent as of June 2000, up from 46 percent in June 1999 and 43 percent in
June 1998. For UNEP, the ratio has shown steady improvement to 60 percent in June 2000, from 56
percent ayear earlier and 52 percent the year before that. 1n the same period the World Bank
disbursements-to-commitments ratio has gone up to 43 percent from 39 percent in June 1999.

UNDP s dishursements-to- commitments ratio was close to the previous year: 55 percent as of June
2000, as compared with 58 percent in June 1999. There are severd reasonsto theratios. Inthe
World Bank 2000 PIR portfolio, about one-third of the full-sized projects (27) were experiencing
disbursement lags of 50 percent or more, largely dueto ddlaysin project effectiveness. Thisisa
sgnificant improvement since 1999 when nearly haf of the projects had disbursement lags of 50 percent
or more. Similarly UNDP reports a number of reasons for ddlays in project implementation, including
the socio-palitical Situation in countries where government support and stability are overestimated at the
time of project design; frequent personnel changes in projects;, and complexities in project start-up
phases.

25.  Amounts disbursed for al GEF projects during FY 2000 were US$219 millior?. There has
been a significant upward trend in the annua disbursements from US$133 million in FY 1998 and
US$184 million in FY'1999. Disbursements for the three Implementing Agencies were asfollows
World Bank US$124.2 (up from US$107.6 million in FY 1999); UNDP US$85.6 million (up from
US$63.3 million in FY'1999); and UNEP US$9.2 (down from US$12.6 millionin FY1999). The

% Sources: 1999 Project Performance Report and Global Environment Facility Trust Fund Consolidated Financial
Statement
% Source: Global Environment Facility Trust Fund Consolidated Financial Statement
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World Bank and UNDP thus showed an increase in disbursements of 15 percent and 35 percent,
respectively. UNEP s disbursements fdll by 27 percent.

[I1.  Timefrom Allocation to | mplementation

26. For the World Bank GEF projects in FY 2000, the time between GEF Council approva,
World Bank management approval, and project effectiveness increased both for full and medium-sized
projects (Figure 2*). For full-sized projects, there was a9 percent increase in elapsed time from GEF
Council approva to World Bank Board approva compared with the previous year (from 448 to 490
days). Nine out of the 16 full projects gpproved in FY 2000 went from the GEF Council to the World
Bank Board within ayear or less. The dight increase in the average, however, is explained by four
projects that took more than 800 days to go from Council to the Board gpprovad. The average time for
the 18 medium-sized projects approved by the World Bank in FY 2000 aso increased from 95 daysin
the previous year to 135 days. Thisincrease was entirely due to three projects that al took more than
300 days. However, only seven out of the total 18 were within the range of the service norm of eight
weeks proposed by GEF. The time lag from the World Bank management approva to project
effectivenessfor full projects averaged 215 days. This, too, was up from 205 daysin FY 1999
representing an increase for the third successve year. Again, the sandard deviation was very large and
there was one particular project that took 790 days from management approva to effectiveness.
Almogt hdf (6) of the 13 projects that became effective in FY 2000 met the World Bank’s service
standard of four months for el gpsed time between Board gpprova and effectiveness. For the 16
medium-sized projects that became effective in FY 2000 the average time lag from management
approva to effectiveness was 45 days. The mgjority of the projects took less than three weeks to
become effective after the World Bank’ s management approva.

Figure 2..Average Time Between GEF Allocation, Commitment and Effectiveness for World
Bank Projects, by Fiscal Year of Commitment

* Thefiguresfor FY 2000 include only full projects.
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27. In the case of UNDP (Figure 3), there has been a sgnificant decrease in the time from gpprova
by the GEF Council to the beginning of implementation (project agreement Sgnature): to 362 daysin
FY 2000 from 433 days in FY 1999.

28.  Sincethe number of UNEP projectsis rather limited, only aggregated analysisis possible.
Figure 4 shows an overal trend in processing time for full projects. Data are averaged for every two
years. There has been a decrease in UNEP's average processing time, down to 304 days for 1999-
2000. Figure 5 showsthe differencein the processing time by project type. While on average 339
days are necessary for afull project to be effected, much shorter time is necessary for aMedium-Sized
Project (160 days) and an Enabling Activity (96 days).
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Figure 3: Average Time Between GEF Approval and Project Agreement Sgnature for UNDP
GEF Projects, by Fiscal Year of Project Agreement Sgnature

1000
800
600 =
400 ] ]

-8 il

FY92 FY93 FY94 FY95 FY9% FY97 FY98 FY99 FYO0O

Figure4: Average Processing Time from GEF Approval to Project
Internalization for UNEP GEF Projects, by Year
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Figure5: Average Time Between GEF Approval and Project Internalization by UNEP
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2000 PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION REVIEW

A. Overview of Projects Covered in the Review and Trends

29.  The 2000 PIR includes 171 projects that have been in implementation for at least one year as of
June 30, 2000. This represents an increase from 135 projectsin 1999 and 119 in the year before. Itis

gpparent that as the GEF portfolio matures, more projects enter into the PIR. Table 3 providesa
breakdown of the projects included in this year’ s review by foca area and Implementing Agency.
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Table 3: Number of Projects Included in 2000 Project |mplementation Review

World 1999 PIR | New in Completed

UNDP UNEP Bank Total % % 2000 inPIR
Biodiversity 28 10 45 83 49 50 29 11
Climate
Change 32 2 25 59 35 33 20 10
International
Waters 5 2 8 15 9 9 7 2
Ozone 5 1 6 12 7 7 - 1
Multiple 1 1 - 2 1 1 - -
Total 71 16 84 171 56 24

30.  Asin 1999, hdf of the projects (83) included in the PIR are in the biodiversity foca area. More
than haf of these (45) are implemented by the World Bank. The largest Operationa Program (OP) by
number of projects (31) is Forests Ecosystems OP3, followed by Coastal, Marine and Freshwater
Ecosystems OP2 which has 19 projects. It is, however, important to bear in mind that the classification
of the projects according to OPs does not give the full picture of the ecosystem coverage, as most
projects operate in more than one ecosystem. UNDP isimplementing more than haf of the projects
reported in the PIR in the climate change foca area. With 59 projects (35 percent) thisis the second
largest inthe PIR. Both OP5 (removd of barriersto energy efficiency and energy conservation) and
OP6 (promoating the adoption of renewable energy by removing barriers and reducing implementation
costs) have 20 projects each included in the PIR. However, by GEF dlocation, OP6 isthe largest
climate change OP. Thereare dso 17 projectsin the foca areathat are classfied as elther enabling
activities or short-term response measures. The PIR portfolio includes 15 projects in the internationd
waters foca area, only three of which stem from the pilot phase. There are also 12 ozone projects and
two multiple foca area projects — the GEF Small Grants Program and the |SP'UNEP project.

31.  Atotd of 56 projects areincluded in the PIR for the first time this year. This represents one-
third (33 percent) of the totad 2000 PIR portfolio and indicates asignificant renewa of the portfolio. At
the same time, 24 projects (14 percent) were completed during the PIR period. More than athird of
the projects in both biodiversity (35 percent) and climate change (34 percent), and dmogt hdf (47
percent) of the projects in internationa waters were included in the PIR for the first time in 2000.

32.  Table4 showsthe regiond digtribution of the portfolio under review. It revedsthat, in totd,
amog one-fourth (23 percent) and one-fifth (20 percent) of the projects covered by the PIR arein
Africaand Ada, respectively. Their share of the overdl PIR portfolio has, however, dightly decreased
to 43 percent of the total, as compared with 50 percent ayear earlier. There are, moreover, mgor
differencesin the regiond digtribution between the focd areas. In biodiversity, 35 percent of the
projects are in Africaand 26 percent in the Latin America and the Caribbean region. In climate change
area, 32 percent and 17 percent of the projects are, respectively, in Asia and the Europe and Centra
Asaregion, whereas Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean, and the Middle East and North Africa
region each has only 12 percent of the climate change projects. Fifteen percent of the climate change
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projects are globa in scope. Eleven (73 percent) of the internationa waters projects are located in the
hemisphere that covers Europe and Centra Asia, Middle East and North Africa, and Africaregions. In
accordance with the GEF mandate, al ozone projects are in the Europe and Central Asaregion.

Table 4. Regional Distribution of 2000 PIR Portfolio

BD CcC W 0oz Multi Totalno. | 2000PIR | 199 PIR
of % %
projects

Africa 29 7 3 - - 39 23 26
Asia 16 19 - - - 35 20 24
Europe/
Central Asia | 3 10 4 12 - 29 17 16
Latin
Americal
Caribbean 22 7 2 - 1 32 19 17
Middle East/
North Africa | 5 7 4 - - 16 9 7
Global 8 9 2 - 1 20 12 10
Total 83 59 15 12 2 171

B. Ratings

33. Each agency rated performance with regard to implementation progress and prospects for
achieving development/globa environmenta objectives for its projectsin the PIR. They used a 4-point
scde highly sstisfactory (HS), satisfactory (S), unsatisfactory (U) and highly unsatisfactory (HU).
Definitions for these ratings are in Annex B.

34.  Atotd of 42 projects (25 percent) were rated by the Implementing Agencies as highly
satisfactory. Percentage-wise, thisis down from 29 percent in 1999. By focd area, the percentages of
projects with highly satisfactory ratings vary from 8 percent in ozone to 29 percent in biodiversity (also,
the one of the two multiple focal area projects was rated as highly satisfactory).

35.  Only 15 projects, or 9 percent of the total, were rated as unsatisfactory on implementation
progress, prospects for achieving globa environmental objectives, or both. Out of the 15 projects rated
as unsatisfactory, 7 werein Africa, 5in Ada, and 2 in Latin America and the Caribbean. Onewasa
globa project.

36. Table5 disaggregates the ratings by focd areaand Implementing Agency. This comparison
shows differences between the ratings by agency which may be resulting from somewhat differing rating
systems. This highlights the need to adopt uniform rating criteria between the various agencies.

Table 5: Ratings of Projectsin 2000 PIR
14



HS (2000) S (2000) U (2000) Not rated
Biodiversity 24 (29%) 47 (57%) 9 (11%) 3 (4%)
Climate Change 13 (22%) 39 (66%) 3 (5%) 4 (7%)
Int’l Waters 3 (20%) 9 (60%) 3 (20%) -
Ozone 1 (8%) 11 (92%) -
Multiple 1 (50%) 1 (50%) - -
Total 42 (25%) 107 (63%) 15 (9%) 7 (A%)
UNDP 16 (22%) 46 (65%) 2 (3%) 7 (10%)
UNEP 10 (62%) 5 (31%) 1 (6%) -
World Bank 16 (19%) 56 (67%) 12 (14%)

37.  Thetrendsin ratings made by the Implementing Agencies are shown in Figure 6. Thisyear’'s

percentage of “highly satisfactory” (25 percent) compares with 29 percent in FY 1999 and 28 percent in
FY1998. The number of projectsrated as* satisfactory” by the Implementing Agenciesis 63 percent of
the total portfolio. Thisisaso adight decrease from the 64 percent in the previous year. Project rated
as “unsatisfactory” account only for 9 percent of the tota, a figure comparably to the 7 percent the year

before.

Figure6: Trendsin PIR Project Ratings, 1998-2000
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38. Projectswith improved ratings. Projects with improved ratings since the 1999 PIR were
discussed in the foca areatask force meetings with the am of identifying the reasons for these improved
ratings. In the biodiversity portfolio, there were two projects that had improved their ratings in the past
year. The Cote d’Ivoire Control of Aquatic Weeds to Enhance/Restore Biodiversity in the

Water bodies and Cameroon Biodiversity Conservation projects were both raised from
unsatisfactory to satisfactory. In Céte d' Ivaire, the problems with administrative and disbursement
procedures were solved. In Cameroon, the upgrade took place because the government followed up
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on the recommendations made during the mid-term review. Smilarly, in the internationa waters
portfolio, the Jordan Gulf of Agaba Environmental Action Plan project had moved from
unsatisfactory to satisfactory following the demongtration of renewed government commitment to the
project. The Argentina-Bolivia Strategic Action Program for the Binational Basin of the Bermejo
River was completed during FY 00 and subjected to an in-depth independent eva uatior?, which found
that the project had been highly satisfactory in reaching its objectives. In the climate change focd area,
the Lithuania Klapeida Geothermal Demonstration project had its rating for implementation
progress improved from Sto HS. In the ozone foca area, the Belarus Phaseout of Ozone Depleting
Substances project had its ratings for both implementation progress and development objective
improved from Sto HS.

39. Projectswith unsatisfactory ratings. There were 15 projects which the Implementing
Agencies have given the “unsatisfactory” rating in the 2000 PIR. Each of these was discussed during
the rlevant task force review. In many of the projects, problems leading to an unsatisfactory rating
have been caused by (a) delaysin project start-up and initid implementation, (b) inditutiona or
management difficulties or (c) acombination of the aove. In one project, the unsatisfactory rating was
caused by weak project management. Two biodiversity projects have been rated unsatisfactory due to
unresolved issues related to resettlement and demarcation, and lack of progressin the devel opment of
regulatory enforcement of forest management guiddines, respectively. One multi-country project is
reported to have improved its performance in two of the countries, while serious management problems
continuein thethird. Inthelatter case, the problems rdate to the lack of accessibility to funds at field
leve, dthough the funds have been made available to the country. One project that was rated
unsatisfactory aready in the 1999 PIR is now undergoing redesign and is expected to make a restart
thisyear.

40. Based on individua project reporting, the Monitoring and Evauation team of the GEF
Secretariat has identified ten cases where the project has been rated highly satisfactory while the
evidence would suggest that this rating is not justified. 1n one case, a project has been rated satisfactory
but independent verification has reveded unsatisfactory progress. This project has been downgraded to
unsatisfactory by the Implementing Agency after the current reporting period. Out of these projects, 9
areimplemented by UNDP and one each by UNEP and the World Bank.

41.  Whileit was recognized that dl of the three Implementing Agencies have differing organizationd
cultures and thet the project monitoring systems need to be grounded in the organizations, thereis a
need to work together in order to agree on more clear and detailed criteria that will reduce subjectivity
and will make PIR reviews more comparable between the agencies. It isimportant to bring in multiple
groups to rate projects in each agency, so that the ratings are not based exclusively on the perceptions
of project teams. It iscrucid to place emphasis on monitoring and the utilization of project reviews and
evauationsin the PIR process. More attention needs to be dedicated to the identification and
monitoring of risks aswell as the application of remediad action when needed.

® In-depth Evaluation of the UNEP/GEF Project GF/1100-97-07: A Strategic Action Programme for the Binational Basin
of the Bermejo River. UNEP, September 2000.
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42. It was agreed to develop more detailed guidelines on how to rate PIR projects, including new
projects with limited implementation experience aswell as projects affected by “specid” circumstances,
such as security issues and other risks. These guiddines shdl include concrete project examples from
the GEF portfalio.

C. Portfolio Highlights by Focal Area

43. Each of the four GEF focal areatask forces reviewed its PIR portfolio and meetings were
organized in each as part of the PIR process. The discussions were organized around topicsin
accordance with the PIR objectives, including: (&) the performance of the GEF portfalio; (b) ratings of
implementation progress (IP) and accomplishment of project purposes (DO), trends in each focal area,
and common factors that appear to account for either deterioration or improvementsin ratingsin relation
to those included in the 1999 PIR; and (c) issues or topics for which operationa programs require
clarification or eaboration; additiona operationa guidance is needed on project development,
implementation or evauation; referrd to STAP for scientific or technica adviceisindicated; review in
greater depth in M& E studies would be beneficia; and/or dissemination of good practices and lessons
learned is recommended. A paper summarizing the respective portfolio and identifying key issues for
discussion was prepared prior to each meeting in each of the focd areas. Following the meetings, this
paper was revised to reflect the task force discussons. This section highlights some of the main findings
and conclusions from each task force review.

1. Biological Diversity

44, Portfolio assessment. Thisyear’ s review includes 83 projects (full and medium-sized projects
and enabling activities not approved under expedited procedures), with atota of US$508.76 million of
GEF funding. This compares to 67 biodiversity projects included in the 1999 PIR®, 57 in the 1998 and
51in 1997 reviews. A tota of 29 projects or US$136.25 million (35 percent and 27 percent
respectively) are included in the PIR 2000 process for the first time and 11 projects (5 from UNEP ad
6 from the World Bank) were completed in fiscd year 2000 (US$52.09 million). As of June 30, 2000,
32 projects (8 percent of totd biodiversity portfolio), accounting for US$122.2 million (10 percent),
have been completed (no PIRs are prepared any longer for these projects). The 83 projectsincluded in
thisyear’s PPR account for 21 percent of the total of 395 projects in the GEF biodiversity portfolio (43
percent of the funding). Almogt half (44 percent) of the funding in the GEF work program is dlocated
to projects with less than one year of implementation and, therefore, are not yet included in the PIR
process.

45.  Asit hasbeen dsoin previous years, about two-thirds of the GEF funding for biodiveraty
conservation and sustainable use isimplemented through the World Bank, accounting for about half of
the projects. The average project size for the World Bank is US$8.12 million, while for UNDP it is

® The 67 projectsincludes a project, UNEP-Inter-American Strategy for Participation, that is not included in this
year's PIR since this project is considered multi-focal and it is not included in the GEF Biodiversity database.
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US$4.16 million and for UNEP US$2.10 million. The average project size for the PIR 2000
biodiversity portfolio as awholeis about US$6.00 million.

46. More than one-third of projects (and GEF funding) for biodiversity in this year's PIR portfolio
were gpproved under OP3. The digtribution of biodiversity projects according to the OP in which they
were approved should not be considered as a representation of the portfolio ecosystem coverage.
Mot biodiversity projects include activities in more than one type of ecosystemn and, therefore, in
practice could be classfied under more than one OP. About one-third of biodiversity projects (and
funding) in this year’ s PIR are under implementation in Africa. Although the same amount of GEF
funding isimplemented in Lain America and the Caribbean and Asa and the Pacific, on average
projectsin Asaand the Pecific are larger than those in Latin America and the Caribbean. The
biodiversty portfolio in the Arab States and Europe remains rdlatively smal both in number of projects
and funding. The World Bank is the only Implementing Agency with projects in Europe and Central
Again thisyear' s PIR portfalio.

47.  Thebiodiversity portfolio in the 2000 PIR represents a younger group of projectsthanin
previous years. about two thirds or 65 percent of the projects were approved into the GEF work
program after February 1995, beginning of the operationa phase of GEF1.

48.  General lessons. The previous PPR (1999) identified severa lessons from the biodiversty
portfolio: aneed for full community involvement at al stages of project design, implementation and

M& E; conservation efforts need to be combined with activities amed at meeting Socio-economic needs,
assessment of broader political, socid and economic environment; and flexible, long-term approaches
that build in adaptive management. It istoo early to see adirect impact of these lessons (or those
brought up in the previous two PIRS) in this year' s PIR projects snce most of the projects were
prepared before the PPRswere issued. Thisis particularly the case for those lessons relevant and
gpplicable to new project design.

49, On the other hand, some lessons could have dready been gpplied to the implementation of the
ongoing projects. Some examples from the 2000 PIR show that projects are now reporting
improvements in some aspects of project implementation that had been reported as problemsin
previous PPRS’. For example, linking biodiversity conservation and sustainable use to improvementsin
the wdl-being of stakeholders have been shown in projects such as India Ecodevel opment (World
Bank) and UNDP s Jordan Azraq Wetlands. Start-up delaysin severa projects confirmed again the
need to have aflexible and adaptive management to initiate implementation as soon as problems are
resolved. Mogt of these projects are now under implementation (e.g., Pakistan Mountain Areas
Conservancy — UNDP, Southern Africa SABONET — UNDP). The three Implementing Agencies
reported that the issue of stakeholder involvement in al aspects of project design and implementation
dill are crucia for project success.

" A direct relationship between lessons learned and this year’s PIR may be too premature but at |east PIRs are now
reporting on the issues brought up in previous PPR.
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50. Replicability and catalytic effects. There are several reasons why replication of gpproaches
does not easily apply in biodiversity. Firg, there are no other sources of funding smilar to GEF that
could actualy support such exercises. Secondly, some of the concepts implemented by GEF actudly
predate it and it would consequently be difficult to argue thet they are only replicating GEF. Findly,
most biodiversity areas are unique and, thus, replication of approaches may not be appropriate. The
PIR concluded that in the case of biodiversity, it may be more gppropriate to discuss and gauge project
success by the adaptation of processes or approaches rather than their direct replication. For example,
the modalities for protected areas management pioneered under the China Nature Reserve project
have been adapted to the design of the proposed World Bank China Sustainable Forest
Development project. The World Bank aso reports that in the case of the India Ecodevel opment
project participatory approaches for protected area management have been adopted to a number of
non-GEF financed projects throughout the country and that this has led to are-evauation of the exiging
criteriafor support of government funded participatory programs around protected aress.

51.  Severa examples of GEF as a catalytic force were reported by the World Bank. For example,
the Indonesia Biodiversity Collection project produced loca language fied guides that encouraged the
World Bank/IUCN Asia Field Guide project; the need of impact indicators for the biodiversity portfolio
led to the development of the Monitoring and Evauation Guiddines for World Bank Biodiversty
Prgjects, the community management gpproach to wildlife used in the West Africa Pilot Community-
based project was adapted in the community management guidelines for IDA projects. ThelFC's
Terra Capitd Fund isa cataytic project in its success a mohilizing private investment funds to support
conservation and sustainable use of biodiversty in Latin America Some of the unintended impacts of
GEF projects have had a cataytic effect, likein the case of the SABONET in the South Africa (UNDP)
that fed into other regiona conservation processes, the Uruguay Banados del Este (UNDP) project
that facilitated the approva of anationa law for protected areas; and the Comor os Conservation of
Biodiversity (UNDP) project that collaborated with the legidation to establish environmenta impact
assessmentsin the forestry sector. 1n the case of UNEP s Invasive Alien Species project, the project
played a centrd role in providing the framework for discussons on thistopic at the last Conference of
the Parties (COP) of the Convention on Biologica Diversty (CBD).

52. Results and achievements. Given that the PIR reviews projects under implementation,
results and achievements presented here are those that occurred during project implementation and may
not represent the ultimate or find impacts of the projects.  Impacts should present the systematic gains
obtained by the investment in the project. Nevertheless, severd projects are already showing some
initid achievements and impacts that have the potentid to enhance biodiversty at different scaes

through:

@ Leveraging financid resources. GEF projects have played a mgor role in attracting
other co-financng during project preparation and project implementation. Prime
examples are the conservation trust fund projects that have fund-rasing as an explicit
project objective. The Peru National Trust Fund project has been one of the World
Bank’'s most successful trugt fund examples, mohilizing to date US$27 million. The
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(b)

(©

(d)

IFC's Terra Cepitd Fund is the fird private equity investment fund (as distinguished
from a conservation trust fund) to target conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity
and it has used US$5 million in GEF resources to leverage US$15 miillion in private
capitd w0 far. GEF efforts in the Meso American Biological Corridor have had an
impact both in terms of leveraging financing and cregting cataytic effects in the region
and trandforming a bio-regiona concept into a platform for sustainable development.

On the other hand, the World Bank reports that financia leverage has been lower than
anticipated in the East Ada region due to smdl contributions by the private sector and
other higher priorities for scarce funding. In the case of the South Pacific Biodiversity
Conservation program (UNDP) leveraged resources have come mainly from bilaterd

and multilaterad funding sources. The Canadian South Pacific Oceans Development
Program is investing in the turtle conservation program over the next two years. The
government of New Zedand has set aside funding to support the development of the
Pecific Conservation Trust Fund. It could be argued that in some cases, the actud

resources leveraged are higher than reported; for example, projects rarely account for
the actua cost of in-kind government counterpart contributions.

Deveoping new technicd guidelines and methodologies both a the international and
nationd leves. Projects have assisted countries n developing nationa Strategies and
frameworks for the GEF focd aess. UNEP's Biodiversity Country Sudies
produced two sets of globd guiddines, both of which have been widdy distributed and
used for meeting the objective of Article 6 of CBD. Likewise, UNEP's Biosafety
Project helped participating countries to prepare naiond biosafety frameworks and,
subsequently, 17 of them have requested additiond funding to implement the Cartagena
Protocol on Biosafety.

Enhancing locd capacity for project implementation New projects are including
activities to enhance loca capacity for project implementation in the early phasesin an
effort to ensure that participants will have the skills and will be in an environment where
they will be able to carry out the needed tasks. The Lebanon Strengthening of
National Capacity and Grassroots In-Stu Conservation project (UNDP) is an
example in which externa technica assistance was needed to initiate activities and train
locd participants. Now the project is fully in the hands of these trained personnd. In
addition, frequent monitoring of a project’s ingtitutiona capacity during implementation
improves results. The agencies proposed that GEF should aso invest in strengthening
the capacity of project stakeholders for follow-up activities after project completion.
Thisisakey factor related to project sustainability.

Assessing palitica, inditutional and economic risks. Adverse politica Stuations have
influenced smooth implementation of a project dthough many times this is beyond the
control of the project management. Severa projects in the World Bank’s portfolio
were affected by issues that are often externd to the project, such as politica change
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and economic crises, changesin personne and ingtitutiona relationships, or restructuring
of counterpart inditutions.

(e Linking biodiversty consarvation and sustaingble use with improvements in the well-
being of gakeholders. The biodiverdty portfolio is offering more examples of these
linkages by providing community-based livelihood schemes and development benefits
that encourage conservation and/or provide dternative to unsustainable use (eg., in
pats of the India Ecodevelopment or Jordan Azraq Wetlands projects). It is
suggested that the message emerging from the implementation of the GEF portfolio is
that there are clear opportunities for poverty dleviation, improved livelihood and
empowerment of rura communities in the implementation of GEF projects. Similarly, it
is congdered that for successful sustainability of the projects, stakeholders need to
perceive that benefits are fairly digtributed and that they are offered tangible benefits
when requested to conserve or use sustainably the bio-resources.

Box 1: The Challenge of Reconciling Conservation and Local Development

The World Bank implemented India Ecodevelopment project provides an example of the difficulties of
implementing projects that try to use sustainable development as a conservation tool by supporting the dual
goals of conservation and poverty alleviation and resolve the competitive demands of communities and
wildlife for land and resource use. On the one hand, the project has been praised because it presents a
successful application of the direct relationship between conservation of biodiversity and improved local
livelihood and incomes, along with increased empowerment and decision-making responsibility to the
community-level. In the majority of the project sites the project has secured the trust of the local people and
built their confidence so that they take charge of the creation and implementation of the village micro-plans
(one of the innovative aspects of the project) by creating a collaborative bond among state forestry agencies,
NGOs and participating villages to conserve biodiversity and improve grassroots economy. On the other
hand, the project has received criticisms, particularly in the Nagarhole National Park (one of the seven
protected areas included in the project), because the project design specified site-specific consultation and
decision-making during implementation and did not provide for comprehensive consultation covering all
indigenous people resident in the park prior to project appraisal. Project proponents argue that extensive
consultations prior to project appraisal would have raised expectations amongst park communities that the
project would have been unable to meet in a timely fashion on account of the usually long time-lag between
initial planning and implementation that would have resulted in a loss of trust and confidence in the project.

53. Initial conditions (baselines) and indicators. There isaneed to develop indicators for each
of the biodiversty OPs. Specific biodiversity indicators will ultimate assst in the assessment of project
impacts and achievements. In addition to indicators, projects should include basdines or initid
conditions so that changes in biodiversity could be better assessed®. UNPD reported three cases where
improvements can dready be shown, mainly because they included aninventory of initid conditions

8 Initial conditions are defined here as the conditions prior to the initiation of the project. Examples of activities that
could provide arecount of theinitial conditionsinclude an inventory or an assessment of socio-economic
conditions.
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againgt which to measure improvements. For example, the Mongolia Biodiversity Conservation and
Sustainable Livelihood project attempted to measure vegetation changes using low resolution satellite
imagery, dlowing monitoring a relatively low cogt. The Jordan Azraq Wetlands, Lebanon
Sustainable Biodiversity Protection and Comoros Conservation of Biodiversity projects are
aready showing improvements in vegetation cover and species diversty or in the densty of endangered
anima species. These are important achievements and impacts since the expectation had been that
during the life of the project only changes in the pressures (threets) on the ecosystems would be
measurable. It was suggested by the Biodiversity Task Force to undertake a thematic review on
experiences of using indicators and initia conditions andyssin GEF and other donors projectsto
develop a“toal kit of best practices” Thisreview should be widely disseminated. Furthermore, each
Implementing Agency should congider providing capacity devel opment assistance to project proponents
on how to use indicators and how to design basdlines or initia conditions analys's, including determining
dlocation of resources. In addition, the incluson of initid conditionsin project design should be
checked as part of the GEF project review criteria.

2. Climate Change

54.  The 2000 PIR includes 59 projects in the climate change foca area covering the three OPs 5, 6
and 7, enabling activities, and short-term response measures. Thisis a sgnificant increase compared
with 1999 PIR which included 45 projects in the climate change foca area. These projects account for
aGEF dlocation of US$393 million; with co-financing for the total climate change portfolio in PIR 2000
worth US$1.4 billion. Six projects that were included in the 1999 PIR are not included in the current
PIR. Twenty new projects entered the PIR portfolio for 2000.

55.  Theoldest project (in terms of number of years of implementation) isthe Global Monitoring of
Greenhouse Gases, which has been under implementation since October 1992; this project completed
implementation during fiscd year 2000. The youngest project isthe Cote d’ Ivoire Energy Efficiency
Service Market project which has been under implementation only since June 1999.

56. In terms of the number of projects, UNDP accounts for 54 percent of the portfolio, followed by
the World Bank which accounts for 42 percent. Projects under OPs 5 and 6 together account for
nearly two-thirds of the total number of climate change projectsin PIR 2000. The World Bank
(including the IFC) accounts for nearly three-quarters of the climate change portfolio in PIR 2000.
Projects under OPs 5 and 6 account for nearly three-quarters of the portfolio in terms of GEF
resources alocated.

57.  Twenty projects (nearly athird of the portfolio) included in the PIR 2000 are under OP 6
(renewable energy). These projects focus on one or more of five types of renewable energy sources:.
solar photovoltaic or water heating (9), wind (3), geotherma (2), biogas from waste (3), mini-hydro (3),
substitution of woodfuels (1), or capacity building (3). Another 20 projects focus on energy efficiency
and conservation under OP 5. There arefive focd areasin this OP. demand side management (3
projects); boiler conversion (1); buildings (1); capacity building (4); efficient lighting (2); guarantee for
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energy efficiency financing (1); smal and medium industries (1); and, transport (1). There are leven
projects classified as short-term response measures and another six are regarded as enabling activities
that help developing country parties to the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC)
prepare their nationa communications to the COP. Thereis one project in Brazil under OP7 —
Biomass Power Generation: Sugar Cane Bagasse and Trash — and one project under multiple
operationa programs (and even focd areas) — the IFC Small and Medium Scale Enterprise(SMIE)
Program.

58. In terms of numbers of projects, the portfolio iswell representative of the mgor regions of the
world. Of the 59 projectsin the portfolio, 9 are globa projects covering countries in more than one
geographica region. The portfolio aso contains four regiona projects covering severd countriesin a
particular region — one each in Middle East and North Africa, Latin Americaand the Caribbean, Africa,
and East Asa and the Pacific.

59. Demonstration effects on policy and legidation. The portfolio contains severd projects that
have been indrumenta in bringing about important policy reforms. Examples of these include measures
that were taken to reduce custom duties for renewable energy equipment in India (Renewable
Resources Development Project); an investment plan, indtitutiond framework and policiesto
encourage private investment were set up in Mauritius (Sugar Energy Development Project); key
information was made available to decison-makers on energy issues for the adoption of the Nationa
Environmental Code in West Africa (Energy Efficient Building Project); and a decree was launched
to stop expangion of agriculture in Sudan (Community-based Rangeland Rehabilitation Project).

60.  Catalytic effectsand replicability. The notion that its projects exert a catalytic roleis centra
to the purpose of the GEF. Efforts to strengthen indtitutions and raise awareness continue to provide the
basis for further promotion of project approaches and concepts. In severa cases, projects have
encouraged private sector entrants into the market. A number of projects being implemented by the
Bank Group's private sector effiliate IFC have played a more direct role in seeking to redirect and
mohbilize private capitd and expertise including: the Hungary Energy Efficiency Co-Financing Program
(HEECP); the solar PV Market Transformation Initiative (PVMTI) in India, Kenya and Morocco; the
multi-country Efficient Lighting Initiative (ELI); and the globd Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency
Fund (REEF). There are also anumber of other projects with important linkages to the private sector
induding:

@ In the Renewabl e Resour ces Development Project in India, GEF financing for private
wind farms has catdyzed over 1000 MW of private power invesments in wind farm
capacity. The number of manufacturers has increased from three to fifteen.

(b) The 3 MW pglat wind-farm project under the Si Lanka Energy Services Delivery
project has attracted further interest in wind power market in the country. The project
has dso been catdytic in bringing large multinationd companies into the solar home
system market. Shell Solar Inc. has subgtantialy increased the production of solar
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home systems in recent months from an existing nationd production capacity of 30-40
gystems to 300-400 systems, making these systems accessible to a large number of

people.

(© The Costa Rica Wind Turbine Project offers one of the most compelling examples of
GEF s influence on the private sector. While the project implemented by the World
Bank, has hardly made any progress, the remova of non-financid barriers through the
cregtion of an gppropriate regulatory framework has led to the creation of a private
market for wind-turbine dectricity in Costa Rica.

(d) In the Egypt Energy Efficiency Improvement and Greenhouse Gas Reduction
project, resources are being indirectly leveraged through encouraging end-users to
finance energy efficiency improvement through their own means.

61. Market transformation. To ensure thet this cataytic role is not undermined, it isimportant
that during implementation projects be dynamicaly managed, fine-tuning activities to respond to a
changing contextud environment. The lessons from the Ghana Solar PV project and the IFC's
PVMTI demondtrate two different gpproaches to “ market transformation,” the Ghana project being a
more benign gpproach to influencing the market, with little influence on mgor policy or inditutiona
issues, while the PVMTI is more private sector oriented supporting individua private sector
entrepreneurs. Owing to a nonsupportive policy and ingtitutiona environment, the potentia for the
Ghana project to create conditions for development of anear commercid market for Solar PV systems
in Ghana has been very serioudy undermined. The PVMTI project’ s activities in one country have been
dowed by the dow pace of government action to award private concession contracts and GEF' s
various condtituencies could benefit from additiond effort to undertake early dissemination of results
from the different business modd s as a step towards encouraging replication and further market
development.

62. Capacity building. Capacity building isacentrd theme in GEF climate change activities.
Projects target awide range of capacity building to public agencies, private-sector firms, financiers,
consumers, community organizations, and NGOs. There are some interesting issues that emerged in the
PIR regarding the global enabling activities. Many of them were sarted before the UNFCCC had
formaly defined enabling activitiesin its guidance to the GEF. Each of these have dedlt with the
emerging guidance from the COP in different ways. Five of these projects are now complete and
termind evaugtions are avallable.

63.  Thefive pilot phase globa science and observation capacity building projects have resulted in
important ripple effects el sewhere in the portfolio (Table 6). For example, the Global Monitoring of
Greenhouse Gases, including Ozone project has created six stations that are unique outside of the
OECD countries. The China gtation has been involved in the recent findings of the enlarged ozone hole
over the western part of the country, while the Argentina station has been instrumenta in monitoring the
Southern Cone ozone hole. The Global Change System for Analysis, Research and Training
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(START) project has raised sgnificant funding from outside sources and has supported the creation of
scientific networks in the developing countries of Africaand Asa

Table 6: Pilot Phase Global Science and Observation Capacity Building Projects (implemented

by the UNDP)
Project Title and | Implementin | Objective GEF Leveraging Ripple Effects
Number g/ Contribution Effects Elsewherein
Executing Portfolio
Agency
Global World To support the UsS$4.8 m Additional The 6 stations created
Monitoring of Meteorological | construction and contributions: in this project are now
GHG’s Including | Organization operation of Met Host Countries the only stations of their
Ozone (WMO) Observation US$4.5m kind operating outside
GLO/91/G32 Stations capable of OECD where 25
of measuring GHG Contributions (in- such stations are in
concentrations in 6 kind) from twinning | operation.
countries: Algeria, partner countries
Argentina, Brazil, US$2.1m The China station has
China, Indonesia, been involved in the
and Kenya Co-financing Total recent findings of the
Contribution enlarged ozone hole
US$6.6m )not over western China.
included in Argentina station has
PRODOC) been instrumental in
monitoring the southern
Cone ozone hole.
Climate Change | UNITAR 1) Enhance Phase | Swiss contribution | Project initially
Training Phase capacity of US$0.9m to Phase || stimulated concept of
II-Training countries to Phase Il US$0.5m “country team” used in
Program to respond to US$ 2.7m EA’s;

Support the
Implementation
of the UNFCCC
(CC:TRAIN | and
1))

GLO/95/G31

UNFCCC; 2) To
enhance the
capacity of
regional partners
to play role in
carrying out the
first objective; and
3) To create an
informal training
network to allow
sharing of training
resources

Training material widely
available;

Some regional partner
agencies have been
successful—others
have not.
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Project Title and | Implementin | Objective GEF Leveraging Ripple Effects
Number g/ Contribution Effects Elsewherein
Executing Portfolio
Agency

Global Change START (UN To build capacity in | US$ 7.0m START's Successful support to
System for OPS) the climate change Secretariat was START which now
Analysis field, collect and (US$2.9m initiated with supports itself from
Research and analyze regional devoted to IAl) support from other sources and has
Training data and to GEF—START supported the creation
(START) (GLO incorporate this system itself of scientific networks in
92/G31) data into global continues to North Africa and SE

modeling efforts. operate using Asia

Project focuses on funds raised from

Southeast Asia other sources

and Northern (IGBP, etc).

Africa—IAl

(splinter project) IAl effort ceased

focused on South operation in 1998

America
Research IRRI (UN OPS) | To quantify the US$ 5.0m Limited involvement | Researchers and
Programme on impact of different of national rice inventory experts from
Methane rice growing research centers. all over Asia were
Emissions from ecosystems on Low methane exposed to these
Rice Fields methane emissions emitting rice research findings—
GLO/91/G31 and to improve varieties close work with

knowledge of identified—still ALGAS—preliminary

processes that require field test results cited in national

control methane under actual communications—field

fluxes from production trials for low -methane

flooded rice conditions alternatives not yet

carried out

Alternatives to ICRAF (UN To reduce global Phase | US$3.0m | Phase | US$4.5m Overall evaluation of
Slash and Burn OPS) warming; project raised questions
(land 11) conserve Phase Il Phase I US$3.37m | about achievements in
GLO/93/G32 biodiversity and US$3.0m BD

alleviate poverty in
tropical forest
margins by
identifying and
promoting
sustainable
alternatives to
slash and burn
agriculture

Involved ag
research centers
in Peru, Brazil,
Kenya, Indonesia

Policy impacts claimed
in Indonesia

ASB continues as a
focal area for CG
centers—raising funds
from other sources

3. International Waters

64.

Theinternationa waters portfolio included in the 2000 PIR is sgnificantly newer than that of the

previousyear. Thisyear’s PIR includes 15 internationa waters projects— up from 12 in 1998 and
1999 — to the total GEF funding of US$142.2 million. The new character of the PIR portfolio can be
seen in the fact that 7 of the projects (47 percent) are included for the first timein PIR. Only 3 projects
gsem from the Pilot Phase (Egypt — Lake Manzala Engineered Wetlands; Oil Pollution
Management Project for the Southwest Mediterranean Sea; and Ship-generated Waste
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Management in the Eastern Caribbean). Two of the projects were completed during the FY 2000
(Strategic Action Programme for the Binational Basin of the Bermejo River and Developing the
Implementation of the Black Sea Strategic Action Plan).

65. Thelargest PIR portfolio in internationd watersthis year iswith the World Bank (8 projects).
UNDP has 5 projects, and UNEP 2 projects. The World Bank portfolio hasincreased most since last
year (from 4 to 8 projects). UNDP s PIR portfolio was reduced from 7 last year, while UNEP swas
doubled from one to two. The portfolio is concentrated in Europe and Centrd Asia, Middle East and
Africa. Thereare no projectsin Asaand in Latin America and the Caribbean there are only two
projects.

66.  Geographically based approaches. Considerable progress has been made during the year in
review in moving towards a geographically based programmatic approach in the Black Sea
Environmental Programme, which isaming towards coordination of nationd and internationa
activitiesfor the protection of the Black Seabasin. Thisinvolvesimportantly the establishment of forma
linkages to the Environmental Programme for the Danube River basin, links with an accompanying
Dnieper Basin project, and links with biodiversity projects related to wetlands in the basin and around
the sea. Mgor impacts have been recorded in achieving basin-wide priority setting in which the coastd
countries have prepared nationd dtrategic action plans based on the regiona framework development in
the overdl drategic action program. The demongtrated political commitment amongst the countries has
been identified as a key factor in the Black Searegion. The Environmental Management of the Aral
Sea Basin project illugtrates how alack of political commitment in the basin countries has resulted in
serious implementation difficulties.

67.  TDA/SAP processes. The transboundary diagnostic analysis (TDA) and drategic action
program (SAP) processes are common features in the international waters focal area and the 2000 PIR
contained severd projects employing this gpproach: Pollution Control and Other Measuresto
Protect Biodiversity in Lake Tanganyika, Black Sea |1, Addressing Transboundary
Environmental Issuesin the Caspian Sea Environment Programme, Implementation of the
Strategic Action Programme for the Red Sea and Gulf of Aden, and Strategic Action Programme
for the Binational Basin of the Bermejo River. The joint multicountry processes for the devel opment
of SAP were featured in the operationd Strategy as essentid for gaining politica agreement between
countries to focus on priority transboundary issues and to identify country-driven policy, legd and
ingtitutiond reforms and investments for addressing them. In many cases, thisjoint vison and
commitment is a central outcome and a prerequisite for action that will lead to improvement of the
transboundary environment. Producing a SAP can, thus, be seen as enabling the countries to address
the transboundary environmental problems. There have, nevertheless, been concerns expressed that the
process of producing a SAP through a TDA istime consuming. As GEF isgaining increasing
experiences with the TDA/SAP processes and a number of SAPs are entering into the implementation
phase, an opportunity exigts to review the experiences with and the effectiveness of the gpproach in
comparison with other possible planning approaches.
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68. Demonstration projectsand replicability. A closaly rdated topic that was highlighted relates
to demongtration projects and the replicability of the approaches promoted by GEF. The discussion
was informed in particular by experiences gained at the Egypt Lake Manzala Engineered Wetlands
project and other projectsincluded in the PIR that have demonstration components.  Asemphasisis
increasingly placed on the implementation of the SAPs, there is a need to think in broader terms about
how GEF can play a catalytic role in demonstrating approaches that can lead to replication. It gppears
clear that replication cannot be achieved only by disseminating a successful technica gpproach through
workshops, web sites, etc. Demondtrations in projects, such as Strategic Action Programme for the
Binational Basin of the Bermglo River and Lake Victoria Environmental Management Project,
appear to have been largely successful and hold greet potentia for replication. GEF should expand on
these experiences. Helping the countries to achieve acommon vison and to promote successfully the
replication of needed actions would be fully incrementa from the GEF point of view. GEF should
encourage the Implementing Agencies and project designers to improve the design of projects with
innovative demongration and replication schemes.
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Box 2: Approaches to Promote Replication of Demonstrations

Egypt's Lake Manzala receives a significant portion of Cairo's untreated sewage, which in turn contributes to
the deterioration of the Mediterranean Sea. This pollution also threatens the lake's fishery, which represents
25-30 percent of Egypt's annual fish harvest and is therefore a significant source of protein for the Egyptian
population. The main objective of the UNDP-implemented Lake Manzala Engineered Wetlands project is to
use constructed wetland technology already established elsewhere in the world, to demonstrate the
deployment of low cost, relatively “low tech” biofiltration approaches to reducing levels of pollutants entering
Lake Manzala. Using constructed wetlands, tertiary treatment (e.g. nutrient removal) can often be achieved
for a fraction of the cost (capital and O&M) of conventional wastewater treatment facilities that are typically
much more expensive and difficult to maintain and operate successfully. The successful demonstration of
the technique is expected to ensure the replication in other parts of the country as an optimum alternative to
increase water use efficiency in Egypt, reduce health hazards, and protect international waters from
pollution. In particular, this method has a large potential for application in other northern Egyptian lakes and
also as a decentralized wastewater treatment technique for communities close to deserts.

In addition to serving as an easily replicable national, regional and global demonstration of low cost
wastewater treatment technology transfer, the project will derive lessons relating to the levels of local
technical and scientific capacities required to integrate and maintain such technologies, and the associated
levels of capacity building such projects should typically include. The project has involved local research
institutions and NGOs from the start and has enhanced the awareness of local and national government on
the potential of this low-cost technology which has resulted in strong support for this and similar initiatives.
The demonstration aspects shall investigate the economics and efficiency of the treatment, reuse of
reclaimed water for irrigation and production of clean fish. Despite the fact that the wetland is still under
construction, the project has already established contacts with interested research bodies and NGOs to
raise awareness about the project, its design and its progress.

Other projects with demonstration components have also instigated replication of successful approaches.
The World Bank —implemented Lake Victoria Environmental Management Project (LVEMP) operating in
Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda has experimented with various approaches to controlling water hyacinth and
other aquatic weed infestations in the lake. It appears that the use of weevils for biological control of the
weeds has been the most successful approach and this is now being replicated with positive effects around
the lake. Furthermore, the newly developed GEF SADC aquatic weed control project builds upon the
experiences gained in LVEMP. Similarly, UNEP’s Strategic Action Programme for the Binational Basin on
the Bermejo River in Argentina and Bolivia commenced pilot projects to control land degradation and
sedimentation while a SAP was being prepared for the basin. These pilot projects are now being expanded
significantly in the new phase of the project for the implementation of the SAP.

69. Need for aregular review and communications process. Successful implementation of
internationa weters projects and ensuring complementarity and integration of land and water issues
requires collaboration amongs the Implementing Agencies. Regular did ogue between the Implementing
Agencies and the GEF Secretariat is essentid to share experiences and to ensure that the lessons from
the PIR process are sufficiently fed into new project desgns and programmatic approaches.
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4. Phase-Out of Ozone Depleting Substances

70. GEF activitiesin the ozone layer depletion (ODS phase-out) focad area congtitute short-term
response measures to enable compliance of countriesin Eastern Europe and Centrd Asawith
economiesin trangtion with Montreal Protocol ODS control provisons.

71.  Although the implementation of projects included in the GEF ozone portfolio has been
progressing dower than origindly expected — mainly because of viahility problemsin the factoriesand
other enterprises concerned — the portfolio is maturing rapidly. Projectsin Belarus, Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic, Hungary, Poland, Sovakia and Slovenia have been completed and countries have aready
reported compliance to the Implementation Committee of the Montreal Protocol. All other GEF
supported activities are expected to be completed within the next two years in accordance with revised
ODS phase-out schedules and milestones accepted by the Montreal Protocol parties.

72. Emerging lessons. Continued country commitment is essential to achieve success, especidly
since the GEF does not cover all the costs related to ODS phase-out. Government efforts are very
much needed in areas, such asindtitution building, legidation and enforcement. Thereisaneed to
continue to monitor progress on the phase-out of ODS technologies in factories and businesses.
Providing support to the implementation of coherently planned, country-wide ozone programs, with
coordination between the GEF Implementing Agencies, has proven to be the most effective way to
enable ODS phase-out. The GEF experiencesin the ozone focd area have provided lessons which
may be of importance aso for other foca areas, especidly the emerging one on Persstent Organic
Pollutants (POPs).

73. Reporting. During the 1999 PIR process, a specific review format for the ozone foca area
was agreed by the GEF Secretariat and the Implementing Agencies. Thisincluded (a) reporting by the
national government on the progress of the phase-out of ODS, and (b) reporting by the Implementing
Agency on the progress and achievements in the GEF subprojects.

74, It was agreed that the results of the efforts in the Russian Republic is of particular interest,
because production facilities are about to be closed down. This may have repercussions for trade,
storage and consumption in many countriesin the region. The development in Ukraineis aso of greet
importance. It was discussed whether GEF should consider possible support to actions to prevent
illegd trafficin ODS. It was agreed that the PIR reporting on the progress of the phase-out of ODS
would be continued for some time, even after the completion of the nationd projects.

SUMMARY OF RECENT EVALUATION FINDINGS

75. Program evauations and other studies and reviews conducted by the GEF M&E Team or the
Implementing Agencies provide indghts into the GEF programs and identify lessons that can be fed into
the development of new projects. This section summarizes the findings of evauations and thematic
reviews carried out and completed during the past year. The chapter aso contains information on the
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important issue of development of program-level indicators for the biodiversty and climate change focd
aress.

A. Review of Climate Change Enabling Activities

76. Beginning in February 2000, an independent review of GEF s support for climate change
enabling activities was undertaken in collaboration with the M& E unit. At that time, 115 countries had
implemented nationd climate change enabling activity projects, while ten other regond/globd dimate
change enabling activity projects had aso been launched.

77. The main objective of the review was to take stock of the past and ongoing experience with the
enabling activity projects for climate change, assess their effectiveness and extract lessons for the future.
More specificdly, the review had to examine: (i) the effectiveness of the enabling activity moddity;

(i) the effectiveness and efficiency of both GEF gpprova and national execution processes,

(iii) influence on broader capacity building and/or planning in countries through the preparation of initid
nationa communication process; and (iv) best practices for the implementation of enabling activity
projects from country experiences.

78.  Thereview included close examination of 18 enabling activity projects. Twelve nationd
projects were visited by the review core teamg, four other national projects were covered by country

Sudialo, and two regiona projectsin the Pacific Idands and Cari bbean11 were reviewed by regiond
consultarts.

79.  Overall conclusion. The overal conclusion of the review is that support provided by the GEF
for climate change enabling activities has subgtantialy contributed towards asssting nort Annex | Parties
in meeting their communication commitments under the UNFCCC. To some extent, many of the
difficulties faced gppear to be “teething” problems. While each of the main partners (Implementing
Agencies, GEF Secretariat, the countries) is partly responsible for the excessive lgpsed time during
different stages of project design and processing, some of this delay can be attributed to a necessary
learning period in the implementation of COP guidance — compounded by alack of clarity in COP
guidance — and different interpretations of the GEF guidelines. Both the Implementing Agencies and the
GEF Secretariat have learned from their experiences and their performance has improved through time.

80.  Of the 132 countries that have received GEF grants through the enabling activity process, 25
have dready transmitted their initid communication to the UNFCCC as of May 2000. Among these

countries, 23 implemented enabling activity projects through UNDP, and two through UNEP. A large

® Armenia, Azerbaijan, Brazil, Bolivia, Cameroon, Mali, Lebanon, Lesotho, Philippines, South Africa, Vietnam, and
Zambia.

" Egypt, Honduras, India, and Malaysia.

8 Five countries each in the Pacific (Fiji, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Samoaand Vanuatu) and Caribbean (Antigua and
Barbuda, Barbados, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and The Grenadines, Guyana) were visited/studied by each of the
regional consultants for the PICCAP and CPACC projects respectively.
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number of countries were progressing towards the completion of their initidl communication for a
possible transmission by COP6 in November 2000.

81l.  Capacity building was one of the key objectives of the enabling activity process. The review
found undeniable evidence that enabling activity projects made considerable progress in strengthening
the capacities of countriesto ded with climate change issues.

82.  Whilethe overdl impact is postive, the enabling activity program experienced many difficulties,
largely due to the novelty and complexity of climate change issues, as well as the congraints that
surrounded the development of enabling activity projects. These condraints included definition of the
scope and objectives of the projects, time pressure, funding limitations, etc. For ingtance, the review
found that the enabling activity projects placed undue emphasis on obligations of the countries (i.e.
preparation of the nationa communication) at the expense of responding to country needs and priorities.

83. During the period 1995- 1998, there was a significant decrease (60 percent) in the time taken to
process a project under expedited procedures — from an average of 499 daysin 1995 to 188 daysin
1998. Nevertheess, thisreview finds that 188 days for processing enabling activity projects under a
procedure that is supposed to be expedited is till too long and the review bdievestheat thereis il
room for reducing the elgpsed time even further.

84.  Whiletheresults achieved are more than the minimum required for initid communications, the
GEF-sponsored enabling activities are neither a clear step in the direction of sustainable capacity
building, nor have they helped countries prepare to develop policies and strategies required to ded with
climate change. Supporting thisfinding, the review aso found that the countries had higher expectations
for capacity building than what the enabling activity projects could offer.

85. Unrealistic expectations. Enabling activity projects aso focused on achieving other ambitious
objectives, including sustainability of capacities, establishment of information systems for GHG
inventories, public awareness, sustainability of inditutional arrangements, and integration of climate
change concernsinto nationa development policies. Congdering the limited funding alocations, short
duration of the projects (1-2 years), and limited nationd capacities at the beginning of the process, this
review finds that the enabling activity projects had unredistic expectations when setting such objectives.

86.  Thus, thefirst round of enabling activities should be considered afirst step in a continuous and
long-term series of efforts to establish a sustainable framework for meeting Convention obligations
while aso leading to concrete actions.

B. Multi-country Project Arrangements

87. A gzableportion of the GEF portfolio — al but a handful of internationa waters projects and
about two dozen biodiverdity projects — involve more than one country. To better understand these
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chdlenging efforts, athematic review of GEF s multi-country project arrangements'? was completed in
2000. The review included an examination of 36 projects from the internationd waters (28) and
biodiversity (8) focd areas. Of these 36 projects, ten were selected for in-depth studies, and asmaller
subset received a vigt by the review team. The objective of the review was to identify emerging lessons
from the GEF portfolio about what kinds of multi-country approaches have worked, what have naot,
why, and under what circumstances. For activities that require joint efforts and commitments by more
than one country, what characteristics of project design and ingtitutiond collaboration best facilitate
effective decison making and implementation of measures to address transboundary issues?

88. The review highlights a number of specific lessons and areas of condderation for the GEF. It
must be noted, however, that the history of multi-country projectsin the GEF is ill short and few
projects have been completed. These findings, therefore, reflect early experiences and should be
treated as tentative.

89. Facilitating shar ed commitment and vision. The review found that GEF has played an
important role in fadilitating multi- country approaches and assisting countries as they ded with their
priority transboundary environmenta problems. Joint fact finding and sharing of informetion can help
countries to develop a shared vision and to proceed towards determining country-specific and regiona
actions that are needed to address identified transboundary priorities. The review found that GEF can
play aproactive role in promoting regiond implementation and leedership by facilitating the processes
for setting priorities based on scientifically solid analyses of the causes of environmenta problems and
agreeing on actions to address them. Achieving shared commitment and vision can be facilitated by
initid strategic projects that lower the barriers to cooperation among countries and enable them to
jointly focus on priority transboundary iSsues.

90. I mportance of broad-based participation. Politicd commitment & the highest levd is
essentid for ensuring efficient operation of multi-country ingditutions and o+ the-ground implementation
of actionsidentified in strategic projects. Where the only demonstrated political commitment has been
the agreement to proceed with a GEF-financed project, commitments for policy, inditutiona and/or
legd reforms and investments have been dow to emerge. Ensuring motivation and ownership of multi-
country projects aso requiresthat al relevant sakeholders, including regiond, nationda, and loca
governments, NGOs, the scientific community and private sector, are involved in the process.

91. Multiple levels of intervention. Action involving multiple levels of inditutionsis essentid in
addressing environmenta problems facing transboundary waterbodies and basins. A regiond
agreement or convention may facilitate countries in reaching binding agreements to harmonize their
legidation. At the nationd level, there should be broad, inter-ministerid coordination across sectors to
address nationa impacts on the resource and provide support to communities and groups at the sub-
nationd level. Thelink to the sub-nationd leve is essentid if practical changes agreed to at the other

2 Qllila, P., J.I. Uitto, C. Crepin and A.M. Duda. Multicountry Project Arrangements: Report of a Thematic Review.
Monitoring and Evaluation Working Paper 3. GEF, September 2000. Available also on GEF web site:
http://www.gefweb.org
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levels are redistically expected to occur. In the Srategic Action Programme for the Binational
Basin of the Bermegjo River, for example, demonstration activities were used to involve stakeholders
up-front at the same time that strategic work in producing a TDA and SAP was undertaken.
Importantly, such an action-oriented approach helps maintain commitment at the local and nationa
levels

92. Whenregiond bodies are utilized, the sustainability of those bodies beyond the conclusion of
GEF support should be taken into account. This means that the multicountry organizations should be
effectively integrated into the participating countries organizationa structures. In GEF projectsin the
Black Seaand Danube region, and I mplementation of the Strategic Action Program for the Red
Sea and Gulf of Aden, participating countries have agreed to provide sufficient funding for the regiona
secretariats addressing ther transboundary water concerns. Where regiond conventions or secretariats
are not in place, channdling funds through nationa recipients may be gppropriate. Project design,
however, often benefits from the incorporation of atruly regiona component, and the proposed process
for building this component should be clearly spelled out in project documents.

93.  Addressing root causes. The thregts to the globd and regiona environment often stem from
unsustainable loca development. It is, therefore, important to diagnose and address these root causes
in order to improve the transboundary environmental conditions. Cregting comprehensive financing
packages that foster the accrual of nationa benefits to participating countries at the same time that
transboundary issues are addressed is often important. This suggests the need to combine GEF support
with projects by the Implementing Agencies or other donors addressing development issuesin the
context of nationd benefits. This has been the case, for example, in the Lake Victoria Environmental
Management Project which combines a GEF grant with a matching concessond IDA loan financing in
each country for productive activities with direct locd and nationd benefits. This combination has had
beneficia impacts on the perception of the project in the region.

94. Monitoring and evaluation. Effective M& E systems can provide trangparency among
participating countries and project components on the progress and results of the project. Whilethe
GEF may play akey rolein sarting such a system, the collection of M& E data should be internalized
and taken over by the participating countries. The review suggested that multi-country project designs
can benefit from the inclusion of indicators a three levels: (1) process indicators (focusng on the
processes that are likely to lead towards a desirable outcome; an example would be completion of a
SAP); (2) stress reduction indicators (concrete actions that will reduce the environmenta stress on the
shared ecosystem, such asindallation of a sewage treatment system); and (3) environmental status
indicators (actud improvement of ecosystem quality).

C. Land Degradation Linkages

95.  Asaninput to the program studies in the three focd areas of biodiversity conservation, climate
change, and international waters, alinkage study on land degradation was conducted in 2000 by ateam
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of consultants™, under the guidance of an inter-agency steering committee comprised of staff from the
GEF Secretariat and the three Implementing Agencies.

96.  Theoverdl objective of the study was to identify whether and how land degradation linkages
are being effectively pursued in the land degradation projects identified by the Implementing Agenciesin
their 1999 report to the Council™ and to assess how these interventions have contributed to achieving
the objectives of the operational programsin the three focd areas. Specific objectives were to:

@ Identify land degradation activities supported by the GEF in its portfolio;
(b) Identify results and initia impacts of land degradation interventions;
(© Document lessons learned; and

(d) Provide recommendations on how land degradation issues should be addressed in the
focal areastudies mentioned above.

97.  Atotd of 103 land degradation linkage projects were examined in adesk anadyss. Thirty-five
of these projects were subject to more detailed assessment and eight of these were chosen for specific
review.

98. In generd, the sudy shows that the land degradation component of projectsis not as strong as
projected and that the number of projects with aland degradation component in the GEF portfoliois
not increasing. There are bas ¢ reasons which limit the focus on land degradation in some project types,
but in others especidly in climatic change and international waters projects there are consderable
opportunities to expand the number and strength of land degradation linkage activities.

99. A more detailed review of strong land degradation linkage projects shows that an initiad problem
assessment, which incorporates land degradation as a critical element of the project and subsequent
project design, isacrucid factor for a successful linkage. A strong people orientation and afocus on
land use change and relevant policy or adminidrative issues were dso important.

100. Recommendations include the development of new Srategies for dedling with the land
degradation component of the GEF portfolio, the continuance of an active interagency working group
on thistopic, and the compaosition of specific guidelines and criteriafor land degradation linkage
projects.

3 Dr. Leonard Berry, and Dr. Jennifer Olson
 Relevant projects were identified in GEF/C.14/4, An Action Plan for enhancing GEF Support in Land Degradation,
November 1999.
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D. Developing Indicatorsfor GEF Programs
1 Biodiversity Indicators for Monitoring GEF Program Implementation and Impacts

101. The GEF M&E Team commissioned astudy on potentid indicatorsto report in avariety of
contexts on the extent and impact of GEF supported activities in the biodiversity focd area. The
report™ was prepared by the World Conservation Monitoring Centre (WCMC) under the supervision
of an interagency steering committee. It proposes a broad portfolio of candidate indicators for the
biodiveraty focd area. These indicators are structured dong three main groups: (i) four types of
indicators. coverage, impacts on pressures and behaviors affecting biodiveraty, impacts on biodiversity
status and trends, and context indicators; (ii) according to the theme addressed, given by the GEF OPs,
and, (iii) whether the indicator reflects direct measures taken or results achieved to meet GEF objectives
or reflects measures taken to influence the wider enabling environment such as palitica, economic and
socid conditions. The consultants concluded that the main problem with implementing such as program
of indicators will be the acquiring and management of the necessary data. The proposed set of
indicators and implementation plan will be reviewed after the completion of the biodiversity program

study.

2. Measuring Impacts from Climate Change Programs

102. Theexercisewasinitiated in 1999 to develop performance indicators for climate change
programs of the GEF. The exercise was undertaken by an team of externa consultants' working under
the guidance of an inter-agency Steering Committee, comprised of staff working on climate change
issues from the GEF Secretariat and the three Implementing Agencies. The work was completed in
September 2000 with the publication of Measuring Results from Climate Change Programs:
Performance Indicators for the GEF".

103. Peformance indicators are measures, quditative or quantitative, used to reflect progress
towards achievement of objectives. The sudy began with acomplete review of the GEF project
portfolio and strategy documents and interviews with climate change specidists within and outside the
GEF. It emphasized five mgor types of results from GEF climate change drategies:

@ Promote market transformation and technology trandfer and diffusion through barrier
removd,;

15 Jenkins, M. and V. Kapos. Biodiversity Indicators for Monitoring GEF Programme I mplementation and |mpacts.
World Conservation Monitoring Center, 2000. Available on GEF web site: http://www.gefweb.org

® David Nichols, Tellus Institute; Eric Martinot (then with Tellus Institute); Keith Kozloff, Haigler-Bailly; Edward
Vine, Lawrence Berkeley Laboratory.

” Monitoring and Evaluation Working Paper 4. Global Environment Facility, Washington, DC, September 2000.
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(b)

(©

(d)

(€

Build policymeker's cgpacity to address chdlenges ranging from meaningful
paticipation in the UNFCCC, to incorporating climate change objectives in economic
policy, to reformulating specific regulatory tax, or economic policies,

Build business infrastructures by triggering additiona development aid, public financing,
or private investment, and by demondrating the business viability of sustainable energy
products and services,

Add to socid reservoirs of both expert and community awareness and knowledge
about climate change issuesin generd and sugtainable energy technologies, in particular,
and trandate such awareness into active involvement of non-governmenta and private
sector groups in activities related to climate change; and

Demongtrate credtive project gpproaches that promote climate-friendly economic
growth, including impacts on improved quelity of life, by bringing together mixes of
government, business, community, and other stakeholders in ways that bridge gaps and
cause change.

104. Drawing from the GEF project portfolio, the interviews, and indicators from other organizations,
seven core program indicators were devel oped:

105.

@
(b)
(©
(d)
(€)
®
@

Energy production or savings and ingtaled capacities,
Technology cost trgjectories,

Business and supporting services development;

Financing availability and mechanisms,

Policy development;

Awareness and understanding of technologies;

Energy consumption, fud-use patterns, and impacts on end-users.

The seven core indicators can be measured at three levels:

@

(b)

At the project leve, indicators measure a project’s direct activities and outputs — the
project-levd results for which the Implementing Agencies are directly responsible.
These are the types of indicators generdly put forth in project evaduation and
supervison reports by Implementing Agencies,

At the country leve, indicators become “nationa profiles’ showing nationd technology,
market and policy trends for energy efficiency and/or renewable energy in a specific
country. Linkages can be inferred between direct GEF project results and nationa
trends to show areas of rdevance and influence. Usually GEF projects are designed to
influence nationd trends directly; in these cases, country-leve indicators are an inherent
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pat of the monitoring and evaduation activities for individud projects performed by
Implementing Agencies.

(© At the internationd levd, the indicators show international trends and linkages.
Linkages can be inferred between direct GEF interventions and internationa trends to
show aress of rdevance and influence (for example, internationd costs of solar therma
power plants or the number of countries with regulatory frameworks that support utility
power purchases of wind, biomass, or mini-hydro generation), or to show how
successful GEF-supported experiences in one country have contributed to market or
policy development in other countries.

106. Itisdifficult to gpply these seven indicators in the same way across the entire diversity of
projectsin the GEF climate change project portfolio. Rather, these saven generic program indicators
are most usefully discussed in the context of specific clusters of projects.

107. A firgt gpplication of these indicators are being attempted in the climate change program study,
which is nearing completion.

CONCLUSIONSOF THE REVIEW

108. Thisfina chapter of the report draws on the results of the PIR, including the focd areatask
force reviews and the interagency mesting, highlighting the cross-cutting conclusions arrived at.

A. Addressing Palitical, I ngtitutional and Economic Risksin Projects

109. The PIR reports showed how GEF projects are susceptible to politicd, ingtitutional and
economic risks, which often results in temporary delays and sometimes disruptions. Projects will often
achieve dl intermediary objectives or direct deliverables, but may not reach the overall objectives dueto
the externd circumstances. At the review meeting it was agreed thet there is a need to identify how
GEF projects could be rendered more robust againgt externa as well asinternd risks. There were
discussions particularly related to World Bank projects where the Bank has made conscious efforts to
tackle the problems of externd risks.

110. It wasagreed that, as afirst step, it isimportant to identify more systematicaly the risks a the
time of project design and to build in measures to reduce the vulnerability of the project againg the
risks. Secondly, it is essentid to have good monitoring systems in place and to reassess the risk
landscape constantly during project implementation. Thisis particularly important as not al risks can be
envisoned at the time of project preparation.

111. Itisnecessary to be prepared to restructure projects so that they can better respond to
changing conditions. Thiswill require flexible procedures and an iterative gpproach to project
management (adaptive management approach). Canceling a project should be the last resort when the
cogts of continuing the project clearly exceed the potentia benefits. The choice between restructuring
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and canceling a project depends partly on the phase in which it isin the project cycle. However, efforts
should normaly be made to restructure or extend the closing date of even older projectsif thereisa
possibility that thiswill result in the project reaching its objectives.

112. ThePIR process included a discussion on the acceptable risk level and whether GEF projects
that are intended to be innovative are inherently more risky than regular projects of the Implementing
Agencies. It was recognized that, especidly in the case of biodiversity where loss is permanent, taking a
higher risk of falure could be justified. At least alow level of GEF presence should be maintained even
if full project implementation becomesimpossible due to externa circumstances (an example of this
would be the security Stuation in Congo).

113.  Itissuggested that GEF should study case materid on conflict management in naturd resource
utilization, particularly in the context of policy and regulatory reform, legidation and enforcement
affecting project implementation.

114. Effective supervisonisvitd for flexible management of projects. As GEF projectsare
maingreamed into the Implementing Agencies' regular programs, full systems available a the agencies
should be used to detect and monitor afull range of risks, including those political and macroeconomic
conditions that are beyond the control of the project. For example, in the World Bank supervision
system issues of amacroeconomic and poalitica nature are monitored at country leve, and countries with
serious risks are monitored et the Vice Presidentid leved. It isaso essentia to maintain incentivesin the
Implementing Agencies that encourage task managers and field personnd to report accurately on
projects and dert the management when problems arise and restructuring is needed. Ingtitutionalized
systems, such as the Quality of Supervison Reviews at the World Bank, are seen as very useful.

B. Promoting Demonsdtration and Replication Effects

115. GEF scaalytic roleiscentra to the Operationa Strategy. As part of the project review
criteria, replicability needsto be fully addressed in every GEF project. Theissuesreated to
demondtration and replication effects arose in dl focd areasin the 2000 PIR but the conclusions were
somewhat dissmilar indl. The questions were: How to promote replication in each of the foca areas a
program and project levels? How to mobilize dl actors, including the private sector? |s dissemination
of information and best practices enough?

116. Theanswer to the last question is clear: Generd dissemination of information on projects and
best practicesis not enough to ascertain replication. GEF mugt target its dissemination activitiesin a
much clearer manner taking into account the characteristics and needs of different target groups.
Especidly at the policy-maker leve thereis il far too little knowledge about GEF.
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Box 3: INDONESIA SOLAR HOME SYSTEMS (SHS) PROJECT AND NON-PROJECT RISKS

The political and economic crisis in Indonesia, and the consequent impact on the GEF Solar Home
Systems Project, provides useful lessons for project design and the importance of non-project risks for GEF
projects.

The fundamental problem for the Indonesia SHS project was that its primary objective was to enhance the
development of the market for solar PV. Specifically, the project encouraged market development through:

(@ The expansion of credit sales as a means of expanding affordability and consumer sales;

(b) The involvement of local banks in the market by providing credit to companies selling SHS and
directly to consumers for purchases;

(c) The improvement and standardization of solar PV technology, and after-sales service.

Shortly after the project became effective in October 1997, the price of the project standard SHS (50Wp)
rose from 1 million Rupiah to 3.5 million. Interest rates from local bank loans rose to 50 percent or more,
followed by a bank liquidity crisis which resulted in a suspension of lending altogether. Civil unrest in many
areas disrupted and reduced the level of commercial activities. Not surprisingly, the market for SHS in
Indonesia collapsed, despite the underlying demand for rural household energy and the fact that SHS
remained a least-cost option in many areas.

Flexibility in project design is essential for reducing or averting non-project risks and allowing scope to
adjust to market changes, and has been beneficial to the GEF portfolio and the Indonesian project. In the
case of the Indonesia SHS, initial restructuring allowed for cash sales as credit markets collapsed. Later,
the target for system sales was reduced, grants were changed from a per system basis to a capacity
basis to encourage the sale of smaller, less costly, systems, and the time frame for implementation was
lengthened to accommodate the pace of economic recovery in Indonesia. Over the past year, the
economic situation in Indonesia has improved, with local bank loan rates in the 18-19 percent range, and
SHS prices stabilized at around $300 equivalent for a 40 Wp system.

Implementation of “Market transformation” approaches for renewables or other technologies will always be
affected by changes in the broader business environment. Certain risks, such as client capacity, or policy
and regulatory reform, can be assessed during project preparation and the project design modified
accordingly to reduce risks. However, “country” or “macro-economic management” risks can not be
eliminated, and implementation of a market based approach will always be set back by a broad collapse of
markets in a country. The GEF should be in the business of promoting market-based solutions in all of its
programs, and in most instances (including in countries with weak product and capital markets) this is an
appropriate guiding principle.

117. Thereisscope for Sgnificant horizontal exchange of information and lessons amongst projects
and across Implementing Agencies. This should be encouraged. The UNDP-led processin
internationa waters, including IW:LEARN and the First GEF International Waters Conference held in
Budapest in October 2000, can be highlighted as a promising example of thistype of mutud learning. It
is recommended that smilar types of projectsthat aim for horizontal exchange could be promoted in
other focd areasaswell. A suitable moddlity for this could be the medium-sized projects. It dso
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seems that regiond networks are not sufficiently exploited. It is noted that UNEP has a specific
mandate to draw lessons a a globa scale.

118. Itisdso suggested that pilot Sites, especidly in biodiversity and internationa waters projects,
could be more systematically promoted as demondration Sites to encourage information dissemination
and replication.

119. A digtinction should be drawn between cases depending on who would be in charge of
replication and under which conditions. If replication isto be done by non GEF actors, demonstration
and information dissemination is often not enough. There is frequently aneed for knowledge transfer,
training and capacity development to enable replication by countries and NGOs.

120. Thechdlenges vary amongs the foca areas. In biodiversity, adaptation of processes and
approaches gppears more feasble than straightforward replication. GEF can act as a catadys to change
attitudes, establish new policies and guiddines, improve the access to information and participation of
stakeholders, and to share information and best practices. In climate change the role of marketsis more
pronounced. Thereis, neverthdess, a need to distinguish between Stuations which still require
concessiond financing and those where barrier remova aone can promote replication. 1t is, however,
emphasized that economic incentives should be better utilized to promote adoption of conservation
practices and replication aso in biodiversty. In internationa waters, the barriers to replication are often
a policy and inditutiond levd. It isimportant for countries sharing a common resource to agree upon
and commit to a shared vison on its development and protection.
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APPENDIX A

BIODIVERSITY PROJECTSIN PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION REVIEW 2000

. Work Effective o= . Overall- RELIIEE %
Country [Region [IA . ) OP [Type funding [Status IP-00 [GO-00 d as of [disburse
Project Title Program [Date (USS$ mil.) = 6/30/00 |d
Bhutan A&P UNDP Integrated Management of Jigme 4 FP Oct-96 Aug-97| $1.50 PIR 2000 HS S HS $ 0.69 46%)
Dorji National Park lActive
Mongolia  |A&P UNDP Biodiversity Conservation and 1 FP Dec-97| Nov-98) $5.16 PIR 2000 S S S No info N/A
Sustainable Livelihood Options in lActive
the Grasslands of Eastern
Mongolia
Pakistan IA&P UNDP Mountain Areas Conservancy 4 FP Oct-98 Jun-99| $10.60 PIR 2000 Not Not |Not Rated|$ 0.40 4%
Project lActive Rated | Rated
New
Regional IA&P UNDP South Pacific Biodiversity 2 FP Jan-92 Apr-93($10.00 PIR 2000 S S S $ 1.06 11%)
Conservation Programme lActive
Sri Lanka  |A&P UNDP \Wildlife Conservation and 2 FP Nov-91j May-92( $4.10 PIR 2000 HS HS HS No info N/A
Protected Area Management lActive
Viet Nam  |A&P UNDP Protected Areas for resource 3 FP Oct-95 Nov-98) $6.04 PIR 2000 S S S No info N/A
conservation (PARC) lActive
New
Burkina Africa UNDP Optimizing Biological Diversity 1 FP Dec-92 Jul-94{ $2.50 PIR 2000 Not Not | Not Rated| No info N/A
Faso within Wildlife Ranching Systems: lActive Rated | Rated
a Pilot Demonstration in a Semi-
arid Zone
CAF IAfrica UNDP IA highly decentralized approach 3 FP May-95 Mar-98) $2.50 PIR 2000 S S S No info N/A
to biodiversity protection and use: lActive
the Bangassou Dense Forest
Comoros  [Africa UNDP Island Biodiversity and 3 FP Oct-95 Nov-97|$ 2.44 PIR 2000 HS S HS $ 0.86) 35%)
Participatory Conservation in the lActive
Federal Islamic Republic of
Comoros
Eritrea IAfrica UNDP Conservation Management of 2 FP Apr-97, Aug-98| $5.39 PIR 2000 U S U $ 0.37 7%
Eritrea's Coastal, marine & island lActive
biodiversity New
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lArchipelago

. Work Effective o= . Overall- RELIIEE %

Country [Region [IA . ) OP [Type funding [Status IP-00 [GO-00 d as of [disburse
PURJEEITIEE Program Date (US$ mil.) E 6/30/00 |d

Ethiopia IAfrica UNDP IA dynamic farmer-based 3 FP Dec-92] Sep-94{ $2.46 PIR 2000 S S S $ 0.53 21%j
approach to the conservation of lActive
IAfrican plant genetic resources

Ivory Coast |Africa UNDP Control of exotic aquatic weeds in| 2 FP Dec-92] Dec-95| $3.00 PIR 2000 S S S $ 1.21 40%
rivers and coastal lagoons to lActive
enhance and restore biodiversity

Lesotho Africa UNDP Conserving mountain BD 4 FP Nov-97| May-99| $2.51 PIR 2000 S U U $ 0.31 12%)

lActive
New

Regional IAfrica UNDP Inventory, Evaluation and ST | FP Feb-96 Oct-97|$4.73 PIR 2000 S S S $ 1.68] 35%)
Monitoring of Botanical Diversity in lActive
Southern Africa: A Regional
Capacity and Institution Building
Network (SABONET)

Regional IAfrica UNDP Reducing Biodiversity Loss at 4 FP Mar-97| Mar-98| $12.90 PIR 2000 S S S $ 1.04] 8%
Cross-Border Sites in East Africa lActive

Regional  |Africa UNDP IAfrican NGO-Government ST | FP May-97| May-98| $4.52 PIR 2000 S S S $ 1.80] 40%),
Partnership for Sustainable lActive
Biodiversity Action (Birdlife)

Regional IAfrica UNDP Conservation Priority-Setting for 3 |MSP| May-98 Sep-98/$ 0.74 PIR 2000 HS HS HS No info N/A
the Upper Guinea Forest lActive
Ecosystems, West Africa

Jordan IASME UNDP Final Consolidation and 1 FP Oct-96 Apr-97| $1.95 PIR 2000 HS HS HS $ 1.97| 101%)
Conservation of Azraq Wetlands lActive
and Dana Wildlands by RSCN to
)JAddress New Pressures

Lebanon  |ASME UNDP Strengthening of National 4 FP May-95 Feb-96|$ 2.53 PIR 2000 S S S $ 1.80 71%
Capacity and Grassroots In-Situ lActive
Conservation for Sustainable
Biodiversity Protection

Regional IASME UNDP Conservation and Sustainable 1 FP Nov-97| Mar-99| $ 8.18 PIR 2000 S S S No info N/A
Use of Dryland Agro-Biodiversity lActive
of the Fertile Crescent New

Yemen IASME UNDP Conservation and Sustainable 2 FP Oct-96 May-97|$ 4.97 PIR 2000 HS HS HS No info N/A
Use of the Biodiversity of Socotra lActive
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. Work Effective o= . Overall- RELIIEE %
Country [Region [IA . ) OP [Type funding [Status IP-00 [GO-00 d as of [disburse
PURJEEITIEE Program Date (US$ mil.) E 6/30/00 |d
Belize LAC UNDP Conservation And Sustainable 2 FP Oct-98 Apr-99 $ 5.36 PIR 2000 S S S $ 0.54 10%)
Use of the Barrier Reef Complex lActive
New
Belize LAC UNDP Creating a Co-Managed Protected| 3 |MSP Nov-98] Apr-99($0.75 PIR 2000 S S S No info N/A
lAreas System in Belize lActive
New
Guatemala [LAC UNDP Integrated Biodiversity Protection 3 FP Feb-95 Apr-97| $4.00 PIR 2000 S S S No info N/A
in the Sarstun-Motagua Region IActive
(RECOSMO)
Panama LAC UNDP Biodiversity Conservation in the 3 FP Jan-92 May-94| $ 3.00 PIR 2000 HS HS HS $ 2.07] 69%
Darien Region lActive
Regional LAC UNDP Conservation of Biodiversity in the] 2 FP Feb-95 Dec-98) $3.11 PIR 2000 U Not [Not Rated| No info N/A
Lake Titicaca Basin IActive Rated
New
Uruguay LAC UNDP Consolidation of the Banados del 2 FP Apr-97| Sep-97|$ 2.50 PIR 2000 HS HS HS $ 2.16 87%
Este Biosphere Reserve lActive
Global Global UNDP/UNEP [Biodiversity Planning Support EA | EA Jul-98 Apr-99 $3.43 PIR 2000 S S S $ 0.53 15%)
Programme lActive
New
China A&P UNEP Lop Nur Nature Sanctuary 1 |MSP Jan-99 Mar-99| $ 0.75 PIR 2000 S S S $ 0.05 7%
Biodiversity Conservation IActive
New
Regional IA&P UNEP Emergency Response to Combat | Multi | MSP Jun-98 Jul-98($ 0.75 PIR 2000 S HS HS $ 0.42 56%
Forest Fires in Indonesia IActive
New
Mauritania |Africa UNEP Rescue Plan for the Cap Blanc ST [MSP| Aug-97 Nov-97($ 0.15 PIR 2000 S HS HS $ 0.15 100%)
Colony of the Mediterranean Monk Completed
Seal
Global Global UNEP Biodiversity Country Studies- EA | EA Dec-91] Mar-92| $ 5.00 PIR 2000 S HS HS $ 4.62 92%
Phase | Completed
Global Global UNEP Global Biodiversity Assessment |ST/PP| FP Dec-92 May-93| $ 3.30 PIR 2000 S HS HS $ 3.12 95%
Completed
Global Global UNEP Biodiversity Country Studies- EA | EA Dec-92, Jun-94{ $ 2.00 PIR 2000 S HS HS $ 1.96 98%
Phase Il Completed
Global Global UNEP People, Land Management, & ST | FP May-97| Mar-98| $ 6.28 PIR 2000 HS HS HS $ 2.13 34%)
Environmental Change (PLEC) lActive




GEF

Disburse

%

Country [Region [IA Proiect Titl OP [Type \livrc())rkram E;ft?“ve funding [Status IP-00 [GO-00 C?a/erall- d as of [disburse
roject title g (US$ mil.) 6/30/00 |d
Global Global UNEP Pilot Biosafety Enabling Activity EA | EA Dec-97| Mar-98 $ 2.74 PIR 2000 S HS HS $ 1.88] 69%
Project Completed
Global Global UNEP Development of Best Practices 2 |MSP Jan-98 May-98|$ 0.75 PIR 2000 HS HS HS $ 0.49 65%
and Dissemination of Lessons lActive
Learned for Dealing with the New
Global Problem of Alien Species
that Threaten Biological Diversity
Global Global UNEP Global Biodiversity Forum Phase Il| ST |MSP Feb-98 Apr-98/$0.75 PIR 2000 S S S $ 0.44 59%
IActive
/Argentina  [LAC wB Biodiversity Conservation ST | FP May-97| 29-May-98 $ 10.39  |PIR 2000 S S S $ 0.7 7%)|
lActive
Belize LAC WB Northern Belize Biological 3 |[MSP| Nov-98 16-Apr-99$0.77 PIR 2000 S S S $ 0.27 34%
Corridors Consolidation and lActive
Maintenance (MSP) New
Brazil LAC WB National Biodiversity Project ST/PP| FP May-91] 05-Dec-96/$ 10.00 |PIR 2000 S S S $ 2.45 24%)
(PROBIO) lActive
Brazil LAC WB Brazilian Biodiversity Fund ST/IPP| FP May-91] 05-Sep-96/$ 20.00 |PIR 2000 S S S $ 6.95 35%
(FUNBIO) lActive
Cameroon [Africa wB Biodiversity Conservation and 3 FP May-93| 22-Dec-95| $5.96 PIR 2000 S S S $ 2.90 49%
Management lActive
China A&P wB Nature Reserves Management 3 | FP Feb-95( 28-Aug-95/$17.80  |PIR 2000 S S S $ 10.63 60%
lActive
Congo Africa  |WB \Wildlands Protection and 3 | FP May-91] 13-Oct-93($10.00  |PIR 2000 S S S $ 6.73 67%
Management Completed
Costa Rica |LAC wB Biodiversity Resources 3 FP May-97| 14-Jul-98) $7.28 PIR 2000 HS HS HS $ 1.70] 23%)
Development lActive
New
Ecuador LAC WB Biodiversity Protection 3 FP Apr-92 25-Jul-94|$ 7.20 PIR 2000 S S S $ 5.20 72%
Completed
Ecuador LAC wB Monitoring System for the 2 |MSP| Nov-98 12-Feb-99$ 0.94 PIR 2000 S S S $ 0.33 35%
Galapagos Islands (MSP) lActive
New
Ecuador LAC WB Wetland Priorities for 2 |MSP Mar-99| 26-Apr-99$ 0.74 PIR 2000 S S S $ 0.25 34%)
Conservation Action (MSP) lActive
New
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Work Effective o= Overall- RIELIIEE o
Country [Region [IA Proiect Titl OP [Type Program [Date funding [Status IP-00 [GO-00 00 d as of [disburse
roject title g (US$ mil.) 6/30/00 |d
Egypt IArab WB Red Sea Coastal and Marine 2 FP Apr-92| 30-Dec-94|$ 4.75 PIR 2000 S S S $ 2.32 49%
States Resource Management lActive
El Salvador |LAC WB Promotion of Biodiversity 3 |MSP| May-98[ 17-Jul-99($0.75 PIR 2000 S S S $ 0.61] 81%
Conservation within Coffee lActive
Landscapes (MSP) New
Georgia E&CA WB Integrated Coastal Zone 2 FP Jul-98| 21-May-99[$ 1.30 PIR 2000 S S S $ 0.29 22%
Management lActive
New
Ghana IAfrica WB Coastal Wetlands Management 2 FP Dec-91] 12-Mar-93|$ 7.20 PIR 2000 U S U $ 4.35 60%
Completed
Ghana IAfrica WB Natural Resource Management 3 FP Nov-97| 01-Dec-98/ $ 8.93 PIR 2000 U U U No info N/A
lActive
New
Honduras |LAC IWB/UNDP  |Biodiversity Conservation in 3 FP May-97| 20-Aug-98| $ 7.30 PIR 2000 S S S $ 0.91] 13%)
Priority Protected Areas lActive
India IA&P WB Ecodevelopment 3 FP May-95| 27-Dec-96| $20.21 PIR 2000 U S U $ 5.17 26%
lActive
Indonesia  |A&P WB Biodiversity Collections 3 FP Apr-92 25-Jul-94| $7.20 PIR 2000 S HS HS $ 4.89 68%
lActive
Indonesia  |A&P WB Kerinci Seblat Integrated 3 FP May-95| 14-Aug-96| $14.40  [PIR 2000 S S S $ 3.81 26%
Conservation and Development lActive
Indonesia  |A&P WB Coral Reef Rehabilitation and 2 FP May-97| 30-Jun-98]$12.28 PIR 2000 U U U $ 1.33 11%)
Management Project (COREMAP) lActive
Kenya Africa wWB Tana River National Primate 1 FP May-91] 01-Jul-97|$ 6.20 PIR 2000 U U U $ 0.54 9%
Reserve lActive
Lao PDR  |A&P wB \Wildlife and Protected Areas 3 FP May-91] 10-Jan-95 $ 5.00 PIR 2000 U U U $ 2.07 41%
Conservation lActive
Madagascar|Africa IWB/UNDP  |Environment Program Support Il 3 FP Oct-96 12-Jun-97|$21.30 [PIR 2000 S S S $ 14.78 69%)
lActive
Mauritius ~ |Africa wB Biodiversity Restoration 3 FP May-95| 21-Feb-96/$ 1.20 PIR 2000 S HS HS $ 0.75 63%)
lActive
Mexico LAC wB Protected Areas Program (FANP) [ST/PP| FP May-91f 09-Jul-97/$25.00  |PIR 2000 Not Not [Not Rated| No info N/A
lActive Rated | Rated
New
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. Work Effective o= . Overall- RELIIEE %
Country [Region [IA . ) OP [Type funding [Status IP-00 [GO-00 d as of [disburse
PURJEEITIEE Program Date (US$ mil.) E 6/30/00 |d
MozambiquelAfrica WB Transfrontier Conservation Areas|ST/PP| FP Dec-92| 21-May-97| $5.00 PIR 2000 S S S $ 2.18 44%
Pilot and Institutional lActive
Strengthening
Nicaragua |LAC WB IAtlantic Biological Corridor 3 FP Oct-96| 20-Oct-98($ 7.43 PIR 2000 S HS HS $ 1.10} 15%)
lActive
New
Panama LAC WB |Atlantic Mesoamerican Biological 3 FP May-97| 20-Nov-98| $ 8.60 PIR 2000 S S S $ 0.98 11%)
Corridor lActive
New
Peru LAC WB National Trust Fund for Protected | 3 FP Dec-91]| 06-Sep-95|$ 5.00 PIR 2000 S S S $ 3.50 70%)
|Areas Completed
Philippines  |A&P wB Conservation of Priority Protected [ST/PP| FP May-91| 14-Oct-94$20.00  |PIR 2000 S S S $ 6.15 31%)
lAreas lActive
Regional  |Africa wB West Africa Pilot Community - 1 FP Dec-92( 06-May-96| $ 7.00 PIR 2000 u S U $ 2.26 32%)
Based Natural Resource and lActive
\Wildlife Management (GEPRENAF)
Regional Africa WB Lake Malawi 2 FP Dec-91] 31-Jul-95/$ 5.00 PIR 2000 S S S $ 3.50 70%
Completed
Regional IAfrica wWB Central Africa region: Regional 3 FP May-97| 21-Apr-98'$ 4.35 PIR 2000 S S S $ - 0%
Environment Information lActive
Management Project (REIMP) New
Regional LAC wWB Terra Capital Biodiversity Fund ST | FP Oct-95 27-Oct-98[$ 5.00 PIR 2000 S S S $ 0.78 16%)
(Latin lActive
lAmerica) New
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Romania E&CA WB Danube Delta Biodiversity FP Apr-92| 06-Feb-95|$ 4.50 PIR 2000 S S S 2.99 66%9
Completed
Russian E&CA WB Biodiversity Conservation FP Nov-94] 27-Nov-96/$20.10  |PIR 2000 S S S 6.94 35%
Federation lActive
Seychelles [Africa WB Management of Avian FP Jun-98( 30-Sep-98|$ 0.74 PIR 2000 HS HS HS 0.29 39%
Ecosystems (MSP) lActive
New
South AfricgAfrica WB Cape Peninsula Biodiversity FP Nov-97| 01-Jun-98| $12.40 PIR 2000 S S S 8.09 65%
lActive
Sri Lanka  |A&P WB Conservation and Sustainable FP May-97| 08-May-98| $ 5.42 PIR 2000 S S S 1.04] 19%)
Use of Medicinal Plants lActive
Uganda IAfrica WB Bwindi Impenetrable National Park FP May-91] 12-Jul-95 $ 4.00 PIR 2000 HS HS HS 2.90 73%
& Mgahinga Gorilla National Park lActive
Conservation
Uganda Africa wWB Protected Areas Management and FP May-97| 25-Mar-99|$ 10.29  [PIR 2000 S S S 4.74 46%
Sustainable Use (ICB-PAMSU) lActive
New
Uganda IAfrica WB Kibale Forest Wild Coffee Project MSP Dec-98| 23-Feb-99/$ 0.75 PIR 2000 HS HS HS - 0%
(MSP) IActive
New
\Venezuela [LAC WB Conservation & Sustainable Use FP Jun-99| 21-Jun-99| $ 0.96 PIR 2000 S S S 0.34 35%
of the Llanos Ecoregion (MSP) lActive
New
Zimbabwe |Africa WB Park Rehabilitation and FP Apr-92| 15-Mar-99| $ 4.80 PIR 2000 S S S 2.93 61%
Conservation IActive
New
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CLIMATE CHANGE PROJECTSIN PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION REVIEW 2000

NO [Country Regi |IA Proj ect OoP Date of Work [Date of Date of project start
on program Entry |approval by
1A
1 |Argentina |LAC (World Argentina Efficient Streetlighting Project Nov-98 Feb-99
Bank/IFC
2 |Brazl LAC |[UNDP Biomass Power Generation: Sugar Cane Apr-96 Mar-97 Jun-97
Bagasse and Trash
3 |Bulgaria ECA |UNDP Energy Efficiency Strategy to Mitigate GHG Oct-96 Oct-96 May-98
Emissions
4 [Chile LAC [UNDP Reduction of Greenhouse Gases Dec-92 Jun-95 Jun-95
5 [China EAP |UNDP Capacity Building for the Rapid Apr-97 Feb-99
Commercialization of Renewable Energy
6 |China EAP |World Bank| Efficient Industrial Boilers Apr-96 Dec-96 Feb-97,
7 |China EAP |UNDP Energy Conservation and GHG Emissions Feb-95 Dec-97
Reduction in Township and Village
Enterprise Industriesin China- Phase |
8 |China EAP [World Bank|Energy Conservation Project Mar-98 Dec-98
9 |China EAP |UNDP Promoting Methane Recovery and Utilization| STRM Apr-96 May-97
from Mixed Municipal Waste
10 [China EAP |World Bank{Sichuan Gas Development & Conservation |STRM Apr-92 Jan-94 Sep-HA
11 |CostaRica [LAC [World Bank|TejonaWind Power Dec-92 Dec-93 Nov-95
12 |Cotedlvore |AFR [World Bank|Energy Efficiency Service Market Jul-98 Jan-99 Jun-99
13 |Czech ECA (World Bank|Kyjov Waste STRM Aug-98 Nov-98
Republic
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NO [Country Regi |IA Proj ect OoP Date of Work [Date of Date of project start

on program Entry |approval by
1A
14 [Czech ECA |UNDP Low Cost/Low Energy Buildingsin the Czech Jul-98 Jan-99
Republic Republic

15 |Egypt MN [UNDP Energy Efficiency Improvement & Oct-96 Aug-98
A Greenhouse Gas Reduction Project

16 |Ghana AFR [UNDP Renewable Energy-Based Electricity for Aug-96 Jun-98

Rural, Social and Economic Development

17 |Globa Glob |UNDP Climate Change Training Phase |l (CC EA May-95 Mar-96 Mar-96
a TRAIN)

18 |Globa Glob |UNEP Economics of GHG Limitations EA Feb-95 Mar-96
a

19 (Globd Glob [UNDP Global Alternativesto Slash and Burn STRM May-95 Jun-96 Jun-96
a Agriculture Phase |

20 |Global Glob [UNDP Global Change System for Analysis, STRM May-92 May-93 May-93
a Research and Training (START)

21 |Global Glob [UNDP Monitoring of Greenhouse gases STRM May-91 Oct-92 Oct-92
a

22 |Global Glob |UNDP National Communications Support Program  |EA Aug-98
a on Climate Change

23 |Global Glob (World Photovoltaic Market Transformation Jun-98 Jul-98
a Bank/IFC [Initiative

24 |Global Glob [UNDP Research Programme on Methane Emissions |STRM May-91 Jan-92 Jan-93
a from Rice Fields

25 |Global Glob {World Small and Medium Enterprises Program 1 and|multi Oct-96 May-97 Aug-97
a Bank/IFC |2

26 |Hungary ECA |World Energy Efficiency Co-Financing Program Apr-96 Sep-96 Feb-97

Bank/IFC
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NO [Country Regi |IA Proj ect OoP Date of Work [Date of Date of project start
on program Entry |approval by
1A
27 |India SAS |UNDP Coalbed M ethane Recovery and Commercial 6 May-98,
Utilization
28 |India SAS |[UNDP Cost-effective options for limiting EA May-93 Jun-98
greenhouse gas emissions (Selected Options
for Stabilizing GHG Emissions for Sustainable
Development.
29 |India SAS [UNDP Development of High Rate Biomethanation 6 May-92 Jan-94 Mar-94
Processes as Means of Reducing
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
30 (India SAS |UNDP Optimizing Development of Small Hydel 6 Dec-91, Jan-94| Mar-94
Resourcesin Hilly Areas
31 |India SAS (World Bank| Renewabl e Resources Management Project 6 Dec-91 Dec-92 Apr-93
(Alternate Energy)
32 |Indonesia EAP |World Bank| Solar Home Systems 6 Oct-95 Jan-97| Oct-97
33 |Jamaica LAC |World Bank| Demand Side Management Demonstration 5 May-93 Mar-94 Aug-A
34 |Jordan MN |UNDP Reduction of Methane Emissions and 6 Apr-96 Apr-96 Aug-97,
A Utilization of Municipal Waste for Energy in
Amman
35 |LaoPDR EAP |World Bank{ Southern Provinces Rural Electrification 6 Feb-98
Project
36 [Latvia ECA [World Bank|Solid Waste Management 6 Feb-98 Jul-98
37 |Lithuania ECA |World Bank{Klaipeda Geothermal Demonstration 6 May-95 May-96 Oct-96
33 |Madi AFR |World Bank|Household Energy Project 6 Dec-92 Jun-95 Oct-95
39 |Pakistan SAS [UNDP Fuel Efficiency in the Road Transport Sector 5 May-92 Jul-95 May-96
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NO [Country Regi |IA Proj ect OoP Date of Work [Date of Date of project start
on program Entry |approval by
1A
40 (Palestinian [MN |UNDP Energy Efficiency Improvement & May-97| Jul-98
Authority A Greenhouse Gas Reduction
and Egypt
41 (Peru LAC |[UNDP Photovoltaic-based Rural Electrificationin Apr-98 Apr-9
Peru
42 |Philippines |EAP |World Bank|Leyte Luzon Geothermal Project May-91 Jun-94 Mar-95
43 |Poland ECA |World Bank|{Coal to Gas Conversion STRM Dec-91 Nov-H| Jun-95
44 |Poland ECA |World Efficient Lighting Project Dec-%4| May-95 Aug-95
Bank/IFC
45 |Regiona MN |UNDP Building Capacity in the Maghreb to respond|EA May-93 Sep-HA Dec-94|
A to the Challenges and Opportunities created
by National Response to the Framework
Convention on Climate Change.
46 |Regional LAC |World Bank| CARICOM: Planning for Adaptation to EA May-95 Mar-97| Apr-97
Climate Change
47 |Regiona AFR |UNDP Control of greenhouse gas emissions Dec-92 Dec-H| Feb-95
through energy efficient building technology
in West Africa (Cote d'lvoire, Senegal)
48 |Regional EAP [UNEP Emergency Response to Combat Forest Fires|STRM
in Indonesiato prevent Haze in South East
Asia
49 [Romania ECA |UNDP Capacity Building for GHG Emission Dec-98
Reduction through Energy Efficiency
Improvement
50 [Russian ECA [UNDP Capacity Building to Reduce Key Barriersto Oct-96 Oct-96 Feb-98
Federation Energy Efficiency in Russian Residential

Buildings and Heat Supply
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NO [Country Regi |IA Proj ect OoP Date of Work [Date of Date of project start
on program Entry |approval by
1A
51 |Senegal AFR [World Bank| Sustainable Participatory Energy STRM Apr-96 Jun-97 Dec-97
Management
52 |SiLanka SAS |World Bank|Energy Services Delivery 6 Apr-96 Mar-97| Jul-97
53 |Sri Lanka SAS [UNDP Renewable Energy and Energy Capacity 6 Apr-96 Jan-98
Building
54 |Sudan AFR |UNDP Community Based Rangeland Rehabilitation |STRM Dec-92 Aug-94 Oct-H
for Carbon Sequestration and Biodiversity
55 |Syria MN |UNDP Supply-side Efficiency and Energy 5 Oct-96 Nov-98
A Conservation and Planning.
56 |Thailand EAP (World Bank| Promotion of Electricity Energy Efficiency 5 Dec-91, Apr-93 Nov-93
57 |Tunisia MN |UNDP Barrier Removal to Encourage & Secure 5 Feb-99 Apr-99
A Implementation of Standards and Labeling of
Cold Applicances and Transformation of the
Cold Appliance Market
58 |Tunisia MN [World Bank| Solar Water Heating 6 May-93 Nov-94 May-95
A
59 |Uganda AFR [UNDP Photovoltaic pilot project for rural 6 Oct-95 Nov-97|

electrification
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INTERNATIONAL WATERS PROJECTSIN PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION REVIEW 2000

Total Project Date of
GEF Funding| Cost (US$ [ Date of Work | Approval by |Date of Project
Project Focal Area OP (US$ mil) mil) program Entry IA Start
International
Egypt: Lake Manzala Engineered Wetlands Waters 8 4.5 4.5 Dec-92 Jun-97
International
Global International Waters Assessment (GIWA) Waters 10 6.79 6.79 Nov-97 Mar-99 Mar-99
International
World Water Vision - Water and Nature Waters 10 0.7 13.845 Apr-99 Apr-99 Jun-99
Pollution Control and Other Measures to Protect International
Biodiversity in Lake Tanganyika Waters 8 10 10 Dec-91 Feb-95
International
Black Sea Il Waters 8 1.79 8.745 Apr-97 Sep-97
Addressing Transboundary Environmental Issues in|International
the Caspian Environment Program Waters 8 8.34 18.317 Oct-98 Apr-99
Implementation of the Strategic Action Program for |International
the Red Sea and Gulf of Aden Waters 9 19.34 44.99 Nov-97 Jan-99
Strategic Action Programme for the Binational Basin [International
of the Bermejo River Waters 9 3.221 5.956 Nov-96 Mar-97 Apr-97
International
Western Indian Ocean Oil Spill Contingency Planning|Waters 10 3.16 4.29 Mar-98 Dec-98 Mar-99
Water and Environmental Management of the Aral |International
Sea Basin Waters 9 12 71.5 May-97 Jun-98 Sep-98
International
Lake Ohrid Management Waters 8 4.28 4.28 Dec-95 Jun-98 Dec-98
Oil Pollution Management Project for the Southwest |International
Mediterranean Sea Waters 10 18.26 20 Apr-92 Apr-94 May-94
International
Lake Victoria Environmental Management Project  |Waters 8 77.6 35 Apr-96 Jul-96 Mar-97
International
Caribbean: Ship-Generated Waste Management Waters 10 12.5 50.5 Dec-92 May-95 Nov-96
International
Gulf of Agaba Environmental Action Plan Waters 8 2.7 12.673 Oct-95 Jun-96 Jun-96




APPENDIX B
GUIDELINESFOR FY 2000 GEF PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION REVIEW (PIR)
1. The 2000 PIR Process and Schedule

The 2000 GEF PIR processwill, asin 1999, involve: (1) internd portfolio reviews by the |As that will
be submitted to the GEF M&E Team (2) reviews of the PIR reports by GEF focal areatask forcesin
their respective portfolios, and (3) aone-day interagency review mesting.

(1)) Theinterna 1A project implementation reviews for 2000 will be conducted between July
and September, 2000. |A reportsto GEF M&E team will be submitted no later than
September 25, 2000. The agencies will submit (or make available on eectronic
databases)

- individud project reports
- an overview of agency experience
- summary tables with project data

(2) OncethelA reports are received by GEF M& E team, they will be distributed to program
managers within GEFSEC and |A members of the four GEF foca areatask forces. Each
focal areatask force will schedule areview meeting of their repective portfolios during
early to mid-November, 2000. These reviewswill focus on trends identified in the
project reports, program and project cycleissues. The task force reviews will also draw
on other materid like the agency overviews and conclusions of earlier studies)

(3) Based onthetask force reviews, an interagency mesting will be hdd in Washington the
week of December 4, 2000.

2. Individual Project Reports

Reports will be submitted on al full and medium-sized (but not pre-investment or individua country
enabling activities) GEF projects which began implementation on or before June 30, 1999 and werein
implementation during FY 2000, or for which the Implementation Completion Report was prepared
during that year. The reports should comprise:

2.1.  Project Name, Country and GEF Operationa Progran/EA/STRM
2.2.  Brief Project Description

A brief description (50-100 words) —in ample and direct language—of the project, what it istrying to
achieve, its principd activities, and mgor accomplishments and/or problems during the past year.
(Please do not repesat the project god or objective in this section.)
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23.  Project “God"*®
A statement of the god to which the project contributes.
2.3. Indicators of Goal Achievement and Related Targets

List the indicators being used to monitor progress toward achievement of the project’ s god, together
with any relevant target vaues for these indicators. If pecific indicators are not identified, include a
discusson of how the project manager is determining progress toward achievement of the god, and
state when project indicators will be put in place. For each indicator, include the actud level achieved.™

2.5.  Project Purpose®
State the project’ s purpose or purposes.
2.6. Indicators of Purpose Achievement and Related Targets

Ligt the indicators being used to monitor progress toward achievement of the project purpose(s),
together with any relevant target values for each indicator. If specific indicators are not identified,
include a discussion of how the project manager is determining progress toward achievement of the
project purpose(s)?, and state when project indicators will be put in place. For each indicator, include
the actual leve achieved.

2.7. Assumptions and Risks Ratings

List mgor assumptions identified in the project design and others that have been made since. Rate the
risk that eech assumption may serioudy affect implementation or prospects for achieving project
objectives. For this purpose, use the 4 point scaein Annex 1: high (H), substantid (S), modest (M) and
low (L).

2.8.  Project Progress and Achievement Raiings

Using the 4-point scales described in Annex 1, list the ratings for implementa-tion progress (IP) and
achievement of the project’ s purpose® for each project for 1999 and 2000. This section should indlude
assessment of risks and a brief explanation of the basisfor the 2000 PIR ratings. The reasons for any

8 This should be the highest level in the project’s Logical Framework, which is often labeled the “goal” to which the
project contributes. Different implementing agencies are using different termsfor thislevel. The World Bank often
refersto thislevel asthe “CAS Objective” and/or the “ GEF Operational Program” or “Program Purpose”. UNEP uses
“overall objective” to describe thislevel, while UNDP recently hasused “goal”.

9|t isunderstood that at thislevel, information may not be available on every indicator each year. Reports should
include the most recent data on the goal-level indicators.

® This should be the second highest level in the project’s Logical Framework, which istypically labeled as the
“project purpose”. Different implementing agencies are using different termsfor thislevel. The World Bank often
refersto thislevel asthe“development objective’ and/or “global objective”. UNEP uses “outcomes’to describe this
level, while recent UNDP projects use “purpose”.

2 For example, UNDP projects are supposed to have “indicators of performance” that are rated and reported on in
APRs.

% Thishas been referred to in past PIRs as the prospects for achieving the project’ s devel opment/global
environmental objective(s) (DO).
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changes in ratings since 1999 should be discussed. For dl projectsrated “unsatisfactory” on either
measure, and for projects where ratings have declined since 1999, this section should aso include a
description of actions being taken to address implementation problems.

2.9. Resources Leveraged/Demonstration and Catdytic Effects

A brief description of the funding leveraged , as well as actud and potentid demonsgtration and catdytic
effects of GEF involvement in the project. In the last Council Meting (GEF/.14/10) it was decided to
use “leverage’ as aterm to denote additiond financid resources, but that GEF will focus attentively on
its cataytic role, through * demongtration effects’ and “replication.”

2.10. Issues During Implementation/ Assessments of Risks and Assumptions

A brief discussion of ggnificant palicy, inditutiond, scientific and technica issues that have arisen during
project implementation, including changes in project assumptions/risks.

2.11. Lessons Learned/Good Practice

Identify lessons from experience and examples of good practice that have resulted from project
implementation to date.

3. Summary Performance and L essons L earned Overview

On the basis of the individia project reports each 1A should provide a narrative report that summarizes
the conclusons of itsinternd PIR. This should include andysis of:

@ the performance of its GEF projects (possbly relative to comparable non GEF
portfolios) on (i) length of time from forma 1A approvd to first disbursement, (i)
disbursement history, and (iii) project ratings,

(b) ratings of implementation progress (IP) and accomplishment of project purposes (DO),
trendsin each focad area, and common factors that appear to account for either
deterioration or improvementsin ratingsin relaion to those included in the 1999 PIR,;
and

(© issues or topics for which:

- OPsrequire clarification or elaboration;

- additiond operationa guidance is needed on project development, implementation
or evauation;

- referal to STAP for scientific or technical advice isindicated;

- review in greater depth in M& E studies would be beneficid; and/or

- dissemination of good practices and lessons learned is recommended.
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4, Project ListgStatus

The 1As should provide listg/portfolio Satus, asfollows:

4.1

4.2.

4.3.

4.4,

A lig of dl full and medium-sized (but not pre-invesment or individua country enabling
activities) GEF projects which began implementation on or before June 30, 1999 and
were in implementation at least some part of FY 2000 ( for which individud reports will
be prepared)

A brief status report on al projects for which:

a) funding was dlocated in GEF Work Programs before June 30, 1998, but which
have not been gpproved formaly by the lA.

b) forma gpprova was made by the |A on or before September 30, 1999, but which
have not begun disbursements by June 30, 2000.

A ligt of dl GEF projects that were operationdly completed during FY 00. Reportson
these projects should aso be included in the PIR. (Reports for projects that were
operationally completed before July 1, 1999 should normdly not be included in the
review.)

A lig of (a) dl mid-term reviews, evauation reports (sdf evauations or independent
evauations) and/or project completion reports that have been completed from July 1,
1999 through June 30, 2000, and (b) mid-term reviews, evauation reports and/or
implementation completion reports underway as of June 30, 2000, or planned through
June 2001.
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ANNEX A

DEFINITION OF RATINGS

Implementation Progress Ratings

Highly Satisfactory (HS)

Satisfactory (S)

Unsatisfactory (U)

Highly Unsatisfactory (HU)

Implementation of al componentsisin substantid compliance with the
origind (or formally revised) implementation plan for the project.

Implementation of most componentsisin subgtantiad compliance withthe
origina/formaly revised plan except for afew that are subject to
remedia action.

Implementation of most componentsis not in substantial compliance with
the origind/formaly revised plan but remedia action has been agreed.

Asin“U,” but remedid action has not been agreed.

Project Purpose (Global Environment Objective/Development Objective) Ratings

Highly Satisfactory (HS)

Satisfactory (S)

Unsatisfactory (U)

Highly Unsatisfactory (HU)

Project is expected to achieve or exceed al its mgjor purposes and
globa environmentd objectives and yield subgtantid globd environment
benefits.

Project is expected to achieve most of its mgor globa environmental
objectives and purposes and to yield satisfactory globa environmentd
benefits without major shortcomings.

Project is expected not to achieve mogt of its mgor globa environmenta
objectives or purposes nor yied substantid globa environmenta results.

Project is expected not to achieve any of its mgor globa environment

objectives or purposes nor to yield worthwhile globa environmenta
results.
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Assumption and Risk Rating
The risk that individual assumptions relevant to the project may not prove to be accurate, and, may

serioudy affect implementation or prospects for achieving project objectives, should be rated on the
following scde

High (H) Thereisaprobability of greater than 75 % that the assumption may fail
to hold or materidize.

Subgtantiad (S) Thereis a probability of between 51 % and 75 % that the assumption
may fal to hold or materidize.

Modest (M) Thereisa probability of between 26 % and 50 % that the assumption
may fail to hold or materidize.

Low (L) Thereis aprobability of lessthan 25 % that the assumption may fall to
hold or materailize,
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APPENDIX C1

UNITED NATIONS DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION REVIEW OVERVIEW

INTRODUCTION

The anud GEF Project Implementation Review (PIR) complements the regular UNDP
Monitoring and Evauation procedures employed during project implementation.

The PIR covers only a subset of the UNDP/GEF s portfolio. According to the PIR sdection
criteria individud project information was collected for dl full and medium-sized projects under
implementation for a minimum of one year, as of June 30, 2000. Projects that were operationaly
completed before June 30, 1999 were not included in this year’ sreview. A totd of 72 projects qudified
for the 2000 PIR. This year's PIR aso includes reports on the BD Planning Support program, the
Nationd Communications Support Program and the Smdl Grants Programme (second Operational
Phase).

In addition to reporting on the generd performance of GEF projects, implementation progress and
impact achievements, the 2000 PIR is the third year in which we have attempted to gather information
on leveraging efforts. This chapter aso includes a summary of trends and lessons learned from the
capacity development activities of UNDP/GEF projects.

TRENDSAND LESSONS LEARNED
L everaging Additional Resour ces and Actions

Actions “leveraged” refer to activities that are taking place “around the project” without being part
of the project drategy itself but which are stimulated or initisted by the project. Financid leveraging
refers to funds mobilized in association with a GEF project.

Actions leveraged

Projects have simulated and initiated a wide range of actions internd and externd to inditutions
directly involved in projects that go beyond project specific gods and help to create an environment
conducive to the achievement of GEF, CBD and UNFCCC gods. These actions are reflected in
gregter awareness about globa environmenta issues, changed titudes, the establishment of new
policies and regulations, the replication of successful project approaches, support for internationa
treaties and conventions and interactions/synergies with other projects and organizations.

Through their efforts to strengthen indtitutions and raise awareness UNDP/GEF projects often
provide the insoirationd basis for replication, further project development and follow-up actions. In
some cases, due to ther innovative nature, UNDP/GEF projects are concelved as pilot or
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demondirative projects intended to scae up during implementation or after project completion (Uganda
Photovoltaic Project for Rural Electrification). In other cases a hew low cost technica approach
with high replication potentid is introduced (Egypt Lake Manzala Engineered Wetland project).

Data collected during implementation, training materias prepared, lessons learned, examples of
good practice and contacts obtained with ingtitutions, organizations, consultants, and experts are dready
being made available through websites or periodic publications in some projects (Russia Capacity
Building for Energy Efficiency in Residential Buildings, Southern Africa SABONET) in order to
fogter replication of successful interventions sawhere,

UNDP/GEF project objectives and activities are increasingly dedling both directly and indirectly
with the formulation and review of new and existing environmental policies and legidation at the
national and loca leve. This happens for example through the provison of key information such as
specific research results and technica concepts to decison makers (Energy Efficient Building project
in West Africa), or through the preparation and defense of proposed legidation asin the case of the
Bafados del Este Biosphere Reserve project, in Uruguay, which organized severa workshops for
the Formulation of the Nationd Strategy for Biologica Diversty, and aso through multiple seminars,
publications and awareness raising, contributed to the find approva of the nationd protected areas law.

Where environmenta policies are dready in place but enforcement is rather weak, UNDP/GEF
projects have helped to strengthen support for these policies and increase their enforcement by raising
awareness. In the case of the Bhutan Integrated Management of Dorji National Park project,
environmenta impact assessment is implemented for the firgt time at the park area, which will lead to
wider recognition and implementation of EIA nationwide.

UNDP/GEF projects interact with smilar interventions, benefiting from synergy effects and
engaging in joint activities. This contributes to reducing overlaps between projects and donor
competition.

PIR reporting shows numerous examples of collaborative work with awide range of projects and
organizations, including UNDP programs (Sudan Community-Based Rangeland Rehabilitation
project) other UN Agencies, multilateral and bilateral donors, regiond development banks, foundations,
corporaions, and government and non-governmentd organizations. Coordination is many times
enhanced by information networks and contacts made available to UNDP/GEF projects by UNDP
Country Offices. Examples of synergies are the formdization of agreements for the sharing of
information, loca human resources, trainees, and experiences (Vietnam Protected Areas) and the
development of thematic networks (Jordan, Lebanon, Syria and the Palestinian Authority Agro-
biodiversity project)
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Financial Leveraging

UNDP/GEF projects in the PIR 2000 portfolio continue to be successful in their leveraging
efforts totaling US$ 273.9 million in resources to complement the funding from GEF resources
maintaining the raio of one additional dollar leveraged for each dollar allocated by GEF (or
approximately 3.7 million on average per project) reported in last year’ s PIR.

Leveraging encompasses amounts mobilized up-front, during implementation and after completion
including funds used for replication of successful projects and follow-up investments.

Sour ces of L everage for UNDP/GEF Projects

Government [Donors* | Others** | Associated | Total
= :

C
pd
O
o

2
O

Co-financing $14.2 $1.5 $83.2 $21.4 | $76.2 $59.6 | $255.7
leveraged before
start-up (US$
million)
Co-finandng $0 $0.1 $M.1 $4.2 $9.4 $17.8
leveraged during
implementation
(US$ million)
Tota $14.2 $1.6 $87.3 $25.6 | $85.6 $59.6 |$273.9

* Besides bilateral funding agencies these numbers include funding from Multilaterals, Regional Development Banks, Donor
government ministries (or special funds) and foreign embassies.
** This column also includes funding from NGOs and private sector.

It is estimated that the actud resources leveraged are even higher than reported since many times
these resources are not being adequately quantified and are not being included in the reports. Non-cash
contributions such as sharing of equipment and office space, provison of free labor in the form of
volunteers or non-remunerated part time collaboration, free or reduced cost of services such as
advertising or coordination activities are common and result in important savings for the project.

Co-financing is leveraged from a number of different sources. UNDP contributes more than US$
14 million in co-financing to GEF projects as grant money from core resources (eg. Vietham
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Protected Areas, Pakistan Mountain Areas Conservancy) and aso provides additiona resources
from related projects for particular activities during implementation (Uganda Photovoltaics).

Severa projects have managed to leverage substantia amounts from the private sector for
follon-up invesments, funding of project activities and surveys. One good example is India
Biomethanation project where the beneficiary industries are contributing more than US$1.2 million for
financing the st up cost of the demondration Biomethanation plants.

Another mgor share of leveraged resources comes from bilateral and multilateral funding
sour ces, epecidly for follow-up projects or projects implemented parallel to UNDP/GEF projects.
The South Pacific Biodiversity Conservation for example has leveraged C$600,000 from the
Canadian South Pacific Oceans Development Programme for the turtle conservation programme and
NZ$400,000 from the government of New Zedand in support of the development of the Pacific
Conservation Trust Fund. The Brazl Biomass Power Generation project has secured additiona
funding from the European Union and STEM (Sweden).-US$ 500,000 and US$ 300,000,
respectively- that will help to increase the number of pilot plant gasification tests using trash and trash /
bagasse mixtures as fuels.

NGOs, ether internationa or nationd, seem to play an increasing role as a source of additiond
funding. For example, Madagascar Environment Support Programme reports securing more than
US$0.8 million in leveraged funds from Internationa NGOs plus an additiond US$0.1estimated in-kind
contributions from others participating actors such as Universties, research ingtitutions and community

groups.
Capacity Development

Capacity Development is a centrd part of dmost al UNDP/GEF projects. UNDP promotes the
concept of “capacity development” that encompasses utilizing and improving capacities that exist in
individuds, entities, as well asthe overal system or enabling environment in which organizations operate
and interact.

The Capacity Development Initiative (CDI) currently at the end of its assessment phase has
adopted this approach and is dedicating considerable time and resources for the assessment of capacity
development needs. It is expected that the CDI will provide ingght and value to this discusson and will
sarve as abass for afuture GEF strategy on Capacity Devel opment.

Almog dl projects address CD at the entity level. Over the years the systemic and individua
dimensions of capacity development have received increased attention, balancing the earlier emphasis
on inditutiond strengthening.

This shift of focus has improved the performance of UNDP/GEF projects in linking both
"upstream” and "downstream” contexts - targeting macro issues pertaining to the enabling environment
(i.e. addressing policy needs, revisng ingtitutiond and legd frameworks, encouraging cross-sectora
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collaboration), while supporting regiona/loca pilot initiatives that test new gpproaches, generate visble
impact and offer demongtrative case studies for replication.

Tools and approaches applied in UNDP/GEF projects aso seem to have experienced a gradud
shift from a reatively structured and traditiond approach to capacity development towards grester
divergfication both methodologicaly and inditutionally. Newer approaches - networking, horizontal
exchanges and cooperation, creation of multi-stakeholder project steering committees, internships and
the sharing of project management respongbilities with stakeholders - have become increasingly
common among GEF projects.

The development of human capacity is an essentid ingredient for the achievement of project
objectives even though the actua impact and long-term sustainability of capacity development activities
a thisleve are often difficult to measure. Training sessons and workshops, vidits to Smilar project Stes,
internships and staff exchanges, and hiring nationd consultants, are an integra part of many UNDP/GEF
projects.

UNDP/GEF s ingtitutional capacity development activities (entity level) are targeting a variety
of inditutions and organizations, among them governmental agencies, norn-governmenta organizations,
community-based organizations, municipdities, research and environmental information centers, and
others. PIR 2000 confirms the need for a more thorough assessment of both existing capacities and
training needs of collaborating organizations particularly a project design (Guatemala RECOSMO, or
Southern Africa SABONET)

The systemic capacity (politica, lega and economica) of the country or region is not only of
utmost importance for impact achievement and sustaining project results beyond project completion, but
aso has a strong influence on project implementation progress.

UNDP/GEF project’s efforts to build capacity at this level include for example contributions to
grengthen the coordinaion activities of nationa inditutions, help to clarify mandates and dso playing an
effective role in promoting information exchange between groups that normaly do not communicate
well. The Africa Birdlife project and the Jordan Azraq Wetlands Conservation project for example,
have led to increased acceptance by national governments of the value of active cooperation with
NGOs and other stakeholders, leading even to forma agreements for cooperation in the case of the
former. Other projects such as China Energy Conservation have established a Nationa Coordination
Group integrated by the National Environment Protection Agency, the Ministry of Agriculture, UNIDO
and international and nationd experts to advice on drategy and information promotion for the
introduction of energy efficiency measures.

Awarenessraising

The PIR 2000 portfolio confirms that UNDP/GEF projects contribute directly and aso through
cataytic effects to awareness raisng a the national and locd level. In some cases, awareness on globa
environmental issues is raised merely through implementation of regular project activities by interacting
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with communities, inditutions a dl levds and dtracting dso the attention of the genera public. In
addition to these indirect benefits, many projects dedicate important resources to public information
campaigns through locd or even national media, carry out training and seminars a the locd levd,
prepare and disseminate widdly accessible information materias, etc. These efforts have resulted in
stronger support at the national and locd leve for new technologies, dternative agriculturd practices,
better understanding of the local economic benefits of conservation, and an increased interest of the
private sector in project results and studies.

Phased Approach

Last year's PIR highlighted the benefits associated to a phased approach in implementation in
terms of building trust amongst the stakeholders, assess and develop capacities and lay a solid ground
for a successful intervention. Severa projects in PIR 2000 such as Burkina Faso Nazinga Ranch,
Vietnam Protected Areas and Madagascar Environment Program confirm the need for more
flexibility during planning of project activities dlowing for a more adaptive gpproach in generd during
implementation

The adequate planning and management of trangtion periods between phasesis crucid to ensure
the success of the phased approach. The Mongolia Grasslands Conservation project and the
Pakistan Mountain Areas Conservancy project provide valuable experiences in this regard.

Sustainability

Sudanability of project results is directly linked to ensuring inditutiond as wdl financid
sugtainability. Particularly in the case of Biodiveraty conservation projects recurrent costs associated
with conservation management requires tha the project make strong provison for ensuring that these
expenditures are covered. Severd projects such as Mongolia Biodiversity Conservation, Yemen
Socotra, and Pakistan Mountain Areas Conservancy report different level of pogress towards
edtablishing trust funds to contribute to sustainable financing.

Project Impact

PIR requires projects to rate the level of progress towards the achievement of the Development
Objective. Severd reports have highlighted the difficulty of wundertaking this task in light of the limited
GEF experience with impact indicators -even the work regarding identification of programme level
indicators for BD, CC and IW is ill in progress- and particularly in those cases where projects are
only a early stages of implementation. Using the logframe terminology a project can only contribute to
the achievement of a development objective by successfully achieving its immediate objectives. The
actud achievement of a development objective lies outsde the influence of the project and depends on
the contribution of other factors and the vaidity of certain assumptions.

Project impact in terms of conservation and sustainable use of BD, remova of barriers to energy
efficency and conservation, promotion of renewable energy or the reduction of dress to the
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internationa waters can only be evaduated after project completion in most cases, and therefore post—
project evauations appear to be the best approach to assess these impacts in the case of UNDP/GEF
projects.
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PORTFOLIO OVERVIEW

Since the initiation of the annud Project Implementation Review in 1995 the UNDP/GEF annua
approved Work Programme has grown from $30 million in FY 95 to over $ 180 million in FY Q0.
Consequently the number of projects for which monitoring information needs to be collected, anayzed
and consolidated during the PIR process is increasing steadily. With 32 projects (or 44%) the climate
change focad area has the biggest share of the PIR portfolio, with the biodiversity portfolio being aclose
second with 29 projects (or 40 %). There were 5 international waters projects under review and the
PIR this year did aso include 5 ozone depletion projects and one in the multiple foca area category
(GEF Smdl Grants Programme) This year’s PIR includes only 11% Pilot Phase projects compared to
5% in PIR 99 resulting in a much “younger” portfolio. The projects participating in this year's PIR
exercise have on average been under implementation for 24.5 months compared to 45 months in PIR
99.

The didribution of PIR projects by foca area over the last three years is presented in the
fallowing greph:

Digribution of PIR of projects by Focal Area 98/99/00

PIR 98/99/00 Comparison:
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Thedigribution of PIR projects by type of executing agency is presented in the following grapht

Executing Agenciesfor UNDP/GEF Projects
Number of projectsin %

NGO
Other UN 4%
Agency
10%

UNOPS
26%
NEX/
Government
60%

Using the rating categories provided in the PIR guiddines atota of 17 projects were rated highly
satisfactory (HS) and 44 projects satisfactory (S) on impact achievement, representing about 85% of
the PIR 99 portfolio. Reflecting the younger PIR0O portfolio, nine projects reported that it was too early
in implementation to measure the potentia impact of project activities. Only one project rated its
potential impact achievement with unsatisfactory (U) and there is no project with a highly unsatisfactory
(HU) rating. Compared to FY 98 and FY 99, this seems to continue a trend of high potentia impact
achievement for UNDP/GEF projects. The picture for the rating of implementation progress looks fairly
amilar. 20 projects report highly satisfactory progress and 45 projects satisfactory progress in
implementation. Only two projects rated the achievement of its immediate objectives as unsatisfactory.
These figures trandate into a success rate of 97% for UNDP/GEF rated projects.
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Comparison 98/99/00: Ratingsfor Development Objective

Ratings for DO 98/99/00
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Comparison 98/99/00: Ratings for Immediate Objectives
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APPENDIX C2

UNITED NATIONS ENVIRONMENT PROGRAMME
PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION REVIEW OVERVIEW

PORTFOLIO OVERVIEW AND STATUS

1. UNEP's GEF Project Implementation Review (PIR) for FY 2000 covered atotal of 15 full and
medium Size projects. This excludes jointly implemented projects, in which UNEP is not the leed
agency. The portfolio under review included 11 biodiversity projects, 1 climate change project, 2
internationa waters projects and 1 project dealing with protection of the ozone layer.

2. It should be noted that UNEP's overal GEF portfolio conssts of 32 full size projects, 20
medium size projects, 32 PDF As, 42 PDF Bs, and 68 Enabling Activities, including the dearinghouse
add-on modules for biodiversty enabling activities. Of the 32 full 9ze projectsin the portfolio, 12 are
on biodiversity, 7 on climate change, 12 on internationa waters, 7 on protection of the ozone layer and
2 cut across the four GEF focd areas. Of the 20 medium sized projects, 10 are on biodiversty, 3 on
climate change, 4 on internationa waters, 5 on protection of the ozone layer. The PIR for FY 2000 is
therefore reviewing goproximately 30 % of the overdl portfolio of UNEPs GEF full and medium sze
projects.

3. All UNEP GEF financed projects endorsed into the GEF Work Programme before June 30,
1998 have been committed (i.e. interndly approved by UNEP). These projects except for one have
not yet been under implementation for more than one year and are therefore not subject to the FY 2000
PIR, but will be under review in the FY 2001 PIR.

4, Annex 1 shows the list of UNEP projects that have operationaly completed during FY 2000,
and Annex 2 contains the list of evaluation reports prepared during the same period. The “Country
Studies on Climate Change Impacts and Adaptation Assessments’ project was completed in the
preceding fisca yesr.

SUMMARY PERFORMANCE AND LESSONS LEARNED
Overview

5. Performance of GEF projects relative to comparable non GEF projects-length of time from
formd 1A gpprovd to first disbursement; andyss of disoursement history. The average time frame from
formal 1A approvd to first disbursement of UNEP's GEF project has been reduced from an average of
4 months down to 2 weeks. For al GEF funded projects that have been formally approved by UNEP
on or before September 30 1999, disbursements have aready begun. Annex 3 provides a
disbursement history of the projects covered by the FY 2000 PIR.
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6. Ratings of Implementation Progress. On average, UNEP projects covered during PIR 2000
had arating of (S) for Implementation Progress. This was Smilar to the average ratings of the FY 1999
PIR. The Implementation Progress for multi-country projects was sgnificantly influenced by the level
and effectiveness of coordination and mobilization of the many indtitutions and individuds participating in
project desgn and implementation. Multi-country projects in genera exceeded the origind project
implementation plans by approximately one year, having to undergo Interna UNEP Project Revisonsto
enable an extension of project duration.

7. Given that the projects experiencing such adday involved alarge number of countriesthan in
most conventional GEF projects, thus requiring a higher level of co-ordination among various
participating countries, such delays were not viewed as amgor problem toward ensuring that projects
did indeed meet their objectives. Detailed discussions concerning the implementation of multi-country
projects are presented in the chapter on “Lessons Learned”.

8. Accomplishment of project purpose. UNEP s projects covered under thisyear’ sPIR
achieved the same average ratings as for the previous year' sPIR (SHS). Thisyear’s portfolio could
be divided into four different types of projects: assessment and knowledge management, development
of tools and methodol ogies, trans-boundary environmenta management, and short-term emergency
response measures.

9. UNEP s GEF projects reviewed inthe FY 2000 PIR exercise include some activities
related to assessment and good practices on selected issues.

The Globd Internationd Waters Assessment (GIWA) project, the first systematic global
assessment of the environmenta conditions and problems in Internationa Waters, has
encountered delays in execution.

The Globa Biodiversty Assessment (GBA) has completed dl planned activities with the
publication of the * Culturd and Spiritual Vaues of Biodiversty”. The mgor objective of GBA
was to examine the current status of knowledge on biodiversity and identify important gapsin
biodiversty conservation.

The project on Invasive Alien Species was insrumenta in generating best practices to prevent,
control and eradicate alien pecies that threaten biodiversty.

10. A subdgtantid part of UNEP s portfolio is related to development of tools, methodologies and
guiddines for sound environmenta management. These projects have asssted countries in strengthening
necessary building blocks and a scientific basis for developing nationd srategies and frameworks for the
GEF focal aress.

The “Pilot Biosafety Enabling Activity” project asssted participating countries to develop
Nationa Biosafety Frameworks and organised 8 regiona meetings at which risk and risk
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11.

assessment and issues related to the development of biosafety frameworks a anationd level
were discussed.

The project titled “Promoting Compliance with the Trade and Licensing Provisions of the
Montreal protocol in Countries with Economiesin Trangtion” promoted adoption of licensng
regulations to prevent illegd trade in ozone depleting substances.

Projects such as the “ Support to the Preparation of Biodiversty Country Studies (I and 11)” and
the “Economics of Greenhouse Gas Limitations- Establishment of a Methodologica Framework
for Climate Change Mitigation Assessment” provided countries with tools to carry out
assessments and economic anadys's of various options to reduce greenhouse gas emissons or
conserve biodiversity, while meeting other economic or developmenta gods.

The “Inter-American Strategy for Participation” project gpplied participation methodologiesto
three demondtration Stes to test and further refine such methodologies.

The “Globa Biodiversty Forum” project activated an existing forum (GBF) to function asan
effective mechanism that provides for an independent open process to foster analysis and
dialogue to address key questions concerning biodiversty.

The project titled “ People, Land Management and Environmental Change (PLEC)” has been
developing sustainable and participatory gpproaches to biodiversty conservation within
agricultura and other natura resource management systems. PLEC has about 20
demondtration Stes in the eight project countries.

UNEP s only project covered in the FY 2000 PIR on the management of a trans-boundary

ecosystem, the Bermejo River Basin project, completed its activities including the Trans-boundary
Diagnogtic Andlysis, and the Strategic Action Programme for management of this shared water body
and itsbasin. The project has promoted a holistic management of the Bermejo Basin by establishing
inditutiond, legd, and informationa foundations for follow up environmenta action.

12.

The last type of UNEP GEF financed projects covered in the FY 2000 PIR include three

emergency short-term measure projects. The main issue a hand is to ensure that these projects put in
place plans and build capacity to help prevent such a Situation from recurring or address it in an effective
manner, should the Stuation arise again.

The Mediterranean Monk Sedl project succeeded in developing anationd Monk Sedl
consarvation grategy for Mauritania, which was not origindly envisaged. This pogtive
development became possible through awide participatory consultation process.

The Indonesian Forest Fires project asssted countries in the region to coordinate their effortsto
mitigate the short and long-term impacts of forest fires.
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The “Lop Nur Nature Sanctuary Biodiversity Conservation” project in China started
strengthening management of the nature sanctuary established to protect wild cames and other
Species.

LESSONSLEARNT
I ntroduction

13.  All UNEP GEF financed projects reviewed this year, except for two of the three emergency
short-term measure projects, are multi-country projects. Mgor components of those projects have
been assessment, development of tools, methodol ogies and guidelines for sound environmentd
management, preparation of environmenta plans and drategies, enabling activities, and demongration
projects. Experience in implementing such multi- country projects could enrich the GEF s body of
knowledge, which in turn contributes to more effective implementation of Smilar projectsin the future.
The UNEP s PIR review for FY 2000 focuses on reviewing experience in the implementation of multi-
country projects.

14. In the firgt part, “impact” of multi-country projectsis considered, which will be followed by a
section on the importance of participation. The last part will examine some implementation difficulties
associated with multi-country projects.

Project Impact

15. Sugtainahility, leveraging and replicability can be seen as important eements for deriving the
maximum benefit or positive impact from project intervention. Sustainability is about how benefits
generated by a project can be maintained, leveraging is about how project benefits and burdens could
be shared by others, and replicability is about how created benefits could be multiplied.

16. Impact cannot come all of a sudden at the end of aproject. Asamatter of fact aproject can
be seen as a process to create an intended impact over acertain period of time. Project impact is
initiated at the project preparation stage, is magnified during project implementation and fades/ is
maintained/ or proliferates at the stage following project completion.

17. Project impact could take various forms. Impact could be observed in the form of (i) new
technica guiddines, (ii) strengthened organisationd structure, (iii) leveraged activities, (iv) improved
human capacity, and (v) expanded and upgraded information.

18. Many multi-country projects set new technical guidelines and methodol ogies both at
internetiond and nationa levels. In fact, some projects have developed guideines, which can be gpplied
to many countries. In addition, some other projects promoted nationd level legidation and guiddines.

The Biodiversty Country Studies project produced two sets of globd guiddines, both of which
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19.

have been widdly distributed and used for meeting the objective of Article 6 of the Convention
on Biodiversty.

The Bermgo River project has developed the Strategic Action Program for the Bi-nationd
Basin to solve priority trans-boundary environmenta issues as part of the implementation of the
water resource and environmental agreements between the two countries concerned.

The ISP project contributed to the approval by the Inter- American Committee on Integra
Development of aresolution for the further support to the development of the Inter- American
Strategy for Participation.

The Invasive Species project has begun dissemination of atoolkit of best prevention and
management practices for invasive dien gpecies, which can be utilised in management purposes
across dl ecosystems.

The Biosafety project helped participating countries to prepare nationa biosafety frameworks.
Subsequently 17 participating countries have requested additiona funding to implement the
framework in accordance with the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety.

The project on trade and licenang provisions of the Montreal Protocol in CEITs successfully
prompted participating countries to adopt licenang regulations. Thisis consdered afirst
process to internaise a requirement of the Montreal Protocol.

The second impact is organisationd strengthening. Thisincludes creetion of adigtinct unit a the

multi-nationd and nationd levels. Creation of adigtinct unit isin fact consdered areflection of
continued commitment to address the issue in question.

20.

The Forest Fire project has prompted the creation of a new coordination body within ASEAN.
The Biodiversty Country Studies project encouraged participating countries to establish
Government structures to address biodiversity issues. 26 nationd biodivergity units were
established and most of them have evolved into a permanent structure.

The third impact may be seen in the generation of pardld or subsequent activities. Most multi-

country projects form part of longer-term processes to create sustainable societies. Thus to what extent
pardld and subsequent activities are generated isa crucia issue.

The Biosafety project has culminated in substantiad follow up activities, which include Support
to the Development of Nationa Biosafety Frameworks for 100 countries, Support to the
Implementation of the Frameworks for 25 countries, and Strengthening of Sub-
regiond/regiond Centres of Expertise.
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Thetwo demondtration activities of the ISP project were developed into full GEF investment
projects, which are to be executed by the Inter- American Development Bank.

The Forest Fire project leveraged severd pardld activities worth 4.6 million US dollars.
The GBF project leveraged more than haf of the project funds from non- GEF sources.

The Biodiversty Country Studies project was ingrumentd in initiating two important
subsequent activities: Implementation of Nationd Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans, and
GEF biodiversty engbling activities.

21. The fourth areaisin improved human capacity particularly on the part of participating countries.
Unless a country has a certain number of trained experts, momentum created by a project cannot be
sustained.

The Forest Fire project enhanced nationd and regiona expertise with regard to aerid
aurvellance and GIS database. Furthermore additiond training was provided to the staff of a
unit established for coordinating ASEAN action in thisfidd.

Another example isthe Biodiversity Country Studies project, in which nationd leve sudies
were carried out utilisng nationa expertise.

The Economics of Greenhouse Gases Limitation project involved more countries than originaly
planned in regiona workshops by linking regiona workshops under this project to other
climate change reated activities. This project succeeded in building significant capacity for
conducting mitigation andyssin participating countries. One important lesson learnt was that
the human capacity should be built upon existing structures whenever possible.

22.  Thefifthimpact is an expanded and updated information base. An improved information base
regarding assessment and good practices is akey foundation for effective environmentd actions. In
addition sound knowledge management by, for example, sharing experiences/lessons among countries
dedling with amilar issues could lead to improved actions.

The mogt notable example is the Globa Biodiversty Assessment (GBA). This project
produced two mgor publications, namely the“ Globa Biodiversity Assessment” and the
“Culturd and Spiritud Vdue of Biodiverdty”. They are the only comprehensive andyss of
current theories and scientific issues on biodiversty. GBA has become a key tool for
biodiversity experts both working & nationa and internationd levels.

The information collected under the Biodiversty Country Studies project helped countries
edtablish priorities for biodiversty conservation and sustainable use.
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The Invasive Alien Species project has broadened the knowledge base by andysing best
practices to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of preventing, controlling and eradicating
invasive dien speciesthat thresten biologicd diversty.

The PLEC project has been identifying and testing good practices to conserve biodiversity
within agriculturd and other natura resource management systems.

Participation

23. Participation is an essentid element to determine the impact of aproject. As a matter of fact,
participation could be viewed as the most important factor underlying sustainability, leveraging and
replicability. More specificdly participation isimportant because (i) various concerns of stakeholders
can be accommodated to avoid future potentid conflicts, (i) diversfied information/ideas can be
obtained and generated in the process, and more importantly (iii) overdl increasein the leve of
commitments through strengthened ownership of those included.

24. Participation in multi-country projects is more complicated than that in most single country
projects. Thisismainly because stakeholders of multi-country projects are, generaly speaking, more
diverse. Stakeholders could include al those concerned, both in the public and private sectors, at
internationd, regiond, sub-regiond, nationd, and locdl levels.

The objective of the ISP project was to promote community participation in the decison
making process concerning environment and sustainable development. Three demondtration
activities were conducted under the project. Active participation of communities resulted in
sound proposals including co-management, indtitutiondisation of citizen's participation in port
area development and conservation, and collaborative devel opment of an environmenta action
plan.

The enthusiagtic participation of communities was a hdlmark of the Bermgo River project. This
project provides amode for multi-country level participation. Participation took place a all
levels from the Binationd leve through governmentd, provincia, and municipd levels down to
the community level. More than 140 project concepts were devel oped through this active
public involvement. These concepts were used for the development of the SAP and project
brief for the next programming phase.

The PLEC project hasinvolved over 200 scientists and severd hundred farmers. Through this
participatory approach, PLEC has helped further identify good practices for agro-diversity
conservation and expert farmers/ natura resource users who can train other farmersin good
resource management practices.

The mgor objective of the Globa Biodiversty Forum project is to promote participation from
developing countries and countries with economies in trangtion in on-going biodiversity related
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open didogue processes. The most important cataytic effect GBF has had isitsimpact on
forma decisons and recommendations teken at the CBD intergovernmentd level.

The Globa Biodiversty Assessment project involved sgnificant number of world scientigts.
Without this extengve participation of scientists, authoritative globa assessment was not

possible.

The Biosafety project acknowledged as one of the most important lessons the need to work
with dl stakeholders at the nationd as well as sub-regiond/regiond levels. Stakeholdersin this
case included both public and private ingtitutions, and NGOs.

25. Participation takes time and resources. Thus there should always be a sensible baance
between benefits to be created by an additional unit of participation and costs associated with that. The
Bermego River project and the Biodiversity Country Studies project attributed their delays partly to the
difficulties associated with co-ordinating multi- stakeholder participation. In the latter case it was due to
the fact that mobilisation and co-ordination of many inditutions and individuas took more time than
origindly expected. Still both projects acknowledged participation was a key to success.

Project Implementation Issues

26. There are many factors, which influence smooth and effective implementation of aproject. They
include: (i) Adminigration, (i) Competence of Executing Agencies, (iii) Co-ordination, (iv)
Communications including reporting and access to data and information, and (v) Political and other
factors. Because multi-country projectsinvolve many countries and organisations, dl of the five factors
above make the project management even more difficult. The rate of progressisin fact determined by
the relevant participating countries and organisations.

27.  Theadminigration of multi-country projectsisacomplex task. Thus, it is not uncommon for
multi-country projects to experience administration problems. The Biodiveraty Country Studies project
was delayed partly because of uneven adminigtrative support provided by the country offices
concerned. In the implementation of the PLEC project, inahility of conducting financid management
and insufficient logigtical arrangements (i.e. ground trangport) in some participating ingtitutions delayed
the process.

28. Competence of the executing agenciesisamust for effective project implementation. Projects
reviewed this year encountered no serious problemsin thisrespect.  Only a couple of minor problems
were observed. The GIWA project reported that capacity of the executing agency has been influenced
to aminor extent by dow saff recruitment. The PLEC project experienced over-extension of the
technica backup capacity, when akey gaff |eft the executing agency.

29. Co-ordination issues are mentioned in many individua PIR reports. To agreerolesand
responsibilities of each participating organisation is atime consuming task.  Under the ISP project, one
demondration Ste had to be given up and dl three other demondtration activities were Sgnificantly
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delayed due mainly to difficulties in working out roles of government agencies and NGOs. Inthe
Bermego River project, a change in the organisationa arrangement in one participating government
affected smooth implementation of the project.

30.  Without swift and sound communications and reporting, smooth project implementation is not
possible. Messages may not reach some countries easily.  In this respect use of the internet has
improved communications Stuation in some countries.

Reporting tends to delay the process. Thiswas experienced in particular with the Biodiversity
Country Studies project and the Economics of Greenhouse Gases Limitation project.

Poor communications and delayed reporting have sometimes reasons other than inappropriate
communication hardware and negligence. An exampleis difficulty in obtaining first hand data
and information. Under certain Situations, provison of such data and information could become
politicaly sengtive. Thisisquoted as areason for delay by the Biodiversity Country Studies
project.

31 Findly, palitical Stuation could influence smooth implementation of aproject. Thisisusudly
beyond the control of project activities Political ingability in Indonesia has delayed the implementation
of the Forest Fire project. One demondtration sSite of the PLEC project was dropped due to serious
violence in Papua New Guinea, which took placein 1999.

32. All of these implementation uncertainties could result in either delay in project implementation
and/or change in project objectives and budget.

33. Déeay in project implementation is not uncommon. It seemsthisis more conspicuous when
many countries are involved in aproject. However the consequence of delays are not dways negative.
In some cases the origind time frame could be viewed as an optimigtic estimation. Often ddlaysresult in
improved co-ordination and participation, which will, in the end, contribute to the successful
implementation of a project.

The Biosafety project and the Globa Biodiversity Assessment project concluded that the
origind timeframe was too short and inadequate. In the case of the Global Biodiversity
Assessment, the component of culturd and socid vaues influencing biodiversty conservation
was not envisaged in the origind project design. Full inclusion of this component in the later
stage, financed by UNEP and a no cost to the GEF, delayed the project completion.

34.  On the other hand there are delays, which do not contribute to the successful completion of a
project. These are delays caused by, for example, negligence in reporting or some other administrative
reasons.

The Economics of Greenhouse Gases project completed dmog dl activitieswith minima delay.
It even exceeded originaly planned activities and outputs by adding a regiona workshop and a
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number of publications. Still due to the fact that two nationd reports are not yet submitted, the
preparation of the final report and hence closure of the project have been ddayed. The same
problems were experienced with the Biodiversity Country Studies project. Delays of thiskind
dampen the project momentum and tend to damage otherwise excellent project image. Since
the responghility for preparing nationd reports rests with nationd teams, thereis not much
project executing agencies or implementing agencies can do to rectify the Stuation. This problem
is being investigated interndly by UNEP.

35.  Addition or deletion of certain project components or changes in project design could
sometimes result in Sgnificant change in project budget. 1n the Biodiversity Country Studies project,
costs for peer review of country reports were not included in the origind budget. As a consequence,
project funding was not available to convene expert meetings to review the find outputs. Dueto
insuffident funding, the Biosafety project could not convene additiond nationa workshops with
appropriate participation of internationa experts. An independent midterm review on the PLEC project
indicated a need for some additiona funding to enhance scientific impact of the project.

CONCLUSIONS

36. Multi-country projects create various forms of impact. They are inditutiona, organisationd,
financd, human-developmenta and informationa. Some impacts such as development of globa
technica guiddines and databases can be created only by multi-country projects, while other impacts
such as organisationa strengthening and human capacity development could be generated more
effidently by multi-country projects. Thus multi-country projects should continue to play a significant
role within the overdl GEF portfalio.

37. However multi-country projects have some difficulties, in particular in rdation to
implementation. Activitiesinitidly planned have to be changed, and project implementation tends to be
delayed. UNEP haslearned many lessons to address these implementation risks associated with many
multi-country projects. Participation is one of the key approaches to dedl with this potentia weakness
of multi-country projects.

38.  What ismost important isto meet origina objectives of aproject. Since multi-country projects
have more uncertainties, project management should be asflexible as possble. Management of time
and budget is of particular importance. Significant extension of the time frame and/or considerable
increase in the project budget have to be aways considered carefully.  But it should be recognised that
uncertainties and complexities associated with multi-country projects could possibly result in such
changes. Flexible project management that ensures gppropriate project monitoring and subsequent
corrective actions thus becomes essential. Also important is the flexibility that relevant rules and
procedures of the GEF and the Implementing Agencies should have to accommodate these unexpected
changes during the project implementation.
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APPENDIX C3

WORLD BANK PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION REVIEW
SUMMARY REPORT

PORTFOLIO

1. As of June 30, 2000, The World Bank's GEF-approved portfolio consisted of 202 projects,
totaling $1.736 billion in GEF grants, with 161 full-sized projects ($1.705 billion) and 41 medium-sized
projects ($31.28 million).

2. The Bank's active portfolio included 130 projects (GEF grants of $1.041 hillion) -- 93 full-sized
projects (1.013 hillion) and 37 medium-sized projects ($28.06 million). 16 full-sized projects ($122
million) and 18 medium-sized projects ($13.5 million) were approved by the Bank’ s management in
FY00. 13full-szed projects ($125.17 million) and 16 medium-sized projects ($12.16 million) became
effectivein FY00. Ten full-sized projects exited the portfolio in FY 00.

3. Nine projects had been approved by the GEF Council on or before June 30, 1998 and had not
yet been approved by the Bank’ s management at the end of FY00. Four of these projects are now on
track for their expected Board dates, two projects have subsequently been dropped by the Bank, and
the prospects for the other three will be clarified in the near future.

4, The FY 00 Project Implementation Review covered 84 projects ($830.01 million) that had been
effective on or before June 30, 2000. Thisincluded 73 full-sized projects and 11 medium-sized
projects. There were 45 biodiversity projects (38 full-sized and 7 MSPs), 24 climate change projects
(21 full-szed projects and 3 MSPs), 8 international waters projects (7 full-sized projectsand 1 MSP),
6 ozone projects and one multi-focal area project. Overal there was a 50% increase in the number of
projects over the Bank’s FY 99 PIR portfolio, driven substantialy by the inclusion of MSPs that have
now been under implementation for more than one year -- none were included in the FY99 PIR. Full-
sized projects aso saw a sgnificant 30% growth in the portfolio under implementation.

PERFORMANCE
I mplementation Progress/Global Objectives Ratings

5. The percentage of projects rated satisfactory and highly satisfactory for Implementation
Progress has remained relatively constant since FY 97. The percentage of projects rated as
unsatisfactory is below FY 97-98 leves, dthough FY 00 saw a dight increase over FY99. Asin FY 99,
the proportion of projects with satisfactory and highly satisfactory ratings was about evenly split
between biodiversity and climate change. However, biodiversity projects continue to account for most
of the unsatisfactory ratings (78%, while biodiversty projects congtitute 54% of the PIR portfolio). As
in FY 99, about haf of the unsatisfactory projectsfor IP in FY 00 are AFR biodiversity projects. No

M SP was rated unsatisfactory for IP.
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6. For Development Objectives, while the percentage of highly satisfactory projectsincreased
dightly in FY 00, there was a decline in the percentage of projects that were rated satisfactory and an
increase in projects rated unsatisfactory. AFR and EAP account for the largest proportion of
unsatisfactory ratings— in absolute terms as well as rdative to their share of the portfolio. Theincrease
in unsatisfactory ratings is mostly the result of poor performance of GEF projects in two EAP countries,
and as a consequence EAP now accounts for one third of the U ratings for 1P and one third of the U
ratings for DO.

Box 1: Implementation Progress and Global Obj ectives Ratings, FY 97-00.

| FY 97 (49 projects) | FY 98 (62 projects) | FY 99 (56 projects) | FY 00 (84 projects)
Implementation Progress
Highly Satisfactory | 20% 18% 12% 12%
Satisfactory 67% 66% 7% 7%
Unsatisfactory 12% 16% L) 11%
Development/Global Objective
Highly Satisfactory | 28% 18% 16% 17%
Satisfactory 65% 74% 80% 76%
Unsatisfactory 6% 8% 4% %

Projectsat risk

7. GEF projects at risk declined for the second successive year from 21% in FY98 to 15% in

FY 9910 11% in FY 00, which is below the Bank-wide average of 15%. Improvementsinthe AFR
GEF portfolio contributed to the reduction in the percentage of projectsat risk. Although AFR's
percentage of GEF projects at risk (29%) is lower than FY 99's 37%, it is till higher than the FY 98
level of 24%, sbgtantialy higher than any other region (which ranged from 0% to 8%), and higher than
the AFR region-wide average (15%).

8. Out of the five actud problem projects in FY 99, three remained in the active portfolio by the
end of FY 00 and two of these had been upgraded from problem project status (Cameroon Biodiversity
and Jordan Gulf of Agaba). In FY 00, there were five new actua problem projects, resulting in a net
increase of one over FY'99 to atota of six (in addition to Kenya Tana River continuing from FY 99,
West Africa Community-Based Natural Resources and Wildlife Management, Lake Victoria, Ghana
Natura Resource Management, Indonesa COREMAP, and Ukraine ODS).

0. Of the sx potentid problem projectsin FY 99, five remained in the active portfolio by the end of
FY 00 and four of these were upgraded from potential problem project status (Madagascar
Environment Program, Zimbabwe Park Rehailitation, Belarus ODS and Russia Biodiversity), while one
was downgraded to actua problem project status (Lake Victoria). In FY 00, there were only two
potentia problem projects (Honduras Biodiversity and Congo Wildlands, the latter was subsequently
closed in FY 00).
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Quality at Entry

10. Five GEF projects were sdected through random sampling for the Bank-wide Quality a Entry
Assessment for CY 99, of which two were rated highly satisfactory (China Renewable Energy
Development and Poland Rura Environmenta Protection), and the balance satisfactory (Romania
Biodiversty, Bangladesh Aquetic Biodiversty, and Red Sea SAP). GEF projects — dbet asmal
sample—have achieved the Bank-wide Strategic Compact performance benchmark of 100% for
quality at entry for the second year in arow, and compared to a Bank-wide percentage of 89% for
1999.

11. Projectsincluded in the QAE sample were assessed for overdl likdlihood of achieving ther
objectives, based on qudity dong the sdected dimensions (with operations being rated on afour-point
scde of highly satisfactory, satisfactory, marginal and unsatisfactory). GEF projects rated consstently
satisfactory in the following areas. the project’ s concept, objectives and approach; technicd and
economic aspects, environmenta aspects; poverty and socia aspects; financid management aspects,
readiness for implementation; and Bank inputs and processes. However, there were some marginad
ratingsin ingtitutiona capacity aspects as wdll as risk assessment and sugtainability.

Quality of Supervision

12.  With respect to qudity of supervison, eight GEF projects were included through random
sampling in the Rapid Supervison Assessment for 1999, of which sx were rated satisfactory (Jordan
Gulf of Agaba Environmenta Action Plan, Morocco component of the Oil Pollution Management
Project for the Southwest Mediterranean, Russian Federation ODS Phase-Out, China Efficient
Industria Boilers, Honduras Biodiversty Conservation, and Brazil Biodiversity Fund) and two margind
(Ghana Coastd Wetlands Management and Tunisia Solar Water Hesting). Thisis dightly below the
Bank-wide performance benchmark (85%) and lower than the Bank-wide percentage of 82% for

FY 99 — dthough it should be recognized that the sample of GEF projectsis relatively smal.

13. In generd, the RSA concluded that the supervision of Bank GEF projects has been of high
quality and effective, with task teams demonstrating competence and adopting skillful approaches to
address implementation problems. The RSA aso showed that there is scope for improvement, such as
in supervison reporting and follow-up, increasing the level of funding for supervison, more direct
involvement of regiond managers in identifying and resolving implementation issuesin GEF projects, and
the need to maintain the gppropriate skills mix in task teams given the scope and complexity of GEF
operations.
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Net Disconnect®

14. Out of the ten projects that exited the portfolio in FY 00, only two had received OED ratings at
the time of reporting, neither of which were rated as unsatisfactory by OED. OED aso conducted
Evduaion Summariesin FY 00 for five other projects that closed in earlier years— only one project was
rated unsatisfactory in both the ICR and the OED review, and therefore the net disconnect was zero.

Disbur sements

15. Disbursement performance continues to improve. There was a 28% increase in cumulaive
disbursementsin FY00. Disbursementsin relation to commitments increased to 43% &t the end of

FY 00, compared to 39% in FY'99 and 41% in FY'98. The proportion of projects with disbursement
lags of 50% or more declined from nearly half to about one-third. Nine projects approved on or before
September 30, 1999 had not started disbursing as of the end of FY 00. Reasons for the delays vary
consderably, and include the lack of government staffing and indtitutiond arrangements necessary for
implementation, changes in adminigtration, delays in policy changes, lengthy resource mobilization
process, and due diligence efforts. All but one of these projects has subsequently begun disbursements
or will begin shortly.

Elapsed time between project cycle steps

16.  Timedapsed from GEF Council gpprova to Bank Board approva for full-sized projectsis
showing an overal downward trend since the beginning of GEF-1, dthough there was asmall increase
in FY 00 (490 days) relative to FY 99 (448 days). Thiswas caused by afew outliers, such asone
project that took 940 days primarily due to the fact that presentation to the Board of al projects for that
country were put on hold for policy reasons. Other projects were delayed by project-specific factors
such as the policy didogue or enabling environment not permitting projects to move forward, delaysin
findizing co-financing arrangements or the need to conclude donor coordination efforts, and country-
specific requirements or crises that are largely outside the Bank’ s control (e.g. economic crises, change
of government). Over-optimigtic programming and under-estimating the complexity and requirements of
project preparation have also been common factors. Although the FY 00 average is below FY 94-98
levels, the Bank will monitor that the elgpsed time continues its overal downward trend (and whether
FY 00 isadight variation around the average).

Figure 1
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900.00

800.00

700.00

600.00

500.00
400.00

300.00

200.00

% Net disconpect ig
percentage rated in

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

ank EY

| EAverage Elapsed time (in days) - Full Sized Projects OlAverage Elapsed time (in days) - Medium Sized Projects |




17. For the 18 Medium-Sized Projects gpproved by Bank management in FY 00, the average
number of daysfrom GEF CEO approva to Bank management gpprova increased subgtantialy in
FY 00 to 138 days, compared to 95 daysin FY99. Thisincreaseisadmog entirely due to the significant
delaysin three MSPs in South Africa— dl of which took more than 300 days — caused by uncertainty
about the sgning authority in the government for M SP grant agreements, a matter that has now been
settled. In generd, it appears that the learning curve for processing M SPs remains steep, as the Bank
engages new partners and adjustsitsinternd modditiesfor MSPs. Only seven out of 18 MSPs
approved in FY 00 were within the range of the service norm of 8 weeks proposed by the GEF. It
might be necessary for the GEF to review the practicdlity of this service norm. In any event, the Bank’s
management will need to assess how the current trend of increasing € gpsed time between GEF
approva and Bank approval of M SPs can be reversed.

18.  Timedapsed from Bank Board approval to effectiveness has increased for the third successive
year, athough six out of the 13 projects met the Bank’s service standard of four months for € gpsed
time between Board approva and effectiveness.  An assessment will be needed of project- specific
factors contributing to effectiveness delays, aswell as broader programming and preparation issues, in
order to reverse the trend. In particular, there was one outlier that took 790 days from management
gpprova to effectiveness. In that case — acomplex globa project -- the executing agency needed two
years to complete due diligence on the early pipeline generated by the solicitation for investment
proposas. Asin the case of delaysin Board presentation, these causes are primarily project specific
conditiondities (issues such as policy/ingtitutiond reform or legidative actions, co-financing, land
dlocations, sub-agreements, etc.), but aso frequent are delays due to country-specific requirements or
crises that are largely outside the Bank’ s control (e.g. government procedures required for effectiveness
of projects). For the 16 medium-szed projects that became effective in FY 00, dthough the mean time
lag from Bank management gpprova to effectiveness has aso increased substantidly (from 24 daysin
FY 99 to 45 daysin FY00), the mgority of projects took less than three weeks to become effective
after Bank management approval.

Figure 2
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World Bank - GEF Portfolio at a Glance

| Fvos | Evoz | Evoes | Eves | Evao
Product
Active Portfolio
Niimher 59 74 K9 (e]e] 120
Net Commitments ($ Million) 50A 701 28R a5N 1041
Management Approvals
Number 15 16 18 27 34
Net Commitments ($ Million) 126.1 198.7 211.5 122.1 135.5
Completed Projects
Niimher 1 e o) o) 10
Net Commitments ($ Million) 45 315 39.9 49.5 92.7
Portfolio Performance (%)
Project At Risk 12 19 21 15 11
Share of Prohlem Drnjpnrc 7 15 15 15 g
Realiem Index 57 77 71 a5 75
Disbursement to Commitment Ratio 33 41 39 43

Notes:

1) Since FY 99, MSPs were also included in the analysis.

2) Active Portfolio include those projects which are approved by Bank Management but excludes
completed projects.

3) Net commitments are the GEF grant amount.

4) Management Approvals include those projects which are approved by Bank Management in a
given FY.

5) Comnleted nroiects are thonse which are closed in a aiven FY

6) Portfolio performance indicators are based on projects included in ARPP report, i.e., projects
approved by the Bank management but excluding completed projects as of FY, IFC projects,
and regional development banks projects.

7) Project At Risk means actual and potential problem projects. Potential problem projects
are those which have three or more risk flags.

8) Share of Problem Projects means Actual Problem projects divided by number
of projects (see note 6 above).

9) Realism Index is the ratio of Actual Problem proijects to Total Projects at Risk.

Resour ces L ever aged/Demonstration and Catalytic Effects

Severd projectsin the PIR portfolio reported significant demongtration effects that helped

leverage resources and catdyze new actions on the globa environment. These actions are reflected in
changed attitudes, the establishment of new policies and guidelines, improved access and participation
of stakeholders to decision-making, the replication of tested project approaches to non-project aress,
and improved sharing of information and best practice. This hasled to an increase in funding (notably
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by the private sector) and implementation of smilar projects and gpproaches beyond the GEF funded
activities.

Leveraging and Catalytic Effects

20.  Although there were many instances of projects that mobilized finances beyond the anticipated
project co-financing, the experience in leveraging financing, particularly in the biodiversity focal area, has
not been uniform. In generd, the expectation that projects will generate substantia additiond financia
support during implementation is not redigtic (athough the GEF has played amgor rolein attracting
other co-financing during project preparation). The exception occurs with conservation Trust Funds,
particularly when fund raising is an explicit project objective. For example, the Peruvian Environmentd
Fund Project has been one of the most successful, mobilizing to date $27 million. Smilaly, effortsin
the MesoAmerican Biologicd Corridor have had a positive impact in terms of leveraging financing
nearly $200 million from IBRD/IDA/IDF and additiona hdf ahbillion dollars from other bilatera and
multilateral donors; creating cataytic effects in the region particularly in maingreaming the MBC within
drategic development planning and sectord investments; and transforming a bio-regiona concept into a
platform for sustainable development.

21. However, the EAP region’ s biodiveraty portfolio has not leveraged significant resources for
biodiversity conservation over and above project co-financing. The main reasons are thought to be: ()
potential resources are very scarce, because their main sources are governments and devel opment
donors (thereislittle private sector interest); and (b) the economic benefits of applying those scarce
resources to biodiversity conservation are perceived to be lower (and probably are lower) than their
dternative uses in the rura sector, such asfood and water supply, hedth and education. Thisisa
consequence of poor rurd peopl€e s high rate of time preference, which means they vaue consumption
today much higher than the prospect of consumption tomorrow. It aso contrasts sharply with the

EAP s experience in the climate change focd area, where the GEF s strategy of supporting near-
commercia technologiesis targeted at more plentiful private sector resources and can raise the returns
on those resources to commercidly competitive levels. For example, the bardly two year-old China
Energy Conservation Project has established three flourishing Energy Management Companies (EMCs)
and catdyzed over 100 energy efficiency investment projects, into which the EMCs have invested over
$5 million of their own resources - aquick leverage effect. While gill “young”, the project has clearly
demondirated the feasibility and potentia of the EMC modality, and attracted consderable interest
throughout the country.

Demonstration Effects

22.  GEF effortsto strengthen ingtitutions and raise awareness have provided the basis for further
promotion of project gpproaches and concepts. Replication of successful GEF innovations,
capitaization on opportunities from GEF projects in the Bank’ s regular programs, and attracting
resources that are additiona to agreed project financing, are dl developments that add to the effective
mobilization of resources for the globd environment.
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The India Ecodevelopment Project’s participatory approach at protected area management has
been extended to a number of non-GEF financed Bank and donor projects throughout the
country and has led to are-evauation of the existing criteria for support of government funded
participatory programs around protected areas. The approach being piloted in the

Ecodevel opment Project recognizes a process driven gpproach to planning and implementation
of aternative resource development opportunities around protected areas to reduce
unsustainable exploitation from the protected areas, as opposed to target driven funding. The
expanson of the approach outside of the project has provided opportunity for sharing of lessons
and experiences, and training and study exchange vidits across States and Protected Aress.

The Indonesia Kerinci- Seblat Project has introduced a community-based protected area
management concept known as “village conservation agreements’. Indonesia’ s Ministry of
Home Affarsis so impressed with the approach that it intends to gpply it and its operationa
guiddines to other Indonesian nationd parks.

The Thailand Electric Energy Efficiency has achieved globa recognition and attracted significant
interest from neighboring countries, and so has had a considerable (and greater than expected)
demondtration effect. Indonesia, Philippines and Vietnam (the former two without Bank or GEF
support; the latter with bilateral donor funding administered by the Bank) have launched
demand-sde management programs that were partidly inspired by and modded on Thalland's
experience.

A GEF-funded workshop was held on financing Protected Areas held for PAs practitioners
from Ecuador and Brazil provided opportunities for information sharing and dissemination of
lessons learned among PA practitioners and internationa experts on financing PAs. The
workshop included the development of concrete work plans to implement the most promising
mechanisms for the two GEF PA projectsin Brazil and Ecuador.

Promoting Private Sector Participation

23. Bank GEF projects, particularly through the involvement of the IFC, have played amgor rolein
seeking to redirect and mobilize private capital, expertise and privately held technology.

Until the implementation of the India Renewable Resources Devel opment Project, renewable
energy operations were managed by government agencies using government procurement and
subsdiesto support local industry. The private sector’ srole was limited to supplying equipment
and design and inddlation services. The Bank-GEF project has helped the renewable energy
industry to make a trangition from a supply-driven approach to a market-based, demand-driven
one in which the consumer has a choice of product and effective after-sales. When the project
garted in 1993, the country had only 40MW of ingtaled capacity. Today, the ingtdled capacity
isover 1,000 MW. Over 95% of the wind power capacity in India has been ingtaled by the
private sector. The number of private manufacturers has gone up from three to 15. Policy
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initiatives that have been supported ether indirectly or directly under the project include
reduction in custom duties for renewable energy equipment, sales tax exemptions (in sdlected
States), and assured power purchase rates by State Utility Companies, power whesling
arrangements through the grids and sales to third party consumers.

In the IFC Hungary Energy Efficiency Project, the guarantee program has been expanded with
apadld recently-goproved IFC invesment. This investment will improve the leverage of GEF
funds and alow the Program to expand beyond the pilot stage and provide guarantee support to
alarge subset of the principd commercid financid intermediaries (FIs) in Hungary, thus setting
the stage to have greater impact on the overal market. Additiona Fls have expressed strong
interest in and submitted applications to participate in the program.

The Energy Services Ddlivery program in Si Lanka facilitated significant private sector
investmentsin renewable energy. 1n the mini-hydro component of the project, which is funded
outside the GEF, but where GEF has been responsible for development of the standards and
protocols, roughly 55% of the component costs are met by the private investors and local
Commercid Banks. The project has been catdytic in bringing large multi-national companies
into the solar home system market in Sri Lanka. Shell Solar Inc. has subgtantialy increased the
production of solar home system in recent months from an existing nationd production capacity
of 30-40 systems to 300-400 systems per month, making these systems bleto alarger
number of people.

OED'’ s Performance Audit Report for the Mauritius Sugar Energy Development Project
concluded that the Bank can be highly vauable as a catdyst and honest broker in the early
dages of promoting private involvement, when it isimportant to have effective consultation
mechanisms that foster cooperation and trust among public and private stakeholders. Inthe
Mauritius project, the Bank played an important role in identifying the issues, setting prioritiesin
the complex agenda, bringing in new knowledge, building linkages among traditiondly isolated
entities, and fostering a collaborative approach to resolving the difficult issuesin which no-one at
the negotiating table had much expertise. Bagasse cogeneration now accounts for about 60% of
firm capacity with 10 out of 14 sugar factories operating bagasse units. Theingtitutiona and
regulatory framework for private sector development in power generation has been established,
bagasse/cod generation has been mainstreamed as a possible dternative in the process of
preparing least-cost power expansion plans, and private sugar plants are using bagasse for part
of their power needs.

I ssues During Implementation/ Assessments of Risks and Assumptions

Externd factors, such as government dections, ingitutional changes, and economic trends can

ggnificantly affect a project’ s performance, and can even overpower the most well designed strategy to
minimize exposure to project risks. The dgnificant percentage of projects affected by "Risky Country”
and "Macro-economic Management” a-risk flags would suggest the need to strengthen the assessment
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of such externd risks during project preparation and to be more flexible in project implementation in
order to respond to such risks.

25.  TheBank isapplying lessons learned from experience in such externa risks. For ingtancein
EAP, by far the mogt serious implementation issue affecting the region’ s climate change projects was the
1997-98 Asian economic crigs. Thalland and Indonesia suffered massive capita flight and currency
devauation, a severe banking crigs, and amgor fdl in red incomes, consumer spending and
investment. The extent of this crisgs and its impact on the Thailand Electric Energy Efficiency and
Indonesia Solar Home System projects were not foreseen by the project designers (or by expert
economic forecagters). The risk assessments for both projects focussed only on risks related to the
projects implementation mechanisms, not the market conditions under which they would be operating.
Asareault of the Thailand and Indonesia experience, economic risks have been explicitly evaluated in

al of theregion’s recently prepared climate change projects.

26.  Anecdotd evidence suggests that reform schedules — particularly the politica barriers to reform,
the complexity of the policy and indtitutiona changesinvolved, and the time taken to resolve reform
ISsues -- are under-estimated in project preparation. Many projects face ddays in the findization of
legidation and regulations required to formaly establish protected area systems and codify inditutiond
and management arrangements.

In the Laos Forest Management and Conservation Project, management regulations for the four
Nationa Biodiversty Conservation Areas targeted by the project have not been issued even as
it entersitsfina year. Enforcement of protected area regulations has recently become amgor
issue in the Laos Forest Management and Conservation Project. Government-approved
commercial logging has been reported in two Conservation Areas, and peet extraction at
another, despite the fact that these actions clearly contravenethe law. In fact, the unsatisfactory
ratings for the project are due to the declining government commitment to protected area
managemen.

In the West Africa Community Conservation & Wildlife Management Project, the government
of Burkina Faso was taking initid steps to enable the communities to efficiently and legdly
manage their wildlife areas (recognition of inter-village Community Wildlife Assodiations,
concession of wildlife area management rights; exoneration of wildlife taxes, authorization of a
pilot safari by the community). However, the government of Cote d' Ivoire did not take the
necessary steps towards community empowerment, which led to a dow withdrawa of the
villagers commitment from the project in Cote d’Ivoire. In Burkina Faso, in contrast,
community investments were stepped up with the help of aLoca Development Fund and
participatory procurement methods.

27.  Capacity condraints are one of the most serious implementation issues affecting many GEF
biodiversity conservation projects. In generd, existing protected area management capacity is
sgnificantly lessthan is required for effective conservation. So the projects are trying to bridge awide
gap between existing “Basding’ cgpacities and what is required under “GEF Alternative’ conservation
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scenarios. And thereisno “quick fix” for this gap, because the required capacity is primarily human, not
mechanica, and additiona human capacity takes along time to cregte.

Emerging Lessonsand Good Practice

28.  ThePIR identified emerging lessons and good practice in the following arees:
Opportunities and chalenges in integrating global environmental action with rura devel opmen.

29.  ThePIR identifies lessons from severd projects that use sustainable rura development asa
conservation tool to support the dua goals of conservation and poverty dleviation and resolve the
compstitive demands of communities and wildlife for land and resource use. Box 7 provides an example
of successful efforts to relieve poverty and indebtedness amongst triba communitiesin Kerda. By
exploiting such linkages, the projects provide one of the best opportunitiesfor mainstreaming
biodiversity into nationa sustainable development and poverty dleviation agendas. The success of
linking poverty and biodiversity depends upon numerous factors including the existence of the proper
policy framework, the politica will to alow meaningful community participation, and the existence of
grong indtitutions a the locd leve.

Box 2: Relieving poverty and indebtedness through Ecodevelopment

Around the Periya Tiger Reserve, local villagers had been in the past exploited by unscrupulous moneylenders that
resulted in a great debt burden and poverty amongst the villagers. In order to pay back the high interest loans
provided by the moneylenders, the villagers would mortgage their agricultural produce to the moneylenders at
prices well below market value and often resulting in them becoming entrapped in a viscious cycle of debt burden.
This surfaced as a major obstacle to the successful participation of local tribal families in the implementation of
activities under the Ecodevelopment project. In order to address the issue of debt burden, the project provided very
low interest loans to the villagers through village ecodevelopment committee organizations for initially paying back
the loans to the money lenders and for later improving agricultural productivity and incomes. The program has
been a tremendous success and many tribal families are now free of debt and have substantially improved their
incomes and capital. The loans have been repaid to Village Committee accounts and a substantial capital has
accumulated at the village level, which is being ploughed back for further investment in improving agricultural
production and marketing and improving village community development services and infrastructure.

Critical need for institutional strengthening and capacity building within projectsin order to
ensure project results

30. One of the key lessons learned is that the right balance between project complexity and capacity
is hard to find. Ecosystem conservation is a tough challenge, because it must be pursued over a fairly
large area, and involves tackling complex issues and working with many different stakeholders. Moreover,
the capacity and motivation of those stakeholders and their ingtitutions are usudly very limited. Focussing
on smaller areas is not the answer, because “small conservation idands’ are not biologicaly viable.
Sidestepping the issue of conservation and development trade-offs is not an option either, because then
local commitment to conservation is too weak. Experience from the Bank’ s portfolio suggests that making
a long-term commitment to support an entire ecosystem, including protected and buffer areas, and then
phasing-in a comprehensive approach to conservation and development seems to be the right approach.
Projects must strengthen conservation incentives, management plans and capacity, ingtitutions,
collaborative systems, and the legal/regulatory framework.
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3L Highly accurate pre-assessment of institutional capacity is difficult during project preparation,
particularly for projects with complex ingtitutional frameworks or relaively new partnerships.
In these cases, frequent monitoring of the project’ s ingtitutional capacity building efforts during
implementation improves results. In the area of ingtitutional strengthening and capacity
building, particularly in Africa, experience has shown the importance of (a) addressing
ingtitutional development and capacity building needs early on; (b) providing targeted training
linked to the project’s objectives, (c) effective legidative frameworks; and (d) coordination of
complex projects requires specific capacity building efforts.

Impact of strengthening local and community institutional capacity in terms of project
performance, sustainability and replicability

32 Stakeholder involvement, community participation, and replicability are inter-related and, in
practice, the probability of developing replicable models depend on strong community participation and
stakeholder involvement. Capacity development has an important role in promoting effective participation
of stakeholdersin addressing local and global concerns. The development of techniques and processes for
effective community involvement in conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity can contribute to
increasing the capacity of local people to generate economic benefits and livelihood opportunities for
themselves.

Box 3: Enlisting local communities to conserve biodiversity

The India Ecodevelopment Project has been able to demonstrate a direct relationship between conservation of
biodiversity and improved local livelihood and incomes, along with increased empowerment and decision-making
responsibility to the community-level. Village Ecodevelopment Committees (EDCs) now represent the most
effectively functioning institution at the village level. These EDCs are officially recognized by the local governments
and financial institutions, increasing opportunities for local people to collectively access benefits for other
government schemes and programs. In some of the Ecodevelopment project sites, local communities have been
able to attract substantial outside funding for water resources and agricultural development, income-generation
activities and infrastructure improvements in the village.

In some of the Ecodevelopment sites, government policy now favors the direct transfer of financial resources to
local community organizations for implementation of project activities. In Periya and Pench Tiger Reserves all the
Ecodevelopment investment funds are transferred to EDC accounts thus providing greater financial and decision
making authority to local communities than ever provided in the past. This represents a major deviation from
normal government accounting and financial practice and policy and has been extended to non-project protected
areas in other states in India as well. Strong transparency within the committees, arrangements for systematic
audits, and leadership within some of the Project entities have given the program a strong local reputation for
honesty relative to other government investment programs. Planned steps to further increase transparency
through systematic annual public reviews of protected area wide expenditures and to disseminate experiences are
expected to further improve understanding and support for the program. Concern for sustainability has already
been demonstrated through the focus on revolving funds, local contribution requirement, and community
monitoring. Similarly, some sites have achieved relatively strong participation of women, both in decision-making
of the EDCs, and as beneficiaries and in some cases women represent over 50% of the total alternative livelihood
beneficiaries.

Design elementsin climate change projects
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33.  Severd lessons have been learned from the Thailand Electric Energy Efficiency Project that
have been and are being systematicaly applied to the design of related DSM operations and other
energy efficiency initiatives, such asthe China Energy Efficiency Project. The mgor lessonsthat are
goplicable to awide range of energy efficiency projects are: (a) obtain qudity basdine data at the start
of the project in order to accurately measure its impacts (the China project is doing this); and (b) begin
by implementing modest-szed pilot programs to gain atrack record before scaling up (hence the China
Energy Efficiency project’ s two- phased approach and a smilar approach to DSM in Vietnam).
Lessons that are specific to demand-side management projects are: (c) locate the activities in power
distribution companies because they are closest to consumers, (d) anticipate power sector reform and
plan accordingly; and (e) launch arange of initiatives, compare their impact and cost effectiveness, and
focus later on the most successful. These lessons are being gpplied to the Vietnam DSM program.

34.  Themgor lesson learned from the China Efficient Indudtriad Boilers project isthat the Bank's
standard two- phase procurement procedure (technica qudification followed by competitive tenders)
may not be appropriate for projects that involve the transfer of complex technologies for which there are
reaively few suppliers. The two-phase procedureis very lengthy, and, because there are few

suppliers, the cost savings are likely to be modest and contract opportunities may belost. Direct
contracting with aqualified supplier may be a better option for thistype of project.

35.  Three mgor lessons have been learned from the Indonesia Solar Home Systems project that
are being and will be applied in other projects (e.g. China Renewable Energy Development): (a) avoid
linking the fate of such projects closdly to the performance of the financia sector and the condition of
the commercia banks; (b) provide RE equipment deders with some up-front, performance-linked seed
money to provide the capacity and incentive to scale-up thar activities from the beginning, instead of
only rewarding them retroactively for improved performance; and (c) carefully review the economic
prospects of the host economies for such projects and tailor their design accordingly. For example, if
the exchange rate isweak and interest rates are high and/or rising, emphasize cash rather than credit
sdes, shorten credit terms and focus on smdler, less costly systems.

Design of environmental funds and implications for the sustainability of project benefits

36. Environmenta funds can be effective mechanisms to finance biodiversty conservation.
However, there are important strategic management issues that need to be addressed when choosing
between fixed instruments with lower average returns and the riskier sock market with higher average
returns. When choosing the riskier investment strategy, a delicate balance must be struck between
planned activities and revenue stream and the fund' s financid performance should be assessed over the
medium+-term to account for short-term fluctuations in financid markets.

37.  OED’sEvaduation Summary of the Peru National Trust Fund for Protected Areas
(FONANPE) Project concluded that FONAN PE has demondtrated its viability as a mechanism to
attract externa funds and provide long term and sustainable funding for biodiversity conservation.
However, the trust fund' s experience with its excessive concentration of fundsin asingle risky emerging
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market and inadequate investment guidelines provides useful lessons for the design of such projects. (a)
the Board of Directors needs to be selected to include individuas with private sector financiad
management and investment expertise; (b) portfolio manager contracts need to include clear guiddines
for investment risk, asset quaity and portfolio diversity; and (c) portfolio manager contracts need to
include performance standards and indicators, with provisonsfor removd if performance isinadequate.

Project and portfolio management

38.  Continuity in project saffing and carefully-designed ingtitutiona arrangement have been
sgnificant factorsin sound project performance. The need for systematic and consistent supervisonis
one of the key lessonsthat is currently being applied to the portfolio. Across al regions, the CMUs are
much more closdly involved in supervision now, with the GEF portfolio subject to dl the qudity control
measures of regular Bank projects. For example, it was due to the close management attention that was
accorded to the Jordan Gulf of Agaba project that the project has now been upgraded to a satisfactory
gatus. Now dl projectsin the pipdine aso have to be included in the WPAs, CASS/CDFsin order to
ensure that there is country management buy-in.

Looking to the future

39. Efforts to consolidate the achievements of the portfolio and continualy improve project
performance will need to cover the following aress.

Replicahility: To help redize the full potentia for replication and scaling up of GEF initiated
interventions, the Bank intends to () more systematicdly build into project desgn measuresto
support dissemination of results of innovative GEF gpproaches and investments; (b) promote
timely access by Bank task teams and client partners to lessons learnt through GEF and global
environment related knowledge management; () intengfy its efforts to provide longer-term,
programmetic, Bank/GEF assistance; and to (d) support the required corporate GEF outreach
and M&E dissemination efforts.

Maingtreaming: A high priority for the Bank’s GEF team is the mainstreaming of GEF
operations into the Bank’ s regular pipeline and portfolio management, in terms of linking
programmaticaly to the country assistance dialogue and lending program, aswell asintegrating
GEF operations with the Bank’ s policies and procedures, regiond portfolio management
activities, Bank quality assurance assessments, SAP and the Business Warehouse. GEF
projects need to be placed in the broader sectoral development context and its related
environmental management priorities. The Strategic Partnerships for Renewable Energy and
Nutrient Reduction in the Black Sea/Danube Basinsilludtrate the way forward.

Linkages between globa and loca benefits: The World Bank will need to strengthen its capacity
to link GEF funding and loca development priorities. The globa environment and GEF are il
frequently looked upon as a separate and externally driven agenda. This calsfor aprogram to
srengthen and accelerate in-house and client training. The message emerging from the
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implementation of GEF portfolio is thet there are clear opportunities for poverty dleviation,
improved livelihood and empowerment of rurd communities in the implementation of GEF
projects. Thisis particularly soin the biodiverdity focd area, where the frontiers of globa
biodiverdty are usudly areas where the poorest and less empowered communitieslive.
Consequently activities amed at improving globa biodiversity provide great scope of enhancing
benefits at the local level. Similarly, climate change projects provide good opportunity to
improve the poor’ s hedth and livelihood through improved and riable rura energy
development options.

Private sector: Recognizing that the greatest potentia for action on globa environmenta issuesis
in the private sector (from corporations to communities), the World Bank will accelerate its
efforts to engage the private sector more effectively. Thiswill include crestive mechanisms for
funding conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity, as well as supporting other ecosystem
services, including carbon managemen.
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LIST OF COMPLETED PROJECTS

APPENDIX D

Total
GEF | Project
Funding| Cost |Date of Work|Date of
(Uss (Uss program |approval |Date of Closing
No [Country Region 1A Project Focal Area OoP mil) mil) Entry by IA project start|date
El Kala National Park and
1 [Algeria AFR World Bank |Wetlands Management Biodiversity 2 9.32 11.68 May-91] Apr-94] Sep-94 Jun-99
Patagonian Coastal Zone
2 |Argentina LAC UNDP Management Plan Biodiversity 2 2.80 2.80 Dec-91] Feb-93 Dec-93
3 Belarus ECA World Bank |Forest Biodiversity Protection [Biodiversity 3 1.00] 1.25 May-91j Sep-92 Jan-93] Jun-97
Sustainable Development and
Management of Biologically
4 Belize LAC UNDP Diverse Coastal Resources |Biodiversity 2 3.00 3.00 Dec-91 Feb-93 Mar-93 Feb-98
Carbon Sequestration and Climate
5 |Benin AFR UNDP Rangeland Change STRM Dec-92] Jul-93 Jan-94
Trust Fund for Environmental
6 Bhutan SAS World Bank [Conservation Biodiversity 10.00 20.59 May-91] May-92 Nov-92) Dec-97|
Bolivia LAC World Bank |Biodiversity Conservation Biodiversity 3 4.50 8.35 Apr-92] Nov-92, Jul-93 Dec-98
Biomass Integrated Climate
8 |Brazil LAC UNDP Gasification/Gas Turbine Change 7 Sep-92) Sep-92 Sep-92 Feb-96
Ozone Depleting Substances
9 Bulgaria ECA World Bank |Phase-out Ozone STRM 10.50 13.50 05/1995| Nov-95] May-96 Apr-00|
Development of Coal Bed Climate
10 |China EAP UNDP Methane Resources Change STRM May-91j Apr-92 Jun-92 Dec-98
International
11 [China EAP World Bank |China Ship Waste Disposal  [Waters 9 30.00) 67.20] May-91] May-92 Dec-92) Jun-97
Conservation of Biodiversity
12 [Colombia LAC UNDP in the Choco Region Biodiversity 3 6.00] 9.00 May-91] Feb-92 Sep-92 Dec-99
Conservation of Biodiversity
and Sustainable Development
in La Amistad and La Osa
13 |[Costa Rica LAC UNDP Conservation Areas Biodiversity 3 8.00 8.00 Dec-91] Apr-93 May-93
Protecting Biodiversity and
Establishing Sustainable
Development in the Sabana-
14 [Cuba LAC UNDP Camaguey Region Biodiversity 2 2.00 2.00 Dec-91] Jul-93] Dec-93 Aug-97
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Czech

15 |[Republic ECA World Bank |Biodiversity Protection Biodiversity 3 2.00 2.75 Dec-91] Oct-93 Jan-94; Dec-97|
Czech Phaseout of Ozone Depleting

16 |Republic ECA World Bank |Substances Ozone 7 2.30 4.15 12/1992) Aug-94] Dec-94 Mar-98

Biodiversity Conservation and
Dominican management in the Coastal

17 |Republic LAC UNDP Zone Biodiversity 3.00 3.00 May-92] Dec-93 May-94] Oct-97

18 |Ecuador LAC World Bank |Biodiversity Protection Biodiversity 7.20 8.80 Apr-92, May-94 Jul-94 Jun-00]
Conservation of Biodiversity
throug effective management

19 |Gabon AFR UNDP of wildlife trade Biodiversity 3 1.00] 1.00] May-91j Jan-94 Jul-94 Jun-97
Coastal Wetlands

20 [Ghana AFR World Bank |Management Biodiversity 2 7.20 8.30 Dec-91] Aug-92 Mar-93 Dec-99
Biodiversity Country Studies-

21 |[Global Global UNEP Phase | Biodiversity EA 5.00 5.22 Mar-92] Dec-97|
Global Biodiversity

22 |Global Global UNEP Assessment Biodiversity STRM 3.30 3.48 May-93] Apr-98

23 |[Global Global UNEP Biodiversity Data Management|Biodiversity EA 4.00 5.39 Jun-94 Dec-97|
Biodiversity Country Studies-

24 |Global Global UNEP Phase || Biodiversity EA 2.00 2.10 Jun-94 Dec-97|
Pilot Biosafety Enabling

25 [Global Global UNEP Activity Biodiversity EA 2.74 2.74 Nov-97| Sep-98
Global Biodiveristy Forum -

26 |[Global Global UNEP Phase Il Biodiversity STRM 0.75 1.64] Feb-98]
Monitoring of Greenhouse Climate

27 |Global Global UNDP gases Change STRM 4.80 11.50 May-91j Oct-92 Jan-93] Dec-98
Research Programme on
Methane Emissions from Rice |Climate

28 |[Global Global UNDP Fields Change STRM 5.00 5.00 May-91] Jan-92 Jul-92 Jun-98
Alternatives to Slash and Climate

29 |[Global Global UNDP Burn Change STRM 3.00 4.50 Feb-92, Nov-93] Apr-94 Dec-95
Global Change System for
Analysis, Research and Climate

30 |Global Global UNDP Training (START) Change STRM 4.10 5.58 May-92] May-93 May-93 Jun-98
Climate Change Capacity Climate

31 [Global Global UNDP Building Change EA May-93 Jan-94 Sep-95 May-97|
Climate Change Training Climate

32 |Global Global UNDP Phase Il (CC TRAIN) Change EA 2.58 3.70 May-95 Mar-96) Mar-96)
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Global Alternatives to Slash  |Climate
33 |Global Global UNDP and Burn Agriculture Phase Il |Change STRM 2.94 6.31] May-95] May-95| Jun-96 Jun-98
Country Studies on Sources
and Sinks of Greenhouse Climate
34 |Global Global UNEP gases Change EA Dec-91] Jul-92 Sep-92 Mar-97,
Climate
35 [Global Global UNEP Economics of GHG Limitations [Change EA 3.00 3.00 Feb-95 Mar-96)
International
36 |Global Global World Bank |Water for Nature (MSP) Waters 0.70
World Small and Medium Enterprise
37 |Global Global Bank/IFC Program (pilot phase) Multiple STRM 4.3] 15.7] Jul-94] Dec-95 Mar-96 Dec-98
Programme for Sustainable
Forestry (lwoKrama Rain
38 |Guyana LAC UNDP Forest Programme) Biodiversity 3 3.00 3.40 May-91] Apr-92 Feb-93 May-97
Phaseout of Ozone Depleting
39 |Hungary ECA World Bank |Substances Ozone STRM 6.90 8.39 11/1994 Nov-95] Feb-96) Dec-98
Teheran Transport Emissions [Climate
40 [lran ECA World Bank [Reduction Change 5 2.00 4.00) Apr-92, Oct-93] Jan-94 Dec-97|
Demand Side Management Climate
41 |Jamaica LAC World Bank |Demonstration Change 5 3.80 12.50 May-93] Mar-94] Aug-94] Dec-99
Conservation of Dana and
42 |Jordan MNA UNDP Azraq Protected Areas Biodiversity 2 6.30) 6.30) May-92] May-93] Oct-93 May-96
Gulf of Agaba Environmental |International
Jordan MNA World Bank |Action Waters 8 2.70 12.67| Oct-95 Jun-96) Dec-99
Rescue Plan for the Cap
Blanc Colony of
Mediterranean Monk Seal -
43 |Mauritania AFR UNEP MSP Biodiversity STRM 0.15 0.23 Oct-97| Aug-98
Decentralized wind electric
power for social and Climate
44 |Mauritania AFR UNDP economic development Change 6 Dec-92) Jun-94 Sep-94 Jul-96)
Restoration fo Highly
Degraded and threatened
45 [Mauritius AFR UNDP native forests Biodiversity 3 0.20] 0.20] May-93] Jun-95| May-98
Climate
46 |Mauritius AFR World Bank |Sugar Bio-energy project Change 3.30 55.10] May-91] Feb-92 Dec-93 Dec-97|
47 [Mexico LAC World Bank |Protected Areas Program Biodiversity 8.70 16.30 May-91j Mar-92, Apr-93] Dec-97|
High Efficiency Lighting Climate
48 [Mexico LAC World Bank [Project Change 10.70 25.00] Dec-91] Mar-94] Feb-95 Dec-97|
49 |Mongolia EAP UNDP Biodiversity Project Biodiversity 1.50 1.50 May-93 Mar-94 Apr-98
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50 [Nepal SAS UNDP Biodiversity Conservation Biodiversity 4 3.80 8.40 Dec-91] Jun-93] Sep-93 Nov-98
Maintaining Biodiversity with
51 [Pakistan SAS UNDP Rural Community Development|Biodiversity 3 2.50 Feb-94]
Papua New Biodiversity Conservation and
52 |Guinea EAP UNDP Resource Management Biodiversity 3 5.00] 5.00] Dec-91] Jul-93 Jul-98
National Trust Fund for
53 [Peru LAC World Bank |Protected Areas Biodiversity 3 5.00 7.86 Dec-91] Mar-95) Sep-95 Jun-96)
Technical Assistance to the
Centre for Energy Climate
54 |Peru LAC UNDP Conservation Change 5 0.90 0.90 Dec-91] Nov-92) Feb-93 Jun-95
Climate
55 [Philippines EAP World Bank |Leyte/Luzon Geothermal Change 30.00| 1,334.00) May-91] May-94] Mar-95| Mar-00]
56 |Poland ECA World Bank |Forst Biodiversity Protection |Biodiversity 4.50 6.20 May-91] Dec-91] Feb-92 Dec-95
World Climate
57 |Poland ECA Bank/IFC Efficient Lighting Project Change 5 5.00] 5.00] Dec-94] Jun-95| Jul-98
Institutional Support for the
Protection of East African
58 |Regional AFR UNDP Biodiversity Biodiversity STRM 10.00] 10.00] May-91] Mar-92 Sep-92 Sep-96
Conservation Strategies for
59 |Regional EAP UNDP Rhinos in South East Asia Biodiversity 3 2.00 2.00 May-93] Dec-94]
Lake Malawi/Nyasa
60 |Regional AFR World Bank |Biodiversity Conservation Biodiversity 2 5.00 5.44 Dec-91] Dec-94] Jul-95) Jun-00]
Asia Least Cost GHG Climate
61 |Regional EAP UNDP Abatement Strategy (ALGAS) |Change EA 9.50 13.00 Dec-91] Aug-93] Aug-94 Aug-97
Building Capacity in sub-
saharan Africa to respond to |Climate
62 |Regional AFR UNDP the UNFCCC Change EA 2.00 2.00 Dec-92] Nov-94] Aug-95| Feb-97,
Building Capacity in the
Maghreb to respond to
challenges and opportunities
created by National Response
to the Framework Convention |Climate
63 |Regional AFR UNDP on Climate Change Change EA 2.50 2.50 May-93] Mar-98
START Global Change Climate
64 [Regional LAC UNDP Initiative (sub-project) Change STRM 2.90 2.90 Jan-94
Danube River Basin International
65 |Regional ECA UNDP Environmental Management  [Waters 8 8.50 43.50 May-91] Feb-92 Sep-92 Mar-96
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Industrial Water Pollution in the

Gulf of Guinea Large Marine |International

66 [Regional AFR UNDP Ecosystem Waters 9 6.00 6.00 Dec-91] Oct-93 Oct-94 Mar-98
Pollution Control and Other
Measures to Protect
Biodiversity in Lake International

67 |Regional AFR UNDP Tanganyika Waters 9 10.00 10.00 Dec-91] Oct-93 Feb-95) Oct-98
Regional Oceans Training International

68 |Regional Regional UNDP Program Waters 2.58 5.18 Dec-91] Feb-98
Black Sea Environmental International

69 |Regional ECA UNDP Management Waters 8 9.30] 32.60 May-92] Sep-92 Jun-96
Developing the Danube River
Basin Pollution Reduction International

70 |Regional ECA UNDP Program Waters 8 3.90 3.90 Oct-96 Oct-96 Sep-97 Sep-98
Developing the Implementation
of the Black Sea Strategic International

71 |Regional ECA UNDP Action Plan Waters 8 1.79 8.14 Oct-96 Oct-96 Nov-96) Sep-97
Planning and Management of
Heavily Contaminated Bays [International

72 |Regional LAC UNDP and Coastal Areas Waters 10 2.50 2.50 Aug-93]
Lake Victoria Environmental [International

73 |Regional AFR UNDP Management Programme Waters 9 0.40] Jul-95|
Argentina-Bolivia: Strategic
Action Program for the
Binational Basin of the International

74 |Regional LAC UNEP Bermejo River Waters 9 3.22) 5.96 Nov-96] Nov-98
Oil Pollution Management for
the Southwest Mediteranean |[International

75 |Regional ECA World Bank |[Sea Waters 18.26 20.00 Apr-92 Apr-94 Dec-99
Wider Caribbean Initiative for [International

76 |Regional LAC World Bank |Ship Generated Waste Waters 9 5.50 5.50 May-93] Jun-94 Sep-94 Jan-98
A Participatory Approach to
Managing the Environment: An
Input to the Inter-American
Strategy for Participation (ISP)

77 |Regional LAC UNEP - MSP Multiple 0.72) 1.56) Aug-97 Oct-98

Russian Climate
78 |Federation ECA World Bank |Greenhouse Gas Reduction [Change 5 3.20 73.20] Dec-92] Dec-95] Dec-96) Jun-99
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Biodiversity Conservation and

79 [Seychelles SAS World Bank |Marine Pollution Abatement  |Biodiversity 2 1.80] 2.00 Dec-91] Nov-92 Mar-93 Dec-97
Slovak
80 [Republic ECA World Bank |Biodiversity Protection Biodiversity 3 2.30 3.17 Dec-91] Sep-93 Oct-93] Jun-98
Slovak Ozone Depleting Substances

81 [Republic ECA World Bank [Reduction (IFC) Ozone STRM 3.50 5.95 05/1995 Jun-96 Nov-96) Jun-98
Phaseout of Ozone Depleting

82 [Slovenia ECA World Bank [Substances Ozone STRM 6.20 9.72 11/1994] Nov-95) Dec-95) Jun-98
Wildlife Conservation and

83 |Sri Lanka SAS UNDP Protected Areas Management |Biodiversity 3 4.10 4.10 Dec-91] Jan-92 May-92 Jan-97
Community-based Rangeland
Rehabilitation for Carbon Climate

84 |Sudan AFR UNDP Sequestration Change STRM 1.50) 1.50) Dec-92] Aug-94 Oct-94 Feb-00]
Electricity, fuel and fertilizer
from municipal, and industrial [Climate

85 |Tanzania AFR UNDP waste in Tanzania Change 6 2.50 3.99 May-93] Dec-93 Mar-94] Jun-97
Promotion of Electricity Energy|Climate

86 [Thailand EAP World Bank |Efficiency Change 5 9.50, 189.00 Dec-91] Apr-93] Nov-93] Dec-99
In-situ Conservation of
Genetic
Biodiversity/E.Anatolia

87 |Turkey ECA World Bank |Watershed Management Biodiversity 3 5.10 5.70 Apr-92] Mar-93 Mar-93 Sep-98
Transcarpathian biodiversity

88 |Ukraine ECA World Bank |protection Biodiversity 0.50 0.58 Dec-91] Jul-93 Oct-93 Mar-97,

89 |Ukraine ECA World Bank |Danube Delta Biodiversity Biodiversity 2 1.50) 1.74) Apr-92] Jun-94; Aug-94 Jun-99
Conservation of Biodiversity

90 |Uruguay LAC UNDP in the Eastern Wetlands Biodiversity 2 3.00 3.00 May-92] Nov-92, Apr-93] Sep-96
Methane leaks in Maracaibo |Climate

91 [Venezuela LAC UNDP Network Change STRM Oct-94
Conservation Training and

92 [Vietnam EAP UNDP Biodiversity Action Plan Biodiversity EA 3.00 3.00 Jan-92 Jan-92 Jul-92 Mar-97|
Protection of Marine
Ecosystems of the Red Sea |International

93 |Yemen MNA UNDP Coast Waters 8 2.80] 2.80] May-92] Apr-93 Jun-93| Mar-96)
Photovoltaics for household  [Climate

94 [Zimbabwe AFR UNDP and community use Change 6 7.00 7.00 May-91] Feb-92 Sep-92 Aug-97
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