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Note to the Reader

This information document (UNEP/CBD/COP/6/ INF.4) presents the detailed analysis of
the findings from the Second Review of the Effectiveness of the Financial Mechanism for the CBD.
It should be read in conjunction with the Pre-session document (UNEP/CBD/COP/6/13/add.1)
which contains a detailed description of the mandate, the methodology used as well as the main
conclusions and recommendations from the Second Review.
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11 Overall Scope of Evaluation

111  Overview of diversity of CoP Guidance generated and challenges related to this diversity

The guidance to the GEF at CoP I (Decision 1/2) was generally at a broad program level,
calling for projects that promoted conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity. Since the
First Review and up to CoP V, many new CoP decisions have added to a growing list of issues such
as agro-biodiversity, pollinators, endemic species, and numerous priotity ecosystems. Decisions have
generally become broader in scope, looking at more integrated approaches to the implementation of
the convention (e.g. ecosystem based apptoaches), and nuancing some eatlier CoP decisions. A
complete list of the CoP decisions is provided in Appendix G.

As new Guidance is added with each CoP, the result has been a long list of somewhat
unfocused or repetitive (albeit sometimes mote nuanced) guidance. Many respondents from across
sectors noted that CoP guidance can be difficult to intetpret and implement. They suggested that the
list 1s unsystematic, overlapping, and provides no clear prioritics. (One donor called it “a jumbled
mix of instructions”). This situation has arisen in part because the Col® is evidently a political
process, and as such, some decisions are generated by specific national agendas, and do not have the
same relevance for — or support from — other countties. This political nature of the CoP process,
which attempts to accommodate the needs and views of all parties, also limits the potential for
prioritizing issues.

This situation is also due in part to the fact that guidance is provided in numerous
documents covering diverse topics over a period of years. Guidance is issued as sets of discrete
decisions, with little sense of relationships among topics and relative priotities. This is further
complicated by the use of inconsistent terminology, numerous cross-references among decisions,
and references to other CBD documents. Indeed, the review team required considerable time to
collect, review and organize CoP guidance to enable a systematic evaluation of whether it had been
followed. This situation hinders straightforward communication and implementation of Col
guwdance to the Financial Mechanism and its partners.

Both questionnaires and field visits indicated that even among focal points and other key
players, there is a lack of familiarity with CoP guidance, and whether GEF policies, procedures and
projects comply with the guidance. These findings are consistent with those of OPS2, which found
that the GEF has had difficulties in translating broad Convention guidance into practical operational
activities. Since discussions and decisions in the CoPs often derive from very complex political

(19

processes ““...the consistency of guidance from the Conventions must be such that it can be
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translated into meaningful action in support of Convention objectives™. On a positive note, OPS2
found that overall the GEI" has been responsive to the UNFCCC and the CBD. “The Operational
Strategy and Programs, by and large, reflect the objectives and priorities of the Conventions”. 2

"The CBD Strategic Plan being developed is a first step in providing a useful tool to further
organize and present CoP guidance, strategic direction, and priorities, but it will likely require being
furthered. IN the end, what is needed is a relatively simple and understandable document.
Implementation of CoP guidance would no doubt be enhanced by the use of simpler, more
coherent ways to compile and present the guidance, and more consistent formats and language.

In light of this analysis, the review team would like to encourage the CBD to further the
Strategic planning process that it has initiated, in order to better organize and present CoP guidance
in a way that can be more easily understood, operationalized, monitored and evaluated.

Recommendation: The CoP should instruct the CBD Secretariat to search for ways
to compile and present CoP guidance in a simpler, more coherent format, which can
be more easily understood, operationalized, monitored and evaluated, This could
involve instructing the CBD Secretariar to further refine the Strategic Plan in
development and encourage the introduction of targets, and possible timelines in
relation to the Guidance,

! GEF Study Team, 11 November 2001, Second Overall Performance $tudy (OPS2), - Final Draft. GEF, Washington, p. 52-53.
? GLIF Study Team, 11 November 2001. Second Overall Performance Study (OPS2), - Final Draft. G1iL, Washington, p. 52.
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2.2 Responsiveness
2.21 Brief introduction to Key issues

In this section, we focus on key issues identified by the CoP to the CBD relating to the
responsiveness to the Convention and its guidance. Although our main topic is responsiveness of
the GEF to CoP guidance, we include an analysis of the developing country parties responsiveness
to the guidance, since the GEF is supposed to respond to the demand expressed by cligible parties.
‘The main points covered include:

¢ Conformity of GEF activities with the guidance of the CoP;

* Incorporating CoP guidance on an ongoing basis into the development of the Operational
Strategy (OS) and programmes, to ensure that the objectives of the Convention are
addressed;

® Developing policies and procedures that fully comply with CoP guidance in a
straightforward and timely manner;

* Increasing its flexibility to respond to the thematic longer-term programme of work of the
CBD, in accordance with the guidance of the CoP;

* Promotng the catalytic role of the GEF in mobilising funding from other sources for GEF-
tunded activities;

* Promoting effotts to ensure that the implementing agencies fully comply with the policy,
strategy, programme priorities and eligibility criteria of the CoP in their support for country-
driven activities funded by the GEF; and

* Increasing support to priority actions identified in national plans and strategies of developing
countries.

2.2.2 Conformity with CoP Guidance

2.2.21 Communication between CBD and GEF

One of the factors likely to affect responsiveness is the communication of the requirements
from the Convention, and to take into account the constraints related to its mplementation. In the
following sections, we look at both formal and informal communication among the CoP, CBD
Secretariat and GEF Secretariat.

Official communications between the two political bodies

The agreements guiding the communication between the CoP and the GEF Council are
specified in a joint Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the partics. According to the
MOU, the GEF is instructed to follow the guidance of the CoP. The Guidance is augmented every
two years through the CoP process where new decisions are reached. There is then an internal GEF
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review process to see how its activities respond to the guidance and make adjustments as required.
Interviewees noted that the GEF uses the Program Review process, to examine concordance of its
programmes with CoP guidance and identify gaps.

The key formal mechanism for GEF reporting to the Convention is a report to each CoP
meeting (every two years) on its activities and their compliance with the Convention. Some of our
interviewees suggested that, while this is seen as a useful instrument of communication, this
reporting of results by the GEF is not perceived by all parties as being independent. Furthermore,
there is some perception among interviewees that CoP representatives do not always appreciate this
reporting to the fullest extent.

Informal communications between secretariats

There are also semi-formal communication mechanisms between the GEF and the CBD
Sectetariat, including Interim ISOC meetings (not institutionalized), and the Task Fotce on
Biodiversity, with representation from the IAs. In addition, the CBD Secretariat is required to
comment on the conformity with the Convention of each GEF-supported project going through the
approval process. These mechanisms are recognized by many respondents as instrumental in
ensuring better communication between the two bodies.

Numerous additional oppottunities exist for informal communication on strategic and
programmatic issues. It is now routine to send GEF documents to the CBD Secretariat for
comments, while the CBD Secretariat ensures that the GEF has a slot during CoP discussions. In
the end, these two mechanisms do not guarantee integration of the comments or views from one
patty ot another into any final product.

Addidonal layers of guidance have increased complexity and confusion, and may provide a
barrier to mainstreaming convention priorities in country dialogues. A mechanism is needed to
increase discussion and intetpretation of CoP guidance between the GEF Secretariat and the CBD.
Indeed, guidance needs to be operationalized by the GEF Secretariat in consultation with the CBD
Secretariat, so that it can cutline clear rules as well as possibilities for flexible interpretation and
application by the three [As.

There has been an increased willingness between the two bodies over the past two years to
work through the existing communication channels. However, in order to Improve commumnication,
the CoP could also investigate the appropriateness of broadening the consultations between the
CBD and GEF Secretariats, and some key developed and developing countries representatives
between Col’ meetings, in order to better identify issues and constraints related to upcoming items
for further CoP Guidance. This could help to ensure a swifter responsiveness to the Guidance. The
CoP and the GEF may also want to devise a joint impartial review and reporting process to the Col’
to ensure better perception by the delegates of GEF reporting to the CoP.

Recommendation: The CoP should investigate the appropriateness of
broadening the consultations between the CBD Secretariat, the GEF Secretariat,
and some key developed and developing countries representatives prior to each
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CoP; this could also serve as a mechanism for increasing discussion and
intetpretation of CoP guidance.

2.2.2.2 Difference and similarities in perception of CoP guidance

Many review respondents agreed that there are differences in perception of the meaning of
CoP guidance. As one interviewee said, “there are varying interpretations because the guidance lends
itself to that”. As noted above, the body of CoP guidance offers a wide-ranging list of items, subject
to diverse interpretations.

According to some interviewees, differences in perception and interpretation can be noted
between the CBD and the GEF Secretariats, as well as between the GEF Coordination Units of the
IAs and their field offices. For example, some sources suggested that there were differences of
opinion on the interpretation of the CoP guidance on Biosafety at the HQ level, leading to the
organization of two workshops to clarify the scope of the gutdance. At the field level, it seems that
in many cases the process of developing CoP guidance is seen as a high level political exercise, which
leaves decisions open to broad or narrow interpretation.

Data collected from national focal points supports the claim that there are varying
terpretations of GEF compliance with CoP guidance, and also supports the argument that there
are significant weaknesses in overall understanding of CoP guidance. 28% of focal points responded,
“I don’t know” in answer to the question of whether or not GEF policies and procedures comply
with CoP Guidance. Similarly, when the same respondents were asked to evaluate the level of
adequacy of GEF support for policies and procedures that fully comply with CoP guidance, 41%
answered, “l don’t know"”.

Interviewees generally agreed that detailed knowledge of CoP Guidance is still lacking at the
field level. This supportts the view that insufficient progress has been made since the first review,
which found that field officers were not knowledgeable about CoP Guidance. The following were
identified as challenges in communicating the Guidance:

* The CoP process deals with an increasingly broad network of players but as it broadens, it
tends to become weaker;

The changes and varying qualifications of the personnel involved in the process;
The general burden of work on the IAs (GEF is only one aspect of their work);
‘The responsibility of field officers vis-d-vis the guidance and their role in applying it
Competition among IAs for GEF resources;

The complex nature and cumbersome language of the guidance; and

The lack of effective education/communication tools on the guidance.

The communication challenge is of central impottance as this diversity of interpretations of
the Guidance appears to be related to the often-negative perception of the transparency of decision
making within the GEF. Country Dialogue Workshops and introduction of the Internet Forum have
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been positive steps to improve communication, but there is room for progress in that area to ensure
common understanding and uniform selection criteria for projects,

In view of these challenges, the CoP may want to impress on the GEF the need to:
* Reinforce the communication efforts now underway through the country dialogue
workshops
® Identfy additional means for enhancing the responsibility of the IA field officers vis-a-vis
their role in ensuring compliance with CoP guidance in their application of the GEF OPs
® Ensure greater technical capacity in GEF and Implementing Agencies, especially in the field,
to understand the technicalities of CBD guidance and GEF OPs.

Recommendation; The CoP should instruct the GEF and CBD Secretariats to
undertake further efforts to clearly communicate to all stakeholdets what is eligible
or not for funding, based on CoP guidance and the GEF Operational Strategy. There
is also a need to enhance understanding of CoP Guidance at all levels.

2.2.2.3 Responsiveness of the GEF and conformity of operational strategy, programmes, policies,
procedures and projects

Programune and policy level

Our research generally suggests that GEF policies and procedures comply with CoP
guidance, as is illustrated by the graph below, which depicts questionnaire responses from national
focal points, also supporting the claim that there are varying perceptions of GEF compliance with
CoP guidance.

Do GEF policies/procedures comply with CoP guidance?

M28% @ Do not know
HENo

OYes

h 7 3%
169%

Similatly, at the programme and policy level, it was also the general perception of
interviewees that the 13 programme priorities designed and approved in 1995 by the GEF are broad

enough to allow any CoP guidance to be integrated therein’.

It should be noted that the GEF OS specifies that “flexibility will be an integral element of
implementing this strategy so that the GEF may respond to changing circumstances, and may learn
from and be responsive to evolving scientific and technical knowledge, insights of countries, and

3 For further information on the programme priorities, please sce: GUF, 1996, Operational Strategy of the Global Environment Facility
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guidance of the conventions” *. The necessity to adjust to new guidance from the CoP is also
recognized in the programme of the GEF, and included in the “Ten Operational Principles™ for the
GEF Work Program.

Some Interviewees from the GEF, the CBD and donor agencies suggested that the OS might
not be specific enough, leading to ovetlap in opetations, and a lack of focus. The Stratepy has not
been revised since 1995, and may suffer from the same lack of focus as the CoP guidance. If a
focussed process of strategic planning for the guidance (by the CBD) takes shape and targets are
identified, the rationalization of the CoP guidance could also help focus the GEF OS. However, as
one donor noted, the key issue in the conformity of the OS of the GEF to CoP guidance 1s the
capacity of the GEF (and IAs) to understand and interpret the guidance so that they can translate it
into practical operations.’

2.2.2.4 Flexibility to respond to thematic long-term program of CBD

A number of donors (with the Danish and Dutch in the lead) are embarking on a longer-
term, more integrated approach to development assistance. This shift comes in response to the
lessons learned in development cooperation, which point to the merit of such approaches
promoting local ownership, capacity development and aid effectiveness. Within this context, a key
tesponsiveness issue is the adequacy of the GEI’s response in developing a more flexible, longer-
term, more integrated vision to support to biodiversity conservation. The anchor for this approach
could be the national biodiversity strategies and action plans (NBSAP’s) now underway or recently
adopted by most developing country parties. Indeed, the first review already identified this need.®

The GEF has been supporting the development of strategies through its enabling activitics
mechanism. If effectively followed up, these could be a first step in integrated national approaches
to biodivetsity conservation and mainstreaming of biodiversity into national development, as part of
a longer-term approach. Interviews with the GEF indicate that they are also considering this
question. Yet, a critical concetn is the lack of priotitization in some strategles. A review of some of
these strategies indicates that while some have clearly defined directions for implementations, time
frames and responsible parties, many do not include such details and may not effectively support a
long-term programmatic approach by the GEF. Further CoP and GEF guidance on the contents of

these strategies and refinements to those that exist may help to support a programme approach over
time.

According to some GEF interviewees, a dialogue is already underway and the GEF seems
likely to move in the direction of some form of long term programmatic approach, in support of the
implementation of these strategies. Indeed, the GEF proposed introducing the programmatic
approach in an Information Paper in May 2001. It proposed “a longer term financial support

* Global Environment Facllity 1996. Operational Strategy of the Global Environment Facility, Washington,

> GEL, February 1998. Repors of the Fourth Meeting of the CoP o the Convention on Biofogical Diversity. GEIY, Washington. P. 27,

¢ CBD, 1998. Review of the Effectiveness of the Financial Mechanism, Note by the Fxecutive Secretary, Conference of the Parties to the
Convention on Biological Diversity, Fourth mecting, Bratislava, UNEP/ CBD/ CoP /4/ 16, p. 19.
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through a country-based program, which would go beyond the scope of an individual project to
support an integrated set of projects, funded through a phased, multi-year commitment.”” This
would be piloted in a few countries over the next few years.

Interviewees identified the following concerns that may come into play in implementing a
longer-term, programme approach:

How can this longer-term commitment be made possible by the GEF, given its defined time
limits on financial commitments?

How can this approach be kept fully consistent with the principle of responsiveness to the
country needs?

How will the issue of competition for financial resources for projects versus programmes,
and within programmes be dealt with at the country level?

How will this approach redefine the role of IAs and the GEF Secretariat, as a central role
may be required in setting up a programme focus and procedures?

A number of preconditions have been appropriately identified by OPS2 for the introduction

of this approach, such as:

An interface between GEF and government agencies and stakeholders across sectors, if the
process 1s to remain country-driven,;

The credibility of the GEF, built through GEF-funded projects integrated into national
development strategies;

Local capability in program management and links with other sources of finance, including a
clear commitment of domestic financial resources;

Commitment of agencies to work across sectoral ministries in order to mainstream global
environmental issues into national development; and

A high level of national political and financial commitment to the environment and to the
proposed I:urograrn.s

Although the GEF is making efforts to respond to the longer-term thematic work

programme of the CBD, further progress will require planning instruments that have longer-term
ottentation and that are embraced by the various IAs and partners (including other donors). This
will also require the development of specific management capacities within the GEF and its IAs and
in the countries where the approach is adopted.

Recommendation: The CoP should support GEF efforts to move towards a
programmatic approach in support of the thematic, longer-term programme of the
CBD, and encourage it to develop appropriate instruments and capacities to bring
this approach to maturity.

T GEY, April 2001. The GEF Programmatic Approach: Current Understandings. Council Paper GEF/CA17/Inf 11,
8 GEF Study Team, 11 November 2001, Seqond Overall Perfarmance Stady (OPS2), - Final Draft. GLE, Washington
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2.2.3 Financial Mechanism and Developing Country Parties

2.2.3.1 Responsiveness to Developing Country Parties’ priorities

As indicated in the graph below, the majority of Focal Points who responded to our
questionnaire believed that the GEF OS is by and large relevant for addressing their national BD
needs. Indeed, 79% found the relevance satisfactory and another 7% found it highly satisfactory.

“ How televant has the GEF Operational Strategy been in addressing your national BD needs? *

M Satisfactory
ODo not know

O Unsatisfactory

W 79% W Highly Unsatisfactory

BFully Satisfactory
|
[
]

On the other hand, our data also suggests that few focal points knew about the GEF
Programme priorities. This was exemplified by the typically low rate of response when requested to
list which programme priorities they found most relevant to their country. This may point to the
need for the GEF to better communicate its programme and relevant opportunities at the country
level, as noted earlier.

Participants from all sectors, including IAs, Focal Points and NGOs, reported difficulties in
both accessing and understanding GEF’s policies and procedutes. They noted that it is hard to keep
up with GEF procedures through its memo system, as somctimes memos do not artive at the
Operational Focal Points or IAs, due to bottlenecks at the Focal Point and/or the Headquarters of
the TA. Even when they do arrive, they often refer to previous circulars, which the recipient may or
may not have seen. Along these lines, the OPS2 finds that in-country understanding of GEF 1s sull
weak and needs “urgent attention”. The Country Dialogue Workshops, which started two years ago,
have greatly increased understanding of the GEF, but this is not enough, as “there i1s a broader
unfilled information gap about GEF at the country level that must be addressed more

sy 9

systematically”.

Many respondents noted that the OS clearly lays out basic GEF approaches, but they would
like more detail on priorities within and among programmes, and changing priorities over time. This
is complicated by the overlay of Col’ guidance since the OS was produced in 1995, Many developing
country representatives would also like greater transparency in delineation of GEF’s priorities and

* GEF Study Team, 11 November 2001, Sesond Overall Performance Study (OPS2), - Final Draft. GTI, Washin rton, p. 115.
¥ 3y H P
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funding allocations for specific regions, countries and sub-topics, in order to allow them to better
position their proposals for success.

Several interviewees reported that it is often difficult to obtain documents from the GEI
Secretariat, either in hard or electronic versions. For example, one regional NGO focal point
suggested that the Project Tracking Map on the GEF website would be a good tool to facilitate
public involvement, but it doesn’t have enough information. The GEF website is seen as very useful
by many respondents, but others noted that GEF should not depend on the website for
communications since Internet access in developing countries is often limited by technical and/or
financial barriers. This is consistent with the findings of the OPS2, as they argue that “the GEF
needs to become more adept at spreading its messages in easily understandable information
products, well beyond its present reliance on website services. "

Onur field visits support these conclusions. For example, key stakeholders from government,
IAs and NGOs in Ecuador indicated that they are trying to address the ptiorities of the Convention,
CoP guidance and GEF programs. However, many felt that GEF principles, critetia, operational
strategies and proceduges are still unclear. What exists on paper is quite general and there is a
perception that there are “unwritten rules” which only become explicit when proposals enter the
approval process. This complicates and lengthens the project cycle for both IAs and proponents,
and excludes organizations that do not have the resources and patience to learn the true “rules of
the game”. Operational strategies, programmes and other procedural documents need to be written
in clear language for easy comprehension.

The World Bank also addresses this issue of relevance, noting that in one case, “the
underlying factors for biodiversity loss or degradation were generally thoroughly explored and
outlined during project preparation...”, but “...the project’s design did not necessarily address these
factors satisfactorily, such as the need for mainstreaming BD concerns or addressing the necessary
policy framework™'. Although a 2000 World Bank’s BD study cites many positive examples of
relevance of the OPs and OS to country priorities, it also observes that “the projects’ design and

expected achievements rarely matched the implementation environment”'?

Our research on this issue is consistent with the findings of the OPS2 that “country
stakeholders do not find it easy to understand the GEF’s goals, objectives, and operational
modalities, particularly with respect to ... global environmental benefits and incremental cost
financing. Good information products from the GEF would help to alleviate the many
misconceptions and misunderstandings which prevail about the GEF mandate and processes”. "

1 GEF Srudy Team, 11 November 2001, Second Overall Performance Study (OPS2), - Final Draft. GLF, Washington, p. 91.

" World Bank, July 2000. Bank Performance in Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Use: Findings from an Evaluation of Selected Bank
Supported Projects — Draft Report. WB — Opcerations [valuation Dept., p. 5.

12 World Bank, July 2000. Bank Perfarmance in Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Use: Findings from an Evaluation of Selected Bank
Supported Projects — Draft Report. WB - Operations Livaluation Dept., p.34

2 GEF Study Team, 11 November 2001. Second Overadl Performance Study (OPS2), - Final Draft. GEF, Washington, p. 117.
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Recommendation: The CoP should instruct the GEF Secretariat and its IAs to better
and clearly communicate the GEF programmes, directions, priorities and current

opportunities at the country level. This could include communicating ro them in
their native Ianguage to all interested parties,

Relevance of GEF supported projects
At the project level, data from the questionnaire sent to focal points suggests that a
significant majority found that GEF projects reflected their country’s BD priorities, as illustrated

below:

‘How well do GEF projects reflect the national biodiversity priorities of your country?

T6%

@ Fully Satsfactorily W Satisfactorily O Unsatisfactorily 0 Do not know MNo Answer

The findings from our field visits generally support the view that some countries have made
strong links between GEF projects and national priorities, enhancing overall relevance. For instance,
the National Bio-diversity Conservation Project in Russia linked efficiently with local biodiversity
priorities and initiatives. These were related mostly to the first two objectives, i.e., BD conservation
and sustainable use. The guidelines, as demonstrated in the Management Plan for the Kerchinsky
Reserve (a pilot project within the national programme located in Nizhni Novgorod oblast),
included extensive interaction with all stakeholders in parks, buffer and transition zones. Indeed,
such enhanced participation can help ensure that national BD priorities are accounted for in GEF

pro}ects.

According to our research, the involvement of the Focal Points within governments and the
field offices of IAs helped to ensure that projects addressed country priorities. In addition, it is
evident that GEF has funded many projects initiated by national environmental NGOs, who often
have solid country knowledge and experience, sometimes even more than their respective
governments. Projects often mobilized the strongest players within and outside government,
ensuring that real priorities are being met.

However, in Ecuador, the NBSAP is too new to assess relevance of projects to national
priorities. Until its completion in 2001, there was no strategy to guide the choice of projects and no
clear national GEF strategy. The lack of national frameworks for biodiversity planning in some
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countries has meant that some projects are dtiven by the interests of partics who have knowledge of
GEE and resources to pursue project funding. These may or may not respond to national
biodiversity priorities. For example, thete is a preponderance in the GEF portfolio of protected
areas (PAs) projects, even though for many countries, there is an equal need to focus on biodiversity
outside PAs, as well as sustainable use and benefit-sharing, Complicating matters is the fact GEF
projects can follow national priorities only when these also provide global benefits.

The OPS2 interim report concluded that many GEF projects did not seem to reflect country
priorities. "A good deal of country ownership seemed appatent, but many GEF projects did not
seem country driven in terms of involvement of the designated national Operational Focal Points.
This was understandable when the GEF was new and its operational objectives, strategy and policies
wete not well known. However there is now a need for a better in-country mechanism for

coordinating GEF activities "."*

The recent completion of biodiversity strategies and plans for many countties should help
guide the GEF, the IAs and the country stakeholders in further addressing a broader range of
country priotities, as long as priontization of those actions is clear. All steps should be taken to
ensure that national BD priorities are reflected in GEF projects and activities, and that the GEF OS
and OPS also match national BD priorities. Enhanced country participation in project planning can
facilitate this occurrence.

Recommendation: While recognizing the efforts of the GEF to meet country
priorities, the CoP should encourage the financial mechanism to further enhance
the relevance of its projects by ensuring thar IAs continue to apply and improve
stakeholder participation in project identification and planning, strengthening
the leadership role of the country.

GEF communications to partners and stakeholders

Over the last two years, the GEF has initiated outreach and communications to stakeholders,
including: Country Dialogue Workshops; project and issue-based workshops at Convention
meetings; dissemination of best practices and lessons learned; targeting info to NGOs; outreach to
media, and; the GEF website; all of which are important for enhancing communication overall.

It appears that the GEF has had some successes with its website and the Country Dialogue
workshops in the last two years. The country dialogue workshops are organized by the [As with the
participation of the GEF Secretariat and coordinated by UNDP. The OPS2 study has rightly noted

that the sessions have improved understanding of GEF programs and procedures.” However, there

H GLE Study Team, 11 November 2001, Second Overall Performansce Study (OPS2), - Final Draft. GEY, Washington, p. 115.
1% GEF Study Team, 11 November 2001. Second Overall Performance Stndy (OPS2), - Final Draft. GEY, Washington
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might be 2 need to broaden the audience, as data collected elsewhere in our review suggests that
many stakeholders are still unclear about GEF programs and procedures.

Special efforts have also taken place to involve NGOs in GEF consultations. CoP guidance
is also shared at GEF Council meetings and at pre-Council NGO meetings. In particular, some of
our NGO respondents mentioned that they appreciate the opportunity to participate in meetings
before the GEF Council meetings and during the CoP meetings. This is a helpful mechanism for
ensuring that GEF projects and strategies match national BD priorities as well. However, they
pointed out that it is often too late to tespond and be proactive, rathet than reactive. It was also
pointed out that all receptivity to comments is key for ensuring that consultations are credible.
Indeed, the pardcipatory efforts and approaches in place at present are noteworthy and recognized,
yet it is important to ensure that these are further enhanced. In addidon, the continuation of
Country Dialogues Workshops, if designed to reach out to mote and diverse stakeholders, should
also help to broaden the portfolio to address a range of national BD issues, and help ensure that
GEF projects propetly reflect national BD priorities.

Recommendation: the CoP encourage the GEF Secretariat and its IAs to sustain its
efforts to enhance communication with developing country stakeholders, with an
increasing role and a broadened audience for Country Dialogue Workshops, which
can enhance cooperation among all parties ar the country level,

How CoP guidance could be implemented to better address country needs

National focal points were asked directly how they thought the CoP Guidance to the GEF
could be implemented to better reflect country and local needs. Their responses were then compiled
and the following broad categories of suggestion for actions by the GEF emerged out of this
analysis of the responses:

‘How can CoP Guidance to GEF be implemented to better reflect local needs?’

0 lFocus on Capacity Development & Country Needs

B Simple fund disbursement

OMore consultation/info-sharing: GEIF-CBIL focal point
O Broader public consultations for awareness

W Support for Sustainability and Ownership

B 1 I nvolve local communities in design

012% M More Aexibile and responsive TAs

W11% O11%

O Better informed and strengthened focal points
B Need 1o focus on local incennves

B Other responses
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"These responses support out findings for the Review. As noted in the previous section,
patticipatory planning processes for projects and national strategies are key for ensuring adequate
response to national and local BD priorities.

Strengthening developing country representation at the CoP

Several respondents noted that successful implementation of CoP guidance at the country
level 1s also affected by the weaknesses in country representation at the CoP itself. One donor
suggested that if national CoP delegates were better prepated for the CoP partticipation, they could
more effectively communicate their needs during international negotiations. While the CoP efforts
to strengthen representation from developing countries are recognized, respondents noted that this
may only cover minimal delegations to convention meetings. Developed countries often send large
delegations, while many developing countries have one or only a few people. The people often
change over time hampering continuity in the country’s knowledge of the CBD and its positions on
issues at hand. It is also difficult for a small delegation to attend concurrent sessions. Capacity and
financial issues are barriers. In addition, these representatives may have limited capacity to address
the diverse issues under the CoP, and little administrative, financial and technical support. Some are
over-burdened by their responsibilities for multiple environmental conventions.

For example, in the case of Ecuador, the delegation has varied in size and composition ovet
time, although it is getting larger. At times, delegates sent from a given Ministry had limited technical
knowledge. At other times, consultants/NGQOs have attended, using GEF project funds, while
Government staff have not been able to attend. Over time, continuity is growing as a core group has
developed, and a National Working Group on Biodiversity, consisting of over 120 volunteer
scientists, has been formalized by government. These are the types of innovative measures that are
needed when resources are scarce. Developing country representation at CoP meetings requires
strengthening if the CBD is to succeed. The following suggestions by respondents are supported by
the review team:

* holding regional preparatory meetings for the SBSTTA (scientific and technical body of

GEF) to strengthen their support of national delegations at the CoP;

¢ undertaking capacity-building for decision-makers including CoP delegates; and
* improving coordination among CoP delegations and Focal Points and assess and respond to
needs for capacity development of all of these.

2.2.3.2 Responsiveness/support of developing country parties

The importance of ensuring that national governments are on-board, promoting and
supporting BD initiatives remains crucial, and is not only a function of the GEF itself, but is a major
responsibility shared by Developing Country Parties, as political commitment, although it can be
facilitated from the outside, truly comes from within national borders. Many interviewees noted that
GEF funding has been effective in stimulating government interest in biodiversity issues where it
has not existed before. But, in the end, this temains a task for country actors. Qur data suggests that
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national endorsement of projects is often limited to either the environment or financial authority,
with less awareness and commitment from other ministries and political actors, and other sectors of
society. Overall, this suppott from the government is an essential factor in achieving project
success, and the objectives of the CBD.

Interviews and field visits shed light on some examples of the importance of government
commitment. In Seychelles, the government assisted the project with financial advances on two
separate occasions when delays were experienced in financial disbursement from the World Bank,
which indicates a high level of commitment. Qur field visit suggested that this was a main factor in
project success. Government personnel from Foreign Affairs involved in the project M&E were
seen as facilitating the project execution. In addition, the CBD focal point indicated that the
Government had led the strategy for biodiversity conservation that culminated in the NBSAP. As
government is the main agent and facilitator of BD projects in Seychelles, it provided an enabling
cnvironment for the development of projects related to biodiversity.

Similarly, in China, “the GEF’s Environmental Technical Assistance Project was the largest
and most complex project of its kind... and has also been one of the most successful and effectve.
China, notwithstanding the magnitude of environmental problems it is facing, now has one of the
most comprehensive environmental frameworks and competent environmental protection
insttutions of any developing country in the world. Most of the credit for those achievements rests

squarely with the Chinese government”',

Our research suggests that often the degree of national commitment for projects vaties with
the personnel in the government, especially those working in the Operational Focal Points. One
NGO focal point noted that when a capable government officer is in place, projects are often better
designed and articulated with other national initiatives. Therefore, commitment from within can
strengthen and wane with the changing of the political guard, in many cases. For example, 1n
Argentina, one officer circulated projects to relevant agencies and parties for their comments, thus
generating greater “buy-in” than before, and this was very much unlike the actions taken by the
preceding officer in that position.

The Russian case is similar; they have had a strong national team throughout their national
BD programme. Yet, initially strong government commitment for the programme is less clear today,
following a series of changes among senior government officials. The impact of the project is
thetefore in doubt. Such management changes often reflect changes in national ptiorities. The
Russian programme still appears to have strong support from regional governments such as in
Nizhni Novgorod oblast. But in the decade since discussions of the programme first began, there
has been a general waning of national interest in Russia in environmental issues, including BD
issues, in favour of socio-economic issues, such as povetty, jobs and so on.

16 Wotld Bank, Naovember 2000, OED Review of the Bank s Petformance on the Environment, Draft, p.32.
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The case of Jordan also supports this trend. Our field research suggests that there was
generally good government understanding and commitment for the GEF interventions, especially
through their National Environment Strategy and NEAP and the completion of the protected area
network (by the Royal Society for the Conservation of Nature). For example, both cash and in-kind
contributions were offered by the government, such as allocation of staff, making office space
available, vehicles and communication services to national teams working on the various GEF
projects. 'Thts was directly responsible for the project’s early successes. However, interviewees
noted that government buteaucracy and contnuous staff turnover has impeded effective
implementation of GEF projects, and decreased chances for sustained overall political commitment.
The local institutions rely strongly on personal interaction and personal levels of communication and
chemistry for cooperation.

While the CBD and subsequent CoP decisions emphasize the importance of country-driven
projects, this term masks some complications in identifying exactly what that means. It is logically
often taken to mean “national government driven”, since it is governments that are the signatories
to the Convention. On the other hand, all countries have a diverse array of both government and
non-government playets in the BD field, all of which will need to buy in to projects, if they are to
have positive and sustainable results. In some cases, evidence suggests that NGOs had equal or
greater capacity and cxperience than government, yet were “slowed down” by ineffective or
discontinuous government attention to BD. In other cases, it seemed that the GEF portfolio 1s
“NGO-driven”, by a small group of experenced NGOs and with minimal involvement by
responsible government authorities, other NGOs, academics and the private sector.

We support a suggestion that emerged from our interviews, that given the weak institutional
capacity of many government agencies, it is equally important to have project endorsement by
NGOs and other civil society bodies, (e.g. local government, community organizations and
universities) to enhance overall political commitment. The Developing Country governments can be
catalysts in this process. Even where government environmental authorities have the will and
interest, they often lack technical and financial capacity as well as influence within government to
commit to and support BD, and therefore, they also need the support from sectors of civil society.

Many ways to enhance political commitment were suggested through our field visits and
interviews. Some countries have set up national GEF committees to advise the Operational Focal
Point on the degree to which project proposals meet national priorities. This has helped to speed up
the in-country selection process and ensure broader commitment. For example, Ecuador is presently
otganizing such an advisory committee, aiming for broad representation, and plans to use its new
2001 Biodiversity Policy, National Strategy and Action Plan to guide decisions. Several respondents
rightly suggested that governments be asked to clearly demonstrate their commitment to integration
of biodiversity through concrete actions {e.g, legal reform, adoption of policies) as part of the criteria
for project approval, in addition to attempting to rally support outside government.
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Recommendation: The CoP should instruct the GEF and developing country Parties
to ensure that all possible steps for enhancing political and civil society commitment
and having BD projects be country-driven are taken, and steps already being taken
on this front are continued and improved. This can include having stakeholders
demonstrate and clearly articulate commitment early in the process, and broadening
the scope of which groups to seek commitment from in society.

2.2.3.3 Leveraging of funding in addition to GEF funding

The 1998 evaluation concluded, “GEF grants have leveraged additional funding for global
environmental benefits from both Implementing Agencies and other funding sources” and noted
that leveraging was greater during GEF 1 (1994-7) than during the Pilot Phase. It is crucial that the
GEF act as an effective and catalytic mobilizer of additional funds and co-financing.

Recently, the GEF’s own Performance Report stated that “GEF projects, particularly
through the involvement of the IFC, have played a major role in seeking to redirect and mobilize
private capital, expertise and privately held technology”'’. This year’s Biodiversity Programme Study
indicated the GEF “...has provided and leveraged a substantial amount of funding for BD
conservation and sustatnable use around the world, $1.18 billion of direct financing and about §2
billion in leveraged co-financing”"®. Many reported mobilizing “substandal financial resources”
during implementation, which were not anticipated at project approval. Trust funds (e.g. in Peru,
Bhutan) have attracted funds exceeding estimates during design. For example, “the Peru National
Trust Fund project has been one of the WB’s most successful trust fund examples, mobilizing to
date US$27 million. It could be argued that in some cases, the actual resources leveraged are higher
than reported; for example, projects rarely account for the actual cost of in kind government
countetpart contributions”"”.

An evaluation of the Small Grants Programme found that many countries have succeeded in
attracting  both co-financing grants and significant volunteer inputs. Projects also reported
stimulating actions and outcomes going beyond the project, such as: (a) replication or expansion of
GEF-supported models or demonstrations; (b) development common methodologies which wete
applied elsewhere, (c) changes in attitudes and awareness, (d) broader country policy changes™.

A table revealing summary co-financing data from the review period, broken down both by
OP and by IA, is found on the following page:

17 GIEF Project Performance Report 2000, GIEF Council — Aptl 10, 2001, p.88

'8 Singh, 8. and C. Volonte 2001, Bisdiversity Pragram Stady, GEF, Monitering and Livaluation Unit, Washington., p.60

12 GEF Project Performance Report 2000, GEF Council — Aprit 10, 2001, p.20

% Global Environment Facility. GEF Lessons Notes 3, January 1999. G Scerctariat Monitoring and Evaluation Program,
Washington,, p. 2
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Final Report

GEF Co-fina

ncing: 1997-2001

- Q.P.. | Total Portfolio Breakdown Wo nk JUNDP
e T du i :
Total # Toral Co- Average 5 | Toal# Total Co- Total # Total Co- Total # & Total Total # | Total Co-
af finance Co-finance | of finance of finance of Co- of finance
Projects Cost Costs Projects Cost Projects Cost Projects finance Project | Cost
with Co- ($mnill ) ($mill) (¥$mill) ($miil) Cost s (¥mill )
_ financing (8mill,)
4 18 328.49 1825 | 5 26383 | 9 5388 | 2 208 12 $8.7
2 22 283.8 129 | 10 141.38 [ 12 14242 | -- - | - -
3 26 383.01 14.73 | 16 268.13 |1 10 114.88 | -- - | - -
4 6 37.96 6.32 | 2 19.23 | 4 1873 | - - | - -
8.T. |7 §9.8 1282 | 1 3750 | 3 4651 | 3 579 5 -- -
Multi | 39 1255.15 32.18 | 29 97146 | 4 10.04 | 2 2084 | 4 25281
0O.P.
Total: | 118 $2 378.21 $20.15 | 63 $1701.53 | 42 $386.46 | 7 $28.71 [ 6 261.51

Compiled from: GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Unit. Project Data File. 2007 — Co-fnancing Period 1997-2001

Many examples of leveraged funding/ co-financing were found through our interviews, field

visits and desk studies. A specific example of leveraging financing was found in our field visit to
Jordan, where sustainability was enhanced in July 2000, when the RSCN sccured 2$3 million from
USAID to expand the tourism and socio-economic programme pioneered in the Dana GEF
mitiative. RSCN has also gained institutional sustainability by raising over $1.5 million for a trust
fund to maintain RSCN running core costs.

Sinularly, in Russia, our data suggests that overall:
The programme clearly has been catalytic at national, regional and local levels.
Nationally, they were able to help attract further support from the WWF, USAID and other
bilateral donors, as well as from the federal budget in a period of very tight resources.

Regionally, in the Baikal regions and NN, they were able to stimulate investments and

suppott from regional administrations, NGOs and private sector.

They were also able to stimulate a great deal of local support through small project funds
that financed hundreds of initiatives with at least 50% of resources coming from the local
proponents.

Responses to our questionnaire support this positive view of the GEF’s tole as a catalytic

mobilizer of funding and co-financing, National focal points found that the GEF’s catalyuc role in
mobilizing funding was generally adequate, as reflected in the graph below:

2 It is important to point out that the OP$1 has recognized that UNLP is NO'T a funding agency and it is therefore not realistic to
expect that it will provide the same level of co-financing as the UNDD or the World Bank.
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“What is the level of adequacy of GEF support in their catalytic role in mobilizing funding?”

O Not adequate
16%

& Adequate
B >0 not know

W Do not know
18%

O Not adequate
EJ Adequate ot adequate

57%

Overall, generally speaking, “GEF projects have played 2 major role in attracting co-
financing from other soutces during project preparation and implementation”. However,
“although there were many instances of projects that mobilized finances beyond the anticipated
project co-financing, the experience in leveraging financing has not been uniform. The GEF’s
expetience in leveraging financing, particularly for BD projects, can be characterized as generally
adequate but somewhat uneven, and expectations that projects will generate substantial additional
financial support during implementation...” ate often not realized. The exception seems to be with
conservation trust funds. “However, the EAP region’s BD portfolio has not leveraged significant

: - : 3523
resources for BD conservation over and above project co—ﬁnancmg .

In sum, the success of the GEF in continued financial leveraging will be crucial in the years
ahead. The experience gained will be particulasly relevant for ensuring funding in view of emerging
programmatic approaches, and the funding needs likely to be attached to them.

Recommendation: In view of the tremendous BD conservation needs, the CoP
should encourage the GEF to continue to further and build its role as a catalyst
and lever of additional funding.

2 GEF, April 2001, GEF Praject Perfarmance Report 2000, GEY Council, p 2
B GEF, April 2001, GEF Pryject Perfarmance Report 2000, GEF Council, p. 87.
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2.3 Effectiveness
231 Brief introduction to key issues

In this section, we focus on key issues identified by CoP that relate to the effectiveness of
the financial mechanism, including:

* The effectiveness of the GEF-funded activities on the implementation of the Convention
and in the achievement of its three objectives;

* Improving the efficiency, effectiveness and transparency of the cooperation and
coordination among implementing agencies with a view to improving the processing and
delivery systems of the GEF and to avoid duplication and parallel processes;

+ The need to enhance cooperation between the Implementing Agencies to increase efforts to
improve the processing and delivery systems of the Global Environment Facility; and

* Inter-secretariat cooperation.

232 Effectiveness of policies and programmes

In terms of GEF effectiveness at the policy and program level, the GEF already has in place
a system that allows tracking of expenditures by Operational Program. As the financial mechanism
for the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), GEF addresses issues of global importance
undet its operational programs (OPs). These OPs represent the following ecosystems: (a) arid and
semi arid (OP1); (b) coastal, marine and freshwater (OP2); (c) forest (OP3); and (d) mountain (OP4).
OP12, integrated ecosystem management, and OP13, agricultural biodiversity are recent additions™
reflecting the broader ecosystem based approach promoted by the CoP guidance.

>

In terms of classification of projects by operational program for the review period 1997-
2001, OP3 (forests), continues to have the largest number of projects and GEF allocation, with a
total of 36 projects and an allocation of $159.6 million.” This is followed by OP2 (coastal, marine,
and freshwater), with 32 projects and an allocation of $139.9 million. OP1 {arid and semi-arid) and
OP4 (mountains) consist of 32 projects and $152.4 million, and 32 projects and $139.9 million,
tespectively. In addition, there are 7 projects dealing with short-term response measures, with an
allocation of $41.6 million™. Enabling Activities account for 209 projects and $62.1 million, whilc
Mult-OP has 44 projects, for $344.8 million.

On the next page, a summary table provides a breakdown of biodiversity projects approved
during the period 1997-2001, broken down by each OP and for each of the three main
implementing agencies (as well as for multi 1A projects).

2 GEF, September 2001. Biodiversity Program Status Review. FY01. Draft

% In terms of the distribution of projects by Operational Program (OP), it is recognized that many of the projects, in addition to the
primary OP assigned, also fall within classifications of other ecosystems.

26 GLL, September 2001, Biodiversity Program Status Review. 1Y 01,
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It appears that globally the GEF, through its OPs, is effectively addressing the priority areas
of concern for the CoP. However, there are some indications that funding factors are beginning to
play a more important role in project selection and thus, in the overall effectiveness of the GEF’s
policies and programs to respond to the CoP. Indeed, interviewees pointed out that although in the
past, funding was not a factor in project selection, there are now cases where funding concerns have
been taised during project selection, as competition for funding between a growing number of
priorities and players increascs. In addition, some key intervicwees (IAs and GEF) suggested that the
flexibility of the Operational Strategy is likely to be impeded in the future due to the growing
evidence of increased competition for available funding. It is worth noting that two out of the three

funding scenarios presented at GEF Replentshment Meetings indicate that the BD focal area will receive
fewer resources in GEF-3 than it did in GEF-2.

Recommendation: The CoP should request an increase in funding levels
attributed to the implementation of the CBD through the GEF.

2.33 Effectiveness of GEF projects

A critical effectiveness issue relates to whether or not GEF projects are actually achieving
objectives that are set forth during the project design. This is a precondition to ensuring broader
compliance with the guidance. The question was posed to national focal points, and the responses
are reflected in the graph below. 7% of the focal points thought the GEF projects in their country
had surpassed their objectives, 56% believed they had met their objectives, while 32% (a significant
minority) believed they only partally were meeting their objectives.

“Are GEF projects achieving objectives set forth during project design?”

B Are surpassing
objectives

M Arc roeeting objectives 329

B Are partially mecting
objectives
HDo ot know

B Arc not meeting
objcenves at all

‘These findings are similar to those of the recent GEF Biodiversity Program Study, which
had posited slightly lower success rates, suggesting that about half of the projects had “mostly
achieved their objectives”, while 8% had “fully achieved objectives”. The other half of the projects
were reported as either achieving objectives partly or minimally”’. The study also noted that about
half of those projects that focused on protected areas were assessed to have fully or mostly met their
objectives, even though these are considered among the most difficult to implement. According to

%7 ingh, 8. and Volonte C., 2001. Biodiversity Pragram Stndy, Global linvironmenr Faciliry, Manitoring and Fvaluation Unit,
Washinpgton, p. 3.
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the study, about half the projects had substantially addressed land degradation issues and another
10% partially did so™. Itis important to note that such reports summarize completed projects, most
of which date back some years. Newer projects, which ate more likely to be effective, are not yet
counted.

2.3.4 The most important factors contributing to GEF project success

In view of the challenge in achieving expected results of BD projects, it is important to
analyse what are the likely key factors in ensuring project success and what are the major
impediments to success. This issue was also covered through our survey given to focal points. They
identfied the following issues as centrally important to success:

+ DParticipation of all stakeholders, especially national and local ones, in both planning and
implementation;

+ Drovision of financial support, funding and advice;

» Government support and involvement;

+ Close overall cooperation and coordination of all (IAs included);

» Good project management (including some degree of administrative and financial
independence), good planning and realistic design;

« Good education, technical, scientific and other expertise (foreign when necessary) of all
project patticipants (involving all national expertise);

+ Country-driven-ness of projects and project goals must be compatible with national goals for
better overall ownership;

» Good (choice of) IA for efficient management, continued suppott, flexible implementation
and responsiveness;

» Good communication and clarified objectives and vision throughout, transparency;

» An emphasis on capacity development; and

+ A focus on sustainable development, conserving BD, and preserving ecosystems.

The proportional responses for each of these factors are provided in the graph below:

2 Singh, 5. and Volonte C., 2001, Biadiversity Program Stady, Global Environment lacility, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit,
Washington, p. 3.
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“ What are the most important factors contributing to GEF project success?”

493 10% @15%
.g%k p % DT 0%

O7%

W7%
08%
Participation of all Stakeholders M Provision of financial suppert/advice
O Government support/involvement OClose cooperation/ coordination of all
B Good project management/planning/design 0 Good expertise/education {nat'l/foreign}
B Country-driven-ness of projects/goals D Efficient/flexible/supportive |A management

B Communication/clarified objectives/transparency B Capacity building focus
O Focus on sustainable dev. And conservation EOther responses

These factors were extremely similar to those mentioned during field visits, interviews and in
other reports. For example, the GEF “Lessons Notes” also point out that capacity building 1s key
for successful outcomes and sustainability and provides specific suggestions (as noted under

Capacity-building below)”.

From field visits in the Seychelles, it was reported that the .4wian Ecosystems Project was a
success because there is good cooperation between the Implementing Agency (BLS), the Ministry of
Environment & the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, among other factors also mentioned above.
Additionally, there were clear national priorities as laid out in the Seychelles” NBSAP, which were
country-driven. This was found to be very similar in the case of Jordan, where some of the key
factors that contributed to the success of the projects reviewed were strong inter-institutional
cooperation among different stakeholders (such as cooperation among government and GEF TAs)
and the greater involvement of the local community and NGOs in the project execution.

Similarly, in Russia, some of the most important factors for project success included: {a)
having the right people in place, keeping them in place and ensuring good working relations among
them, (b) supporting already identifted Russian and local priorities, and (c) having good capacity at
the start of the programme, and then butlding on this further (e.g., through training of PA staff,
raising public awareness of BD issues).

Recommendation: The CoP instruct the GEF Secretariat and its it IAs to place
greater emphasis on ensuring that the ctiteria for project success identified in this
report are explicitly addressed early in the design and planning stages of GEF
projects, and are monitored throughout implementation, with adjustments as
required.

2 Global Linvironment Vacility. GEF Iesians Notes 8, June 1999. GLI Scerctariat: Monitoring and Lvaluation Program, Washington,
P4
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2.3.5 Key constraints to GEF effectiveness

Much can also be leatned from the review of the factors that negatively affect the
achievement of GEF project results. National focal points identified a number of factors they
judged as the most important impediments to GEF project success in their respective countties.
Below is 2 list of the main responses to this question in our questionnaire:

¢ Lack of ongoing and adequate financial support or untimely disbursement thereof;

* Long or bureaucratic administrative procedures, especially at project beginning; simplify project
cycle, reduce [A procedural delays/conditionality;

¢ Lack of coordination and cooperation between stakeholders, IAs, and all institutions;

® Lack of expertise and proper training at government and other levels, shortage of the nght
people;

® Not enough focus on local socio-economic contextual aspects of BD, leading to low
commitment and sustainability;

* Not enough focus on or compatibility with national priorities and actual level of capacity,
resources and expettise in the developing countties;

® Limited local input in planning, allowing traditons to be ignored and the process to be too
donor-driven;

* Inappropriate time frame for achievement of objectives (too short);

* Poor Project Management or inflexibility thereof, lack of manager credibility; and

* Lack of knowledge of GEF and BD in general.

"The proportional responses of these main impediments to the success of GEF projects are
represented in the graph below:

Most important impediments to GEF project success

019%
W4%
H5%

06% T g R
W6%

[ Lack of appropriate/adequate disbursement/funds

M Lenghty bureaucratic/procedural delays

O Lack of cooperation/ceordination between stakeholders
DOLack of expertise/right people

B Compatibi it* with nat'l priorities and capacity

£ Limited local input/traditional ways ignored

Ml Not enough focus on local socio-economic aspects of BD
O Time frame too short

M Poor project management

M Lack of BD/GEF knowledge

O Other responses

Once again, these categories of responses are supported, and repeated, by our other sources
of data, and similar central impediments were brought forth through field visits, interviews and the
televant literature reviewed.
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For example, many of these factors were cchoed in the recent GEF Biodiversity Program
Study, which cited the following constraining factors: (a) lack of implementation capacity, (b)
untealistic and over ambitious objectives, and, (c) shortage of time and funds.” The authors further
recommended that each project conduct a ‘wpacity assessment exercise’ prior to project initiation’ in
order to make capacity development of individuals, institutions and systems a priotity.”  This
harkens back to the repeated response of assessing and ensuring capacity for achieving project
success. As subsequent sections sustainability make clear, our review stresses capacity development
as a key issue for project success, and the GEF too, recognizes this central and crucial element,
through its support the for the Capacity Development Initiative (CDI).

In addition to the aforementioned foci, our field visits and interviews also identified the
following factors as further impediments to project success:

* Strong differences of personal opinion of the various stakeholders;
¢ The complexity of biodivetsity issues; and
® ‘The lack of attention to the root causes of biodiversity loss.

There are, of course, a number of factors that are outside GEF and IA control but which
may greatly affect the ability to yield the expected results for given projects. Some of the key factors
identified through this review process (through interviews and field visits) agatnst which the rate of
success of GEF projects has to be put in petspective include, among others:

® Security problems including internal conflicts, civil unrest;

& Problems posed by corruption and internal politics;

Delays in the government procurement of equipment/technology;
Changes in government;

Economic ctisis;

Bureaucratic hutdle in the country;

The lack of system wide ownership (institutional turfs); and

The fear of innovation from the recipient country.

Overall, it can be concluded that there are indications that the financial mechanism is having
some success in achieving project objectives, but that thete is definitively scope for improvement,
Some of the factors affecting negatively project success are outside the conttol of the GEF.
Howevet, a great number of other factors can be tackled in project design, like the crucial
importance of capacity assessment, and by mitigating well the factors presented here.

Recommendation: The CoP should instruct the GEF Secretariat and its IAs to put
more emphasis on sound profect design, and planning, including better situation
analysis of factors which will affect project success, stronger needs assessment for
capacity development, and more realistic goal-setting.

* Singh, 8. and Voloate C., 2001. Bidiversity Pragram Stwdy, Global Environment Facility, Monitoring and Fvaluation Unit,
Washington, p. 3.
3 Singh, S. and Volonte C., 2001. Bisdiversity Program Study, Global Environment Facility, Monitoring and Livaluaton Unir,
Washington, p. 6.
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23.6 Synergies among the GEF family of institutions

There is a strong rationale to support improved cooperation and coordination between
Implementing Agencies in view of increased effectiveness in responding to the CoP Guidance. The way
international agencies work with the national governments and go about their business sends clear signals
about their own view of the significance of the conventions, and, thus, may influence the commitment of the
partner to the agreement. This coordination becomes especially key when one talks of moving from the
project approach to a more programmatic or thematic approach, where it is understood that a common frame
of action is set (i.e. the natonal biodiversity strategy). Confusion caused by the different agendas of various
donors in a given country is widely recognized as a factor negatively affecting chances of project success?2.
As the GEF itself points out, “by... build{ing) lasting relationships, and adapt(ing) procedures to reinforce
partnerships and minimize the burden on counterparts, international agencies can significantly enhance their
long-term contributions to sustainability”®. Thus, IA coordination can greatly influence the overail
effectiveness of GEF BD initiatives.

LA procedures and inter-agency cootdination has a great effect on GEF project effectiveness in BD.
This s why it was important to gain an understanding of how developing countries perceived this
cooperation and coordination, and the GEF’s support for it. National focal points responses to this question
are reflected in the graph below:

“ How adequate are GEF efforts to improve efficiency, effectiveness, and transparency of process of
cooperation between the [As?P”

r O Not adequate
23%

B Adequate B Do not know

B Adequate

o
ONot adequate %

|
M Do not know

23%

Our varied sources of data and information suggest numerous examples of, and potental
mechanisms for, collaboration amongst the IAs. For example, the GEF itself has reported finding
such collaboration. “UNDP/GEF projects interact with similar interventions, benefiting from
synergy effects and engaging in joint activites. This contributes to reducing overlaps between
projects and donor competition... PIR reporting shows numerous examples of collaborative work
with a wide range of projects and organizations including UNDP programs (Sudan Community-
Based Rangeland Rehabilitation Project) other UN agencies, multilateral and bilateral donors,
regional development banks... Examples of synergies are the formalization of agreements for the

3 Singh, 5. and Volonte C.2001. Biadiversity Program S sy, Global invironment Facility, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit,
Washington, p. 29.
# GLF, April 2001. Achieving Sustainability of Biodsversity Conservation, GEF Council, p. 17.
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sharing of information, local human resources, trainees and experiences (Vietnam Protected Areas)
and the development of thematic networks (Jordan, Lebanon Syria. ..},

In addition, the WB and the UNDP, in two separate proposals, have both established a
programmatic approach to BD protection in the mountain ecosystems of Pakistan. “This synergy
will ensure complementarity between the two GEF initiatives, one focused on PA management and
the other on rural community development™”,

In Latdn America, our interviewees pointed out that the Meso Inter American Corridor
project involved a joint effort between all three IAs. In another example, the World Bank, later
picked up a BD action plan for Papua New Guinea, which started as a UNDP Enabling Actvity
ptoject, in a collaborative and coordinated way, through the Consultant Trust Fund. In addition, the
Biodiversity Planning Support Program has also seen joint operation between UNDP and UNEP.

Agencies also appear to work well together on country dialogue workshops or similar events.
For instance, our field visit in Russia revealed that an MOU had been signed between the
Government of Russia and the three IAs in 1999 to help them better co-ordinate and collaborate.
This better co-ordination is reflected in the conference they jointly sponsored in mid — 2001 to
provide information on the GEF to a wide range of Russian partners.

Our data suggests that the largest part of the growing cooperation that takes place between
IAs is happening mainly at the policy/strategy level, portfolio balance/program level, or in eatly
project planning only. For instance, in the Capacity Development Initiative (CDI), the [As agreed on
a format for portfolio assessment. As a GEF Project Performance Report notes, on another
occaston, UNEP worked with the GEF to put in place “new technical guidelines and methodologies
both at the international and national levels to assist countries in developing national strategies and

framewortks for bio safety and other topics™*,

However, according to some of our TA interviewees, there are few formal mechanisms to
really support cooperation. There are now, for instance, regular meetings between the WB and
UNDP, and there are also pipeline discussions on projects, wherein descriptions of projects ate
floated and shared among agencies. Unfortunately, interviews suggest that proactive collaboration is
generally not happening, especially in the longet-term. Collaboration happens on a case-by-case
basis. Our data suggests there are relatively few examples of actual joint implementation of projects
in the field, and a general weakness of exchange of information/lessons learned between similar
projects amongst [As.

Yet, our interviews revealed that there is a good attempt at maintaining external consultative
methods through the Biodiversity Task Force, which exists for, and amongst, all three [As. The Task
Force sometimes meets once a week (sometimes via teleconferencing if out of Washington D.C.),
but usually only meets twice a month (due to daily work loads, travel demands and scheduling

# GILF, April 2001. GEF Project Performance Report 2000, GIIF Council, p. 62
* GEF, July 1997, GEF Intersessional Wark Program Propesed for Conncil Approval, pp. 4/9.
¥ GEF, April 2001, Project Performance Repart 2000, GRI¥ Council, P2
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conflicts). This mechanism could potentially be used for enhancing coordination overall. Another
mechanism is the exchanges of staff between agencies. It was often suggested that personalities can
sometimes work to enhance cooperation between IAs during the project development itself in an
informal manner.

In addition, issues of IA ovetlap and complementarity can be adequately discussed and
addressed (informally through telephone and email) at the pipeline (PDF) stage when there 1s good
communication between IAs at an early stage. Plans for long-term, maintained collaboration and
cooperation can be deduced. Yet, no matter how the issue of IA coordination and collaboration is
addressed, the real constraints to cooperation must be understood and mitigated.

Constraints to cooperation

There are obviously constraints to cooperation amongst the IAs at vatious levels and stages.
For example, according to one of our interviewees in the [As, at the project implementation stage,
inter-institutional mechanisms for cooperation exist but they are often not rigorously applied since
most staff that would take a leadership position in such cooperation is overwheclmed. Sometimes
extra demands, personality differences and different and competing imperatives between IAs have
proven to be major obstacles. In addition, the time consuming bureaucratic demands involved in
enhancing overall cooperation can often act as disincentive to pursue it. Furthermore, often
differing bureaucratic or administrative procedures lends to the lowering of overall coordination and
collaboration. As one of our interviewees at the GEF pointed out, IA blended projects are almost
impossible due to differences in: financial mechanisms, operational policies and the mere complexity
of the organizations involved. These types of difficulties, though, are not only GEF related but can
be expanded to collaboration in general with other donots. One option which could enhance overall
collaboration and coordination could be to ensure effective coordination of assistance planning and
implementation at the country level.

Another impediment to collaboration between IAs, according to various interviewees,
resides in the recognized competition between IAs, most predominantly for financial resources.
Administration fees to IAs for GEF project management were indicated as one central factor acting
as a catalyst for this competition, from our interviews and field visits. The situation is also
complicated by the relationship between the IAs themselves and between the IAs and the countries.
There is often competition between agencies around specific ‘territoties’. In fact, often the country
offices’ independence can and has played against good cooperation at this level.

The importance of this issue of competition is supported by some of the findings of our
freld visits. For example, in Seychelles, one of our key informants pointed out that 1As would block
each other’s mandates where there were overlapping mandates between them, rather than acting in a
complementary fashion”. In Russia, there were problems associated with lack of effective co-
operation mechanisms among the [A’s, reflected by the situation that arose in 1998-99, when both
the World Bank-GEF and UNDP-GEF portfolios each had included plans for support to the same

* In should be noted here that some of the representatives from the HOQ of Implementing Agencics whe commented on the draft
review report disagreed with this view and rather believed that the LAs were working closely and well on a joint project i this country.
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protected area in the Kamchatka Peninsula region on the Pacific coast. Although some data sources
suggest that this had negative results, thete is also strong evidence, which suggests that this case has
precipitated improvements in GEF [A coordination in Russia, which culminated in the signing of an
MOU in 2000 between the government and the three IAs on coordination mechanisms.

These constraints to needed IA collaboration and coordination must be addressed. As the
GEF moves towards a programmatic approach, actions must be taken to improve the availability of
formal mechanisms for cooperation and support the development of national capacity to coordinate
donor input, as enhanced IA coordination and collaboration overall, will surely greatly affect the
effectveness of the financial mechanism for the CBD.

Recommendation: The CoP should instruct the GEF to put more emphasis on the
development of a more harmonized system of reporting and cormnmunication among
GEF IAs (and government) to allow for more effective project implementation,
coordination and exchange of lessons learned, and to ensure the mechanisms for
sustaining collaboration are developed and implemented.

Recommendation: The CoP should support the development of the national
government capacity for donor coordination in general in the ficld of biodiversity.

Synergies across conventions

Synergles across conventions can also raise overall effectiveness in addressing BD concerns.
This was also recognized by the CBD which, in compliance with decisions V/8 IV /15 of the CoP
(which recommended that the CoP should request the Executive Secretary to jointly collaborate
with the Secretariat of the Convention to Combat Desertification in the implementation of the
programme of work), signed a Memorandum of Cooperation in July 1998, addressing institutional
cooperation, exchange of information and lessons leatned, coordination of programmes of wortk,
joint actions, liaison arrangements and consultation, reporting, and further guidance. This related in
particular to biodiversity issues associated with the scientific and technical linkages between
desertification and biodiversity (i.e., dry and sub-humid lands) including climate change, forests and
wetlands™.

The GEF also encourages muld OP projects, although thesc are still considered to be in the
eatly days, which is progress in terms of enhancing cross-convention synergies. For example, the
GEF recently approved a carbon sequestration/ forestry management project in Senegal; another
one is addressing coral bleaching and international water issues. One of the success stoties is the
Meso-American Corridor Project, which integrates concerns from RAMSAR, World Heritage,
Migratory Birds and Sites Species. Along these lines, the GEI’s OP12 is about the integration of
land and water; According to some GEF interviewees, there is lot of enthusiasm about the potential

3 UNED, Apnl 2000. Consideration of Options Jor Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biokgical Diversity in Dryland, Mediterranean, Arid, S emi-
Arid, Grassland and Savannah Ecosystens. Possible Elements of a Joint Work Programme Between the Secretariar of the Convention to Combat
Desertification on the Biolygical Diversity of Dry and Sub-bumid Lands. UNTP/CBD/Col/ 5/INF/15,pp. 1 and 2.

Prepared by Le Groupe-conseil baastel ltée 30



Second Review of the Effectivensss of the Financial Mechanism Final Repore
Jor the United Nations Convention on Biological Dierity

of this OP, but there are also indications that the lack of clanity in its focus may impede its
effectiveness.

Recommendation: The CoP should instruct the CBD Secretariat to comntinue to
act in favour of collaboration with other Global Convention Secretariats.

Recommendatign: The CoP should recognize and continue to support the efforts
of the GEF in promoting multi OP projects in order to increase potential
synetgies between conventions.

Prepared by e Groupe-conseil baastel itée 37



Second Review of the Effectiveness of the Financial Mechanism Final Report
Jor the United Nations Convention on Biolsgical Diversity

2.4 Efficiency

2.4.1 Brief introduction to key issues

In this section, we focus on key issues identified by CoP that relate to the efficiency of the
financial mechanism: .

+ The efficiency of the GEF-funded activities on the implementation of the Convention and
in the achievement of its three Objectives;

» Further simplifying and expediting procedures for approval and implementation, including
disbursement, for GEF-funded projects; and Additional appropriate steps to expedite the
project preparation and approval process;

« Further streamlining its project cycle with a view to making project preparation simpler,
more transparent and more country-driven;

+  Urging the GEF to continue improving access to funding by developing country Parties and
increase flexibility in its operational criteria;

» Explonng the possibility of promoting diverse forms of public involvement and more
effective collaboration between all tiers of government and civil society, including the
feasibility of a programme of grants for medium-sized projects. Such exploration should take
into account the eligibility ctiteria set out by the Conference of the Parties;

» Promote utilization of regional and local expertise and be flexible to accommodate national
priorities and regional needs within the aims of the Convention;

+ Including in its monitoring and evaluation activities the assessment of the compliance under
its operational programmes with the policy, strategy, program priorities and eligibility criteria
established by the GEF; and

* Applying in a more flexible, pragmatic and transparent manner the incremental cost
principle.

242 GEF Flexibility in Applying Operational Strategy and Procedures

We saw in previous sections of this report that the GEF OS is generally considered flexible
enough to effectively cover the CoP Guidance. We also noted some challenges in the application of
the strategy, which seemed to be mote linked with the interpretation of spectfic individuals as to
what is to be covered or not under the OS. We noted in that respect that further education of, ot
communication to in-country professionals (from both IA and national stakeholders) as to both the
GEF strategy and programme, and the CoP guidance was required.

In addition, interviewees noted that the flexibility of the QS could be further witnessed
through its ability to initiate new initiatives (such as taxonomy and invasive species programmes).
New operational programmes such as the agro-biodiversity and integrated ecosystem management,
also demonstrate some increased flexibility. Examples of such flexibility and room for innovation
were also found in the field. For instance, the Ecuador Galapagos project involves common law
jurisdictions, which set precedents for other issues that may be incorporated by the OS in the future.
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However, there are signs that the OS is not always adapted to local priorities. As a
Government official in the Seychelles summarized it, the GEF provides funds for projects with
global significance and hence it is always difficult to show to GEF the importance of an issue that
has strong local significance. Yet, this does not take away from the fact that national benefits have
been an integral part of GEF projects. This has been partially addressed through co-financing, and
also, greater efforts are being placed on incorporating alternative livelihood strategies In projects.
The point hete is to emphasize the need to ensure that locally significant priorities are accounted for
in the OS of the GEF and its projects, and to ensure that flexibility of GEF stratcgies and
procedures is always being enhanced.

2.4.21 Incremental cost criteria

We will deal in more detail with a review of the challenges and oppottunities related to GEF
procedures and disbursements in the following section on streamlining of the project cycle.
However, this specific discussion on flexibility in the context of overall efficiency warrants, at this
stage, a further review in the application of the ‘incremental cost principle’.

Indeed, the First Review of the Financial Mechanisms noted the lack of recipient country
involvement in the calculation process, and the near exclusive use of international consultants in
defining its value and pointed out to the need to simplifying the process™. An independent
evaluation of GEF {1998) also found that the incremental cost determination process had excluded
recipient country officials because of a lack of understanding of the concept and methodologies. The
new streamlined procedures were seen as an improvement, but possibly not cnough to engage
officials unless further efforts were made to do so. They recommended “simpler, more
straightforward guidance to recipient countries and a strategy to involve them more” *. The 1998
GEF evaluation also noted that “thete is no single, commonly understood methodology for
calculating incremental costs (IC) in the focal area of biodiversity”*'.

Our interviews with NGOs, donors, the CBD and GEF Secretatiats, as well as our field
visits, all suggest that this is stll at present a very troublesome area, with a general lack of
understanding of the concept and what it means in the area of BD, and how to measure and apply it.
As one interviewee noted, “put simply, the boundaries between a local and global benefit can be
fuzzy.” It appears that partner countries often don’t wotk out the incremental costs in their project
budgets, as they count on the IA’s and a selected number of international consultants to do it or to
help them. As noted by one of our GEF interviewees, it is still the case that an incremental cost
analysis can only be made by relatively few specialists, and the results ate not transpatent for non-
experts.

¥ CBD, 1998. Review of the Effectiveness of the Financial Mechanism, Note by the Executive Sceretary, Conference of the Parties to the
Convention on Biological Diversity, Fourth meeting, Bratislava, UNEP/ CBDY/ CoP /4/ 16, p-11.

" Porter. G. et al, 1998, Study of GEF's Qverall Performance. Global liavironment Facility Washington, p. xviil.

A Porter. G of o, 1998. Study of GEF's Overalf Performance. Global Environment Facility Washington, p. xix.
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In addidon, one donor interviewee pointed out that the complicated nature of the
incremental cost process often dtives project proponents away from the GEF. This was also
confirmed by a GEF evaluation of Medium Sized Projects in Ecuador, which found that the themes
of “incremental costs” and “co-financing” are factors in discouraging NGOs from applying to the
MSP fund, and need to be clarified.”

Some bilateral donors and regional NGO interviewees questioned the feasibility and
relevance of the incremental cost principle for BD projects, and whether it may be substituted by a
more generalised approached. This supports the view expressed by the participants m the first
review of the Financial Mechanism who suggested that BD projects present the greatest challenge in
applying the incremental cost concept and that most methods used to that date were “questionable”,

. . . 3
with no “clear, workable criteria”.*

As interview and field visit data also suggests, overall, the applicatton of the incremental cost
principle is an area of general weakness for the GEF. OPS 2, in its report agreed with arguments
and evidence presented above, and identified confusion among IAs and recipient countries in
defining “global environmental benefits” and the role of GEF in financing acdvities that address
country development needs, rather than global benefits. The study found that “progress has been
made in deriving a practical approach to determining incremental costs at the technical level between
the GEF Secretatiat and the GEF units in the TAs, However, there is confusion at the country level
and among the other stakeholders over definitions of global environmental benefits and incremental
costs™ *,

Along these lines, National focal points were asked to assess the adequacy of GEF support
over the last years for applying the incremental cost principle in 2 flexible and transparent manner.
The results of this survey suggest a very mixed view, complemented by a general lack of knowledge
of the work carried out at this level. These views are reflected in the graph below:

“ How adequate is GEF support for applying the incremental cost principle in a flexible and
transparent manner? ”

[128% 32%

W 40%
M Adequate M Do not know ONot adequate

2 GEF, Julio 2001, Ayuda Menioria (Mission de Kvaluaton). Ministry of Fnvironment, Fevador.

# CBID, 1998. Revdew of the Effectiveness of the Financial Mechanism, Note by the Executive Secretary, Conference of the Parties to the
Convention on Biological Diversity, Fourth mecting, Bratislava, UNEP/ CBIY/ CoP /4/ 16, p. 1.

H GEF Study L'eam, 11 Navember 2001, Sewnd Overail Performance Sindy (OPS2), - Final Draft. GIF, Washington, p. 116.
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Interviewees also noted, however, that the GEF has already made huge efforts to clarify the
concept, create methodologies and address remaining issues, even though they were also prompt in
noting the impact of this work wasn’t felt in the field. For instance, the GEF Secretariat has sought
to base its work on a consultative process that would be as comprehensive as possible, and would
attempt to take into account the views of stakeholders who may participate in a GEI project at
different stages of the project cycle. As a first step in this direction, the Secretariat commissioned the
preparation of an ‘issues’ assessment report related to the incremental cost determinations for GEF
funded projects. The assessment summarized the opinions and comments of over 30 individuals
who were involved in different stages of the GEF project cycle, mncluding: Council Members,
alternates, political and operational focal points, Convention focal points, executing agencies, project
directors, NGOs, consultants, task managers and staff from the IAs, Convention Secretariats, STAP,
and the GEF Secretariat™. The assessment report outlined the main 1ssues and challenges that were
identified in the interviews and written submissions as well as suggestions for addressing those
challenge. After reviewing the assessment and proposed recommendations, the Council requested
the Secretariat to continue its work to make the application of incremental costs more pragmatc and
flexible by addressing the concerns raised. The GEF Secretatiat, together with the IAs and
Convention Secretariats, then worked in partnership with the International Institute for
Environment and Development, to organize a workshop to provide inputs into the development of
guidelines for agreeing upon incremental costs as well as simplified approaches to incremental costs
determination in the GEF focal areas™.

As noted more recently in a CBD Quarterly report, the GEF has examined the need for
agreements on incremental costs in its project approval processes, and is promoting its usc in the
Countty Dialogue Workshops and other outreach and communication endeavours.” Furthermore,
the GEF has considered the need for agreements on incremental costs in its project criteria
review /project cycle, and will promote its use in the country dialogue workshops and outreach and
communication. The current main issues are the conceptual challenges of defining a sustainable
baseline, simplification of applying the incremental cost concept in medium-size projects, and
consideration of incremental costs in programmatic approaches. * Our data suggests that the GEF
has taken stock of the challenges related the incremental cost and its impediments on efficient
operatons. Furthermore, as our interviewces pointed out, the GEF is at present working on a
much-simplified version of the incremental cost appteciation, which would essentially involve preset
percentages. Efforts in this direction must continue to enhance overall efficiency.

Recommendation: The CoP should support the efforts of the GEF in simplifving the
application of the incremental cost principle and usge it to adopt a procedure that
would allow for transparent and straightforward negotiations with the developing
country parties.

4 CBD, December 1999. Report of the Gloebai Environment Facitity, UNEP/CBD/Col?/5/7, pp. 15 and 16.
¥ CBD, December 1999, Report of the Globa! Enpiranment Facility. UNEP/CBD/Col/5/7, pp. 15 and 16
+ CBD, April 2000. Quarterly Report an the Administration of the Conve