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6. In accordarce with me gwicelines contained in the "Terms of Remrence of the STA
Mandate, Composiien and Role.” a numper of principles guided the work of the Search

Committes in recomumending e compesiton of STAR:
g

(a) Recogruzed | or technology in the GEF focal areas of
Biological . Imtermazdonal Waters, and Czone
Derlecon, as well Jecradaton as it relates to the four focal areas and

I and policy dimensions of science
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(b) Geograprnical and gender talance:
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or T ountries and
(g NVimimum cononuits i the memrershin of ST AR,
S/ “Viawmdie A = - s 9

Susiness | from the currenr STAP, th
Secretariat, the Imriemen: ¢ Agencias and th = Comrmuirtes mempers themseives a
g 2E

document enttied 'Pricrides wihich STAZ Should Address in CGEF II7 was prepared by the
STAP Secretariat

£ On 22 Februar: 1893 e Search Commistes complzred s work and recommended w2

:
the Execugve Direzior ot fellowing composizon:
;

Biodiversitv

Frotf. Pacla Rossi Pisa [talv
. ,
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BIOGRAPHICAL NOTES ON STAP MEMBERS

L. BIODIVERSITY FOCAL AREZA

DR. PETER BRIDGEWATER

Dr. Pe=r Bridgewatzs is a Chief Science Adviser at Exvircnme=r Ausealia in ke Govemrment
cf Auszalia. Ee cbziced 3 BSc in 1567 and was awardzed a F4D in 1570 iz bomny ar e University of
Durha=, Uzized Kingdom . He was a senicr leczurer on 2avircamerm] scisncs a: Murdcch University
frem 1977 w 1982, From 1982 0 1988 be was the director of e Auswzlian Bursa: of Fiorz azd Flora.
In 1983-1989, he was First Assisant Secteary of the Ausaalizn Degartmem of he Ars, Spor, the
Eavircomer, Touris and Termioriss. From 1550 o 1556, ke was the Chief Ex=cusve of the Auszslian
Nawre Corsarvadon Agezcy. [n 1556-1597 he was the Haad of ke Bicdiversity Group ar Exvironmen:
Auswal. Ee is axrsady mamber of the Intzrnadoral Scientfc Advisory Beard 10 e Dirsesor Genesal
of UNESCQ; Indspecdsar World Commission cn the Ccsmans: ScisazSe Advisary Commirtas of
DIVERSITAS; Species Survival Comzzissicn of JTUCN; Commissior en Zcosysiem Mm_.f_'-:.'::::: ct IUCN;
Commission on Nateoral Parks and Proweoted Areas of [UCN; Chzirman of e Inter-governmermi
Cocrdizadeg Councll for 2 UNESCO Max and he Biosphers Programme ard the Chairman of s
[c=rmaszcaal Whaling Commissicn. In 1994-1657, e was Crairmas of the Standing Cammizes for 2e
Copvezdor oo Migramry Species. Io 1996, he chaired te Comersnce of the Partes o te Ramor
Convenzon. [z 1995-1996 22 was te rappor=ur of the first buresu of &e Subsidiary Body om Sciz=ce,
Techrcicgy and Techonlogicl Advise o $ie Convemdcn on Bicicgicai Diversity. In 1592-1564 be was ==
Vice-Chairma= of the Inwerzadorzi Whaling Commission. In 1991-1554 he was VicsCrairman of =a
Smzdizg Commines for ke Convendon on Migraiwry Specizs. In 1950-199< | he was chair—an of
UNESCO Auszziian Nadcnal Sciznes Network. In 1987-1950, e was 3 mamber of &=e Coz=mission on
Ecology of TUCN. In 1687-1989 he was a member of e Maz and the Bicsphers Commires of UNESCO.
He chaired a mumber of majer scisadfic and wohnicql corferences and ‘~orkshops. Xz has over 20 years
of experisnce of radio and =levision broadeasdng, inciudicg comrmuniry racic. He is axofficio member
¢? 2 au=ber of =adoral a=d ragional scivni3c zommimess.

DR. MADEAY GADGIL (CEAIRMAN)

Dr. Madhav Gadgl bera 1542}, M.Sc. (Bamtay 1563), Ph.D (Harvard 1569), his »een a= BM
Feilcw of the Harvard Computng Ceaws, a Lecmres in Biciogy at Harvard University, a Visiczg
Professer of Hurzas Biclegy at Stderd University and a Disdnguistad Visidng Lacmrer at e University
of Califcrmia, Berkelzy. Sioce 1973 be has worked at the Indian Instmte of Scizzcs, Bangzlors whers he
is curr=zdy a Professor of Ecciogical Sciacces. Hig research intersss include popuiadon biclogy,
cormservazon biclogy, humas ecoiogy and ecologicai hiswory. He has pubiished over 160 research papers
(rwo of them recognized as Clmdon Classics) and thres books, "This Fissursd Land®, *Exclogy 1nd
Equity” and "Diversity: The Cornersione of Life”, He kas be=g associated with the aditcrial boards of
Conservadcen biology, Conservadon acd Biodiversity, Conservadan Ecalogy and Biomopicz. He was a
Secdon Ediwr for &= Glotzl Biodiversity Assessment He recsived the National Eavironmerna! Feilowship
in recogzidon of his field research op the people-—eavironment relatdonship on the hill chain of Wesmrs
Chats in India, whess he has besa iaveived in the esmblishrzent of the counuay's first bicsphers resesve,
He was a ma=ber of the Sciznoce Advisery Coundll © the Prime Minister of India from 1986-1990, 2 Vies
Presiderm of te SBSTTA of the Convendon on Biological Diversity in 1995, and sizcs 1956 2 Trusme of
CFOR. E= is presextdy a member of the Governmment of India’s commmine= 10 draft biodiversity legisiaton.
Bz is actively invelved in 3 aenwerk of instmtions weorkicg wwards meniwcriag the biodiversity of Weszerm
Grars, inizally esmblished with e heip of 2 Pew Sciolar's Award in Conservation and the Saviroomess




for the year 1553, Ez is 32 Feilew of ke Indian Nadcnai Scisace Acadazy, Taird Werid Acdamy of
Scizncss, a Foraign Associam of ©i2 U.S. Natdcrai Aczdesmy of Scizzcss and an Eocorary Member of te
Eridsh Ecological Socizty. He was awardsd Padmashei by the Presicen: of India.

DR. CERISTINE PADOCH

Dr Chrisdne Padect is a Seaicr Curzior in the Instzi= of Eccromic Bomay cf &= New York
Bemzizs] Garden. Sx:.. 1s an scoiogical anuopoxogm by training, Feor over twesty years she has been
ceing research con wadidcnal zaz=erns of forsst managemext, agreicrssTy, and agricuimes o the humid
=opics. Sk= has alsc mvsaz'r:d smail-scals marksdng of fcrest producs and markedng nerworks. She
tas worked ex:sasively i toth [stn Amaricz sod Scuth—eas: Asia, pardcuiarly in Amazoniz and cn he
island of Beorzas. Sh: 235 lopg-eem L.L‘d:s:-uu.narj f=search projecs underway in Wast Kalimspemn

=dcresiz) and Amaga (Brazil) acd partcicates in researsi-cased demonsmaten ard Traizizg projecs at
several sites iz he Scuk Am.. 2rs and Asiz= wepics and subwopics. Sincs 1994 ste has served 35 an
Associate Sciandfic Coordirawr of ©e Pecpie, Land Managemant, and Exvircomanzl Change (PLET)

proisc

-

PROF. JOSZE SARTUKEA

Prof losé Sarukhdn gmzdugted zs a biciogst at the Naztczal Aumpemeus University of Mexiz
(CUNAMD in 1964, He obmined 2 Master's degres in Agrizulars Bomny Tom the Posigracuate Colleom

(Czapirge, Mexizn Ciry) in 1568 and in 1572 was awarced 2 P2 D in Ecciogy at the Uziversity of Waiss,

He was 2lec=d by the Beard of Goverzors o be dirscior of == Sicicgy Insdmr= ot the UNAM or wo

consecunive pericds, and b= 22id this post Tom 1579 unni 1987, In 1957 ke was appoinred Vie=
Clhanceller for Scisnce at e UNAM, and was sieciad in 1988 oy the Bcard of Govesmors as Reswr of
this untversity for he peried ! 89-x°9 and rrappeined for the sae post Sor te period 1993-1997. Ea
is Sexicr Ressarcher in the Insdzve of Zxclogy gnce 1988, Ha bas besn presidear of @iz Bomnical Sociesy
m 1572 undl 1875, of te Mexizn Academy of Sciesess in 1984-35 ard of the Associascn

of Mexies &2
fer Toopizad -u,‘cg} ‘during the pericd 1986-1987. He was Vice-Chairman of the Board of Cansevaticn

In=rmadcmal, 3 maj c- ccnservetcn organimton Sased iz Washizgwn, D.C, undl 1595, He was appoinred

by e Prosidaz: of Mexics as Coor:ma"*’ of m.. Mexiean Natoral Commicas cn ke Study and

Cerservadon of Biodiversity (CONABIO) in 1952, He was 2leczed Presidest of the Latn Amecican Unicn
cf Universgd=s (L'DLAI_} ‘.n Novemper 1997 & 3 3 year period, and Vice Prasidaz: of $ie lbarcamesican
-\ssoc:'-"cr: cf Graduatz Univarsidas ’AL'T“x Tom 1984-1596. E= is 3 mamber of varicus mtozal and

L._r"‘!""r.m scieafiflc socisdes (TWAS, \AS‘; a d oeiongs to wehniczl commimess in 2 mummber =7
izstituzons. He is also =diwr or member of audizng and evaivatng scmmime=s for sevesal sciestiic

jous '—"’s.

Ee was 2 member of Ze Scientlic Adviscry Ccn::.:'::: cf the Intermadcral Gecsphers Sicsphers
Procgram, and is curteody of he Advisory Camzicss on he Eq rircameszt (ACE] of ICSU, and 2 memper
of thes Sciendzfc Sta::-.ng Cormmine=e of DIVERSITAS, a joint ICSU, UNESCO, SL_OPA_, TCCN
pregzammme. He has published 85 research papers and several books, and has @ken part in mors than 200
natonal agd internadozal corgrasses. Among his academic awards ars a first prize © the best Bomzy
Disser=dcn, a disSaczca fur Sis protessioml (Bactelor's) axammizadon, the Natooal F Forestry Prizs fr
the best research work on foreswy in Mexico in 1992, ke Mexican Acadsmy of Scieaces Nawral Sciencas
Prize, the merit m=dal of the Bornical Society of Maxiza, and the " Alfonso L Herrara™ Medal for scaiogy
and conscrvades. He was awarded in 1990 a2 Nazomal Prizz, the most impormnt such recognition cfferaa
by te Government of Maxico, was also awardzd an honorary doczorate from the Nadonal University of
Sag Marzss ic Lima, Peou, &= "Alfonso L Herrera™ Medal for Biclogical Research and the Heary Shaw
Mzdal of the Missouri Bomnizal Gardez. He is Feilow of The Third Warld Academy of Sciencss,




Professor Emarines of Sie Asccincidn Sducssve y Cultursl Caces i Dimg . Pamu, Forsign Member of ke

U.S. Na ‘or.aj Acacamy of Sciznces, Inermadiczal Memter of the Amesizan Associason for ==
Advancemmen: of Sciznce, Accemic Mamber of the Ladn America Academy of Sciencss. and 2 was
awarcsd an zcpcmary degres of D.Sc. frem e Universisy of Wales in 1993, Dacier of Bumane Lame—
from the New York University in 1994, He was comira=d e Srse Professer Exerizus of the Universicad

Tacmoicgm Mezopelim=a 2 Santzge, Chile and awarded with ®= Consesvadon Biclogy Award Scm
the Socizsy for Ccomservaden Biclogy in 1994, Ee is Exmarimus Direcicr of Conseraton Ineerzaccral,
MemEzer of the New York Amcexy of Scizness, Docior Hozceds Ciuse fom the Caidgig de
Pestgradiades, Perizies Medal for die Patonagz of Culmurs, 1995; Limro Cardezas Medal 1997,
University of Coiirma. Eceporary Fellow 19596 of e Associaticn fer Trepical Biclogy, Honormary docons
from the Universidad de Csilma, Ecoerary doctomarr Som the Usiversidad Audnema del Esmdo de

Hidaigo.
PROF. PACLA ROSSI PISA

Prof. Pacla Ressl Pisa s 2 full professer at s Agzmiculmrs Ecsiogy at the Universiy of 2cicgma
in Iziy_ Im 1970, she was swarded 2 Ph.D iz mucianr engicesmirg  Ig (G977, she zra:iuamd "-cm e

-

Wav--"' =2 Ioreczaticpal Inszes for Lasd Reclamador aod Improvemssr Som the Netheriands. Sha
fizs Chairperson of we ""z'"* asscciazen of Azr:z'._'"t“lc;/ Sie is 3 m=mber of he In'-':z"--l

irpes
.Soc:.'v of Scizncss and of =2 Im=rmadoral Contreacs of Irigecon and Drainage. Ske 22s sublisted sver
2C0 pukiicazZens and aswmbiizhz< 3 Researsh Group of 2mizenr Imiian sesaarchers.

I. CLIMATZ CHANGE FOCAL AREA

DR. MICE=L COLOMBIER

Dr. Micze! Celermbier is a projecs dirsewr of e Interaderai Corosuling Scerzy, Pards, Foares,
sincs 1594, He hclds a PE.D iz Econemy awardsd i (982 by the Sooie des Ezures Sxdes en Scisnses
Sociales, Paris. He grazuared in 1984 Tem he Iosdnu Natozmal Agronomique. In 1662-1953 he was 3
technical adviser of e Freoe: Miniszy of Energy. In 1990-1992 he was the Head of Progmamme Plannirg
and Evajuader at &= Fraoch Ageecy 7or de Enviroomem: aod Energy Management In 1987-1989 he was
tk2 Dirscior of ths I.::.— e==z=mden SaIT of the Europeas Procgramme for Renewabie Energag
Develcpment a: Caamo des Iswdos em Eccnemis da Soergia dos Transporiss = do Ameiame, Lisbon |
Pormz=l. In 198—1—778” he was resegrch eaginesr ar e Ceaces Ineernadoml de Recherchs sor

I'Ecvirozzemest et le Develcppement, Paris . He is 3 membes of the Scisndfic Adviscry Panei of ==
Frugceh Cictal Exgvironecerzl Fazility and :h:: Beard of the Fraacz Associzdon of Zoerzy E<onomis® and

rapporeur of the Energy/Long et group for e slaberanca of £2 Freach Ezergy 2010-2020 progamess

ot the cc issacizt General du Plan,

-

DR. ZHOU DADI

Dr. Zhcu Dact is &= Deguty Dirsster of the Energy Recearsh Insdoue (ERI) of the S&re Planning
Commissicn (SPC) of Chiza. Ez completed his B.E. of Enginesring Physics in Tsinghua University in
1970, and M.E. of eavircnmezal engizesring in 1982 in the same University. Zhou has beea invaoived
in many impormnr =neszy policy-making processes of Chiza. He was project leader or chief investgarer
for 2 series of ioerzadonal scllaboragve projects beswe=a China and interzadoral or forsign insswmdors,
such as [LASA, [AEA, the World Bazk, the Asizn Developrmen: Bank, UNDP, the [awrencs Berkeiey
Nadcrai Laboratery and = Bameils Paci3c Nortiwest Natdcnal Laberawry of the United Smtes, =tc. Be
bas be=e acdvely invoived in e global ciimare c2ange issmes. I 1991, he joined with the Jae Edmonds
group w beip deveicp & SGM modei for gletal climam chang= policy analysis. Since 1992, Zhou has



scviscr Sor ke Chiza "Worid Zank projest oo Issuss and Cotezs in Creectouse Gas Sxmissiops Coomsi.
In 1984, he helped 10 crzanize the :cxlabc.—az:vc projec: cc-wc::-. China and te United States on ke
Clizmars chzre= Couzpy Sady, and s one of e fve chies sciennsts of the project. E= has invoives and
cocoTibuzed in the gcli:f_a-u:aid:.’ process of climaie chapge for the C'm'r.-s-: Goveramaar Iz 1993, Zhcu
belpecd to icifate th= Beijing Exsrgy Eficisccy Canter (BECTocs) 35 one T the founders znd Ezscotve
Dirzctar of the Canme. Ee is tie degury dirsczor of the project execusve orfics of the China/Werid
Ea..k.’G‘" groject of premetng ezergy coaservadon in Chiza, whizh sored o 1956, inroductzg ha
C: cooesgt irrn Thima and sipperi=d by G&, Woerld Banic a=d EC wits aboue 100 =iiten US dollars
ant and ican. Hez was iz member of te dxfEng wam of IPCC WG I synthesis report of the SAR.
I-'- is pow the lead auther of d'2 Spezis] Rapart of the Exmission Scezarisg for the IPCC and was invizmd

o be @z lead aurher for toe spesial ropert of toe :=chooiogy massier.

be=n assigmad as ‘w2 coisf soizoist of Tle Chinese ncrx:.‘g Crowp I of Climaes Cx arge. He was ta

DR. STEPEEN KAREXEZ]

Dr. Steghez Xorex=z, z aaZgczal f-om Rwacda, is &e Dirscior of e Direszr of e ASizn
Energy Policy Rasearch Network (AFREPREN], as weil 15 he Exscudve Secremsy of ®e Foundason &or
Weedswove Dissemizaden (FWwD), Nairchbi, Kezya., Mr. Karskesi is an eaginest wid pos ha=
Qualifcndcns in managemsat acS 2concmuss. Prior w his curren :.nvcx.rz_:m be was 2 Sexicr Ezergy
azd Narimal Rescurces Adviser @ USAID's Rezional CfSc= for Easterz and Soutiers AR, Iz
reccgniden of ais work with AFREPRIEN, the Decamber (552 issue of he inmrradoral TOIME Zagarine
marmed Stecheq Karekew 35 Soe o7 &2 s2i2ct "Gictal 10" Raster of leaders for the new millennium. Ea
2.';5 wrimaz sxm=osively oo szergy TClicy, rezswatie, snerzy eZScieccy, savircament and develcrment
K= has wrir:::. acd 2dizd over €0 publiicadens, jowrnal ardcies and papers on =oerzyv and susmizapis
deveicpmsant Hs was memiesr of STAP Zuring he Jrst shase of the GEF. E= ook the [sad in crzanizag
a numbes cf STAP worksnops in T2 Seid of enerzy , transter of =cinciogy and wacsoer

PRCF. SEUCZO NISAIDKA

Pref Shura \xs:xcxz is Du'--'“ of the Giobal E=vircnmers Resea=h Divisicn in Nadoral Insdizs
Exviroamenez] Swudies (NIES 2 is also professcr o7 ;:Jr/o Inszzis of Technology (Decisicz

Hel onumer
Sciencs ard Tectoclegy) in :a:g: of gictal savircnment poiicy. Ee leads sevex research wmams, covering
wide Seids of glotal change suck as climate chang=, acid de=gesifon, wopical forests and biodiversity and

associated mwmas dimeosizos resesrcE. K= has worked for Chemical Company (15'-67-19"0 wbers he was

engaged 1o coosTus =Zcr cf a peTockamizl] compiex, davi sveicomant of guzizar fuels, plaznsisg on investmem
of enviromzenml! azd 2cergy syswems and corperated managemexnt the NIES (1579-1982) whers 2is

r=scarch Socussd on he syseos azalysis methodology, snergy related snvircomental issues, management
of urs=z savircement, watfc poelludce sonecl, d=veicpmant of sovironmenml indicators and informaten
SYStem, ecvironmmer assessment, Stzens’ pardcizaden and decisicz making procssses. Sinces 1985, he has
focused con zlcbal sovircommenn! oroblecs, ecpeciaily oo the assesseer of icpacs and respending swaegy
of climars changs. In 1988, he was ..Vrun..zd as 3 member of e commimze on respocding swatgy for
global warxing (Ecvironmsear Ag==2y) and lead subsmneaily the Agency toward pracautcnary swamgy
agaios: global warming. He b3s beex acdve in the [PCC sices 1983 serving as 3 Viee Chairman of

Working Group O (Iropact assessmme=t;} in the work of 1952 repory, and as a coocemning lead author of
chapters on the umpact oo enelgzy system and buman seciemaas in 1990 and 1992 Report. He also
comzibuted © e Emiim<Zon of [PCC 1994/1995 .. He is also associzted w the acdvites of Working
Group [T (socio-ecseormics aspess) of IPCC. He lead the mansiadon of maoy [PCC Repors ioto Japanese
and pubiicized [PCC rasults by his sapers and books of mere than 100 in Japan. He served as 3 sciencs

sremriat at @ seriss of Asia Pacific Semizar oo Climare Charcge (apnually Tom 1951-) and Secremry
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BACKGROUND

The Global Environment Facility (GEF) was established to address some of the most
urgent problems facing humankind: climate change, biodiversity loss, degradation of
international waters and the thinning of the ozone layer. Recent scientific evidence that
these problems are becoming more acute underscores the need for an effective GEF in

the 21" Century.

Meaningful assessment of the GEF’s contribution to ameliorating global environmental
problems is difficult, especially given the limited number of GEF projects that have
been completed. This is evident in the two recently published evaluation studies of the
GEF commissioned by the GEF Council. The major study -- covering the GEF’s
overall performance (“Overall Performance Study™) -- concentrates primarily on
operational processes. The second study -- covering lessons learned -- draws only
preliminary lessons from a relatively small number of existing GEF projects. Still,
these official assessment studies contain some very important insights and
recommendations for strengthening the GEF.

Building on these two studies, GEF in the 21* Century (referred to as GEF21
hereafter) is intended as a vision for strengthening the GEF. It not only sets out
concrete recommendations for strengthening the GEF’s operations in the near-term,
but also puts forward bold ideas for more fundamental, long-term reform designed to
help build a vision of a dynamic, innovative and much more effective GEF in the
coming decades. As an NGO community, we are prepared to join with governments,
the private sector and other stakeholder groups to build this vision toward the
fulfillment of the GEF’s full potential.

GEF2] draws on the experience of NGOs in interacting with the GEF at many levels:
o field-level project execution;
e national-level dialogue on projects and policy; and

e international policy.

The paper contains the following six sections:

L Infusing the GEF with a Genuine Learning Culture

IL. Mainstreaming: Can David Tame Goliath?

III.  Beyond the Monopoly of Three: Expanding the Number of GEF
Implementing Agencies

IV.  Enhancing the Leveraging and Catalytic Role of the GEF

V. Evolution of the GEF: Some Specific Concerns of Developing Country
NGOs

VI The Role of NGOs



L INFUSING THE GEF WITH A GENUINE LEARNING CULTURE

Four years after the 1994 Independent Evaluation Report of the GEF issued a strong
recommendation calling for the establishment of a permanent mechanism for
identifying lessons and promoting their application in GEF programs, little progress
has been made in this area. This is of deep concern since this area is critical to the
sustainability of GEF projects and long-term institutional support for the GEF. While
the recently completed study of the GEF’s Overall Performance represents a milestone
in the GEF's evolution, it unfortunately did not answer the vital question: How is the
GEF generating knowledge and absorbing lessons from the experience it is
accumulating in the area of protection of the global environment? Although the Terms
of Reference for the Overall Performance Study specified the need to evaluate the
GEF's contribution to learning from experience, due to time constraints, the Study was
unable to consider the adequacy of procedures for drawing and applying lessons from

project experience.

Describing itself as a ‘work in progress’ dedicated to pioneering new approaches to
protecting the global environment, the GEF recognized early on that “Finding out what
works and why -- and what does not -- is crucial to the GEF process.”' In other
words, a central purpose of the GEF is to generate and disseminate lessons learned as
a means of facilitating an international learning process. The ‘learning by doing’
approach is, however, clearly, insufficient if the lessons are not well documented and
are not used to influence the activities of the GEF as well as those of participating

governments (both donors and recipients).

The GEF needs the commitment (i) to monitor and evaluate the impact of its projects
objectively and fearlessly; (ii) to follow-up systematically on the major
recommendations in its evaluations; and (iii) to address the gaps identified in past
evaluations. On the first point, self-evaluation carried out by the Implementing
Agencies (1As) is clearly insufficient. On the second point, without systematic follow-
up, the major recommendations contained in the Overall Performance Study may
simply fade away without appropriate action. Ultimately, it is the task of the GEF
Council to ensure that “GEF policies, programs and operations are monitored and
evaluated on a regular basis, and that recommendations form the basis for needed

reforms.”?

A cntical place to begin is to ensure that the Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) Unit
in the GEF Secretariat receives a strong mandate building on the recommendations of
the Pilot Phase Evaluation and the Overall Performance Study, to institutionalize a
process that will allow the international community to learn, from experience, which
approaches best protect the global environment.

Recommendations

* The GEF Council, at its meeting in March 1998, should strengthen the
Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) program so that it can (i) systematically
identify, evaluate and promote — in a timely manner — lessons learned from
GEF project experiences; and (ii) carry out its existing mandate to monitor
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and help coordinate follow-up to the wo recently completed assessment
studies. To do this, the M&E program should be given sufficient staff and
financial resources, along with a strong mandate to operate effectively and
independently of the GEF Implementing Agencies.

e The GEF Council and Participants Assembly, at their meetings in
March April 1998, should explicitly reiterate the importance of maintaining
the M&F program's institutional independence, and take the necessary steps

to ensure this.

o Future M&E exercises should involve civil society groups working at the
policy and project levels in a more systematic and effective manner.

II. MAINSTREAMING: CAN DAVID TAME GOLIATH?

A fundamental principle of the GEF is that it should ‘mainstream,’ or integrate, global
environmental concerns into the non-GEF operations of its three IAs.” In this
catalyzing and leveraging role, the GEF has tremendous potential to incorporate global
environmental objectives into the regular portfolios of the IAs. This is especially
important in regards to The World Bank whose non-GEF lending portfolio and sector
work have a tremendous, and often adverse, impact on biodiversity, climate and other

global environmental issues.

The Overall GEF Evaluation Study, recently completed by the GEF Secretariat,
confirmed long-held concerns of many NGOs that the mainstreaming objectives of the
GEF were not being met. These objectives are designed to ensure that global
environmental concerns are effectively integrated into the core operations and major
programs within the World Bank (e.g., economy-wide loans for structural adjustment,
sector loans). Otherwise, the positive environmental impacts of the relatively modest
levels of funding through the GEF will be significantly undermined.

This mainstreaming should involve not only harnessing core IA resources for so-called
environmental projects. It must also involve fundamental changes in the way these
institutions do business in relation to their entire portfolio and program, with an
emphasis on integrating global environmental concerns into energy, transport and
infrastructure, agriculture and forestry sector loans, as well as broader country
assistance strategies.

The Overall Performance Study documents the poor record of the IAs -- particularly
The World Bank -- in relation to mainstreaming. Below are some highlights from the

Study:

e “with greater focus on the objective, The World Bank could have increased
lending for biodiversity conservation compared with the pre-GEF level and ...
it could have increased targeted spending on energy efficiency and renewables
substantially ...”;



“a [more] serious problem ... is the failure of Bank management to recognize
and reward work on GEF as equal in importance to its regular business.”,
“neither the global environment nor GEF have been integrated systematically
into the Country Assistance Strategy process [of The World Bank].”; and
“UNDP is far from having mainstreamed biodiversity and climate change in
their non-GEF portfolio ...” and “The potential for UNDP to leverage shifts in

its regular portfolio toward projects with global environmental benefit is

7’4
€normous.

Another recent analysis of World Bank Country Assistance Strategies for countries
with Bank/GEF biodiversity projects sharpens the concerns outlined by the Overall
Performance Study.” The environment in general tends to be dealt with in a
compartmentalized manner with little integration of key economic sectors. Biodiversity
is viewed almost exclusively in relation to this narrow view of the environment, rather
than as a concern affecting multiple aspects of national development. Clearly, far
greater pressure from the GEF Council and the governing bodies of the IAs is required
if mainstreaming is to become a reality.

Recommendations

The GEF Council, at its meeting in March 1998, should require periodic,
detailed reporting on concrete steps taken by IAs to mainstream the global
environmental objectives of the GEF. This should include a requirement for
IAs 1o report within six months of the March 1998 Council Meeting on new
steps instituted for meaningful mainstreaming of global environmental
concerns into all their operations.

The GEF Council, at its meeting in March 1998, should transmit the Overall
Performance Study 1o the governing bodies of the three IAs and request them
to require and document clear progress toward mainstreaming, centered

around explicit commitments and timetables for action, including measurable

goals.

The GEF Council, at its meeting in March 1998, should require that
information on links with all relevant mainstream 1A activities — not just
environmental activities -- be highlighted in project documents submitted to

the Council for approval.

NGOs are exploring the idea of establishing a new mechanism for dialogue on
a regular basis with IAs to address mainstreaming issues related to the global
environment.

III. BEYOND THE MONOPOLY OF THREE:

EXPANDING THE NUMBER OF GEF IMPLEMENTING AGENCIES

At present, a monopoly of just three agencies -- The World Bank, U.N. Environment
Programme (UNEP) and U.N. Development Programme (UNDP) -- are eligible to
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implement GEF projects, although others, including NGOs, are able to serve as
“executors” of project components. The Overall Performance Study and the 1994
Independent Evaluation of the GEF both cited problems in maintaining this small IA

monopoly.

Put simply, this monopoly impedes the ability of the GEF to successfully fulfill its
mission by:

e unnecessarily restricting access to GEF funds by some of the very institutions
that are best suited to carry out GEF projects (for example. IAs may not have
the necessary expertise or on-the-ground capacity to effectively implement

certain projects);

e narrowing the range of types of projects that are likely to be funded under the
GEF, based in part on the preferences of the three IAs, sometimes with adverse
impacts on responsiveness to country needs: and

e preventing some very high-quality projects from being presented for approval
in GEF work programs.

These points highlight the finite capacity of existing IAs to develop, review and
implement quality projects, and suggest a need to bypass this bottleneck by developing
mechanisms to increase capacity for promoting good projects. Expanding the IA
monopoly could help to address these fundamental problems, and help transform the
GEF into a true “marketplace of ideas, innovation and implementation,” where the best
project ideas, the most promising innovations and implementers with genuine
comparative advantage are given the consideration they deserve. In addition,
expanding the number of IAs could stimulate increased involvement in the GEF
process by critical stakeholders, including NGOs, community based organizations and
the private sector, whose effective participation has been stressed in the Project

Lessons Study.®
Recommendations

e In response to the recommendation in the Overall Performance Study, the
GEF Council, at its meeting in March 1998, should set in motion a process to
“explore the expansion of the present set of [As to include selected
multilateral institutions and nongovernment agencies...””

o To set this process in motion, the GEF Council should establish a special
Implementation Task Force, with balanced representation of governments,
NGOs and intergovernmental organizations.

o The terms of reference for the scope of this Implementation Task Force could
cover, for example, the following areas:



- incremental approaches, such as expanding the number and capacity of
" [As to include NGOs in a first stage, and other types of institutions, such
as other IGOs, in later stages;

- mechanisms to facilitate involvement of the private sector;

- mechanisms to minimize ransaction costs;

- mechanisms to help ensure that expansion does not dilute the commitment
of the GEF to its ten operational principles, and does nor diminish the
effectiveness of the existing IAs;

- mechanisms to help ensure that additional IAs are accountable for
project quality; and

- aset of rigorous criteria for becoming an IA, including some type of
accreditation system.

IV. ENHANCING THE LEVERAGING AND CATALYTIC
ROLE OF THE GEF

1. Catalyzing Great Coordination and Synergies Among Funding Institutions

There is broad consensus that greater coordination and cooperation is needed among
multilateral and bilateral funding agencies financing activities with global

environmental objectives. Close working relationships between the GEF and these
other funding agencies are essential in order to maximize the effectiveness of the total
donor community effort related to the four GEF focal areas. Closer coordination
amongst the three existing GEF IAs appears to be developing, as they start to use GEF
Operational Programmes as a basis for their own mainstream programming.® This
could be valuable, provided that the Operational Programmes represent an appropriate
response to the issues in question.

The issue of agricultural biodiversity provides a useful illustration of the need for
enhanced coordination. The GEF s ability to support the full range of actions needed
to conserve and sustainably use agricultural biodiversity will be limited by both its
mandate (restricted to incremental costs and global benefits) and its limited funding,
Mainstream development assistance action will be needed to support agricultural
biodiversity strategies.

The GEF could become a mechanism to catalyze and support better funding
coordination and cooperation in the four focal areas. Already, it has at least begun to
serve this function for the three IAs,-and has helped leverage funding from bilateral and
other funding sources to support GEF work programs. In this regard, the Overall
Performance Study states, “GEF should regularly review and compare its own
portfolio and project pipeline with those of other institutions to ensure that it is either
providing significant additional resources or demonstrating a comparative advantage
over other institutions involved in the same activities.”®



Recommendations

e The GEF Council, at its meeting in March 1998, should instruct the
Secretariat to convene a special meeting 10 discuss the merits of establishing a
new Funding Coordination Dialogue Process (FCDP) for the global
environment. The meeting, which should include multilateral, bilateral and
non-governmental donor institutions, could also address various options for
developing such a dialogue process, including convening the process under

the auspices of the GEF.

A FCDP could be designed to help catalyze and support greater cooperation and

coordination toward the achievement of the GEF’s objectives in the four focal areas. It
could address, for example: policy and project coordination, prioritization issues, links
among global conventions, identification and dissemination of good practice, and links

with the private sector and NGOs.

e Drawing upon the results of this dialogue, the GEF Secretariat should develop
a report - on options related 10 a Funding Coordination Mechanism (FCM)
under the GEF process -- for consideration at a GEF Council meeting in mid-
1999, including recommendations for whether such a FCM should be
established and, if so, how it might be designed.

2. Leveraging Funding and Change Through Identifying and Expanding the
Most Effective Financing Modalities

GEF grants cover many types of financing ‘modalities’ -- covering grant size
categories and types of financing. These include, for example: full project grants,
medium-sized grants, small grants, grants to support trust funds, and grants to the
small and medium-scale enterprise program.

The GEF now has several years of experience with most of these financing modalities.
There seems to be an emerging consensus that some (e.g., small grants program) have
worked especially well. Still, none of the GEF evaluations to date have assessed in-
depth which financing modalities have been most effective overall, and which have
been most effective for achieving specific objectives within the GEF’s Operational
Strategy. Furthermore, only the most limited analysis has been conducted on other
financing modality options, such as concessional or contingent loans (to help start
projects with negative incremental costs) or debt conversion options. Conducting such
in-depth assessments and analyses could lead to agreement on which financing
modalities should become higher priorities for GEF programming, with the aim of
improving overall GEF effectiveness.

Recommendations

* The Council, at its meeting in March 1998, should instruct the Monitoring and
Evaluation (M&E,) Unit within the Secretariat to carry out a one-year, in-
depth assessment of which existing GEF financing modalities have been most
effective overall, and which have been most effective for achieving specific
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objectives within the GEF's Operational Strategy. The M&E Unit should also
conduct an analysis of other financing modality options.

The assessment report should include recommendations for possible changes in GEF
programming. Issues to be covered in the assessment report could include, inzer alia:

e National Environmental Funds (NEFs). Merits and opportunities for
expanding the GEF role in supporting NEFs. including supporting the creation
of biodiversity and climate change windows within existing NEFs.

e Endowments and trusts. Opportunities to support endowments and trusts to
provide, long-term sources of financing.

e Enterprise Programs. Opportunities for expanding enterprise programs
(including venture capital funds) designed to mobilize greater private sector
resources and involvement in the GEF process.

e Small and Medium Grants. Opportunities for expanding the small and
medium grants programs.

e Other financing modalities. Options for other financing modalities that have
not yet been employed by the GEF (e.g., concessional or contingent loans to
help start projects with negative incremental costs, debt conversion options,
micro-credit programs, etc.).

V. EVOLUTION OF THE GEF: SOME SPECIFIC CONCERNS OF
DEVELOPING COUNTRY NGOs

As can be recalled, developing country NGOs strongly opposed the GEF at the time of
its creation. For example, South Asian NGOs in a joint statement, rejected the GEF,
calling for a Global Reparation Fund to be set up instead. They expressed two major
concerns: (i) that the internationally accepted “polluter pays” principle was being
converted into a policy of aid, charity and preferential technology transfer simply
because liability payments now had to be made across national borders; and (ii) that,
ironically, the GEF structure put the responsibility of managing the environment in the
hands of the very agencies that helped to precipitate the environment crisis, namely
The World Bank.

The restructuring of the GEF in 1994 saw a distinct shift to a reformed system of
governance, joint North-South decision making and commitment to leveraging of
private finance for more rigorous and effective intervention in addressing
environmental issues. The restructured GEF also brought a greater commitment to
creating opportunities for more meaningful and effective NGO involvement in the GEF
process. It is clear, however, that the restructuring process did not go far enough, and
that some critical problems remain, both at the level of the governance of the facility,
as well as the operational principles guiding the programs and projects.

Global vs. Local Problems. One major concern is that the GEF funds only so called

“global environmental” issues -- i.e., ozone depletion, climate change, biodiversity

conservation and pollution of international waters. This leaves the South with

exclusive responsibility for local problems, and hides the international dimensions of
8



many of these ‘local’ problems. For example, the GEF finances mostly site-based
biodiversity projects, without supporting work to address adverse biodiversity impacts
of international trade. Can the GEF be truly effective in addressing just the direct
(proximate) factors in the degradation of the world's environment?

Global vs. Local Benefits and Incremental Costs. The GEF operational principles
require that funding only be provided to cover costs of activities that benefit the global
environment. This focus on “incremental costs™ fails to encompass the broader
considerations of national policies, program strategies and institutional capacities,
often resulting in the GEF misprionitizing projects. Developing countries have found it
very difficult to develop appropriate projects within this incremental costs framework.
Among other things, this framework encourages purchase of inappropriate
technologies from the North and discourages the process of local interests shepherding

sustainable development strategies.

Cost-Effectiveness. The GEF operational guidelines indicate that projects must be
cost-effective. In other words, the goal of greenhouse gas reductions, for example,
should be achieved at the least (direct) cost possible. This is problematic in that it
promotes large-scale projects over small projects, as cost-effectiveness is often
achieved through economies of scale. Large-scale projects have very high social and
cultural costs, and information disclosure, public discussion of projects and local
capacity-building usually suffer. An example would be the Indian EcoDevelopment
Project, which is earmarking SUS 68 million for an unviable, and politically volatile

project.

Decision Making. Even with the new voting rules under the restructured GEF, there
are concerns that the process is still undemocratic and results in “consensus” only on
non-issues, and weighted voting (favoring donor countries) on important substantive
issues. For decision-making related to project selection and design, most power lies
with the national governments. In practice, stakeholder participation in the project
cycle has been largely limited to the implementation stage. This is of special concern in
the area of biodiversity, where lack of community involvement can result in
disempowerment, as well as threats to customary tenure rights and access to natural
resources.

The larger issues. NGOs have a critical role in ensuring that the GEF plays a
constructive role in the broader issues of environment and sustainable development.
This constructive role must not be lost in (i) the South’s rush to develop GEF projects
and leverage private finance; and (ii) efforts to bring a large number of private sector
interests into the GEF process as IAs, particularly given the poor records of many
transnational corporations (e.g., in disempowering local communities and the poor). In
this regard, NGOs will need to continue advocating for more accountability of macro
institutions, open and transparent mechanisms and policies, as well as innovative ways
to link local issues with global priorities.



Recommendations

e The GEF Council should examine the need to increase the number of focal
areas and operational programs, to cover areas of particular importance
to developing countries, such as: afforestation, land degradation and
desertification.

e The GEF Council should adopt a “'flexible approach’ 10 incremental costs
thar allows for some funding of national prioriny projects with national
benefits.

o The Participants Assembly should call for a broadening of the GEF
concept, to include (i) some type of liabiliry component based on polluter
- pays principles; and (ii) an expansion of the GEF Implementing Agency
arrangements beyond the current monopoly of three.

VL. THE ROLE OF NGOs

The GEF is a unique international mechanism promoting partnerships to address global
environmental issues. One of the most important of these partnerships is with non-
governmental organizations (NGOs). The GEF Instrument and Operational Strategy
explicitly recognize the key role of NGOs in the GEF process,'® and NGOs have been
active players in the GEF process since its inception. Additionally, the GEF is the only
international funding institution that earmarks resources specifically for consultation
with the NGO community. The GEF partnership with NGOs covers three broad areas
of activity: (i) policy development (around the GEF institutions and at the national
level); (ii) project preparation and execution; and (iii) outreach.

(1) Policy development. NGOs have taken a leadership role in putting forward
constructive proposals for policy and institutional reforms to strengthen the
effectiveness of the GEF. For example, NGOs plaved a key role in the working
group convened by the GEF Secretariat to design and implement the Medium-
Sized Grants program. Additionally, NGOs have provided substantive input
into the development of the GEF Operational Strategy and Operational
Programmes, along with substantive contributions to M&E activities.

(1) Project preparation and execution. Direct NGO involvement is
indispensable to the success of GEF projects. In a recent analysis of 97 full
GEF projects (mostly pilot-phase projects) conducted by the GEF Secretariat,
NGOs were directly involved in the development and implementation of nearly
20% of these projects (with a total of about $100 million allocated to NGOs).
Nearly all of the 973 projects under the GEF Small Grants Program (SGP) are
being executed by NGOs, and it is expected that a significant percentage of
medium-sized grants (MSGs) will involve NGOs as project executors.

(iif) Outreach. NGOs have undertaken extensive outreach efforts to publicize the
GEF process, specific GEF projects and—more generally—environmental
10



problems being addressed by the GEF. These outreach efforts have contributed
significantly to mobilizing broader constituencies to support the GEF process,
and raising public awareness of global environmental threats. Arguably, NGOs
are more experienced and better placed than any other sector in carrying out
effective public outreach activities around the GEF and global environmental

issues.

NGOs represent the diversity of civil society, including, for example: community-
based organizations, grassroots groups, academic institutions, research centers,
advocacy groups, organizations of indigenous people, local and national associations,
and regional and international organizations, among many others. Although NGOs
differ with regard to their philosophies, perspectives, levels of influence and potential,
they share many of the same objectives: sustainable development, environmental

protection and meaningful public participation.

While in some cases NGOs have enjoyed meaningful participation in policy
development and project preparation and execution. NGOs have often been
disappointed with GEF decision-making processes. For example, many of the
recommendations from the NGO community for strengthening the GEF process over
the years have not been given adequate consideration. Nevertheless, many of these
recommendations have been confirmed.

On a related front, some projects approved by the GEF Council create serious
problems for local NGOs and local communities. In 1994, The World Bank’s
Inspection Panel was established and serves as a recourse mechanism for communities
that have been negatively affected by World Bank projects (including GEF projects)
that have not complied with Bank policies and rules. Unfortunately, very few
communities and NGOs are aware of this mechanism; much better outreach and
dissemination efforts are necessary. It is worth noting that no such accountability
mechanism currently exists for the U.N. Development Program. another implementing
agency for many GEF projects.

Recommendations

o The GEF Council, at its meeting in March 1998, should instruct the
Secretariat to significantly strengthen and broaden its NGO liaison functions,
including taking specific measures to:create opportunities and solidify
mechanisms to facilitate NGO input into policy and strategy papers,
evaluations, draft work programs for proposed projects and other major
documents;

- expand and systematize outreach 1o host governments, other units in the
GEF Secretariat and GEF Implementing Agencies (IAs) designed to
enhance constructive NGO participation in project cycles and policy-
related processes,; and

- explore options for some type of “ombudsman’ function within the
Secretariat for NGOs that wish to register inquiries or concerns
regarding GEF projects.

11



» The GEF Council should instruct the IAs to establish or strengthen special
dialogue processes with NGOs regarding specific project and policy concerns.

! GEF. Partners in Global Solutions, 1991.
* GEF Instrument, para. 20(b).
* The approved Corporate Business Plan for Fiscal Years 1999-2001 states that ... the Implementing
Agencies will ... further mainstream global environmental concerns ... into their regular operations.”
* GEF Overall Performance Study, paras 218, 220, 229 and 251, respectively.
* BirdLife International. The GEF and Mainstreaming Biodiversity in the World Bank. Forthcoming.
® Project Lessons Study, para. 2.
” GEF Overall Performance Study, para. 312.
¥ GEF Corporate Business Plan FY99-01, para. 34,
® Overall Performance Study, para. 44.
' GEF Instrument, pp. 14 and 29; GEF Operational Strategy, pp. 6 and 20.
12



Global Environment Facility

INFORMATION NOTE

The Non-Governmental Organization (NGO) focal points to the GEF, in
consultation with members of their networks, have prepared a dratt paper entitled “The
GEF in the 21st Century: A Vision for Strengthening the Global Environment Facilitv.”
The final version ot this document, including a list of NGO endorsements, will be
circulated at the Assemblv. This paper is being sent in advance to government and
international organization representatives for their information.



Global Environment Facility

The Non-Governmental Organization (NGO) focal points to the GEF, in
consultation with members of their networks, have prepared a draft paper entitled “The

INFORMATION NOTE

GEF in the 21st Century: A Vision for Strengthening the Global Environment Facilitv.”

The final version of this document, including a list of NGO endorsements, will be
circulated at the Assemblv. This paper is being sent in advance to NGOs for their
information and comment and provides some issues for NGOs to consider raising at the

opening of the Assembly (April 1, 1998) and in the NGO panel (April 2, 1998).

Please note that the following events of interest to NGOs will be taking place
before the Assembly:

March 28 -

March 29 -

NGO preparatory meeting - 9:30 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.

India Habitat Centre

Core 6A

Lodi Road

New Delhi

Contact: Neena Singh, Centre for Science and the Environment
Tel: 91-11-698-1110

NGO Consultation (open only to NGO representatives accredited to the
GEF, along with government and intergovernmental organization
representatives) - 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.

Vigvan Bhavan

Maulana Azad Marg

New Delhi

Contact: Alexandra Bezeredi, GEF Secretariat

Tel: 202-458-5055 (after March 20, [ will be at the Meridien Hotel in New
Delhi, Tel: 91-11-371-0101
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Revised text
March 26, 1998

REPORT ON GEF FY9S8
ESTIMATED MID-YEAR EXPENDITURES

Note: This report was transmitied to Council Members for decision by mail on
February 19. 1998 Unfortunately. the Secretariat did not receive the required
number of responses to approve the mid-vear budgetary revisions proposed in the
report. The Council is invited to consider this matier at its meeting, March 30-31.
1998, ‘



RECOMMENDED COUNCIL DECISION

The Council reviewed and takes note of the Report on GEF FY9% Estimated Mid-Year
Expenditures. The Council approves the mid-vear budgetary revisions proposed in the report
concerning the monitoring and evaluation component of the Secretariat budget. including the
release for use in FY98 of the unspent funds approved for monitoring and evaluation activities in

the FY97 budget. and an increase of $169.000 to cover the cost of preparing the Study of GEF's
Overall Performance.




REPORT ON GEF FY98 ESTIMATED MID-YEAR EXPENDITURES

OVERVIEW

L. This document presents a mid-year status report (as of December 31. 1997) of estimated
expenditures for the six GEF entities for fiscal vear (FY) 1998.

2. In May 1997. the Council approved a FY98 corporate budget for GEF of $37.0 million. In
November, the Council approved an addendum to the FY98 budget of $1.3 million to cover the
costs associated with the GEF Assembly.

3. Table 1 shows the mid-vear estimated and projected vear-end expenditures for each of the
six GEF entities: UNDP. UNEP, World Bank/IFC. STAP. Trustee. and Secretariat. (The budget
for monitoring and evaluation activities is included in the sum shown under the Secretariat’s
column.) Mid-vear expenses may come in below the mid-point of the budget for the first half of
the fiscal year because this period includes the summer months when staff typically take leave and
programming is slow. The bulk of the commitments usually occurs in the second half of the vear.
Table 2 shows the mid-year and end-year projected operational outputs for the 3 Implementing
Agencies. As can be seen. the projected outputs are generally in line with the number planned in
the F'Y98 budget paper. As with last vear. each entity continues to apply the principle that any
budget savings resulting from operational underruns will be returned to the GEF Trust Fund at
year's end. The following paragraphs give the status of each entity's FY98 work program and
associated budget as of mid-vear and for the remainder of the fiscal year.

4. One major budgetary adjustment sought in this report is for monitoring and evaluation
activities to cover additional costs incurred in FY98 due to the expanded scope ot the Overall
Performance Study. including the costs associated with the senior advisory panel. Further details
are provided in paragraph 10 and in Annex 1.

MID-YEAR STATUS OF WORK PROGRAMS AND BUDGET
3. UNDP

Work Program. UNDP’s projection in the May 1997 budget document was to deliver a
work program of $90-110 million. As of mid-vear. UNDP GEF had 10 long-term projects and 30
enabling activities in the approved work program for a total of $S66.5 million. UNDP also received
approval tor 10 PDFs with total GEF financing of $2.2 million. By end-vear. UNDP estimates
approval of an additional 9 projects (totaling $28-32 million). 3 medium-sized projects (totaling $3
million). and 12 enabling activities (S3 million). [t also expects to prepare approximately 20 PDF-
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B proposals totaling $7 million for approval betore the end of the fiscal vear. Based on the pipeline
of projects now being prepared for Council approval in the second half of FY98. it is anticipated
that the work program target for the vear will be met.

Duri'ng the first halt of FY98. 43 projects and 15 PDF-B grants which were approved by the
Council or CEO in previous fiscal vears were processed for tinal approval. In addition. a total of
130 projects will be under implementation/supervision over the course of the vear. Nine projects
from the Pilot Phase will be completed and will enter the final evaluation phase. Also. the Small
Grants Program portfolio currently includes some 750 individual projects.

Budget. On the basis of the above work program projections. UNDP expects that the
FYO98 work program mid-range target of $100 million will be met and the administrative budget
fully utilized. As mentioned in the FY98 corporate budget document. depending on project size.
deliverables at the mid-range of UNDP’s projected $90-110 million work program may require a
supplemental budget increase during FY98.

6. UNEP

Work Program. UNEP s original FYO9S projection in the May budget document was to
deliver a work program totaling approximately $27 million. As of mid-yvear. UNEP had
delivered ! long-term operation. 2 medium-sized projects and 9 enabling activities (2 in
biodiversity and 7 in climate change respectively) totaling approximately $12.5 million. In
addition. 4 projects implemented jointlv with the other implementing agencies were approved
during the tirst halt of the fiscal vear amounting to a total work program of $i6.3 million. Three
PDF Bs approved during the current tiscal vear amounted to $0.7 million.

UNEP anticipates that the number ot projects which will be approved in the second half
of FYO98 will amount to approximately S10 million.

UNEP has 11 projects and 37 enabling activities currently under implementation totaling
$33.95 mutlion. [n addiuon. 4 projects 1$10.7 million) are under preparation for CEO ‘
endorsement.

Budget. UNEP’s projected year-end expenditures are expected to remain within the
$2.1 million budget approved by the Council.

7. World Bank/IFC

Work Program. The World Bank GEF anticipates a work program shortfall of 10%0 in the
delivery of projects for Council approval. This shorttall is directly caused by the GEF Council
deciding to advance its 1998 spring meeting trom May to end-March. The Bank therefore



anticipates an underrun of about $0.8 million in its $19.22 million budget due to the projected
shorttall in project delivery and anticipated savings in project processing costs.

Operational Programs. The World Bank is expecting to deliver $238 million for GEF
Council approval in FY98. or $31 million short of its targets for long- and short-term operations of
$269 million. At least two projects for approximately $30 million had to be deferred to the next
GEF Council review in July due to the early end-January deadline for finalizing project
documentation for the end-March Council meeting. Another 2 projects were converted to medium-
sized projects in the later stage of the projects. The average size of projects approved thus far by
the Council is $9.5 million as compared to the planned $10 million. Average project size is
expected to increase to $11 million with the remaining projects to be approved by end FY98.

Medium-Sized Projects.  As of mid-vear. the Bank has received approximately 60 project
proposals and has given eligibility clearances to process over 20 projects. of which one project has
been approved by the CEO for $0.74 million. [t is estimated that the Bank will exceed its planned
delivery of 8 medium-size projects and expects to deliver at least 10 projects tor approximately $7
million. which includes the 2 converted projects mentioned above.

Enabling Actvities. The Bank had originally planned to process 10 enabling activities
through CEO approval. In the first halt of the fiscal vear. 2 enabling activities were approved and 7
more are under preparation for an estimated total of 9 enabling activities for FY98.

Bank approval commitment. The Bank expects. as originally planned. to approve and
commit resources for 20 GEF projects. of which 6 have been approved by the Bank/IFC Board of
Directors. Management as ot December 31. 1997, The remaining 14 projects are scheduled to be
approved in the second half ot FY98.

Project implementation and disbursements. The estimated number of projects under
supervision in FY98 remains unchanged at 79 projects. The cumulative Bank GEF disbursements
through December 31. 1997 were $290.3 million. including PDFs and enabling activities. The
projected disbursements tor FY98 are $38-103 million. Actual disbursements for the first half of
FYO8 were $48.3 million or 46% of the projected higher end of total disbursements for the vear.

Project evaluation. The preparation ot the evaluation report on 3 Bank GEF projects is on
rack. One project evaluation report was completed in December 1997 and the evaluation of the
remaining + projects will be combined in one report and completed by vear end.

Budget. Of the Bank’s FY98 budget of $19.22 million. $8.3 million. or 46% of the budget
had been utilized as of mid-year. [tis projected that the Bank will underrun its budget in an amount
equivalent to the number ot undelivered projects tor Council approval for FY98. The estimated
underrun for this underdelivery is $0.3 million. This underrun could have been larger except that
expenses have already been incurred tor the 2 projects which missed the early March Council
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deadline and tor the 2 projects which were converted to medium-sized projects. Furthermore. a
review of the Bank’s FY91-96 cost coefficients in processing GEF projects through approval by the
Bank’s Board of Directors showed a decline from 63 staffweeks to 60 staffweeks per project.
Although the FY97 coetficients were higher, the Bank estimates that the final FY98 coefficients
would be closer to the FY91-96 average. This decline could potentially result in cost savings of
$0.5 million in FY98. Consequently, the total Bank GEF budget underrun may be as much as $0.8
million by year end. The actual underrun will. however. depend on the experience gained during
the fiscal year in processing the new medium-size projects recognizing that additional budgetary
resources may be needed to cover increased volume and/or costs to prepare this new project type.

8. STAP

Work Program. STAP will deliver all the output in the work plan. i.e. selective reviews.
STAP workshops and the demand for STAP’s advice and input on issues identified by the
Implenienting Agencies and the GEF Secretariat.

Budget. STAP's Y98 projected expenditures are expected to remain within the budget
approved by the Council in April 1997 with the exception of the budgetary allocation for meetings.
due to the costs incurred by STAP for the running and organizing of the STAP expert workshops
on sustainable use of biodiversity. STAP workshop on energy technology innovation and
technology transfer and the STAP workshop on emerging technologies in the field of international
waters. These overexpenditures are likely to be balanced by savings on other budget lines.

9. Trustee

Work Program. The Trustee’s outputs and work program for FY98 are anticipated to be
as presented in the FY98-00 Business Plan with the main emphasis ot the work program on
preparation of replenishment documentation and replenishment negotiations in collaboration with
the Secretariat.

Budget. The Trustee estimates that vear-end expenses will be within the budget of $.838
million tor FY98.



10. Secretariat

Work Program. The Secretariat’s outputs for FY98 are in line with those presented in
the FY98-00 Business Plan. and expenditures for the first halt of the fiscal year are within the
approved allocation. The Secretariat coordinated the preparation of 3 work programs in the first
6 months of the vear including 2 intersessional mailings in July and December (worth $60.5 and
$50.4 million respectively) and a November work program totaling $100.8 million. During the
first half of FY98. special emphasis was placed on ensuring adequate staff representation at
meetings such as the Third Session of the Conference ot the Parties of the UN Framework on
Climate Change in Kyoto. in connection with which the Secretariat organized various outreach
activities. including two workshops during the Conterence. The Secretariat also organized and
funded GEF project presentations for the Julv/ August meeting of the SBI of the FCCC in Bonn
and for the November Council meeting. Work is continuing on expansion and enhancement of
the corporate GEF project database. with the goal that it will become tully operational in March
1998. In addition to the November Council meeting. the Secretariat orzanized 2 replenishment
meetings in September and November 1997 and also convened the first GEF-wide retreat.
Survey results from the retreat indicated that participants telt that it should become an annual
cvent.

During the early part of the second halt of FY98. it is anticipated that the replenishment
negotiations will be finalized. with the {inal meeting to be held in February 1998, Preparations
for the GEF Assembly will be a high priority tor Secretariat staft during the second half of the
fiscal year. An Assembly team. including representatives trom the implementing agencies. has
been formed to prepare the meetings. including logistics. organization of panels. workshops.
media events. exhibitions and NGO activities. Towards the end ot the tiscal vear. the Secretariat
will participate in the Fourth Meeting of the Conference of the Parties 1o the Convention on
Biological Diversity in Bratislava.

Monitoring and Evaluation ( VM&E) Unit [t s projected that the M&E outputs for FY98
will be largely as presented in the FY98 Corporate Budget document tGEF/C.9:/4). By Januarv
1998. the 3 major outputs of the program which have been tinalized are (1) Study of GEF's
Overall Performance: (i1) Project Implementation Review of GEF tor FY97; and (ii1) Study of
Lessons Learned. The work on monitoring svstems and databases has led to further
identitication ot data requirements and extension and systematization ot reporting formats for the
GEF porttolio. EStcps have been taken towards identifving a set of monitoring and evaluation
guidelines tor GEF projects and work will be intensitied during the coming months. Work has
also begun. in cooperation with the interagency task force. on developing joint program
indicators in biodiversity. Currently. a concept paper on Evaluation ot GEF's Project
Preparation and Planning s being dratted. and an Evaluaton of Biodiversity Trust Funds is
under preparation.




Budget.

Secretariat. The Secretariat estimates vear-end expenditures to be within the approved
budget of $6.10 million for its core activities. As of mid-vear. the Secretariat anticipates some
cost savings in its core program due to several positions which became vacant during the course
of the first half of the fiscal vear. These savings will be used to cover some of the costs
associated with the Secretariat’s participation at the Kyoto FCCC meeting in December 1997,
including translation of GEF documents and the ~"Keeping the Promise™ video into Japanese and
purchase of a GEF display. Other budgetary savings have been allocated to preparation of short
“fact sheets™ on GEF projects in all 4 tocal areas. preparation costs associated with publications
on global environmental issues. and ongoing efforts to strengthen the GEF project database
which have required the hiring of outside expertise in database programming and training. As a
result of the savings associated with the unfilled positions. the Secretariat was able o tund the
conference center costs (meeting rooms. equipment. meals) for the first GEF [nter- A zency retreat
in Baltimore in September 1997,

Monitoring and Evaluation. Expenditure and budget tigures tfor coordinatucn and
program activities for FY97 and FY98 are presented in Annex . This table includes
expenditures for FY97 and original and revised budget estimates tor FY98. The M&E unit had a
signiticant budget underrun in FY97 ot $336.000 (GEF C.10:/Inf.5) which was due 1o the delay in
the recruitment of long term starf for the M&E team. a longer than expected planning time for
studies at the country level and the tact that expenses which were incurred in late FY97. but not
paid by the Trustee until early FY98. were charged to FY98. The unspent study resources from
FYO97 are now required in FY98 in order to complete the approved activites and studies. The
table in Annex 1 provides a dratt revised budget for FY98. The primary reason for the budget
increase is related to the Study of GEE's Overall Pertormance which has expanded considerably.
[n addivion. there was a larger effort on publicauon. transiation and dissemination than originally
envisaged. The reports turned out to be longer and the demand for copies much greater than

anticipated. As the study was being designed. increasing demands to include new issues were
raised by the Council. At the encouragement of the Council. the M&E Coordinator convened a
Senior Advisory Panel. comprised ot 8 persons trom developing and developed countries. which
met on 3 separate occasions. At its May 1997 meeting. the Council decided that the CEO would
report on these costs in the mid-term review of the budget and seek additional resources if
necessary to cover the cost ot convening the Panel. In order to complete the FY98 M&E work
program. as detailed in Annex 1. the unit will require the release ot the unspent FY®™ tunds
($356.000) and an additonal S169.000 to cover the tinal costs ot the Overall Performance Study
and Senior Advisory Panel.
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Table 1: GEF Estimated Year-end Expenditures - FY98 (revised)
{in USS thousands)

FYog UNDP]  UNEP[  BANK/ STAP] TRUSTEE|] SECRT" TOTAL
IFC | |
|
Council Approvea Bucget™| 8615.0| 2106.0] 192200 11610 8233 708%.0 371280
Midyear Estimated Actuals | 3250.5] 12200/  8300.0 580.0 T30 43880 12721.0]
| | i
End-year Estimated 561501 2106.0] 1840C 02| 1 A1 4 EEEIEE 257045l
Expenditures i 1
| |
Difference oi 0 3203 Oi SHENCEEE T LI
i % ‘

“Includes adiustment Jocumented in Council decision to add $60.000 1o core Secretariat sudget 1o cover 2 repienishment
meetings and $30.000 1o M&E budget 1o provide for an addintonal fived “erm nositon. Tod does not nolude
addendum ot S1.3 miliion approved in November 1997 tor the GEF Assembis

" Includes Monitoring and Evaluation budget of 3860.000: Core Secratarat suage: f 3610% 2

Table 2: FY98 Operational Outputs to Work Program (millions)
(projecticns as of mid-year)

Planned Midyear Projected Second’ Projected Total
Actuals* naif Fyer :
UNDP 90-110 BB.5 22 5-42 3 90-110
UNEP 270 163 10°C 263
World 8ank 275.0 1212 124 3 2450

‘Incluges crojects sucmited in January 1998



