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Recommended Council Decision 
 
The Council having reviewed GEF/C.33/5, Small Grants Program: Follow-up to the 2007 Joint 
Evaluation, commends the SGP Steering Committee for the proposals in the report.  
 
Council agrees to the proposal to allocate an additional 3.817 million dollars to management costs 
to be re-assigned from the approved grant resources to support the rapid development of 23 new 
SGP country programmes. 
 
Council agrees to the other proposals outlined in the report, and urges the SGP Steering Committee 
and UNDP to implement these actions effectively. 
 
Regarding alternative execution arrangements for the SGP in GEF-5, Council requests the SGP 
Steering Committee and UNDP, in consultation with all appropriate stakeholders, to develop 
detailed options for Council review in June 2009.  



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1. At its meeting held in November 2007, Council reviewed the Joint Evaluation of the Small 
Grants Programme (GEF/ME/C.32/2) and requested the SGP Steering Committee to implement six 
recommendations and to report for decision to the Council at its meeting in April 2008. 
 
2. This follow up report addresses the six Council recommendations one by one. 
 
3. On proposing a level of management costs on the basis of services rendered and cost 
efficiency rather than on a stated percentage, the report explains the background, the projected 
global and national level costs in the present scenario and requests an additional 3.817 million 
dollars to be re-assigned to management costs from the approved grant resources to support the 
rapid development of 23 new SGP country programmes. It also proposes that activities linked to 
knowledge sharing will be funded without being classified as administrative costs but capped at 5% 
of the country portfolio. 
 
4. On starting a process to change SGP’s central management system suitable for the new 
phase of growth and to address the risks of growing complexity, the report indicates that while any 
dramatic or structural changes can only be introduced in GEF-5 some adjustments can be made 
during GEF-4 at different levels. 
 
5. On strengthening country programme oversight, the implementation of the Recommended 
Minimum Fiduciary Standards will address many concerns. Additionally, the report recommends an 
increase in the number of audits and their follow up; greater supervision of National Coordinators 
through Performance Results Assessments; that no access to grants be allowed to NGOs with 
members sitting on the National Steering Committee. 
 
6. On strengthening monitoring and evaluation, capacity building from project design to 
financial management is necessary especially for poor communities, indigenous peoples and groups 
in remote areas. Costs for this activity will also be capped at 5% of the country portfolio. Other 
actions will be taken at the country and global levels, including an annual country programme 
report that will be submitted to the Secretariat for reporting as part of the GEF Annual Monitoring 
Report. 
 
7. On revising the criteria for access to GEF resources, the report proposes that the SGP can 
participate in GEF strategic programmes and projects, and that countries with small RAF 
allocations (US$5 million or less) should receive flexible terms for preferential access to increased 
core resources. 
 
8.  On graduation policy, the report outlines the risks of graduation as well as criteria to define 
graduation. The report recommends that a paper on the issue be prepared and consultations with all 
stakeholders be held in order to proceed on the basis of an in-depth understanding. Graduation will 
begin at the end of GEF-4. 
 
9. Finally, the report outlines an initial approach to options for alternative SGP execution in 
GEF-5. 
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Background 

1. The Small Grants Program (SGP) was established in 1992 in order to build the capacity 
of civil society and local communities to access GEF funding.  The SGP provides grants up to 
$50,000 to Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) and Community-Based Organisations 
(CBOs) consistent with the GEF focal areas.  By the end of its Third Operational Phase (OP3) in 
2007, the SGP had financed more than 9,000 projects for a total value over $200 million, and 
was operating in 101 countries. 

2. During 2007, the independent evaluation offices of the GEF and UNDP jointly evaluated 
the SGP and submitted a report, GEF/ME/C.32/2, Joint Evaluation of the Small Grants Program 
– Executive Version, for review at the November 2007 Council meeting.  The Council took note 
of the conclusions and recommendations contained in the report, and requested the SGP Steering 
Committee to implement the recommendations by: 

(a) Proposing a level of management costs on the basis of services rendered and cost-
efficiency rather than on the basis of a stated percentage; 

(b) Starting a process to change SGP’s central management system suitable for the 
new phase of growth and to address the risks of growing complexity; 

(c) Strengthening country programme oversight; 

(d) Further strengthening monitoring and evaluation; 

(e) Proposing a revision of the current criteria for access to SGP resources to 
maintain cost efficiency; and 

(f) Further developing a graduation policy for the SGP country programmes which 
takes into account the identified risks to GEF achievements and cost 
effectiveness, especially in SIDS and LDCs. 

3. The Council requested the SGP Steering Committee to report for decision of the Council 
on the actions taken to implement the recommendations at the April 2008 Council meeting.  

4. The UNDP convened a Working Group to review options and cost implications, and to 
provide inputs to the SGP Steering Committee in response to the Council’s request.  This 
document identifies the steps to be taken to implement the recommendations of the Council.  In 
addition to addressing the six recommendations listed above, this document also provides 
options for alternative SGP execution modalities.  

5. The fourth Operational Phase (OP4) of the SGP covers the period 2007-2010.  Many of 
the execution issues discussed in this document can only be addressed over the medium term and 
therefore would mostly apply to the SGP during GEF-5.  However, in order to address urgent 
management challenges, and to lay the foundations for the changes after OP4, some immediate 
reforms are also presented.  
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Basing Management Costs on Services Rendered  

6. The Joint Evaluation noted that the method by which management services and 
associated costs had been calculated was unclear and should be clarified for the Council to 
provide adequate guidance.  The Evaluation also considered the following related issues 
pertaining to SGP management services: 

(a) Certain management services provided by the Central Programme Management 
Team (CPMT) and National Coordinator (NC) relating to knowledge 
management, capacity-building and technical assistance, currently considered as 
‘management costs’, were technical rather than administrative costs; 

(b) During OP3, some grants provided to NGOs and external grantee organizations 
had been used to support SGP country programme portfolio related issues (i.e. 
activities such as capacity-building workshops, knowledge management, lessons 
learned, baseline assessments, communication and other related activities); and 

(c) Concern that some of the management services curtailed during OP4 to reduce 
management costs may have been critical to the effective functioning of the SGP. 

7. When the SGP was initiated in 1992, the Council recognized that the work of the 
programme with poor and vulnerable communities required management costs of up to 25% 1 of 
the total of both the GEF funding and the cash co-financing to be raised against the GEF funds.  
The cash co-financing was included in the ratio in recognition of the fact that the co-financing is 
comprised of many small contributions from a variety of project partners that require substantial 
efforts to secure and manage. 

8. Over the years, the management costs of the SGP matched the growth of the programme 
as per this formula.  As noted by the independent evaluation, “a major factor that helped the 
SGP in reducing management costs during OP3 was that GEF investments in the programme 
had increased substantially both in absolute terms and in terms of participating countries. This 
allowed the SGP to operate at a more cost efficient level and, consequently was able to reduce 
its management costs without reducing its programmatic services such as M&E, knowledge 
sharing, supervision, and technical assistance.” 

9. In GEF-4, the resources available for programming through the SGP have been 
determined by the stipulations of the RAF policy.  A core fund of $110 million was allocated for 
the 4-year phase with the balance to be provided by countries assigning part of their individual 
RAF allocations for that purpose.  In addition, in GEF-4 the management cost ratio was modified 
in two major ways: (i) a cap was set at 24%; and (ii) the ratio was set against just the GEF 
funding and did not consider cash co-financing that had to be raised.  It should also be noted that 
the SGP was tasked to immediately add 23 new countries to the programme.   

 

                                                 
1  The 25% management cost cap excludes the IA fees for oversight to the programme. The management cost was 
resourced from SGP resources approved by the GEF Council.  
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Projected Global Level Management Costs (present scenario) 

10. The critical global management services that need to be further supported in GEF-4 are 
those that result from: (i) new tasks required of the programme, such as the immediate start up of 
23 new countries in SGP; and (ii) key recommendations of the independent evaluation, such as 
strengthening M&E and the audit of all country programmes within an operational phase. 

11. The costs related to the start up of a country programme in SGP involves: (i) mission 
travel by CPMT staff to guide the country stakeholders in the standardized operational guidelines 
of the programme; (ii) the establishment of a National Steering Committee (NSC); (iii) the 
selection of a National Coordinator (NC); and (iv) discussions on elements for a Country 
Programme Strategy (CPS).  In certain cases, costs for stakeholder meetings and workshops are 
also supported.  The programme pays for the advertisement to recruit the NC.  Once the NC is 
recruited, funding is provided for the person to travel and undertake training at an adjacent 
country where the SGP has long been in successful operation. 

12. In terms of management costs, a strengthened M&E at the global level tasked on the SGP 
requires the following key activities: (i) missions to low performing countries as well as where 
there are indications of possible problems and issues; (ii) regional workshops for face-to-face 
reporting on progress and sharing of lessons learned, and; (iii) audits of all country programmes 
in an operational phase. 

13.  The SGP management accepts the independent evaluation recommendation that an 
“audit schedule that ensures that all country programs can be audited at least once during every 
Operational Phase should be established and funds for audits should be allocated in each OP.”  In 
response, and in order to provide both financial assurance and optimize information for decision 
making, the Execution Agency (UNOPS) will develop a plan to audit an average of 30-40 
country/sub-regional programmes per year using a risk assessment system to prioritize the audits 
and audit themes for each country for the period 2008-2010. UNOPS will develop a process for 
sharing an annual report on the main findings and recommendations of the audits that meets legal 
and confidentiality requirements.  

14. Tripling the number of SGP countries for audit during GEF4, however, potentially 
requires around $900,000.  By using funds reserved for audits of OP2 and OP3 upon their 
closure, the additional funds needed would be around $307,500.     

Projected National Level Management Costs (present scenario) 

15. The largest portion of management costs at the country level has to do with the 
immediate start up of 23 new countries in the SGP.  When the SGP OP4 Project Document was 
submitted for GEF Council approval, it contained a budget plan that phased in the entry of the 
new country programmes, with seven of the most ready entering in the first year, then eight in 
the next year and the last eight, which required more preparations, in the last year. The decision 
of the SGP Steering Committee to immediately start up all the 23 countries, however, has the 
effect of adding the extra start up costs, NC salary and Country Operating Budgets (COBs) for 
eight countries in the first year (i.e. by July 2008) and an extra 15 country programmes over the 
course of the second year (i.e. by January 2009).   
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16. The effect of the added salary and COB costs of the fast operational development of 23 
new SGP country programmes is equivalent to an additional $2,776 million vis-à-vis the original 
budget plan.  The overall total of additional costs would be $3,817 million when associated 
global support costs are also included.  Table 1 shows the projected cost scenarios.    

17. The M&E for the SGP at the country level requires a more intense set of activities given 
the high number of small projects that a country programme has to manage.  Note that SGP 
grantees are mostly in remote and relatively inaccessible areas and often have little capacity for 
written reports. Much of the M&E therefore have to be through site visits by the NC and/or 
Programme Assistant and, if need be, also by members of the NSC. Many country programmes 
also have the practice of visiting communities to check on the feasibility and veracity of their 
proposals. The observations in these visits serve as the baseline for later M&E.  

18. The SGP national travel budgets need resources commensurate to the number of projects 
and the risks inherent in these projects.  Project visits also serve to resolve problems and issues 
even before they grow serious. In this way, any reduction to COB travel budgets will increase the 
risks of failure to ongoing and potential pipeline projects. This critical concern has been raised 
by a number of SGP country programmes following an e-mail survey conducted by CPMT in 
February 2008 (see Annex 6). Using the zero baseline for management services to calculate the 
comparative M&E costs, the additional amount needed to sustain a similar level of effort at the 
country level in OP4 is $315,250.  This is actually a conservative figure given that in OP4, 
existing SGP country programmes, and some of the early start ups, would have added a 
significant number of new projects to be monitored and evaluated. 

19. Another set of important costs in SGP country programmes relates to capacity building, 
knowledge management, networking and policy development.  Since the Pilot Phase, the SGP 
Operational Guidelines have allowed support from grants for these critical activities as part of 
the programme’s core objectives.  These activities are proposed by NGOs that have expertise and 
are focused on these matters.  Further, such activities must contribute to global environmental 
benefits rather than to administrative tasks.  While the independent evaluation, initially 
considered these activities as part of management costs, the GEF Evaluation Office 
recommended that “activities on the country level generating global benefits, for example 
through knowledge sharing products, should also be recognized as such and should be fundable 
without being classified as administrative costs.” However, given the concerns raised regarding 
the funding of such activities out of country grant resources, it is proposed that grants for such 
activities be not more than 5 percent of the country portfolio.  

20. The projection of the costs of the management services needed for OP4 is compared 
below with the budget available under the present OP4 project document scenario of reduced 
management costs.  The projected OP4 budget based on actual management services rendered is 
presented on the basis of the necessary level of non-grant costs including a proposed reallocation 
of a portion of the grant budget to address the projected zero baseline difference in non-grant 
costs for entry of 23 additional countries into SGP midway through GEF-4. 
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Table 1.  Proposed non-grant budget reallocation for combined OP4 management 
services 

 
 

 
 

 
 
21. In summary, it is proposed that the SGP OP4 project document be amended as follows:  

(a) Re-allocate $2,776,075 in grant costs to country non-grant costs to cover the zero 
baseline costs of all 23 new countries entering the SGP during GEF-4 (see Annex 
4 for complete details of actual costs for inclusion of 124 countries in SGP during 
OP4); and  

(b) Re-allocate $1,040,944 in grant costs to strengthen global programme 
management costs in relation to audits, and M&E as presented in Table 1.2 

22. If the above-mentioned amendments are approved, the share of non-grants to grants in the 
SGP in OP4 would increase from 24 percent to 28 percent.  This increase should be seen as a 
medium-term measure to support the increased requests made to the SGP in GEF-4, while the 
alternative options for SGP execution are explored, to be implemented in the next phase of the 
SGP in GEF-5.  
                                                 
2  The increase in global management costs for M&E and Country Oversight also respond to the 2007 Joint 
Evaluation that “Country programme oversight needs to be strengthened” and that “Monitoring and Evaluation 
needs to be strengthened further”. 
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Changing the SGP’s Central Management System 

23. As the SGP moves into a new phase of growth and increasing complexity in GEF-4, there 
is a danger that the growth may “overwhelm” the present management structure.  During GEF-3, 
the SGP faced various changes that dramatically increased its complexity and management 
burden, particularly at the central management level, including: 

(a) Dramatic expansion of the SGP within a short period of time.  From 2002 to 
2006, the SGP grew from around 60 country programmes to cover over 101 
country programmes.  In November 2007, the SGP Steering Committee decided 
to further expand SGP to 23 new country programmes during GEF-4. Most of the 
new countries are LDCs and SIDS (including a number of post-conflict states), 
which will certainly demand higher management services and support from the 
CPMT and UNOPS; 

(b) Increased complexity of access to RAF.  Owing to the introduction of the RAF, 
SGP country programmes have needed comprehensive guidance on how to 
understand and access the RAF, as well as extensive support to negotiate RAF 
funds with governments; 

(c) Formation of the SGP Steering Committee.  The creation of the SGP Steering 
Committee has strengthened the multi-agency oversight of SGP, but has also 
increased the reporting and liaison functions for UNDP and the CPMT.  

24. As a consequence of the growth of the SGP, there will be an increased demand for 
management services.  Therefore the challenge facing SGP is how to maintain the high quality of 
the programme given increased management complexity, yet also within strong parameters of 
cost efficiency and effectiveness.   

25. A number of steps have already been undertaken by CPMT and UNDP to restructure 
management, for example through the definition of regional management functions within and 
between CPMT and UNOPS.  

Proposed actions to adjust the SGP management system in GEF-4 

26. Following the November 2007 GEF Council, UNDP initiated a process to evaluate 
various options for possible changes in the central management system to meet the above 
challenges. A Working Group was established with UNDP to lead a comprehensive study to 
explore various options to meet the challenges.3  Realizing that the Council has approved the 
Project Document for GEF-4, and that SGP is a well-established programme with more than 15 
years of successful operation, the Working Group considers that any dramatic or structural 
changes can only be introduced in GEF-5.  

27. UNOPS is expected to handle the disbursement of more than 7,000 projects (MOAs) in 
GEF-4, systematic auditing, and recruitment or replacement of National Coordinators with 

                                                 
3 Membership of the Working Group includes GEFSec, UNDP, SGP CPMT, and GEF NGO Network 
representative. 
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increased number of country programmes. The increased burden on UNOPS requires greater 
efficiency in financial system management. This would be done by upgrading the financial 
operating and strengthening the capacity of National Coordinators and Programme Assistants to 
manage the programme’s ATLAS financial management and reporting system. Guide manuals 
and training kits will be developed based on experience on most common queries and errors of 
past implementation. As learning organizations, UNDP and UNOPS will codify a matrix of 
oversight responsibilities and accountabilities which then would be used to update the SGP’s 
Operational Guidelines. 

28. In GEF-4, CPMT programme specialists on thematic areas will have to additionally focus 
on country start-ups, regional management functions, corporate programme coordination and 
reporting.  Programme specialists must also strengthen their role in providing basic technical 
advice to questions and inquiries raised by NCs on focal areas and RAF-related matter to assure 
that projects are aligned to GEF strategic objectives.  

29. As suggested by the joint evaluation, the level of focal area support provided by the 
country programmes can be increased with support from UNDP/GEF Regional Coordination 
Units. This set-up, however, would have cost implications.  At present, UNDP/GEF RCUs are 
providing support, particularly when SGP country programmes have the potential for being 
scaled up or mainstreamed into larger projects or programs being developed by them. However, 
on account of the fact that the SGP is a GEF corporate programme, the other IAs and EAs would 
be invited to provide similar support. Recently, SGP has developed a partnership with the FAO 
through its National Forest Program Facility including possible co-financing and technical 
expertise to potentially 36 countries where both programmes operate. The Asian Development 
Bank (ADB) and the SGP have also initiated discussions on the SGP’s participation in its Coral 
Triangle initiative as part of the GEF Pacific Alliance for Sustainability (PAS) strategic program. 

Table 2. Proposed adjustments to SGP Central Management system in GEF-4 

Actors Proposed Adjustments in GEF4 

GEF Council • Adoption of management costs policy based on actual management services 
needed and their associated costs 

GEF Secretariat 
• Clarification of roles and accountabilities for SGP  
• Ensure that the SGP is consistent with all GEF policies 
• Clarification of the role of the Conflict Resolution Commissioner 

SGP Steering 
Committee 

• Clarification of roles and accountabilities for SGP  
• Facilitate coordinated support from all IAs & EAs 

UNDP • UNDP/GEF Regional Coordinating Units to support possible scaling up or 
mainstreaming of SGP in larger projects or programs 

UNOPS 

• Codify with UNDP HQ its matrix of roles and accountabilities in the 
management of SGP. 

• Upgrade financial systems 
• Update guides and manuals to strengthen country programme management of 

the ATLAS financial reporting system 
• Improve overall financial status monitoring 
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Global programme 
level 

• Programme specialists to additionally focus on country start-ups, regional 
functions, corporate programme coordination and reporting 

• Strengthen M&E. 
• Corporate program coordination and reporting.  
 

 

Strengthening the Country Program Oversight 

30. Country programme oversight is primarily UNDP’s responsibility, as the implementing 
agency (see Annex 1).  The ongoing GEF-wide process to implement the recently approved 
“Recommended minimum fiduciary standards for GEF implementing and executing agencies” 
will address many of the concerns regarding country programme oversight.  Moreover, the 
following steps can also be implemented: 

(a) Strengthening the segregation between UNDP’s duties as implementing agency, 
UNDP’s role in the formal approval of projects as a member of the NSC, and 
UNDP’s role at the country level in providing financial oversight on behalf of 
UNOPS. 

(b) Strengthening fiduciary oversight, in particular to assure due diligence, and to 
overseeing the increased number of audits and their follow-up 

(c) In every country, at least one audit of the conformity with SGP operating 
procedures will be undertaken per OP cycle. As noted above in Section 3.1, for a 
three year OP cycle, this implies approximately 35 audits per year.  

(d) Supervision of the NC through the Performance and Results Assessment (PRA) 
system is currently spread across UNOPS, CPMT and UNDP/CO. This matrix of 
reporting lines will be further clarified.  

(e) No access to grants of NGOs with members sitting in the NSCs, and 
strengthening of UNDP CO participation in the NSC in terms of attendance. 

(f) All SGP staff will be required to take a web-based interactive training program on 
ethics and conflict of interest issues.  Focused discussions on these matters will 
also be facilitated in all National Steering Committees and National Focal Groups. 

(g) Review of application of UNDP and UNOPS policies on fraud reporting 
mechanisms, hotlines, and whistle-blower protection in relation to SGP operating 
procedures 

31. The SGP is a grant-making programme and thus requires that its staff have the highest 
credibility, and that the programme works within the highest accountability standards that the 
UN system provides.  In most SGP countries, working under the aegis of the UN system 
addresses the requirement of the GEF Council to provide comprehensive country programme 
oversight to NGOs and CBOs.  
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32. SGP staff that are UN contract holders fall under the UN policies of ethics and 
accountability. In many developing countries, including post-conflict and countries with UN 
security risks, UN branding provides credibility, allowing government willingness to let NGOs 
take a leadership role in many aspects of SGP project activities. The fiduciary oversight by the 
UNDP COs provides a strong accountability dimension to the SGP. Country programme 
oversight responsibilities lie primarily with UNDP country offices, operating on behalf of the 
global Execution Agency (UNOPS).  

33. At the global level, high standards are maintained by activities that assure proper 
implementation of the SGP operational guidelines and adherence to the strategic priorities of the 
GEF and the SGP. This requires regular guidance from the CPMT, monitoring and evaluation 
through the global database, annual reports, performance and results appraisals, country visits, 
focused consultations, conflict resolution, and management and financial audits.  

34. In addition to financial accountability and credibility, the UN system provides a neutral 
hosting arrangement for the programme where there may be many “factions” of NGOs 
competing with one another in a given country.  UN umbrella oversight for security is important 
in countries where UN measures are vital to protect the safety of national programme officers.4  

35. At the country level, the UNDP CO’s duties in providing financial oversight on behalf of 
the Execution Agency (UNOPS), are supplemented through the mechanism of a voluntary NSC 
that includes members with expertise in each of the thematic areas of GEF. The NSC is 
responsible for formal approval of projects from a technical, thematic and operational standpoint. 
The country-driven process of project approval by an NSC has been recognized in all the 
evaluations of the SGP as one of the unique features and strengths of the programme that has 
allowed for the decentralized management of a very complex programme and its adaptation to 
particular country circumstances. The role of the NSC in SGP goes beyond grant approval, and 
includes providing strategic guidance, and developing a Country Programme Strategy, RAF 
strategy, and country programme reports.  

36. Managerial and technical support in country is provided by the NC and Programme 
Assistant (PA). As described in the SGP Operational Guidelines, the NC and PA perform 
Secretariat functions for the NSC. In addition, each responsible unit from the UNDP CO should 
be fully aware of its specific duties, and if necessary strengthened during GEF-4 in order to 
fulfill the duties. As implementing agency, the UNDP CO should have a staff member dedicated 
and empowered to oversee due diligence in the use of GEF funds.  

37. Supervision of the NC through the Performance and Results Assessment (PRA) system is 
currently spread across UNOPS, CPMT and UNDP/CO.  The Joint Evaluation noted that using 
the PRA system as a proxy for programme performance is inadequate given that the PRA does 
not allow for the aggregation of country results at the portfolio level as distinct from personal 
performance. In particular, Para 62 of the Evaluation notes that: “The CPMT tracks progress of 
the country programmes primarily through Performance & Results Assessment (PRA) of NCs 
and quarterly financial reports. The PRA tool tracks performance of the NCs in the key 

                                                 
4 UNDP hosting helps reduce the costs of providing expensive security equipment such as hand-held radios and 
other field support materials which can be cost-shared with the UN. 
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performance areas and is also used as a proxy by the CPMT to assess the progress of the 
country program. Although PRA is an effective instrument to track performance of the NCs, 
performance of NCs is far from an ideal proxy for tracking the overall performance of the 
country programme.” 

38. This matrix of the reporting lines between the UNDP CO, CPMT and UNOPS can be 
further clarified during GEF4. These changes may be enacted through an exchange of letters 
between UNDP HQ and each CO. During OP4, country programme oversight can therefore be 
improved by reinstating an annual country programme report in addition to the PRA, to be 
reviewed by the NSC and UNDP CO prior to submission to the CPMT at the global level. 
Annual country portfolio results will also be uploaded to the SGP Global database as part of a 
transparent and accountable utilization of GEF funds.  The annual country programme reports 
will be submitted to the GEF Secretariat to be assessed and reported as part of the Annual 
Monitoring Report (AMR).  

39. There is concern that the SGP country-level management costs continue to be high in 
large part due to the level of salaries.  Currently, the NC (and programme assistant) salaries are 
based on standard UN rates for the country, which are in turn based on the Noblemaire principle. 
It is proposed that salary-levels be made competitive and consistent with national government 
level employment conditions, recognizing that this will, in many cases, require a change in 
executing arrangements.  

Further Strengthening Monitoring and Evaluation 

40. The Joint Evaluation found numerous instances of good M&E practices being 
implemented by the various SGP country programmes, which demonstrates that good M&E is 
possible for small projects.  Areas noted for improvement were: (i) the programme indicators, 
and reporting on the indicators; (ii) the record keeping on project visits; (iii) the quality control 
of information in the SGP database, and its timely updating;  and (iv) the need to separate the 
assessment of country programme performance from that of the NCs. 

41. M&E responsibilities lie primarily with CPMT and NCs.  CPMT monitors country 
programme, mostly through reporting, combined with occasional site visits.  NCs monitor 
grantees in the country, with site visits where possible. Although the actual evaluations are 
mostly done by external, independent evaluators, the evaluations are coordinated and facilitated 
by the CPMT. 

42. Accountability for the utilization of GEF funds requires the highest standards for the 
monitoring and evaluation of SGP projects.  As recognized by the Joint Evaluation of the SGP, 
one good practice in the SGP has been the regular field visits made to proponent communities 
before their proposals are reviewed by the NSC. Given that most SGP grantees are poor 
communities, indigenous peoples, and local NGOs/CBOs in remote areas (some receiving donor 
support for the first time), capacity building from project design to financial management and 
reporting are critically needed to deal with problems and issues before they get serious enough to 
jeopardize the project.  
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43. For grant-making to be credible, impartial and independent to the many competing 
groups trying to access funds, the SGP must be able to publicly inform all stakeholders of the 
rules and procedures of the programme, as well as of the nature of the projects and their expected 
outcomes. Regular consultations, stakeholders’ workshops and networking of grantees and 
supportive NGOs are therefore vital and have been recognized by the Joint Evaluation to be 
linked to the success of the SGP at the country level. On this basis, country programmes must be 
able to set up and maintain, not just a communications system, but also a knowledge 
management system. The Joint Evaluation also noted that some 3% of grants are linked to 
strategic knowledge management purposes for capacity building workshops, lessons learning and 
networking.  The Steering Committee Working Group would therefore propose to cap such 
knowledge management grants at a maximum of 5 % of the country portfolio.  

44. At the global level, similar information systems are imperative to maintain transparency 
of the programme to its global stakeholders, such as the GEF Council, the IAs and EAs, the 
GEFSEC, the GEF NGO Network and its global donor partners. However it is clear that in 
responding to Evaluation and Council requests, the M&E and data base/knowledge management 
functions will need to be strengthened, not only at CPMT level but also in country.  

45. During GEF-4, existing trends in M&E improvements will be further strengthened at 
both country and global levels. At the country level:  

(a) Portfolio-level country programme indicators will be strengthened and aggregated 
at the outcome level in the global database;  

(b) Country databases will be reviewed and updated regularly by PAs with inputs 
from UNDP CO results-based focal points and UNDP/GEF Regional 
Coordination Units.5  

(c) An annual country programme report will be reinstated and these reports will be 
made available to the GEF Secretariat.  

46. At the global level: 

(a) Responsibility for M&E will be strengthened through an enhanced matrixing of 
this task in CPMT technical and thematic staff positions; 

(b) Automatic uploads of project MOAs in the database will be set up to facilitate 
review; 

(c) The project database will be monitored regularly by a dedicated CPMT staff 
member for errors. The process will be supported by country level updates by 
National Coordinators; 

(d) Indicators, targets and milestones will be revised in line with the OP4 project 
document, and the project and outcome-level indicators of National Country 
Programmes will be further revised in order to roll-up to the global level; 

                                                 
5 All new country programmes in OP4 will have PAs primarily responsible for M&E and database reporting . 
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(e) M&E guidelines in the programme statutory documents will be reviewed, revised 
and simplified as necessary in the light of GEF-4 and OP4 priorities. 

Revising the Criteria for Access to GEF Resources 

47. At the first session of the GEF SGP Steering Committee in December 2006, a number of 
key decisions affecting the programme were adopted, namely: (i) expansion of the SGP during 
OP4 to 21 countries on the waiting list; (ii) financial allocations and corresponding access 
requirements to the RAF; and (iii) a request for concerned Country Programmes to develop a 
policy to graduate from dependence on core GEF resources by the end of GEF-4.  

48. For countries on the waiting list to join SGP in GEF-4, the Steering Committee stated that 
all pending requests from countries to join the SGP would be honored. Entry of these countries 
was announced to be programmed to occur during GEF4.6 A detailed letter from the GEF CEO 
to all operational focal points (OFPs) subsequently circulated a set of “Guidelines for Access to 
the GEF Small Grants Programme” stipulating the: (i) total amount that SGP Country 
Programmes may receive from the GEF over a four-year time frame (during GEF-4), whether 
from RAF or core funds or a combination of the two; (ii) effect of differing amounts of 
individual country RAF allocations on the amount of core funds available to Country 
Programmes; and (iii) amount of core funds available to new Country Programmes.  

49. The first session of the GEF SGP Steering Committee also adopted a requirement for 
CEO endorsement of RAF Country Programme Strategies for all SGP programmes receiving 
funding from individual country RAF allocations.  A set of 43 SGP country RAF strategies with 
accompanying OFP endorsement letters were subsequently submitted to the GEF Secretariat for 
CEO endorsement in December 2007.  CEO endorsements for the utilization of the country RAF 
funds (first half of GEF4) and country RAF strategies (for the whole of GEF4) were received in 
February 2008.  

50. In November 2007, the third session of the GEF SGP Steering Committee adopted a 
decision to further modify the access criteria to the RAF for ‘mixed’ countries (i.e. countries 
receiving both core and RAF resources) which would place a cap of $200,000 per year in SGP 
core resources for mixed core-RAF countries. The purpose of the cap was to address the start-up 
costs of 23 new countries entering the SGP during GEF-4. As a result, all ‘mixed’ SGP 
countries, receiving both core and RAF resources, would henceforth be permitted to provide up 
to $400,000 in RAF resources per year to the SGP or the equivalent of up to $1,600,000 in RAF 
resources during GEF4. 

51. At the request of the third session of the GEF SGP Steering Committee, a Working 
Group convened by the UNDP and composed of the GEF Secretariat, GEF NGO Network, 
UNDP/GEF and the SGP CPMT convened between January and March 2008 to examine 
possible additional revisions to the access criteria for the RAF.  In particular, the Working Group 
has been considering the following proposals:  

                                                 
6 A further two countries (China and Bahamas) were added to the waiting list during the second session of the GEF 
SGP Steering Committee in June 2007. 
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(a) SGP access to additional RAF funds from countries in the group RAF category 
through the programme’s participation in GEF Strategic programmes and 
projects; 

(b) Countries with small individual RAF allocations ($5 million or below) to allow 
flexible terms for preferential access to increased SGP core resources. 

Proposal 1:  SGP access to additional RAF funds from countries in the group RAF category 
through the programme’s participation in GEF Strategic programmes and projects 

52. The proposal responds to Conclusion 12 of the Joint Evaluation which states that ‘The 
higher level of GEF investments in SGP during OP 3 facilitated SGP in operating at greater cost 
efficiency levels than OP 1 and OP 2’. On the basis of discussions within the Working Group, 
allowing SGP countries in the group RAF category to access additional RAF funds as part of a 
GEF Strategic Programme (such as the Pacific Alliance for Sustainability, or the Congo Basin 
Initiative) would significantly increase cost efficiency levels, given the current limits placed on 
the usage of SGP core funds (i.e. start-up of 23 new country programmes during GEF-4). The 
proposal further responds to GEF Council concerns that new LDCs and SIDS entering the 
programme during GEF4 can expect an increase in grant allocation based on positive 
performance and absorptive capacity. 

Proposal 2:  Countries with small individual RAF allocations ($5 million or below) to receive 
flexible terms for preferential access to increased SGP core resources 

53. The proposal responds to Conclusion 12 of the Joint Evaluation which states that ‘The 
higher level of GEF investments in SGP during OP 3 facilitated SGP in operating at greater cost 
efficiency levels than OP 1 and OP 2’. On the basis of advice provided by the CPMT to the 
Working Group, countries with small individual RAF allocations under $5 million (in particular 
Afghanistan, Cape Verde, Cote D’Ivoire, Cambodia, Haiti, Malawi, Mongolia, and Nicaragua) 
are negatively affected by the current policy of allocating core SGP resources on the basis of 
country allocation of RAF resources. In many cases, countries with small individual RAF 
allocations have only been able to provide a modest RAF contribution to the SGP and are 
therefore limited to operate at a lower level of cost efficiency in OP4 as compared with OP3 and 
OP2.7  On this basis, the Working Group would propose preferential access and flexible terms 
for the countries listed in accessing increased SGP core allocations. 

Graduation Policy 

54. In December 2006 the GEF Secretariat, issued guidelines stating that “beginning 2007, 
any country which has benefited from the GEF SGP for more than 8 years will be required to 
present a plan to graduate from GEF funding (core and RAF resources) on completion of the 
GEF-4 cycle.”  

55. In the light of the GEF Secretariat decision, 41 country programmes and one sub-regional 
programme could potentially graduate from the SGP modality by mid-2010, when GEF-5 is 
                                                 
7 Afghanistan $3.5m BD, Cape Verde $4.1m BD, Cote D’Ivoire $3.6m BD, Cambodia $3.3m CC, Haiti $4.1m BD, 
Malawi $4.2m BD, Mongolia $3.8m BD, Nicaragua $4.0m BD. 
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expected to begin.  Annex 7 provides information on the start-up date; total grants delivered and 
projected OP4 grant delivery for these programmes. In total, these “mature” SGP programmes 
account for approximately 80% of all SGP grants delivered since the pilot phase and 67% of all 
co-financing. These mature SGP countries also account for 44% of forecasted GEF grants during 
OP4 (see below). 

 

 
 
56. Given the number of SGP country programmes concerned by the development of a 
graduation policy, there is a risk that the graduation of these countries may leave behind a greatly 
changed SGP.  The 2007 Evaluation noted the following specific risks associated with 
graduation: 

(a) For the GEF portfolio as a whole, the mature SGP country programmes are, 
generally speaking, more cost effective than the average GEF project. Hence their 
loss may have negative cost-effectiveness implications for the whole GEF 
portfolio; 

(b) Likewise, the GEF may lose an effective instrument to influence policy dialogues 
in the graduating countries; 

(c) The GEF may lose a funding modality that is appropriate for SIDS and LDCs; 

(d) Globally, the SGP may lose its most effective and efficient country programmes 
and delivery mechanisms; 

(e) In the graduating countries, should the SGP continue with new donors and new 
priorities, there may be a shift in the focus of the work away from generating 
global environmental benefits. 

Defining graduation 

57. Subject to a decision by the GEF Council, the 41 programmes outlined in Annex 7 may 
be considered for graduation on case-by-case basis based on a set of rigorous set criteria.  In 
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order to assist the GEF Council to develop a graduation policy for GEF-5, a number of defining 
factors for graduation have therefore been identified: 

(a) Extent of GEF Council, UNDP and CPMT oversight, coordination and technical 
support for the graduated countries, provided management costs are paid out of a 
country’s RAF allocations; 

(b) Legal and accountability dimensions for the application of the standard SGP 
Operational Procedures utilization and SGP name; 

(c) Extent to which SGP country programmes would finance projects with non-
environmental objectives. 

(d) Extent of utilization of GEF RAF funds; 

(e) Delivery of GEF funds through Full and Medium Size Projects; 

(f) Extent of access to funding by donors other than GEF; 

(g) Contribution of the graduated countries to the global SGP programme in defined 
areas such as knowledge management, database uploads; 

(h) Pre-defined quality control criteria for a country programme to continue to be 
accepted as part of the Global SGP.   

Recommendations for GEF4 

58. The SGP Steering Committee will prepare an in-depth review paper to develop stringent 
criteria for the graduation process, taking into account all legal and accountability dimensions. It 
is recommended that further consultations with concerned stakeholders be organized during 
GEF-4 with the support of the UNDP SGP team. It is proposed that some 10 SGP Country 
Programmes from mature and middle income countries initiate the graduation process by mid-
2010.  A global and/or regional workshop for the countries concerned should be organized to 
develop the graduation policy before the end of GEF-4.8 

59. LDCs and SIDS may require special attention and therefore may not be considered 
priority candidates for graduation.  In many LDCs, civil society remains weak and NGO 
capacities are low, and community-based work is difficult. SIDS face high transportation costs 
due to the spread and isolation of the islands within the country and many have limited resources 
and capacity.  Moreover, SIDS often have weak CSO and NGO sectors.   

Options for Alternative SGP Execution in GEF-5  

60. In the light of the need to develop a graduation policy by the end of GEF-4, the Working 
Group of the SGP Steering Committee considered four options for alternative SGP execution in 

                                                 
8 The consultations on the SGP graduation policy could also be combined with GEF Regional Constituency 
meetings. 
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GEF-5: (i) modified and improved execution through UNOPS; (ii) execution through an 
international NGO or NGO-consortium; (iii) country-specific execution modalities developed for 
each country, and; (iv) a combination of (i) and (iii), whereby a specific execution modality is 
developed for each high-capacity country, and all other countries are executed through a single 
programme. Table 3 summarises the strengths, weaknesses, and estimated costs of each option.9. 
These options were considered on the basis of their respective abilities to meet the following 
criteria: 

(a) Decision-making must be country driven and country owned;  

(b) Impacts must be sustainable; 

(c) Fiduciary standards for accountability and transparency must be met;  

(d) Programme implementation must be participative; 

(e) Global environmental benefits must be delivered; 

(f) The overall programme must be cost-effective; 

(g) Resource mobilisation and co-financing targets must be met; 

(h) SGP must deliver benefits to local communities and be credible with civil society; 

(i) The implementation and execution framework must have global reach, coherence 
and country presence;  

(j) The SGP must be equitable and reach the poorest and most marginal 
communities; and 

(k) Mechanisms to select grantees must be neutral and independent. 

Option 1 – Improved Execution by UNOPS 

61. The overall structure of a single global system for participating countries will remain 
unchanged for core countries and would be subject to further consultations for graduating 
countries. The UNOPS Execution option has demonstrated its ability to meet all of the criteria 
listed in paragraph 62.  In order to respond to Council requests, planning for changes in GEF-5 
could be implemented immediately.  

62. Immediate actions by UNOPS for GEF-4 include modifications to the SGP Operational 
Guidelines and procedures in the light of increased efficiencies following the introduction of the 
ATLAS financial system.  A fully revised draft of the SGP Operations Manual will be prepared 
by the end of 2008.  UNOPS will also immediately put into place a revised Risk Assessment 
System for the prioritisation of audits for GEF-4.  

                                                 
9 Consideration has also been given to hosting the SGP within the government or the private sector. Until now, this 
has not been considered appropriate given the importance of the SGP being, and being seen to be, a neutral and 
independent programme for civil society. 
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Option 2 – NGO Execution 

63. In GEF-5, the global executing functions of UNOPS could potentially be replaced by an 
NGO (or possibly a consortium of NGOs).  The NGO would have a centrally negotiated contract 
with UNDP to provide global and country services.  The NGO would be accountable to the SGP 
Steering Committee for the effective and efficient use of funds globally and in each country. The 
NGO would be responsible for establishing a CPMT that could perform all global and local 
technical support functions, including M&E that would satisfy the minimum fiduciary standards 
required by the GEF Council. The NGO would establish management and technical support 
structures in each SGP country, where existing structures are absent or inappropriate.  

64. The NGO, or NGO consortium, would be selected on the basis of its ability to meet all 
the expectations and criteria identified in paragraph 62, and would be assessed according to a 
UNDP competitive bidding process. The costs and benefits of this option, including the financial 
costs and benefits, would depend on a detailed cost assessment of NGO proposals received, 
including a due diligence review of the legal status and accountability of the international 
organization. 

Option 3 – Country specific execution modalities 

65. Under this option, UNDP would oversee a competitive process in each country to 
determine the country-specific execution agency most able to meet the expectations in paragraph 
62.  Managerially, each country would be a separate project, and each executing agency would 
report to UNDP. UNDP would monitor execution in all countries and would revise the 
arrangements if necessary. 

66. Annex 5 below provides additional information on each possible in-country execution 
agency. In a given country, the execution agency could be a: 

(a) National NGO. This option would be possible in countries with a strong NGO 
base. The execution NGO would have to be neutral, and it would not be able to 
access grants;  

(b) Environmental fund. This option would be possible in countries with an existing 
environmental fund. If the fund is enabled to deliver small grants to civil society 
in remote regions, this option may be efficient; 

(c) International executing agency. If present in the country, one of the GEF 
Implementing or Executing Agencies, regional development banks, or other UN 
agencies, could execute the SGP; 

(d) Government agency. This option would be possible in countries where 
government is able to deliver to civil society in remote regions, and is perceived 
to be neutral and independent;  

(e) Private sector. Any local private sector organisation that can deliver in 
accordance with the expectations in paragraph 62 may be considered for country-
level execution; 
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(f) UNDP CO (Direct execution). This would be a possibility in all countries where 
UNDP has a presence.  

 
67. At the global level, UNDP’s oversight functions would be clearly segregated from its 
execution support and technical support functions.  There would however be residual execution 
functions at the global level. These would be incorporated into the UNDP structure. Likewise, 
the management and technical support functions currently undertaken by CPMT would be 
incorporated into the UNDP structure. Hence, existing units within UNDP would be 
strengthened and would become responsible for recommending country allocations, monitoring 
execution in each country, financial monitoring and reporting, M&E, policy development, 
partnership building, and providing technical support to all stages of the programme cycle in 
each country.  

Option 4 – Mixed Global and Country Specific Execution  

68. This option mixes option 1 or 2 with option 3 in order to optimise arrangements and 
costs. For “mature” SGP countries subject to the graduation policy, and for countries with high-
capacity, each country may establish its own specific execution arrangements through a 
competitive process overseen by UNDP. In each country, the execution modality would be 
adapted to the country, and would ensure that the expectations outlined in paragraph 62 are met. 
In managerial terms, SGP activities in each of these countries would be a separate project. The 
potential execution agencies are the same as in Option 3, and are described in Annex 5.  

69. There may, however, be many countries that do not have the capacity or the experience to 
rapidly establish efficient execution arrangements. This includes new SGP countries, certain 
LDCs and SIDs. SGP operations in all these countries will be executed through a single, global, 
execution arrangement – as in Option 1 (through UNOPS) or Option 2 (through an NGO). This 
global mechanism will be responsible for ensuring that all paragraph 62 expectations are met in 
these countries.  
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Table 3.  Comparing the Four Execution Options for GEF-5 
 

Option Strengths Weaknesses Estimated Annual 
Management Costs10

Modified 
UNOPS 
Execution 

• This modality has 
demonstrated it is successful; 

• There are few changes, hence 
few risks; 

• Some further increases in 
efficiency may be possible. 

• No transition costs 

• Overall change is minimal, and 
hence there is scope for 
improvement, or for increasing 
efficiency; 

$ 17  million 
 

NGO or NGO 
Consortium 
Execution 

• The involvement of a highly 
reputed NGO should lead to 
the import of new ideas and 
new forms of technical 
support; 

• The NGO may have strong 
resource mobilization 
capacity; 

• This may open the door to 
new partnerships. 

• The NGO may have difficulties 
meeting certain criteria (fiduciary, 
global reach and local neutrality); 

• The loss of the UN ‘hat’ in many 
country level consultations and 
negotiations may limit impact and 
influence; 

• The relatively large change means 
risks are high; 

$ 16 – 23 million 

Country 
Specific 
Execution 

• The country specific 
execution arrangements 
would facilitate adaptation to 
local conditions, therefore 
helping local optimization 
and exploitation of local 
opportunities; 

• Country ownership and 
country drivenness would be 
raised. 

• Weak capacity in some countries 
would lead to delays or to drops in 
performance;  

• Globally, the SGP could lack 
coherence; 

• The relatively large change means 
risks are high; 

$ 17 million 

Mixed Global 
and Country 
Specific 
Execution  

• This option optimizes country 
drivenness and country 
adaptation where possible, 
whilst lowering risks in 
countries with lower 
capacity; 

• This option allows for 
evolution: as the programme 
evolves in countries, the 
execution modality can 
evolve. 

Estimates under development • Globally, the SGP could lack 
coherence; 

• Although less risky than options 2 
and 3, the changes do lead to risks. 

 

 

                                                 
10 Management costs are general estimates to include country and global costs, execution costs, and implementing 
agency fees.   
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ANNEX 1: EXECUTION, MANAGEMENT AND TECHNICAL SUPPORT SERVICES 

 
1. Key management and technical services provided by SGP country level teams 
 
A Country Programme Programme Management Activities   

• In consultation with UNDP, CPMT, and national stakeholders, identify and select (new) NSC members, 
convene regular NSC meetings and serve as its Secretary.  

• Develop and ensure the regular review and update of the country programme’s NSC Terms of Reference 
and the SGP operating  

• Prepare annual country programme operating budget and assess potentials and extent of grant-making. 
• Liaise with UNDP country office for timely payment transfers, contract issuance and other administrative 

and financial activities. 
• Assist local community grantees to understand the legal agreements governing the implementation of SGP 

projects, the responsibilities of each party concerned, and the timeframe 
• Assist grantees in project inception activities as necessary. 
• Prepare project/programme briefs for submission to CPMT for various purposes and/or as required by 

GEFSEC/Council. 
 
B Project Identification and development to approval 

• Liaise closely with the national GEF counterpart, civil society, academia, private sector to kick start and/or 
enhance SGP activities in the country.  

• Develop and/or update SGP Country Programme Strategy, seek CPMT’s approval, and ensure its timely 
and effective implementation.  

• Assess the capacity of potential national institutions and/or NGO for grants eligibility and project 
implementation.  

• Assure and facilitate actual participation of communities and civil society in SGP grant-making activities 
and ensure benefits flow to communities to achieve the intended environmental impacts. 

• Ensure SGP reaches the poor/the poorest, the remote/remotest, including indigenous populations, and 
incorporate elements of local/indigenous knowledge, gender perspectives and livelihood in project 
development. 

• Assist communities and local groups in the formulation of project proposals to ensure their technical and 
substantive quality.  

 
C M&E (and project follow-up) 
 

• Conduct periodic project monitoring and/or trouble-shooting missions and prepare mission reports for 
sharing with UNDP CO, UNOPS and SGP HQs as deemed appropriate.  

• Review project implementation progress reports and follow up with grantees on project implementation 
• Prepare project description to be incorporated into global project database 
• Follow-up on audit recommendations to ensure full compliance and effective use of resources. 

 
D Partnerships Building and Resource Mobilization 
 

• Develop and ensure regular update of an SGP Resource Mobilization Strategy and Implementation Plan. 
• Identify and seek opportunities for project co-financing and take follow-up actions. 
• Arrange regular workshops and seminars to advocate for GEF-SGP activities and raise awareness. 
• Negotiate country RAF allocations and develop graduation or financial sustainability strategies 

 
E Knowledge Management & Lessons Learning  
 

• Document lessons learned and best practices in SGP programme/project development, implementation, 
and oversight 

• Actively participate in the SGP knowledge network for learning and knowledge dissemination purposes 
• Collect knowledge information as inputs to the wider GEF knowledge products and policy papers 
• Participate in and/or represent SGP in regional/international meetings and seminars.  

 
F Policy Development  
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• Participate in national or international policy development meetings or workshops, and provide 
community-based experiences for incorporation in national/international policy development processes 

• Provide inputs to national policy development through influential NSC members.  
 
G Capacity Development and Technical Assistance 
 

• Organize and conduct training workshops to NGOs and communities in project proposal formulation, 
project implement and M&E, as appropriate 

• Provide technical assistance to project planning, implementation and M&E 
 

 
2. Key management and technical services provided by Central Programme Management Team 
(CPMT) 
 
A Country Programme Oversight and Start-ups 
 

• Interface and liaise with the government agencies, civil society, academia, and UNDP country office to 
initiate and launch new SGP country programmes, conduct start-up missions, and follow up the entire 
process of recruitment, national steering committee (NSC) formation, CPS development and initial grant-
making procedures 

• Review short-listed candidates’ qualifications and select SGP national coordinators (NCs); review and 
approve memberships or changes of memberships of NSCs to ensure the appropriate composition of the 
NSCs 

• Assess each programme country’s absorption capacity, allocate annual resources of grant-making for the 
implementation of the CPS and RAF strategies, and monitor the overall implementation progress 

• Review NCs performance annually through the Performance and Results Assessment (PRA) tool, provide 
feedback, and prepare their annual performance appraisal reports, and make appropriate recommendations 
regarding performance improvement and their contractual statuses 

• Review, comment and approve Country Programme Strategies (CPS) and GEF Resource Allocation 
Framework (RAF) Utilization Strategies to ensure country programmes’ strategic alignment with GEF’s 
operational policies and focal areas’ strategies 

• Authorize the total grant amount for each SGP country programme. 
• Review SGP audit reports and follow up as necessary with the respective SGP national teams and UNDP 

offices to ensure the timely implementation of the various audit recommendations 
• Liaise with UNOPS on financial and programme administration issues, including country operating 

budgets (COBs),  financial monitoring, contracts and personnel 
• In consultation with UNOPS, review and approve special budgetary requests of country programmes 

 
B Corporate Programme Reporting & Coordination 
 

• Develop programme replenishment documents, and prepare annual fund request document and liaise with 
GEF Secretariat and UNDP on fund endorsement and transfer 

• Prepare meeting documents and reports to the bi-annual Programme Steering Committee (SC) meetings 
and the Council meetings, inform NCs on decisions made by the SC, and follow up the implementation of 
SC decisions 

• Respond to and liaise with GEF Secretariat and GEF agencies on strategies, implementation,  
replenishment, and other programmatic and operational strategies, including SGP policies, programme 
allocations, reporting, evaluations and other relevant matters 

• Advise country programmes on graduation or sustainability strategies as determined by the GEF Council 
• Liaise with and provide inputs to the GEF NGO network 
• Provide ad-hoc reports as required by the GEF Secretariat.  
• Participate in GEF meetings/workshops and other international conferences as deemed necessary and 

appropriate 
 
C M&E 
 

• Develop, update and maintain a global project database (over 9500 projects) as a major tool of monitoring 
project activities 
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• Conduct periodic portfolio reviews of focal area development and monitor the implementation progress 
towards the indicators as defined in the Project Document 

• Coordinate inputs to and facilitate the evaluation of SGP by GEF Evaluation Office and UNDP Evaluation 
Office 

• Conduct country and project visits for supervisory, advisory, evaluation, trouble-shooting, problem-
resolution and M&E purposes 

  
D Partnership Building and Resource Management 
 

• Raise awareness, build partnerships and mobilize co-financing – at the international, regional and national 
levels – with donors, NGOs, international partners and private sector 

• Conduct periodic review and update of the SGP Resource Mobilization Strategy and the related Toolkit 
• Lead communications and resource mobilization at the global level, and provide guidance to country 

programmes for actions in these areas 
• Participate in international conferences and related UN conventions, as appropriate 

 
E Knowledge Management & Lessons Learning 
 

• Collect, synthesize and disseminate SGP results, best practices and lessons learnt with SGP, GEF, and 
other regional and global networks.    

• Develop and publish SGP knowledge   products and/or contribute to wider GEF knowledge products.
    

F Policy Development 
 

• Conduct periodic review and update of the SGP Operational Guidelines and Strategic Framework  
• Develop and/or update SGP global strategies of resource mobilization, knowledge management and 

communications, focal area development, M&E framework 
• Provide inputs to key policy dialogues through participation in international conferences and conventions’ 

Conference of Parties (COPs) 
 
G Capacity Development and Technical Assistance 
 

• Provide technical assistance and backstopping to SGP country programmes on technical matters and 
relevant programmatic approaches, and respond to national coordinators’ queries on country programme 
management, project eligibility, upscaling, GEF policies and other matters;  

• Advise and provide guidance to country programmes on approaches of the programmes including 
geographical and thematic focus 

• Develop training materials/tools to enhance understanding of the national coordinators and SGP 
stakeholders regarding GEF and SGP policies and priorities 

• Facilitate mainstreaming of SGP projects and findings into GEF agencies and programmes, other UN 
programmes, Governments, donors, and private sectors 

• Develop in-country capacity of national technical teams to implement SGP and promote regional and 
global exchanges and knowledge transfer 

• Provide technical assistance to country programmes in database management and improvement 
• Identify training needs of and opportunities for national coordinators, and facilitate training visits between 

country programmes 
 
 
3. Key Services provided by the Execution Agency (UNOPS)  
 
A Personnel Administration 

• Recruit and administer all the Programme’s international and local personnel  
• Administer all SGP personnel’s salaries, allowances and entitlement  
• Manage the monthly payroll  
• Manage staff’s contracts, including contract extension and staff separation.  
• Manage staff’s performance appraisal system in accordance with established guidelines in collaboration 

with SGP CPMT.  
• Train new SGP national staff on project management and UNOPS business processes and procedures, 

including Atlas system.  
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• Review the SGP annual Workplan and make plans for launching new SGP programmes.  
• Prepare/review job descriptions required for new SGP programmes and set up new posts in Atlas system.  
• Arrange for advertisement of post(s) in close consultation with the concerned field office, and screen the 

short-listed candidates.  
• Ensure interviews of the short-listed candidates (for local and global positions) and finalize recruitment 

actions in consultation with UNDP CO and CPMT.  
• Monitor closely and oversee all personnel related activities.  
• Maintain an SGP personnel list and update it periodically.  

   
B Financial Management 

• Provide data to SGP management Team for preparation of the Annual Work Programme and assist in the 
preparation of the annual budget.  

• Review the SGP national team’s annual operating expenditure trend and provide critical inputs to the SGP 
management Team for the annual SGP budget and grant allocations exercise.  

• Create awards in Atlas for all programme countries.  
• Authorize the annual SGP operating budgets and total grant amount for each programme country in a 

timely manner.  
• Review and approve MOAs for grants prepared by the national SGP teams.  
• Authorize disbursement of grants to approved grantees to country offices.  
• Administer all grants approved and oversee their disbursements.  
• Monitor closely and oversee all financial transactions related to SGP from programme countries.  
• Manage any other co-financing funds provided to SGP and channelled through either the IA or directly to 

SGP (global or local levels).  
• Prepare periodic and ad-hoc financial reports as requested.  
• Authorize the annual SGP operating budgets.  

   
C Procurement 

• Prepare annual procurement plan  
• Undertake all procurement activities for SGP teams.  
• Maintain an inventory of all capitalized assets procured under SGP.  
• Undertake any ad hoc procurement requests from SGP national teams as may be required.  

   
D Programme Support and Monitoring 

• Assist in the preparation of the annual SGP workplan in close consultation with CPMT  
• Contribute where appropriate to selective missions.  
• Assist in planning, organization and facilitation of SGP workshops, seminars, and training activities as per 

workplan established in close consultation with SGP CPMT.  
• Undertake selective programme monitoring missions to the field,  covering at least 2-3 countries per 

region per year.  
• Undertake trouble-shooting and problem-solving missions as and when required.  

   
E Reporting 

• Prepare semi-annual and annual progress reports, including financial statements, for submission to UNDP 
and UNDP GEF Unit.  

• Prepare and systematically update SGP personnel list, contract status and expiration dates for  timely 
management decisions on contracts extension.  

• Prepare periodic status on grant allocations and expenditures for timely follow-up actions by SGP 
management Team as may be required.  

• Prepare annual expenditures report.  
• Provide ad-hoc reports as required by the SGP management Team and IA.  

   
F Audit 

• Review the SGP portfolio, plan and prepare an annual audit plan covering at least 10 programme countries 
per year.  

• Prepare the TOR for the audit, indicating specific country issues, where applicable, requiring special 
attention by the auditors.  

• Liaise with the Audit unit and assign audit tasks/recruit auditors.  
• Liaise with the national SGP team and UNDP country office to coordinate the necessary preparatory 

activities prior to the audit.  
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• Organize and manage the regular SGP audits.  
• Review and discuss the audit reports with SGP CPMT and the UNDP CO prior to its finalization, highlight 

any major issues arising from the audit requiring intervention by the UNDP.  
• Synthesize key audit findings and draw lessons learned.    
• Follow up proactively and timely on all audit recommendations with the national SGP team and the 

concerned UNDP COs.  
 
4.  Implementation Agency technical oversight and support services 

 
 
A.  Corporate Programme Reporting & Coordination 

• Support the global CPMT unit to develop programme replenishment documents, liaise with GEF 
Secretariat and UNDP on fund endorsement and transfer (EEG) 

• Participate in bi-annual Programme Steering Committee (SC) meetings and GEF Council meetings, and 
follow up the implementation of SC decisions (EEG) 

• Respond to and liaise with GEF Secretariat and GEF agencies on SGP policies, programme allocations, 
reporting, evaluations and other relevant matters (EEG) 

• Coordinate inputs into the UNDP management response to global evaluations of the SGP (EEG) 
• Respond to GEF Council recommendations on the SGP as a corporate programme (EEG) 

 
B Due Diligence reviews 

• Provide advice as requested on substantive issues and specialized funding opportunities (EEG) 
• Sourcing of technical expertise and guidance (EEG) 
• Identify project ideas as part of country programming, UNDAF, TRAC and other co-financing 

opportunities at the country level (UNDP CO) 
• Assist SGP National Country Teams to support the formulation of project ideas and proposals (UNDP CO) 
• Assist SGP National Country Teams to identify and negotiate with relevant partners, bilateral donors, co-

financiers (UNDP CO) 
• Obtain clearances – government, LPAC, co-financiers, etc (UNDP CO) 

 
C.   Project Development & Implementation 

• Technical support, backstopping and troubleshooting as necessary (EEG) 
• Global technical and specialized funding opportunities oversight and support (EEG, GEF Regional 

Coordination Units) 
• Facilitate mainstreaming of SGP pilot projects into GEF medium and full-size projects (EEG, GEF 

Regional Coordination Units) 
• Assist CPMT and the Execution Agency in country start-up arrangements, including contracting of SGP 

Country personnel (UNDP CO) 
• Country level management administrative oversight and support (UNDP CO) 
• Policy negotiations (UNDP CO) 
• Participation in GEF SGP National Steering Committee (NSC) meetings (UNDP CO) 
• Provide logistical and equipment support to SGP Country Teams (UNDP CO) 
• Provide support to SGP Country Teams regarding UN Security regulations, Phase situations, post-conflict 

countries (UNDP CO) 
 
D.  Financial Oversight & Support Services 

• Provide supervisory services for global CPMT unit located in UNDP (EEG) 
• Liaise with CPMT and UNOPS on financial and programme administration issues (EEG) 
• Financial management – verifying expenditures, advancing funds, issuing combined delivery reports, 

ensuring no over-expenditure of budget (EEG) 
• Support SGP National Country Teams to prepare operational and financial reports (UNDP CO) 
• Coordinate inputs to assessment of SGP National Coordinator’s performance as part of the global 

Performance and Results Assessment (PRA) tool sent to CPMT (UNDP CO) 
• Management and financial oversight of project and partner development, including for the financial 

screening of NGOs and CBO credentials (UNDP CO) 
• Financial management – verifying expenditures, advancing funds, issuing combined delivery reports, 

ensuring no over-expenditure of budget (UNDP CO) 
• Assist the Execution Agency (UNOPS) in the organisation of audits, and follow-up to audit 

recommendations (UNDP CO) 
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11 By the end of OP3 in June 2007, SGP had expanded to cover 83 country programmes and four sub-regional programmes which included Barbados and the OECS (Antigua & 
Barbuda, Barbados, Grenada, St. Lucia, St Kitts & Nevis, St. Vincent & Grenadines); Fiji sub-region (Fiji, Kiribati, Nauru, Tonga and Tuvalu); Micronesia sub-region (Federated States 
of Micronesia, Marshall Islands, and Palau); and Samoa sub-region (Cook Islands, Niue, Samoa, and Tokelau as an associate member in receipt of co-financing from NZAID). 
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ANNEX 3A: OP3 DETAILED BREAKDOWN OF COSTS BY MANAGEMENT SERVICE 
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ANNEX 3B: OP3 BASELINE DETAILED COST BREAKDOWN BY INPUTS  
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ANNEX 4: FORECASTED BASIC INFORMATION ON COUNTRY PROGRAMME DURING OP4 
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ANNEX 5: RANGE OF POSSIBLE IN-COUNTRY EXECUTION MODALITIES IN GEF-5. 

 
Type of execution modality Strengths Weaknesses 

Execution by a national NGO 
In some countries with a strong NGO base, the most 
effective executing agency may be an NGO. Neither the 
executing NGO nor any subsidiary would be able to 
access grants. 

 Ensure access to civil society and to local 
NGOs; 

 The NGO is likely to have a good technical 
understanding of the country situation and 
capacity needs; 

 

 Challenges to find an NGO that is perceived as 
“neutral” by all NGOs; 

 National NGOs may be weak with regards to 
fiduciary arrangements; 

 

Execution through an existing Environmental Fund 
In countries where a national (or regional) 
environmental fund exits, the SGP can be channeled into 
the Fund, either earmarked for specific types of project, 
or merged with the overall Fund resources.  

 Builds on an existing mechanism and 
established procedures; 

 Possibility to leverage co-financing through the 
existing Fund; 

 

 If the existing Fund has a broad or different 
focus, the SGP funds may lose their focus; 

 Existing funds may not be perceived as neutral 
and independent. 

Execution by an international agency 
This could include the GEF Agencies (e.g. World Bank, 
UNEP, Regional Banks, etc) or UN Agencies (FAO, 
UNIDO, etc) if they have a permanent office in the 
country.  

 International agencies have high quality 
procedures, particularly with regards to 
fiduciary arrangements; 

 International agencies generally seen as neutral. 

 This option may be costly. 

Execution by a government agency 
In line with other UNDP operations in the country, 
including UNDP/GEF projects, the SGP could be 
executed by the government executing agency. The 
government execution procedures would then be 
followed.  

 Possibility to leverage co-financing through the 
government agency budget; 

 

 Limited experience working with NGOs and 
civil society sector; 

 Government agencies may have limited 
capacity to execute complicated programmes;  

 Not perceived as neutral and independent by 
civil society organisations. 

Execution by private sector 
Through a competitive bidding process, a private sector 
organisation with the required execution capacity could 
be contracted to execute the SGP programme for a stated 
number of years.  

 Competitive process to select a private 
contractor may increase efficiency and reduce 
certain costs; 

 Unlikely to be able to bring technical 
knowledge to the programme 

 Profit and ‘bottom-line’ focus may undermine 
aims to build capacity and work with poor, 
remote communities 

Direct execution by the UNDP CO 
The UNDP CO would be directly responsible execution. 
These functions would be separate from its functions as 
IA and providing technical support.  

 Flow of information and finance through 
UNDP may increase efficiency compared to 
current UNOPS-UNDP CO arrangement. 

 

 In most countries, UNDP typically only uses 
‘direct’ execution as a last resort, or in special 
circumstances.  

 In some countries, the UNDP CO may not be 
able to bring technical knowledge to the 
programme 

 



ANNEX 6:  SURVEY OF PRESENT SCENARIO OF SGP MANAGEMENT COSTS DURING OP4 YEAR 1 

To support the ongoing study of the SGP Working Group, CPMT conducted an email survey in  February 
2008 regarding the impacts of the modified management costs in OP4 Year 1, and the possibility of 
alternative national hosting arrangement in GEF5. 51 NCs responded to the survey. Nearly all of the NCs 
noted that M&E field visits, NSC meetings and capacity-building workshops for grantees had been 
reduced and the knowledge management would be adversely impacted by the changes to Country 
Operating Budgets (COBs) in OP4. 
 
From the survey results, a number of countries have explored new strategies to reduce management costs 
(further focus on target geographic areas, recruitment of free or low-cost human resources), and secure 
cost recovery from other donors including UNDP TRAC funds, foundations, and the private sector. 
The table below summarizes the present scenario of OP4 management services provided by CPMT and 
country programmes.   

 
OP4 Present Scenario Differentiated services from OP3 

Global Level 
Regional workshops and global workshop not 
foreseen 

• Reduced capacity building and M&E training for NCs through 
face-to-face global or regional workshops 

• Exchange and knowledge sharing among NCs limited to e-mail 
communications 

Zero budgeting for M&E & partnership 
positions 

• Revised matrix of CPMT roles and responsibilities in M&E, 
partnerships, and fund-raising. 

Annual global travel budget of $100,000 for 
124 countries by end of GEF4 

• Travel cost will be focused mainly for country start-up 
missions.   

• Reduced trouble-shooting visits 
• Reduced monitoring visits to SGP countries.   
• Lack of participation in important international 

events/conferences and fund-raising activities. 
Knowledge management • Limitations on knowledge products and dissemination 
Technical assistance ($50k/year) • CPMT to rely almost entirely on existing staff for technical 

assistance to country programmes 
• Budget focused mainly to procure assistance for the 

database/website. 
National Level 

M&E field visits • Reduced ability for NCs to visit grantees in the field 
• Tendency to fund projects close to country programme offices 

(near capital cities), challenging SGP’s objective to target poor 
and marginalized communities. 

NSC meetings • Reduced frequency, participation and ownership in NSC 
meetings 

Capacity building workshops & outreach • Fewer capacity building activities for NGOs and communities 
• Less visibility in media and reduced awareness-raising 

activities. 
Knowledge management (each country has 
average $1,500 per year)  

• Reduced knowledge products and sharing 

Programme Assistants in new OP4 countries • Absence of programme assistants in new OP4 country 
programmes will hamper the quality of database & financial 
management 

Equipment and office rental/premises • Travel restrictions will limit country programmes’ ability to 
reach marginalized communities through public transportation; 

• Turning to governments for free office space to challenge 
SGP’s basic characteristics and criteria of civil society 
ownership 
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ANNEX 7: BASIC INFORMATION ON SGP IN MATURE COUNTRIES 

Co-Financing Raised   Country 
Category 

Start-
up 

Date 

# of 
Projects

Grants 
Delivered In cash-

US$ 
In kind-
US$ 

Projected 
Grant 

Delivery 
in GEF 4 

Albania   1996 148 1,598,794 329,636 189,707 600,000
Barbados-OECS SIDS 1994 72 1,290,838 502,813 769,048 1,050,000

Belize SIDS 1993 138 3,354,769 891,045 1,595,880 975,000
Bhutan LDC 1996 56 1,224,915 474,660 474,458 600,000
Bolivia   1992 205 5,379,770 1,637,694 1,887,390 1,800,000
Botswana   1992 109 2,763,346 1,928,790 569,747 1,200,000
Brazil   1994 261 6,566,527 2,282,307 2,363,191 2,700,000
Burkina Faso LDC 1992 103 3,079,298 505,070 660,206 1,200,000

Chile   1992 216 5,716,144 439,714 3,597,414 1,800,000
Costa Rica   1993 428 7,441,556 5,264,470 7,596,296 1,800,000

Cote d’Ivoire   1993 154 3,309,919 785,058 2,293,592 900,000

Dom. Republic SIDS 1993 265 5,233,548 3,130,789 8,018,304 1,800,000

Ecuador   1994 187 5,214,620 2,575,727 2,408,396 2,295,000
Egypt   1993 198 3,799,324 1,585,295 822,477 1,800,000
Ghana   1993 115 2,570,869 5,986,555 1,373,534 1,200,000
Guatemala   1996 293 3,079,770 1,440,802 3,838,265 400,000

India   1995 243 5,631,475 4,395,361 1,400,907 2,400,000
Indonesia   1992 236 4,075,518 981,101 1,829,041 2,460,000
Jordan   1992 143 4,546,500 2,199,383 7,722,000 1,200,000
Kazakhstan   1996 191 2,770,853 2,044,798 2,232,360 1,800,000

Kenya   1993 235 5,786,371 2,364,350 729,290 1,800,000
Malaysia   1996 65 2,228,802 2,037,134 1,944,449 1,987,500
Mali LDC 1993 268 6,612,733 5,685,318 2,576,649 1,500,000
Mauritius SIDS 1995 86 2,267,544 2,344,958 1,386,721 1,800,000
Mexico   1994 408 8,419,506 3,083,690 5,387,252 2,700,000
Morocco   1996 88 2,402,990 2,664,606 2,545,602 1,200,000
Nepal LDC 1993 95 3,363,522 2,066,416 589,400 1,200,000
Pakistan   1993 174 4,390,386 7,777,259 2,240,965 1,800,000
Papua N. 
Guinea 

SIDS 1994 129 1,539,115 23,107 43,050 1,800,000

Peru   1996 132 4,850,391 773,237 2,504,774 2,100,000
Philippines   1992 241 6,988,591 4,032,976 1,549,780 2,400,000

Senegal LDC 1993 174 5,482,871 1,744,873 888,044 1,500,000
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Co-Financing Raised   Country 
Category 

Start-
up 

Date 

# of 
Projects

Grants Projected 
Delivered Grant In cash-

US$ 
In kind-
US$ Delivery 

in GEF 4 

Sri Lanka   1994 263 4,463,678 581,629 1,203,426 1,800,000
Suriname SIDS 1995 54 1,142,927 366,180 416,632 600,000
Tanzania LDC 1996 175 4,405,043 1,437,650 1,010,624 1,800,000
Thailand   1993 300 3,827,518 1,265,835 1,734,534 1,800,000
Trinidad/Tobago SIDS 1995 53 837,380 558,209 306,135 600,000

Tunisia   1993 105 3,458,750 6,276,120 1,670,202 1,050,000
Turkey   1993 146 2,892,256 3,316,102 1,608,596 1,200,000
Uganda LDC 1996 112 3,077,157 1,211,977 955,674 1,800,000
Vietnam   1996 145 2,822,917 460,106 1,539,015 1,800,000
Zimbabwe   1993 104 3,329,359 1,797,298 4,427,486 1.200,000

            
Total     7156 163,238,160 90,920,462 88,900,513 65,017,500
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