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Note by the Executive Secretary

1. At the request of the secretariat of the Global Environment Facility (GEF), the Executive Secretary is circulating herewith the Second Overall Performance Study of the GEF.  The Study was received by the Secretariat under cover of a letter dated 6 March 2002 from the Chief Executive Officer and Chairman of the GEF addressed to the Executive Secretary of the Convention.  That letter is being circulated as an addendum to the report of the GEF to the Conference of the Parties at its sixth meeting (UNEP/CBD/COP/6/9/Add.1).

2. The Study is being made available in the form and the language in which it was received by the Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity. 
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Foreword

The first Study of GEF’s Overall Performance was initiated in 1997. It was submitted to the GEF Assembly in New Delhi in 1998.  The GEF Council, at its May 2000 meeting, requested another overall performance review of the GEF.  The plan for the study was approved by the Council in September of 2000.  The study was to be undertaken in time to provide inputs to the third replenishment and the Second Assembly of the GEF. 

The Second Overall Performance Study (OPS2) is designed to assess the extent to which GEF has achieved, or is on its way to achieving, its main objectives as specified during the restructuring in 1994, and the policies adopted by the GEF Council in subsequent years.  (See the Terms of Reference in Annex 1.) 

In consultation with the GEF CEO and Chairman, I recruited the core team, composed of Leif Christoffersen (team leader), Ogunlade Davidson, Maria Concepcion Donoso, John Fargher, Allen Hammond, Emma Hooper, Thomas Mathew, and Jameson Seyani.  The team is presented in Annex 2.  The team members were selected on the basis of their general and specific competencies in global environmental issues, policy formulation, project management, and evaluation.  They come from various regions of the world and have been found to be independent of the GEF; that is, they are not associated with any of the GEF entities and possess respected expertise enabling them to assess GEF based on their independent professional judgments.

The team presented its Inception Report on February 10, 2001.  The report laid out the operational details of the study.  The report was submitted to the GEF Council and posted on GEF’s website.  The study uses a variety of information sources.  As inputs to OPS2, the GEF monitoring and evaluation team had prepared four broad program studies on results and impacts in GEF focal areas and a linkage study on land degradation.  Another 10 program evaluations and project implementation reviews were also made available. The evaluation and GEF coordination departments of the implementing agencies have prepared 41 project evaluation and completion reports, which were also presented to the team.

In the initial phase of the work, the OPS2 team consulted with the GEF Secretariat, the implementing agencies, STAP, the executing agencies under the expanded opportunities policy, and the Secretariats of UNFCCC, CBD, and CCD.  The OPS2 team selected 11 countries for specific visits, involving meetings with government officials, project stakeholders, and NGO representatives.  The countries selected were Argentina, Brazil, China, Jamaica, Jordan, Nepal, Romania, Samoa, Senegal, South Africa, and Uganda.  Jamaica, Romania, and Senegal also provided venues for regional consultations with GEF operational focal points and GEF-accredited NGOs, together with Kenya, Mexico,  and Thailand. The team also visited individual projects in Bulgaria, Hungary, Kenya, Lebanon, and Tanzania.  Fifteen national consultants/experts were recruited to assist the team during country visits.

Upon the consent of the GEF Council,  the Team Leader of OPS2 and I appointed a High-Level Advisory Panel for the study. The panel consists of Jose Goldemberg (Brazil), Hisham Khatib (Jordan), Akiko Domoto (Japan), Corinne Lepage (France), and Zhang Kunmin (China) (see Annex 4).  Panel members made individual advisory comments on the Inception Report in March 2001.  Subsequently, the Panel met in June 2001 to give its advice on tentative OPS2 findings during the country visits.  Thereafter, some panel members also commented upon early draft reports.

The First Draft of the report was sent to the GEF Secretariat, the implementing agencies, STAP, and the High-Level Advisory Panel on August 21, 2001.  Extensive comments were received and were reviewed by the OPS2 team. 

An Interim Report was prepared for discussion at the GEF Replenishment Meeting held in Edinburgh, Scotland, from October 11-12, 2001.  The GEF Council members who were not participating in the Replenishment Meeting were notified that the Interim Report was accessible on the GEF website. 

The Final Draft of the OPS2 report was submitted for discussion at the December 2001 GEF Replenishment and Council meetings.  Comments were invited, by December 20, 2001, from these meetings’ participants, but also from all other participants in GEF programs and projects.

The Final OPS2 report was completed on January 25, 2002, and will be made available to the February 2002 replenishment meeting and the May 2002 GEF Council meeting.  The report is being translated into Arabic, Chinese, French, Russian, and Spanish and will be published well ahead of the Second GEF Assembly in Beijing in October 2002. 

I want to express my full gratitude to all those who contributed to the study, especially the OPS2 team members, who have struggled continually against tough travel schedules, unusual external events that caused delays, and very tight deadlines.  Special thanks are also due to the GEF Secretariat, the staff of the implementing agencies at headquarters and country offices, the convention secretariats, the High-Level Advisory Panel, the GEF focal points, the GEF-NGO network, and a large number of other people in the countries that were visited.  Although staff members, government officials, other consultants, and informants provided the building blocks for the study, the views expressed in the report are entirely those of the OPS2 team.  These views do not necessarily coincide with the those of the GEF, nor those of  various other informants.

Jarle Harstad

Senior Monitoring and Evaluation Coordinator

Preface

This evaluation, over the course of 2001, was faced with a formidable challenge.  It was charged with the task of assessing results and impacts of GEF-funded activities over the decade since the GEF was established and how GEF policies, strategies, and institutional arrangements have influenced project outcomes.  The two earlier evaluations of GEF could not evaluate results, since too few GEF projects had then been completed.  By 2001, however, a large enough number of completed projects had produced evaluation reports that set out to document, among other things, the extent to which completed and advanced ongoing projects are achieving their objectives. 

The GEF represents a unique partnership among some key agencies in the United Nations and Bretton Woods system—UNDP, UNEP, and the World Bank Group.  Together with two other entities,  the GEF Secretariat and the GEF Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel, this interagency partnership was created to provide support to developing countries participating in the global environmental conventions for undertaking activities that would provide global environmental benefits. 

Our evaluation task, therefore, involved obtaining a comprehensive understanding of how the operational relationships function within this rather unusual and complex interagency organizational arrangement. 

Equally important was the task of verifying results on the ground.  The effectiveness of the GEF must ultimately be demonstrated in results that convince governments and the people in countries eligible for GEF funding that it is worthwhile to participate in international environmental agreements.  

Many positive factors helped to make this challenging evaluation task a positive experience.  First and foremost, I was fortunate to be associated with seven other team members of high professional competence and wide international experience.  While coming from very different professional backgrounds, the team was still able to work well together and ultimately arrived at unanimous agreement on each of our key findings, conclusions, and recommendations.

Our visits to countries made clear the wide support and appreciation that exists for GEF-supported projects.  Government officials were very open and helpful.  Our country work was ably supported by local consultants in each country that we visited.  Discussions with a variety of NGOs in countries and during regional consultations revealed the openness and transparency with which the GEF operates—a unique characteristic among multilateral institutions. 

We were impressed by the high level of motivation, professionalism, and candor that we encountered and by the support that we received from the Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel and from staff at the GEF Secretariat at Washington and staff at the headquarters and country/regional offices of the UNEP, UNDP, and the World Bank.  In particular, Jarle Harstad, Ramesh Ramankutty, Elizabeth George, and other members of the GEF monitoring and evaluation unit deserve to be highly commended for their effective professional and administrative support.  Elizabeth Mook’s editing skills enhanced the clarity of the report. The results of this external and independent evaluation were significantly influenced and made possible through the positive spirit, remarkable openness, and wide range of helpful responses from which the team benefited. 

Leif E. Christoffersen

Team Leader

Second Study of GEF’s Overall Performance

and 

Senior Fellow

The Center for Environment and Development - Noragric

The Agricultural University of Norway
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Executive Summary

The Second Study of GEF’s Overall Performance (OPS2) focused on answering four questions:  

1. What impacts or results related to the global environment have been achieved through activities supported by the GEF?

2. What bearing do GEF relations with conventions and countries have on these results?  

3. How have GEF policies or programs influenced these results?

4. How have GEF institutional arrangements and relationships reflected on its performance? 

Given the unique organizational arrangements that constitute the GEF, the last question generated a more directed query: “As a partnership, has the GEF produced results which each partner agency could not have produced on its own?” 

GEF Results and Impacts

The evaluation’s starting point was an assessment of whether the projects supported by the GEF have produced significant results.  With a still-young portfolio, only 95 GEF projects had completed implementation as of June 30, 2000. Of these, only 41 had finalized evaluations or project completion reports available for use by the OPS2 team.  These 41 projects represent about 12 percent of the full-sized projects approved by GEF since its inception.  Further, the completed projects were largely approved during GEF’s Pilot Phase, when the emphasis was on experimentation and testing new ideas.  These projects did not benefit from the guidance of the Operational Strategy and Operational Programs, both of which were developed and approved by the GEF Council in 1996. 
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Despite the above qualifications, this evaluation concludes that GEF-supported projects have been able to produce significant results that address important global environmental problems.  Under the GEF ozone program, which supported implementation of the Montreal Protocol in economies under transition in Eastern Europe and Central Asia, significant reductions of ozone depleting substances (ODS) have been achieved. Under its climate change programs, GEF has been very effective in promoting energy efficiency and has achieved some success in promoting grid-connected renewable energy.  In the biodiversity focal area, GEF support has steadily improved the management standards for protected areas through participatory approaches.  GEF-supported activities in the international waters focal area have contributed significantly to the implementation of existing global and regional agreements that address protection and restoration of freshwater and marine ecosystems.  Results achieved in the area of land degradation have been more modest because related activities are undertaken primarily to achieve objectives in the areas of climate change, biodiversity conservation, and international waters.  Nevertheless, the evaluation found that many projects did in fact address the causes of land degradation and built community capacity for sustainable management of land resources.

Whether the above results have had an impact on the global environment is difficult to determine. Given GEF’s relatively short existence and the limited amount of funds made available, it is unrealistic to expect its results to be able to halt or reverse the current deteriorating global environmental trends.  What is clear is that the GEF has produced a wide array of important project results—results that  can be considered important process indicators towards achieving future positive environmental impacts.  

GEF Relations with Conventions and Countries
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a
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a
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a
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The GEF has been responsive to the global environmental conventions, particularly those for which it has been nominated as the financial mechanism—the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD).  The Operational Strategy and operational programs reflect these conventions’ objectives and priorities.  The GEF has also been responsive to requests from the conventions to support countries in meeting their reporting requirements.  There have been problems determining and spelling out how GEF should respond to the conventions’ rather broad guidance and, similarly, the conventions have been challenged to determine how responses best fit into the larger sustainable development context.  However, considerable encouraging progress has been made in this regard in recent years.  Close consultations with the conventions are needed to ensure that current priorities are clearly understood and to clarify the extent to which convention guidance received in previous years is reflected in the current set of priorities.  Some caution also is advised in taking on any new rounds of enabling activities from the same convention before the current enabling activities’ potential effectiveness has been assessed. 
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a
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Tunisia

a

61

Uganda

a

a

a

a

62

Ukraine

a
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a
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At the country level, closer coordination between GEF focal points and those of the conventions is needed. Also, countries need to report on GEF-funded activities, beyond enabling activities, to the appropriate conventions.  There should be support for countries to mainstream the national reports/action plans to the conventions. 

The evaluation found that in-country understanding of the GEF is very weak; there is poor visibility of the GEF, even on projects fully funded by it. It is essential that GEF improve its operations at the country level and enhance its visibility through better information products and communication.  While the country dialogue workshops have improved understanding of the GEF, there is still a broad, unmet information gap regarding the GEF at the country level.  While a good deal of country ownership of GEF projects seemed apparent, many GEF projects did not seem country-driven in terms of involvement of the designated GEF operational focal point.  The implementing agencies and their main contact points in the country often took the initiative for project development.  A better in-country mechanism, centered on the operational focal points, is needed for coordinating GEF activities. It is also important for the GEF to take steps to increase the capacity of national operational focal points, particularly in small and medium-sized countries.  On the information front, while the GEF website is valuable, the GEF cannot rely on member countries satisfying their main information needs from this one source. Print, CD-ROM, and visual media products are also essential. 

GEF Policies and Programs
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GEF projects are, by and large, prepared in a participatory manner. The OPS2 team found evidence of good participatory processes, benefit sharing, and positive socioeconomic impacts from a number of GEF activities in all the focal areas. However, the evaluation finds that stakeholder participation should be addressed more systematically. GEF projects would benefit from addressing socioeconomic and livelihood issues more thoroughly. The application of participatory processes needs to be accompanied by the development of appropriate monitoring indicators so that both participation and sustainability issues can be addressed more effectively. 
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Both the GEF Pilot Phase Review and the First Overall Performance Study (OPS1) emphasized the importance of greater clarity and improved operational guidance on how to determine “global environmental benefits” and “incremental costs,” specifically for the biodiversity and international waters focal areas.  The evaluation finds that, while the GEF Secretariat and implementing agencies have made progress in deriving a practical approach to determine global benefits and incremental costs at the technical level, there is confusion at the country level and among other stakeholders over these definitions.  High priority should be given to providing greater clarity to country and project stakeholders on global benefits and incremental costs.  Operational guidance materials need to be prepared that clearly communicate how global benefits should be defined at project design and how they are to be measured at completion; with regard to incremental costs, it is imperative that similar guidance provide consistent application of the concept by country officials and other project stakeholders. 
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The evaluation finds that despite several steps taken to streamline the GEF project cycle, there is still room for improvement in the GEF’s review and processing procedures and management of the project review process. There seems to be scope for reductions in the time required for processing GEF projects, particularly medium-sized projects. 

The GEF’s operational strategy includes the principle: “Seeking to maximize global environmental benefits, the GEF will emphasize its catalytic role and leverage additional financing from other sources.”  This catalytic role, to be achieved through mainstreaming, co-financing, and replication of GEF activities, needs more focus.  The evaluation finds that the three implementing agencies have made reasonable attempts

to mainstream global environmental issues in their operational programs.  The performance on co-financing has been quite modest.  Among the completed projects reviewed during the evaluation, a few projects account for the major share of co-financing generated. Co-financing commitments and efforts need to be systematically assessed and monitored at all stages of the project cycle.  Even if mainstreaming and co-financing should make only modest progress, there is still a potential for results to be replicated. Since completed projects are few, it is difficult to assess replication effects. 
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Within the GEF portfolio, small and medium-sized projects seem to have a good success rate and under many circumstances may be the best way to start new and innovative activities. These funding options are not only suited to NGO activities, but also to smaller countries, including small island states.  With growing demand for GEF funding, it may be important to allocate funding to small and medium-sized projects as first steps in GEF programming towards subsequent larger projects. 

[image: image14.wmf]Global Environment

Conventions

Member Countries

GEF

The evaluation finds that despite encouraging evidence of GEF efforts to engage the private sector, many opportunities remain unexploited and many barriers to a wider engagement of the private sector in GEF projects still remain. This evaluation concludes that there are strong rationales for engaging the private sector on a substantially increased scale. Council endorsement of expanded engagement of the private sector and explicit acceptance of risks would help to remove uncertainties within the GEF. 

GEF Institutional Arrangement and Relationships

The overall results achieved by the GEF show the influence of a broader collaborative effort by several partners. The operational experiences and technical competence of the three implementing agencies and substantial government commitments have contributed significantly to the achievement of these results. The active presence of the GEF [image: image15.wmf]Secretariat within GEF has greatly supported the maintenance of a firm and disciplined focus on GEF’s global goals by emphasizing  the application of its operational strategy and policies. Furthermore, while each of the three implementing agencies has made different kinds of strategically important contributions to GEF, none of the IAs seem to have the full environmental capacity, broad international credibility and acceptance, and operational capacity necessary to carry out GEF functions entirely on its own. The OPS2 team considers the GEF to be a particularly encouraging example of constructive interagency cooperation.  However, while the GEF system has performed well overall, there is room for some further clarification of the institutional roles and responsibilities of GEF’s partners, while continuing to enhance the active partnership approach in all phases of GEF’s operational activities. 

First, there is a clear need to strengthen the role and staffing capacity of the Secretariat. A Country Support Team needs to be established, followed by a careful assessment of the work programming and budgetary implications for the Secretariat of the findings and recommendations in this evaluation.  Second, the three implementing agencies will need medium-term assurance of funding levels in order to maintain institutional commitments and staff capacity.  Third, the new GEF executing agencies under the policy of expanded opportunities will need to be carefully brought into the GEF for roles in specific focal areas where they have established credible technical and operational expertise. Fourth, the role of STAP in the project cycle needs to be improved. Careful scrutiny of how STAP’s roster of experts is being used and managed is recommended.  Fifth, the GEF monitoring and evaluation team needs to strengthen its information dissemination and institution linkages with implementing agencies and operational focal points to support adaptive management at a project level, portfolio management at the program level, and a process of continuous improvement at the institutional level. 

Finally, it is appropriate and timely to consider strengthening the institutional character of the GEF substantially.  There are many factors driving this recommendation—the new focal areas and operational programs, the expanding relations with new conventions and protocols, the inclusion of new institutional partners, the need to strengthen country-level coordination and partnerships with the GEF, and the increasing demand for GEF funds. The GEF Council should take immediate steps to explore how the institutional character of the GEF can be best strengthened. 
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I.  Introduction

1. The central theme of the Second Overall Performance Study of the GEF (OPS2) is the assessment of impacts and results seen in the context of the four GEF focal areas of ozone, climate change, biodiversity, and international waters
, as well as in land degradation as it relates to these areas.  Other cross-cutting areas included in the assessment relate to stakeholder involvement and social issues.  

2. The OPS2 analyzes how GEF policies, institutional structures, and cooperative arrangements have facilitated or impeded results achieved so far. Three main topics guided the analysis:  Effects of GEF Policies and Programs on Results; Strengthening Country Capacity to Deliver Global Environmental Benefits; and Strengthening the GEF to Support Global Environmental Benefits.  

3. Recent Project Performance Reports (PPRs) have emphasized the importance of moving the GEF system from an “approvals culture” to a “results-oriented implementation culture.”  In the OPS2 terms of reference (TOR), “results” are defined as project/program impacts, outcomes, or outputs.  Impacts are defined as the (positive or negative) changes that the project/program has brought about.  Outcomes are the longer term changes resulting from an intervention, and outputs are the immediate results achieved at project completion.  Operational and program results are defined in the context of the GEF’s Operational Strategy and operational programs (OPs).  

A. Methodology

4. The evaluation methodology adopted by the OPS2 team was based on reviews of existing documentation of program and project results, consultations with implementing agency (IA) managers and staff, and country visits, including visits to field project sites and meetings with government officials, project stakeholders, and NGO representatives.  Among the main sources of information for OPS2 assessments were four comprehensive program studies prepared by the GEF’s monitoring and evaluation team, in cooperation with the IAs, on biodiversity, climate change, international waters, and land degradation.  An external evaluation of the ozone program was another key source.  

5. Other sources of information included the findings and conclusions of the First Overall Performance Study of the GEF (OPS1), evaluation reports of 41 completed projects, implementation reports from ongoing projects, and annual Project Implementation Reviews produced by the three IAs and the GEF Secretariat. The OPS2 team was provided with a list of 95 completed full-size projects as of June 30, 2000.  This group of regular projects represents about 28 percent (of a total of 341) full-size project approvals during the period from 1991–2000.  Among these completed projects, there were 61 projects that had finalized project evaluations; 41 of these reports were made available to the OPS2 team when it began its work. Hence the OPS2 project cohort consisting of completed projects with project evaluations constituted about 12 percent of total project approvals by the GEF as of June 30, 2000.

6. The OPS2 team also used the Goal Attainment Scaling (GAS) method to determine stakeholder perceptions of participation, project ownership, and GEF processes (Annex 3 describes the methodology in more detail.)

7. An important starting point was to attempt verification of reported operational results. Consultations were held with management and staff at the headquarters and in several field offices of the IAs, with STAP, with the convention secretariats and some of the international executing agencies (EAs), and with NGOs and national operational focal points for the GEF at six subregional meetings. 

8. The OPS2 team conducted country visits to 11 countries, which involved interviews and meetings with key stakeholders and field visits to some  23 GEF projects.  The Team alone made the final selection of the 11 countries to be visited: Argentina, Brazil, China, Jamaica, Jordan, Nepal, Romania, Samoa, Senegal, South Africa, and Uganda. Additional field visits were made to GEF projects in Bulgaria, Hungary, Kenya, Lebanon, and Tanzania.  Regional consultations with national GEF operational focal points and GEF-accredited NGOs were conducted in conjunction with the visits to Jamaica, Kenya, Mexico, Romania, Senegal, and Thailand.  Several additional countries were covered as part of evaluations conducted by the GEF monitoring and evaluation team over the last few years to provide preparatory materials for OPS2 (see Annex 3, Table 1)
.  The OPS2 team was represented at the May 2001 meeting of the GEF Council and its associated NGO consultation, at the October GEF Replenishment meeting in Edinburgh, and at the GEF Council meeting in December 2001.

9. The findings and conclusions presented in this report constitute the independent view of the OPS2 team.

B.  Conventions and the GEF Mandate

10. The 1985 Vienna Convention for the Protection of the Ozone Layer, including the 1997 Montreal Protocol on Substances That Delete the Ozone Layer, was not initially supported by donor funding.  Therefore, its London amendments of 1990, which created a specific financial mechanism, were considered a major breakthrough in global environmental governance.  This financial mechanism, the Multilateral Fund, received substantial financial support from governments in developed countries.

11. The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), both of which were negotiated in parallel with preparations for the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) in Rio de Janeiro in 1992, acknowledged the need for international financial mechanisms to deal with global environmental issues. 

12. During negotiations for the Earth Summit (UNCED) and the climate change and biodiversity conventions, various arguments were made in support of dedicated financial mechanisms for each new agreement.  Through these mechanisms, countries in the North would contribute to help countries in the South implement the intent of each convention. The novelty of a financial mechanism for the Montreal Protocol became an appealing concept to replicate in new conventions. 

13. The idea of establishing many different financial mechanisms under different conventions drew considerable skepticism and even opposition from donor countries, partly because of the concern that too much institutional fragmentation would result. 

14. Instead another proposal emerged—for a possible joint funding mechanism for many conventions. 

15. The GEF, created in 1991, provided a potential means to support the CBD and the UNFCCC and to assist in financing efforts to address the underlying causes of global environmental degradation. In fact, the GEF was the only new source of international financing that emerged from all the parallel negotiations during the late 1980s and early 1990s.  The GEF was established, after prolonged negotiations, as an interim instrument for this purpose. 

16. When the two conventions were finalized in 1992, the GEF was accepted by both as a financial mechanism, initially on an interim basis. The GEF was established in the World Bank as a pilot program, by resolution of the Executive Directors of the World Bank and by related interagency arrangements between the UNDP, the UNEP, and the World Bank
. A central premise in the international agreement to establish the GEF was that it would not become a new international institution, but rather would rely on the capacities of existing international organizations. The GEF would largely rely for project development and implementation on three IAs of proven technical competence in the multilateral system—the UNDP, UNEP and the World Bank.   

17.  In 1994, the GEF was restructured under the aegis of the Instrument for Establishment of the Restructured Global Environment Facility.  GEF became a mechanism to forge international cooperation and to fund projects addressing global environmental issues, with the following entities:

•
Assembly, consisting of representatives of all Participants, (i) reviews the general policies and evaluates the operation of the GEF on the basis of reports submitted by the Council, (ii) considers the membership of the GEF, and (iii) considers, for approval by consensus, amendments to the Instrument on the basis of recommendations by the Council. The first Assembly of the GEF was held in New Delhi, India, in April 1998. The second Assembly will be held in Beijing, China, in October 2002.

•
Council, consisting of 32 Members,
 meets twice annually with the overall objective of developing, adopting, and evaluating the operational policies and programs for GEF finance activities, in conformity with the Instrument and fully taking into account reviews carried out by the Assembly.  The Council has the main responsibility for reviewing and approving the work program.


•
GEF Secretariat, headed by the CEO/Chairperson of the Facility, (i) implements the decisions of the Assembly and the Council in coordination with the implementing agencies, (ii) coordinates the formulation and oversees the implementation of the work program, and (iii) coordinates program activities with the Secretariats of other relevant international bodies, particularly those of the GEF-relevant Conventions.

•
Implementing Agencies, the UNDP, UNEP, and World Bank, prepare and implement GEF-financed activities within their respective areas of competence.

•
Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel (STAP) acts as an advisory body to the GEF. 

18. In May 1999, the GEF Council expanded the number of international agencies that can directly prepare and implement GEF-financed activities under the policy of expanded opportunities for executing agencies. These agencies are the Asian Development Bank (ADB), the African Development Bank (AfDB), the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), and the Inter-American Development Bank (IADB).  Following subsequent Council decisions, the United Nations Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO), the United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO), and International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) have joined the GEF group of executing agencies eligible for expanded opportunities
. 

19. The GEF has become a novel multilateral creation that embodies partnerships at different levels and dimensions, facilitated by the GEF Council and Secretariat, and builds on the comparative strengths of different entities. The most significant level of partnerships is among the GEF Secretariat, STAP, and the three implementing agencies—UNDP, UNEP, and the World Bank—given their significant roles in the evolution of the GEF and in preparing and implementing GEF-financed activities.  In addition, the World Bank acts as the Trustee to the GEF Trust Fund and provides administrative support to the GEF Secretariat. 

20. The mission of the GEF sets forth that:


“The GEF is a mechanism for international cooperation for the purpose of providing new, and additional, grant and concessional funding to meet the agreed incremental costs of measures to achieve agreed global environmental benefits in the area of biological diversity, climate change, international waters and ozone depletion. Land degradation issues, primarily desertification and deforestation, as they relate to the four focal areas will also be addressed. In carrying out its mission, the GEF will adhere to key operational principles based on the two conventions, the GEF Instrument, and Council decisions.”

21. The main rationale of the GEF is therefore to fund the incremental costs of achieving global environmental benefits.  This principle was intended to be applied in a context that supports sustainable development goals.  The IAs were expected to address these larger sustainable development dimensions by relating GEF-funded activities,  through national-level strategies and programs, to a development and environment policy framework.  

22. The GEF has designated a specific “focal area” program which links up with objectives of a convention.  Initially, climate change and biodiversity were designated as focal areas.  A third focal area on ozone depletion involved support to the economies in transition in Eastern Europe and Central Asia for mitigating ozone layer depletion (for countries not covered under the Montreal Protocol’s financial mechanism).  A fourth focal area covered international waters, which has no global convention, but relates to a number of international, regional, and subregional conventions and agreements.  Alleviating land degradation was approved as a cross-cutting issue.  The GEF Council agreed in 2001 to set up new focal areas for land degradation and for the new persistent organic pollutants (POPS) convention.  

23. The GEF was established with funding largely from the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) countries to serve as a common facility for various convention-related financial mechanisms, both present and future. Its operational principles explain that, in its role as financial mechanism for the implementation of the UNFCCC and CBD, the GEF will function under the guidance of, and be accountable to, those conventions’ Conferences of Parties (COPs).

24. Thus the GEF, the only multiconvention financing facility in existence, is now the major source of funding specifically supporting international environmental agreements. 

25. Acting as a catalyst to mobilize resources from other sources has been a key GEF objective since it was founded. Co-financing arrangements with other donors were sought as a way to supplement GEF funding for activities focusing on global environmental benefits.  It was understood that GEF would not have the means itself to fund all objectives sought under the conventions.  Furthermore, co-financing would also be needed for associated development activities linked to GEF projects. 

26. The GEF Secretariat was given the responsibility for monitoring progress and outcomes from GEF-funded projects.  The results would be reported to the GEF Council and, through it, to all GEF member countries.

27. Results would also be brought to the attention of the conventions through GEF CEO’s regular reporting to the COPs of each of the conventions.  In addition, the IAs often present general reports on their institutional programs separately to the COPs. Such reports usually include information about their GEF-executed activities.  Countries were not required to report directly to the conventions about GEF activities and their results.  Further discussion on this point is included in Chapter 4.

C. The Development Context

28. The 13 operational programs of GEF are guided by its Operational Strategy of 1996, with its 10 operational principles (Annex 5).  One of the operational principles states that the GEF “will fund projects that are country-driven and based on national priorities designed to support sustainable development, as identified within the context of national programs.”

29. GEF focuses on achieving global environmental benefits.  Since the main focus of the conventions served by the GEF is the global environment, the GEF operational programs need to relate to the economic and social development aspirations of developing countries, and particularly, their national and local environmental priorities
.

30. The conventions that GEF serves state that GEF funding for the global environment must be associated with national sustainable development priorities.  This can be illustrated by the following diagram:
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31. As articulated by the conventions, there are considerable opportunities for GEF activities focusing mainly on global issues to have significant national and local impacts.  Furthermore, GEF activities can also serve to mobilize co-financing for the purpose of broadening impact.

32. Each of the focal areas provides scope for exploring objectives related to sustainable development benefits at both national and local levels.  For instance, reducing greenhouse gas emissions also yields significant energy savings and cleaner air, which benefits public health.  Protecting biodiversity of global importance may also benefit a country’s tourism industry and generate employment and other income-sharing benefits to local communities.  Safeguarding the health of international waters can also increase yields from fisheries and improve local health.   

33. Sustainable development objectives are pursued through the regular programs of international development agencies, such as the UNDP and the World Bank, and hence   provide opportunities for global environment issues to be included in country and sector programming frameworks.  This opens up two distinct opportunities:  for GEF objectives to be funded under the regular programs of each agency, and for each IA to seek co-financing for activities associated with GEF-funded projects.  

D. Overview Comments

34. An important reference point for the OPS2, as emphasized in its TOR, is whether GEF-funded projects have been able to produce significant results.  Even though the GEF portfolio is still young, both the growing number of completed projects and many ongoing projects report measurable achievements.  The OPS2 team started its work with some critical questions in this regard, including whether results so far achieved would be significant enough to enable OPS2 to recommend the continuation of the GEF. A substantial part of the OPS2 team’s initial work
 with the various GEF entities as well as its country and project visits were focused on results and impacts of GEF-funded activities.  This is discussed in Chapter 3.  GEF relations with the conventions and with member countries are reviewed in Chapters 4 and 5, respectively.

35. The GEF has pursued two parallel goals—to mainstream global environmental objectives in the regular programs of each IA and to generate co-financing from the IAs and others sources for funding GEF activities.  These issues are analyzed in Chapter 6.  The broader program and policy issues and findings discussed in Chapter 6 also include a review of public involvement and stakeholder participation in GEF activities and other cross-cutting issues.  The final two chapters deal with institutional and management issues and present the overall conclusions and recommendations.

36. During its work, the OPS2 team continually reviewed the set of recommendations presented 4 years ago by OPS1, as well as GEF’s ongoing response to the recommendations and its reports to Council on progress. The complete list of OPS1 recommendations, with a brief summary prepared by the GEF monitoring and evaluation team for OPS2 based on various reports on the topic to the GEF Council, is presented in Annex 6.  The OPS2 has considered most of the issues raised by OPS1.  In several areas, considerable efforts have been made to implement that first set of recommendations, and there has been some encouraging progress. Yet, as subsequent chapters of this report demonstrate, some of the key findings and recommendations of OPS1 concern issues that OPS2 found to be continuing weaknesses in the GEF.  

II.  The Global Context

37. The 1990s have been a period of significant global change.  Environmentally, the decade has been characterized by increasingly unambiguous signals of global environmental degradation.  High population growth and accelerating urbanization, along with increasingly unsustainable levels of consumption of natural resources, have led to severe pollution of air and water supplies.  Economically, it has been a period of global integration and new income opportunities, but also persistent poverty and growing economic disparity.  The rapid rise of the Internet opened new modes of communication and widened access to information, but also drew attention to the “digital divide” between information haves and have-nots.  

38. Institutionally, the decade witnessed the end of the Cold War and the emergence of a number of new international institutions and agreements, including Agenda 21, the global environmental conventions, and the GEF, the facility designed to support those conventions.  An assessment of the GEF and its impact must therefore take into account the rapidly changing context in which it has operated during this decade. 

A.  Environmental Trends

39. [image: image18.wmf]At the beginning of the decade, there was growing concern that rapid changes in the composition of the atmosphere could lead to changes in the Earth’s protective ozone layer and the Earth’s climate.  By the end of the decade, the first concern was allayed when dramatic progress was achieved in phasing out emissions of ozone depleting substances.
 

40. Concern about the health of the climate, however, had given way to growing certainty, supported by a broad-based, international, scientific consensus: The warming climate, shifting precipitation patterns, melting glaciers, and rising sea levels were all attributable at least in part to emissions of greenhouse gases from human activities.  The 1990s was the warmest decade on Earth since meteorological records have been kept.
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Driven by the growing use of fossil fuels, emissions of greenhouse gases have risen rapidly in past decades. However, in the 1990s, global emissions of carbon dioxide, the most important greenhouse gas, rose more slowly than previously, peaking in 1997 at about 6.4 billion tons of carbon.  Emissions have since declined slightly,
 but emissions levels are still above what has been found sustainable by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). 

42. These global trends masked a dramatic reduction in emissions due to the economic contractions in Russia and the eastern European countries, a substantial rise in emissions in western industrial nations (primarily in the United States), and a more rapid rise in emissions from developing countries.  
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Aside from emissions, there is evidence that many economies are becoming less carbon intensive.  The global ratio of carbon emissions to economic output declined steadily during the 1990s, with the most dramatic improvements in China, which reduced its carbon intensity by more than any other major country.

44. Degradation of ecosystems accelerated in the 1990s, undermining their ability to provide food, fiber, flood control, nutrient recycling, and a host of other ecosystem services, including conservation of biodiversity.

45. Forests, for example, cover nearly 25 percent of the world's land surface and help maintain water supplies and prevent erosion. They provide habitat for two-thirds of known terrestrial species.  But forested land is being converted to other uses, especially in tropical forest countries, at rates of about 130,000 square kilometers per year.  Wood harvesting is occurring at rates above the replacement rate in Canada, Russia, Australia, and in most developing countries.

46. Nearly 30 percent of the world's major watersheds have lost more than three-fourths of their tree cover, lowering the dependability and quality of water supplies and increasing the likelihood of floods.  Forests are increasingly fragmented, as roads open up access to clearing
 for settlement, firewood gathering, and invasion by non-native species and break up habitats into parcels that can be too small to support viable animal or bird populations. Toward the end of the decade, land conversion, logging, and other human activities had put 39 percent of the remaining intact forest ecosystems at significant risk of degradation.
  Forests are also a major storehouse of carbon, and clearing and forest degradation added nearly 20 percent to global emissions of carbon dioxide, increasing the likelihood of climate change.

47. Marine and freshwater ecosystems also faced growing pressures.  In Southeast Asia and the Caribbean, tourism, destructive fishing, land-based pollution, and other stresses put nearly 70 percent of the coral reef ecosystems at significant risk of degradation.
  Worldwide, harmful algal blooms in coastal areas increased rapidly.  Some 700 incidents of algal toxins affecting public health, fisheries, or birds were recorded in the 1990s, up from 200 in the 1970s.
  The number of hypoxic zones, devoid of all life, increased in coastal waters near intensively farmed watersheds or major industrial centers.  Disease incidence among marine mammals and coral reefs has risen dramatically.

48. Nearly 1 billion people depend on fish as their primary source of protein, but the outlook for world fisheries worsened during the 1990s. Some 75 percent of the world's marine fisheries were judged to be at risk, up from 69 percent at the end of the 1980s.
  World fishing fleets gained the capacity to capture 40 percent more fish than the major ocean fisheries are projected to sustain.  Trawling, an especially destructive fishing method that drags weighted nets across the sea floor, expanded to cover an estimated 15 million square kilometers.
 

49. Freshwater ecosystems faced pressures from growing withdrawals of water, primarily for irrigation, and from other major human interventions. Water use grew at twice the rate of human population, and by the mid-1990s, 40 percent of the world's population lived in conditions of water stress or water scarcity.  Fragmentation of freshwater ecosystems continued to increase rapidly: as of 1998, some 349 major dams were under construction in river systems around the world, many on rivers that cross international boundaries. 

50. Food production, by and large, kept pace with population growth, as irrigation expanded and yields continued to improve. But agro-ecosystems face future problems from declining nutrient balances, soil erosion, and overuse of ground water resources.  The area planted with transgenic crops expanded rapidly at the end of the decade, from 1.7 million hectares in 1996 to 40 million hectares in 1999.

51.   A record number of plants and animal types were threatened with extinction during the 1990s, including 1,096 species of mammals (24 percent of known species), 1,107 species of birds (11 percent), and 25,971 species of plants (10 percent).
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Stresses on the environment come from many human activities, but ultimately stem from the needs of a growing population and the even more rapid growth in consumption of natural resources.  World population grew by about 700 million people (13 percent) in the 1990s, even though average fertility declined substantially in developing countries—from 3.4 births per woman in 1990 to 2.9 in 1999.  Urban areas expanded, growing by more than 50 million inhabitants per year. Household consumption expenditures rose 40 percent in the 1990s, with high-income countries accounting for a fairly consistent 80 percent of the worldwide total.  Not all consumption adds directly to environmental stresses, but use of natural resources has continued to grow. Worldwide energy use, for example, rose 17 percent between 1987 and 1997; electricity use grew 32 percent.  The number of passenger cars reached 500 million worldwide, a 25 percent increase from the beginning of the decade.

B. Economic and Social Trends

53. With the end of the Cold War and the gradual transition of centrally planned economies to market-oriented approaches, the global expansion and integration of markets accelerated in the 1990s. Foreign direct investment increased more than four-fold, from US$200 billion in 1990 to $884 billion in 1999
.  Developing countries received part of these inflows (for low and middle income countries, the numbers are $24 billion in 1990, and about $185 billion in 1999), but most of this was concentrated on a small number of countries. The large majority of developing countries gained little or no benefits from direct foreign investments.  Over the same period, worldwide capital flows more than doubled, reaching 18.3 percent of world GDP in 1999.  Trade in goods and services expanded from 39 to 52 percent of world GDP over the decade.  The economic importance of global financial markets, and of large multinational corporations, continued to increase.  Partly as a result of this globalization of economic activity, output expanded, with developing economies growing at 3.2 percent over the decade and high-income countries at 2.3 percent.

54. Assisting global integration was the growing power of information and communication technologies and the rapid growth of the Internet.  During the 1990s, the “digital revolution” promoted the widespread availability of information and established new forms of communication and commerce. By the end of the decade, virtually every country was connected to the Internet, although access and costs remain highly uneven among countries. 

55. The benefits of growing prosperity—or the means to achieve it—were not shared very equitably, however.  By the end of the decade, the developed world accounted for one-fifth of the world’s population but three-fourths of world economic output. The gap between average income in an industrial country and that in a developing country rose from $16,873 in 1990 to $18,375 in 1997.

56. An estimated 1.5 billion people (38 percent of those living in rural areas) still lack access to clean water.  Poverty remains widespread, with more than a billion people living on less than $1 per day and more than 2.7 billion living on less than $2 per day.  In addition to material deprivation, the poor also face heightened vulnerability, social exclusion, and exposure to environmental risk. Among the many serious diseases facing all countries, the AIDS epidemic has spread to infect one of every 100 adults worldwide.  With 66 percent of the world’s HIV-positive population living in sub-Saharan Africa, the region’s countries have suffered devastating human and economic costs.

57. Despite these growing needs, official development assistance (ODA) declined from 0.3 percent of world GDP in 1990 to 0.2 percent in 1999—a total of just $48.5 billion.  The decade also saw a significant shift of the available ODA from developing country recipients to economies in transition.

58. Globalization has created new economic opportunities for developing countries, while simultaneously increasing the vulnerability of many poor communities.  Easily devastated by forces beyond their control, like natural disasters, such communities are also vulnerable to disruptions caused by volatile capital flows and increased government policy interest in more intensive exploitation of natural resources. Poor communities often face reduced access to water, forests, or prime coastal areas, even when their economic livelihoods are heavily dependent on such natural resources.

59. In the context of a rapidly changing world and steadily worsening global environment conditions, the role of the GEF is critical.  At the same time, given its relatively recent origins and comparatively modest resources, it is not realistic to expect that the GEF can, by itself, turn around global environmental trends.  It is in that context that the OPS2 team has considered its assessment.

III.  Program Impacts, Results, and

Policy Issues

60. The OPS2 team was specifically asked to assess program impacts and other results in light of the GEF portfolio’s growing maturity.  For this task, the Team has mainly relied on the following sources of information:

•
Four program studies conducted for OPS2 by the monitoring and evaluation team at the GEF Secretariat, with staff from the three IAs and supported by external consultants, and a fifth document, an external evaluation of the ozone program, were the starting points for the assessment.

•
Evaluation reports from completed projects and reports and documentation from IAs regarding ongoing projects were used to assess and supplement the findings of the program studies.

•
Country and project visits and regional consultations carried out by the OPS2 team were also used to assess and supplement the findings of the program studies.  

•
Interviews conducted with the IAs, STAP, and convention secretariats (CBD, UNFCCC, and CCD) also informed the assessment.  

61. The OPS2 team notes a number of limitations in available data and information.  First, due to the lack of baseline data, the program studies had difficulty reporting measurable results related to the GEF’s impact on the global environment, whether from completed or ongoing projects.  Second, only a relatively small number of projects (95) have been completed.   Among these, 41 evaluation reports were available for the OPS2.  Hence, the OPS2 analysis of the completed projects represents about 12 percent of the total portfolio.   A third limitation is the difficulty of measuring impacts from older projects (those approved during the Pilot Phase) due to a lack of impact-related data gathered. Furthermore, a clear operational definition of global environmental benefits is still not well developed in the GEF.  Without such definitional clarity, it is difficult to obtain precise measurements of the impact of GEF activities on the global environment.  

62. In reporting the impact of GEF projects, the OPS2 team has focused primarily on the role of the GEF.   In fact, GEF projects involve strategic partnerships between IAs, governments, national institutions, NGOs, communities, and private sector entities.   The projects are financed partly by the GEF and co-financed by governments and other supporting agencies or firms in the public and private sectors.   In discussing the impacts of GEF projects, this report may not explicitly attribute credit to each of the partner agencies (especially governments).   However, the intent is that credit for the achievements be shared among all stakeholders involved.

A.   Ozone:  Impacts and Results 

63. Over the past decade, the GEF has committed $138 million to assist the phase-out of ozone depleting substances (ODS) in countries with economies in transition (CEIT).  These countries were not able to draw on the Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol, which is reserved for assisting developing countries.   The GEF investment, together with co-financing expected to total $67 million, has supported 121 subprojects in 17 countries.   

64. The GEF ozone program has had an unambiguous impact in assisting and catalyzing the phase-out of ODS in the CEITs.   As of 1999, six countries were in compliance with their obligations under the Montreal Protocol; six additional countries are expected to be in compliance by or before 2003.   As of 1999, ODS consumption in the 14 countries with extensive project implementation experience had declined by more than 90 percent, from about 190,000 tons to less than 15,000 tons annually.
 The largest absolute decline occurred in Russia, which had accounted for over two-thirds of the ODS production and consumption among CEITs receiving GEF support.

65. The GEF program used an approach that targeted whole sectors and developed comprehensive country strategies.  In comparison with similar phase-out efforts in developing countries supported by the Multilateral Fund, which initially targeted micro-projects, the available evidence is compelling that the GEF efforts have been successful.   Total reductions in ODS consumption exceeded 175,000 tons, and all recipient countries have recorded significant reductions.  The GEF program has also been relatively efficient, in large part because of its sector and country strategy: based on direct, audited reductions, the average cost has been $7.5 per kilogram of reductions.
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Jamaica

a

a

29

Jordan

a

a

30

Kenya

a

a

a

a

31

Lebanon

a

a

32

Lesotho

a

33

Malawi

a

34

Malaysia

a

35

Mali

a

36

Mauritius

a

37

Mexico

a

a

a

a

38

Namibia

a

39

Nepal

a

a

40

Pakistan

a

 


66. According to the external evaluation report on the ozone program, audited reductions directly attributable to the GEF investments amount to 27 percent of the total reductions achieved by 1999.
  Economic slowdowns and the process of economic transition, as well as country preparation for accession to the European Union, contribute substantially to the bulk of the reductions.   However, the external evaluation study credits the GEF program with catalyzing larger reductions through funding institution strengthening activities that enhanced recipient country commitments.   These activities included developing legislative frameworks, improving the exchange of information, and conducting public awareness campaigns.   An OPS2 field visit to Bulgaria was able to verify the findings of the external evaluation report in that country (see Box 3.1), and the OPS2 team agrees generally with the report’s overall findings. 

67. Overall, the Team finds that (i) the GEF has been responsive and supportive of the Montreal Protocol, (ii) the impact of the GEF has been significant in helping to achieve meaningful reductions in ODS, and (iii) the GEF has helped materially in assisting CEIT countries to meet their obligations under the Montreal Protocol.

B.  Ozone:  Program and Policy Issues 

68. The GEF-funded ODS reduction efforts did encounter a number of problems.   Implementation was delayed in some cases by economic instability within recipient countries or by the time required for countries to ratify the London Amendment of the Montreal Protocol.  The program also encountered problems updating most countries’ refrigerator servicing sectors because of a lack of substitutes usable in existing equipment.  Efforts so far have focused primarily on Annex A and B substances, but CEITs also have commitments to limit the consumption of HCFCs and methyl bromide.  Further efforts will be needed achieve these commitments.   

69. Despite such problems, the GEF's ODS-related activities have been generally successful in achieving the GEF objective of enabling compliance with the Montreal Protocol.  Among the lessons learned from this effort are the importance of national commitments to the phase-out goal and the value of integrated approaches.
  For example: 

 •
Countries formally adopted national programs, and GEF grants were structured to enhance the national commitment.

•
Country-wide programs were integrated with sector-specific strategies.

•
Phase-out efforts were supplemented by capacity-building efforts that targeted economic, political, and legal barriers and strengthened key institutions, such as customs services.  Policy development also played an important role.

70. Some of these approaches, such as sector strategies, are being adopted by the Multilateral Fund that supports the Montreal Protocol in developing countries.  Because of the similarity of ODS problems to those of persistent organic pollutants (POPs), these lessons and strategies also may have applicability in new areas of the GEF's work.   

71. A broader lesson concerns the GEF policy framework within which the ODS reduction program took place.   The OPS2 team found evidence that, while effective, the program could have been more efficient if it had been allowed to use economic instruments across the entire portfolio of projects, not just for small and medium enterprises.   In particular, use of GEF funds to provide incentives for governmental action or to underwrite investment risk might have accelerated government commitments and encouraged more rapid action by individual decisionmakers.  This finding, too, may have relevance to other areas of the GEF's work, perhaps especially in the climate portfolio and in engaging the private sector more fully in all focal areas.  Even so, the relatively wide discretion, within an agreed country program, that each government was given to determine how to use GEF funds for ODS reduction seems to have played an important role in catalyzing national commitment, and highlights the strategic value of GEF policies that more directly empower governments.      

72. With all projects under implementation and substantially complete achievement of its objectives, GEF’s ODS reduction efforts for Annex A and B substances are themselves winding down, while support to phase out methyl bromide and HCFCs continues.  

C.  Climate Change:  Impacts and Results

73. Since the inception of the GEF, 270 climate change projects have been approved in 120 countries for a sum of about $1 billion, with an expected $5 billion in co-financing.

74. Among the 43 climate projects that have been completed or have been in operation for at least 2 years by June 30, 2000, 19 were in Asia, 12 in Eastern Europe, eight in Africa, and four in Latin America. 





  

75. The GEF's climate portfolio has demonstrated a wide range of approaches to promote energy efficiency and renewable energy.   Early efforts focused on technology development and demonstration, while more recent projects have targeted market development, demonstration of sustainable business models, financing mechanisms, or demand-side incentives.  

76. The OPS2 team finds that project impacts from the climate change focal area are slow in emerging, because only a small part of the portfolio (28 projects) has been completed so far.  Nonetheless, the Team finds that there have been important results in a number of specific areas described below.  It also finds that there have also been important indirect influences and impacts from GEF projects in the climate change focal area.   These include GEF-stimulated awareness and understanding of climate change issues observed in many countries visited by the OPS2 team; greater knowledge of specific technologies by policy-makers, financial institutions, energy sector companies, investors, and NGOs as a result of GEF commitments; and investment decisions or policy actions triggered by increased awareness and confidence.

Technology Development and Demonstration

77. [image: image23.wmf]No

Country

OPS1

Experience with 

Conservation 

Trust Funds

Interim 

Assessment of 

Biodiversity 

Enabling Activities

Review of 

Climate 

Change 

Enabling 

Activities

Multicountry 

Project 

Arrangements

Solar PV 

Review

Biodiversity 

Program Study

Climate Change 

Program Study

International 

Waters 

Program Study

Medium-sized 

Projects 

Review

OPS2

41

Peru

a

a

a
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a
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a
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a
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a
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a
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a

67
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a

a

One successful example of technology development and demonstration has been the development of coal-bed methane resources in China.  By developing a variety of methods for tapping methane from coal beds, the project (Development of Coal-Bed Methane Resources) led to the commercialization of this technology in China.  In addition to widespread replication in China, the technology is now taught in university curricula and has been widely spread through international conferences, affecting practices in other countries (see Box 3.2).   

78.  Another instance of successful technology development has been the adaptation of gasifier/gas turbine systems to burn biomass fuels, along with associated techniques for collecting and handling such fuels, in Brazil.  The technology has the potential to increase power generation by a factor of five or more compared to conventional biomass power plants.  Two projects, one focused on wood chips (Biomass Integrated Gasification/Gas Turbine project) and the other on sugar cane bagasse and sugarcane wastes (Biomass Power Generation: Sugar Cane Bagasse and Trash project), have brought the technology to the threshold of commercial demonstration in Brazil (see Box 3.3), with current replication in a United Kingdom plant.
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79. Demonstration of new, grid-connected, renewable technologies has occurred in a number of countries, with the largest direct and indirect impact in India (close to 1000 MW).   Other examples of renewable technologies include biogas power from sewage treatment plants or landfills in India and Jordan, wind power in India, and bagasse-based power in Mauritius.  In Mauritius, the GEF Sugar Bio-Energy Project stimulated significant private sector involvement in the power sector.

80. Off-grid solar photovoltaic systems for rural electrification comprise the largest part of the GEF climate change portfolio.  Some 18,000 systems have been installed, but this achievement is small relative to the 600,000 systems expected to be installed when the implementation of 23 GEF-funded solar PV projects is complete.  Furthermore, several promising business and consumer credit models for solar PV are showing initial success, with good prospects for replication on a larger scale.   Progress has been made in terms of increased awareness and enhanced technical standards in several countries.   Some modest impact on rural electrification planning and policies has been achieved in a few countries.   Development of micro-financing schemes for rural households is a common feature in these projects, and these schemes have helped to boost the market in rural areas.  

Market-Oriented Approaches

81. [image: image25.png]


GEF-supported projects succeeded in developing or promoting markets for efficient energy lighting, refrigerators, electric motors, and other products and systems in a number of countries.  Efficient lighting has been the main success.  A project in Poland, for example, targeted subsidies to manufacturers of efficient lights and improved penetration from 10 percent of households to 33 percent after 1 year (see Box 3.4).  In Mexico, two financing schemes for efficient lights—one in which customers were allowed to pay for the lights through electricity bills and another in which the users pay through their salaries—greatly increased the market.   More than 5 million efficient lights have been installed as a result of GEF projects, with sustained reductions in market prices to the benefit of consumers.   Mexico launched a follow-on project to replicate the GEF project on a much larger scale, and a number of Asian countries are replicating a China efficient lighting project even before implementation has begun.

82. A novel financing approach—using GEF funds to provide loan guarantees to commercial banks that financed energy service companies (ESCOs)—proved very successful in stimulating the lending market for energy efficiency in Hungary (see Box 3.5).  The IFC has since committed its own funds to expand the project.  GEF efforts reported in the Climate Change Program Study have also helped establish viable ESCOs in Tunisia and China and attract commercial bank financing for energy efficiency projects in Egypt.   Because the China project also helped to resolve policy and legal issues surrounding ESCOs, replication in the form of a growing ESCO industry seems likely in that country.  
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83. Providing business and supporting services is an approach that has proved effective in a few GEF projects.  In Thailand, a demand-side management project (Promotion of Electricity Energy Efficiency) used public awareness campaigns, appliance energy labels, and other educational approaches to increase energy efficiency.   In Bulgaria, a GEF project (Energy Efficiency Strategy to Mitigate GHG Emissions) created a network of mayors of municipalities and helped the network to conduct energy audits and understand potential energy savings.  That knowledge, and the further recognition of human health impacts—in Bulgaria, many school rooms go unheated because municipalities cannot afford to pay for heat from antiquated district heating schemes—triggered energy efficiency investments in many towns.  

Capacity-Building and Institutional Development Impacts

84. GEF support within its enabling activities program to over 120 countries to prepare national communications to the FCCC has often had a significant impact on national capacity and awareness of climate change issues.  These projects engaged and helped train engineers, scientists, and other government officials and university academics, enabling them to better appreciate and cope with the challenges of climate change issues.  In Brazil, for example, the OPS2 team was informed that some 500 professionals from more than 100 different institutions participated in that country's emissions inventory alone. In addition, the Team observed that newly trained professionals have formed informal networks among different regions and countries that meet and communicate regularly through conferences and workshops.  The increase in participation by professionals from developing countries in the international climate debate is an indirect impact of capacities gained through participation in enabling activities.  Also, as a result of GEF projects, the capacity to prepare project proposals has developed in a few countries; Senegal, for example, now makes use of local consultants to prepare GEF projects.      

85. GEF projects evaluated by the OPS2 team and as part of the Climate Change Program Study show that a variety of institutions have been created or strengthened.   One example is the strengthening of a Thailand utility by creating a demand-side management office, which led to bulk procurement of efficient lights and major price reductions throughout the country.  Another is the creation of coal-bed methane enterprises in China with the ability to search for business deals and funding from diverse sources.  The development of independent power producers in Mauritius, Sri Lanka, and India, and the formation of the Jordan Biogas Company, a public/private partnership between municipalities, a utility, and a private company, also illustrate this impact.   

86. Vulnerability and adaptation to climate change impacts are emerging as important areas of GEF funding.  The Caribbean Planning for Adaptation to Climate Change (CPACC) project is among the first examples of this type of project (see Box 3.6).


Policy Development

87. Several GEF-supported projects have directly and indirectly resulted in policy changes in some countries.   These policy changes mainly involve setting up national codes and standards and developing specialized regulations. The solar photovoltaic project in Zimbabwe led to the development of national codes for installing solar PV systems.  Similarly, a Mexican lighting project led to the development of national quality standards for high-efficiency lights.  In Thailand, a utility collaborated with the Thai Consumer Protection Agency in getting mandatory labeling on refrigerators.  In China, national standards for refrigerators resulted from an energy efficiency project in that country.  In Senegal, an energy efficiency project (Sustainable and Participatory Energy Management) led to the development of building codes.   

88. As a result of GEF-funded projects, some countries have also developed power-purchase agreements for private power supply systems.  This is important because it enables a private power supplier to sell its power to the national utility at acceptable terms.  One instance reported in the program study is a biomass power project in Mauritius, resulting in a power-purchase agreement between the sugar industry and the national utility.  Similar agreements provided an institutional and regulatory framework for independent power producers in Sri Lanka.  In Jordan, the OPS2 team was informed that the biogas power project (Reduction of Methane Emissions and Utilization of Municipal Waste for Energy in Amman) was negotiating a power-purchase agreement with the national utility.  Overall, however, the OPS2 findings parallel those of the program study:  The GEF potential for influencing policy is much higher than what has so far been achieved.

D.  Climate Change:  Program and Policy Issues
89. The OPS2 team identified a number of significant issues pertinent to ongoing and future work in this focal area.

Sharing Experience 

90. The Team considers it important that the sharing of lessons gained from GEF projects be strengthened and accelerated, so that GEF resources can be used more effectively.  The transfer of lessons across projects has been slow and effective efforts relatively recent.  The Team also considers it important that specific efforts be made to encourage more systematic use of the results and outputs of GEF-funded projects for the improvement of national plans and strategies in climate change.  Though the climate change portfolio has few completed projects so far, project lessons are beginning to emerge.  They have the potential to form a body of knowledge that can be applied to ongoing projects and used in designing new projects.  The second phase of the Energy Conservation and GHG Emissions Reduction in Township and Village Enterprise Industries in China project was largely built on the experience gained in the first phase of the project, especially the development of technical skills and educational materials.  The Thailand demand-side management project provided some lessons for a similar project in Vietnam.  

Replication of Project Results

91. With only about 28 completed projects in the climate change portfolio, it is difficult to assess further replication and sustainability of project results.  Replication of project results is quite limited so far, as discussed above, and has not been systematically addressed in project design.  A number of factors can inhibit project replication.  For example, the energy efficiency project in Jamaica (Demand-Side Management Demonstration) developed a demand-side management (DSM) unit in a public utility, but the utility is being taken over by foreign investors whose interest in continuing DSM-related project activities was uncertain at the time of the OPS2 visit.   Subsidy schemes can be difficult to replicate, as illustrated by the doubtful viability of the consumer fund created by the Zimbabwean PV project (Photovoltaics for Household and Community Use), the PV project in Uganda (Photovoltaic Pilot Project for Rural Electrification), and the energy efficiency project in Senegal (Sustainable Participatory Energy Management) that provided major subsidies to a private hotel for efficient lighting and retrofit measures, with no evidence available to an OPS2 team that the gains from this project will be replicated after project completion.

92. Perhaps one of the most important factors inhibiting replication, given the important role of the private sector in energy production and in the production of energy-consuming products, is the lack of an enabling environment for business in some client countries and the frequently low involvement of the private sector in GEF projects.   OPS2 findings demonstrate that a clear understanding of the scope for technology development and demonstration, an emphasis at the project design stage on market transformation, the demonstration of viable business models, and other approaches that effectively engage the private sector could help improve replication.  

Strengthening Project Risk Assessment and Management

93. Significant project risks confront both project design and implementation.   It is therefore important to consider carefully the implications of these risks at an early stage.   Project risk assessment and management needs to be strengthened so that projects can adjust to changes in the market, technology, policy, macroeconomic conditions, co-financing, and government commitments.

94. While the Jamaica project mentioned previously was found to be relatively successful during most of project implementation, it suddenly encountered a new risk caused by change in ownership of the public utility.   The Uganda photovoltaic project ran into problems caused in part by user non-payment.   Such economic and financial factors can have a decisive effect on market responses and institutional viability beyond the life of the project.   Implementing and executing agencies thus need the capacity to make sophisticated risk assessments and manage a wide range of potential risks if they are to successfully manage market-oriented projects.   This is of special concern in the context of expanded opportunities for executing agencies.  Carefully choosing executing agencies with the necessary range of market awareness and financial skills is an important starting point.  Additionally, broader use of economic instruments in project design could help provide the necessary flexibility and risk management tools.

Long-Term Programmatic Approaches

95. Long-term programmatic approaches, in which all the GEF projects in a country are coordinated and matched with a long-term national strategy, require sufficient GEF "credibility" and IA experience in a country.  The OPS2 team found that the Chinese experience, strongly supported by the World Bank and UNDP, in developing a programmatic approach towards GEF funding for climate change activities has significantly enhanced such activities in that country.  

Enabling Activities

96. While these activities have been very useful, the complexity and novelty of many climate change interventions
 caused some difficulties.  The projects were more focused on the UNFCCC obligations and less on a critical assessment of national needs and priorities.  They also tended to raise unrealistic expectations, particularly in regard to capacity-building aspirations.  Too often, climate change concerns have not been integrated into national development policies and the project pipeline development, but such integration is time-consuming and demands skills and expertise beyond what has been provided in enabling activities projects.   The OPS2 team finds that benefits from enabling activities projects are useful and provide opportunities for a good first-stage involvement by the GEF in the complex subject matter of climate change.

Lessons Learned 
97. Much can be learned from projects that do not succeed.  For example, the Inner Mongolian part of a wind power project suffered a major setback when a neighboring utility proved unwilling to sign a power purchase agreement, illustrating the need to incorporate explicit pricing policies and marketing agreements into the project framework to ensure the competitiveness of grid-connected renewable energy projects.   Improperly structured power purchase agreements also caused problems in a mini-hydro project in Sri Lanka.   Off-grid solar PV projects in Zimbabwe and Ghana achieved limited success for a variety of reasons, including insufficient attention to the sustainability of the financing scheme in Zimbabwe and to the policy and institutional framework in Ghana.  Both projects illustrate the lesson that off-grid power projects must be integrated into a broader and well-conceived rural development strategy.   

Overall Conclusions

98. Looking across the GEF climate change portfolio, OPS2 finds that the GEF has been most effective in promoting energy efficiency, and still has a large opportunity for further efforts in this area.   The GEF has had more modest success in promoting grid-connected renewable energy.   Since this is a sector in which large commercial entities are active, the GEF should select additional projects very carefully and should concentrate on creating enabling environments and reducing risk.   The GEF has had the least success with off-grid, rural, renewable energy projects. Rural areas pose very difficult development challenges and face immense poverty problems. Hence the OPS2 team suggests that the GEF target the productive uses of energy in rural economies and encourage more innovative approaches in this field. Overall, the Team believes that the GEF would benefit from adopting a more focused program in the climate change focal area and concentrating its efforts where there is a strong continuing commitment to innovation and thus likely to have the greatest impact.

99. An important element of a more focused climate change program is the creation of enabling environments for market transformation.   The OPS2 team believes that it is important to recognize and make better use of the differing capacities and special strengths of the different IAs and EAs in such activities.  A second critical element is market transformation and other market-oriented interventions.   In this area, the World Bank and the IFC have unique skills. Procedural issues that have contributed to under-utilization of the IFC, such as the long time delays in the GEF approval process and some hesitation to use intermediary financial entities, need to be resolved.   The expansion of the GEF to include the regional development banks would become valuable in this respect.    

100. Ideally, all the differing skills of the IAs could be brought together in a coordinated and complementary fashion to catalyze significant change at the country level.   Some dramatic changes in Hungary provide an example of how effective such coordination can be.  In recent years, three projects have together influenced Hungary’s approach to climate change issues.  A UNEP global project prepared climate scenarios that significantly improved decisionmakers’ understanding of climate issues and enhanced related legislative processes; an  IFC project has catalyzed commercial bank lending for energy efficiency projects; and a UNDP capacity-building project is helping municipalities and other public-sector entities to increase their energy efficiency.   These projects have been closely coordinated at the country level and have consequently reinforced each other, multiplying their impacts on public and private sectors.  Unfortunately, such coordination is rare.  While recognizing that circumstances will vary from one country to another, the OPS2 team commends the Hungary example to the GEF as a model for country-level coordination.  

101. The OPS2 team finds that the existing GEF system is slow to recognize success, and thus slow to replicate and integrate positive lessons in planning for future projects.   OPS1 highlighted the IFC-implemented innovative risk-reduction project in Hungary, as has OPS2, but widespread replication in other countries has been slow.  An innovative project to increase awareness and capacity for energy efficiency changes in Bulgarian municipalities is apparently successful—as judged by the changes already being made by municipal leaders contacted during an OPS2 visit—but its apparent success is unknown to the GEF Secretariat.  These circumstances and others like them discovered during the OPS2 argue for additional capacity within the Secretariat and for the inclusion of Secretariat staff in selective mid-term project reviews to enable the GEF Secretariat to play a more strategic role in portfolio management
, as discussed in Chapter 7.  

102. Finally, the Team believes that the GEF needs to seek higher leverage opportunities.   The 5:1 or 6:1 ratio of co-financing claimed for the bulk of the climate change portfolio is not sufficient, given the size of GEF resources, to make a significant impact on emissions of greenhouse gases on a global scale.   Leveraging additional (largely private sector) resources at much higher multiples, even 50 or 100 to one—either directly, or indirectly by influencing private capital flows—would make a significant difference.  Higher rates of leverage may entail higher risks or at least new forms of risk and new modalities of engagement, including risk guarantees and equity participation.  The OPS2 team believes that the GEF should accept these risks as the price of fulfilling its mandate to foster experimentation and as the best hope of creating global environmental benefits on climate.

E.  Biodiversity:  Impacts and Results

103. The GEF is the single largest source of funding for global biodiversity conservation.   Under the guidance of the CBD, and in partnership with governments, institutions, NGOs, and communities, it has invested approximately $1.2 billion over the past 9 years to meet the incremental costs for the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity in 123 developing countries and economies in transition.   It expects to leverage over $2 billion in co-financing.

104. The biodiversity focal area activities include 395 full and medium-sized projects and enabling activities, as of June 30, 2000.  These projects (other than the enabling activities) have been categorized under a number of operational programs that reflect different ecosystem types: 

•
Arid and semi-arid ecosystems (OP1)

•
Coastal, marine, and freshwater ecosystems (OP2) 

•
Forest ecosystems (OP3)

•
Mountain ecosystems (OP4)

•
Integrated ecosystem management (OP12) 

•
Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biological Diversity Important to Agriculture (OP13)
 

105. According to the 2000 Program Status Review, the geographic distribution of projects shows Africa with 132 projects for a total budget of $299.81 million, Latin America and the Caribbean with 101 projects for a budget of $403.07 million, and Asia and the Pacific with 81 projects for a total of $284.10 million.  

106. The GEF biodiversity program draws its mandate from the CBD and seeks to reflect the guidance from the COP/CBD through its program objectives, its priorities, and its functional modalities.  The enabling activities have supported governments to meet their obligations to the CBD.   The GEF biodiversity projects have sought to target globally important ecosystems, species, and genetic resources, while also deriving complementary sustainable development benefits.

107. The OPS2 team finds that the GEF biodiversity program has made significant advances in demonstrating community-based conservation within protected areas and, to a lesser extent, in production landscapes.  While it is still premature to estimate the precise impact that the program has had on the status of global biodiversity, GEF’s program has resulted in building institutional and individual capacity in biodiversity conservation, developing new conservation approaches, forging effective partnerships, strengthening legal frameworks, influencing policy, and creating awareness on the importance of conserving biodiversity within the context of sustainable national development.  In reviewing the results and impacts from the biodiversity focal area, the OPS2 team noted the findings and conclusions of the Biodiversity Program Study (2001).  The Team independently verified some of the outputs and results through its in-country consultations and project site visits to 15 countries, and it specifically notes the following key positive impacts from the biodiversity portfolio.  

Global Coverage

108. The Biodiversity Program Study examined the global coverage of projects in the biodiversity portfolio and reported that the GEF had, through its choice of projects, covered many of the globally important sites such as those listed under the World Heritage Program, WWF’s Global 200 Earth’s Distinctive Ecoregions, the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance, UNESCO’s Man and the Biosphere Program, as well as globally important species listed under various conventions and named on the IUCN lists of threatened and endangered species.  In FY2000, the distribution of projects between ecosystems/habitats was arid and semi-arid ecosystems (27 projects); coastal, marine, and freshwater (59 projects); forest ecosystems (81 projects); and mountain ecosystems (14 projects).  The GEF is developing the capacity to have impacts on a broadly representative base of globally important ecosystems.  The OPS2 team notes that there is no guidance from the biodiversity convention on what an optimal distribution of projects should be for a balanced portfolio.  Moreover, the distribution of projects among these globally important sites does not necessarily reflect the true extent of “coverage” of these sites relative to the conservation of biodiversity that is actually being achieved.  

Conservation of Protected Areas

109. The GEF has steadily improved the standards of management of protected areas through participatory approaches.  As part of the Biodiversity Program Study, a special assessment of 49 projects that are protecting biodiversity in 320 protected areas covering a total of 60 million hectares found that more than 50 percent have fully or mostly met their objectives.  More than 50 percent have also achieved some benefit sharing and put in place measures for ensuring sustainability.  While at least half of the projects had reasonable stakeholder participation, only a fifth could claim to have achieved “ownership” by stakeholders.  In its country visits, the OPS2 team observed a number of successful protected area projects involving conservation of biodiversity of global significance.  The Uganda Bwindi Impenetrable National Park and Mgahinga Gorilla National Park Conservation project, for instance, covers 766 square kilometers and protects the highest diversity of primates in Africa (13 species), in addition to other endemic species of plants, animals, and birds.  The South Africa Cape Peninsula Biodiversity Conservation project protects one of the world’s six plant kingdoms (Cape Floral Kingdom), and associated terrestrial and marine biodiversity.  The China Nature Reserves Management project network covers 625,000 hectares and protects rich biodiversity including the habitat of the giant panda.  Under the Nepal Biodiversity Conservation project, GEF helped to establish the Makalu Barun National Park covering 2330 square kilometers in northeast Nepal.  A strongly participatory planning and management approach was used (see Box 3.7).  


Conservation in Production Landscapes

110. GEF projects are increasingly moving beyond the narrow scope of protected area conservation to strategies that conserve biodiversity within the broader production landscape.   Of a selection of 20 projects that conserve biodiversity in production landscapes, the Biodiversity Program Study found that about half were assessed to have achieved most of their objectives while the remainder had partly achieved them.  OPS2 country visits identified some positive examples of biodiversity conservation outside protected areas and within the larger productive landscape.  For instance, the small grants program in Brazil provides important instances of conservation of agricultural and forest biodiversity (see Box 3.8).  Science-based tools and techniques have been tested
 in tackling special problems affecting ecosystem productivity.  For instance, a number of GEF projects have included mitigation measures against the threat of invasive alien species that adversely affect indigenous biodiversity and economic activities.  The East Africa Lake Victoria Environmental Management Project
 has brought under control the water hyacinth that was threatening Lake Victoria’s fisheries, navigation, power generation, and water quality.  The use of water hyacinth weevils has reduced the weed population by 70 percent—resulting in increased populations of many fish species, better access to fishing areas, and improved navigation and power generation.  

Sustainable Use of Biodiversity

111. The GEF has developed a number of effective projects both within protected areas and production landscapes that demonstrate the sustainable use of biodiversity (the second major objective of the Convention on Biological Diversity).  While most of these are currently under small-scale implementation, they provide models for upscaling and/or wider application.  These include both consumptive uses of biodiversity (Kibale Forest Wild Coffee Project, Uganda) as well as non-consumptive uses such as ecotourism (South Pacific Biodiversity Conservation Program).  The Lake Victoria project in East Africa is promoting aquaculture in threatened fish species, which relieves pressure on the wild populations of these species in Lake Victoria, satellite lakes, and associated rivers.  

Benefit Sharing

112. The program study found that, of the projects examined, more than half demonstrated efforts toward achieving benefit sharing.  The OPS2 team visited a number of projects where benefits accruing at local and community levels provide good incentives for conservation and sustainable use by the very people who live with, own, and depend on biodiversity.  Examples of projects that demonstrate local benefit sharing include the GEF-supported Mgahinga Bwindi Trust that has helped communities through alternative livelihood schemes and a variety of social benefits, including schools and health clinics (see Box 3.9).  GEF projects have also enhanced ecotourism in protected areas, resulting in sustainable development benefits.  For instance, the Jordan Conservation of Dana and Azraq Protected Areas project has increased the annual number of visitors from about 4,000 in 1993 to 35,000 in 1999.  Ecotourism development earnings have increased from $6,760 in 1994 to $18,000 in 1997 (covering about 70 percent of the reserve’s operating costs), and to an estimated $330,000 in 2000.  In total, the project counts an estimated 3,430 direct and indirect beneficiaries.  Since the project entered its second phase, there has been a one-third increase in funds going directly to the local community.  The higher ecotourism income and environmental concerns influenced the Ministry of Mining and Mineral Resources to halt copper mining in the Dana Reserve.   However, in the view of the OPS2 team, the GEF portfolio could considerably extend its work on benefit sharing as defined by the CBD.  For instance, there have been few projects that demonstrate revenue sharing, of royalties, fees, etc., from the exploitation of indigenous knowledge of biological resources.  An assessment also is needed of the sustainability of the benefit-sharing initiatives that have been established over the years.

Improving the Enabling Environment

113. An important indicator of the larger impact of GEF projects is the influence that they exert on new policies, regulations, and laws promoting a favorable enabling environment for biodiversity conservation.   The OPS2 team observed many instances of policy changes, new policy formulation, new legislation, and new regulations that followed from GEF-supported initiatives.   These changes have occurred at the local, national, and international levels.   For instance, the Jordan Dana and Azraq project and the Country Study on Biological Diversity, together with the GEF climate change initiatives positively influenced the decision to create a new Ministry of Environment.   The South Africa Cape Peninsula Biodiversity Conservation project led to the designation of the Cape Peninsula National Park as a World Heritage Site.

Capacity Building

114. The GEF includes capacity building measures as an integral part of all GEF-financed biodiversity projects.  The OPS2 findings highlight capacity development elements as among the most successful components of GEF’s biodiversity projects.   Under the Nepal Biodiversity Conservation project, the King Mahendra Trust for Nature Conservation, a prominent Nepali NGO, has developed effective training facilities near the Royal Chitwan National Park that is used to train Park officials, Department of National Parks and Wildlife Conservation staff, local community leaders, research students, and park visitors.   The Inventory, Evaluation, and Monitoring of Botanical Diversity in Southern Africa: A Regional Capacity and Institution Building Network (SABONET) project has trained technical and professional botanists in plant taxonomy to meet the floral diversity management needs of the10 participating countries (see Box 3.10).

Scientific Research Inputs

115. Several GEF projects have incorporated research components to find solutions to problems of biodiversity conservation and sustainable use, which have generated valuable information for making sound conservation management decisions.  The Lake Victoria project has generated important research data for the conservation and sustainable use of Lake Victoria’s fish and other biological resources.  Within the People, Land Management, and Environmental Change (PLEC) project, the Amazon cluster’s research and extension strategy effectively demonstrates the alliance of traditional ecological knowledge with modern scientific knowledge and management systems to achieve sustainability of biodiversity conservation within a production landscape (see Box 3.11).


Short-term Emergency Response Measures

116. In a few instances, the GEF has responded to emergencies where natural and man-made disasters have threatened the global environment.  The GEF has mobilized emergency funding from both internal and external sources.  GEF was also able to mobilize scientific expertise and international cooperation to assist countries in their responses to emergencies and in building human and institutional capacities.   In Mauritania, following the massive deaths of the threatened monk seals in 1997, the GEF emergency funding (for the Rescue Plan for the Cap Blanc Colony of the Mediterranean Monk Seal project) through UNEP led to international action that saved the species, established husbandry and release facilities, developed the monk seal monitoring program, and produced the Mauritania Monk Seal Strategy.   However, the evaluation of the emergency response to the Indonesian forest fires in 1998 points out that the GEF-supported action could not provide timely or well-targeted responses for controlling the fires.   And, in 1995, the GEF’s attempts to respond to an emergency that arose from the refugee-driven biodiversity crisis in the Democratic Republic of Congo could not be successfully sustained.   Despite some shortfalls, these innovative emergency response measures have the potential to respond to global environmental disasters.  GEF should be encouraged to explore setting up a separate “funding window” for emergency response measures under the biodiversity focal area, with clear guidelines to ensure urgent approvals, disbursement of funds, and rapid action. 

Stakeholder Participation

117. The OPS2 team observed that many projects involved the participation of a broad range of stakeholders during the planning and execution phases of projects, including government, local residents and communities, academics, NGOs, and the private sector.   For example, the East Africa cross-border biodiversity project features active community participation and ownership in forest management plans, led by voluntary and inclusive Environmental Planning Committees that are empowered to be agents of change in each community.  With this local assistance, the project is successfully integrating biodiversity conservation, management of land degradation, and poverty alleviation.  In Samoa, traditional decisionmaking structures at the community and local levels have enabled the effective participation of key stakeholders in the South Pacific Biodiversity Conservation project and Samoa Marine Biodiversity Protection and Management project.
118. GEF biodiversity projects have created increased conservation awareness and understanding among various stakeholders including local communities, NGOs, decisionmakers and the political leadership.  The OPS2 team noted a number of projects that disseminated information through outreach efforts, including interpretation centers, newsletters, signage, and mass media (cross-border biodiversity and Kibale Forest projects).  The Argentina Patagonian Coastal Zone Management Plan project carried out successful public awareness campaigns that included short video clips and documentaries on national TV.  The implementing NGO, Fundacion Patagonia Naturale, hosted a TV spot for 2 years with financial contributions from local retailers who paid for TV and radio air time.  In East Africa, in the Lake Victoria environmental management area, the project awareness by local people is so high, even young students know the function of the dudus (water hyacinth weevils).  In the East Africa cross-border biodiversity project, key awareness messages communicated to the Minziro forest community have led to sustained action.  The project connects three villages with more than 1,800 households and 8,400 people who are promoting reforestation (10 trees per household target) to address “supply side” issues.  The establishment of nurseries (planted trees and growing saplings evident), reduction in burning (grass is a valuable mulch), and construction of improved wood stoves to reduce unsustainable energy demand are rapidly expanding.

F.  Biodiversity:  Policy and Program Issues

119. While the GEF biodiversity program has achieved a number of impressive results in the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity and in benefit sharing, as documented above, the OPS2 team identified opportunities for the GEF to become more strategic, better targeted, more participatory, and more cost effective, thereby improving its impact on the status of globally significant biodiversity.

Measuring Impact on Status of Biodiversity

120. For a large proportion of GEF biodiversity projects, it is difficult, if not impossible, to determine their impact on the status of the biodiversity they were intended to conserve.   This is partly because a majority of the projects had not gathered baseline status information against which progress could be measured.   In many cases, scientifically valid indicators of impact had not been formulated and therefore could not be monitored.  Furthermore, measurement of biodiversity impact will usually require a long time period. The record of accomplishment is therefore apparent mainly through various output and process indicators.  This is not to discount the value of process indicators but to reiterate that such monitoring and evaluation is incomplete and limited.   This situation is now being rectified by GEF Secretariat initiatives and by biodiversity assessment projects supported by the GEF such as the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment project.   A review of a group of newer forestry projects reveals that almost all of them have carried out, or propose to carry out, biological and socio-economic baseline studies.

Lessons Learned

121. While GEF biodiversity projects have often achieved encouraging results, the majority of GEF biodiversity projects have not been as successful as they might have been in fulfilling their stated overall objectives.  There are several reasons for this, including: 

•
Basic implementation capacity not being in place prior to projects being launched 

•
Inadequate stakeholder participation and ownership in project design and implementation

•
Funding patterns that are incompatible with the absorptive capacity of the target project areas and implementation structures 

•
Rigid project management structures that do not allow for flexibility in project implementation

•
Unrealistic and overly ambitious objectives, including lack of time and lack of money to fully achieve the intended changes 

•
Weak linkages with other sectors of the economy that influence project success (cross-sectoral impacts)

•
Failure to address the root causes of biodiversity loss.

122. The executing agencies and IAs could address these issues through sustained attention to effective project design and supervision.  OPS2 country visits revealed instances where IAs lacked the capacity to track project progress and take timely action when necessary.   In some cases, “shuttle management” from headquarters resulted in inadequate in-country capacity for tracking project progress, remaining engaged with governments and in-country project teams, providing technical support, and addressing early warning signals.   The OPS2 team received indications from senior IA representatives that the fees being paid to IAs were inadequate to cover the costs of closer project supervision.   In view of the rapidly expanding biodiversity portfolio and the increasingly complex strategic approaches being adopted by the GEF, steps should be taken to ensure that IAs and executing agencies receive adequate resources to fully support project design and supervision capacity
.

Root Causes of Biodiversity Loss

123. The GEF Operational Strategy states that GEF projects should address the underlying root causes of global environmental deterioration, such as inappropriate economic and social policies, inadequate legal frameworks, institutional weaknesses, and information barriers.   A considerable amount of discussion within GEF on this subject has centered on what among the root causes is within the capacity and mandate of the GEF to address.   The OPS2 team met stakeholders at the country level who emphasized that root causes of biodiversity loss are best addressed when GEF’s conservation objectives are grounded more strongly in the sustainable development context.   Here the operational experiences of UNDP and the World Bank are of key importance
, and so are their country dialogues on sustainable development.  One implication of this guideline
 is that GEF must give stronger emphasis to initiatives that promote sustainable use and benefit sharing of biodiversity products and services.   As pointed out earlier, most of the current initiatives in this regard remain at a small scale, with limited impact and uncertain long-term sustainability.   

Programmatic Approach

124. GEF proposes to move beyond the current projects-based emphasis to a more strategic approach that systematically targets countries’ enabling environments to position them to address biodiversity conservation programmatically and mainstream it in the wider development context.   OPS2 supports this approach but recognizes that it implies a much broader interface with national governments.  The capacity of governments and other in-country stakeholders to engage with the GEF at this broad, cross-sectoral level will need to be enhanced if the process is to remain country-driven.  As part of a learning phase, GEF has begun testing a strategic programmatic approach to biodiversity conservation in a few countries.

Enabling Activities

125. The GEF has followed Convention guidance in implementing support for enabling activities that assist countries to develop their communications to the Convention, including the national biodiversity strategies and action plans (NBSAPs).  As of June 30, 2000, the GEF had supported 185 enabling activities and clearinghouse mechanisms in the biodiversity focal area with a total allocation of $46.62 million.   However, it is not clear whether the NBSAPs, often developed with wide participatory effort (within countries), and at significant cost to GEF, are playing any role in country processes for identifying priority projects for GEF support and integrating global biodiversity conservation priorities into national plans, policies, and legal frameworks.  Further, OPS2 country visits revealed that the capacity built within countries in the course of preparing NBSAPs tends to be dissipated in the absence of timely follow-up.  The GEF Secretariat and the implementing agencies need to take responsibility in catalyzing action to ensure that NBSAPs effectively serve as documents for integrated biodiversity conservation and sustainable development planning.  
Overall Conclusions

126. The GEF biodiversity portfolio has grown from 56 projects and about $334 million in FY94
 to 395 projects and over $1.18 billion by FY 2000.  The 2000 Program Status Review demonstrates that of the total expected co-financing of about $2.01 billion committed, more that 50 percent comes from counterpart contributions by governments, 25 percent from bilateral and multilateral agencies, and 15 percent from the implementing agencies own funds, with a remaining 8 percent from NGOs and the private sector.  These estimates of co-financing committed are credible both in terms of the total amount and the spread among the various stakeholders, although no rigorous review has been conducted of the amount of the committed co-financing actually realized.  The one clear conclusion that is discussed elsewhere in this report, and reiterated here, is that the potential for drawing on private sector support for biodiversity conservation initiatives remains largely untapped.     

127. There is little doubt that global environmental trends related to the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity continue in a downward trajectory.  The GEF, acting under the mandate and guidance of the CBD, has not yet been able to reverse this trend.  But more precise assessments about the impacts of efforts and initiatives (GEF-supported, multilateral/bilateral aid agency-supported, and country efforts) over the last decade will be clear only after the results and outputs of ongoing scientific assessments (such as the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment) start to emerge and a total picture can be pieced together.  However, the OPS2 team concludes that the GEF has laid the foundation for a concerted, science-based effort to stem biodiversity loss.  Marked advances have been made in building national, regional, and global partnerships; creating the information base; and developing the tools, methodologies, and human and institutional capacities to address the unsustainable exploitation of biodiversity.  The consideration of livelihood alternatives in biodiversity projects is crucial for long-term biodiversity conservation at local levels and should be emphasized in all GEF projects. 

128. OPS2 believes that the GEF can continue to improve the efficiency with which its biodiversity projects deliver global conservation benefits.  The key is increasing its emphasis on incorporating lessons learned in the field into the design and implementation of new projects, together with improved monitoring and evaluation processes.  However, for the GEF to build on project-level technical achievements and undertake a concerted drive to address the broader root causes of biodiversity loss, it will require substantial support from the Convention on Biological Diversity, the implementing agencies, and its member countries.  For instance, GEF’s effort to secure broader gains in global environmental benefits by applying more strategic programmatic approaches at national, regional, and global levels will not succeed without the full support of the COP/CBD at one level and the individual country governments at another.   The COP/CBD could, through its consultative processes, emphasize to its member countries the imperative for much stronger national political commitment for biodiversity conservation.  With technical support from the GEF (the GEF Secretariat and implementing agencies), countries could strengthen their focus on improving the enabling environment for biodiversity conservation.  Equally, the COP/CBD could, in formulating its guidance to GEF, fully consider the strategic approaches to biodiversity conservation currently being planned that move beyond the narrow focus on grant-based project funding.  

G.  International Waters:  Impact and Results

129. The GEF portfolio in the international waters focal area comprises an investment of $329 million over the last 9 years.   The OPS2 findings are that GEF projects have made, and continue to make, significant contributions to the global health of international waters.  Its projects primarily support the implementation of existing global and regional agreements that address the protection and restoration of freshwater and marine ecosystems
.   The OPS2 team views project performance in the GEF international waters portfolio as generally successful.   While the GEF does not serve as financial mechanism for a global convention on international waters, its operational policies support many different conventions, protocols, and agreements related to international waters, including multicountry commissions (see Table 3.1).  

Table 3.1  Completed Waters Projects and Their Contribution to Global and Regional

                      Environmental Agreements

	Region
	IA
	Project
	OP
	Regional/Global Agreement

	EAP
	World Bank
	China Ship Waste Disposal
	9
	MARPOL

	Global
	World Bank
	Water for Nature (MSP)
	 
	 

	MNA
	World Bank
	Gulf of Aqaba Environmental Action
	8
	GPA, CBD - Jakarta Mandate

	ECA
	UNDP
	Danube River Basin Environmental Management
	8
	GPA, Danube Conv, CBD, Ramsar

	AFR
	UNDP
	Industrial Water Pollution in the Gulf of Guinea Large Marine Ecosystem
	9
	Str.Stocks, CBD, GPA, Abidjan

	AFR
	UNDP
	Pollution Control and Other Measures to Protect Biodiversity in Lake Tanganyika
	9
	CBD,CCD,CWI

	Regional
	UNDP
	Regional Oceans Training Program
	 
	 

	ECA
	UNDP
	Black Sea Environmental Management
	8
	GPA, Black Sea Conv. Ramsar, CBD

	ECA
	UNDP
	Developing the Danube River Basin Pollution Reduction Program
	8
	GPA, Danube Conv, CBD, Ramsar

	ECA
	UNDP
	Developing the Implementation of the Black Sea Strategic Action Plan
	8
	GPA, Black Sea Conv. Ramsar, CBD

	LAC
	UNDP
	Planning and Management of Heavily Contaminated Bays and Coastal Areas
	10
	GPA

	LAC
	UNEP
	Argentina-Bolivia: Strategic Action Program for the Binational Basin of the Bermejo River
	9
	CCD, CWI, CBD

	ECA
	World Bank
	Oil Pollution Management for the Southwest Mediteranean Sea
	 
	MARPOL

	LAC
	World Bank
	Wider Caribbean Initiative for Ship-Generated Waste
	9
	MARPOL

	MNA
	UNDP
	Protection of Marine Ecosystems of the Red Sea Coast
	8
	CBD, Jeddah Conv.


130. Furthermore, actions under GEF projects have facilitated agreement on new conventions (e.g., the new Black Sea Convention and the Convention for the Protection of the Caspian Sea), endorsement of regional agreements (e.g.,  the Central-West Pacific Tuna Agreement), adoption of legislation (e.g., as in the Integrated Watershed Management Program for the Pantanal and Upper Paraguay River Basin project), and acceptance of best practices.   In the absence of regional agreements or water-body-related treaties, these projects tends to strengthen the role of multicountry commissions, such as with the Binational Commission (Bolivia and Argentina) of the Bermejo River produced by the Strategic Action Program for the Binational Basin of the Bermejo River project.

131. In analyzing impacts from the perspective of performance indicators—process, stress reduction, and environmental status indicators—most of the impacts so far are related to processes.  Some impacts have been identified at the level of stress reduction (Building Partnerships for the Environmental Protection and Management of the East Asian Seas project.)  As a result of follow-up of the GEF project
, in the city of Xiamen, China, actions have been taken to stabilize water pollution levels in the port (see Box 3.12).   More modest improvements can be detected among the environmental status indicators for ecosystem quality of the Danube and Black Sea water systems.

132. Examining the results of the international waters portfolio, one particular operational approach demonstrates considerable merits:  A science-based Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA) is conducted at the preparatory stage, before a strategic action program (SAP) is elaborated.   It has similarities to the process embedded in enabling activities in support of UNFCCC or CBD.   Furthermore, the GEF is one of very few financial mechanisms available to support comprehensive analysis and integrated planning in multinational water bodies.   The TDA-SAP process has provided a mechanism for the GEF to contribute substantially to the in-country strengthening of institutions and to promote strategic alliances among institutions in different countries, thus promoting the development of effective monitoring systems and improved management capacities.  

133. GEF interventions have also provoked positive institutional reforms as early as the preparation stage.  GEF projects have contributed to the formulation of new policies, laws, and regulations related to the international waters   Institutional strengthening at the national and regional level resulting partly or totally from GEF projects has proven extremely useful in situations requiring an immediate response, for example, counteracting disasters of natural or anthropogenic origin like the cyanide spill in the Danube River in 2000 (see Box 3.13).


134. GEF projects have helped increase knowledge and develop databases at the national and regional level.   The TDA-SAP process has been instrumental in advancing local and regional knowledge related to various water systems.   

135. GEF projects have successfully provided replicable examples, such as in the Regional Program for the Prevention and Management of Marine Pollution in the East Asian Seas project.   Experiences emanating from this project have been reproduced in other coastal cities in China, as well as in various countries of the region.   The OPS2 team also found that components of both the Bermejo River project and the Danube River project were being replicated in other locations.

136. International waters projects have been instrumental in generating economic benefits in various regions.  The inseparable nature of economic and environmental values is demonstrated in the East Africa (Kenya, Tanzania, and Uganda) Lake Victoria project, where protection of the lake and its basin influences the livelihoods of some 25 million people.   In Jordan, ecotourism development related to the Azraq project has increased annual visitors to the wetlands, with 75,000 visitors recorded in 2000.   The local population has benefited from direct employment opportunities, the re-establish-ment of traditional craftmaking (such as producing handicrafts from reeds), and from an increase in tourism-related income.   Elsewhere, in Patagonia, Argentina, a GEF-supported initiative within the Patagonian Coastal Zone Management Program for Biodiversity Conservation has resulted in sustainable ecotourism development in protected areas.

H.  International Waters:  Program and Policy Issues

137. As described above, the OPS2 team finds that the GEF portfolio of projects in the international waters focal area has been generally successful, although the degree of achievement attained by individual operational programs varies.   However, an examination of the role and definition of OP8 and OP9 seems timely given GEF’s expanded mandate in addressing integrated ecosystem management (OP12) and conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity important to agriculture (OP13).   Also, the introduction of a new focal area for land degradation will require a thorough assessment of strategic operational issues related to international waters in the operational programs.  Furthermore, the classes of priority contaminants to be targeted in international waters projects should be reconsidered in light of ongoing discussions to create an operational program on persistent organic pollutants (POPs).   Consequently, OP10 should be revisited to change the emphasis from ship-derived impacts on international waters to effects of land-based activities.
138. The TDA-SAP process is a valuable part of project preparation to build capacity, receive scientific and technical inputs, and encourage participation by the political authorities involved and other important institutional actors and stakeholders.   In addition, it is recognized as an essential process for securing multicountry political agreement to focus on transboundary environmental priorities.   As stated by the OPS1 team, “The centerpiece of the GEF strategy on International Waters is the concept of ‘strategic joint fact finding’ in the form of a transboundary diagnostic analysis (TDA), which is then used to set national priorities for actions to address threats to international waters in the form of a strategic action program (SAP).”
  The OPS2 team underscores this statement and recommends
 that the science-based TDA continue to be the basis for facilitating country agreements on SAPs which can mobilize multidonor support for remedying or preventing environmental threats to international waters.

139. In cases where the TDA-SAP process was not been adequately completed, problems have been experienced.  In the Aral Sea project, for example, the SAP remains in draft form and a shared vision and political commitment to action among participants never materialized.  As the surrounding countries’ priorities shifted , they lost interest in the original project objectives, and multicountry arrangements related to water and environment began to lose political support.  The project’s implementation suffered accordingly.

140. Within the international waters portfolio, important global benefits may be gained by adopting approaches that focus on larger, interconnected environmental entities, as GEF advocates in its “wider” basin-approach interventions.  The emerging integrated basin-wide approach seeks to establish linkages among all GEF projects that operate in the same hydrological system (defined as freshwater catchments draining into a single recipient body of water).   Use of this programmatic approach helps to ensure and expand linkages among different focal areas of the GEF portfolio for a specific region.

141. The OPS2 team also finds that the complex nature of international waters projects requires the GEF Secretariat to thoroughly assess a proposed executing agency’s suitability to guarantee good project management during implementation and promote project sustainability after GEF project completion.   Where capable regional organizations exist, the GEF should delegate the execution of elements of a specific project or the entire project.  To further secure project success, high-risk initiatives, or projects with high-risk components, should generally undergo a mid-term evaluation.  

142. GEF should also re-activate the interagency advisory task force to ensure coordination and effective development of the international waters focal area.  The GEF Secretariat also should focus on expanding private sector and financing institutions’ involvement in international waters projects, so that successful approaches can be replicated more effectively.
143. A final issue concerns the Global International Waters Assessment (GIWA) project.  The key strategic importance of GIWA was its potential, in the absence of a global water convention, to provide an overall global framework to guide priorities for GEF-funded investments and support services.   In view of the great expectations from this project and the implementation delays it is experiencing, the upcoming mid-term review should be seized as an opportunity to restructure the project to improve its performance.     

I.  Land Degradation:  Impact and Results

144. Land degradation has been a cross-cutting issue for the GEF, not a separate focal area; components that address land degradation have been included in other focal area projects.   Since 1991, the GEF has allocated about $278 million to more than 100 projects with strong linkages to land degradation.  

145. The recent GEF Land Degradation Linkage Study (March 2000) does not make any clear distinction between land degradation as an important development constraint and land degradation as a global environment issue.   It recommends that the “GEF explore ways in which land degradation issues of global significance can be dealt with more directly and successfully.”  The OPS2 team notes that the GEF does not yet have an operational definition of the global environmental benefits of alleviating land degradation.

146. The OPS2 findings show some quantitative evidence of areas where land degradation has been prevented or reduced.  These positive operational results in land degradation, based on field visits and consultation with land managers and other local project stakeholders, emphasize the importance of inclusive stakeholder participation, not only in project design and implementation, but in project evaluation.

147. While few projects have significantly alleviated land degradation, the OPS2 team found that many GEF projects did in fact address the causes of land degradation and build community capacity for sustainable management of land resources as part of activities to achieve outcomes primarily related to biodiversity, climate change, and international waters.

148. In GEF projects, prevention and reduction of land degradation was most commonly achieved by:

•
Arresting the loss of woody vegetation, deforestation, and unsustainable fuel wood use (for example, the Senegal Sustainable and Participatory Energy Management project)

•
Managing over-harvesting of flora and fauna (for example, the East Africa cross-border biodiversity project)

•
Reversing habitat conversion from cropping and pasture expansion and urban development (for example, the Romania Danube Delta Biodiversity project).

149. With the benefit of field visits and consultations with stakeholders in more than 10 international waters projects, the Team also found that:

•
International waters projects have effectively linked components addressing land degradation into both TDA-SAP and project implementation activities (for example, the East Africa Lake Victoria Environmental Management Program project).   The TDA-SAP tools appear to be especially effective for developing enabling policy environments to combat land degradation.

•
Some land degradation management activities have led to global benefits linked with the Global Program of Action for the Protection of the Marine Environment from Land-Based Activities (GPA) (for example, the Eastern Europe Danube River Basin Pollution Reduction Program).

150. During country visits, OPS2 team members found synergy between preventing and reducing land degradation and preserving biodiversity
 in arid and semi-arid environments (OP1).   For example, the cross-border biodiversity project in East Africa has successfully addressed biodiversity conservation and the prevention and reduction of land degradation in semi-arid landscapes between Kenya and Tanzania.   Project impacts include co-management of the natural watershed by local Maasai communities covering 11,783 hectares in Namanga Forest Reserve in Kenya and 2,015 hectares in Longido Forest Reserve in Tanzania.   Following forest ecosystems surveys, land management plans were prepared and are now used sustainably by the neighboring communities.   

151. Integrated conservation and development planning (ICDP) is the focus of initial community participation—successfully establishing direct and obvious links between priority community needs (water, fuel, income) and biodiversity management (forests, springs, fire management).   The men and women who serve on community environment committees in Kenya (Namanga, Maili Tisa, and Ormani Kavero) and Tanzania (Longido) are elected during community meetings (baraza).   In addition to improved resource security, the major achievement in communities to date is their increased awareness of forest values and better understanding of causes of, and opportunities to reverse, degradation.

152. OPS2 country visits confirmed that arid and semi-arid environments provided the best synergy between land degradation and biodiversity—as noted in the examples from Senegal, Tanzania, and Kenya.

153. However, the OPS2 team found that land degradation activities in GEF projects lacked innovative approaches to both policy and technological components—with most projects visited by OPS2 team members relying on old technologies and approaches.   For example, the People, Land Management, and Environmental Change (PLEC) project activities around Mount Meru in Tanzania promoted technology that is at least 20 years old, had limited relevance to the objectives of PLEC or the operational programs of the GEF, and was not addressing the causes of land degradation in the region.

154. OPS2 country visits confirmed that land degradation issues tend to be addressed more directly in projects that have both a people/land management focus and active participation by local communities.   This is consistent with the emphasis by the United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (CCD) on civil society’s important role in implementing activities to prevent and reduce land degradation.   For example, OPS2 visits verified that the Senegal energy management project addresses forest biodiversity and land degradation—the priority needs identified by local communities during project design.   Co-financed with the World Bank, the GEF is financing supply-side work that gives local villages secure property rights to community forests and supports sustainable agricultural systems to conserve classified forests and buffer the globally significant Niokolo-Koba Biosphere Reserve.   After 2 years of participatory planning, 1.3 million hectares of forest inventories have been completed and forest management plans are prepared for 300,000 hectares of forest.   In addition, local communities have signed community forest management agreements (see Box 3.14.)


J.  Land Degradation:  Program and Policy Issues

155. In December 2001, the GEF Council agreed to consider at its next meeting proposed amendments to its Instrument to designate land degradation as a GEF focal area.  Such a designation would enhance GEF support for the successful implementation of the CCD. This development raises several issues for the GEF, which currently addresses land degradation through other focal areas.   

156. Given their development within GEF’s four existing focal areas, projects with land degradation components tend to focus more on biophysical symptoms than on improving land management and developing sustainable use options for natural resources management.   Under a new land degradation focal area, policy and institutional issues affecting people and their interactions with ecological systems such as land tenure, land use planning, and access to support services could be better integrated into project design.

157. The OPS2 findings verify that creating an enabling environment
 is central to achieving sustainable land management outcomes, because policy failures are often a root cause of land degradation and livelihood insecurity.   In such circumstances, further investment in natural resource management is unwise in the absence of supportive policy and institutional frameworks at local and national levels.  

158. Using lessons learned from existing focal areas, GEF should identify the most promising investments in several key areas: activities to combat land degradation and the preparation of guidelines that identify global environmental benefits and the implementation of a strategic GEF response to the challenges of land degradation
.  The scale of GEF’s investment in alleviating land degradation is small—$278 million
 from GEF during the past decade compared with the $562 million worth of OECD-reported official development assistance (ODA) in 1998 alone.
  Although the ODA investment in sectors targeting land degradation dwarfs the GEF investment, it only represented 1.8 percent of total bilateral ODA in 1998.   There is clearly an opportunity for the GEF to add value by targeting complementary activities seeking global environmental benefits, alongside ODA investments in the developmental aspects of land degradation.  GEF also may make a valuable contribution by supporting measures that enable more understanding and delivery of global environmental benefits in activities to combat land degradation.

159. The GEF Secretariat should prepare clear guidance on global environmental benefits and incremental costs associated with activities to combat land degradation.  Such guidance will help the identification and preparation of new projects and attract co-financing for such activities.  It should also review references to land degradation in existing operational programs to prevent confusion over where and how the GEF invests in activities that combat land degradation.

160. The effectiveness of the TDA-SAP tools for developing such enabling policy in the international waters focal area warrants the testing of similar fact-finding and diagnostic analytical tools in the new land degradation focal area. It is imperative that GEF obtain a solid scientific understanding of the multicountry dimensions of land degradation, their relationship to global benefits, and their measurements. These tools should be used to prepare and present an investment portfolio that outlines how combating land degradation produces global environmental benefits and sustainable development achievements, which may help attract a broad range of national and international sources of funding.

161. The GEF should co-finance capacity building, education, and public awareness measures that specifically address the global environmental benefits of activities to combat land degradation identified in the national action programs developed under the CCD.

162. There is strong country demand for activities to combat land degradation.  Given concerns expressed elsewhere in this report about excess demand, replenishment of the GEF should explicitly include new and additional funding for activities to combat land degradation that deliver global environmental benefits.  

K.  New Focal Areas

163. The GEF focal areas and programs have expanded in the last few years.   In the biodiversity focal area, the GEF is now financing the implementation of one of the CBD protocols: the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, adopted by the resumed first extraordinary session of the Conference of the Parties to the Convention of Biological Diversity in Montreal, Canada, on January 29, 2000.   The objective of the Protocol is “to contribute to ensuring an adequate level of protection in the field of the safe transfer, handling, and use of living modified organisms resulting from modern biotechnology that may have adverse effects on the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity, taking into account risks to human health, and specifically focusing on transboundary movements.”  As the financial mechanism of the CBD, the GEF is also called upon to serve as the financial mechanism of the Protocol.   The mandate envisaged is consistent with the GEF’s general approach of assisting action that is beneficial to the global environment, since national action on biosafety can yield global benefits in terms of conservation and sustainable use of biological resources.

164. In addition to expanding the biodiversity focal area into the issue of biosafety, the GEF is now promoting the concept of agro-biodiversity through the implementation of OP13.   In essence, this program protects the wild relatives of crops by protecting their habitats through community-based incentives that support improved livelihood opportunities.

165. Furthermore, the GEF has now expanded to include OP12, Integrated Ecosystem Management.   It represents a shift from a single-sector approach to natural resource management to a more integrated and cross-sectoral approach to achieve both sustainable development goals and global environment benefits.   This shift to an integrated approach is considered advantageous because it holds the promise of addressing interrelated issues in more than one GEF focal areas. As noted below, the approach may encounter substantial implementation problems. On the positive side, the operational program provides a framework for countries to address ecological or conservation issues within the context of sustainable development.   Since its introduction about a year ago, five full projects have been approved under OP12.  Two of the projects are in Africa, two in Latin America and the Caribbean, and one in Asia.  GEF’s contribution of nearly $17 million is expected to leverage $38.5 million in co-financing.

166. However, GEF should exercise some caution in getting involved in multiconvention projects under broadly defined operational programs.  Projects may face implementation problems unless their objectives are clearly aligned with their appropriate convention-related objectives
. Tackling too many such objectives addressing several conventions may overwhelm project management and implementation. A more integrated and holistic approach to project formulation has considerable conceptual appeal for understandable reasons. Yet it may only be possible if there is an intensive participatory approach at both local and national levels and if the various stakeholders involved understand, agree on, and fully support all of the project objectives. In reality, this is difficult to achieve. A review of the long history of implementation experience from various types of integrated and multipurpose projects clearly illustrates the very high “mortality rates” among these projects.  GEF would be well advised to avoid falling into the trap encountered by international organizations and programs, in which they seem to unable to focus on clear operational priorities in project design and ultimately support projects that set out to serve many objectives indiscriminately and ineffectually
.   

167. The climate change focal area recently gained a fourth operational program (OP11) to promote the long-term shift towards low emissions and sustainable transport systems.  Specifically, this program will reduce GHG emissions from ground transportation sources in recipient countries.   The objective will be achieved by facilitating recipient countries’ commitment to adopt sustainable, low-GHG transport measures, while disengaging from unsustainable measures common in many parts of the world.   There are six full projects and two MSPs in this operational program.

168. The GEF Council, at its 16th session in November 2000, encouraged the implementing and executing agencies and the GEF Secretariat to act promptly to implement the Stockholm Convention (POPs Convention).   Article 14 of the convention designates the GEF, on an interim basis and until the Conference of the Parties decides otherwise, as the “principal entity entrusted with the operations of the financial mechanism.” The GEF Council decided that “should the GEF be the financial mechanism for the legal agreement, it would be willing to initiate early action with regard to the proposed enabling activities with existing resources” mainly by supporting two types of activities:

•
Developing and strengthening capacity aimed at enabling recipient countries to fulfill their obligations under the POPs Convention.  These country-specific enabling activities will be eligible for full funding of agreed costs.

•
Supporting on-the-ground interventions to implement specific phase-out and remediation measures at national and/or regional levels, including targeted capacity building and investments.  This second category of GEF interventions will be eligible for GEF incremental costs funding.

At its December 2001 meeting, the GEF Council requested the preparation of amendments to the GEF Instrument concerning the designation of a new focal area relating to persistent organic pollutants.

169. The OPS2 team comes to the following conclusions regarding these new focal areas and associated operational programs:

•
As the only multiconvention financial facility, it is appropriate for GEF to create new focal areas related to specific conventions. Consultations should be made with each convention to ensure that the new operational programs are not so broadly defined as to overburden GEF’s limited resources. New activities need to be clearly prioritized, and conventions should be asked to identify current convention-related activities that no longer have the same priority, and can therefore be discontinued or reduced.

•
New environmental conventions should be welcomed into the GEF, provided that the GEF Council is able to secure commitments for the additional resources needed for implement such expansion.

L.  Overall Results

170. As cautioned in the introduction, halting or reversing the conditions responsible for the severe deterioration in global environmental conditions will involve far more resources than the GEF has.  It will also take more time.  Thus, while resources alone are inadequate, they can serve as catalytic stimuli for both public and private sector actors to enter this arena.  It is equally important that political and institutional commitments are made and observed, particularly at the national and local levels, to enable progress.   Resources associated with international environmental agreements can motivate and galvanize political and popular support for taking action to alleviate deteriorating environmental conditions.   This is particularly true if such action is associated with activities that meet the urgent development aspirations of both governments and people in GEF-eligible countries.  

171. We find that the GEF has reported accurately and credibly on the results from completed and ongoing projects.  During our project visits and country and subregional consultations, the viewpoints of country officials and other stakeholders were not materially different from the positive project achievements that emerged in GEF’s project reporting system
.  These reports seem credible and professional.  

172. In our view, the GEF has already produced a broad range of results that are beginning to demonstrate significant positive impacts and that have laid the foundation for even more substantial results in the future.  Broader impacts should also be expected through the replication, with other sources of funding, of successful GEF project outcomes.  

173. The OPS2 team finds these positive achievements very encouraging and commendable.  They lead us to conclude that many of these achievements reflect significant interagency partnerships within the GEF.  In our view, these results would most likely not have been achieved in the absence of this unique international financial mechanism.  These results are significant enough to warrant continuing strong support for GEF by its member countries.

Recommendation

174. The GEF should review and rationalize the number and objectives of operational programs in light of the lessons learned in order to ensure consistency and a unified focus on delivering global environmental benefits. Furthermore, to ensure quality outcomes that focus on global environmental benefits, OPS2 recommends that GEF make a special effort to use scientific analysis as a constant foundation for the planning and implementation of new projects in all focal areas.   The science-based Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA) should continue to be the basis for facilitating regional agreements on actions to address threats to international waters and for developing strategic action programs (SAPs).  OPS2 further recommends the extension of a similar approach to land degradation, as it is now becoming a new focal area.

IV.  GEF Relations With the Conventions

175. The GEF was created to provide support to global environmental conventions and to assist in financing efforts to address the underlying causes of global environmental degradation. In fact, the GEF was the only new source of international financing that emerged from all the parallel negotiations during the late 1980s and early 1990s leading up to the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro. 

176. The GEF is the only multiconvention financing facility in existence, and it is the major source of funding specifically supporting international environmental agreements. 

177. GEF’s operational principles state that, as the financial mechanism for the implementation of the two global conventions on climate change and biodiversity, the GEF will function under the guidance of, and be accountable to, the Convention COPs.

178. Has the guidance received from the conventions been effective?  Has GEF been able to incorporate this guidance into its operational programs?  The OPS2 team tried to explore these and other related questions.

179. Overall, the OPS2 team finds that the GEF has been responsive to the UNFCCC and the CBD.  The Operational Strategy and operational programs, by and large, reflect Convention objectives and priorities. The OPS2 team identified some confusion among the IAs and partner countries in defining global environmental benefits and the role of GEF in financing activities that primarily address country development needs rather than global environmental issues.  A perceived shortfall in the biodiversity focal area, where the GEF portfolio is considered relatively weak in supporting activities leading to sustainable use and benefit sharing, may reflect the fact that the Convention itself has not yet provided clear and precise guidance on these matters to the GEF.

180. The GEF response to convention directives for supporting countries in meeting their reporting requirements has been satisfactory and pragmatic.  The GEF has funded a worldwide program of enabling activities to support the reporting requirements of both the UNFCCC and the CBD.  Lessons learned from the design and implementation of these enabling activities are reflected in the current GEF initiative to support countries to undertake assessments on capacity development to meet their obligations and contributions to the conventions. 

181. The GEF has had some difficulties in translating broad convention guidance into practical operational activities. Since discussions and decisions in the COPs often include—and derive from—very complex political processes, clarity in the decisions of the COPs to the conventions is essential.  The consistency of guidance from the conventions must be such that it can be translated into meaningful action in support of the conventions’ objectives.  

182. For example, the GEF has followed guidance from the biodiversity convention
 to implement support for enabling activities that assist countries in developing their biodiversity country studies, national reports, and national biodiversity strategies and action plans (NBSAPs).  As of June 30, 2000, the GEF had supported 185 enabling activities and clearinghouse mechanisms (CHMs) in the biodiversity focal area with a total allocation of $46.62 million.  However, the evaluation of these enabling activities pointed out that COP guidance was so broad and general that it was difficult to respond to it in operational terms.  Countries themselves often experienced difficulties in understanding the broad guidance given by the conventions.  Efforts have been made 
to establish better guidelines and criteria.  

183. In response to guidance given by the COP for enabling activities in the climate change focal area, guidelines and criteria were produced in 1996 by the GEF Secretariat  in close collaboration with the Convention Secretariat and the IAs.  However, the evaluation report notes that there was no consultation with any of the countries involved in developing the operational criteria. 

184. The OPS2 team found that considerable progress has been made in improving communications between the convention secretariats and the GEF Secretariat and also with the IAs.  During the OPS2 country visits, the GEF was commended by all parties concerned for its responsiveness, through its enabling activities, in meeting some of the funding needs of member countries for developing their national capacities to fulfill their membership obligations to the conventions.  The nature of country reporting has been subject to much debate in the conventions.  Two sharply different views were noted in the evaluation report for the climate change enabling activities.  On one side, it was argued that capacity building was needed only to the extent required to prepare the initial national communications, while the countervailing viewpoint was that capacity building should be established to help countries move beyond the initial communications and gear up for developing policies and strategies required to deal with climate change.

185. The OPS2 team found that GEF has funded 320 enabling activities for a total of $104.5 million with a further $10.5 million of co-financing. This is a very significant amount and careful reflection is needed
. There are good reasons for continuing such funding. However, at the same time, some caution should be exercised with regard to new rounds of funding requests for the same convention—in order to ensure that priority country needs are met and convention guidance is reflected effectively.  

186. GEF’s operational principles state very clearly that GEF projects must be based on national priorities designed to support sustainable development in the context of national programs.  Hence, the OPS2 team points to the importance of GEF assistance to countries in mainstreaming the national reports to the conventions, such as national biodiversity SAPs and other enabling activities, within their national plans and sustainable development policies.
   In this regard, the active participation by the implementing agencies can be very valuable.

187. The current system for reporting on results from GEF-funded activities in each recipient member country is calls for reporting directly to the GEF Council and indirectly to the conventions by the GEF CEO and the IAs.  Under the conventions, the individual countries are not required to report on GEF-funded activities in their national reporting and communications to the COPs. 

188. These relationships are conveyed in the following simple diagram:

189. Discussions at COPs are often of a highly political nature, including debates on broad issues related to changes needed in North-South relationships. 

190. At the same time, GEF donor countries have sought to learn, for GEF replenishment purposes, whether recipient countries endorse GEF-funded activities as targeted and useful to their participation in the related conventions
. While not a convention requirement, there is ample scope for member countries to include such reporting to the conventions on a voluntary basis. As the GEF portfolio matures and as project outcomes are becoming apparent from a growing number of completed projects, there will be increasing opportunities to provide such reports in the years ahead. 

191. The OPS2 team tried to explore whether member countries are beginning to acknowledge these outcomes directly to the convention—that is, to reflect the actual in-country results arising from project approvals that take into account the COPs’ guidance on programs and priorities.   

192. In that case, the recipient countries’ assessment of the relevance of project outcomes would not only be expressed through the regular country dialogues with each implementing agency handling GEF projects and through the GEF monitoring and evaluation system.  It also would be expressed directly by member countries in their country statements and reporting to each of the conventions, as follows:

193. There seem to be wide differences in opinion about whether national reporting to the conventions should systematically include results achieved from all GEF projects.  

194. Besides reporting to the GEF Council, the Chair/CEO of GEF reports on a regular basis directly to the conventions.  Representatives from implementing agencies also attend these meetings regularly.  However, for many donor countries, it would be far more compelling and convincing to hear representatives from recipient countries speak up on whether funding by the GEF resulted in significant results that are consistent with the conventions’ objectives and relevant to national sustainable development policies and programs. 

195. During several OPS2 country visits, it was pointed out that country statements made to GEF by the GEF country focal points were not always consistent with statements made by the same country’s delegates to the COPs. In a few cases, the reason given for this lack of consistency was that the country considered COPs as largely covering discussions and international negotiations of a political nature, while GEF addresses substantive technical, developmental, and financial matters. The Team’s overall impression was that most countries consider it appropriate to reflect GEF achievements in their statements to the COPs as well as in the national reporting by their convention focal points.  This would lead one to expect member governments to give more attention to this matter, contributing to stronger partnerships between countries and the GEF.

Recommendation

196. The GEF should adopt a cautious approach to funding any new rounds of enabling activities to the same convention. All such activities must be assessed for their effectiveness in responding to the convention guidance and to country needs. It is important to assess the use of national reports, national communications, and national action programs within the strategic frameworks for a country’s national sustainable development program and for GEF’s programming and project preparation activities.  In this context, OPS2 also recommends that the GEF Council explore the feasibility of each country reporting directly to the appropriate convention on the effectiveness and results of GEF’s country-relevant support for both enabling activities and projects.

Recommendation 

In its dialogue with each convention that it supports, the GEF should regularly seek to update and clarify existing priorities and commitments in light of each new round of guidance it receives.

V.  The GEF at Country Level
197. A key GEF operational principle is that its projects must be country-driven and based on national priorities designed to support sustainable development, as identified in the context of national programs. OPS1 made a distinction between a project being “country driven” and a project having “country ownership.”  It concluded that these two concepts were related but not synonymous. A project may not be country-driven in origin but strong country ownership can evolve if project stakeholders support its objectives and implementation and find it valuable and consistent with country priorities and needs.

198. Country ownership of GEF projects is considered to be instrumental in the integration of the global environmental agenda with country development policies.  The many positive results noted earlier among completed and ongoing GEF projects would not have been possible without considerable country ownership in the development and implementation of these GEF-funded activities and the perception that projects were consistent with country priorities.

199. As more GEF activities become country-driven, there will be more opportunities for governments to integrate these activities into the larger context of their own national development and environment priorities.  As noted in Chapter 2, the funding of global environmental activities leads to the creation of national and local environmental and developmental benefits.  The OPS2 team finds that GEF-funded global environmental activities need to be operationalized
 in a broader sustainable development context, particularly to ensure national and local support for their continuation beyond the project timeframe and further replication of project results.  

GEF Focal Points

200. Countries have designated two types of GEF country focal points—political and operational.   Political focal points are responsible for GEF governance issues and policies, while the operational focal points are responsible for in-country program coordination.  All member countries have political focal points, whereas only countries eligible for GEF funding are expected to designate operational focal points.  

201. It is obviously important for the GEF to make sure that its operational policies and procedures are clearly understood by national policymakers and project planners.  To ensure that projects achieve positive global environmental results and impacts and at the same time strongly support country development policies, GEF needs to help operational focal points become effective
.  

202. Each of the IAs has important operational contact points with partner governments.  These contact points are very important to ensure that GEF project activities are set within a framework of national sustainable development  policies and programs.  However, GEF also needs a central focal point in each country that can ensure that GEF projects are properly coordinated, fall within the priorities and policies of the government, are considered in the context of a country’s membership in international environmental conventions and in other related agreements, and receive the support needed to achieve results that have positive global environmental impacts. 

203. In countries visited by the OPS2 team, strong appreciation was expressed for the role of GEF projects in bringing international environmental issues to the attention of national policymakers.  In addition, GEF-financed activities have supported institutional and human development and strengthened in-country involvement with international environmental conventions.   In particular, GEF’s financing of enabling activities has helped build local capacity to enable meeting country obligations under the global environmental conventions. A main emphasis has been to assist countries in preparing their national reports and communications to the conventions and in developing associated action plans.

204. The OPS2 team found that countries especially valued the immediate and significant impact of GEF funding for enabling activities on raising the quality of reporting to the conventions.  By demonstrating that efforts to achieve global environmental improvements can also have direct local and national benefits, enabling activities have generated government commitment and created a clear understanding about the GEF among non-institutional stakeholders such as NGOs and community-based organizations. Within the international waters portfolio, the TDA carried out as a basis for developing a SAP is being regarded as a mechanism to enable countries to address common, multicountry environmental problems.  This process was considered very valuable for building capacity (scientific, technical, and institutional) and enhancing stakeholders’ participation at various levels.  Hence, technical assistance included in GEF projects has facilitated in-country capacity building for dealing with global environmental issues.

205. Several countries covered by multicountry constituencies of Council members, expressed concerns about coordination problems.  Many operational focal points felt that communication channels with the Council Member representing their country were weak.  It was not clear whether this was due to little direct contact between the Member and the operational focal points in their constituency. Problems also seemed to occur when communications made through political focal points failed to reach operational focal points
. The links between the political and operational focal points within many countries appeared to be weak.  At one OPS2 regional meeting, an operational focal point expressed no knowledge about the political focal point in his own country. In certain instances, both political and operational focal points expressed dissatisfaction with their relations and communications with the GEF Council Member representing their constituency. 

206. The importance of the role of the operational focal points has become increasingly evident in recent years with larger GEF portfolios and new trends towards a long-term programming approach of GEF activities. Such programming must be placed within the overall context of national sustainable development policies and programs. It also means that the operational focal points must have close links with the IA and EA contact points in the country, as well as have direct access to the GEF Secretariat.  Their key role in the GEF system is exemplified by the dedicated list of operational focal points in a separate annex in the GEF Annual Report and on the GEF website.  The current list of operational focal points in GEF’s 2000 Annual Report, however, has some important missing entries and is not accurate.  The quality of this reporting needs to be significantly improved.  The GEF Secretariat should maintain an up-to-date roster of all operational focal points, which should be reconfirmed at least annually prior to the publication of the GEF Annual Report.
207. Four years ago, the OPS1 stated that focal point endorsement of project proposals is not by itself a good indicator of country ownership, since the focal point system did not work well in most countries.  OPS2 finds that there has been little improvement in this regard, with the exception of some of the larger countries.  

Critical Issues Facing the Operational Focal Point System

208. During OPS2 country visits, complaints were frequently made about the weak status and ineffectiveness of the operational focal point system.  Many of the stakeholders considered the focal point system to be a major obstacle to GEF effectiveness. 

209. Operational focal points often felt that they had only a limited real responsibility, mainly for signing the project endorsement letter.  However, most of them were only able to devote a small part of their professional time to GEF activities, since they also carried many other non-GEF-related government responsibilities.  Many operational focal points were disappointed by the lack of support received from the GEF Secretariat.  In particular, they felt handicapped by a lack of information-related support both from the GEF Secretariat and from the IAs.  

210. Improving the effectiveness of the operational focal points is not only important for program and project coordination but also for efforts to improve project processing.  The MSP evaluation showed that clearance by the country operational focal point is often among the significant factors causing delays in GEF project processing.

211. Similar to the conclusions of OPS1, during its country visits, the OPS2 team found that country officials often were concerned about the generally weak national coordination during GEF processing of global and regional projects. Some operational focal points felt that the IAs pressured  them to endorse projects, often at short notice.   Furthermore, several operational focal points expressed a lack of understanding as to the potential national benefits to be derived from regional and global projects. Hence there continues to be significant problems in this regard.

212. The OPS2 team met with many country officials and other stakeholders who expressed strongly held views to the effect that the GEF should have a separate institutional structure, thereby giving it a stronger international profile. While there was appreciation for the GEF’s many positive benefits, including credible and operationally experienced IAs, the views expressed pointed to the strategic importance of a distinct role for GEF, in which it may ascertain that Convention guidance will in fact lead to program and project development that brings about the targeted global environmental benefits.

Improving the Operational Focal Point System

213. Many of the operational focal points that the OPS2 team met noted the need for enhanced clarity on their GEF-related functions.  Some requested specific support and guidance on how to carry out their assignments.  Others suggested training to improve technical capacity for carrying out GEF program coordination at the national and local levels.  Periodic subregional workshops were also suggested, whereby operational focal points would be able to meet with counterparts from neighboring countries to exchange experiences on GEF issues.

214. There are difficulties with the assumption that officials and other stakeholders in member countries can adequately meet their GEF information needs by accessing the GEF website.  It is both costly and difficult to download documents in many developing countries. The GEF Secretariat needs to be far more proactive in information dissemination generally and in providing better country-focused information, in particular, in support of the operational focal points. 

215. Rather than focusing mainly on project endorsements, the operational focal points should become better informed and more involved in the other stages of the GEF project cycle, including project implementation. An important improvement would be to provide them with improved access to available GEF project information from the global databases.

216. Every 6 months, the GEF Secretariat issues a global Operational Report on GEF Projects, based on regular semi-annual status reports provided by each IA (and, in the future, by each EA also). The elements of this report that relate to GEF country, regional, or global projects of direct interest to a given country can also be made available, for very marginal or no extra cost, to that country. This should strengthen the GEF system by dovetailing the current effort to provide “upwards” status reporting to IA headquarters and the GEF Secretariat with new parallel reporting to the country through its operational focal point. 
217. Such information should enable operational focal points to become better informed about GEF activities affecting their countries.  It also should make it more feasible to aggregate country-level information into a national status report on all GEF activities in that country. Each operational focal point should be encouraged to disseminate such semi-annual status reports on country-relevant national, regional, and global GEF projects, and to make these reports available in the language(s) appropriate for effective in-country communication on GEF activities. The GEF Secretariat and the IAs/EAs should provide direct technical support services for such reporting.
218. Empowered by such a country-focused and comprehensive GEF information base, the operational focal points would be well positioned to contribute to portfolio reviews at the country level. They also would have access to improved information flows from the IAs and EAs on project development, implementation, and evaluation of national, regional, and global projects, including information flows facilitated by the in-country representatives (resident offices) of the implementing and executing agencies.  
219. Besides tapping public and private sector stakeholders in ongoing projects, such portfolio review workshops
 should also help bring together GEF project managers/field staff at regular intervals to review the breadth and complexities of the GEF portfolio in each country and draw implementation lessons useful for improving the project approval process. The reviews should involve the country and regional offices of the IAs and EAs, as well as the related convention focal points for the country.  
220. As more actors are entering the GEF, for example, the new executing agencies, it will become even more important to ensure that the operational focal points are working effectively. In this regard, the present system of nominating GEF country contact points within each implementing agency should also be extended to the new executing agencies.

221. The GEF country dialogue workshops were particularly appreciated in all countries visited by OPS2.   The workshops have typically involved a broad range of stakeholders, including representatives from the GEF Secretariat, the IAs, government officials, academics, the media, and NGOs, as well as other segments of civil society.  Private sector participation has also been encouraged, though this has been limited.  Apart from contributing to raising awareness about the GEF, the workshops have provided specific information to stakeholders on GEF functions, operational programs, and procedures.  There seems to be broad consensus that the GEF should consider holding repeat workshops at regular intervals in each country.  

222. In 1999, the GEF Council approved a program to support country focal points and enable constituency meetings. The main objective is to provide in-kind services to facilitate the administrative functions of the country operational focal points. The estimated budget support for a 3-year assistance program, planned for about 100 countries, came to a total of $639,000 per year. As originally planned, there would a range between $2,000 and $8,000 for annual services to each country focal point (after initial start-up assistance for internet connections of $500) and up to a maximum of $2,000 for constituency coordination services.  Each country can choose which local IA field office would administer these funds.

223. The May 2001 Council paper (Review of GEF Support to National Focal Points and Council Members Representing Recipient Country Constituencies; GEF/C.17.Inf.10) reports that a total of 110 countries have requested, and subsequently had approved, assistance to national focal points (99 through the UNDP and 11 through the World Bank).  It was also reported that most of these have been approved at the maximum level of $8,000 annually. The program will have commitment authority until the end of 2002.  Disbursements were about $763,000 in May 2001, which seem to be on schedule. 

224. During its country visits, the OPS2 team found that the officials concerned were grateful for this assistance program, but also dissatisfied with what they perceived as its cumbersome procedures. The Team found that:

•
The focal point part of this program should be focused very clearly on the operational focal points.

•
Procedures should allow for 3-year support programs.

•
The IA chosen by the country should make sure that simplified procedures are available for accessing these in-kind services.

•
The perception of procedural problems in the implementation of the constituency part of this support program should be addressed.

225. The OPS2 team found that the enabling activities, country dialogue workshops, and the assistance program for the country operational focal points had many positive features, allowing for significant country reporting to the conventions, better understanding of GEF policies and procedures, and some support to the generally weak operational focal point system. The latter two programs should each be subject to an evaluation when they are completed at the end of 2002. Despite these country support activities, the OPS2 findings highlight the need for additional support measures to enable improved functioning by the country operational focal points, which
 are still weak links in the GEF operations.

226. The cautious approach adopted so far by the GEF is understandable.  National coordination functions are clearly a country responsibility.  Several recipient countries, mostly the larger ones, have already established effective GEF units around the position of the operational focal point.  However, in most countries visited by the OPS2 team, the funding and staffing needs of a GEF operational focal point system required closer attention. While it seems appropriate for the GEF to refrain from financing staffing costs related to national GEF coordination functions, there are compelling reasons for empowering them with more targeted information services related to all phases of the GEF project cycle. More pro-active involvement in portfolio reviews by the operational focal points systems in each country  would greatly strengthen the annual GEF Project Implementation Reviews. It would also help to reduce the present confusion in many countries on the status of project proposals and on the actual outcomes of GEF funded projects. 

227. With a modest and carefully targeted amount of earmarked funding set aside, in-country portfolio reviews could be conducted at regular intervals, as appropriate, to provide strategically important contributions to GEF operations and improve operational understanding in each country. Such funding should be additional to the continuation of the country dialogue workshops, which address different audiences and serve broader information and awareness functions. 

228. Funding for project portfolio reviews in each country should not be based on formalized country allocations. Rather, it should be determined on a case-by-case basis depending on actual needs and specific circumstances in each country, after consultations between the operational focal point and the GEF Secretariat, and in collaboration with the country-assigned staff of the implementing and executing agencies. Country portfolio workshops of this kind should include participation by all GEF entities active in that country and the GEF Secretariat, but their travel costs and per diems would not be covered under this special funding allocation.

229. In general, funding should be limited to contributions towards in-country travel, accommodation, and communication costs. The financial administration and accountability for this special service to in-country GEF portfolio reviews, should, in the view of the OPS2 team, rest with the GEF Secretariat. 

230. Furthermore, regarding national coordination functions, some recipient countries, mainly among the larger ones, have already established effective GEF coordination support units around the position of the operational focal point.  However, in most other countries visited by the OPS2 team, the GEF operational focal point system
 seemed to function with very little support.   

231. OPS2 country visits reinforced the understanding that successful preparation of projects is only possible if coordination between government and non-governmental stakeholders is good.  Inclusive participation should include stakeholders at the regional and local levels, as well as the private sector.  The GEF operational focal point can and should be able to act as the main facilitator for such coordination.  

232. A recent GEF workshop on best practices in country coordination suggested that the implementation of GEF-related activities could be substantially improved and expedited if GEF national coordination structures were established in the countries (see Box 5.1).  Increasing the capacity and effectiveness of the operational focal points would substantially enhance the efficiency of GEF interventions.  In recent years, some of the larger countries such as China, Brazil, and Mexico have shown significant progress in demonstrating this type of country ownership in their selection of projects for GEF country endorsement and for further project development.  Each of these countries have established interministerial GEF coordination committees that include the ministries of environment and finance, as well as other ministries, agencies, and other institutions.

233. An important facet of GEF effectiveness that the country coordination workshop noted was the extent to which the operational focal point in each country was able to coordinate GEF program planning and reporting with the country’s focal points for the different international conventions.  Because the GEF’s main rationale is its relationship to the global environmental conventions, it stands to reason that reports of the results of its program funding should ultimately be channeled back to the conventions through member countries’ reporting on results. 

234.  Consequently, it is necessary to develop an effective capacity at the national level for the GEF operational focal points to exchange information (especially program results) with the national focal points for the individual conventions the GEF serves.  This would ensure that the national reporting to the conventions is complete in all respects and, most importantly, would highlight positive outcomes from GEF investments and, where appropriate, acknowledge failures and weaknesses.  Indeed, the conventions that GEF 


serves should broaden the reporting requirements from member countries to specifically incorporate such complete reporting.  

235. Three main conclusions flow from our findings in this area:

· More and better focused information services need to be provided by GEF to empower the operational focal point system in each country to execute their tasks more effectively.

· A modest amount of additional and carefully targeted financial resources are needed to enable them to carry out in-country portfolio reviews with the IAs and EAs, with the relevant convention focal points for the country, with public and private sector agencies involved in the implementation of ongoing GEF projects, and also with local project managers and field staff from national, regional, and global GEF projects.  Such portfolio reviews would enable operational focal points to obtain a good understanding of their influence and impact on country priorities, strategies, and national programs.
  

236. The GEF Secretariat needs to establish staffing capacity in the form of a Country Support Team (see Chapter 7) to be able to interact more promptly and efficiently in providing consistent guidance, information, and operational advice to the operational focal points.   

Recommendation

237. The GEF should continue ongoing efforts to support capacity development of operational focal points, the national GEF coordinating structures, and the country dialogue workshops.  Furthermore, OPS2 recommends that the GEF Secretariat help empower operational focal points by providing better information services on the status of projects in the pipeline and under implementation.  To that end, the GEF Council should allocate special funding, administered by the GEF Secretariat, to support the organization of regular  in-country GEF portfolio review workshops, carried out by the national operational focal points with participation by the related convention focal points, IAs, and EAs.

VI. Program and Policy Issues and Findings
238. This chapter deals with some important cross-cutting issues beyond individual focal areas that have implications for GEF policies and programs.

A.  Global Benefits and Incremental Costs

239. The basic provisions of the Instrument for the Establishment of the Restructured GEF requires that the GEF shall operate as an interim financial mechanism for providing new and additional grant and concessional funding to meet the agreed incremental costs of measures to achieve global environmental benefits in four focal areas.
240. The OPS2 team found that both IA staff and other GEF stakeholders at the country level seemed unfamiliar with, and sometimes uncomfortable about their lack of understanding of, the economic concepts and the GEF Operational Strategy relating to the incremental costs of delivering global environmental benefits.

241. Both the GEF Pilot Phase Review and OPS1 emphasized the importance of greater clarity and operational guidance on how to determine what is covered by the term “global environmental benefits,” particularly for the biodiversity and international waters focal areas. Early on the GEF Secretariat was given funding for a global project, the Program for Measuring Incremental Costs for the Environment (PRINCE) that was supposed to sort out the concept of incremental costs linked to global environmental benefits. Various workshops and studies have been undertaken, although OPS2 was informed that funding for this exercise has not been exhausted and the exercise has not been completed.

242. Progress has been made in deriving a practical approach to determining incremental costs at the technical level between the GEF Secretariat and the GEF units in the IAs. Convincing views were expressed among these parties that the use of the agreed incremental cost principle has generated positive impacts, including strengthening country design of projects for the GEF
, helping to focus GEF investment on global environmental benefits, and fostering greater leverage to secure co-financing for GEF projects.

243.  However, the OPS2 team also found that there is confusion at the country level and among other stakeholders over definitions of global environmental benefits and incremental costs. There is some lack of clarity on these related topics even among IA field office staff. 

244. Country officials and project stakeholders who met with the OPS2 team during its visits 
did not question the principle of GEF financing the agreed incremental costs associated with meeting obligations of the conventions.  However, they raised questions about how it was applied in practice, while making decisions about GEF funding. They were unclear about how GEF has incorporated into its operations the GEF priority for funding global as compared with national environmental benefits. While some lack of clarity on these issues may have enabled operational flexibility and more freedom for case-by-case interpretation, a state of affairs more appropriate in GEF’s early trial-and-error days, it should not acceptable today. Better operational guidance, improved communications, and greater consistency in the application of the incremental costs concept are needed.

245. The OPS2 team concludes that:

•
The GEF Secretariat needs to give high priority to developing operational guidance materials that clearly communicate how global benefits are defined at project design and also how they will be measured at project completion.

•
To derive an understandable operational definition for incremental costs, it is not necessary to undertake more research or conduct highly technical assessments of the complexities that this term may involve.

•
Based on available material, such as the information paper sent to the Council in 1996, it is now imperative to provide written guidance that enables improved understanding and consistent application of this concept by country officials and other project stakeholders.

•
The principle that incremental costs for achieving global environmental benefits are agreed between country partners and the GEF is enshrined in both the Instrument and the conventions (CBD, UNFCCC, and CCD). Thus, the starting point should be development of a mechanism for reaching agreement between country partners and the GEF.  The most appropriate approach would be a transparent negotiation framework capable of being consistently applied.
•
Progress on these points will facilitate a host of other improvements in GEF operational policies, country participation, and country-drivenness, reducing processing complexities and boosting opportunities for co-financing and GEF partnerships.
246. If a negotiation framework such as that proposed in the February 1996 information paper is used to establish a cost-sharing arrangement, the GEF share of the project investment will be based on an agreed understanding of global environmental benefits and a related estimate of the incremental costs.  If the negotiation process is effective, the cost-sharing arrangement would be arrived at through pragmatic approximation rather than detailed calculation.  The GEF has the opportunity to support development of a practical tool that helps identify global environmental benefits and assists negotiations of cost-sharing arrangements between the GEF, IAs and EAs, country partners, and other funding sources.  This could be done by an interagency task force convened by the GEF Secretariat involving a small group of resource economists and focal area practitioners representing the GEF Secretariat, STAP, the IAs, and recipient countries.

247. The resulting practical tool could be tested in five to 10 countries over a 2-year period before being reviewed and revised by the same task force.  The revised practical tool should then be widely promoted and applied to GEF activities.

248. Such a practical tool should be used at various points in the project cycle:

•
Project identification.  In the project brief, the IA task manager should present the basic principles behind the concept of incremental costs after consultation with technical counterparts in the country.

•
Project preparation.  When a project document is presented for inclusion in a GEF work program, its incremental costs framework should be used as the foundation for technical negotiations between the government and the IA task manager.

•
Final approval.  The agreed incremental cost and the basis for the agreement, along with other project details, would be reviewed by the GEF CEO prior to final approval in the IA.

Recommendation

249. To improve the understanding of agreed incremental costs and global benefits by countries, IA staff, and new EAs, OPS2 recommends that the 1996 Council paper on incremental costs (GEFF/C.7/Inf.5) be used as a starting point for an interagency task force.  This group would seek to link global environmental benefits and incremental costs in a negotiating framework that partner countries and the GEF would use to reach agreement on incremental costs.  This should be tested in a few countries, and revised based on the experience gained, before it is widely communicated as a practical guideline for operational focal points, IAs, and GEF Secretariat staff.

B. Mainstreaming, Co-financing and Replication 

of project results

250. From the outset, it was considered important that the GEF become an effective facility for generating funding from other sources in order to meet global environmental objectives. Its Operational Strategy includes the following principle: “Seeking to maximize global environmental benefits, the GEF will emphasize its catalytic role and leverage additional financing from other sources.”  This section will look at activities to realize global environmental benefits in the regular operational programs of the implementing agencies (so-called “mainstreaming”), the degree to which the implementing agencies have succeeded in getting co-financing from other sources, and  other efforts to replicate results from GEF projects
.

Mainstreaming Global Environmental Objectives

251. The GEF Instrument makes it very clear that each implementing agency will strive to promote measures to achieve global environmental benefits within the context of their regular work programs (GEF Instrument, Annex D, paragraph 7). One of the priority recommendations of OPS1 was that the IAs adopt measurable goals for mainstreaming GEF’s global objectives into their regular operations. All three implementing agencies have made efforts to mainstream global environmental issues. Annex 7 provides more details on these efforts, through excerpts from IA documentation.  

252. The  recent environment strategy of the World Bank (Making Sustainable Commitments: An Environment Strategy for the World Bank, GEF/C.17/Inf.15, May 2001) is centered around three interrelated objectives—improving people’s quality of life, improving the prospects for and quality of growth, and protecting the quality of the regional and global environmental commons. The goal of the strategy is to promote environmental improvements as a fundamental element of development and poverty reduction strategies and action. Among the various efforts to integrate environmental considerations into all Bank activities are the moves to mainstream global environmental objectives in the country dialogues and the country assistance strategies (CAS). The Bank recognizes it role in helping client countries address the objectives of the international environmental conventions and their associated protocols. Recognizing potential synergies and complementarities, the strategy plans to seek interventions which simultaneously bring about global as well as national and local benefits to developing countries. The strategy document notes that the integration of GEF-funded projects into Bank lending operations has improved substantially over the last 10 years, with free-standing GEF projects having dropped from 80 percent at the beginning of the GEF Pilot Phase to less than one-third in 2000
. Furthermore, it is claimed that there has been much improvement in integrating GEF objectives with those of associated Bank Group-funded projects, in particular in the biodiversity portfolio. The Bank notes that the integration of global objectives in the CAS frameworks has been pursued with clear encouragement, but with less immediate results. It will take time and, as noted by the World Bank, “a readiness and capacity on the client side to address global environmental concerns and their links to national development objectives and priorities.” 

253. The UNDP prepared an action plan in 1999 (Integrating GEF-Related Global Environmental Objectives into UNDP Managed Programmes and Operations: An Action Plan. GEF/C.13/4, March 1999) to promote measures that can achieve global environmental benefits by mainstreaming global environmental concerns into the design, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of UNDP policies, programs, and operations. The action plan notes that the mission of the UNDP focuses on efforts to achieve human development based on country-driven activities, primarily with a domestic benefit.  The GEF, on the other hand, focuses on country-driven activities with primarily global benefits. Furthermore, it observes that these are not mutually exclusive interventions, but that they create both challenges and opportunities for mainstreaming. The challenge to mainstreaming is two-fold.  First to find a strategic nexus between national development priorities where trade-offs can be pragmatically addressed and, second, to capitalize on potential win-win opportunities that can be equally supported by UNDP, GEF, and the countries. The UNDP action plan focuses on specific outputs, which include (i) reflecting global environmental objectives in UNDP national program documents; (ii) proposing additional performance criteria for promoting global environmental convention objectives for funding allocations to national programs
; (iii) undertaking a 10-country pilot scheme in which there will be complementary programming to identify projects with UNDP-managed resources as leveraged for co-financing for planned GEF-supported interventions; (iv) including global environmental objectives in half of UNDP national program documents by 2004; (v) systematically feeding the results of completed biodiversity strategy and action plans, strategic action plans, and national communications
 into UNDP country programs; and (vi) establishing a project tracking system that identifies projects contributing to global environmental convention objectives. 

254. UNEP states in its action plan (Action Plan on UNEP-GEF Complementarity. UNEP/GC.20/44, 1999) that it is fully committed to realizing its mandate in the GEF, which is based on its demonstrated comparative advantage and calls for strengthening programmatic linkages with the UNEP program of work. Indicators proposed for defining “additionality”
 include the application of GEF funds for scaling up and replicating UNEP activities and adding complementary components to achieve global environmental benefits; responding directly and specifically to GEF operational programs; and relating to issues on which the conferences of the parties to the CBD and UNFCCC have provided guidance to the GEF. The action plan notes that integrating GEF activities within UNEP means GEF objectives should be an integral part of UNEP’s internal decisionmaking on institutional priorities and programs, thus ensuring that such integration takes place at the highest levels in UNEP.  The plan aims to provide enhanced information and training for UNEP staff along with demonstrating associated financing or co-financing, while recognizing that UNEP, unlike the World Bank and UNDP, is not a funding agency
. The plan has been operational since 1999.    

255. On the basis of information provided by the IAs and from examination of project documents and country assistance strategies,  the OPS2 team concludes that the three IAs have made reasonable efforts to mainstream global environmental issues in their operational programs. Development assistance agencies such as the UNDP and the World Bank have made significant progress in helping countries assess national and local environmental issues and establish national and local priorities in national development strategies, programs, and projects. 

256. The presence of the GEF has had the effect of broadening these country processes by bringing global environment issues to the attention of national policymakers and by informing public opinion
. As noted above, both the UNDP and World Bank have made the commitment to mainstream GEF-related global environmental issues in their country dialogues. This is an important awareness-raising and educational process that may have substantial long-term effects. As yet, however, it is unclear the extent to which one can expect countries to be willing to include co-funding for GEF projects in discussions about funding allocations within their country programming frameworks with these agencies. The best possibilities will exist where there are strong win-win scenarios in which GEF-funded projects produce clear global environment benefits in tandem with substantial nationally prioritized development and environment benefits.

Co-financing

257. Co-financing of GEF projects is critical because it brings additional resources to the goal of obtaining global environmental benefits and strengthening links between activities that address sustainable development issues and global environmental benefits
. 

258. Chapter 3, which presented results from the program studies prepared by the GEF monitoring and evaluation team, discussed the issue of planned co-financing under the different GEF focal areas.  The cohort of projects under examination in the program studies comprised those that have completed implementation and others that are well into the implementation phase. 

259. Co-financing can be measured at two levels: (i) the ratio of non-GEF resources to GEF resources, termed the total co-financing ratio and (ii) the ratio of implementing agency co-financing to GEF resources, termed the IA co-financing ratio.  The former is an indicator of the total co-financing leverage, while the latter is one of the indicators of the extent of mainstreaming in the implementing agencies, as it reflects the commitment of IA resources. 

260. The three IAs have widely different opportunities for generating co-financing for GEF projects. UNEP deals primarily with environmental activities and has little involvement with development finance. UNEP has been focusing on securing reasonable co-financing contributions from each government. The GEF Council has accepted that a proper understanding of the complementarity and additionality issues between UNEP-funded activities and GEF activities was essential to address effectively the expectations of funding leverage.  UNDP, however, has considerable experience and expertise in development finance. Co-financing from both UNEP and UNDP take the form of grants. The World Bank Group is quite different. Its co-funding of GEF projects is not in the form of grants but Bank loans or IDA credits (soft loans) instead. It also has considerable experience mobilizing other sources of funding, including grants and soft loans. 

261. The degree to which IA co-financing is directed towards global benefits or supporting associated sustainable development activities can also vary. UNDP and the World Bank may be able to co-finance both global environmental activities and sustainable development, while UNEP can be expected to focus on environmental activities.  During its country visits, the OPS2 team encountered some queries about and objections to possible pressures being put on countries to agree to Bank loans associated with GEF projects. The main thrust of these arguments was that countries should not be asked to increase their external indebtedness for the sake of financing global benefits. On the other hand, the World Bank makes major contributions to funding sustainable development in its client countries. Co-financing for GEF projects in this context is associated with development activities that support efforts to achieve global environmental benefits. The World Bank also considerable capacity to mobilize co-financing or parallel financing in the form of  loans on soft terms (IDA) and grants, from sources other than the Bank or IDA, e.g., the environmental investment programs for Madagascar in the mid-1990s.

262. The database for reporting on co-financing in the GEF is surprisingly weak. The analysis below encountered serious problems in the interpretation of data in the absence of a clearly articulated and well-accepted definition of the term “co-financing” among the IAs and the GEF Secretariat.  Here, the GEF Secretariat must take a lead. In particular, there is confusion about the relationship between co-financing as it is applied to funding sources included under the project budget and “associated funding,” which is inconsistently accounted for in this context. Furthermore, in some cases, co-financing data included amounts that related to the subsequent replication of project results. As will be discussed in the next section, replication is a very important matter for the GEF and needs to be monitored, but separately from actual co-financing. 

263. Any further and more in-depth analysis of GEF co-financing will face the immediate need to sort out the inconsistent co-financing data currently reported by the various GEF entities.

264. Based on available data, the OPS2 team examined co-financing for (i) projects that completed implementation as of June 30, 2000, and (ii) planned co-financing during fiscal years 1991-2000. 

Completed Projects

265. The OPS2 team first examined co-financing among the 95 projects that completed implementation as of June 30, 2000, comparing the planned co-financing against actual amounts that were realized.  This cohort of projects consists largely of projects approved during the GEF Pilot Phase when the project review and approval process were not guided by an operational strategy or operational programs. The summary results in Tables 6.1 and 6.2 are based on data provided by the implementing agencies.

Table 6.1   Planned vs Actual GEF and Non-GEF Resources for Completed Projects as of

                      June 30, 2000 (US$ MILLIONS)

	
	UNDP
	UNEP
	World Bank
	Total

	Number of projects
	46
	12
	37
	95

	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Planned GEF funding
	192.97
	31.38
	252.68
	477.03

	Actual GEF funding
	190.47
	31.08
	238.89
	460.44

	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Planned IA funding
	0
	1.07
	344.6
	345.67

	Actual IA funding
	1.5
	1.08
	198.68
	201.26

	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Planned Other co-financing
	113.99
	8.19
	1409.09
	1531.27

	Actual Other co-financing
	125.19
	7.72
	1266.46
	1399.37

	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Planned Total Project
	306.96
	40.64
	2006.37
	2353.97

	Actual Total Project
	317.16
	40.11
	1694.34
	2051.61

	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Planned Total co-financing Ratio
	0.59
	0.30
	6.94
	3.93

	Actual Total co-financing Ratio
	0.67
	0.29
	6.09
	3.46

	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Planned IA co-financing ratio
	0
	0.03
	1.36
	0.72

	Actual IA co-financing ratio
	0.01
	0.03
	0.83
	0.44


Table 6.2  Planned vs Actual GEF and non-GEF resources across Focal Areas for Completed Projects as of June 30, 2000 (US$ millions)

	
	Biodiversity
	Climate Change
	International Waters
	Multiple
	Ozone
	TOTAL

	Number of Projects
	44
	28
	15
	2
	6
	95

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Planned GEF funding
	178.26
	152.4
	105.05
	5.02
	36.3
	477.03

	Actual GEF funding
	172.37
	148.3
	105.19
	0.69
	33.89
	460.44

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Planned IA funding
	4.82
	325.3
	15.55
	0
	0
	345.67

	Actual IA funding
	1.93
	183.8
	15.53
	0
	0
	201.26

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Planned Other co-financing
	52.83
	1326.57
	118.51
	12.24
	21.11
	1531.26

	Actual Other co-financing
	63.75
	1264
	50.34
	0.81
	20.47
	1399.37

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Planned Total Project
	235.92
	1804.27
	239.11
	17.26
	57.41
	2353.97

	Actual Total Project
	228.92
	1596.1
	171.39
	1.5
	54.36
	2051.61

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Planned Total co-financing Ratio
	0.32
	10.84
	1.28
	2.44
	0.58
	3.93

	Actual Total co-financing Ratio
	0.33
	9.76
	0.63
	1.17
	0.60
	3.46

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Planned IA co-financing ratio
	0.03
	2.13
	0.15
	0
	0
	0.72

	Actual IA co-financing ratio
	0.01
	1.24
	0.15
	0
	0
	0.44


266. The implementing agencies had, through this cohort of projects, planned initially to leverage GEF resources by a factor of nearly four in the total co-financing ratio; commitments of their own resources were planned to total 72 percent of GEF resources (the IA co-financing ratio).  Ultimately, the total leverage achieved was three and a half time GEF’s commitments, while IA commitments of their resources equaled 44 percent of GEF resources. 

267. As would be expected, among the three implementing agencies the World Bank has provided the largest amounts of its own resources and other co-financing in association with GEF projects. Analysis also shows that co-financing with resources of the implementing agencies is contained in a few projects—of the 95 projects, three (the China Ship Waste Disposal, Mauritius Sugar Bio-Energy Technology, and Philippines Leyte/Luzon Geothermal projects), all implemented through the World Bank, account for nearly all the IA resources actually committed. 

268. In this cohort of projects, there have been significant shortfalls in IA co-financing. Parts of the projects involving Bank loans were not fully disbursed because projects components were cancelled by the borrower for various reasons; in addition, a project was closed due to unsatisfactory performance. 

Planned Co-financing During FY 1991-2000

269. The OPS2 team also looked at co-financing as it has been planned over the last 10 years of the GEF—from fiscal years 1991 to 2000. Table 6.3 is a time-series of co-financing ratios among the IAs based on preliminary financing data in documents submitted for GEF approval. Corresponding data on actual co-financing was not available to OPS2.  

270. On the average, across the GEF, the IAs had planned to leverage GEF resources by a factor of 3 over the last 10 years, while the commitment of their own resources was planned to be about two-thirds of GEF resources.  

Table 6.3. Planned Co-Financing Ratios in GEF-Approved Projects, Fiscal Years 1991-2001

	Fiscal Year
	UNDP
	UNEP
	World Bank
	Multiple IAs
	TOTAL GEF

	
	Total Cofinancing ratio
	IA Cofinancing Ratio
	Total Cofinancing Ratio
	IA Cofinancing Ratio
	Total Cofinancing Ratio
	IA Cofinancing Ratio
	Total Cofinancing Ratio
	IA Cofinancing Ratio
	Total Cofinancing Ratio
	IA Cofinancing Ratio

	1991
	0.77
	0
	n/a
	n/a
	7.66
	1.36
	n/a
	n/a
	5.74
	0.98

	1992
	0.49
	0.00
	0.26
	0.00
	4.93
	1.75
	n/a
	n/a
	2.95
	0.97

	1993
	0.35
	0.00
	0.05
	0.00
	4.83
	2.10
	n/a
	n/a
	2.87
	1.18

	1994
	0.42
	0.00
	0.25
	0.00
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	0.35
	0.00

	1995
	0.52
	0.00
	1.04
	0.00
	1.01
	0.32
	n/a
	n/a
	0.93
	0.26

	1996
	0.48
	0.02
	0.06
	0.00
	3.86
	0.30
	n/a
	n/a
	3.10
	0.24

	1997
	1.17
	0.04
	0.53
	0.03
	3.31
	0.77
	6.28
	1.13
	2.77
	0.55

	1998
	1.39
	0.18
	0.43
	0.00
	6.29
	1.49
	0.93
	0.04
	3.89
	0.85

	1999
	1.06
	0.06
	2.02
	0.64
	3.03
	0.69
	1.22
	0.11
	2.14
	0.42

	2000
	1.20
	0.05
	1.17
	0.09
	4.95
	1.56
	0.23
	0.02
	3.27
	0.90

	Average
	0.93
	0.04
	0.80
	0.13
	4.43
	1.07
	1.99
	0.27
	3.09
	0.68


	Cumulative FY91-FY00

(US$ millions)
	UNDP
	UNEP
	World Bank
	Multiple IAs
	TOTAL GEF

	GEF Resources
	910.93
	100.10
	1769.38
	142.74
	2923.14

	IA Cofinancing
	40.98
	12.67
	1884.96
	38.99
	1977.60

	Other Cofinancing
	808.41
	67.79
	5946.12
	244.61
	7066.94

	Total Project 
	1760.32
	180.56
	9600.46
	426.34
	11967.68


	Fiscal Year
	Biodiversity
	Climate Change
	International Waters
	Multiple Focal Areas
	Ozone
	TOTAL   

	
	Total Cofinancing Ratio
	IA Cofinancing Ratio
	Total Cofinancing Ratio
	IA Cofinancing Ratio
	Total Cofinancing Ratio
	IA Cofinancing Ratio
	Total Cofinancing Ratio
	IA Cofinancing Ratio
	Total Cofinancing Ratio
	IA Cofinancing Ratio
	Total Cofinancing Ratio
	IA Cofinancing Ratio

	1991
	0.39
	n/a
	22.74
	4.03
	1.81
	0.39
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	5.74
	0.98

	1992
	0.90
	0.54
	5.80
	1.78
	0.54
	n/a
	0.27
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	2.95
	0.97

	1993
	0.63
	n/a
	4.81
	2.30
	1.98
	0.51
	n/a
	n/a
	0.80
	n/a
	2.87
	1.18

	1994
	0.25
	n/a
	n/a
	N/a
	0.42
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	0.35
	0.00

	1995
	1.16
	0.42
	0.56
	0.17
	n/a
	n/a
	3.53
	n/a
	0.41
	n/a
	0.93
	0.26

	1996
	1.42
	0.03
	4.62
	0.22
	1.45
	0.93
	0.00
	n/a
	0.91
	n/a
	3.10
	0.24

	1997
	2.61
	0.72
	3.10
	0.44
	3.68
	0.69
	2.18
	n/a
	1.41
	n/a
	2.77
	0.55

	1998
	2.15
	0.31
	7.30
	1.80
	1.18
	0.23
	1.17
	n/a
	0.43
	0.003
	3.89
	0.85

	1999
	1.90
	0.55
	3.26
	0.56
	1.43
	0.25
	1.02
	n/a
	2.18
	n/a
	2.14
	0.42

	2000
	1.64
	0.30
	5.98
	1.81
	0.85
	0.04
	1.58
	0.72
	0.10
	0.005
	3.27
	0.90

	Average
	1.59
	0.39
	5.86
	1.28
	1.41
	0.31
	1.10
	0.17
	1.06
	0.000
	3.09
	0.68


	Cumulative FY91-FY00

(US$ millions)
	Biodiversity 
	Climate Change
	International Waters
	Multiple Focal Areas
	Ozone
	TOTAL GEF

	GEF Resources
	 + \# "#,##0.00" 1169.76
	1081.11
	378.58
	126.95
	166.74
	2923.14

	IA Cofinancing
	454.08
	1384.75
	117.70
	21.00
	0.07
	1977.60

	Other Cofinancing
	1405.00
	4950.40
	415.97
	118.5
	177.07
	7066.94

	Total Project 
	3028.84
	7416.26
	912.25
	266.45
	343.88
	11967.68


Source: All tables are prepared from the project database at GEF Secretariat. Fiscal years correspond to the year of GEF Council approval. Project cost and co-financing data are based on project proposals submitted for Council approval for entry into the work program. 

Total co-financing ratio: Non-GEF project share/GEF contribution

IA co-financing ratio: IA project share/GEF contribution

271. As expected, the data clearly shows that the World Bank planned to provide the largest leverage in co-financing by either of the measures. Though the proposed co-financing ratios for the World Bank fluctuate through the years, there is an upward trend.  In terms of cumulative amounts over the last decade, the World Bank Group was to provide nearly 95 percent of the total planned IA co-financing, and more than 80 percent of co-financing from other sources for GEF projects. 

272. Discussion and data on actual versus planned amounts of co-financing are absent from all GEF publications, including its annual reports. This is particularly noticeable when GEF’s 2000 Annual Report presents planned co-financing data representing a considerably higher level of co-financing than what is reported by the IAs in their own publications (e.g., the World Bank’s recent environment strategy). The difference seems to be caused by a numbers of factors involved in tracking co-financing and other data at the GEF Secretariat vis-á-vis the IAs.  For example, the GEF Secretariat data refers to fiscal years and financing amounts that are associated with approval of projects by the GEF Council for work program inclusion, while the data at the IAs refers to fiscal years and the final amounts that are approved at the IAs.  In addition, there are discrepancies in the way that the GEF Secretariat and IAs account for the total project cost.  There also is confusion in some IAs between co-financing and replication effects. It is imperative that the Secretariat and the IAs/EAs synchronize their databases to ensure consistency in analysis and reporting. 

273. While UNDP and UNEP planned to bring very little of their own resources to GEF projects, it is worth noting that clear efforts have been made in recent years by these two agencies to boost the level of planned other co-financing to GEF projects.

274. The planned IA co-finance leveraging is concentrated among a small number of projects.  Of the 750 projects financed during the FY1991-2000 period, 624 projects have no IA co-financing; More than half of these (320 projects) are enabling activities eligible for “full cost financing” provided under expedited procedures for reporting to the conventions on climate change and biodiversity. Another 81 projects have IA co-financing ratios of less than 1, of which 52 projects have a ratio of less than 0.25; only 45 projects have an IA co-financing ratio greater than or equal to 1 (see Figure 6. 3).

Figure 6.3: Distribution of Planned IA Co-financing Ratio, FY 1991-2000
[image: image1.wmf]28

17

9

9

11

52

304

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

>2

2 < 1

1<0.75

0.75<0.5

0.5<0.25

0.25<0

zero

IA Co-financing Ratio

Number of Approved Projects

Note: There are an additional 320 enabling activities with zero IA financing as these are eligible for “full-cost” financing. 

275. Among the focal areas, on the measures of both “other” and “IA funding,” planned co-financing leverage is the highest in the climate change focal area, followed by biodiversity and international waters. 

276. The OPS2 team considers GEF’s overall performance on co-financing surprisingly modest, particularly since only a few projects account for most of the total co-financing generated under the completed projects. 

277.  As noted earlier, there was an expectation that IA mainstreaming of GEF activities would mean that the IAs would mobilize additional resources that would supplement (or provide additionality to) GEF grants. This could take different forms, such as committing IA co-financing, generating co-financing from other sources, and ensuring reasonable government/private sector contributions, whenever appropriate, to GEF projects. 

278. The earlier expectations regarding GEF mainstreaming in the IAs, in which they would leverage significant IA co-financing for GEF projects, have some clear limitations. At a time when UN agencies generally face severe budget constraints, and when the external debt problems for many developing countries constrain their ability and willingness to assume the debt burden inherent in funding from the World Bank and regional development banks, it no longer seems realistic to assume that IA co-financing can become the main leverage for the GEF. Development agencies such as UNDP and the World Bank can, of course, provide associated development support. However, significant leveraging of funding for global objectives will have to come largely from other official and private sources of funding.

279. The OPS2 team concludes that while the IAs should continue to make strong efforts to provide co-financing to GEF projects from their own operational budgets, the conclusion of overriding importance for the GEF is that total co-financing levels for the GEF portfolio must be improved. Each IA, and each new EA, should make it clear in the project documents how it will be accountable for bringing a significant level of total co-financing into each new project. The IAs should have some flexibility, though, in how they put together the various elements of the overall financing package for each GEF project.

280. As the GEF is now entering a new phase in its development, with an excess of demand for funds relative to funds available, it will be important to consider stricter criteria for co-financing as part of project approvals. Co-financing criteria need to be established for projects based on the focal area, the development status of the country, the size of the GEF portfolio in the country, the capacity of the country to attract other sources of financing, the implementing/executing agency, etc. Co-financing commitments and achievements will need to be systematically assessed and monitored, for instance, in all project completion, termination, and project reports, as well as in the annual interagency Project Implementation Review (PIR) process.  

281. In this regard it would seem important to distinguish between GEF co-financing that extends global environmental benefits beyond those triggered by the GEF grants themselves and GEF co-financing that provides associated development support. The difference between these can vary substantially. On one of end of the scale is co-financing which in its entirety is influenced by and incorporates GEF objectives. On the other end is a large sector operation, such as for the energy sector, where the GEF component is a strategically important component on its own but does not affect or influence the main results sought under the other components of the sector operation.

282. It is also important for the GEF to keep track of associated projects (i.e., similar projects financed by governments, other donors, or the private sector) to track the replication effects of GEF activities, which also indicate successful co-financing. In the case of several completed projects, such as in Hungary and Mauritius, follow-up activities that were significantly influenced by the GEF project produced results that contributed to replication—and the achievement of a wider impact of the GEF projects. However, as discussed below, it seems reasonable to conclude that such monitoring should be conducted as a separate and parallel exercise to that of co-financing. 

Replication

283. In addition to the mainstreaming and co-financing issues, one of the very important factors in assessing GEF’s performance is its impact through the replication of GEF-funded projects under other financial and operational modalities. It is difficult to ascertain the extent of such replication since it is not being systematically monitored in the GEF.  However, there is some encouraging evidence from several completed and ongoing projects. It should also be remembered that because completed projects are still few, it will take time before one can begin to monitor and assess replication effects.

284. The impact of the climate change portfolio projects will ultimately depend on the extent of replication.  Since only 28 projects have been completed so far, the direct impact on global environmental objectives is limited.  Some replication has been documented.  For example, the Decentralized Wind Electric Power for Social and Economic Development project in Mauritania and the Promotion of Electricity Energy Efficiency project in Thailand are resulting in replication within these countries.  The Poland Efficient Lighting Project (PELP) has triggered a sustained decline in market prices of compact fluorescent lamps (CFLs), to the benefit of consumers, and increases in the market share of CFLs.  The Development of Coalbed Methane Resources in China project has not only led to replication in China via a newly established intermediary institution and widespread dissemination of information about the technology internationally, but the project’s sustainability seems assured as it led to the development of an apparently viable commercial company.   Legal frameworks and legislation established as a result of GEF projects foster the future of project operation well beyond the life of GEF funding, as illustrated by the building code developed through the energy efficiency project in Senegal that will positively affect that country’s building industries, if adequately enforced.   Such examples are relatively rare in the GEF climate change portfolio, however, and the portfolio is still too young to accurately assess the extent of replication.   Factors that might enhance replication in the climate change portfolio are discussed further below.

285. The contribution of a number of GEF biodiversity projects to global environmental benefits has attracted the positive attention of governments, conservationists, and local populations, which has led to some replication of GEF project activities elsewhere using both GEF and/or donor funding.  Financing mechanisms such as the trust funds initiated in the Uganda Bwindi Impenetrable National Park and Mgahinga Gorilla National Park project has produced sustainable funding for GEF biodiversity projects in developing countries, where budget allocations for conservation is very low.  In the Jordan Conservation of the Dana and Azraq Protected Areas project, the integrated approach to the management system developed for the reserve has been applied to all five other protected areas in the country.  The positive lessons from the Southern Africa SABONET project for capacity development in taxonomy has been replicated in East Africa where the BOZONET project has been developed; similar initiatives are being replicated by international NGOs and organizations, such as the Nature Conservancy, WWF, IUCN, the Secretariat of the Pacific Commission, and the World Bank (Samoa MPA).  Replication has also been witnessed at the local level, for example, in the East Africa Lake Victoria environmental management and cross-border biodiversity projects, and in-situ biodiversity conservation in Lebanon (Strengthening of National Capacity and Grassroots In-Situ Conservation for Sustainable Biodiversity Protection).  In Samoa, where the Marine Biodiversity Protection and Management project has raised extensive community support, some villages are copying the project, and establishing their own marine protected areas (MPAs) and developing their own regulations—yielding a good example of replication of GEF activities at the local level.

286. The OPS2 team believes that replication of successful approaches should be facilitated by programmatic approaches and knowledge sharing between projects and other stakeholders. Pilot project demonstration activities implemented to demonstrate community-based involvement in reducing environmental degradation have been successful in harnessing the support of projects’ main stakeholders (e.g., in the Bermejo River basin) and have potential for extensive replication.  
287. The GEF needs to monitor systematically the replication of successful GEF activities. While awaiting evidence that mainstreaming, co-financing, and the replication of successful project results have made substantial progress, the focus on the private sector becomes even more strategically important for the future of the GEF.

Recommendation

288.  Each IA and new Executing Agency should be held responsible
 for generating significant additional resources to leverage GEF resources. A clear definition of co-financing and a set of strict co-financing criteria should be developed for different GEF project categories and country circumstances. The emphasis should be on the total amount of additional co-financing considered to constitute a significant and effective cost-sharing arrangement for each project, rather than on the quantity of co-financing forthcoming from an agency’s operating programs and government contributions. Co-financing levels
 should be monitored and assessed annually through the interagency PIR process, as well as evaluated in the final project reports. The monitoring of replication of successful project activities should be established as a separate exercise in GEF.

C.  Engaging the Private Sector

289. The OPS2 team finds encouraging evidence of GEF efforts to engage the private sector more extensively in its activities on behalf of the global environment. For example, OPS2 findings reveal that building private sector capacity in specific sectors played an important role in achieving objectives and significant global environmental benefits throughout ozone focal area projects. The Team also notes with approval the efforts of the GEF Secretariat to build direct partnerships with private sector entities; the efforts of UNDP to involve major companies in biodiversity conservation as co-funders, sources of advice and technical support, and as partners in the country-level policy dialogues conducted as part of the U.N. Secretary General’s global compact; and the extensive efforts of the Bank and the IFC to catalyze private sector participation and investment within the climate portfolio, especially in the development and transformation of energy markets.  

290. However, the OPS2 team finds that many opportunities remain unexploited and that many barriers exist that prevent a wider engagement of the private sector in GEF projects.  At the same time, the Team believes there are powerful rationales for seeking such engagement on a substantially increased scale.   

291. As indicated earlier, excess demand is likely to become an overwhelming fact of life for the GEF.  Yet the Team finds that opportunities to leverage GEF funds in ways that could mobilize large amounts of additional private capital resources, especially for high-risk but potentially commercially viable projects in the climate portfolio, remain inadequately pursued.  The mismatch between the long GEF project approval cycle and the often short time scale for private sector investment decisions is a significant barrier.  Yet GEF Secretariat has not pursued a rapid response facility that the IFC proposed nor has it encouraged IAs and EAs with requisite financial skills to create or scale up other approaches using financial intermediaries.   

292. In the biodiversity portfolio, conservation efforts in production landscapes are a growing priority, reflecting the predominance of this land use. In this context, engaging economic actors—from small farmers to commercial firms—will play a critical role, for which economic instruments and market transformation approaches are powerful tools. Yet GEF efforts to use these approaches within the biodiversity portfolio have so far been very limited, representing a largely untapped opportunity. Promising efforts to engage private sector interests in GEF projects in ecotourism and agro-forestry sectors should be encouraged; the OPS2 team believes there are also important opportunities to involve progressive private sector entities in GEF biodiversity conservation efforts in mining and commercial forestry. The OPS2 team also believes that private sector involvement will be equally critical in new GEF areas such as POPs and biosafety.   

293. There are legitimate concerns about broad private sector participation in GEF projects, including concerns about subsidies or competition for scarce resources with government or NGO projects. Yet direct subsidies should be relatively rare. Such GEF support should be provided on a short-term basis and clearly targeted towards helping the private sector deal with the “incremental risks” associated with the potential investments that secure global environmental benefits. It must also be offered with a realistic understanding that such private sector engagement can soon become sustainable on its own
.     

294. The OPS2 team believes that other modalities are more effective, given that the need is to lower financial, technology, or policy risks faced by economic actors.  A 1999 paper submitted to the GEF Council proposed a focus on removing barriers, using non-grant modalities such as contingent financing and guarantees, bankable feasibility studies, and direct long-term partnerships, including equity investments. Experiments now underway with many of these modalities suggest their value. The Team also believes that private sector involvement and investment will enlarge the total pool of resources for GEF projects and advance national development strategies. This highlights the need for public-private partnerships, which the GEF must proactively pursue when developing its work programs.  

295. Private sector engagement also carries real financial and operational risks, since private sector entities are exposed to market fluctuations that can rapidly alter their investment and operational strategies. Nonetheless, the OPS2 team believes that the GEF should accept these risks because they are outweighed by the potential global environmental benefits.   

296. Private sector capital flows to developing countries are substantial (if unevenly spread), and even local private sector investments play an increasingly major role in shaping land use and energy supply and demand.  The OPS2 team believes that it is important for the GEF to expand its efforts to influence these investments in ways that create global environmental benefits. Moreover, most of the private sector involvement by the GEF has so far been in transitional economies. As a result, the poorer countries, which need the most help, are often left out. Thus it is essential for the GEF to provide financing that is consistent with the level of barriers needing to be removed in poorer countries.  

297. Lingering concerns about the appropriate extent of private sector involvement in the GEF may themselves be a significant barrier. Council endorsement of expanded engagement of the private sector and explicit acceptance of the risks involved would help to remove uncertainties within the GEF. 

298. Clear guidelines from the GEFSEC on new modalities would help, as would substantially increased GEFSEC staff expertise in relevant areas. (This will be discussed further in Chapter 7.) In the current efforts to formulate a GEF private sector strategy it will be important to consider what constitutes an adequate staff capacity in the GEF Secretariat for effectively engaging the private sector.

Recommendation

299. The GEF must place greater emphasis on sustainability and the potential for replication in project design and implementation. In particular, OPS2 recommends that the GEF should engage the private sector more effectively in all phases of the project cycle, including securing adequate GEF Secretariat expertise in this field. It should seek to create an enabling environment in which more specific, market-oriented strategies and expanded GEF operational modalities enable timely interaction with the private sector, thereby forming the basis for long-term sustainability of GEF activities.

D.  Public Involvement and Participation

300. Public involvement and effective stakeholder participation have been important features of the GEF since it was restructured.  The 1996 Public Involvement Policy was a major policy development for the GEF.  The operationalization of this policy has had three main outcomes:

•
Processes for inclusive stakeholder participation in project operations

•
Transparency through disclosure of operational information, including project documents, evaluation reports, and program lessons learned

•
Enhanced consultation, including specific opportunities for civil society to communicate issues and influence the agenda of Council meetings.

301. Stakeholder participation is discussed below. In the multilateral system, the GEF has been providing leadership in establishing open access practices for making operational information available to the public. Its pioneering role in this respect includes making all Council documents freely available on its internet website. The OPS2 team compliments the GEF for setting up an information system that gives the public access to all project evaluations reports. It is possible that this novel approach among multilateral institutions has influenced other international institutions to follow suit or to consider it seriously. The GEF has also taken commendable steps to invite some NGO representatives, selected by their peers, to Council meetings and to encourage that senior staff from the GEF entities participate in NGO consultations, which are being regularly conducted immediately prior to each Council meeting.

302. The OPS1 concluded that the first phase of GEF projects witnessed the beginnings of the inclusion of local stakeholders in key project activities, noting the significant accomplishment of the issuance of GEF guidelines on stakeholder participation, and that trust funds, in particular, provided innovative opportunities for different stakeholders to work together at both policy and operational levels.  However, the OPS1 team also found that careful monitoring and evaluation of implementation was still required.  OPS1 therefore recommended that the GEF Secretariat should work with its IAs to develop quantitative and qualitative indicators of successful stakeholder involvement at different stages of the GEF project cycle, and to document best practices of stakeholder participation, by focal area.

303. When the GEF Council approved the Public Involvement Policy in 1996, it “requested the Secretariat to prepare operational guidelines as expeditiously as possible.”
  The 1999 PIR identified the need for full community involvement at all stages of project design, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation, together with an assessment of the broader political, social, and economic environment.
  All three IAs report with equal emphasis that this issue is crucial to project success.  The OPS2 team endorses this view.

304. The OPS2 team’s examination of participation in the second operational phase of the GEF finds that while many projects are indeed addressing participation, particularly in areas where people and environment intersect most strongly (biodiversity and land degradation) and, in many instances, doing so meaningfully, there has as yet been no systematic collection of baseline data (both quantitative and qualitative) on participation against which progress can be monitored through assessment against agreed indicators.  It is by no means evident either that stakeholder analysis routinely informs the participation approach, and thus to identifying
 appropriate, inclusive approaches to project implementation.
305. The OPS2 country visits found evidence of good participatory processes, benefit-sharing, and positive socioeconomic impacts from GEF projects in all the focal areas.  The GEF has made significant progress in obtaining wider acceptance for disclosure of information among the IAs.  Many GEF projects bring out encouraging evidence of stakeholder consultations.  However, it is still difficult to assess stakeholder participation systematically.  GEF projects would benefit from addressing socioeconomic and livelihoods issues more systematically and in greater depth, including in the application of participatory processes and through the development of appropriate monitoring indicators, so that both participation and sustainability issues may be addressed more effectively.

306. Three of the four program studies noted that participation constituted a key element of successful projects.  The Land Degradation Program Study concluded that people-focused projects tended to be strong projects.  The International Waters Program Study found a number of innovative mechanisms for stakeholder participation among several international waters projects that facilitated the creation of local and regional bodies, the participation of the private sector, and, in many cases, led to measurable improvements in environmental indicators.

307. The Biodiversity Program Study stresses the importance of involving stakeholders at all stages of the project, and specifically considers such involvement a pre-condition for achieving many of the project activities.  Implementation experience from the 78 projects examined within this study show that comprehensive stakeholder involvement took place in 30 percent of the projects and partial involvement in 20 percent.  About 25 percent of the projects included plans for such involvement, but had no reported evidence that they had in fact been carried out.  The remaining quarter of the projects had either poor or no participation.  Overall, the OPS2 team agrees with the Program Study’s conclusion that inadequate stakeholder participation in project design and implementation has inhibited the success of biodiversity projects in meeting their objectives.

308. Beneficiary participation is not emphasized in the Climate Change Program Study, except for those projects catering to rural energy needs.  However, the GEF Project Implementation Review for 2000 identifies two major social impacts of GEF climate change strategies: (i) “adding to the social reservoirs of both expert and community awareness and knowledge” and (ii) “the demonstration of creative project approaches including impacts on an improved quality of life by bringing together mixes of government, business, community and other stakeholders.”

309. Such conclusions, particularly the recognition of the importance of participatory processes in building successful projects, are welcome.  However, it is clear that more remains to be done, particularly in terms of systematically assessing the experience on participation, including:

•
Applying GEF guidelines on participation across the portfolio, and the extent to which different forms of participation are used, as appropriate, for different target groups

•
Determining whether inclusive, ongoing participatory processes are followed in GEF-supported projects

•
Generating more information on the quality of participation, from which lessons can be learned for sustainability and replicability.

310. GEF projects have used a variety of tools to create jobs, enhance incomes, and use resources sustainably.  These include direct investment, subsidy, credit, conservation trusts, and alternative livelihood activities, often in innovative mixes. Matching up the short-term needs of local people for generating work, income, and economic progress with the long-term management of natural resources to capture local and global benefits is explicitly recognized in a number of projects in all four focal areas.  

311. The trend towards the creation of new economic opportunities at the local level through implementation of environmental policies is an important component in advancing the GEF’s global environmental mandate, as people become stakeholders in the true sense of the word, and as their livelihoods become more entwined with environmental sustainability than with environmental degradation.  Evidence exists to show that the GEF can play a catalytic role toward achieving socioeconomic benefits in a mutually reinforcing manner.
  Examples of projects in the three main focal areas that achieve this have been previously referred to in Chapter 3. 

312. The outcomes of many GEF-financed projects show increased awareness and understanding on the part of local people, decisionmakers, and politicians about the importance of global environment issues. This can lead to active participation of key stakeholders in activities to address these issues and deliver global environmental benefits.

313. The OPS2 team noted during their country visits that many line ministries showed awareness of global environment issues. In Brazil, for example, a range of stakeholders informed the OPS2 team that the GEF support had played a substantial, and in many instances critical, role in generating increased awareness of global environment issues, leading to successful project impacts and the mobilization of community and other resources.  Similar comments were made in many other countries visited, including Jordan, Lebanon, Nepal, Samoa, and Uganda, where government officials reported that the GEF had raised the profile of global and national environmental issues in their countries.  A number of politicians met by the OPS2 team during their country visits showed full awareness of GEF projects and the associated global environment issues in their countries and/or regions.

314. In terms of outreach activities, the OPS2 team noted during its country visits that most GEF projects in Africa have disseminated information on project activities and ways to manage global environment issues through education outreach programs, interpretation centers, signage, and newsletters.  However, such activities were not routinely documented. A special case was found under the South Africa Cape Peninsula Biodiversity Conservation project (see Box 6.2).

Measuring Stakeholder Perceptions of Participation 

315. The OPS2 team used Goal Attainment Scaling (GAS) techniques to quantify stakeholder perceptions relating to participation in GEF projects.

316. GAS matrices were completed by 161 participants in OPS2 country visits—stakeholders in national and regional GEF projects who identified themselves as government institutions, executing agencies, NGOs, project participants, or project beneficiaries.  These data are from non-systematic samples of participants in OPS2 country visits and are therefore not definitive.  However, they do provide an indication of stakeholder perceptions to increase the rigor of findings from country visits.  Detailed data and analysis, including a summary of responses from stakeholders in national and regional GEF projects to GAS matrices relating to stakeholder participation, are presented in Annex 4.
Chart 6.1  Summary of Stakeholder Perceptions - Participation
Chart 6.2  Summary Perceptions of Participation by Stakeholder Institutions


The GAS data presented in Charts 6.1 and 6.2 suggest that participation in GEF projects is being implemented largely as stakeholders expect.  Executing agencies and participants in national and regional projects perceived that a range of government and civil society stakeholders participate in the GEF project preparation and also are actively involved in the GEF project implementation. These perceptions suggest that national and regional GEF projects meet stakeholder expectations for participation.

317. The GAS data highlighted some important differences in perception about participation.  Despite the GEF’s efforts to engage the NGO community, many NGO participants in OPS2 country visits perceived a limited participation of selected stakeholders in some GEF project activities.  The GAS data presented in Annex 3 demonstrates the different perceptions of stakeholder participation by NGOs, executing agencies, and project participants.  Significantly, country executing agencies and project participants responding to the OPS2 GAS survey had similar perceptions of participation in GEF projects.  This reinforces the general perception gained during OPS2 country visits that GEF projects have had a positive impact on stakeholder participation.  However, the different perception of some NGO stakeholders suggests the need for new or additional management responses from the GEF and its IA partners.

Broadening the Base of Public Consultation

318. The importance of broad-based participation and ownership through the involvement of all relevant stakeholders is stressed in the PIR 2000.
  GEF activities (e.g., in Jordan, Panama, and Senegal) have positively influenced a broadening in the base of public consultation (see Box 6.3).  However, there remains a need to include the private sector as well as NGOs, and to recognize that the private sector consists of a range of entities, from large corporations to small rural enterprises, that will require different modalities of engagement.  The same approaches cannot be successfully used for all stakeholders.  Different projects call for different levels of stakeholder participation.  This has implications for the introduction of a more systematized public involvement approach and for its documentation and measurement.  


319. In Brazil, information technology has been successfully used in the climate change focal area to create a network involving more than 100 institutions (see Box 6.4).  The availability of information in local languages is a key tool to facilitate participation, transparency, and timely information dissemination.  However, a remaining challenge in GEF activities, exemplified in Romania, is the need to improve communications between local and national level stakeholders, as well as to involve a broader range of stakeholders in both project preparation and implementation.

320. The inclusion of professional social development expertise in project implementation teams can lead to substantial results in terms of meaningful community participation: For example, the OPS2 team noted the positive impact of the appointment of a social scientist in the East Africa cross-border biodiversity project, where the number of participating communities almost doubled over a period of 3 years.  On the other hand, where local participation in the development of an initial project concept and design is absent or weak, ownership also tends to be weak, and projects can miss opportunities identified by community participants, such as in the Uganda Mgahinga and Bwindi national parks project.  Active participation by communities in implementation is important, but in order to sustain project activities, adaptive management and flexibility are also required.   A mechanism for transferring such lessons from GEF project field experiences to stakeholders implementing or preparing GEF projects would contribute to enhanced sustainability and project relevance.

321. Inclusive, Ongoing Participation. Stakeholder participation and gender-inclusive processes have not been integral to GEF projects relative to budget lines reflecting the processes, and thus allowing measures to be taken to address non-institutional and community stakeholder involvement, as well as that of government and NGOs.  During OPS2 country visits, NGO regional consultations in Meso-America suggested that the GEF make funding available specifically for participation, to encourage governments to be more open in this regard, and to link financial criteria to genuine, ongoing stakeholder participation, with governments being held responsible for both documenting and reporting back on the process.

322. Where participation is integral to projects, there is frequently a lack of statistics on intended beneficiaries, which are not usually gender-disaggregated.  Clearer lines of accountability, and common reporting systems across all IAs/EAs for ensuring that broad-based, inclusive participation is a feature of GEF projects, are required.  Stakeholders must be clearly defined, and the term must be understood to include more than institutional stakeholders alone.

323. Where projects are working with institutions whose experience in stakeholder participation is limited, a set of common “good practice” guidelines, showing how to carry out stakeholder analysis and design and implement gender-aware, inclusive participatory processes would be helpful. Such guidelines should outline the tools, methodologies, best practices, and lessons learned from GEF and other relevant projects, as well as where to obtain further support.  

324. The GEF Secretariat should strengthen its existing in-house capacity to strategically address social issues and to ensure that projects prepared by countries and IAs and EAs effectively address issues of inclusive participation, gender, and poverty alleviation, to deliver sustainable global environmental benefits (see Chapter 7).

325. Vulnerable Groups.  Issues concerning vulnerable groups,
 including indigenous communities, are the subject of the particular operational policies of each IA, and are supplemented by the public involvement policy of the GEF.  Specific guidelines for addressing indigenous peoples and involuntary resettlement issues in GEF projects are dealt with differently by each IA, but the main thrust is the same—to provide developmental safeguards for vulnerable groups of people.  These guidelines have been the subject of extensive debate and in-depth examination in recent years, but remain an issue that is both sensitive and difficult to address, even in the case of quite explicit operational policies such as those of the World Bank Group.
 

326. The core of the GEF’s overall mandate is to deliver global environmental benefits.  Addressing the needs of the poor and the vulnerable through GEF-supported initiatives is one of the means towards achieving this end.  Poverty-environment linkages are particularly strong in the focal areas of biodiversity and land degradation.

327. Certain direct opportunities for poverty-targeted interventions present themselves within the context of GEF’s mandate.  For example, climate change projects in Mexico and Bolivia, where government-designed “twinning” projects (under which institutional development partnerships are developed between a national institution and a supporting institution in another country)
 have invested in renewable energy by focusing on the poorest villages.  Equally, the sustainable use approach to conserving biodiversity responds to environmental management goals through integrated conservation and development and through community-based natural resource management.  These approaches become particularly important in the global commons and transboundary resources, where the issues of property and access become more challenging.  In the focal area of waters, the open access fishery poses serious problems affecting poor coastal populations, which are among the poorest groups worldwide.  In the area of climate change, poor rural households in a number of instances are assisted with credit in order to make renewable energy more affordable.

328. Indigenous Communities. GEF’s project experience working with indigenous communities is concentrated in the biodiversity focal area.  In accordance with Article 8(j) and related provisions of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), the GEF’s operational programs on biodiversity conservation and sustainable use contain activities that emphasize “the full and effective participation of indigenous and local communities.”  As of FY2000, GEF has provided direct funding of nearly $203 million to 25 projects in which indigenous communities are actively involved in the design and implementation of biodiversity conservation and sustainable use activities.  With co-financing, the total amount expected to be mobilized is about $600 million, which is aimed at supporting over 100 different ethnic and tribal populations around the developing world. However, there is little systematically documented information across projects on the quality of involvement with indigenous communities, though clearly some projects have addressed this issue substantively.

329. In Darien, Panama, for example, the main objective of the UNDP Biodiversity Conservation in the Darien Region project was the protection and conservation of the rich biodiversity of the remaining forests of Darien, through the development of local capacities and implementation of sustainable practices for the use of natural resources.   To meet its key objective, the project tried to integrate elements of participatory sustainable development with efforts to strengthen management capacity of the protected area.  The population of the province comes from three different ethnic groups (indigenous, Afro-colonial, and immigrants from the central provinces), which have different cultural backgrounds and production means.  The human settlements in the province are occupied mainly in agricultural activities and to a lesser degree, cattle raising and some trade services; they are affected by significant poverty.  Indigenous populations in particular suffer from the highest levels of extreme poverty.  When the project's new execution phase began in 1999, the technical team faced high levels of mistrust by numerous local communities, as a result of the prevailing perception that commitments went unfulfilled in the previous cycle.  Nonetheless, they were able to regain the confidence and interest of local inhabitants and reestablish credibility.  Actions taken included implementing a successful microcredit program in three communities that strengthened community capacities and promoted the participation of women—providing an example of how (i) concentration on consolidation of internal organizational processes, accompanied by small financial stimuli, (ii) a series of well-designed activities through a participatory process linked to the revolving credit fund, and (iii) a training and follow-up program can have an important positive impact on attitudes. 

330. The scale of medium-sized projects particularly assists civil society engagement, including that of indigenous communities.  Community stakeholders are seen as key partners in MSP implementation.  Their substantial contributions are in terms of time, indigenous knowledge, and local resources devoted to a project.  Projects considered successful are those where local stakeholders have taken ownership of existing initiatives and future tasks.  However, in MSPs as well, meaningful participation of indigenous communities is not easily achieved due to suspicion of outside support, arising both from past legacies of violence and the use of indigenous knowledge without permission.  In particular, encroachment over ancestral lands has been so prevalent that achieving participation necessitates building capacity related to securing claims to the land and its resources.  For all these reasons, the partnership between MSP executing agencies (mostly NGOs) and indigenous peoples should always proceed from a highly participatory process to build trust.  This has implications for the sustainability of MSPs, since the empowerment of highly vulnerable groups requires a long lead time.  A 3-year time horizon for projects can be considered unrealistic where indigenous groups are key partners, unless prior investments in building trust and ensuring meaningful modalities for participation have been carried out.  Many GEF projects seek actively to address this issue.

331. A systematic sharing of information on project experiences would allow the GEF to benefit from, and share more widely, lessons learned from its fairly substantive—if uneven—engagements in this area.   Both MSPs and the Small Grants Program have proved to be particularly responsive modalities for interaction with community-level stakeholders.  Opportunities to capitalize on the sustainable development benefits clearly achievable through these project modalities should be optimized, including making better use of indigenous knowledge and related revenue sharing.
332. The OPS2 team concludes that there is a need for the GEF to produce systematic, documented information across projects on its involvement with indigenous communities.  

Recommendation
333. An interagency task force should be organized by the GEF Secretariat for the purpose of developing an effective and systematic way to document information on stakeholder consultations and participation, including the involvement of indigenous communities, in GEF-funded projects.

E.  Role of NGOs and Local Communities 

334. The GEF’s overall engagement with civil society partners (community-based organizations (CBOs), non government organizations (NGOs), scientific institutions, and the private sector) has been framed under the Public Involvement Policy, which requires the GEF to promote information dissemination, consultation, and stakeholder participation.  The importance of the role of NGOs and CBOs in GEF programs has also been articulated in a number of other GEF policy documents: For example, the New Delhi Statement of the First GEF Assembly noted, “The GEF should increase consultations with NGOs and local communities concerning GEF activities; GEF should develop and implement an action plan to strengthen country-level coordination and promote genuine country ownership of GEF-financed activities, including the active involvement of local and regional experts and community groups in project design and implementation.”  In giving effect to this guidance, the GEF catalyzed the establishment of the GEF-NGO Network that serves as a consultative body as well as a channel of information to national civil society groups on GEF policies and programs. 

335. NGOs have played a valuable role in the functioning of the GEF, ranging from policy analysis and project planning at the international level to project implementation and monitoring at the local level.  Over 700 NGOs are participating actively—that is, receiving funding from GEF projects—in GEF activities
 as co-executing agents or service contractors.  Of these, more than three-fourths are based in developing countries. International NGOs (INGOs) have been particularly effective when they have functioned in strong partnership with national and local NGOs and CBOs.  INGOs have brought technical strengths to bear on projects, have assisted in securing co-financing, have supported capacity building for national NGOs, and been responsible for the establishment of medium-sized projects that provide a window of opportunity for NGOs to take the lead in implementing GEF programs. 

336. While the OPS2 country visits found some notable examples of NGO achievements in furthering GEF goals, considerable additional opportunities remain for using NGO and CBO strengths more fully in GEF activities, including in mobilization of civil society support.

337. In most of the countries visited, the relationship between the GEF national focal points (NFPs) and NGOs was tenuous and unproductive.  In some countries, NFPs had very little knowledge of the role that NGOs were expected to play in GEF programs.  NGOs reported that NFPs often considered the official project endorsement required from governments to mean that GEF initiatives were essentially government-owned and that, in consequence, NGOs had no intrinsic right to participate in them.  In one country, government endorsement for GEF projects was perceived as being used as a method for the exclusion of “unwelcome” NGOs.  

338. During some country visits, the OPS2 team received complaints that NGOs were not kept adequately informed about GEF policies and procedures or GEF-related country priorities, and did not receive information on current and pipeline GEF projects.  The NGO focal points system established by the GEF-NGO Network appears, with a few exceptions, to be ineffective in information dissemination.  While the country dialogue workshops being organized by the GEF do address these information gaps to some extent, their effectiveness remains limited as long as they are one-off events that do not address the need for a system of ongoing internal communications between stakeholders and with the GEF. 

339. The need for capacity development among national and local NGOs was expressed frequently to the OPS2 team.  Lack of capacity—and resources—place national NGOs at a major disadvantage in preparing GEF project proposals. The extent of the empowerment and involvement of local NGOs and CBOs in GEF projects tends to reflect the culture of civil society involvement in the country’s nation-building efforts in general.  For example, the OPS2 team found vigorous NGO networks involved in GEF programs in countries such as Brazil and Nepal on the one hand and a hesitant, nascent NGO presence in GEF programs in China on the other.

340. OPS 2 country visits have highlighted the important role that NGOs and CBOs have played in the GEF program with particular reference to the Small Grants Program and the medium-sized projects. The work of international NGOs and developing country NGOs in global environmental policy analysis and advocacy has been impressive, particularly that related to the work of the conventions. The OPS2 team feels that the degree of involvement of NGOs and CBOs in the planning, implementation, and monitoring of GEF projects is a key determinant of the effectiveness and sustainability in many of these projects. The GEF could further stress the importance of NGO and CBO participation in GEF operations during country dialogue exercises. 

341. During its country visits, the OPS2 team was informed that the range of INGO in-country partners is often limited. The need for capacity development among both national and local NGOs was expressed frequently to the OPS2 team.  Lack of required capacity—and resources—places national NGOs at a particular disadvantage in preparing GEF project proposals.  
OPS2 identified few GEF-supported, in-country programs that provide technical support to NGOs.

F.  Project Modalities

Small Grants Program

342. The GEF Small Grants Program (SGP) is currently being implemented by the UNDP in 61 countries.  The GEF/SGP is based on the rationale that global environmental problems can be addressed more sustainably when local people and communities are actively involved.  Small, strategically targeted projects can contribute to solving global environmental problems while enhancing the livelihood security of local people.

343. The OPS2 team received very positive reports about the GEF/SGP in the countries they visited. National institutional arrangements for management of the program under the overall supervision of the UNDP are generally functioning effectively. National project portfolios include innovative and impressive projects characterized by strong stakeholder participation, and consistent with GEF operational programs.  GEF/SGP has received strong support from relevant governmental agencies, academic institutions, NGOs, local governments, and community groups. National ownership of the GEF/SGP is reflected by the commitment to the program from in-country professionals represented on the national steering committees and the generally high quality of the national coordinators recruited under the program. 

344. The main constraint faced by SGP relates to meeting non-grant management costs. The extremely stringent budgetary rules on management overheads allows little flexibility for the national coordinator to carry out adequate information services and provide research support
 for improving the program’s focus and targeting and initiating proactive partnership building and cross-learning. This is particularly true of countries where co-financing for the SGP has not yet been successful. 

345. While it is reasonable to expect that the overall impact on the global environment from the SGP will be small in the early stages, until the larger connections with the national environmental and sustainable development programs are fully developed, there is evidence that many of these projects deliver more favorable cost-benefit ratios than larger GEF projects.  An important factor is the perceived relevance of the GEF/SGP for developing countries in the way in which it links global, national, and local-level issues through a transparent, strongly participatory, and country-driven approach to project planning, design, and implementation. 

346. To the extent that the GEF/SGP projects have generated wide stakeholder participation, built local capacity in project management, successfully raised significant co-financing (in a number of cases from UNDP’s development funds), and routinely involved income-generating activities, their chances of sustainability are good. However, it is important to ensure that the income-generating components of SGP projects are based on good feasibility studies and incorporate business-oriented management approaches. 

347. The OPS2 team concurs with the conclusion of the Second Independent Evaluation of the GEF/SGP (1998) that the program occupies a unique and valuable niche within the GEF and that it would be appropriate for the GEF Small Grants Program to be expanded so that it is accessible in all countries that meet the criteria for its implementation. 

Medium-Sized Projects (MSPs) Within the GEF Portfolio

348. Under the program approved by the GEF Council in April 1996, GEF’s medium-sized projects (MSPs) were intended as a set of smaller and more rapidly “implementable” projects in comparison to GEF’s full-sized projects (FSPs).  The maximum funding ceiling for each project was originally $750,000 but was later revised to $1 million. MSPs were to have simplified approval procedures (“expedited procedures”) that would encourage greater participation from non-official institutions and civil society groups, particularly NGOs. 

349. As of June 30, 2001, GEF had approved 121 MSPs with a total outlay of $90 million in GEF resources with $125 million in co-financing. MSPs were subjected to a desk review by the GEF monitoring and evaluation unit in 1998 and a full evaluation in 2001 to provide an input to the work of the OPS2. 

350. The MSP evaluation concluded that it was still too early in the implementation of the majority of MSPs (six out of 121 projects completed) to ascertain their precise impact on the global environment within the three focal areas.  However, there are clear indicators of impressive progress in terms of capacity development, innovation and use of new methodologies, awareness raising, and prospects for sustainability. MSPs have leveraged significant co-financing, created conditions for replication, and have increased the profile of global environmental priorities and obligations within national government policy and planning processes. MSP projects have been particularly successful in creating synergy with sustainable development activities at the national level, including bringing about livelihood and income opportunities for key stakeholders. 

351. The MSP evaluation acknowledges that though measurement is difficult it is very likely that the overall value/impact of GEF dollars invested in MSPs compares favorably with investments in many larger projects of either GEF or other donors, especially in the biodiversity focal area.  OPS2 country visits have confirmed that MSPs have been impressive in attracting participation from a diverse range of stakeholders including government agencies, NGOs, community groups, research institutions, international organizations, and the private sector. 

352. However, there have been widespread complaints from country partners in regard to the length of processing times for MSP proposals, suggesting that original expectations in respect to expedited processing have not been met. The 2001 Medium-Sized Projects Evaluation provided an analysis of the factors responsible for the extended and often erratic processing times and longer project cycles. These include:

•
Variations in the capacities of the UNDP and the World Bank country offices to initiate and facilitate MSPs

•
Delays in obtaining MSP endorsements from national operational focal points for NGO-executed projects

•
The involvement of new and inexperienced country partners that require more extensive IA inputs to enable them to navigate through GEF program priorities and operational procedures (including the incremental cost calculation)

•
Unclear and sometimes conflicting technical reviews from different sources in the IAs and the GEFSEC that have added considerably to processing time

•
Adjustments in legal, procurement, and disbursement procedures of IAs to fit smaller projects in remote locations. 

353. The OPS2 team endorses the recommendation of the 2001 Medium-Sized Projects Evaluation that “major bottlenecks and delays in MSP processing need to be tracked more closely so that GEFSEC and/or IA management can intervene and address problems as they arise…….A transparent tracking system should be established to enable project proponents and other interested parties to easily follow the status and progress of MSPs under preparation through the various stages of GEF review and approval.”

354. MSPs clearly form an important segment of the GEF project portfolio between the highly regarded GEF Small Grants Program that supports small, community-based initiatives and the full-sized projects that address larger national and regional level initiatives. MSPs are not only suited to major NGO-led initiatives, but also small countries, including small island states, that have found MSPs very appropriate for meeting many of their financing needs for making contributions to the global environment conventions.

355. The OPS2 team concludes that it is important that the GEF Council allocate adequate resources to this GEF mechanism. MSPs should be able to serve as spearheads for new, innovative, and participatory initiatives that could later be considered for larger scale and more widespread replication. This is particularly important in the immediate future when the competing demands for GEF resources far exceed supply. 

Trust Fund mechanisms

356. During its meetings with the IAs and with various country stakeholders, the OPS2 team encountered expressions of appreciation and praise for the GEF’s role in promoting and establishing long-term trust funds under GEF projects. Trust funds are innovative means of ensuring financial sustainability to projects and programs. Such a mechanism has the advantage over traditional project funding in that it can provide a very long timeline for its operations, thereby giving more long-term assurance, continuity, and predictability to funding for activities that require a longer development period than can be accommodated under the conventional project timeframe. 

357. Trust funds involve legally set-aside assets (such as GEF grants) whose use is restricted to the specific purposes set out in the legal trust agreement. They can be financially structured in three different ways:  endowments, whose funds are invested to earn income (with only that earned income available for agreed purposes); sinking funds, which are designed to be dispersed over a fixed, usually long-term period; and revolving funds, which provide for the receipt of new resources on a regular basis, such as earmarked local taxes. A trust fund can combine one or all of these features.  

358. As of the end of 1998, the GEF had funded seven trust funds within its biodiversity focal area. Most initiatives with conservation trust funds over the last decade have resulted from lead roles taken by non-governmental institutions.  A recent GEF evaluation (Experience with Conservation Trust Funds, 1999, GEF) noted the main accomplishments of trust funds have included:

•
Providing a basic “resource security” for operating protected areas

•
Generating and managing financial resources over a long time period

•
Encouraging the participation of civil society institutions

•
Increasing scientific research applied to conservation issues

•
Improving public awareness of conservation issues.

359. While there was some uncertainty regarding the long-term conservation impact of trust funds, they provide more continuity than other project financing modalities. The above evaluation points out that in order to succeed, trust funds require adequate governance structures and legal systems, staff, and technical support to allow them to proactively influence their environment; monitor their results and learn from experience; maintain credible and transparent procedures; and support participatory approaches.  

360. The OPS2 team understood that the GEF had encountered difficulties in getting other sources of funding committed to provide co-financing for trust funds. The GEF cannot be expected to be sole supporter of such local funding mechanisms.  This should not stop the GEF from trying further. In searching for innovative financial modalities, the GEF should be encouraged to continue promotion of such longer term operational approaches. Trust funds should not just be confined to the biodiversity focal area, since they can play a strategically important role for institution building more generally.

361. The GEF should proceed, on the basis of a strictly defined matching principle, to finance trust funds in which it becomes one of several financial backers, rather than their sole promoter. The OPS2 team would encourage the GEF to explore further the most effective ways to support trust funds in GEF operations in collaboration with other sources of funding.  

G.  Generation and Use of Scientific Knowledge

362. the Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel (STAP) constitutes the central mechanism for providing the GEF with advice on science and technology issues. GEF recognizes the importance of mobilizing the wider scientific and technological community to help incorporate scientific inputs in GEF operations at the national and local levels, including the development of methods for assessing the efficacy of ongoing GEF operations.  Indeed, STAP organized an international workshop in January 1999 on the theme “Integrating Science and Technology into GEF Work,” which focused attention on how to establish a dialogue with the global and regional science and technology networks and what were the most appropriate mechanisms for involving the science and technology community at the national level in the different phases of the GEF project cycle. Despite the efforts of STAP, progress in engaging the scientific community at the national and regional levels remains limited. 

363. The main activities in which GEF has successfully involved national scientific communities is in preparing reports to the conventions, particularly national inventories and national strategies and action plans.  UNEP has focused special attention on mobilizing scientific support for global and regional monitoring and assessment exercises.  On the other hand, the involvement of national science and technology communities in developing countries in a sustained way in the design and implementation of country-driven GEF projects is limited and non-systematic. While STAP does provide a conduit for interfacing with the wider science and technology networks, this is considered an inadequate mechanism because of a lack of supporting mechanisms at the regional and national levels. 

364. By broadening and intensifying this partnership with the science and technology communities, GEF would not merely be making in-country project planning and implementation cost-effective and sustainable, it would build capacity that enabled developing countries to meet their obligations under the conventions. Expertise could be built in-country for developing and applying scientific indicators to measure project impacts in each of the GEF focal areas. Policy guidance should be given to the implementing agencies regarding how national science and technology communities could be encouraged to participate as key stakeholders in the project planning and implementation process.

365. The OPS2 team finds that country ownership of projects and global environmental issues is significantly enhanced when government engages the national scientific and technical community, as has been often the result in GEF enabling activities. 

H.  Information and Communication

366. Information and communication services (outreach) represent a relatively recent undertaking in the GEF.  In the last 2 years, with Council support, the GEF has initiated a multipronged approach to its outreach and communications responsibilities that include country dialogue workshops, project or issue-based workshops organized in parallel with major convention meetings, preparation and dissemination of experience related to best practices and lessons learned, NGO-targeted information dissemination, use of national and international media, and the development and enhancement of the GEF website.  

367. Yet during its country visits, the OPS2 team found that there was still little clarity or knowledge, even among key stakeholders, about GEF and its goals, structure, and program implementation modalities.  Many of the results brought about by GEF funding were mostly known by their association with the implementing agencies.  There was clearly a problem with the attribution of credit to GEF for achievements under the program.  The use of the GEF logo on GEF publications from the field and assets created out of GEF funding did not follow any systematic guidelines, resulting in greater prominence being given to the IA partners involved.  The GEF website is valuable and comprehensive, but GEF cannot rely on member countries (and various GEF in-country stakeholders) being able to easily access the Internet. 

368. For GEF, it is important that its main objectives and approach to global environmental issues be better understood in government (particularly through the operational focal points), and civil society (particularly among NGOs and the private sector). 

369. The GEF needs to become more adept at spreading its messages in easily understandable information products, well beyond its present reliance on website services.  Its visibility would be enhanced by launching flagship publications on the global environment on the basis of GEF’s operational experiences and project results. As a demonstration of its commitment to shift the focus from project approvals to achieving high-quality results, the GEF should consider including a section in the GEF Annual Reports on the outcomes achieved under completed projects that have been evaluated during the year.

I.  Sharing lessons learnED
370. The OPS2 team considers it important that cross-learning be strengthened and accelerated, so that GEF resources can be used more effectively.  The Team also believes strongly that specific efforts should be made to encourage more systematic use of the results and outputs of GEF-funded projects for the improvement of national environmental plans and strategies.  Each of the implementing agencies has their own systems for drawing lessons from operational experiences.  The key point for the GEF is to encourage and facilitate more intensive interagency sharing of experiences relevant to the GEF.

371. The annual Project Implementation Reviews provide a useful forum for interagency sharing of experiences.  But the GEF also needs to find more effective ways to share field experiences among in-country project officers and field staff, and thereby broaden the basis for drawing operational lessons.  Furthermore, country-based managerial or technical staff with GEF implementation experience could be considered for consulting assignments under project mid-term reviews and final project evaluations for similar type projects in other countries.  This could enhance the dissemination of GEF project lessons.   

372. A notable result for the international waters area is that it is the only GEF focal area with an easily accessible and established mechanism, through IW:LEARN,
 to carry out and promote the exchange of information, technologies, good practices, innovative instruments and policies, and lessons learned in general.  In addition, in October 2000, the First GEF International Waters Conference took place in Bucharest.  Conference attendees included present representatives from the IAs and the GEF Secretariat and GEF project participants.  It provided a forum for exchanging experiences between GEF projects and for promoting collaboration to incorporate lessons, avoid duplication, and ensure efficiency. 
373. The OPS2 team considers it important that cross-learning processes be strengthened and accelerated particularly on the interagency basis, within each project category.

J.  Long-Term Programmatic Approach

374. The GEF is considering introducing the programmatic approach into its set of different modalities.  The basic outline of such an approach was articulated through an information paper presented at the May 2001 Council meeting, where the modality was described as providing “a longer term financial support 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, multiyear commitment.”
  The GEF expects to pilot the approach in a few countries during the next 2-3 years. Such a joint approach will become even more important when new executing agencies and new focal areas are being added into the GEF’s expanding mandate.

375. The experience and capacities of the IAs is obviously important. Particular agencies, such as UNDP and the World Bank, are crucial partners in this regard. With effective mainstreaming of GEF objectives into their individual country dialogues, they can open important channels for long-term programmatic approaches. Some of the IAs have also been testing joint country exercises of this kind. The GEF-World Bank and UNDP collaboration on the China Climate Change Program has significantly enhanced GEF activities. All three IAs have experience with joint programming under several international waters projects, as in the Black Sea and Danube partnerships. The OPS2 team notes that both Mexico and South Africa are developing medium-term strategies for GEF funding in collaboration with local stakeholders.  

376. Besides IA experience and capacity, a key precondition of such approaches is the credibility of the GEF, built up over a period of time through a set of GEF-funded projects perceived to be part of a country’s overall development strategy.  A second precondition is local capability in effective program management and links with other sources of finance, including a clear commitment of domestic financial resources.  A third precondition is the commitment and willingness of agencies to work across sectoral ministries and boundaries to integrate and mainstream global environmental issues into national planning and development processes.  A basic foundation for all this should be a high level of national political and financial commitment to the environment, and in particular, to the proposed program. 

377. The OPS2 team supports the GEF strategy of piloting the programmatic approach in a few countries by 
building on IA experiences and focusing on those where there is a significant portfolio and/or pipeline of GEF-funded activities.  One important point is that a programmatic approach should not be pursued on a piecemeal basis by each IA, nor by the GEF Secretariat alone, but should involve all key GEF partners in a joint exercise with the national operational focal point and other key stakeholders in the country, all coordinated by the GEF Secretariat.

VII. Institutional and Management Issues
378. The central theme of OPS2 is the assessments of the results and impacts achieved in completed and ongoing GEF projects.   While the OPS2 team was not requested to evaluate the institutional and legal issues affecting the future of GEF, it was asked to consider how GEF institutional structures and relationships have facilitated or impeded the attainment of results.  During its work with the GEF Secretariat, the implementing agencies, STAP, the new executing agencies, country officials, NGOs, and other stakeholders, the OPS2 team has tried to assess the impacts of GEF’s institutional structure, and the division of roles and responsibilities between GEF entities, on project implementation, content and quality of the GEF portfolio, and the recent streamlining of the GEF project cycle (see GEF Council document GEF/C.16/5).   In this context, the Team also considered how expanding the GEF, to include new executing agencies, is affecting its programming efforts and coordination between GEF entities.
   

379.  The GEF is a novel multilateral organizational arrangement that embodies institutional partnerships at different levels and dimensions, facilitated by the GEF Council and Secretariat, and builds on the comparative strengths of the different partner entities.  The first level of partnership is among the Council, GEF Secretariat, and the three implementing agencies—UNDP, UNEP, and the World Bank—given their significant roles in the evolution of the GEF and in operational program development, preparation and implementation of GEF-financed activities, and monitoring and evaluation.  The World Bank acts as the Trustee to the GEF Trust Fund and provides administrative support to the GEF Secretariat.  

380. During earlier phases of the GEF, considerable problems of coordination between the GEF Secretariat and the three implementing agencies were reported.  Given the fledgling character of this new financial facility and its innovative nature, such problems were inevitable.  The concepts of global environmental benefits and incremental costs were new and had not yet been tested operationally.  As a source of funding, the GEF emerged at a time when OECD country contributions to UNDP and UNEP core funding were declining and when the World Bank faced limitations to further growth in its lending.  A new grant facility of this magnitude inevitably attracted much interest within the implementing agencies.  It is not surprising that considerable competition for GEF resources arose.

381. In this situation, the Secretariat and the IAs attempted to ensure that this competition was constructive and that the resulting outcome supported both the interests of country partners and the objectives of the GEF Operational Strategy and operational programs.  In recent years, relations have become more cooperative and harmonious between these four primary entities of the GEF.  All of them reported to the OPS2 team that progress had been made in this respect.

382. However, several factors are going to test the capacity of the GEF in the coming years. An increasing number of convention-related tasks fall within the GEF’s mandate. The GEF has been requested to handle new responsibilities by the UNFCCC and the Stockholm Convention on POPs.  The GEF Council is considering introducing land degradation as a focal area.  The portfolio under implementation is growing very rapidly. There are currently more than 200 projects, not including enabling activities, under active implementation. The GEF has therefore become a multiconvention financing mechanism, with growing responsibilities under each of them. The current trajectory of the GEF suggests that in the near future the demand for its resources will increase significantly.  Its resources are far short of immediate demand. A growing number of countries have an increasing understanding of the GEF and knowledge of the possibilities of marrying global environmental benefits with sustainable development objectives. 

383. As GEF’s mandate has been expanding, the nature of the global economy has changed. The roles of the private sector and civil society in managing the global commons have become more pronounced. Most recently, it has been agreed that GEF operating arrangements will be expanded to include seven executing agencies as well as the existing three implementing agencies. The strategic and coordination roles of the Secretariat will therefore continue to grow in importance over the next few years. 

Institutional Relations with the Conventions 

384. As noted in Chapter 2, in GEF’s role as the financial mechanism of the conventions, it responds to guidance received from the conventions by developing appropriate operational programs and criteria for funding.  The GEF Secretariat plays the lead role in executing this function in cooperation with the implementing agencies and STAP. The GEF CEO, on behalf of the GEF Council, reports regularly to the relevant Conference of the Parties. 

385. The GEF Secretariat works closely with the appropriate Convention Secretariat on technical matters relating to the interpretation of convention guidance. As the OPS2 team has noted, GEF’s response to convention guidance has been pragmatic and generally satisfactory.  The current sharing of responsibilities among the GEF entities is appropriate and sound, and should continue.  The coordinating role of the GEF Secretariat becomes even more important as the GEF becomes the financial mechanism for more conventions. The OPS2 team would like to emphasize that clear communication and consistency in COP guidance regarding GEF priorities would enhance the timeliness and quality of GEF responses. 

386. The Team finds that, as the only multiconvention financial facility, it is appropriate for GEF to be open to considering the inclusion of new convention-related focal areas.  However, in such cases, it should take up consultations with each Convention to make sure that it does not overburden GEF’s limited resources, particularly with respect to new protocols and areas of support. If new activities need to be introduced and prioritized, and if no new resources are being made available, then the conventions should be encouraged to identify current convention-related activities that no longer have the same priority and can therefore be discontinued or reduced in scope. This must be part of a two-way dialogue that is reflected in GEF’s regular reporting to the COPs. 

387. A rapidly expanding number of convention-related meetings and consultations requiring the presence of GEF Secretariat staff is taking up a major part of its annual work program and budget.  Representatives of the GEF Secretariat are expected to participate in a growing number of substantive meetings related to the conventions. The travel costs of staff in the GEF Secretariat for participation in convention-related meetings increased about 50 percent in FY01  as compared with the FY00. Such costs absorbed 37 percent of total travel expenses for the GEF Secretariat in FY00 and accounts for 49 percent in FY01.

388. Still, as noted in Chapter 4, from an institutional perspective, it is important for the GEF to address the challenge of connecting GEF operational focal points effectively with the convention focal points at the country level so that reporting on GEF projects and their results are included in the national reporting to the conventions. Because the GEF’s main institutional mandate is to serve as financial mechanisms for the conventions, it is obviously important for those who provide funding to the GEF to expect that the conventions’ ultimate clients, the country recipients of such support, will articulate their views and judgment on GEF’s effectiveness, not just to the GEF Council and other GEF entities, but also to the convention bodies that provide guidance to the GEF. The level of GEF replenishments will very likely be influenced by the reporting of the recipient countries at convention-related meetings.

389. The OPS2 team finds it important that the GEF Secretariat continues to take a lead role in carrying out the various functions relating to the conventions. This institutional task is likely to increase substantially in the years ahead, and it is important that the GEF Secretariat has adequate staff and budget resources to carry out these tasks effectively and efficiently.   

Relations with countries

390. The conclusions from Chapter 5 also have significant institutional implications. The GEF needs to focus on strengthening the operational focal points in each country. This will entail proactive efforts by the GEF Secretariat as well as the IAs to provide regular, up-to-date information on the project pipeline and the status of the GEF portfolio in each country. It will also involve making available specific funding to facilitate in-country portfolio-related workshops, in parallel with the ongoing country dialogue workshops, which focus on fostering broader awareness of GEF policies and procedures.

391. The GEF operational focal point should be able to function as the main facilitator for such coordination of the GEF program in country. How this task is to be organized and established should be the country’s own responsibility, but the GEF can provide support to help increase the effectiveness of operational focal points and strengthen their communication with the country’s convention focal points, with the goal of enhancing substantially the efficiency of GEF interventions.  The OPS2 team has concluded that the GEF Secretariat must lead this coordination effort, together with other GEF entities, to the extent that they are engaged in GEF operational activities in that country. Such a role would involve the GEF Secretariat in a new lead function and require the establishment of a new and separate unit (Country Support Team) in the GEF Secretariat to support the operational focal points.  These positions should be filled by staff possessing adequate regional knowledge and language skills and the capacity to provide effective, prompt operational processing; procedural guidance; and information support services.
392. Currently, the GEF Secretariat has neither the staff capacity nor the budgetary resources to establish effective support services for the operational focal points. The OPS2 team concludes that the lack of such support is a major weakness in the present GEF system. Hence, the Team would encourage the GEF Council to give this matter immediate attention.

Technical and operational capacities in the IAs and EAs
393. The roles of the three IAs have been crucial in the GEF’s operational achievements. They have made extensive technical contributions to the various focal areas and cross-cutting themes.  Each has provided technical expertise and operational experience based on their comparative advantages.  Their continued strong involvement in GEF operations will be important for the future of GEF, as it also expands to include new executing agencies. However, in the view of the Team, no single IA can on its own absorb all of the present and planned GEF functions.  Neither can the GEF Secretariat manage these functions on its own.  Each entity is a critical partner for ensuring that the GEF evolves effectively to meet expanded operational challenges.  

394.  One of the encouraging findings of OPS2 was the existence of a larger number of GEF-committed staff within the IAs. They are deeply motivated by GEF objectives and often work exceptionally hard to overcome processing problems and project design complexities. IA representatives frequently stressed to the OPS2 team that such staff contributions could be maintained and developed further only with a reasonably predictable sense in the medium-term future of the funding levels of GEF activities, around which IAs could plan.  The Team considers such an approach feasible and believes GEF can derive a common “indicative planning” framework, which can reasonably predict resource availability over the medium-term future.    

395. The OPS2 team considers it feasible to arrive at such rolling, medium-term agreements, say, on a 3-year basis, which would be linked to indicators for strategic relevance, programmatic consistency, expected outcomes, and annually adjusted for changes emerging from expressed country priorities. This should be accommodated within the GEF Corporate Business Plan.

396. The new executing agencies will occupy a distinctive level of partnership to prepare and implement GEF-financed activities. They will add a welcome dimension to GEF’s capabilities in fulfilling country needs, but also will stimulate increased competition for GEF funding and more complex country and interagency coordination. Besides the overall institutional “due diligence" examination, which has been or is being conducted for each EA, it is also very important that an additional (second step) institutional examination be conducted for each EA to determine its technical and operational capacity to serve GEF effectively within each GEF focal area. A gradual and selective approach would seem appropriate. Their comparative strengths for GEF-related tasks should be carefully examined with respect to areas where the agencies demonstrate fully satisfactory, GEF-relevant, operational capacity to help countries produce effective implementation results. However, once the GEF has ascertained this specific operational capacity, the new executing agencies should be enabled to access the GEF work program and become directly accountable to the GEF Council.

capacity to engage the private sector

397. As noted in Chapter 6, the OPS2 team has concluded that it is important for the GEF to become more actively involved in engaging the private sector. One of the operational principles of the GEF emphasizes its catalytic role and leveraging of additional financing from other sources. The private sector can obviously make a substantial contribution in this respect. In particular, it will often have a key role in the replication of GEF project results. GEF’s capacity to engage the private sector thus becomes a critical issue.  OPS2 would encourage the GEF Secretariat, in partnership with the implementing and executing agencies, to take a lead role in creating an interagency task force which can help to develop more specific, market-oriented strategies to attract private sector partnerships and to tailor GEF operational modalities to enable timely interaction with the private sector in developing policies and strategies to engage the private sector effectively.  

398. The GEF Secretariat has made slow progress in recruiting senior staff with private sector expertise. The CEO has been participating in dialogues with various private sector representatives and corporate leaders, but there is scope for strengthening the institutional relationships between the GEF and the private sector in general, beyond the linkages available through the IFC. Lessons can be drawn from examples of GEF activities that already involve private sector actors.  The OPS2 team considers it important for the GEF Secretariat to add strong professional capacity with broad private sector experience, including experience from developing countries. In addition this can be achieved by attracting seconded staff from the private sector on a temporary and rotational basis. Furthermore, expertise may be drawn from within the IAs, particularly the IFC and the new EAs, particularly the regional development banks. The very recent recruitment in the GEF Secretariat of a professional with private sector expertise is an encouraging step. Under current efforts to formulate a GEF private sector strategy, it will be important to examine further the scope of private sector capacity needed within the GEF to achieve its global environmental goals. 

The role of the STAP

399. The Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel (STAP) has an essential role to play in grounding GEF programs and projects in the best available scientific information. However, the present system of providing scientific advice to the GEF is not working well. Indeed, discussions with the STAP members, the STAP Secretariat, the GEF Secretariat, and IAs suggest that virtually no part of the GEF family is fully satisfied with present arrangements. 

400. There is general agreement that the STAP performs three basic roles:

•
Providing strategic advice to the GEF on a wide range of issues, including the formulation of new OPs

•
Providing selective reviews of specific projects during implementation and after completion, when requested

•
Developing and maintaining a roster of experts that agencies can call on for assistance with project reviews during the project design stage.

Strategic Advice

401. By common agreement, the STAP's most important role is providing scientific guidance in the development of operational programs. The OPS2 team finds that providing strategic advice is an absolutely critical role for the STAP and that structural changes discussed below are needed to strengthen its ability to fulfill this function.

Selective Reviews

402. The OPS2 team generally believes that STAP should be used quite selectively to perform this role, but the STAP does offer a useful perspective not limited to natural science or engineering questions.

Project Reviews

403. Use of the STAP roster of experts to perform project reviews, as the system now functions, raises questions about the utility and appropriateness of the reviews. While the reviews are generally reported to be of good quality, as appraised by the STAP and the IAs, the review system nonetheless needs to be strengthened. Reviews occur relatively late in the project design cycle (typically just prior to submission for Council approval), are often done very quickly, and draw on a small fraction of the roster. It is striking that 77 percent of the experts in the roster have never been used for reviews. Most reviews are performed by experts from developed countries, although the percentage of reviews from developing country experts has risen significantly in recent years to about 28 percent.  

404. Moreover, despite an elaborate quality control process on reviews, the process has virtually never resulted in experts being removed from the roster.  Indeed, there is no systematic pruning of the roster, raising questions about its quality and relevance to the evolving GEF program. The OPS2 team is concerned that project reviews, as currently performed, function as an obligatory but sometimes meaningless check-off and do not make the best use of the expertise represented by the STAP roster, even though reviews are clearly sometimes useful to the IAs.  Repeated use of the same reviewers and the fact that 25 percent of the reviews are evaluated as less-than-good reviews indicate that the system needs improvement. The STAP itself shared with OPS2 team its view that the STAP project review step comes too late in the project design cycle to be optimal and that brief reviews were sometimes superficial.

405. As a result, the OPS2 team finds that the STAP review component in the project cycle should be substantially changed.  The STAP roster needs major pruning and upgrading. The Team also finds that experts from the roster could contribute more if their role was more participatory and consultative than judgmental and if they could provide a science and technology perspective at an early, conceptual stage of project design with continuing feedback through the project cycle to the extent needed. The OPS2 team notes with approval the suggestion from STAP of involving two members of the roster, at least one from a developing country, in each project review, to ensure a breadth of perspective. The OPS2 team would encourage STAP project reviews to be evaluated regularly as part of overall reports on each completed GEF project to assess the reviews’ value.

STAP Structural Issues

406. The OPS2 team found widespread agreement that coordination between the STAP Secretariat and the rest of the GEF has been problematic. The Team notes with approval the UNEP decision to move the STAP Secretariat to Washington, D.C., which may improve coordination between the STAP Secretariat and the GEF Secretariat. 

407. A more important structural issue arises from the current practice of appointing the STAP membership all at the same time and for the same term.  The OPS2 team finds that this has led to loss of institutional memory and a lengthy learning curve for each new STAP. Consequently, OPS2 findings have generated the suggestion that STAP members should be appointed for staggered terms.  The Team believes that this structural change would tend to improve communication and management issues.

Recommendation
408. To strengthen the GEF system for providing science and technology inputs, OPS2 recommends appointing STAP members for staggered terms, exploring with STAP members mechanisms for improving the use of in-country scientific and technical expertise within the GEF, and seeking STAP recommendations for appropriate changes to improve the project review system and to enhance the utility of the roster of experts.
the GEF processes for Project approval and start-up

409. Since its inception, numerous complaints have been raised about the lengthy and time-consuming processes for preparing and implementing GEF projects.  During the OPS2 country visits and NGO consultations, concerns were continually raised about lengthy GEF procedures for appraising and approving project proposals. IA staff in country offices, government officials, and other project stakeholders perceived the project review process to be excessively layered with multiple reviews at IA headquarters and in the GEF Secretariat. 

410. These concerns have both institutional and managerial implications. The concerns raised had to do with the same authority—in the GEF Secretariat and at IA headquarters—producing multiple sets of comments without effective coordination of their internal consistency, and with different views often expressed when new staff were assigned to a specific project or new sets of comments coming subsequently from the same supervising or advisory source indicating new viewpoints and new formats for presenting project proposals and final reports. Such problems can be addressed through improved management practices and more clarity about the institutional roles within the GEF.  

411. However, the OPS2 team noted that many of projects with lengthy design and preparation were also considered better projects because time had been taken to plan them very carefully. By their very nature, GEF projects are seldom straightforward or “simple.” Quite the contrary, they are often fairly complex and require considerable time to explore various technical options and experimental designs, as well as considerable stakeholder consultations, in many cases. Therefore GEF regular projects cannot necessarily be expected to fit comfortably into “fast track” processing procedures, in which they may lose quality-enhancing preparatory steps. Improvements sought to enable shorter timeframes for project processing therefore must be balanced between procedures necessary to ensure project quality and those that are poorly coordinated and potentially duplicate and overlap existing institutional functions.

412. These matters have been a source of ongoing concern since the beginning of GEF. Project processing times are frequently addressed during various interagency consultations. The annual GEF Project Performance Reports have analyzed data on the average time taken from GEF approval to start of project implementation. For the larger investment-type projects undertaken by the World Bank, there was some reduction in the time needed to process projects in 1998 and 1999 but, in 2000, it increased to about the same level as in 1997—an average of about 700 days. This recent increase was explained by a large standard deviation caused in part by a few exceptionally difficult projects. Some reduction in time was achieved by UNDP and UNEP—to a level of 362 days and 339 days, respectively, in 2000.

413. The OPS2 team found it difficult to draw firm conclusions from this data since they do not easily lend themselves to interagency comparisons. Given the complex nature of regular (full-sized) GEF projects and the need for careful preparations and consultations, it is not obvious that substantial improvements can be achieved in reducing the processing time. It is well understood that project designs containing very demanding objectives, such as global benefits, cannot be expected to move speedily through the review system without running some risk of reducing project quality.

414. However, there seems to be room for some improvement in the management system and project review procedures in both the GEF Secretariat and the IAs. The GEF should be encouraged to undertake a more in-depth review of processing time in each annual Project Performance Review. The OPS2 team finds that this is an issue which must be addressed more thoroughly in the GEF. There is scope for achieving improvements. There is also a need for current approval timeframes to be better explained at the country level.

415. Processing times for approving medium-sized projects (MSPs) present opportunities for more immediate improvements.
 These projects were expected to require much shorter processing times than regular GEF projects, but this has not materialized.  Elapsed time from project identification to submission of the briefs to the GEF Secretariat is, on average, 342 days for UNEP and 566 days for UNDP.  The OPS2 team noted the following assessment from the recent evaluation of MSPs:

“While there have been improvements in processing over time, MSPs have clearly not been expedited.  Reality has fallen far short of the expectations that MSPs would be a relatively fast-moving and flexible funding opportunity.  GEFSEC expected that it would take about 6 months between the time a project concept was approved and project implementation could begin.  In practice, the average has been over 2 years, with several projects taking 3 or 4 years.  Even this figure does not include the substantial time often required to prepare a project concept to the satisfaction of both GEFSEC and the IAs, which has varied from a few months to over 2 years.”

416. The OPS2 team concludes that more efforts should be devoted to reviewing the processing procedures and process management in the GEF. There seems to be scope to improve the time needed for processing regular GEF projects; that is even more true for processing MSPs. The latter should receive high priority for immediate corrective action.

Information and Communication

417. The GEF Secretariat focuses on corporate-level awareness raising, and it uses as its fora the convention-related and other international meetings, speeches by the CEO, and publications documenting GEF results and impacts.  The implementing agencies focus on outreach and information at the project level. However, the OPS2 visits have revealed that the implementing agencies have little incentive to give credit to the GEF for operational achievements—there is a widespread tendency for the implementing agencies to omit giving credit to the GEF and rather emphasize their own role in the projects. As a result, the GEF suffers from poor visibility, even on projects that it fully funds. 

418. Country stakeholders do not find it easy to understand the GEF’s goals, objectives, and operational modalities, particularly its essential emphasis on global environmental benefits and incremental cost financing.  Good information products from the GEF would help to alleviate the prevailing misconceptions and misunderstandings about GEF’s mandate and processes.   Furthermore, GEF information products must be produced and made available in all UN languages.  The current overwhelming reliance by the GEF on English language products may be for cost-saving reasons, but it is quite unsatisfactory in the larger context of its global program.

419. The GEF website is valuable and effective, but the GEF cannot rely on member countries to satisfy their main information needs from this one source.  Print, CD-ROM, and visual media products are also essential. While easily accessible in more developed countries, Internet access is not only much more difficult in many developing countries, but also involves considerable costs, which may not be easily met at the country level, especially by NGOs. While the digital divide among rich and poor nations is being gradually bridged, there remain considerable obstacles, including the need to change and adapt GEF communication policies to compensate for the absence of easy and low-cost use of the Internet in developing countries
.  Public sector agencies, educational institutions, and local community organizations are particularly vulnerable in this respect.

420. The Secretariat should lead this work, in cooperation with the implementing agencies and new executing agencies. There should be a clear understanding between the different entities of the GEF about how information about global environmental issues and the GEF will be disseminated during project development and implementation. To demonstrate its commitment to shifting the emphasis from project approvals to high-quality results, it would seem appropriate for GEF annual reports to include a section on project outcomes emerging from the evaluations of completed projects conducted during the year. The GEF Instrument includes text requesting that such reporting should be included in GEF Annual Reports.

Partnerships to manage for quality and funding scarcity 

421. Given the excess demand for GEF resources and the new operational programs and responsibilities being entrusted to the GEF, there is a need for a new management paradigm for managing and allocating scarce GEF resources to deliver the greatest possible global environmental benefit.  This requires an active partnership between all GEF entities throughout the project cycle—recognizing the comparative advantages of each in particular areas.  Such collaboration 
throughout the project cycle will enable continuous improvement: well-informed programming, preparation, and implementation that balances global environmental benefits and the sustainable development needs of countries and monitoring and evaluation that shares program and project information.  
422. The 1999 Project Performance Report recommended a transition from an approvals focus to a results-based culture.  The OPS2 team endorses that move, and recommends a subsequent transition for GEF:  from a results focus to a quality-based culture.  This would be an effective way to manage excess demand for GEF resources and ensure that the GEF delivers global environmental benefits.  To successfully develop a results- and quality-culture that delivers global environmental benefits, the GEF Council needs to address:

•
The results-based relationship between the GEF Secretariat and IAs

•
The fee system for project implementation

•
Monitoring and evaluation functions

•
GEF Secretariat roles and responsibilities

•
A strengthened institutional status for the GEF.
results-based relationship between the GEF Secretariat and IAs

423. The GEF is a unique experiment in interagency collaboration among important agencies in the UN system and the Bretton Woods system. This multilateral system in general is not well known for successful attempts at such interagency collaboration in operational matters. The OPS2 team considers the GEF to be an encouraging example of constructive interagency cooperation. While many problems have been encountered and there has been considerable frustration at times, the GEF nonetheless has demonstrated important results, which often can be attributed to effective collaboration between agencies with different institutional purposes and processes.

424. While the GEF system has performed well overall, the OPS2 team has identified room for some further specific improvements in its organizational structure and interrelationships—and in its management and staffing functions.   

425. The implementing agencies should continue to be mainly responsible for project implementation, but also must be open to, and appreciate, the strategic and practical value of active GEF Secretariat participation in monitoring the main strategic and programmatic goals during GEF project implementation.
 More field-level experience will also have a positive impact on the professional capacities of the GEF Secretariat staff in interpreting programming criteria and providing strategic guidance on project concepts. 

426. There must also be opportunities for close coordination during project evaluations
 because the difficult task of gaining knowledge and sharing experience about how  to best achieve positive results for the global environment could be more successfully carried out through a collaborative approach.

427. At the same time, there is scope for the Secretariat to reduce its involvement in detailed project reviews prior to work program entry and final project approval. As part of the creative partnership approach that the OPS2 considers important for GEF project development and implementation, responsibility for some of this upfront review work may be shifted over to the IAs, with the understanding that the Secretariat can then reprogram capacity that is freed up to become more involved in supporting partnership tasks during project implementation and evaluation.

428. It is encouraging to note that this idea has been discussed informally within the GEF and seems broadly acceptable to the current GEF entities.  At a GEF senior management retreat held in June 2000, the Secretariat and the implementing agencies agreed on a set of actions to expedite project processing and shift the focus towards implementation.  Under this principle, the Secretariat review during project preparation would focus on strategic matters relevant to the GEF and not on technical matters; the implementing agencies would be responsible for ensuring that projects meet GEF review criteria. In exchange, the Secretariat would have a strategic role in reviews of project implementation beyond the annual PIR exercise.  Many of the elements of a plan to expedite project processing were approved by the Council at its meeting in November 2000.  

Recommendation

429. The GEF should manage delivery of global environmental benefits by initiating a institution-wide 
shift from an approval culture to one that emphasizes quality and results. This should be achieved through a partnership approach that expands the use of  interagency task forces to address program and policy issues and adopts broader teamwork practices to support project implementation and evaluation.

fee system for project implementation

430. The GEF Secretariat has a specific responsibility to the Council for ensuring that GEF resources are used to achieve results in an appropriate and cost-effective manner. The Council in turn oversees GEF institutional costs, and is responsible for keeping them under close scrutiny. 

431. The GEF Council adopted the fee-based system in May 1999—an innovative mechanism that compensates the IAs for costs incurred during project preparation and implementation.  In the 2 fiscal years since July 1999, GEF has approved 282 projects for total GEF grants of $991 million. These projects carried IA fees totaling $82 million, equivalent to 8.3 percent of total grants approved in that period. A benchmarking study presented to Council in May 2000 found that GEF’s project cost management practices were adequately and effectively methodical, rigorous, and demanding and, furthermore, that GEF’s flat-fee structure is neither unreasonable nor inappropriate. An independent evaluation of the fee system is scheduled to take place in 2002. 

432. IAs and government focal points consulted during OPS2 country visits and regional consultations consistently raised concerns about a widespread lack of understanding of the fee system for GEF projects.  Many of these concerns related to accountability and transparency.   The OPS2 team also noted that IA offices in some locations seemed to regard GEF fees as a useful additional source of non-earmarked funding. There are several examples of project delays caused by bickering between UNDP, UNEP, or the World Bank over fees and “rights” to projects.

433. The OPS2 team finds that the current fee system should address at least three key management functions—keeping institutional costs under careful control, allocating resources in an open and transparent manner, and assuring, through associated service agreements, that all parties concerned clearly understand what services will be provided to GEF project clients and what results can be expected.

434. The Team has identified a number of opportunities to strengthen the fee system to ensure that GEF projects are effectively and efficiently implemented:

•
Accountability could be ensured by adopting output-based fee payments that are phased through the life of the project and linked to specific project milestones or outputs under an implementation service agreement.  

•
Transparency could be enhanced by making fees paid to IAs for project implementation a clear and integral component of project budgets, and thus accounted for and evaluated like other project components.  There is an opportunity to benchmark the efficiency and effectiveness of IA performance by consulting with project participants, executing agencies, and project beneficiaries.  Although fees have so far been largely the business of the IAs and the GEF Secretariat, a more transparent approach would increase the sense of partnership and create an appreciation for the roles and responsibilities of all stakeholders in GEF projects.

•
Competition might be addressed by encouraging the implementing agencies and the executing agencies to create 
cost-effective project approaches that are consistent with national priorities. Where the IAs, EAs, and client governments choose to subcontract some project implementation services, there are expanded opportunities to enhance positive competition by involving the private sector and NGOs, as well as other project executing institutions.

435. Because IAs only earn fees for implementing projects approved by the GEF Council, their engagements during the identification and preparation stages of the project cycle carry a degree of risk.  The Project Preparation and Development Facility (PDF)
 modality recognizes this to some extent, but some IAs and other GEF stakeholders expressed concerns to the OPS2 team that the upfront perception of risks discourages innovative project design and execution that focuses on delivering global environmental benefits.  The existing modalities could address this concern by explicitly encouraging innovation and offering special fees in association with PDF grants to IAs for innovative project design that addresses priority operational-program objectives and delivers global environmental benefits. Fees should be transparently identified with reference to each project, be subject to audit, and be evaluated, to allow comparisons with other project-related costs
.

436. The effectiveness of IA performance in GEF project implementation could be further strengthened by the GEF Secretariat, IAs, and EAs negotiating a standard set of tasks to be performed by IAs and EAs with fee resources.  In addition, an output-based approach to fee payments could be used with fee payments phased over the life of the project using two or three payments linked to specific project milestones and outputs linked to the standard set of tasks performed by IAs or EAs.

Recommendation
437. In response to the concerns raised when the GEF was established regarding cost efficiency, accountability for services provided, and monitoring of overhead costs, OPS2 recommends two measures:  (i) establishing a standard set of tasks to be performed by the IAs with fee resources and (ii) adopting a simple output-based fee payment system for IAs using two or three payments that are phased through the life of a project and linked to specific project milestones.  

Monitoring and Evaluation

438. Effective monitoring and evaluation is central to a quality culture because of its contribution to continuous improvement. The GEF monitoring and evaluation unit should strengthen its information dissemination and institutional linkages with IAs and operational focal points to enhance its support of three tasks
:  adaptive management at a project scale, portfolio management at a program scale, and a continuous improvement process at an institutional scale.

439. The GEF Secretariat and implementing agencies have monitoring and evaluation roles that reflect their respective portfolio management and project implementation responsibilities. The objectives and core activities of the GEF monitoring and evaluation unit are spelled out in the framework and work program for the GEF monitoring, evaluation, and dissemination activities.
  Its functions are to guide decisionmaking on improvements in program management, including adjustments and amendments to policies, strategies, procedures, and projects; to account for resource use relative to objectives; to document and disseminate lessons learned; and to assess results and impacts.

440. The respective roles and responsibilities for monitoring and evaluation among the GEF Secretariat and implementing agencies need to be revisited. There is an opportunity to develop a better understanding between the GEF Secretariat and IAs for a partnership approach to program and project evaluation responsibilities.  The GEF monitoring and evaluation team at the Secretariat operates principally at the program scale but uses selected project-scale evaluations as case studies to inform program evaluations. The GEF has published several program evaluations—most notably in climate change.  Projects are routinely monitored and evaluated by implementing agencies, at mid-term and project completion. 

441. Currently, there are no regular procedures or processes that enable partnerships between the GEF Secretariat and IAs for mid-term reviews and project evaluations.  Good teamwork should be encouraged among the GEF partners to ensure that these activities follow well-focused design and planning steps and that their outcomes
 bring out the key GEF objectives pursued under each project. The monitoring and evaluation team at the GEF Secretariat should maintain full responsibility for program evaluation, but should also have a strategic and participatory role in mid-term project reviews and the evaluation of completed projects, without undermining the overall IA responsibility for project implementation.

442. Annual Project Implementation Reviews are an important tool to account for resource use relative to objectives.  The GEF monitoring and evaluation team will continue to prepare these but could consider involving more actively the country operational focal points to provide participatory inputs to the IAs’ annual reporting to the GEF Secretariat. Such an approach would strengthen the linkage between project reviews and project implementation and would support adaptive management for continuous improvement.

443. GEF has successfully documented the results and lessons learned from monitoring and evaluation of its investments.  However, while some interesting progress has been made
, e.g., as a result of the Poland Efficient Lighting project, there is not yet much systematic evidence that the GEF Secretariat or IAs, let alone country partners, fully reflect and act on lessons learned documents or other publications stemming from the program evaluation and selected project indicators. There is obviously a time-lag effect before this becomes apparent but there seems to be a need to link more effectively the evaluation findings with management activities.

444. There is an opportunity to effectively use the existing networks of IAs, executing agencies, and operational focal points to disseminate this information where it is relevant to other projects and countries.  Such an approach would strengthen the linkage between the GEF monitoring and evaluation unit and other actors in the project cycle—especially operational focal points, IAs, and executing agencies—helping ensure that lessons learned are reflected in the design and management of new GEF investments.

445. The GEF monitoring and evaluation team has initiated innovative and thorough activities to assess results and impacts.  It needs to strengthen this work by focusing on program evaluation—predominantly assessing the effectiveness of GEF investments.  A portfolio approach (assessing allocation and performance of investments by sector, focal area, or thematic categories) could be added to the existing techniques to better reflect modern investment practices and generate guidance on allocating scarce GEF resources to the best possible use. 

446. Care should be taken to ensure that the monitoring and evaluation work is well balanced between conducting intensive in-depth studies and undertaking assessments that monitor more immediate program achievements and provide short-term responses to key indicators for achieving GEF results.  One such task is to enable and ensure annual reporting on project outcomes in the GEF Annual Report, a task which is identified in the 1994 GEF Instrument, but which has so far not been carried out. This task goes beyond the current annual Project Implementation Reviews in that it would enable a careful and balanced presentation of project outcomes as presented in project termination and completion reports and final project evaluations.

Recommendation
447. With due respect for the IAs’ overall responsibility for project implementation and evaluation,  the GEF Council should strengthen and expand the monitoring and evaluation functions of the GEF M&E unit so that it can play a supporting partnership role in mid-term reviews and project evaluations, particularly by providing advice on TORs for mid-term reviews and final project evaluations
, contributing to the review of each of these reports, reviewing and compiling the results reported from project evaluations, and arranging adequate feedback to all GEF partners.

Roles and responsibilities of the GEF Secretariat

448. An important thrust of this report is to promote an active partnership approach in all phases of GEF’s operational activities. This has direct implications for the capacity of the GEF Secretariat, which must have the competence and capability to make constructive contributions to the implementing or executing agencies during the implementation and evaluation phases of the GEF project cycle. Such operational participation can occur in different ways; the GEF Secretariat could provide guidance on key GEF objectives (e.g., ensuring global environmental benefits) by contributing to the formulation of tasks set under TORs and by participating selectively in field missions for mid-term project reviews. It must provide the overall assurance as to whether the actual project outcomes effectively and explicitly address the global environmental objectives that are the main focus of GEF’s mandate.

449. Furthermore, the OPS2 team considers it important that evaluation work include staff from the focal area and thematic teams in addition to the staff from the monitoring and evaluation unit itself. It is self-evident that staff capacity to provide advice and guidance during the early phases of project cycle (project concept and work program entry approval) will be substantially strengthened by their participation in such exercises.  The evaluations offer opportunities to learn, at the end of the project, about the realities of field-level conditions and the development context as well as gain a good operational understanding of the extent to which the global benefits have been achieved.

450. Some concerns were expressed to the OPS2 team about the capacity of the GEF to define sufficiently and promote global environmental benefits. Since its inception, the GEF Secretariat has been small and well focused. With the expansion and realignment of its present functions, as discussed above, it is obvious that the GEF Secretariat is presently severely understaffed to carry out both its present and proposed new functions. The OPS2 team concludes that a careful work program and budgeting assessment should look at the GEF Secretariat’s expanded role and growing functions, so that a more precise recommendation on staffing requirements can be made to the Council. Furthermore, the skill mix and composition of the GEF Secretariat staff should be assessed. An assessment
 should be conducted of appropriate training programs and how they can be complemented with opportunities for gaining practical field experience. Staff rotation between the GEF Secretariat and the implementing agencies should also be considered.

451. Efforts to strengthen capacities in the GEF Secretariat must clarify roles and responsibilities and address improved coordination, recruitment, and staff training, as well as the need for new positions. Opportunities are now emerging for recruiting staff with actual operational experience from GEF projects and other GEF-related activities, a situation which did not exist when GEF came into being. The OPS2 team notes that management training is already provided to all of its team leaders.

452. For the GEF Secretariat, an important question would be whether staff time saved as a result of processing improvements (such as reducing the involvement of the GEF Secretariat in detailed project reviews prior to project approval) yields staff capacity that can then be used for GEF Secretariat involvement during project implementation. Some savings of this kind can be realized but the OPS2 team does not consider it realistic to assume that the likely staff time saved would allow much opportunity for the Secretariat staff to participate in recommended partnership tasks during project implementation. Staffing levels in the GEF Secretariat will have to be increased for it to fulfill a useful implementation function and serve its expanded role in regard to both existing and new conventions and new focal areas, as well as strengthen country programming and coordination. 

453. This leads to an overall conclusion that there is an immediate need for more staff positions in the GEF Secretariat. The OPS2 team is not able to present a detailed plan in this regard. Instead a two-step approach is suggested. First, immediate action seems warranted on establishing a Country Support Team in the GEF Secretariat. Second, this should be followed by a careful reassessment of the work programming and budgetary implications arising from the findings and recommendations in this report.  

454. The GEF has been fortunate to benefit from very able and adept leadership since its beginning. With a relatively modest budget allocated to the Secretariat, it has been possible to build up a core of very motivated and able staff and spearhead many important catalytic functions that have contributed to GEF’s cumulative achievements. In this process with continual new and expanding tasks, the senior management capacity has been stretched and would now benefit from some external advice on the effectiveness of management systems related to recruitment, staff development, work programming, and coordination among the various units in the Secretariat and on the most efficient way to delegate responsibility among senior managers, including team leaders.  

455. The OPS2 team was informed about an internal management review conducted by external management consultants in 1997 and would recommend that a new management review be carried out by an external management consulting group to update findings from the 1997 exercise and also assess current management systems and future management needs in light of the emerging expanded role and responsibilities of the GEF Secretariat.

Recommendation
456. The GEF Council should commit to strengthening the professional resources and management capacities of the GEF Secretariat in the following key areas:
-
Establishing a separate unit (Country Support Team) that possesses adequate regional knowledge, language capacity, and the competence to provide the national operational focal points, in close collaboration with the IAs and the EAs,  with effective, prompt policy and procedural guidance

-
Strengthening its capacity to develop and  communicate operational modalities that can effectively engage the private sector, including the recruitment of relevant private sector expertise and arrangement of secondments from the IAs/IFC or the external  private sector

-
Requesting a special human resources planning exercise, including work programming and budget implications, of the proposed and expanding functions of the GEF Secretariat to give the GEF Council more precise recommendations regarding staffing needs

· Contracting an external management review of current management systems and future management needs in the GEF Secretariat.
Strengthening the Institutional Status of the GEF

457. The GEF was established as a pilot program by a resolution of the executive directors of the World Bank and with related interagency arrangements between the UNDP, UNEP, and the World Bank.  Since the GEF was restructured in 1994 and a functionally independent GEF Secretariat was established, the World Bank has continued to be the Trustee of the GEF Trust Fund.  Thus, in legal terms, and in the eyes of many observers, GEF remains very closely linked to the World Bank.

458. The OPS2 team considered this issue from the perspective of GEF’s mission and its long-term functional efficiency. Serving global environment objectives and responding to the guidance of the international environment conventions is a long-term task, which will continue to require substantive contributions from the implementing agencies and other international institutions. However, it also requires the GEF Secretariat to play an increasingly active role in ensuring that the various partnerships produce the most efficient and cost-effective results to meet GEF’s global environmental objectives. 

459. It is our view, based on the GEF Secretariat’s experience and results so far, that the GEF would increase its effectiveness and visibility and carry out its challenging strategic tasks more successfully if the institutional status of the GEF was better recognized. Giving it some form of legal recognition or autonomy without undermining the key partnerships formed with the implementing agencies warrants consideration. It seems particularly timely to do so now in light of the growing demands for GEF funds because of a rapidly increasing project pipeline.

460. The need to strengthen the GEF institutionally is driven by many factors mentioned earlier—including the expanding operational programs, the growing workload in dealing with new conventions and protocols, the inclusion of new institutional partners, such as the seven executing agencies, and the need to help GEF eligible member countries achieve effective country coordination

461. The activities funded by the GEF are beginning to provide results and influence factors that facilitate global environmental management. GEF has supported the conventions effectively and has sought to respond to requirements from member countries. These tasks are likely to expand substantially in the next few years requiring, we believe, a strong institutional presence by the GEF in the global community. Mainstreaming of global environmental issues in the IAs is showing results and will be pursued further. However, this will not reduce the need for the GEF to have a stronger institutional structure. GEF is responsible for the complex task of translating and transforming convention guidance into projects that will yield viable results and impacts in recipient countries. Based on the performance of GEF so far, and its new and expanding functions in the future, it is very timely to consider a significant strengthening of the institutional structure of the GEF.

462. As the GEF moves into its next phase, the shifts suggested above are crucial to ensure that the benefits achieved so far are sustained and enhanced and that the GEF progresses to the next level in its maturation. The existing partnerships that have formed the bulwark of the GEF’s success need to continue, and be strengthened, with some clarification of roles and adjustments to accommodate new partners. The OPS2 team concludes that this evolution of growing institutional responsibilities should be centered on a stronger role for the GEF Secretariat within the GEF. 

Recommendation

463. To support GEF’s evolution to a quality- and results-oriented institutional culture and to ensure that new demands on the GEF are effectively addressed, OPS2 recommends that the institutional structure of the GEF be strengthened and that, towards this end, the GEF Council consider a review of options to strengthen GEF’s institutional structure, including providing it with a separate legal status.

VIII. Main Conclusions and 

Key Recommendations
Introduction

464. Throughout this report, a number of findings, conclusions, and recommendations have been presented. This chapter summarizes the main conclusions of OPS2 and lists the 14 key recommendations set forth in earlier chapters. 

465. At the outset of this evaluation task, the OPS2 team was asked to assess the performance of GEF, particularly whether its projects have produced results that are significant in a global context. The GEF portfolio is still young, with 95 completed projects, 41 of which had evaluation reports available for use by the OPS2 team. The latter represents about 12 percent of approved GEF projects since its inception. The completed projects are largely those set in motion during the Pilot Phase, before the subsequently approved GEF Operational Strategy and the operational programs. The Pilot Phase involved experimentation with new ideas and project concepts. 

466. The OPS2 team was also asked to note results achieved under ongoing projects. In this case, the emphasis was on projects with at least 2 years of implementation experience. In the absence of evaluated project results for the majority of GEF projects, the Team relied heavily on the four program studies on climate change, biodiversity, international waters, and land degradation, prepared by the GEF monitoring and evaluation unit with interagency participation.

Main Conclusions

467. The OPS2 team has 10 main conclusions: 

1.
The GEF has produced significant project results that address important global environmental issues
, despite some limitations acknowledged in this report.  

468. Under its ozone program, the GEF has been responsive to and supportive of the Montreal Protocol and has had significant impact in helping to achieve meaningful reductions in ozone depleting substances (ODS).  As of 1999, ODS consumption in 14 countries receiving GEF support had declined by more than 90 percent—from about 190,000 tons to less than 15,000 tons annually. 

469. In its climate change focal area, the OPS2 team finds that the GEF has been most effective in promoting energy efficiency and has achieved some success in promoting grid-connected renewable energy.  The GEF has had the least success with off-grid, rural, renewable energy projects. Given the vast, unmet needs for energy in most rural areas, the OPS2 team suggests that the GEF pursue more innovative approaches to support productive uses of energy in rural areas. Overall, the Team believes that the GEF would benefit from adopting a more focused program in the climate change focal area, in which an important element would be the creation of enabling environments for market transformation.  Also, it is necessary for GEF to seek higher leverage opportunities; co-financing at a ratio of 5:1 or 6:1—the level claimed by the bulk of the climate change portfolio—is not sufficient, given the modest size of the GEF resources in relation to the magnitude of global climate change problems. Leveraging additional (largely private sector) resources at much higher multiples, even 50:1 or 100:1—directly, or indirectly by influencing private sector capital flows—would make a significant difference.  

470. In the biodiversity focal area, the GEF has steadily improved the standards of management of protected areas through participatory approaches. However, a greater proportion of biodiversity resides outside protected areas and is facing more serious threats.  The GEF should continue to broaden its funding to conserve biodiversity in production landscapes and on public lands. In addition, GEF projects should give greater priority to the other two objectives of the Convention on Biological Diversity: sustainable use and benefit sharing. All projects should include consideration of livelihood alternatives, which is crucial for long-term conservation. Further testing of emergency response measures should be encouraged in this focal area.

471. GEF-supported activities under the international waters focal area have contributed significantly to the implementation of existing global and regional agreements that address protection and restoration of freshwater and marine ecosystems.  The OPS2 team confirms that the science-based Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA) should continue to be the basis for facilitating country agreements on strategic action programs (SAPs) to remedy or prevent environmental threats to international waters. 

472. Since land degradation has so far been designated only as a cross-cutting program area, the results are more modest.  While few projects have significantly alleviated land degradation, the OPS2 team found that many projects did in fact address the causes of land degradation and built community capacity for sustainable management of land resources. Tools similar to the TDA/SAP approach in the international waters area should also be applied to land degradation projects, to ensure a solid scientific basis for determining the international, as distinct from national, environmental benefits. 

473. The OPS2 team also examined the reporting by GEF entities on results achieved under completed and several ongoing projects. It appeared generally consistent with the viewpoints held by government officials and other stakeholders in the countries visited by the OPS2 team.  There was general satisfaction among the key officials in these countries that the results reported by the GEF implementing agencies and the GEF Secretariat are objective and credible. 

474. Overall, it is too early to expect the GEF to have had any substantial impact in halting or reducing current downward global environmental trends, except for the clearly positive aggregate impact of its ozone program in Eastern Europe and Central Asia. The projects supported by the GEF are implemented under very difficult conditions, often involving issues that countries do not consider the highest priorities and that are unlikely to yield measurable results in the short term. GEF has had a relatively short existence; with the relatively modest amount of funding available, it is not realistic to expect that substantial global impacts could be demonstrated by the GEF so far. 

475. Despite these limitations, it is the view of the OPS2 team that the GEF has already been able to produce a wide array of important project results that are important process indicators toward the achievement of future positive environmental impacts. We find that GEF is moving in the right direction and therefore deserves continuing support for its operational programs and activities.

476. With regard to the two new focal areas—on persistent organic pollutants and land degradation—the OPS2 team concludes that it is important for the GEF to take up consultations with each convention that expectations correspond realistically to GEF’s limited resources.  The GEF also needs to review and rationalize the objectives and number of its operational programs in light of the lessons learned.  Such moves will promote consistency and clarify the focus on delivering global environmental benefits. 

2.
The GEF has been serving the global environmental conventions well.  

477. GEF is the major source of funding specifically supporting international environmental agreements. The GEF has been responsive to the global environmental conventions, particularly the UNFCCC and the CBD.  The Operational Strategy and operational programs reflect well the objectives and priorities of these conventions.  GEF’s response to convention directives for supporting countries in meeting their reporting requirements has been satisfactory and pragmatic.

478. Determining and spelling out how GEF should respond to the conventions’ rather broad guidance has been problematic; the conventions have been similarly challenged to identify the actions most appropriate to the larger sustainable development context. However, both GEF and the conventions have made considerable encouraging progress in recent years. The OPS2 team noted that close consultations with the conventions are needed to ensure that current priorities are correctly interpreted and that convention guidance received previously is reflected in the current set of priorities. Since it was established, the GEF has funded 320 enabling activities totaling $104.5 million. Some caution would be prudent in taking on any new rounds of enabling activities from the same conventions. Past funding for enabling activities need to be carefully assessed for their effectiveness in meeting country needs and responding to convention guidance.

479. Because GEF is focused on serving international environmental conventions, closer coordination is needed at the country level between GEF focal points and convention focal points. There is increasing recognition for GEF enabling activities in the conventions, but there has so far been little attention to results achieved though other GEF-funded activities. By recognizing actual results achieved in GEF projects, the statements made by recipient countries to the conventions may become more important to GEF’s ability to attract ongoing funding support.

480. The OPS2 team points to the value of GEF’s assistance to countries in mainstreaming, within their national plans and sustainable development policies, the national action plans such as national biodiversity strategies and action plans and associated enabling activities.

481. In terms of GEF’s documented results, it is the view of the OPS2 team that the GEF has performed well as a multiconvention financial mechanism and has become an effective and credible facility for funding activities that have significant global environmental benefits.  

3. 
Since the understanding of the GEF is very weak within recipient countries, substantial improvements are urgently needed in how the GEF operates at the country level.  

482. The country dialogue workshops initiated 2 years ago have contributed significantly to expanding understanding of the GEF, but this is not enough.  There is a broader unfilled information gap about GEF at the country level.  This must be addressed more systematically.

483. Several countries covered by multicountry constituencies of Council members expressed concerns about coordination problems.  Many operational focal points felt that communication channels with the Council Member representing their country were weak.  It was not clear whether this was primarily due to little direct contact between the  Member and the operational focal points in his or her constituency. 
484. A good deal of country ownership seemed apparent, but many GEF projects did not seem country-driven in terms of involvement of the designated national operational focal points. Projects were often initiated largely through IAs efforts, along with their main contact points in the country. This would be expected when GEF was new and its operational objectives, strategy, and policies were not well known. Now, however, better in-country mechanisms are needed for coordinating GEF activities. GEF funding must be aligned with national sustainable development policies and programs as well as the country’s commitments to international environmental conventions and related agreements. 

485. Furthermore, the effectiveness of GEF coordination at the country level greatly depends on the capacity of the operational focal points.  The role they play depends on support from effective consultation bodies or structures for cross-ministerial coordination and inclusive participation by stakeholders outside the government. We commend GEF for taking steps to improve intercountry understanding of the best practices derived from country initiatives. It is also important for GEF to take more forceful and effective steps to help increase the capacity of national operational focal points, particularly in small and medium-sized countries. 

486. The present system in which each implementing agency designates a staff to serve as contact point for country coordination for GEF activities in that country,  should be extended to the new executing agencies.  More customized information services need to be provided to each operational focal point who would then be empowered to disseminate to stakeholders overall status reports on national, regional, and global GEF projects.  Such information should be provided in the language(s) appropriate for effective in-country communication on GEF activities.  The GEF Secretariat should provide technical support for such reporting. A modest amount of additional and carefully targeted financial resources are needed to enable operational focal points to carry out in-country portfolio reviews with various stakeholders, including the IAs and convention focal points and, particularly, the local and national staff involved in the implementation of GEF projects. 

487. Finally, the list of operational focal points in the GEF Annual Report needs to be updated at least annually and reconfirmed prior to the publication of the report.

4. 
Stakeholder participation must be addressed more systematically. 

488. It is well recognized that GEF-funded activities must be placed in a sustainable development context. GEF’s operational principles state that it will fund projects that are country-driven and based on national priorities designed to support sustainable development, as identified in the context of national programs.  In this sense, the operational experience and country dialogues carried out by UNDP and the World Bank over many years are of strategic importance to the GEF.

489.  Stakeholders in many countries emphasized to the OPS2 team that root causes of biodiversity loss are best addressed when GEF’s conservation objectives are directly linked to sustainable development policies and programs.  Hence the GEF must give stronger emphasis to initiatives that promote sustainable use and benefit sharing of biodiversity products and services. More broadly, the OPS2 team found evidence of good participatory processes, benefit sharing, and positive socioeconomic impacts from a number of GEF projects in all the focal areas.  Many GEF projects show encouraging evidence of stakeholder consultations.  

490. However, it is still difficult to assess stakeholder participation systematically.  GEF projects would benefit from addressing socioeconomic and livelihood issues more thoroughly and systematically.  The application of participatory processes and development of appropriate monitoring indicators will enable GEF to address both participation and sustainability issues more effectively. Attention to gender issues and vulnerable groups, including indigenous communities, is especially important in this area.

491. The GEF Secretariat should strengthen its in-house capacity to provide strategic guidance on social issues
 like inclusive participation, gender opportunities, and poverty alleviation, and ensure that projects designed and formulated for GEF consideration can deliver global environmental benefits that are sustainable over the longer term. 

5. 
Greater clarity needs to be provided to country and project stakeholders on global benefits and incremental costs. 

492. Both the GEF Pilot Phase Review and OPS1 emphasized the importance of greater clarity and improved operational guidance for determining what is covered by the term “global environmental benefits,” particularly for the biodiversity and international waters focal areas. The OPS2 team found that GEF has made progress in deriving a practical approach for determining incremental costs at the technical level between the GEF Secretariat and GEF units in the IAs. However, the Team also found confusion at the country level and among other stakeholders over definitions of global environmental benefits and incremental costs.

493. The OPS2 findings highlight the importance of operational guidance materials that clearly communicate how global benefits are defined at the project design stage and how they will be accounted for and measured at the time of project completion. To improve understanding of incremental costs in relation to defined global benefits and to enable consistent application of these concepts by country officials and other project stakeholders, it is now imperative that GEF provide clear and effective written guidance.  GEF should give a high priority to developing and distributing such materials. 

494.  Progress in this area will facilitate a host of other improvements in GEF, such as enhancing operational policies, country participation, and country drivenness; reducing project processing complexities; and boosting opportunities for co-financing and GEF partnerships.
6. 
Improvements are needed in processing GEF projects and in improving GEF visibility through better information products and communication.  

495. The OPS2 team concludes that more efforts should be devoted to reviewing the processing procedures and the 
management of the project review processes in the GEF. There are opportunities to reduce the time needed for processing regular GEF projects; a conclusion even more applicable to MSP processing. The latter should be a high priority for immediate corrective action.

496. Furthermore, the OPS2 team found that the GEF suffers from poor visibility, even on projects it finances fully. The GEF website is valuable and effective, but the GEF cannot rely on member countries satisfying their main information needs from this one source.  Print, CD-ROM, and visual media products are also essential.  GEF visibility would be enhanced by launching flagship publications on the global environment that highlight GEF operational experiences and project results. 

497. Country stakeholders do not find it easy to understand the GEF’s goals, objectives, and operational modalities, particularly with respect to its primary emphasis on global environmental benefits and incremental cost financing.  Good information products from the GEF would help to alleviate the prevailing misconceptions and misunderstandings about the GEF mandate and processes.

498. A major thrust of OPS2 conclusions is that GEF should demonstrate a shift in operational emphasis from an “approval culture” to a culture of “quality and results.”
 A highly visible sign of such a shift would be presentation in GEF’s annual reports, as set forth in the GEF Instrument, of the project outcomes that have emerged from the completed project evaluations available each year.

7. 
The catalytic role of the GEF needs better focus—through mainstreaming, co-financing, and replication of GEF-funded activities.  

499. The OPS2 team notes that from the outset it was considered important that GEF become an effective facility for generating funding from other sources to help meet global environmental objectives. Its Operational Strategy includes this principle: “Seeking to maximize global environmental benefits, the GEF will emphasize its catalytic role and leverage additional financing from other sources.” 

500. The OPS2 team found that the three IAs have made reasonable efforts to mainstream global environmental issues in their operational programs. Development assistance agencies such as UNDP and the World Bank have made progress in helping countries raise the profile of global environmental concerns in country dialogues on national development strategies, programs, and projects. There is still a long way to go. 

501. The OPS2 team considers the GEF’s performance on co-financing decidedly modest. Among the completed projects, only a few account for most of the co-financing that has been generated. A clear definition of the term “co-financing” is much needed and should address the many substantial inconsistencies in the co-financing databases maintained by various GEF entities. Co-financing commitments and efforts need to be systematically assessed and monitored, such as in project completion, termination, and evaluation reports
, as well as in the annual interagency PIR process.  As the GEF enters a new phase of its development facing a rapidly growing project pipeline accompanied by demands that exceed available funding, it will need to define and apply strict criteria for co-financing as part of project approvals.

502. Even with more success in mainstreaming and attracting co-financing, the potential to replicate GEF-funded projects under other financial and operational modalities is strategically important. Since completed projects are still few, it may take time before replication effects can be monitored and assessed.  However, it would be difficult to ascertain such replication because GEF does not systematically monitor such impacts. This should be done.  To that end, the OPS2 team considers it important that cross-learning processes be strengthened and accelerated, particularly on an interagency basis, within each project category. 

503. Regarding trust funds, the OPS2 team concluded that they provide more continuity than other project financing modalities and thus encourages the GEF to explore further the most effective ways to finance trust funds in GEF operations in tandem with other sources of funding
. 

 8.
Small grants and medium-sized projects have produced good results and can be effective first steps in GEF programming aimed at subsequent larger projects.  

504. Small and medium-sized projects seem to have a good success rate and, under many circumstances, may be the best way to initiate new and innovative GEF activities. These types of funding are not only well suited to NGO activities but also to smaller countries, including small island states, which may well find medium-sized projects ideally suited for most of the needs related to their aspirations to contribute to global environmental conventions. 

505. The OPS2 team concludes that, in light of recent positive evaluations of SGP and MSP performance and growing demand for GEF funding, it will be important to allocate increased resources to both these funding categories.

506.  MSPs are well-positioned to help test the opportunities for what can be achieved through GEF funding, before new approaches
 are deemed suitable for scaling up into a full-sized projects.  This is also becoming an important point from a programming perspective because of the rapidly increasing demand for GEF funding.  

9.
The GEF needs to engage the private sector more extensively.  

507. The OPS2 team finds encouraging evidence of GEF efforts to engage the private sector in GEF’s activities on behalf of the global environment.  However, the Team finds that many opportunities remain unexploited and many barriers still constrain GEF in engaging the private sector more widely in its projects.  There is clear evidence of this in the ozone and climate change focal areas, but considerable untapped potential also exists for private sector engagement in biodiversity. This effort also should be extended to international waters and land degradation. The OPS2 team believes there are powerful rationales for seeking such engagement on a substantially increased scale.  Council endorsement of expanded participation of the private sector and explicit acceptance of the risks involved would help remove uncertainties within the GEF.  Clear guidelines from the GEF Secretariat on new modalities should have high priority, as should the acquisition of substantially increased and global environment-related private sector expertise for the GEF Secretariat.   

10.
The institutional roles and responsibilities of GEF partners need clarification and some modification.  

508. The GEF is a unique experiment in interagency collaboration among important agencies in the UN system and the Bretton Woods system.  Multilateral development agencies are not well known for successful interagency collaboration in operational matters.  The OPS2 team considers the GEF to be a particularly encouraging example of constructive interagency cooperation. 

509. While the GEF system has performed well overall, the Team has identified room for some further specific improvements in its organizational structure and management and staffing functions.   

510. As GEF moves from an approval culture to a results- and quality-oriented culture, it will be of utmost importance to reduce the rather rigid programming divide between the GEF Secretariat and the IAs. A better partnership is needed. A main thrust in the OPS2 findings and conclusions is the necessity to encourage an active partnership approach in all phases of GEF’s operational activities, without diluting the prime responsibilities of each partner at specific project cycle intervals. 

511. Institutionally, GEF must address some key issues of immediate concern. There is a clear need for strengthening the Secretariat’s role and staffing capacity. Efforts to strengthen Secretariat capacity must focus on clarifying roles and responsibilities; improving coordination, recruitment, and staff training; and assessing the need for new positions. First, immediate action should be taken to establish a Country Support Team in the Secretariat. This should be followed by a careful assessment of the work programming and budgetary implications arising from the OPS2 findings and recommendations.  

512. The three IAs will continue to have very important responsibilities in GEF. They have developed valuable professional and technical expertise, accompanied by high commitment to GEF objectives. Each of them has developed considerable operational experience and, as a team, they have the international credibility needed to carry out GEF-related tasks and understand the sustainable development context within which GEF activities must occur. The IAs—and their relationship with GEF—would benefit, however, from some medium-term assurances of funding levels needed to maintain institutional commitment and staff capacity, while at the same time being sufficiently flexible so that they continuously reflect country priorities.

513. The new GEF executing agencies under the policy of expanded opportunities will add capacities, but they need to be carefully integrated into GEF for involvement in specific focal areas, where they have established credible technical and operational expertise.

514. Responses to the global environmental issues covered by the conventions need the solid foundation of scientific and technical advice from recognized sources.  STAP serves a key role in meeting this need. We have noted significant improvements in the way STAP interacts with other parts of GEF. Its roster of experts needs to be more carefully scrutinized regarding the way it is used and how it is managed. There is also a need for regular evaluation of STAP reviews, as part of the evaluation of completed projects.
 It would be advantageous for STAP to assess ways of improving the use of scientific and technical expertise in GEF project approval and implementation processes. 

515. Effective monitoring and evaluation is central to a quality-oriented culture because of its contribution to continuous improvement. The GEF monitoring and evaluation team has over the last several years conducted a large number of relevant program reviews and evaluations of the GEF focal areas and themes cutting across focal areas. These provided useful inputs for OPS2. Project-level monitoring and evaluation has remained the sole responsibility of the IAs. The GEF monitoring and evaluation team should have a strategic role, in partnership with the IAs and the EAs, during project implementation.  Also, it needs to strengthen its information dissemination and institutional linkages with IAs and operational focal points to support and enable adaptive project and program management, and continuously improving portfolio management across the entire GEF system.

516. Hence, the OPS2 concludes that the GEF Council should take immediate steps to explore how GEF’s institutional status might be best strengthened.  It seems both timely and appropriate to consider strengthening the institutional character of the GEF substantially.  Providing it with a legal status should be among the options Council should examine in this regard.  The need to strengthen the GEF institutionally is driven by many factors mentioned earlier—the increasing operational programs; the expanding relations with new conventions and protocols; the inclusion of new institutional partners, such as the seven executing agencies, to help GEF-eligible member countries achieve effective country coordination and address country priorities within national sustainable development programs and policies; and the increasing scarcity of GEF funds.

Key Recommendations 

The GEF Partnership 

Recommendation 1 (Chapter 7)

517. The GEF should manage delivery of global environmental benefits by initiating a institution-wide 
shift from an approval culture to one that emphasizes quality and results. This should be achieved through a partnership approach that expands the use of interagency task forces to address program and policy issues and adopts broader teamwork practices to support project implementation and evaluation.

Recommendation 2   (Chapter 7)

518. In response to the concerns raised when the GEF was established regarding cost efficiency, accountability for services provided, and monitoring of overhead costs, OPS2 recommends two measures:  (i) establishing a standard set of tasks to be performed by the IAs with fee resources and (ii) adopting a simple output-based fee payment system for IAs using two or three payments that are phased through the life of a project and linked to specific project milestones.  

Recommendation 3 (Chapter 6)

519. Each IA and new executing agency should be held responsible
 for generating significant additional resources to leverage GEF resources. A clear definition of co-financing and a set of strict co-financing criteria should be developed for different GEF project categories and country circumstances. The emphasis should be on the total amount of additional co-financing considered to constitute a significant and effective cost-sharing arrangement for each project, rather than on the quantity of co-financing forthcoming from an agency’s operating programs and government contributions. Co-financing levels
 should be monitored and assessed annually through the interagency PIR process, as well as evaluated in the final project reports. The monitoring of replication of successful project activities should be established as a separate exercise in GEF.

Strengthening Country Capacity

Recommendation 4 (Chapter 5)

520. The GEF should continue ongoing efforts to support capacity development of operational focal points, the national GEF coordinating structures, and the country dialogue workshops.  Furthermore, OPS2 recommends that the GEF Secretariat help empower operational focal points by providing better information services on the status of projects in the pipeline and under implementation.  To that end, the GEF Council should allocate special funding, administered by the GEF Secretariat, to support the organization of regular  in-country GEF portfolio review workshops, carried out by the national operational focal points with participation by the related convention focal points, IAs, and EAs.  

GEF Operational Issues

Recommendation 5 (Chapter 4)

521. The GEF should adopt a cautious approach to funding any new rounds of enabling activities to the same convention. All such activities must be assessed for their effectiveness in responding to the convention guidance and to country needs. It is important to assess the use of national reports, national communications, and national action programs within the strategic frameworks for a country’s national sustainable development program and for GEF’s programming and project preparation activities.  In this context, OPS2 also recommends that the GEF Council explore the feasibility of each country reporting directly to the appropriate convention on the effectiveness and results of GEF’s country-relevant support for both enabling activities and projects.

Recommendation 6 (Chapter 4)

522. In its dialogue with each convention that it supports, the GEF should regularly seek to update and clarify existing priorities and commitments in light of each new round of guidance it receives.

Recommendation 7 (Chapter 6)

523. To improve the understanding of agreed incremental costs and global benefits by countries, IA staff, and new EAs, OPS2 recommends that the 1996 Council paper on incremental costs (GEFF/C.7/Inf.5) be used as a starting point for an interagency task force.  This group would seek to link global environmental benefits and incremental costs in a negotiating framework that partner countries and the GEF would use to reach agreement on incremental costs.  This should be tested in a few countries, and revised based on the experience gained, before it is widely communicated as a practical guideline for operational focal points, IAs, and GEF Secretariat staff.

Recommendation 8 (Chapter 3)

524. The GEF should review and rationalize the number and objectives of operational programs in light of the lessons learned in order to ensure consistency and a unified focus on delivering global environmental benefits.  Furthermore, to ensure quality outcomes that focus on global environmental benefits, OPS2 recommends that GEF make a special effort to use scientific analysis as a constant foundation for the planning and implementation of new projects in all focal areas.   The science-based Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA) should continue to be the basis for facilitating regional agreements on actions to address threats to international waters and for developing strategic action programs (SAPs).  OPS2 further recommends the extension of a similar approach to land degradation, as it is now becoming a new focal area.

Recommendation  9 (Chapter 6)

525. An interagency task force should be organized by the GEF Secretariat for the purpose of developing an effective and systematic way to document information on stakeholder consultations and participation, including the involvement of indigenous communities, in GEF-funded projects.

Recommendation 10 (Chapter 6)

526. The GEF must place greater emphasis on sustainability and the potential for replication in project design and implementation. In particular, OPS2 recommends that the GEF should engage the private sector more effectively in all phases of the project cycle, including securing adequate GEF Secretariat expertise in this field. It should seek to create an enabling environment in which more specific, market-oriented strategies and expanded GEF operational modalities enable timely interaction with the private sector, thereby forming the basis for long-term sustainability of GEF activities. 

Capacity of the GEF Secretariat

Recommendation 11 (Chapter 7)

527. The GEF Council should commit to strengthening the professional resources and management capacities of the GEF Secretariat in the following key areas:

-
Establishing a separate unit (Country Support Team) that possesses adequate regional knowledge, language capacity, and the competence to provide the national operational focal points, in close collaboration with the implementing agencies and the executing agencies,  with effective, prompt policy and procedural guidance

-
Strengthening its capacity to develop and  communicate operational modalities that can effectively engage the private sector, including the recruitment of relevant private sector expertise and arrangement of secondments from the implementing agencies/IFC or the external private sector

-
Requesting a special human resources planning exercise, including work programming and budget implications, of the proposed and expanding functions of the GEF Secretariat to give the GEF Council more precise recommendations regarding staffing needs

· Contracting an external management review of current management systems and future management needs in the GEF Secretariat.

Recommendation 12 (Chapter 7)

528. With due respect for the implementing agencies’ overall responsibility for project implementation and evaluation,  the GEF Council should strengthen and expand the monitoring and evaluation functions of the GEF monitoring and evaluation unit so that it can play a supporting partnership role in mid-term reviews and project evaluations, particularly by providing advice on TORs for mid-term reviews and final project evaluations
, contributing to the review of each of these reports, reviewing and compiling the results reported from project evaluations, and arranging adequate feedback to all GEF partners.

Strengthening GEF’s Institutional CAPACITY and Structure
Recommendation 13 (Chapter 7)

529. To strengthen the GEF system for providing science and technology inputs, OPS2 recommends appointing STAP members for staggered terms, exploring with STAP members mechanisms for improving the use of in-country scientific and technical expertise within the GEF, and seeking STAP recommendations for appropriate changes to improve the project review system and to enhance the utility of the roster of experts.
Recommendation 14 (Chapter 7)

530. To support GEF’s evolution to a quality- and results-oriented institutional culture and to ensure that new demands on the GEF are effectively addressed, OPS2 recommends that the institutional structure of the GEF be strengthened and that, towards this end, the GEF Council consider a review of options to strengthen  GEF’s institutional structure, including providing it with a separate legal status.
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Terms of Reference for Second Study of 

GEF’s Overall Performance

Background

1.
The Global Environment Facility (GEF) is a financial mechanism that promotes international cooperation and fosters actions to protect the global environment.  It provides grants and concessional funds to complement traditional development assistance by covering the additional costs (also known as “agreed incremental costs”) incurred when a national, regional, or global development project also targets global environmental objectives.  The GEF has defined four focal areas for its programs: biological diversity, climate change, international waters and ozone layer depletion.  Efforts to stem land degradation as they relate to the above four focal areas are also eligible for GEF funding. 

2.
The GEF Pilot Phase started in 1991.  The Restructured Global Environment Facility was made operational in 1994 with a pledged core fund of US$2 billion.  At the replenishment in 1998 an additional US$2.75 billion was pledged.  Project allocations have increased steadily over the years, and amounted to an estimated US$3.3 billion as of June 30, 2000.  Cumulative disbursements as of December 31, 1999, was US$0.938 billion.  (Update to 6/30/00 will be made).

3.
The GEF is governed by a Council, consisting of 32 Members from developing and developed countries, as well as countries in transition.  GEF’s Implementing Agencies (IAs) are UNDP, UNEP, and the World Bank.  The World Bank also serves as the trustee of the GEF Trust Fund.  The Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel (STAP) is an advisory body that provides scientific and technical advice.

4.
The GEF serves as the financial mechanism for the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC).  In this capacity the GEF receives guidance from the Conference of the Parties to the conventions and is accountable to them.  The GEF also supports the objectives of the UN Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD).  Although the GEF is not a financial mechanism for the Montreal Protocol, GEF operational policies concerning ozone layer depletion are consistent with those of the Montreal Protocol and its amendments.  For the international waters focal area, GEF operational policies take into account numerous relevant international treaties and conventions. 

5.
The Study of GEF’s Overall Performance (OPS 1), completed in 1998, was the first to review the performance of the GEF in its restructured operational phase.  OPS 1 did not focus on assessing results at the project or the program level, due to the fact that relatively few projects had been completed, and such an assessment would have been premature.  It focused instead on a wide range of topics including:  (i) adequacy of the financing and leveraging of additional investment toward global environmental benefits; (ii) operations at the country-level; (iii) institutional roles and relations; (iv) project cycle procedures; and (v) issues related to programming.  OPS 1 contributed to the deliberations at the replenishment, and provided a basis for some of the discussions at the first GEF Assembly held in New Delhi in April 1998.

Objectives and Scope of the Second Study of GEF’s Overall Performance 

6.
The Second Study of GEF’s Overall Performance (OPS 2) will assess the extent to which the GEF has achieved, or is on its way to achieving, its main objectives as specified during the restructuring in 1994 and policies adopted by the GEF Council since then, including the public involvement policy.  OPS 2 will also assess implementation of GEF’s Operational Strategy and its Operational Programs.  OPS 2 will contribute to the third replenishment and the second Assembly of the GEF, expected to occur in 2001-2002.  The study will be implemented by an independent team.

7.
The central theme of OPS 2 is the assessment of impacts and results.
  In the years since OPS 1 was undertaken, the GEF portfolio has matured sufficiently for OPS 2 to focus on initial impacts(30 projects have completed implementation, while at least another 135 full projects have been under implementation for more than a year.  In addition, a large number of “enabling activities” and “small grants” have been completed or well advanced.

8.
During recent years the GEF has carried out a number of evaluations and reviews.
 Annual Project Implementation Reviews have been made during the last 5 years. In addition, the evaluation departments and the Global Environment/GEF departments of the Implementing Agencies have completed project reviews and evaluations of more than thirty projects.  Other reports have been prepared by executing agencies and NGOs. The documents will be provided as inputs to OPS 2.

9.
OPS 2 will primarily focus on impacts and other results seen in the context of the four focal areas and the cross-cutting area of land degradation.  The study will further analyze how GEF policies, institutional structures and cooperative arrangements have facilitated or impeded good quality projects or results.  There are four main topics for the study, namely: 

(a)
Operational and Program Results.  What have been the cumulative operational and program results in the four focal areas of climate change, biodiversity, international waters, and ozone depletion; as well as in land degradation efforts related to the focal areas?  What has been GEF’s role in attempting to halt or mitigate negative global environmental trends? 

(b)
Effects of GEF Policies on Results.  Are GEF policies and programs responsive to the objectives of the UNFCCC and the CBD and the guidance of their parties?  Do the policies effectively guide GEF approaches, actions, and modalities of support?

(c)
Effects of GEF’s Institutional Structure and Procedures on Results.   Do GEF’s institutional structure and procedures facilitate timely implementation and high quality results?  Is the GEF effectively monitoring and evaluating its results, feeding lessons learned back into operations and disseminating the lessons widely?

(d)
“Country Ownership” and Sustainability of Results.  What has been achieved in terms of “country ownership,” institutional development and sustainability of projects?  Are GEF operations well coordinated with governmental and non-governmental partners?

10.
As a preparatory phase to the OPS 2, the M&E team is coordinating program studies in climate change, biodiversity and international waters, including related land degradation components.  The studies will be undertaken by independent consultants and staff members from the GEF Secretariat, Implementing Agencies and STAP.  The studies will help create databases, gather relevant data and analyze experiences and lessons.  The studies will focus on operational and program results, and will be conducted in accordance with the framework presented to Council at its May 2000 meeting.

Areas for Assessment

11.
On “Operational and Program Results,” the OPS 2 team will review the findings and conclusions of relevant existing program and project studies (see paragraph 8 and 10) and carry out complementary evaluation tasks in order to reach an independent conclusion on GEF results and initial impacts.  For this task the team will also be aided by GEF’s work on program indicators and evaluation approaches. (Attachments 1–3). The team will further consider these results in the global context and discuss GEF’s overall accomplishments in supporting actions to halt and/or mitigate the degradation of the global environment within its four focal areas. Moreover, the OPS 2 team will, on the basis of its own data collection and analyses, cover the three remaining topics in paragraph 9.  In total, the team will: 

Operational and Program Results

(a)
Assess impacts and other results in the climate change focal area in terms of market advancement of renewable energy and energy efficiency efforts at country and international levels (See Attachment 1); 

(b)
Assess results in protection and sustainable use of biodiversity resources (See Attachment 2);

(c)
Assess results on diagnostic analyses, action programs and preventive actions in the context of international waters (See Attachment 3);

(d)
Assess impacts and other results on the phase-out of ozone depleting substances (Ref. GEF/C.14/Inf.6).

(e)
Assess results of efforts to stem land degradation, in the context of support in the focal areas of climate change, biodiversity and international waters.

(f)
Assess results in GEF multi-focal areas.

(g)
On the basis of (a) – (f) discuss GEF’s overall role in initiating and supporting actions to halt and/or mitigate the degradation of the global environment within its areas of responsibility. 

Effects of GEF Policies on Results 

(a)
Evaluate whether the GEF policies and programs are adequately responding to the objectives of the CBD and the UNFCCC and the guidance of their parties.   Assess GEF’s role in its support to the objectives of  UNCCD. 

(b)
Assess how well GEF policies and programs guide actions to address global environmental issues. Consider if there are policy gaps. Discuss the adequacy of scope and content of the current portfolio, including integration of actions between the various focal areas. 

(c)
Assess whether GEF is playing a strategic, complementary and catalytic role vis-à-vis its Implementing Agencies and other organizations, particularly in terms of facilitating and encouraging additional financing to global environmental endeavors.

(d)
Discuss GEF’s role in identifying innovative and adequate policies, approaches and technologies in its focal areas, as well as its role in the demonstration and replication of viable approaches.  Discuss GEF’s achievements in coordinating and integrating research, scientific and technical assessments with policy development, including integration of reviews and advice by GEF’s Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel (STAP).

(e)
Assess GEF guidelines and practice for determining global vs. local benefits and the determination of incremental cost in the four focal areas.

(f)
Evaluate GEF’s partnerships with non-government organizations and academic institutions. Evaluate GEF cooperation with the private sector, particularly in view of the private sector’s role and contribution to shaping and finding solutions to global environmental problems. 

Effects of GEF’s Institutional Structure and Procedures on Results

(a)
Discuss how GEF’s institutional structure, and division of roles and responsibilities between the GEF entities have impacted the rate of implementation, content and the quality of the GEF portfolio.  Discuss cooperation and coordination arrangements among GEF Implementing Agencies, particularly at the country level. Assess the progress and timeliness of implementation of GEF operations.

(b)
Consider the growing GEF cooperation under expanded opportunities for executing agencies and how this is affecting GEF’s programming efforts as well as coordination between GEF entities.

(c)
Discuss whether GEF’s project cycle, its recent streamlining , as well as other procedures have facilitated implementation and good quality results. 

(d)
Assess the adequacy of GEF monitoring and evaluation work and efforts for feeding lessons back into operations and to the public at large.  Review the progress of follow up of OPS 1.

“Country Ownership” and Sustainability of Results

(a)
Assess how well GEF operations are integrated with national environmental and development priorities and actions.  Examine whether the cooperation and coordination arrangements between the GEF Secretariat, the Implementing Agencies and the recipient countries have facilitated “country ownership” of projects.  Assess the effectiveness of the country coordination of GEF efforts and the GEF Focal Point system.  

(b)
Assess the effectiveness of GEF’s outreach and information activities, including the Country Dialogue Workshops.

(c)
Assess results in capacity development.

(d)
With reference to GEF’s public involvement policies, examine the participation of national or community interest groups, NGOs and the private sector.

(e)
With particular reference to global and regional (including transboundary) projects, assess the adequacy of coordination mechanisms with participating countries, regions and groups. 

(f)
Assess whether GEF-funded efforts have become or are likely to become sustainable and replicated upon termination of GEF funding.

Conclusions and Recommendations


Present conclusions of findings and recommendations to the GEF.

OPS 2 Execution

12.
The Second Study of GEF’s Overall Performance (OPS 2) will be undertaken from November 2000 to January 2002 by a fully independent team.  The team will be appointed by the Senior Monitoring and Evaluation Coordinator in accordance with the terms of reference criteria approved by the GEF Council and in consultation with the GEF CEO/Chairman. 

13.
The OPS 2 team will consult with all GEF entities as well as GEF’s collaborating partners:  a wide group of cooperating countries, the convention secretariats, executing agencies, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), academic and private sector institutions. 

14.
The team will function in an inclusive and open manner.  To ascertain transparency and good communication with all cooperating partners, the team will be involved in three to four consultations in conjunction with Council Meetings and appropriate international or regional environmental meetings. Partner organizations and the public at large will be informed via the internet about the implementation of the study and will be given opportunities to provide relevant inputs to the OPS 2 team. The following reports will be placed on the GEF website: inception report, draft report and final report.

Study Team

15.
The study team will consist of a core team of 5-7 international consultants and 16- 20 local consultants. The team will be composed of men and women from different geographic regions of the world. 

16.
The team leader will have an excellent knowledge of global environmental and sustainable development issues. He or she will also be knowledgeable in policy formulation, project management and evaluation. He or she will lead the main work of managing the study and be responsible for drafting the final report, in cooperation with the other team members.

17.
The core team members will also have a good understanding of global environmental and sustainable development issues, policy formulation, project management and evaluation. Furthermore, the team will have expertise in assessing the role of public and private institutions. 

18.
National or regional team members will be recruited to take part in assessments of GEF efforts in countries. They will have competencies in the same areas as the international team members, and a good working knowledge of national environmental issues.  

Mode of work

19.
The team members will familiarize themselves with all relevant documents and available monitoring and evaluation material. They will review the findings and conclusions of GEF program and other relevant studies and evaluations, and carry out complementary and independent evaluation tasks.

20.
The team will prepare an Inception Report including a plan for the implementation of the study. This report will also contain an overview of data sources. 

21.
The team will meet with all GEF entities and relevant GEF partners at international, regional and national, and as required, local levels.  The team will review selected projects through desk reviews and field visits.

22.
Study team members will visit 10-12 countries.  The countries will be selected on the basis of the following criteria:

(a)
Number of GEF projects and size of funds allocated,

(b)
Broad representation of projects in the various focal areas,

(c)
Well performing and innovative projects  as well as less-well-performing ones,

(d) Length of GEF involvement,

(e)
Various institutional models for responding to GEF initiatives, and

(f)
Consideration of geographical and other variations between countries.

23.
On the basis of specific agreements in each case, the Country Focal Points assisted by the field missions of the Implementing Agencies (World Bank, UNDP and UNEP) will assist in the preparation and implementation of the country assessments. 

24.
The team will prepare the OPS 2 report, which will consist of 60-80 pages plus appendices. 

Proposed Timetable

	Activity
	Date

	•
Approval of Terms of Reference and Budget by Council


	October 2000

	•
Identification of team members


	September–November 2000

	•
Recruitment of team, start of work


	November 2000

	•
Team meetings and discussions with GEFSEC, Implementing Agencies, STAP


	January 2001–January 2002

	•
Country visits, and meetings with other GEF stakeholders, international and regional consultations


	February–April 2001

	•
Interim report to GEF Council


	To be determined

	•
Draft report


	October 2001

	•
Final report


	January 2002


Annex 2

Study Team Resumés

Leif Christoffersen 

Leif E. Christoffersen is Senior Fellow at the International Center for Environment & Development (Noragric) of the Agricultural University of Norway, and is Chairman of the GRID-Arendal foundation in Norway, supporting UNEP’s environmental information and assessment activities.  He also serves as Chairman of IUCN’s Sustainable Use Specialist Group in the Species Survival Commission.  From 1964 to 1992, he served with the World Bank, where he held various management positions related to agriculture, rural development, and the environment.  Between 1987 and 1992, Mr. Christoffersen headed the Environment Division for the Africa Region.

*************

James Seyani

James H. Seyani is a Malawian Systematic Botanist and Conservation Biologist, and works for the Commonwealth Secretariat in London as Chief Programme Officer (Biodiversity). His experience includes development of national biodiversity strategies and action plans, conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity in protected areas and public land, access policies, co-management, taxonomy, biosafety, bioprospecting, benefit-sharing, indigenous knowledge, and impact assessments. Mr. Seyani has extensive knowledge of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and became first Chair of its Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical, and Technological Advice (SBSTTA). 

*************

Thomas Mathew 

Thomas Mathew is President of the South Asian Conservation Foundation (SACF), a non-profit organization with its headquarters in Washington, D.C. SACF supports field conservation programs in South Asia with a primary focus on building government-NGO partnerships to conserve wild habitats.  

Mr. Mathew worked for 17 years with the World Wildlife Fund first in India (Secretary General) and then in the United States (Director of Conservation within the Asia Program).  He has served in the Government of India as Senior Environmental Specialist, overseeing environmental appraisals of development projects.  In 1980, as head of a research team supporting a High-Level Committee established by the Prime Minister of India, he was responsible for coordinating the Government of  India's plan for establishing a full-fledged Ministry of Environment and Forests. 

*************

Ogunlade Davidson

Ogunlade Davidson, an expert in the field of energy systems and climate change, is the Executive Director of  the Energy and Development Research Group (EDRC), University of Cape Town, South Africa, and is the Co-Chair of Working Group 111 (Mitigation) of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC).  He has initiated and managed many internationally funded projects, and has acted as a consultant to UNESCO, UNIDO, ILO, UNECA, UNDP, UNEP, and the World Bank, as well as various regional institutions.

Mr. Davidson is a member of various international energy and engineering institutions, and has been a Visiting Professor/Senior Scientist at the University of California (Berkeley), Princeton University, and the University of Gothenburg, among others.  He has published widely in energy and climate change.

*************

Allen Hammond

Allen Hammond is Senior Scientist and Chief Information Officer, World Resources Institute, Washington, D.C.  He has an institute-wide leadership role in the use of analytical methods and information tools for policy research, helps lead WRI’s digital industry initiative, provides oversight of WRI’s electronic information and communications infrastructure, and does research and writing on long-term sustainability issues.  He was formerly Director of the Program in Resource and Environment Information, Director of the Strategic Indicator Research Initiative on environmental indicators, and Editor-in-Chief of the World Resources report series.

Mr. Hammond has also been the advisor on indicators to the UN Commission on Sustainable Development, the UN Environmental Programme for its Global Environmental Outlook, and the UN Development Programme’s Human Development Report.

*************

Maria Concepcion Donoso

Maria Concepcion Donoso, a hydraulics and ocean engineer, is currently Director of the Water Center for the Humid Tropics of Latin America and the Caribbean (CATHALAC), with headquarters in Panama City.  She is an expert in water resources management, specifically focused on air-sea-land interaction processes and climate change impact on the natural environment and society. 

Since 1987, Ms. Donoso has directed various consultancies, and been advisor for the Government of Panama, UNESCO, and a large number of regional institutions.  She has been a member for various working groups and committees at the regional and international level, including the IOCARIBE Group of Experts on Ocean Process and Climate.

*************

John Fargher

John Fargher is an independent consultant who has worked for a large number of bilateral and multilateral agencies, as well as the private sector.  He is a Natural Resource Scientist with 21 years experience in resource economics, natural resource impact assessment, and investment analysis for integrated resource management. His areas of expertise specifically include program evaluation, participatory management to address land degradation, watersheds, and river basins and forest resources.

Mr. Fargher’s recent experience includes participatory project and program evaluations in Armenia, Australia, China, Indonesia, South Africa, and Turkey.

*************

Emma Hooper

Emma Hooper is an independent consultant in social development, with over 20 years experience in a wide range of cross-sectoral, social, and institutional issues.  She works regularly with both multilateral and bilateral agencies, as well as the private sector and NGOs.  She has worked in South and East Asia, the Middle East and North Africa, Africa, Latin America, and Europe.

Her professional skills include social policy and strategy formulation; social impact assessment and stakeholder analysis including poverty, equity, and gender concerns; participatory and partnership approaches to environmental infrastructure delivery; social aspects of rural development; and institutional development issues. 

Table 1   Contacts for the Team conducting the Second Study of GEF’s Overall Performance

	Team Member (Nationality)
	Focal Area
	Address

	Leif E. Christoffersen

(Norway)
	Team Leader
	lchristoffersen@worldbank.org

Postal address: c/o GEF Secretariat

1818 H St. NW

Washington, DC 20433

USA

	James Seyani  

(Malawi)


	Biodiversity
	jseyani@worldbank.org

Postal address: Commonwealth Secretariat, Science and Technology Div.

Marlborough House

Pall Mall, London SW1Y 5HX

United Kingdom

	Thomas Mathew 

(India)
	Biodiversity
	Tmathew@worldbank.org

South Asia Environmental Foundation

Postal address: Suite 510

110 Maryland Avenue, NE

Washington, DC 20002

USA



	Ogunlade Davidson 

(Sierra Leone)


	Climate Change/ Ozone
	Odavidson@worldbank.org

Postal address: Energy and Development

Research Centre

University of Cape Town

PO Box 34178,

Rhodes Gift 7701

South Africa

	Allen Hammond

(USA)


	
	Postal address: c/o M&E/GEF Secretariat

1818 H St. NW

Washington, DC 20433

USA




Annex 3

OPS2 Methodology

Overall Approach

The starting point for the OPS2 team’s approach was to verify reported progress in the achievement of tangible results and impacts in the field. Our main sources of information were four focal area Program Studies and an external evaluation report of GEF’s ozone program.  We also examined evaluation reports from completed projects, as well as reports and documentation from the implementing agencies regarding ongoing projects. A series of consultation meetings with the implementing agencies and the GEF Secretariat were also very helpful to our work. 

Another important phase was the period of various country visits during which stakeholders were consulted in the field and discussions held with country focal points, relevant government ministries, project implementing agencies, NGOs, private sector partners, and others.

The framework for this assessment is contained in the policy documents of the GEF, and in particular, the statements of its operational programs.  The outputs from this verification of project and country-level impacts and achievements were fed into a macro-level strategic evaluation, which assessed, in each focal area, the cumulative effect of the GEF portfolio: (i) on institutions, (ii) on process, and (iii) in relation to cross-cutting issues including transparency, country-level ownership, capacity development, private sector involvement, innovation and replication, and public involvement through inclusive stakeholder participation.

Focal Area Program Studies

To facilitate the work of the OPS2 team, GEF’s Monitoring and Evaluation team, in cooperation with the GEF implementing agencies, decided to undertake program studies in the biodiversity, climate change, and international waters focal areas as well as for land degradation. The role of these program studies was to provide portfolio information and inputs for the OPS2 team’s considerations.

The program studies were undertaken by multidisciplinary teams comprising staff from the GEF Secretariat, the three GEF implementing agencies, and the GEF Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel (STAP), with additional support from consultants contracted to undertake detailed studies in different parts of the portfolio as well as to consolidate all the information collected and background documents prepared.
The Program Studies are available from GEF as published reports and are also available at: www.gefweb.org/ResultsandImpact/Monitoring_Evaluation/Evaluationstudies/.
Further Verification

Verification of operational results was carried out through:

•
A review of the GEF Operational Strategy, Operational Programs, and other GEF policy documents

•
Four team workshops and follow-up briefing meetings with the Secretariat

•
Dialogue with GEF’s NGO and operational/political focal points

•
Review of existing institutional structures and procedures

•
Consultations in conjunction with Council meetings and appropriate regional or international environment meetings

•
In-country interviews and meetings with key stakeholders, including government staff, GEF operational focal points; NGO representatives; NGO regional focal points; private sector representatives, the Small Grants Program national focal points

•
Field visits to selected in-country projects and meetings, interviews, and focus group discussions with GEF project implementation teams and community-level project stakeholders.

In addition, the Team used Goal Attainment Scaling to elicit stakeholders’ perceptions of participation, ownership, and processes from participants in OPS2 country visits wherever it was feasible and appropriate.  Data was collected from 161 participants; details are presented in Annex 4.

Country Visits and Regional Consultations

Supplementary information from implementing agencies and key stakeholders was collected during the period from March to May 2001, in a series of country visits and visits to selected GEF project sites to verify reported project results and impacts.  In addition, input from key partners was sought through six regional meetings held in Eastern Europe (Romania), Africa (Senegal and Nairobi), the Caribbean and Central America (Jamaica and Mexico), and Asia and the Pacific (Bangkok) during March-May 2001.

Process for Country Selection

The Terms of Reference required the Team to visit 10–12 countries. Following extensive consultations with the implementing agencies and the GEF Secretariat, the Team proposed a travel program that involved two to four team members for each visit, covering 11 countries.  The process for country selection is set out below.

Suggestions were sought from the GEF Secretariat and the implementing agencies about what they considered to be the most important countries to visit in terms of being able to see verifiable project impacts on the ground, innovative projects, and successful and unsuccessful projects from which lessons could be learned.  The Team also examined the coverage of the program studies in order to avoid duplication of effort.

The Team then examined the project portfolios of countries with significant GEF projects that were either (a) completed, (b) had substantial on-the-ground implementation experience, or (c) offered significant opportunities for assessing the impact, if any, of GEF activities.  A table of these suggestions was prepared, and compared with suggestions from each agency.  This was supplemented by the Team’s own assessments from reviews of project documentation, team members’ in-country knowledge, and considerations of the need for coverage of all regions, with representation of large and small countries.

The final selection for country and project visits was arrived at independently by the Team after reviewing project-related documents and soliciting suggestions from all three implementing agencies and the GEF Secretariat.  Before completing a final shortlist, the Team carefully checked its identification of such visits against the criteria set forth in its Terms of Reference, that is, number of GEF projects and size of funds allocated, broad representation of projects in the various focal areas, well performing and innovative projects as well as less-well-performing ones, length of GEF involvement, various institutional models for responding to GEF initiatives, and consideration of geographical and other variations between countries.

This process resulted in a shortlist of 15 countries.  The shortlist was discussed with the GEF Secretariat, following which the Team alone made a final selection of 11 countries: Argentina, Brazil, China, Jamaica, Jordan, Nepal, Romania, Samoa, Senegal, South Africa, and Uganda. Regional consultations were conducted in conjunction with the visits to Romania, Senegal, and Jamaica; three further regional consultations were also conducted in Bangkok, Thailand; Nairobi, Kenya; and Mexico City.

Preparation for Country Visits and Use of Local Consultants

During the planned country and project visits, the Team made an effort to explore (i) the degree of country ownership in GEF activities, (ii) the relevant linkages between national and local recognition of project results and impact on the country’s participation in the Conventions, (iii) the effectiveness of stakeholder involvement (with specific reference to the GEF policy on public involvement) and in-country operational effectiveness of GEF, and (iv) the extent to which there was clear understanding of GEF operational modalities, programs, and policies.

Local consultants in each of the countries selected for visits by the OPS2 team were asked to undertake the following tasks:

•
Preparing and participating in country visits, including facilitating and scheduling meetings with the government and other key stakeholders, accompanying the study team during country visits, and facilitating focus group discussions and related follow-up activities

•
Carrying out preparatory studies, including collecting background information on engagement with the private sector and activities in selected GEF focal areas, preparing an overview of press coverage of GEF-financed projects, and conducting a review of project-level participation

•
Preparing an overview paper, including modalities for institutional interaction between GEF Operational Focal Points and key stakeholders, and how these relate to the Conventions.

Country Visits

Country visits and related travel were scheduled for the OPS2 team during the period of March to May 2001: 

Argentina

March 12-16

Brazil


March 19-23

South Africa

March 26-30

Romania

April 4-13 (plus Regional Consultation)

Jordan


April 9-13

Senegal

April 16-20 (plus Regional Consultation)

Jamaica

April 23-27 (plus Regional Consultation)

Nepal


May 7-11

Uganda

May 7-11

China


May 14-18

Bangkok

May 21-22 (Regional Consultation only)

Samoa


May 21-25

Six additional executing agency and selected project-related visits were made in addition to the country visits:

Istanbul

March 26-30 – met with Black Sea Secretariat

Hungary

April 9-13 – visited Energy Efficiency Co-Financing Program

Bulgaria

April 9-13 – visited Energy Efficiency Strategy Project

Lebanon
April 9-13 – visited Strengthening of Biodiversity National Capacity Project

UNEP, Nairobi
April 30-May 4 

Kenya and Tanzania
May 7-11 – visited Lake Victoria Environmental Management Project; Pollution Control and other Measures to Protect Biodiversity in Lake Tanganyika Project; and Reducing Biodiversity Loss at Cross-Border Sites in East Africa Project

High-Level Advisory Panel

In consultation with the GEF CEO, the 
Team Leader and the Senior Monitoring and Evaluation Coordinator agreed to appoint a High-Level Advisory Panel to provide guidance and advice to the OPS2 Team. This panel comprised five distinguished experts from Brazil, China, France, Japan, and Jordan. Panel members had broad experience in global environmental negotiations, environmental conventions, and the policymaking context of GEF focal areas and cross-cutting issues.

The Panel advised the OPS2 team on the implementation of the evaluation study and provided guidance to the Team, once it had begun to bring together its first round of findings, on the formulation of its conclusions and recommendations.

Organization of the Study – Team Responsibilities

The eight team members had specific responsibilities for focal areas and cross-cutting issues.  They also participated actively in a joint collaborative and consultative process to synthesize the main findings of the evaluation and to formulate its broader conclusions and recommendations.  The Team was supported administratively by staff in the GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Unit and used its offices as the main hub for communication and contacts.

Two team members focused particularly on climate change issues, with one focusing also on ozone depletion issues.  Two other team members focused on biodiversity issues.  An additional two members focused on international waters, with one also covering land degradation issues.  Cross-cutting issues were given special attention by the social development expert and by the OPS2 Team Leader.

The entire team met as a group four times:

•
First, during the team inception workshop in January 2001 at the GEF Secretariat

•
Second, in early-June 2001 after completion of the country and project visits and documentation reviews

•
Third, in early August 2001 to formulate the main findings and recommendations arising from the study

•
Fourth, in mid-October 2001 to respond to comments from implementing agencies and GEF Secretariat concerning matters of fact and detail.

Organization of the Study – Work Program

The starting point for the Team’s work program was verifying reported results and impacts of GEF activities. Country and project visits were used to ascertain the extent to which reported project results and impacts could be verified at country and project levels. Issues such as the degree of country ownership, the extent of recognition of results and impacts, and the effectiveness of stakeholder involvement were examined and tested through country visits and selected project visits.

On completion of its travel program, the Team synthesized its main findings from the country and project visits and the regional consultations, reviewing and beginning to assess these in light of the broader programmatic, policy, and institutional issues to be addressed.

The work program was organized in the following phases: 

(i) Inception

First team workshop 





January 2001

Discussions with partners

Completion of Inception Report



February 9

Visit to UNEP-HQ





February 23-27

(ii) Documentation Review 




February-March

(iii) Consultation at the CBD SBSTTA6 meeting, Montreal
March 13, 2001

(iv) Country visits, including regional consultations and

project field visits 





end of March-May

(v) Assessment of findings from document reviews

And country visits





May-June

Consultation at Council meeting



May 10

Consultation with GEF partners



May-June



Second team workshop




June18-29

(vi) Formulation of main findings




July


First draft (internal to team)




July 29

Third team workshop





July 30-August 5

(vii) Report writing






August 


Second draft to GEF management and IAs


August 20


Comments on proposed country references in final report

(viii) Review of second draft





August 21-September 7

(ix) Preparation of interim report for submission to third GEF 

Replenishment Meeting




September 10 - 26

(x) Presentation to GEF Replenishment Meeting, Edinburgh
October 11-12

(xi) Fourth team Workshop





October 16-18

(xii) Final Draft Report for submission to December 2001 

  Council Meeting





November 11, 2001

(xiii) Final Report





            January 25, 2002

(xiv) Translation/Publication




            January - March 2002

Table. 1 Countries Covered by Evaluation Work of the GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Team (FY98-FY02)




GOAL ATTAINMENT SCALING (GAS) DATA

The OPS2 team used Goal attainment scaling to elicit stakeholder perceptions of participation, ownership, and processes from participants in OPS2 country visits, wherever it was feasible and appropriate.  Data was collected from 161 participants using the matrices presented here.  The resulting data is summarized below by country and stakeholder institution.

Goal attainment scaling (GAS) is a method of data collection used to support an evaluation.  It is not an evaluation in itself, but the data measured with GAS, and changes in GAS scores over time, can be evaluated.  The method is easy to use and was selected by the OPS2 team because it gave an opportunity for participants in OPS2 country visits to make a tangible contribution to the evaluation of GEF’s overall performance.

Goal attainment scaling is commonly used in participatory evaluation of intangible project outcomes, such as in the environmental and health sectors. It is founded on neuro- linguistic programming (NLP), which deals with the idea that you need to be more aware of where you want to go before you can get there.  Because of this, it is ideally suited to evaluation of qualitative investment inputs and outputs such as stakeholder participation, institutional processes, and country ownership.

GAS uses a matrix framework that compares the “level of outcome” (for example, how successful GEF was) against the “goals” that are being sought.  The terms “goal” and “outcome” are used to focus on investment frameworks.  Ideally, the investment being evaluated will have been developed with a logical framework that clearly sets out the relationship between inputs, outputs, outcomes, and goals of specific or program investments. 

There must be a statement of what the expected outcomes are for each goal before work begins – making it similar to creating benchmarks based on the current level of understanding and the expected returns from an investment.

The real strength of goal attainment scaling is that it makes the best guesses of what is expected conscious, rather than implicit.  This is partly because project stakeholders provide their conscious perceptions and partly because implicit expectations today will change over time even though one may not be aware of it.  It also helps institutions consider what do is really expected for
 this investment or this part of a program in terms of achievement?  

	GAS Data for OPS2
	
	Country Summary
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Ownership
	Frequency of GAS Score
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	n

	
	East Africa
	2
	5
	4
	29
	14
	54

	
	Eastern Europe
	1
	0
	0
	2
	0
	3

	
	Jamaica
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0
	3

	
	Latin America
	4
	0
	2
	20
	7
	33

	
	Romania
	3
	3
	3
	2
	1
	12

	
	Samoa
	0
	3
	0
	1
	0
	4

	
	Senegal
	6
	4
	5
	12
	9
	36

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Total Frequency
	16
	16
	16
	66
	31
	145

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Participation
	Frequency of GAS Score
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	n

	
	East Africa
	0
	3
	14
	23
	14
	54

	
	Eastern Europe
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0
	3

	
	Jamaica
	0
	2
	2
	0
	0
	4

	
	Latin America
	1
	6
	6
	27
	7
	47

	
	Romania
	0
	6
	3
	4
	0
	13

	
	Samoa
	0
	0
	9
	2
	0
	11

	
	Senegal
	1
	11
	4
	4
	9
	29

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Total Frequency
	2
	29
	40
	60
	30
	161

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Processes
	Frequency of GAS Score
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	n

	
	East Africa
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Eastern Europe
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Jamaica
	1
	3
	0
	0
	0
	4

	
	Latin America
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1
	3

	
	Romania
	0
	3
	4
	3
	2
	12

	
	Samoa
	0
	4
	0
	0
	0
	4

	
	Senegal
	14
	8
	3
	1
	4
	30

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Total Frequency
	16
	18
	8
	4
	7
	53


	GAS Data for OPS2
	
	Institutional Summary
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Ownership
	Frequency of GAS Score
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	n

	
	Government
	0
	3
	4
	10
	3
	20

	
	NGO
	8
	3
	5
	0
	4
	20

	
	Executing Agency
	5
	8
	4
	42
	17
	76

	
	Project Participant
	1
	1
	3
	12
	6
	23

	
	Project Beneficiary
	2
	1
	0
	2
	1
	6

	
	Other
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Total Frequency
	16
	16
	16
	66
	31
	145

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Participation
	Frequency of GAS Score
	
	
	
	
	


	
	
	Worse than expected
	
	As expected
	
	Better than expected
	n

	
	Government
	0
	1
	2
	6
	4
	13

	
	NGO
	0
	18
	7
	8
	2
	35

	
	Executing Agency
	0
	5
	18
	28
	18
	69

	
	Project Participant
	1
	3
	12
	16
	5
	37

	
	Project Beneficiary
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	7

	
	Other
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Total Frequency
	2
	29
	40
	60
	30
	161

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Processes
	Frequency of GAS Score
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	n

	
	Government
	2
	3
	2
	3
	4
	14

	
	NGO
	12
	7
	2
	1
	0
	22

	
	Executing Agency
	0
	8
	3
	0
	2
	13

	
	Project Participant
	2
	0
	1
	0
	1
	4

	
	Project Beneficiary
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Other
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Total Frequency
	16
	18
	8
	4
	7
	53


	GAS Data for OPS2
	Trend Summary - Countries
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ownership
	% distribution of GAS Score
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	n

	East Africa
	3.7%
	9.3%
	7.4%
	53.7%
	25.9%
	1

	Eastern Europe
	33.3%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	66.7%
	0.0%
	1

	Jamaica
	0.0%
	33.3%
	66.7%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	1

	Latin America
	12.1%
	0.0%
	6.1%
	60.6%
	21.2%
	1

	Romania
	25.0%
	25.0%
	25.0%
	16.7%
	8.3%
	1

	Samoa
	0.0%
	75.0%
	0.0%
	25.0%
	0.0%
	1

	Senegal
	16.7%
	11.1%
	13.9%
	33.3%
	25.0%
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	% distribution of total
	11.0%
	11.0%
	11.0%
	45.5%
	21.4%
	100.0%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Participation
	% distribution of GAS Score
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	n

	East Africa
	0.0%
	5.6%
	25.9%
	42.6%
	25.9%
	1

	Eastern Europe
	0.0%
	33.3%
	66.7%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	1

	Jamaica
	0.0%
	50.0%
	50.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	1

	Latin America
	2.1%
	12.8%
	12.8%
	57.4%
	14.9%
	1

	Romania
	0.0%
	46.2%
	23.1%
	30.8%
	0.0%
	1

	Samoa
	0.0%
	0.0%
	81.8%
	18.2%
	0.0%
	1

	Senegal
	3.4%
	37.9%
	13.8%
	13.8%
	31.0%
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	% distribution of total
	1.2%
	18.0%
	24.8%
	37.3%
	18.6%
	100.0%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Processes
	% distribution of GAS Score
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	n

	East Africa
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0

	Eastern Europe
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0

	Jamaica
	25.0%
	75.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	1

	Latin America
	33.3%
	0.0%
	33.3%
	0.0%
	33.3%
	1

	Romania
	0.0%
	25.0%
	33.3%
	25.0%
	16.7%
	1

	Samoa
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	1

	Senegal
	46.7%
	26.7%
	10.0%
	3.3%
	13.3%
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Frequency
	30.2%
	34.0%
	15.1%
	7.5%
	13.2%
	100.0%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Worse than expected
	
	As expected
	
	Better than expected
	

	Ownership
	11.0%
	11.0%
	11.0%
	45.5%
	21.4%
	100.0%

	Participation
	1.2%
	18.0%
	24.8%
	37.3%
	18.6%
	100.0%

	Processes
	30.2%
	34.0%
	15.1%
	7.5%
	13.2%
	100.0%
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Annex 5

Ten Operational Principles for Development and Implementation of GEF’s Work Program 


Operational Programs of the GEF

There are 13 operational programs (OPs) through which the GEF provides grants.  Twelve of these reflect GEF's primary focal areas: five in the biodiversity focal area, four in climate change, and three in international waters. OP 
12, Integrated Ecosystem Management, encompasses cross-sectoral projects that address ecosystem management in a way that optimizes ecosystem services—ecological, social, and economic.  These services encompass biodiversity, carbon sequestration, land and water conservation, food production, sustainable livelihoods, and the production of marketable goods and services.  Projects to combat ozone depletion are not grouped among multiple operational programs.

Biodiversity

OP #1

Arid and Semi-Arid Zone Ecosystems 

OP #2

Coastal, Marine, and Freshwater Ecosystems
OP #3

Forest Ecosystems 
OP #4

Mountain Ecosystems 
OP #13
Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biological Diversity Important
       

 to Agriculture 

Climate Change

OP #5

Removal of Barriers to Energy Efficiency and Energy Conservation
OP #6

Promoting the Adoption of Renewable Energy by Removing Barriers
        

and Reducing Implementation Costs
OP #7

Reducing the Long-Term Costs of Low-Greenhouse-Gas-Emitting
        

Energy Technologies 
OP # 11
Promoting Environmentally Sustainable Transport
        

International Waters

OP #8

Waterbody-Based Operational Program 
OP #9

Integrated Land and Water Multiple Focal Area Operational
        

Program 
OP #10
Contaminant-Based Operational Program 

Multifocal Area

OP #12
Integrated Ecosystem Management 

Annex 6

OPS1 Recommendations

Priority Recommendation 1: The Focal Point System

In order to enable Operational Focal Points to be more effective advocates for GEF issues in their country, the GEF Secretariat and Implementing Agencies should broaden the existing Project Development Workshop format by involving the Operational Focal Points as much as possible in planning and execution and by focusing more on the coordination and information dissemination functions of the Operational Focal Points.

The GEF should provide resources for translation of basic GEF documents into the local languages of those countries requiring such translated documents.

Progress

In direct response to priority recommendation 1, a project to finance 50 Country Dialogue Workshops (CDWs) was approved by the Council in May 1999.   The workshops are designed to promote country ownership, facilitate national coordination and enhance awareness-building by means of direct dialogue with countries on the GEF and national priorities through targeted, participatory workshops.  The main objective of the workshops is to facilitate group dialogue amongst and between the workshop participants and the GEF and its Implementing Agencies, the Convention Secretariats, and STAP.   The workshops effectively allow the GEF to:

•
inform a broad national audience about the GEF, including its governance and mission, strategy, policies, and procedures;
•
facilitate national stakeholders’ inputs to and information sharing on the country's priorities, including national coordination efforts, to ensure that national priorities are fully reflected in GEF assistance; and

•
provide practical information on how to access GEF resources and how to propose, prepare, and implement GEF co-financed activities.

In the period April 2000 to March 2001, 17 GEF Country Dialogue Workshops were conducted: South Africa (April 4-7, 2000), Vietnam (April 25-29, 2000), Uzbekistan (June 5-8, 2000), Egypt (June 26-28, 2000), Nigeria (July 18-21, 2000), Algeria (July 24-26, 2000), Caribbean sub-regional
 (August 8-11, 2000), Philippines (August 22-25, 2000), Malawi (October 3-6, 2000), Tanzania (November 6-9, 2000), Sri Lanka (November 7-10, 2000), Caribbean sub-regional
 (December 5-8, 2000), Cuba (December 12-15, 2000), Azerbaijan (January 30-February 2, 2001), Tunisia (February 20-23, 2001), Bolivia (March 6-9, 2001) and Cambodia (March 13-16, 2001).  A total of 27 countries participated in 15 national and two sub-regional CDWs during the period.  On average, a Workshop is being conducted every three weeks since the workshops were first initiated.

Participants for all workshops represented a wide range of stakeholders, including government representatives, non-governmental organizations, academic institutions, scientific communities, donor organizations, the private sector, and the media, as well as resource persons from the GEF Secretariat and its three Implementing Agencies.  The average number of national participants per CDW was approximately 90, with more than 1,500 participants attending the 17 CDWs to date.

The results of workshop evaluations are encouraging and indicate that the multi-stakeholder participants felt the CDWs met or exceeded the workshop objectives as outlined above.  The workshops are providing a unique platform for countries to engage in a comprehensive dialogue with the GEF and its implementing agencies to clarify GEF’s role as a partner and ensure that national priorities are fully reflected in GEF assistance.

As of March 2001, 95 countries have offered to host workshops.  These offers are evaluated by the GEF CDW steering committee using criteria that include: convention ratification; no previous GEF awareness workshops; cost effectiveness; lack of strong GEF portfolio/pipeline; significance of concerns in one or more focal areas; submission of biological diversity national reports or climate change national communications; and regional balance.  

At its May 1999 meeting, the Council approved a series of proposed activities and associated financial resources to strengthen country level coordination, as proposed in document GEF/C.13/13, Constituencies and Assistance for Council Level Coordination.  The GEF Secretariat reported on steps that had been undertaken to provided the approved support to focal points through the Implementing Agencies’ field offices in May 2000 (GEF/C.15/Inf.8).  

The proceedings of the workshop on Good Practice in Country Level Coordination, which took place on March 14 –15, 2000, have been published and will be made available to all national focal points as well as to national focal points of the Convention on Biological Diversity and the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change.

Priority Recommendation 2: Communications and Outreach

The GEF Council should authorize and adequately fund the development of a GEF outreach and communications strategy that targets GEF’s multiple constituencies, including the Focal Points and relevant government agencies, NGOs and civil society, the media and the private sector.  The strategy should rely on simple, user-friendly materials about the GEF and its operations, and should include provision of basic GEF documents in local languages. This strategy should be coordinated with the broadening of the Project Development Workshops.

Progress

The Corporate Budget for FY00 made provision to fund the outreach and communications strategy.  Continued support for the strategy is envisioned in the Corporate Business Plan FY01-03 (GEF/C.14/9) and was budgeted for in the GEF Corporate Budget FY01 (GEF/C.15/5) and proposed GEF Corporate Budget FY02 (GEF/C.17/11).  A brief report on FY01 outreach and communications activities is included in document GEF/C.17.11.  The May 2001 Council also had before it for consideration proposals to enhance GEF outreach and communications with regard to the World Summit on Sustainable Development (GEF/C.17.9) and the Second GEF Assembly (GEF/C.17.10).
Priority Recommendation 3: Mainstreaming by the Implementing Agencies

The World Bank

The World Bank should adopt public, measurable goals for the integration of global environmental objectives into its regular operations, including goals related to: 1) staff incentives, 2) funding level and/or number of GEF associated projects, 3) funding level and/or number of projects for the global environment in its regular lending portfolio, and 4) integration into its sector work and the Country Assistance Strategy (CAS) process. It should report regularly to GEF and to the public on its progress in achieving these objectives. 

The World Bank should begin a transition from its role in financing conventional power loans to a new role in financing sustainable energy technologies. 

The World Bank should allocate increased financial resources to the Global Overlays Program in order to ensure adequate staffing for a substantially higher level of integration of global environment into sector work and the CAS process.

The IFC

The IFC should maintain a database of its projects with global environmental benefits, so that its mainstreaming of global environment can be assessed in the future.
UNDP

UNDP should establish a system of tracking projects and components that are relevant to the GEF focal areas and set public, measurable targets related to: 1) funding levels and/or number of core-funded projects for biodiversity conservation, alternative energy and international waters, 2) funding level and/or  number of GEF-associated projects, and 3) the Country Cooperation Frameworks (CCFs).  It should report regularly to GEF and to the public on its progress in achieving those targets.  It should also consider making linkages between potential GEF projects and potential core budget project an explicit objective of the process of preparing the Country Cooperation Frameworks.
UNEP

UNEP should devise a system of staff incentives, involving at least a revision of staff evaluation criteria, to give adequate consideration to GEF work.

The GEF Secretariat and UNEP should devote more staff time and resources to upstream consultation not only in Washington but also in Nairobi to ensure that all relevant UNEP program staff have adequate guidance in formulating GEF proposals.

Progress

The Corporate Business Plan presented to the Council meeting in December 1999 (GEF/C.14/9) identified indicators that would be used regularly to assess the depth of the Implementing Agencies’ commitment to GEF.  

At the December 1999 meeting there was a presentation of the “World Bank Group Progress Report on the Preparation of an Environment Strategy (GEF/C.14/3).

At the May 1999 Council Meeting UNDP submitted the paper “Integrating GEF-Related Global Environment Objectives into UNDP Managed Programs and Operations.  An Action Plan (GEF/C.14/4).

At the May 2000 Council Meeting UNEP submitted an “Interim Report of the UNEP Executive Director on the Implementation of the UNEP/GEF Strategic Partnership Activities”, GEF/C. 15Inf. 5, and the “Implementation of the Action Plan on the Complementarity between the Activities undertaken by UNEP and the GEF and its Programme of Work”.  (GEF/C. 15/Inf. 15). 

The May 2001 Council documentation included a new World Bank Environment Strategy (GEF/G.17/Inf.15) which outlines the efforts towards mainstreaming global environment in the World Bank operations.

Priority Recommendation 4: Implementing Agency Monopoly

The GEF Council should undertake a study of the advantages and disadvantages of various approaches to permitting additional organizations to propose GEF projects directly to the Secretariat and assume direct responsibility for GEF projects.

Progress

At the May 1999 meeting, the Council approved the approach proposed in document GEF/C.13/3, Expanded Opportunities for Executing Agencies, for participation of Regional Development Banks in preparing and executing GEF projects.  FAO and UNIDO have also been identified by the Council as agencies to benefit from this approach.  At the May 2000 Council Meeting the GEF submitted a “Progress Report on Expanded Opportunities for Executing Agencies (GEF/C.15/4).   A proposal for Criteria for the Expansion of Opportunities for Executing Agencies was before the Council (GEF/C.17/13) for consideration at the May 2001 meeting, together with a proposal to include IFAD as an agency benefiting from this approach. 

Priority recommendation 5: Incremental Costs

A working group representing the GEF Secretariat and the Implementing Agencies should, in consultation with the convention secretariats, develop simpler, more straightforward guidance and communication for recipient country officials on the calculation of incremental costs and a strategy for increasing their involvement in the process of estimating those costs.

Progress

At the December 1999 meeting the GEF submitted a report on the Incremental Cost (GEF/C.14/5).  In addition, as part of its continuing effort on this issue, the GEF Secretariat, in collaboration with the working group on incremental costs (which includes the Implementing Agencies and Convention Secretariats) has recently commissioned a new consultant to undertake work to explore creative options in the application of the principle of incremental costs.  The incremental cost is also an issue in the Second Study of GEF’s Overall Performance (OPS2).

Priority Recommendation 6: Private Sector

The GEF Secretariat and Implementing Agencies should engage business and banking associations and mobilize financing from individual private financial sector companies, such as banks, insurance companies and pension funds.  To interest the financial sector in GEF projects, the GEF should use the “incremental risk” of a potential private sector GEF project as a way of determining the size of the GEF grant.  

GEF should identify and apply techniques for reducing the risk of the private investors of participating in GEF projects, such as using GEF funds to provide loan guarantees. 

Progress

Significant progress has been made in including many new projects with private sector involvement in the GEF work program.  The role of the private sector is typically that of provider of technology, goods and services, awarded through competitive bidding processes where the private sector responds to requests for proposals or co-finances specific components of projects or activities.

In the May 2001 work program a good example was the Croatia:  Energy Efficiency project, which will address two specific barriers to energy efficiency in the country – lack of development and project financing, and lack of capacity and know-how – by creating a utility-based ESCO supported by an innovative blend of funding mechanisms: an IBRD Learning and Innovation Loan, a GEF Contingent Grant, a GEF Partial Credit Risk Guarantee and GEF Grant for Technical Assistance (see GEF/C.17/7).
Recently approved projects with significant private sector participation include the China:  Windpower Development project in which a GEF-financed contingent loan is used to address key barriers to commercial wind investments in China, namely increased transaction costs for initial investments in certain regions and perceived technology performance risks.

Priority Recommendation 7: GEF Council Review

The GEF Council should seriously consider delegating the second review of project proposals to the GEF Secretariat.

Progress

At the October 1998 Council meeting, document GEF/C.12/9, Streamlining the Project Cycle, was discussed by the Council.  In order to further expedite the project cycle, the Council agreed that in approving work programs, with the exception of certain agreed projects, it would authorize the CEO to endorse final project documents without awaiting a four-week review by Council Members.
  This recommendation is closed.

Other Recommendations from the Study of GEF’s Overall Performance

Recommendation 8

The GEF Council should address the need for a clear definition of “new and additional” financing for the GEF, including the indicators that should be used in measuring additionality.

Donor countries should consider separating budget lines for global environmental measures in developing countries and for contributions to GEF from budget lines for development cooperation.

Progress

In document GEF/C.12/7 presented at the October 1998 Council meeting, the Council was invited to discuss this issue and make recommendations for possible follow up, at the individual donor country level and/or at the international level, including the UN General Assembly, ECOSOC and/or the OECD/DAC.  No recommendations emerged from the Council discussion.  No further action on this recommendation is currently planned.

Recommendation 9

GEF should regularly review and compare its own portfolio and project pipeline with those of other institutions to ensure that it is either providing significant additional resources or demonstrating a comparative advantage over other institutions involved in funding the same activities.  In this regard, particular attention should be paid to GEF support for solar photovoltaics, energy-efficient lighting, and biodiversity trust funds.

 GEF should work with the OECD and other appropriate international institutions to ensure that reliable, comparable data on financing measures to protect the global environment, including data on different types of projects, is compiled and made available to the public.

Progress

With respect to recommendation 9 (a), an evaluation of biodiversity trust funds has been completed and it included a review of the comparative roles of GEF and other donors in supporting these mechanisms.
  A review of experience with solar photovoltaics projects, including activities supported by key multilateral and bilateral agencies, has also been completed last year.
  On September 25-28, 2000, approximately 100 people from 17 developing countries, 11 developed countries and key multilateral organizations met in Marrakech, Morocco, to discuss current and future government programs, private initiatives and opportunities to promote photovoltaic electricity generation in developing countries.  Through a combination of plenary sessions and small working groups, the participants, whose expertise covered all aspects of the photovoltaic market, discussed and debated the critical issues related to the growth and success of photovoltaic markets in developing countries.  The workshop concluded that GEF could promote and pilot viable business models; help with risk sharing; promote rational rural electrification policies; influence governments to be more supportive of photovoltaics; and support of photovoltaic market segments which will assist in development of infrastructure.

With respect to recommendation 9 (b), GEF has taken the lead in developing and implementing an information-sharing and data-exchange initiative among international institutions involved in global environment investments.  In March 2001, representatives from 15 funding and development organizations/agencies, and the Climate Change and Biodiversity Conventions participated in an information-sharing workshop organized by GEF, in collaboration with UNEP, to discuss strategies and mechanisms for improving general access to information on environment investment and project activities funded and implemented by different donor organizations.  The participating organizations encouraged GEF to take the lead in developing and expanding this initiative to encompass as many funding and development organizations/agencies as possible .    

Recommendation 10

The GEF should adopt a rigorous definition of “leveraging” that includes only funding that is additional to existing funding patterns and that is expected to create global environmental benefits.  It should apply this definition in the Quarterly Operational Report and other relevant GEF documents.  Implementing Agencies should apply this more rigorous definition in their own databases and reports on cofinancing of GEF projects. 
When there is sufficient experience with implementation of GEF projects, the GEF’s Senior Monitoring and Evaluation Coordinator should commission a study of the replicability of projects in the GEF portfolio.
Progress

A main recommendation of the 1998 PIR was that GEF should adopt a broader definition of leveraging for its programs and projects that reflects financial resources – both during design and implementation – and actions catalyzed by GEF activities.  Upon a fuller consideration of this question, the Secretariat concluded that “leverage” should be retained as a term to denote additional financial resources.  However, GEF will focus more attentively on its catalytic role, through “demonstration effects” and “replication.”

With respect to recommendation 10 (b), an evaluation of replicability of GEF projects is included in the Secretariat’s indicative monitoring and evaluation work program for FY00-02.  This aspect is covered as part of the Program Studies that assess the performance of GEF focal area programs (see GEF/C.17/Inf.4-6).

Recommendation 11

The GEF Council should adopt a policy, paralleling that for stakeholder participation, aimed at promoting the greater use of local and regional consultants in projects; encouraging an appropriate mix of local and foreign experts in GEF projects; and securing greater recipient government participation in the screening, short-listing and selection of project consultants
Progress

Through the strategic partnership with UNEP to mobilize the scientific and technical community, GEF will be able to stimulate greater involvement of local and regional experts in projects.  Also through the expanded partnerships, it is expected that national and regional competence will be increasingly used in GEF.  The UN-wide Administrative Instruction (ST/AI/1999/7) concerning consultants and individual contractors of August 1999 places specific emphasis on the selection of consultants from the widest possible geographical base.  Both UNDP and UNEP are covered by these policy guidelines.  UNEP reports that during 1999-2000 about 45% of consultants hired for GEF projects managed by UNEP headquarters were from developing countries.  Since almost all consultants hired for nationally executed UNEP/GEF projects are local, this figure would be much higher if these projects were taken into account.

The World Bank's policies and procedures for selecting, contracting and monitoring consultants are defined by the Bank's "Guidelines: Selection and Employment of Consultants by World Bank Borrowers".  The Bank's clients use consultants to help in a broad range of activities to complement the client's capabilities in these areas.  According to the Bank's Guidelines, the client is responsible for preparing and implementing projects, and therefore for selecting consultants, and awarding and subsequently administering the contract.  The World Bank encourages the development and use of national consultants in its developing member countries.  In general, the World Bank uses local consultants in project development and implementation where possible, because they are more cost-effective and have better knowledge of the country situation, and because preparation grants and projects are usually country-executed.

Recommendation 12

The GEF Secretariat should work with Implementing Agencies to develop quantitative and qualitative indicators of successful stakeholder involvement at different stages of the GEF project cycle, and to document best practices of stakeholder participation by focal area.    

Progress

The GEF good practice paper Designing Public Involvement Activities in GEF-Financed Projects provides practical guidance for strengthening stakeholder participation throughout the project cycle. The paper focuses on ensuring consistent documentation across the implementing agencies describing completed or planned stakeholder consultations as well as built-in mechanisms for long-term involvement in project decision making and operations.  The paper also makes sure that financing these activities is reflected in the project's budget.  Indicators of effective stakeholder participation are being developed and tested in a few projects.  Additionally, through the coordination of the GEF's M&E unit, program study reviews, special studies, and lessons notes contain examples of how stakeholder groups are actively involved in the project's design and implementation.  With regard to participation of vulnerable populations in projects, the GEF produced a booklet in September 2000 (What Kind of World) containing good practices in dealing with gender, age, and culture (indigenous communities) issues.  The Program Studies undertaken in FY01 also cover stakeholder participation (see GEF/C.17/Inf.4-7).

Recommendation 13

The GEF project submission format’s description of project risks should call for identification of any specific policies or sectoral economic activities that could negatively affect project success, as well as the steps that need to be taken to reduce the risks to project success from those policies and activities. 
The GEF should adopt a policy requiring that Implementing Agencies obtain clear, formal commitments from recipient country governments regarding policies and sectoral activities identified as increasing the risk of project failure before proceeding with project implementation.
Progress

As indicated in document GEF/C.12/7, no additional steps are necessary to carry out this recommendation.  Implementing Agencies have been asked to make explicit reference in project briefs to such policies, activities, and steps.  The 2000 Project Implementation Review (GEF/C.17/8) paid particular attention to how external and internal risks related to political, economic or institutional issues that can have an impact on a project’s success have been identified and monitored in ongoing GEF projects.  This recommendation is closed. 

Recommendation 14

The GEF Secretariat and Implementing Agencies should require that project proposals contain a more thorough assessment of options for achieving financial sustainability.

The GEF Secretariat and Implementing Agencies should encourage the broader use of biodiversity trust funds to help ensure the funding of biodiversity projects in perpetuity.  The Implementing Agencies should continue to seek a high rate of leveraging of other sources of trust fund capital.

The Implementing Agencies should provide for longer project implementation periods--for example, five to seven years instead of three to five years--in cases in which project sponsors can show that extra time will be necessary to implement the project and demonstrate its viability for future funders.
Progress

With respect to recommendation 14 (a), financial sustainability is a key feature examined in the review of project proposals.  The GEF Secretariat identifies, during work program preparation, examples of good project design that seek to ensure financial sustainability.  Collective experience in this area will be shared with Implementing Agencies so that future project designs can incorporate identified good practice.  In addition, a thematic review on achieving sustainability of biodiversity conservation carried out by the corporate monitoring and evaluation team has been completed.

Regarding recommendation 14 (b), the evaluation of experience with conservation trust funds provided recommendations to guide further GEF support of these funds
. 

With respect to recommendation 14 (c), a key conclusion of both the 1998 and 1999 PIRs was the need for longer term and more flexible approaches to addressing global environmental problems than is accommodated in current project instruments.  In many cases, this calls for a phased approach that sets out firm benchmarks for moving from one phase to the next, and provides assurance of support over ten years or longer if these benchmarks are met.

Project proposals currently being received generally have longer implementation periods than the 3-5 years typical of projects previously undertaken.  In addition, the World Bank is now actively employing its “Adaptable Program Loan” instrument – which provides funding on a long-term basis (10-15 years) – in its GEF portfolio.  UNDP is also actively exploring similar approaches.

GEF is in the process of developing programmatic approaches with the aim of securing larger and sustained impact on the global environment through integrating and mainstreaming global environmental objectives into a country’s national strategies and plans through partnership with the country.

Recommendation 15

The GEF should play a more proactive role in its relations with the conventions and should, in consultation with Implementing Agencies, prepare more detailed requests for guidance on those issues on which guidance would be most helpful.
The GEF Secretariat, the Implementing Agencies, and the convention secretariats should undertake a comprehensive review of enabling activities before the end of 1998 to determine how successful the projects have been, analyze the reasons for those that have failed, and consider policy and  programmatic responses to the problem.
Progress

GEF continues to collaborate and interact on GEF’s operational policies and operations, both between and during the Conferences of the Parties of both conventions, as well as their regional and subsidiary body meetings.  The GEF Secretariat has regular meetings with the Convention Secretariats to discuss matters of mutual interest.  The Convention Secretariats routinely participate in reviewing GEF project proposals and in the GEF Operations Committee meetings.

The UNDP-GEF Secretariat Strategic Partnership on Capacity Development Initiative established mechanisms whereby the Climate Change and Biodiversity Convention COPs and subsidiary bodies were regularly consulted.  The CDI has now been completed and a final report was presented to the Council in the document Elements of Strategic Collaboration and a Framework for GEF Action for Capacity Building for the Global Environment (GEF/C.17/6).

The GEF corporate monitoring and evaluation team has completed a study of Biodiversity Enabling Activities (presented to the Council in its 14th meeting in document GEF/C.14/11).   Its Review of Climate Change Enabling Activities was completed and presented to the Council in 2000 (GEF/C.16/10).  The studies were carried out in consultation with the Convention Secretariats.

Recommendation 16 

The Council should provide a new, more sharply focused mandate for the STAP in light of the change in the GEF’s needs and the experience of STAP during GEF 

Progress

The work program of the recently reconstituted STAP has been sharply focused on priorities emerging in the context of GEF’s Corporate Business Plan. As noted in document GEF/C.12/7, an amendment of the STAP’s mandate is not regarded as necessary.  This recommendation is closed. 

Recommendation 17

In order to encourage continued adherence by the World Bank to its streamlined project cycle, the GEF Secretariat should allow the Implementing Agencies to submit a range of estimates when a project is first submitted, on the understanding that a firm estimate will be submitted for final approval.

Progress

As noted in document GEF/C.12/7, current guidelines and practice are regarded as adequate.  This recommendation is closed. 

Recommendation 18

The GEF Council should authorize the GEF Secretariat and Implementing Agencies, in consultation with the Secretariat of the CBD, to undertake a formal exercise to identify the ecosystems and ecosystem types within each Operational Program in biodiversity that should be the highest priorities for GEF in terms of a set of agreed criteria, including those specified in the Operational Strategy.

Progress

As noted in document GEF/C.12/7, responsibility for determining program priorities in the biodiversity focal area rests with the Conference of the Parties of the Convention on Biological Diversity.  A formal exercise to identify priority ecosystems is not consistent with GEF’s country-driven approach.  The Biodiversity Program Study (GEF/C.17/Inf.4) assesses the GEF portfolio by its coverage of ecosystem types.  This recommendation is closed. 

Recommendation 19

The GEF Secretariat should compile information on successful projects in sustainable use from NGOs and other bilateral and multilateral agencies worldwide, and disseminate them to Implementing Agencies and recipient country Focal Points.

Progress

Information on successful projects in sustainable use was compiled and distributed to a wide range of readers through a variety of communications vehicles, including monitoring and evaluation documents such as the Project Performance Report. Early Impacts, Promising Futures, the 1998 GEF special edition Annual Report, offered short descriptions of a number biodiversity projects providing insights into sustainable use as well as conservation.  This publication was widely distributed in three languages.   A follow-on effort to identify leading project examples for the United Nations Commission on Sustainable Development resulted in brief "success story" descriptions of seven GEF projects covering all four focal areas.  The 2000 Project Implementation Review (GEF/C.17/8) also identified projects where biodiversity conservation and sustainable use had been successfully linked with improvements in the well-being of stakeholders.

Other Recommendations from the policy recommendations for the second replenishment period

In policy recommendation number 2, the Secretariat was called upon ”…to further develop the GEF resource allocation strategy to maximize global impacts and effectiveness of operations, and to make the development of broad ’performance indicators’ a high priority.”

Policy recommendation number 4 called for ”…the further strengthening of the Secretariat monitoring and evaluation function by providing additional capacity for independent evaluation and for the urgent development of performance indicators….”
Progress

In cooperation between the GEF Secretariat, its Implementing Agencies and STAP program indicators were developed for the GEF climate change and biodiversity programs last year. The indicators have been tested during the implementation of the program studies (GEF/C.16/Inf. 4-5).  The indicators in climate change have proved to be very useful, while those for biodiversity were found less satisfactory.  It is proposed in the monitoring and evaluation work program for FY 2002 that the program indicators for biodiversity will be revised.  It is further proposed that indicators for International Waters and land degradation as it relates to GEF programs, will be developed.

An additional staff member joined the GEF’s corporate monitoring and evaluation team in May 1999.  Over the past few years there has been an increase in the participation in the corporate M&E activities by the Implementing Agencies and STAP.

Annex  7

Mainstreaming in the Implementing Agencies

The World Bank

(Source: Making Sustainable Commitments: An Environment Strategy for the World Bank. GEF/C.17/Inf. 15, May 2001)

The Environment Strategy sets a direction for the World Bank’s actions on environmental issues.  It is based on an understanding that addressing environmental problems and sustainably managing natural resources is fundamental to the Bank’s core objective of poverty alleviation…The rationale for this Environment Strategy is threefold:

•
Learning and applying lessons.  The Strategy builds on the lessons learned in the past decade both from our own efforts and from those of others.  It seeks to more effectively internalize these lessons, and accelerate progress toward integrating environment and development.

•
Adapting to a changing world.  A number of trends – globalization, the increased role of the private sector and of civil society, rapid technological advances  - have been reshaping the world.  The Bank has also been changing.  It has reaffirmed its commitment to poverty reduction, adopted a bottom-up, client-focused approach to development, and is moving toward new lending approaches.  Our work on the environment must also adapt to these changing conditions.

•
Deepening our commitment.  To date, environmental issues have too often been the concern of a small, specialized group.  This is clearly insufficient.  To make a substantial and lasting difference, we must ensure that environmental concerns are fully internalized – “mainstreamed” – into all the Bank’s activities.  (Page xii)
The Strategy sets three interrelated objectives: improving people’s quality of life; improving the prospects for and quality of growth; and protecting the global commons.

Protecting the quality of the regional and global commons.  The search for solutions needs to go beyond individual countries.  The deteriorating quality of the regional and global commons threatens many developing countries.  They face potential conflicts over shared resources, such as scarce water supplies, and are expected to suffer most of the worst effects of climate change.  A poverty-focused environmental agenda will require interventions to protect the global environmental commons that are carefully targeted to benefit developing countries and local communities.  The Bank has taken a leadership role in addressing global issues.  When it is appropriate, we will seek to engage the GEF and other special financing mechanisms to compensate countries for the incremental costs they incur to protect the global commons.  (Page xiv)
Mainstreaming the global environment in the country dialogue

Continued progress in incorporating global environmental objectives at the project level depends on how well the environment and its global dimension are mainstreamed in the country dialogue.  Progress on this front has been mixed.  The analysis of CASs completed in fiscal 1999 showed that a limited number addressed local environmental issues of global concern and that GEF activities, although mostly identified, were only in part linked strategically to the CAS objectives.  With a few notable exceptions, CASs did not acknowledge a role for the Bank in helping countries address their responsibilities under global environmental conventions.

Although operational policies and sectoral strategies are largely responsive to global environmental objectives, the analytical tools and skills for measuring global externalities and understanding their links to national sustainable development and poverty are not sufficiently available.  Improved country sector work focused on the global environment and linkages with local priorities is needed to inform the country dialogue.  (Pages 28-29)

The Changing Bank Context

The renewed efforts to fight poverty, the need to respond to a rapidly changing global context, and emerging lessons on development aid effectiveness call for a reinforced effort to focus on the needs and aspirations of client countries by supporting broad-based growth, bottom-up initiatives, openness, and partnerships with stakeholders affected by development decisions.  These principles are expressed in the Comprehensive Development Framework (CDF).

It (CDF) offers an opportunity to approach environmental challenges holistically, by catalyzing local initiatives, taking a long-term perspective on development, and focusing on coordinated strategies among development partners.  (Page 30)
Protecting the quality of the regional and global commons

The degradation of regional and global environmental resources can constrain economic development.  It often disproportionally
 affects developing countries and poor people.

…the Bank has accepted the mandate to help client countries address the objectives of the international environmental conventions and their associated protocols, including the conventions on climate change, ozone, and biodiversity.  It provides this assistance in its role as implementing agency for the financing mechanisms of these conventions, including the Global Environment Facility and the Multilateral Fund for the Montreal Protocol.  In moving the Environment Strategy into implementation, we remain fully committed to these obligations.  Similarly, through our continued work under the Prototype Carbon Fund and other ongoing programs, we will be able to help client countries prepare for their effective participation in the Climate Change Convention, and in proposed carbon markets through instruments such as the Kyoto Protocol’s Clean Development Mechanism and Joint Implementation Initiative.

Recognizing the potential synergy between local, regional, and global environmental management, we will seek ways to improve the quality of the regional and global commons, principally through interventions that simultaneously bring local benefits to developing countries.  Our experience has shown that interventions with global environmental objectives can only be effective if such programs take into account the development needs, local priorities, and constraints of countries and communities.  Going beyond the complementarity between national and global benefits will require compensation from the global community and its financing mechanisms, GEF and MFMP.  (Pages 38-39)

UNDP

(Source: Integrating GEF-Related Global Environmental Objectives into UNDP Managed Programmes and Operations: An Action Plan. GEF/C.13/4. March 1999)

The GEF Assembly meeting in April 1998 requested the Implementing Agencies to “promote measures to achieve global environmental benefits within the context of their regular programs and consistent with the global environmental conventions while respecting the authority of the governing bodies of the Implementing Agencies.”  This paper responds to the Assembly statement and the request of the GEF Executive Council at its October 1998 meeting, for UNDP to prepare a strategic Action Plan integrating global environmental activities into its regular operations.  “Mainstreaming” in this context refers to efforts to ensure that GEF-related global environmental concerns are an integral part of the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of UNDP policies, programs and operations.

UNDP's mission is to help countries in their efforts to achieve sustainable human development by assisting them to build their capacity to design and carry out development programmes in poverty eradication, employment creation and sustainable livelihoods, the empowerment of women and the protection and regeneration of the environment, giving first priority to poverty eradication. UNDP’s focus is on country-driven activities primarily with domestic benefit.  The focus of the GEF, on the other hand, is on country-driven activities primarily with global benefit.  These are not mutually exclusive interventions, but they do create both challenges and opportunities for mainstreaming.

UNDP's Executive Board at its January 1998 meeting, agreed that sustainable energy, forest management, water resources, and food security/sustainable agriculture – which correspond closely to the GEF-related global environmental objectives – should be key areas of focus for UNDP’s programming in the future.  In addition at its first regular session in January 1999, UNDP’s Executive Board reiterated its strong support for efforts to integrate environmental management into UNDP activities.  As part of these ongoing efforts UNDP is committed to a cross-cutting agency-wide initiative to integrate environmental management objectives throughout its programs.  Specifically in response to the Executive Board's request, UNDP is currently establishing an environmental action plan with clear objectives, responsibilities and monitoring support.  The objective of these corporate-wide efforts are first and foremost to strengthen the agency’s ability to respond proactively to client countries’ sustainable human development needs.  GEF-related global environmental issues are a subset of the full range of global environmental issues defined by other global environment conventions such as the Convention to Combat Desertification.  Actions to mainstream global environmental objectives thus comprise part of a broader program of interventions to create new environment-related products within UNDP’s portfolio of development services.

As a decentralized agency, decision making over many policy and operational issues with a bearing on mainstreaming within UNDP occurs at the program country level. … UNDP must be cognizant of and responsive to the perceived and real tradeoffs between environment and development.  This is particularly the case with global environmental management programs, which produce benefits that are often non excludable in supply, diffuse and long-term and which may not be a priority of program countries’ development agenda.  The challenge to mainstreaming is twofold: 1] to find a strategic nexus between national development priorities and global environmental management objectives where tradeoffs can be pragmatically addressed; and 2] to capitalize on potential win-win opportunities that can be mutually supported by UNDP, the GEF, and program countries.

Mainstreaming has often been narrowly defined as Implementing Agency co-financing for GEF projects.  UNDP places high priority on co-financing and has committed itself to leverage USD 1.5 of UNDP managed resources for every GEF 1 USD allocated by the end of FY 2002.  While this is one indicator of mainstreaming, it is not the only gauge, and indeed does not capture the full potential for mainstreaming throughout UNDP operations.  UNDP proposes a more comprehensive definition of mainstreaming including the extent to which both indirect and direct UNDP services are mobilized to secure given global environmental objectives.  …offering a broader framework for advancing mainstreaming objectives where there is identifiable synergy between the objectives of global environment conventions (as reflected in the GEF Operational Strategy and Programme mandates), UNDP’s corporate Sustainable Human Development (SHD) mission, and national development priorities. 

UNDP can contribute towards the protection of global environmental benefits not only through programmatic arrangements, but also in a number of other ways.  First, the agency can supply a range of indirect services, inter alia aimed at building capacity for sound governance, establishing systems for effective and accountable management of sustainable development, and nurturing sustainable development processes, all of which may have positive externalities for the global environment if carefully designed and targeted.  In particular such services create an enabling environment for the successful delivery of global environmental programs.  Second, UNDP can also provide a range of services at the individual program/project level.  These include securing co-financing for the GEF Alternative, leveraging new policies and country commitments, brokering public-private partnerships, driving application of best practice principles, building multi-stakeholder consensus, monitoring program delivery and ensuring sound financial management of GEF investments. 

This action plan promotes mainstreaming within the broader range of UNDP's services with the objective of enhancing cost effectiveness in operations, and building the foundations for long-term programmatic sustainability, and includes the following strategic commitments:

a) across the UNDP/GEF portfolio, UNDP will leverage USD 1.5 UNDP managed resources for every GEF 1 USD allocated, by the end of FY 2002;

b) a proposal will be submitted to the Executive Board, to include additional performance criteria for promoting global environmental convention objectives, for the allocation of 40% of UNDP's resources (TRAC 2 resources) to national programs;

c) in the seventh programming cycle a 10 country pilot scheme will undertake complementary programming to clearly identify, in national program documents, projects with UNDP managed resources as leveraged co-financing for planned GEF supported interventions;

d) by the end of year 2004 50% of  UNDP's national program documents for the eighth programming cycle will include global environmental objectives;

e) UNDP will systematically feed the results of completed Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plans, Strategic Action Plans and National Communications into its country programs starting in the year 2000; and

f) by the end of year 2001 UNDP's project tracking system will be able to identify projects contributing to the global environmental convention objectives along with amounts and sources of financing and co-financing.

Mainstreaming in the context of this plan of action focuses on the future, i.e. its objective is to outline a practical plan of action of what UNDP will do, with measurable objectives and timelines.  However, …mainstreaming global environmental objectives is not new to UNDP and a large number of activities aimed at mainstreaming have already been undertaken.  (Pages 1-3)
Action Plan to Mainstream Global Environmental Issues within UNDP's Regular Programs

UNDP’s development services offer a range of existing and emerging opportunities to create synergy and linkages between objectives stated in the global environmental conventions and the priorities of national development.  This section lists concrete activities, timeframes, and benchmarks for their implementation.  The activities listed here comprise only a subset of a broader action plan being prepared in collaboration with SIDA.  Mainstreaming global environmental issues will ultimately require more than selected corporate actions and initiatives.  Fundamental changes are required in the way UNDP does business.  Capacities must be enhanced, including relevant skills and knowledge, for strategic management and the creation of an enabling policy and institutional environment complete with effective networks and linkages.  Since refocusing and remodeling a highly decentralized organization such as UNDP requires a long-term perspective, the activities described should be seen as part of a rolling program of at least 5 years.  UNDP will regularly review progress made with the action plan, and identify and revise areas that need strengthening.

The action plan includes and builds on further UNDP/GEF efforts to raise awareness of the complementarity between global environmental and development issues; to provide training to UNDP staff regarding access to the GEF; and to assist GEF streamline and simplify its project cycle and eligibility criteria for better integration with UNDP’s operations. 

The action plan is expected to have the following outputs:

a) global environmental objectives are reflected in UNDP national program documents;

b) USD 1.5 UNDP managed resources leveraged for every GEF 1 USD allocated;

c) UNDP Executive Board considers a proposal for including the performance of national programs in promoting global environmental objectives as a criterion for the allocation of performance related TRAC resources;

d) UNDP’s role in advocating global environmental convention objectives is strengthened;

e) greater access to global environmental expertise is facilitated;

f) heightened awareness among UNDP staff of the links between global environmental and development objectives; and

g) the capability to track the impact of UNDP’s activities in promoting global conventions is  improved. (Pages 7-8)

UNEP 

(Source: Action Plan on UNEP-GEF Complementarity. UNEP/GC.20/44, 1999)

Introduction 

UNEP is committed to realizing fully its mandate in GEF, as contained in the Instrument, and to continue strengthening its partnerships with the GEF secretariat and the other implementing agencies, based on its demonstrated comparative advantage.  The objectives of this action plan are to ensure the effectiveness of UNEP as a GEF implementing agency, as well as to strengthen programmatic linkages with the revised UNEP program of work…It also responds to the United Nations General Assembly resolution 53/187 of 15 December 1998, by which the Assembly welcomed the collaboration between UNEP and GEF on freshwater resources, as the global international water assessment, and activities aimed at combating land degradation as they relate to the focal areas of the Facility.  (Page 4; paragraph 2.)
Complementarity Between the Activities Undertaken by UNEP under GEF and its Program of Work

There are three elements to achieving complementarity between UNEP’s role in GEF and its regular program of work: additionality, synergy and integration.

…The action plan proposes that UNEP’s GEF activities will be additional to the outputs of the program of work.  However, these activities will be consistent with the mandate and overall program objectives established by the UNEP Governing Council.

The following indicators are proposed for defining additionality in the context of UNEP:

a) In agreement with GEF, the additional GEF funds could be applied for scaling up and replicating UNEP activities, demonstrating and applying methodologies and tools developed by UNEP, or adding complementary components to UNEP activities to achieve additional global environmental benefits;

b) UNEP’s GEF activities will be additional in the sense that they will respond directly and specifically to the operational programs of GEF, and fill possible operational gaps in understanding and methodologies identified by the STAP, the GEF secretariat and the other implementing agencies;

c) Issues on which the conferences of the parties to the CBD and UNFCCC have provided guidance to GEF as the financial mechanism for incremental-cost financing will be considered additional to the UNEP program of work under the Environment Fund.

Synergy in the context of UNEP’s GEF activities means that GEF activities should build upon the UNEP programs, and they should collectively add value to the global environment and to efforts to assist GEF-recipient countries.  This in turn means that UNEP will seek to implement GEF activities in areas where the UNEP regular programs, and/or those of its project partners, are active in the sector and region…The achievement of such synergy could be measured by the extent to which:

a) UNEP’s regular programs serve as an effective pathway for the dissemination of information on results, best practices, lessons, and experiences gained through GEF operational activities, and vice versa, in order to stimulate replication as called for in the GEF operational programs…

b) Institutions with whom UNEP has long-standing and extensive cooperation are encouraged to contribute to GEF activities…

c) GEF provides the opportunity for achieving synergy between UNEP’s regular programs and activities implemented by the other GEF implementing agencies…

Integrating GEF activities within UNEP means that the objectives of the GEF should be an integral part of internal decision-making on UNEP’s institutional priorities and programs.  The indicators for assessing the effectiveness of integration are as follows:

a) Internal management and coordination mechanisms have been established in such a way that decision-making concerning the GEF takes place at the highest levels in UNEP.  GEF issues will be regular agenda items in meetings of UNEP’s governing bodies and senior management.  UNEP’s programming and budgeting processes will reflect UNEP’s strategic objectives for the additional GEF resources;

b) UNEP regular staff will need to have enhanced information, tools, management guidance and incentives to undertake additional GEF activities…

c) Demonstration of associated financing or co-financing of UNEP/GEF activities from the Environment Fund or other sources, where appropriate.  However, as noted by OPS1, there is need to recognize that UNEP, unlike the World Bank and UNDP, is not a funding agency, but a catalyst for action on the global environment.

(Pages 15-18; paragraphs 9.-14.)
UNEP’s Strategic Objectives in GEF

Based on UNEP’s program of work, its role as defined in the GEF Instrument, and the need to ensure complementarity between the two, UNEP has proposed the following five strategic objectives for its GEF work program:

a) Contributing to the ability of GEF and countries to make informed strategic and operational decisions on scientific and technical issues in the GEF focal areas;

b) Relating national regional environmental priorities to the global environmental objectives of the GEF;

c) Promoting regional and multi-country cooperation to achieve global environmental benefits;

d) Catalyzing responses to environmental emergencies in the GEF focal areas through short term measures, in accordance with the Operational Strategy; and

e) Supporting STAP, as the interface between the GEF and the scientific and technical community at the global, regional and national levels.

UNEP’s GEF activities to achieve these objectives can be categorized in two distinct, but interrelated, groupings of strategic and project activities.  (Page 21; paragraphs 15.-16.)
Measures to Achieve Complementarity

The specific measures to achieve complementarity will require a combination of initiatives with partners as well as internal actions.

To achieve complementarity between its GEF activities and its core program, UNEP will strengthen its collaboration with the GEF secretariat, the other implementing agencies, STAP and other traditional partners.  (Page 29; paragraphs 23.-24.)
Timeframe for Implementation

The implementation of this action plan will be phased in order for it to be carefully synchronized with the development of UNEP staff resources and technical capacity, growth scenarios in the GEF corporate business plan, and elaboration of needs and institutional modalities with GEF.  Taking these factors into account, the implementation of the action plan may be divided into three, somewhat overlapping, stages:

a) Phase I (through 1999): During this period, implementation measures for the action plan will be finalized…

b) Phase II (late 1999): UNEP will begin initial implementation of measures identified in the action plan, in consultation with its GEF partners, including the GEF secretariat, the other implementing agencies and STAP;

c) Phase III (early 2000): With the initiation of the UNEP program of work for the biennium 2000-2001, and finalization of implementation details with the GEF, the action plan should be fully operational.

The proposed action plan is a working document, which will be reviewed periodically by UNEP’s management and revised as experience is gained.  The implementation of the action plan is closely linked to the Executive Director’s reform efforts, particularly with respect to strengthening UNEP’s core capacities, focusing and prioritizing UNEP’s activities, and mobilizing adequate resources for the program of work.

It is expected that the implementation of the action plan will lead to a qualitative and quantitative enhancement of UNEP’s GEF work program over the period 2000-2001.  Accordingly, the UNEP/GEF administrative budget should be commensurate with UNEP’s new enhanced level of activities as an implementing agency of GEF.  (Pages 40-41; paragraphs 44.-46.)
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Box 3.1 Phasing Out Ozone-Depleting Gases in Bulgaria





This World Bank-implemented GEF project met its objective—Bulgaria is now in compliance with its Montreal Protocol obligations—and ultimately exceeded its reduction target of 334 ODP tons of ozone depleting substances.  It did so by engaging the government; targeting key sectors of the economy, including extensive capacity development; and conducting innovative public awareness efforts.  Consumption went from 1,360 ODP tons/year in 1992 to an essentially complete phase-out of Annex A and B substances in 1998, with much of the impact already underway during the project’s planning phase.  





The project involved 11 subprojects targeting technical conversions in enterprises operating in three specific economic sectors.   It gained the full support of the Ministry of Environment, which created and trained a three-person task force.  The project also trained 1,500 technicians and customs officials and helped provide border-crossing points with ODS detection equipment to enforce a 1996 ban on imports and control smuggling.   An NGO-implemented public awareness campaign focused on teenagers, using posters, stickers, painting contests, and rock concerts that generated nationwide television and radio coverage.  Following the end of the GEF project, the Ministry of Environment is continuing ODS reduction efforts with other donor support.





Box 3.2  Technology Development and Commercialization in China 





This project, implemented by UNDP with some $10 million in GEF funding, aimed to help protect the local and global environment by demonstrating appropriate techniques and technologies to reduce methane emissions from coal mines and by sensitizing national and local-level policymakers.   The project clearly demonstrates how GEF funding has assisted the development and dissemination of innovation, leading to the development of a viable commercial concern with the ability to compete at the international level.   It has also put in place a policy framework to guide the development and use of coal-bed methane (CBM) in China.





Prior to the project, methane was perceived as a nuisance, with only a small amount used for domestic and limited industrial purposes.   Technologies for CBM recovery, exploration, and production were also lacking, as was the policy framework for methane recovery.   The project approach used was to tap methane from the coal bed rather than emitting it into the atmosphere and increasing GHG emissions.   Two methods were used: the vertical gob well and the horizontal gob well.





Benefits resulting from this initiative, which achieved all its main stated objectives, included:





•	A substantial increase in the rate of recovery of methane from the coal bed from 40 to 70 percent


•	An increase in the number of households using methane for cooking through the production of an additional 25 cu.m/year each for 22,000 households, and through four 5-ton boilers with the eventual capacity to satisfy 165,000 households


•	Increased revenues from sales of gas (Y25 million/year in Tiefa and Y12 million/year in Songzao)


•	The designation of CBM as a national priority in China’s development plans and its citation in environment and energy policy speeches


•	The inclusion of CBM recovery in the curricula of technical colleges and universities


•	Formation of the China United Coal-Bed Methane Corporation with the authority to direct national CBM programs


•	Substantial improvement in air quality and safety in mining areas and towns, and the virtual elimination of gas explosions from mines


•	Demonstration and mastery of improved technologies for resource assessments, methane exploration, and methane use, and the development of new techniques that have been disseminated to other countries via training and workshops


•	The development of sufficient capacity to drive the process on a commercial basis: The Tiefa mining company has now been able to attract funds from APEC and is interested in identifying further support to expand its operations to the provincial capital, Shenyang.








Box 3.3 Setting the Stage for Biomass Power in Brazil


Two separate UNDP-implemented projects have helped to prepare the way for commercialization of an efficient new biomass power technology in Brazil, with the potential for global impact.  The technology involves gasification of biomass—woodchips from plantations of rapidly growing trees in one project, sugar cane bagasse and field wastes in the other—and combustion of the resulting gases in a high-efficiency gas turbine to generate electric power.   The projects were undertaken at a time when interest in biomass power and concern over climate issues were not high in Brazil.   GEF grants were thus essential to engage major private sector entities—a major regional utility, CHESF, and the sugar cane industry, through its Copersucar cooperative—in developing an unproven technology.  





The two projects produced a number of results.  They resolved virtually all technology and system integration issues, including developing and testing equipment to harvest, dry, and feed the biomass fuels.   The sugar cane project showed that field wastes can be successfully gasified, roughly doubling the available fuel supply and making possible year-round power generation.  Both projects completed the engineering design of a commercial demonstration plant.   





Moreover, both projects helped change attitudes of key stakeholders about the potential of biomass power and increased Brazil's capacity to commercialize this technology.  Hydropower-based utility companies like CHESF came to see growing trees as a form of energy storage, much like water behind a dam.   The sugar cane industry, which already generated much of its own power using conventional (steam) technology, became aware that the gasifer-turbine technology could increase the efficiency of biomass power generation from 5 percent to 27 percent.   The Copersucar technology center gained an international reputation as a leader in biomass power.   The projects also contributed to heightened awareness of the energy potential and climate-related benefits of biomass power among university scientists and government officials at the state and federal level.





But neither project had proceeded to commercial demonstration in Brazil.  Indeed, long delays in taking this step for the woodchip project, for which a World Bank loan had been approved, had led to negative internal reviews, even though a commercial demonstration plant based on the same technology and strongly influenced by the Brazilian work is now underway in the United Kingdom.  Then, in early 2001, Brazil experienced an energy crisis brought on by several years of low rainfall and a drop in hydropower production, necessitating extreme conservation measures and setting off a scramble to find additional sources of power.  





The sugar cane industry awoke to discover a lucrative new commercial opportunity on its doorstep, with utilities bidding ever-higher prices for the modest amounts of power it generates.  One mill is already producing 15 MW of power for sale, and 5 additional mills are installing equipment to produce similar quantities, using conventional technology.  Suddenly, being in the power business was more than a sideline, and the major efficiency gains available from gasifier-turbine technology seemed commercially significant.  São Paulo State energy officials, aware of the strategic importance of the state's bagasse resources, are committed to pushing ahead rapidly with commercial demonstration.  CHESF, its hydropower reservoirs depleted, decided to go ahead with the woodchip commercial demonstration plant and asked the Bank to execute the loan.  CHESF reports that it has been approached by other private sector entities, including Japanese companies, about participating in commercializing the technology.





Although the market opening created by Brazil's energy crisis may have tipped conditions in favor of commercial biomass power, the GEF projects clearly created the potential for commercialization and put Brazil in a position to be the world leader in this technology.  Moreover, if commercialization occurs, as now seems likely, it could well have global climate significance.   The worldwide, 1-billion ton, sugar cane industry alone, if it turned its bagasse and field waste to power, could displace nearly 250 million tons of oil (or its equivalent in other fossil fuels) annually.            





Box 3.4 Transforming the Market for Efficient Lighting in Poland





The Poland Efficient Lighting Project (PELP), implemented by the International Finance Corporation (IFC), aimed at replacing incandescent light bulbs with energy-efficient compact fluorescent lamps (CFLs) to reduce energy consumption and consequently reduce carbon dioxide emissions.  Prior to this project, Philips had introduced CFLs into the Polish market, but sales were negligible.  Pricing was a major barrier, with CFLs then priced at around $15 compared to $0.4 for incandescent bulbs.  





The project used direct subsidy programs, expanded distribution channels, product promotion, and public education to increase the dissemination of CFLs.  Local manufacturers had to compete for subsidies based on their projected energy savings.  





After one year, penetration of CFLs in households increased from 11.5 percent to 33.2 percent, and has now reached 50 percent, far higher than in most OECD countries.  The CFL price declined in real terms by 34 percent between 1995 and 98 and has remained stable since then.  Generally, consumer satisfaction and awareness is very high.  





Since the completion of the project, in 1998, a cooperative program was initiated to build on its success, further leveraging the marketing investment.   Sales have increased, and new manufacturers have entered the Polish market.  The project thus illustrates the value of market stimulation, transforming a low-demand, high-price market by using manufacturer subsidies and a mass media campaign.  








Box 3.5  Catalyzing Energy Efficiency Markets in Hungary


Hungary's overall energy intensity is three times the OECD average, so there are substantial energy efficiencies to be realized.  Yet a legacy of subsidized energy prices and little attention to energy efficiency means that such improvements represent a significant challenge.  Energy efficiency investments have been modest.





An IFC project is having a significant impact in Hungary and, in doing so, is illustrating the potential of new financial instruments to advance the GEF's mandate and substantially leverage its limited funds.  The project provides an incentive for commercial banks to make loans for energy efficiency investments, a new area of business for virtually all Hungarian banks.  The incentive takes the form of a loan guarantee covering up to 50 percent of the loan, thus lowering the bank's perceived risk.  The loans are made at commercial rates to energy service companies (ESCOs) or to a portfolio of end users in both the public and private sector.  





In one example visited, a private ESCO—Kipcalor—won a bid to design, build, and operate a new heating and cooling system for the Semmelweis Medical University teaching hospital in Budapest on the basis of a GEF-guaranteed loan.  The new computer-controlled energy system for the 27-building hospital complex generates much of the hospital's power needs while cutting energy used for heating and cooling by 40-45 percent.  The energy savings pay for the project, and Kipcalor expects its investment to show positive cash flow within a few years.  Replicability is demonstrated by the fact that, based on the Semmelweis experience, Kipcalor and the commercial bank are jointly bidding on a larger hospital energy project without a GEF loan guarantee.   





The project is targeting hospitals, schools, railway stations, municipal district heating systems, institutional and industrial lighting, and apartment complexes (the primary housing stock in Budapest).  The importance of using commercial banks as financial intermediaries is evident in the way the Hungarian energy efficiency market works: When projects are put up for bid, an ECSO does its analysis, then seeks a loan to enable it to enter a bid.   Loan decisions are typically made within a day to meet the constraints of the short bidding period.    





IFC officials estimate that the project will actually expend less than 5 percent of the GEF funds committed to loan guarantees; when the loans are repaid, these funds can be reused.  If these estimates are correct, the loan guarantee approach is providing commercial co-financing approaching 20 times the GEF investment.  Moreover, the IFC plans to expand the loan guarantee fund fourfold using its own money, effectively quadrupling the leveraging of GEF funds.   The IFC chief of mission, Borbala Czako, believes that the GEF funds play a critical role, because some is applied to education and the engagement of each new sector in energy efficiency.  She also believes that the risk guarantee approach using intermediary institutions could be effectively extended to catalyze change in environmental areas well beyond energy efficiency.      








Box 3.6   Vulnerability and Adaptation to Climate Change—Caribbean Planning for Adaptation to                   Climate Change (CPACC)


Potential impacts identified in climate change forecasts by the scientific community are among the highest priorities for small island and low-lying coastal states’ development agendas.  Twelve Caribbean countries, members of CARICOM (the Caribbean Community), are presently participating in a GEF-supported project that is undertaking the planning process to cope with adverse impacts of climate change, particularly sea level rise, in coastal and marine areas.  This process will focus on vulnerability assessments, adaptation planning, and capacity building.  It follows a regional approach and is being executed cooperatively by all 12 participating countries, the University of the West Indies’ Center for Environment and Development, and several regional institutions, such as the Organization of American States.  The result is that although CPACC is a regional project (i.e., considers the limited technical capacities and resources of many of the countries), its elements represent national priorities. 





Since the project’s inception, CPACC has received excellent support from all member governments and from the regional political system.  The project has, among other things:





•	Established a large monitoring network of gauges of meteorological and sea level measures, including a regional archiving center





•	Integrated information from the Caribbean into global monitoring efforts (GCOS and GLOSS) as well as other regional efforts (Central America)





•	Strengthened regional and national capacity, such as increased participation of Caribbean countries in the UNFCCC process, on climate change issues





•	Directly benefited country development agendas by identifying the socioeconomic, environmental, and geographic areas particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects to climate change





•	Established the Caribbean Climate Change Center as a regional center of excellence





•	Prepared national and regional policy options and instruments to help initiate implementation of long-term programs of adaptation to climate change impacts in vulnerable coastal areas.





Box 3.7  Community-Based Conservation in Nepal





The Makalu Barun National Park and Conservation Area (MBNPCA) in northeast Nepal is a successful example of community-based conservation management financed by the GEF.  Covering 2,330 square kilometers, the park is recognized as a global “hotspot” of Eastern Himalayan biodiversity.  At present, communities manage over 10,000 hectares of forest area in the park and buffer zone.


At project completion in July 1999, a new model for participatory national park management had been developed.  Project sustainability has been ensured with ongoing government financial and technical support, continued use of community facilitation and joint management techniques, and active community management of forests and grazing areas.





Other project achievements include local trails and bridges that encourage tourism—a key incentive for the ongoing participation of local communities.  Alternative fuel sources such as kerosene are now used, reducing dependency on fuel wood.  Local management organizations have been established, such as those for lodge owners and porters and committees to manage threatened, biodiversity-rich habitats.  Conservation education materials in Nepali have been used in non-formal education classes and by trained local teachers.





Several lessons learned from this GEF Pilot Phase project were conveyed to the OPS2 team by the project staff:





•	Sustainability is not possible unless host governments commit their own staff resources before the start of the project.


•	To monitor impacts effectively, projects need to allocate sufficient funds for baseline data collection right at the beginning.


•	High-level project steering committees have difficulty providing technical inputs because the people involved have many other commitments.


•	In the interests of cost-effective project management, it is important to develop more streamlined service delivery procedures than are normally used by IAs.











Box 3.8  Conserving Biodiversity in Production Landscapes in Brazil





One example of the projects targeted at production landscapes is the small grants program focused on Brazil’s “cerrado,” the second largest biome in the country covering 2 million square miles in 14 states. This extensive area harbors a rich ecosystem that is being rapidly degraded. Other sources of conservation funding have apparently neglected to support biodiversity conservation in the cerrado. In the first five years of the program, 39 projects were funded with a total of $900,000. Projects included extraction and commercial processing of medicinal plants, flowers, and native fruits; conservation of soil and headwaters of a river; actions to control the use of fire in the ecosystem; promotion of solar energy; income generation from ecotourism; and generation of sustainable livelihoods from beekeeping and other rural technologies. These projects have combined the conservation of the globally significant cerrado ecosystem with enhancement of the quality of life of affected communities. Further, the OPS2 team was informed that the program has influenced public policies at the local and state levels, and some of the projects are being promoted as successful, replicable models.





Box 3.9  Mgaginga Bwindi Impenetrable Forest Conservation Trust (MBIFCT)





The MBIFCT is a GEF-funded biodiversity trust fund that supports biodiversity conservation in the 331 square kilometers of the Bwindi Impenetrable National Park and 48 square kilometers of Mgahinga Gorilla National Park.





The Trust capital has been invested to provide a flow of recurrent funds that support park management and help local communities develop alternative economic activities to replace those that traditionally rely on harvesting forest resources.  In this way, the Trust has helped halt habitat degradation and protect the threatened biodiversity of two of Africa’s richest protected areas—home to at least 120 species, including 10 primates and endemic species of the Afro-montane and Afro-alpine ecosystems.





Census data collected by the Uganda Wildlife Authority shows that the populations of threatened big game and the mountain gorillas are increasing slowly. Through Trust support, both applied ecological and conservation research have provided new and important data for the management, monitoring, and evaluation of the parks’ biodiversity.





Local people living around the national parks have developed alternative livelihoods with support from the Trust, including tree nurseries, beekeeping, water catchment protection, water harvesting from roofs, and aquaculture.  In addition, the Trust has contributed to construction of 18 schools and 11 clinics.  The community argued rationally that schools were necessary to provide education for their children so that they can get jobs in Kampala and elsewhere and become less dependent on the national parks for their livelihoods than their parents.  Similarly, they argued that the clinics would treat ailments that were previously treated with herbal medicines harvested from the parklands, which people are now restricted from entering to harvest the medicinal plants. Today, the schools and clinics serve about 75 percent of the 300,000 people in the project area.





The positive response of the Trust to the livelihood needs of the local people of Mgahinga and Bwindi National Parks have contributed to changing local attitudes about conservation of the national parks and their biodiversity.  People have developed a sense of ownership, and local communities have become proud of “their” gorillas. They now report poachers to park authorities, which was not the case before. The success of this Trust has led to replication of biodiversity trust funds elsewhere, such as Malawi (i.e., the Mulanje Mountain Conservation Trust). The Trust has attracted donor, NGO, and private funding to advance the conservation, sustainable use, and benefit sharing of the biological resources of Mgahinga and Bwindi National Parks.








Box 3.10  Capacity-Building Through Networking





The SABONET project aims to build capacity and a formal network for the inventory, evaluation, and monitoring of botanical diversity of 10 Southern African countries—Angola, Botswana, Lesotho, Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia, Swaziland, South Africa, Zambia, and Zimbabwe. By developing critical skills in taxonomy and improving institutional capacity, the project has helped the participating botanical institutions meet important human resource needs. A total of 17 short courses have trained 192 technicians and professional botanists in various herbarium and botanic garden-related skills (e.g., field collection techniques, herbarium management, identification and classification, biology and taxonomy of special plant groups (ferns and grasses), database management, preparation of Red Data Lists, etc.). These courses have so far been held in seven participating countries, using botanical experts from the subregion. At undergraduate and postgraduate levels, SABONET has supported the training of 29 staff from participating institutions in plant taxonomy/biodiversity and horticulture architecture (14 MScs and 13 BSc Hons in plant taxonomy, one BTech in horticulture architecture, and one BTech in Nature Conservation). In addition, SABONET has strengthened the botanical infrastructure of the respective national herbaria and botanic gardens through the provision of vehicles and field equipment for enhancing botanical work; computer hardware and software and internet connections to facilitate networking; specimen freezers; basic laboratory equipment; and some essential literature. The improvement of herbaria is being complemented with similar development of botanic gardens for the ex-situ conservation of threatened plant species. SABONET has already completed a botanic gardens needs assessment, and a botanic gardens network will strengthen the work of Southern Africa’s botanic gardens. SABONET supported the development of human and institutional capacity to document, evaluate, and monitor plant diversity conservation and sustainable use through ethno-botanical research, i.e., identify uses of medicinal plants and threats to them; develop Red Data Lists, etc. The developed capacity is used also to create plant databases in the 10 participating national herbaria, and approximately 160,000 specimens in the region’s herbaria have been computerized as a direct intervention of SABONET. Some of the plant information has been used to publish valuable books on the taxonomy and diversity of Southern Africa’s plants. 





SABONET has also strengthened regional cooperation and networking. Joint plant exploration expeditions within the project area, i.e., to Nyika Plateau (Malawi), have been undertaken, during which young botanists are mentored in field botanical skills. Such botanical expeditions have attracted Northern botanists, thus furthering North-South cooperation. The SABONET activities are disseminated widely within and outside the region through newsletters and other botanical literature. In fact, SABONET has become a virtual campus where over 100 active botanists are engaged in implementing SABONET’s goals. The project has attracted co-funding from USAID and participating governments. The success of the SABONET model is now being replicated in East Africa (BOZONET) and the Caribbean (CARIBNET), It has also been catalytic to the formation of the Italian-funded SECOSUD project that focuses on GIS databases in herbaria.





Box 3.11  Learning From the Practices of Small Farmers in the Amazon





The People, Land Management, and Environmental Change (PLEC) project is a multicountry program of studies on small farmers’ practices in the area of biodiversity conservation and livelihoods. The Amazon “cluster” researchers work with farmers at five sites on the Amazon floodplain ranging from Maçapa on the Amazon estuary to Iquitos in the upper Amazon of Peru. While the agricultural potential of the Amazon floodplain, or varzea, is widely recognized, the risks of floodplain farming have led policymakers and agricultural research institutions to ignore it.  However, traditional farmers have developed sophisticated management systems that address many of the challenges of farming the floodplain and take advantage of its productive potential.  PLEC researchers are working with these farmers to harness their knowledge in developing agricultural systems that conserve biodiversity while also improving agricultural performance.





The Amazon cluster’s research and extension strategy is based on the concept of expert farmers, the especially gifted local farmers who have developed repertoires of crop varieties, techniques, and management systems that enable them to overcome local problems and achieve exceptional yields while conserving local biodiversity.  Cluster researchers work with these farmers to develop on-farm demonstration projects through which other farmers can learn the techniques involved in these management systems.  Through this process of farmers teaching farmers, experts share with others the techniques and management philosophies that they have developed.





The project has achieved a number of important successes.  A system for controlling the spread of Moko disease by growing bananas in secondary growth has caused the resurgence of banana production in a region where it had been abandoned.  Another system involving management of secondary vegetation for palm heart and fruit and timber is one of the few successful smallholder timber management systems documented in the Amazon.  Information about these systems is now being disseminated throughout the region.











Box 3.12  Ship Waste Disposal and Integrated Coastal-zone Management (ICM) in Xiamen


Xiamen, one of the major sea ports in China, has substantial shipping, commerce, communication, and tourism industries and has attracted considerable foreign investments.  Rapid economic growth (more than 20 percent annually since 1994) has been accompanied by similar population growth, largely through labor migration from other parts of China.   Concerns about avoiding environmental degradation were noted in the early 1990s.  More recently, Xiamen has been designated a “model environmental city” by the government.





Xiamen was among six sites included under the 1992 GEF-World Bank China Ship Waste Disposal project carried out through the International Maritime Organization.  The main objectives were to reduce marine pollution in China and adjacent international waters through treatment facilities, a waste tracking system, an environmental monitoring system, and development of an oil spill response capacity.   At its completion in 1997, the project was considered successful in meeting most of these objectives.  The project has had lasting results.  The Port Authority of Xiamen took responsibility for continuing many project activities, including ship waste tracking and environmental monitoring.





Xiamen was also included under the 1997 GEF-UNDP-IMO Regional Program for the Prevention and Management of Marine Pollution in the East Asian Seas.  The program’s primary objective was to test the usefulness of ICM as a management tool for addressing complex coastal management problems.  The main training focus for the three main demonstration sites (Hailing, Fenhenggang, and Qinglan) was provided by the Third Institute of Oceanography in Xiamen.  Operational linkages were established to the IMO Regional Program.





The city authorities in Xiamen have been motivated to enact strict local marine regulations for sea area use, establish enforcement capacity, set up a scientific support mechanism, and fund broad-based public awareness campaigns.  The Marine Management Coordination Committee, chaired by the Deputy Mayor, brings together urban development and environment agencies, including those responsible for construction, transport, fisheries, land management, tourism, and environmental protection.  ICM has become a significant management tool for urban economic regulations, water pollution, and ecological conservation.  The ICM includes specific measures to protect the habitats of the rare Chinese white dolphin, the local egret, and the sea-bed lancelet.  The ICM experiences are being shared with urban and environmental authorities in other countries in the region, as well as with the new GEF-UNEP project, Reversing Degradation Trends in the South China Sea and the Gulf of Thailand.





Box 3.13  Danube River Basin Pollution Reduction Program


The project Developing the Danube River Basin Pollution Reduction Program represents the GEF’s contribution to the second phase of the Environmental Program for the Danube River Basin (EPDRB), created in 1992.  The project was a continuation of two previous GEF projects that assisted the EPDRB.  All three projects helped the EPDRB to prepare Strategic Action Plans (SAP) and develop and improve the Danube Water Quality Model (DWQM).  These initiatives also focused on creating public awareness, developing a knowledge base, promoting information exchange, and building understanding of transboundary water pollution and Black Sea marine ecosystem degradation.  The project’s overall long-term objective was to stimulate sustainable institutional and financial arrangements for effective environmental management of the Danube River Basin, including the establishment of the International Alarm Center for the Danube River.





During the OPS2 country visit to Romania, the team members noted that the Disaster Response Plan and International Alarm Center for the Danube River were successfully used to manage the 2000 cyanide spill in Danube River.   This toxic spill was largely caused by a mining company with substantial foreign investments.  The International Alarm Center for the Danube River was a key element in implementing the Disaster Response Plan.  The Hungarian Operational Focal Point for GEF indicated to OPS2 team members that without this system in place, the disaster would have been catastrophic, and the response much slower.  Also, the communication and coordination between agencies and countries would have been weak without the relations built through the GEF project.





Box 3.14  Conserving Biodiversity And Combating Land Degradation In Senegal





The Sustainable and Participatory Energy Management project got underway in Senegal during 1998.   The $20 million project aims to address household energy supply and demand as well as capacity building in village, regional, and national institutions.   However, the project seeks to achieve this by addressing forest biodiversity and land degradation—the priority needs identified by local communities.





Project activities focus on sustainable management of the forests around Tambacounda and Kolda—which represent 25 percent of the remaining forest ecosystems in southern Senegal.   These forests are traditional sources of charcoal for Dakar, some 700 kilometers away.   Harvesting during the past 15 years was unsustainable and did not benefit local communities.





The GEF is financing supply-side work that gives local villages secure property rights to community forests and supports sustainable agricultural systems that conserve classified forests and buffer the globally significant Niokolo-Koba Biosphere Reserve.





After two years of participatory planning, 1.3 million hectares of forest inventories have been completed, and forest management plans encompassing 300,000 hectares of forest have been prepared.   In addition, community forest management agreements are signed with local communities in Thiewal, Netteboulou, Gardi, and Missirah.   Nineteen villages manage the 15,500-hectare Netteboulou Community Forest, and 41 villages manage the 62,000-hectare Missirah-Kothiary Community Forest.   In the project’s third year, villagers started implementing the management plans with support from project staff living in villages and based regionally at Tambacounda and Kolda.   They also are participating in income-generating activities to reduce pressure on forest resources and reverse land degradation.





Dead wood from the Netteboulou Community Forest is being carefully harvested and converted to charcoal using improved Casamance kilns—providing double the carbonization yield.   Says the president of the Sourouyel village committee, “Our new property rights and ability to control charcoal licensing in our forest give us the incentive to adopt the more efficient charcoal system.”   The village committee applies 15 percent of income generated from the charcoal to forest management activities, including reforestation with local species, maintaining fire breaks, and conducting early controlled burning to reduce the impact of wild fires.   In 2000, 54 tons of charcoal were produced from dead wood in Netteboulou Community Forest.   At the same time, more than 140 kilometers of fire breaks were established.





The president of the Sourouyel Women’s Committee emphasized the role of women in project activities.   “We especially welcome the improved sorghum, cow pea, and peanut varieties that reduce the area needed for cultivation and reduce the time between sowing and harvest,” she said.   “All we need now is better water supply systems and grain mills to give us extra time for gardening and planting more trees.”





Project coordinator Youssou Lo stressed the importance of income-generating activities to address the causes of biodiversity decline.   “We have helped villagers establish small vegetable gardens, beekeeping activities, and improved crop production systems to eliminate the need for clearing new fields and unsustainable forest cutting,” he said.   “In addition, villages managing community forest areas have received support for livestock production—with the emphasis on intensification to increase productivity with less animals and so reduce impact on forest ecosystems.”





At Diallamakan Village, inside the classified forest that buffers the Niokolo-Koba Biosphere Reserve bee hives and market gardens have been established.  Says the President of the Diallamakan Village Committee, “the forest is a very important source of non-wood forest products for us, and the bee hives have given us an additional reason to protect the forest from fires and livestock.   The project has been so successful during the first year in our village that neighboring villages now want to join in!”
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Box 5.1  Strengthening the Operational Focal Point system





Participants from the 12 countries participating in the March 2000 Workshop on Good Practices in Country-Level Coordination identified key elements for effective country coordination of GEF activities:





•	National GEF focal point coordination mechanism


•	Institutional continuity for the GEF focal points


•	Coordination function of the GEF operational focal point 


•	Effective dissemination of information to and from the GEF operational focal point


•	High-level commitment


•	Coordination at many levels


•	Linkages to NGOs


•	Grassroots support


•	GEF projects driven by country stakeholders


•	Mainstreaming/streamlining of GEF projects


•	Subregional coordination and regional projects


•	Activity to address GEF complexity and links with conventions.





Lessons learned from the March workshop include:





•	Coordination on GEF matters is more effective when it is part of an overall national strategy for handling sustainable development issues at the government level.


•	GEF project identification and preparation is effective when cooperation and coordination is standardized, transparent, and inclusive.


•	Effective country coordination for GEF evolves from strong country driven-ness – including a national commitment to a coordinated approach to GEF investment.


•	Awareness raising and information sharing is an integral part of the coordination activities conducted by governments and their partners in GEF projects.





Given the demands GEF activities can impose, national coordination structures are more effective than operational focal points alone, especially when they draw on expertise from civil society as well as government institutions.


__________________________


Source: Good Practices: Country Coordination & GEF, January 2001, GEF.
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Box 6.1 Effective Participation Delivers Results





The Reducing Biodiversity Loss at Selected Cross Border Sites in East Africa project commenced in 1998 and operates in Kenya, Tanzania, and Uganda.  The project is a successful example of transboundary natural resource management. Project activities include sustainable management of forest and grazing resources that cross the Tanzania-Uganda border at Minziro-Sango Bay. This swamp forest, with adjacent wetlands in the Kagera River floodplain, covers a total ecosystem area of 849 km2 including forest, swamp, and grassland.





Local communities in Bukoba District in Tanzania and Rakai District in Uganda were actively involved in project design and implementation.  Local communities are organized into management groups with responsibility for protection of the forest and associated resources. District and village environment committees (DEC & VEC) in Tanzania and local environment committees (LEC) in Uganda have legal recognition and authority to manage the forest.





The Bukoba DEC closed the Minziro forest to logging as a result of awareness raised by the project and the alternative income-generating activities promoted by it. Key messages include reducing seasonal burning (grass is now seen as a valuable mulch for crops and thatching material); planting trees (the “10 indigenous trees per household” target to address supply side is well on track with nurseries, and planted trees and growing saplings are everywhere); and using improved stoves that burn 65 percent less fuel than traditional stoves (more than 3,000 built so far).





The work of the Environment Committees has resulted in reduced illegal logging in the forest – “we don’t hear pit saws any more,” one old man told OPS2 team members.  Environment Committees are now empowered to be agents of change in each community – “we have become community mobilizers to protect our forest and improve our lives,” says the leader of Kassamya community.  Land degradation is being arrested through the focus on forest conservation, fire management, tree planting, and extension of sustainable agriculture techniques.





Effective information dissemination during consultation for preparation and active participation in implementation allows communities to see links and tradeoffs between forest use and habitat protection, deforestation, and declining water resources.  This enabled harmonized community planning, resource documentation, and analysis, which will lead to effective forest management plans.  These activities demonstrate a strong sense of ownership and a “one team” culture between community, government staff, and project coordinators. There is a visible difference between unmanaged and managed forests in the project area. Local team members have learned to use forest management planning tools such as Conflict Mapping Matrices and Threat Reduction Assessment (TRA).





One of the reasons the project has succeeded is the active engagement of political leaders at the regional (East African Community), national (Political Focal Point/GEF Council Member) and district council scales. The strong sense of ownership developed in district governments augurs well for the sustainability of the project. Project success has led to project experience and key staff being invited to participate in the East African Community (EAC) Environment Committee, which generated changes in forest law and regulations.
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Box 6.3  Delegation of Decisionmaking to NGOs


The GEF has helped to develop an NGO culture in some countries in which NGOs are not usually highly accepted or encouraged by “officialdom.”  For example, decisionmaking related to the Small Grants Program (SGP) in Senegal has been delegated to an NGO coalition (CONGA), and efforts were made to set up co-management of parks and to provide decentralization of forest licensing.  All stakeholders recognized the need for, and importance of, participatory approaches.





Box 6.2  Documented, Proactive Public Consultation





In the South Africa Cape Peninsula National Park project, whose Corporate Plan (June 1998) stated that “…we are committed to maintaining a culture of transparency through relevant information sharing and good communications with internal and external stakeholders,” local and provincial government, business, organized labor, academic representatives, CBOs, and civic associations held regular, recorded meetings bimonthly and developed proactive outreach programs to communicate a common vision, policy, and 5-year strategic plan for the Park.  Activities included media liaison, establishment of a database of 1,200 organizations and 800 individuals, capacity-building tours and workshops, joint discussion fora, and documentation of all public processes on video.





Global Environment Facility





Recommendation


The GEF should review and rationalize the number and objectives of operational programs in light of the lessons learned to ensure consistency and a unified focus on delivering global environmental benefits. Furthermore, to ensure quality outcomes that focus on global environmental benefits, OPS2 recommends that GEF make a special effort to use scientific analysis as a constant foundation for the planning and implementation of new projects in all focal areas.   The science-based Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA) should continue to be the basis for facilitating regional agreements on actions to address threats to international waters and for developing strategic action programs (SAPs).  OPS2 further recommends the extension of a similar approach to land degradation, as it is now becoming a new focal area.








Recommendations


The GEF should adopt a cautious approach to funding any new rounds of enabling activities to the same convention. All such activities must be assessed for their effectiveness in responding to the convention guidance and to country needs. It is important to assess the use of national reports, national communications, and national action programs within the strategic frameworks for a country’s national sustainable development program and GEF’s programming and project preparation activities.  In this context, OPS2 also recommends that the GEF Council explore the feasibility of each country reporting directly to the appropriate convention on the effectiveness and results of GEF’s country-relevant support for both enabling activities and projects.


In its dialogue with each convention that it supports, the GEF should regularly seek to update and clarify existing priorities and commitments in light of each new round of guidance it receives.








Recommendation


The GEF should continue ongoing efforts to support capacity development of operational focal points, the national GEF coordinating structures, and the country dialogue workshops.  Furthermore, OPS2 recommends that the GEF Secretariat help empower operational focal points by providing better information services on the status of projects in the pipeline and under implementation.  To that end, the GEF Council should allocate special funding, administered by the GEF Secretariat, to support the organization of regular  in-country GEF portfolio review workshops, carried out by the national operational focal points with participation by the related convention focal points, implementing agencies, and executing agencies.








Recommendation


An interagency task force should be organized by the GEF Secretariat for the purpose of developing an effective and systematic way to document information on stakeholder consultations and participation, including the involvement of indigenous communities, in GEF-funded projects.








Recommendation


To improve the understanding of agreed incremental costs and global benefits by countries, IA staff, and new EAs, OPS2 recommends that the 1996 Council paper on incremental costs (GEFF/C.7/Inf.5) be used as a starting point for an interagency task force.  This group would seek to link global environmental benefits and incremental costs in a negotiating framework that partner countries and the GEF would use to reach agreement on incremental costs.  This should be tested in a few countries, and revised based on the experience gained, before it is widely communicated as a practical guideline for operational focal points, IAs, and GEF Secretariat staff.








Recommendation


In response to the concerns raised when the GEF was established regarding cost efficiency, accountability for services provided, and monitoring of overhead costs, OPS2 recommends two measures:  (i) establishing a standard set of tasks to be performed by the IAs with fee resources and (ii) adopting a simple output-based fee payment system for IAs using two or three payments that are phased through the life of a project and linked to specific project milestones.  








Recommendation





Each IA and new executing agency should be held responsible� for generating significant additional resources to leverage GEF resources. A clear definition of co-financing and a set of strict co-financing criteria should be developed for different GEF project categories and country circumstances. The emphasis should be on the total amount of additional co-financing considered to constitute a significant and effective cost-sharing arrangement for each project, rather than on the quantity of co-financing forthcoming from an agency’s operating programs and government contributions. Co-financing levels� should be monitored and assessed annually through the interagency PIR process, as well as evaluated in the final project reports. The monitoring of replication of successful project activities should be established as a separate exercise in GEF.








Recommendation


The GEF must place greater emphasis on sustainability and the potential for replication in project design and implementation. In particular, OPS2 recommends that the GEF should engage the private sector more effectively in all phases of the project cycle, including securing adequate GEF Secretariat expertise in this field. It should seek to create an enabling environment in which more specific, market-oriented strategies and expanded GEF operational modalities enable timely interaction with the private sector, thereby forming the basis for long-term sustainability of GEF activities.








Recommendation


The GEF should manage delivery of global environmental benefits by initiating a institution-wide �shift from an approval culture to one that emphasizes quality and results. This should be achieved through a partnership approach that expands the use of  interagency task forces to address program and policy issues and adopts broader teamwork practices to support project implementation and evaluation.











Recommendations


The GEF Council should commit to strengthening the professional resources and management capacities of the GEF Secretariat in the following key areas:





-	Establishing a separate unit (Country Support Team) that possesses adequate regional knowledge, language capacity, and the competence to provide the national operational focal points, in close collaboration with the IAs and the EAs,  with effective, prompt policy and procedural guidance





-	Strengthening its capacity to develop and communicate operational modalities that can effectively engage the private sector, including the recruitment of relevant private sector expertise and arrangement of secondments from the IAs/IFC or the external  private sector





-	Requesting a special human resources planning exercise, including work programming and budget implications, of the proposed and expanding functions of the GEF Secretariat to give the GEF Council more precise recommendations regarding staffing needs





-	Contracting an external management review of current management systems and future management needs in the GEF Secretariat.





With due respect for the IAs’ overall responsibility for project implementation and evaluation, the GEF Council should strengthen and expand the monitoring and evaluation functions of the GEF monitoring and evaluation unit so that it can play a supporting partnership role in mid-term reviews and project evaluations, particularly by providing advice on TORs for mid-term reviews and final project evaluations�, contributing to the review of each of these reports, reviewing and compiling the results reported from project evaluations, and arranging adequate feedback to all GEF partners.


To strengthen the GEF system for providing science and technology inputs, OPS2 recommends appointing STAP members for staggered terms, exploring with STAP members mechanisms for improving the use of in-country scientific and technical expertise within the GEF, and seeking STAP recommendations for appropriate changes to improve the project review system and enhance the utility of the roster of experts.


To support GEF’s evolution to a quality- and results-oriented institutional culture and to ensure that new demands on the GEF are effectively addressed, OPS2 recommends that the institutional structure of the GEF be strengthened and that, towards this end, the GEF Council consider a review of options to strengthen GEF’s institutional structure, including providing it with a separate legal status.
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For purposes of the financial mechanisms for the implementation of the Convention on Biological Diversity and the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, the GEF will function under the guidance of, and be accountable to, the Conference of the Parties (COPs).� HYPERLINK "http://www.gefweb.org/public/opstrat/" \l "notes1" ��[3]� For purposes of financing activities in the focal area of ozone layer depletion, GEF operational policies will be consistent with those of the Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer and its amendments. 


The GEF will provide new, and additional, grant and concessional funding to meet the agreed incremental costs of measures to achieve agreed global environmental benefits. 


The GEF will ensure the cost-effectiveness of its activities to maximize global environmental benefits. 


The GEF will fund projects that are country-driven and based on national priorities designed to support sustainable development, as identified within the context of national programs. 


The GEF will maintain sufficient flexibility to respond to changing circumstances, including evolving guidance of the Conference of the Parties and experience gained from monitoring and evaluation activities. 


GEF projects will provide for full disclosure of all non-confidential information. 


GEF projects will provide for consultation with, and participation as appropriate of, the beneficiaries and affected groups of people. 


GEF projects will conform to the eligibility requirements set forth in paragraph 9 of the GEF Instrument. 


In seeking to maximize global environmental benefits, the GEF will emphasize its catalytic role and leverage additional financing from other sources. 


The GEF will ensure that its programs and projects are monitored and evaluated on a regular basis. 











* 	UNEP/CBD/COP/6/1 and Corr.1/Rev.1.


� Sixteen members from developing countries, 14 members from developed countries, and two members from countries of central and eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. 


� Unless otherwise cited, data comes from the World Bank, United Nations Development Programme, United Nations Environment Programme, and the World Resources Institute database (World Resources 2000-2001) prepared in cooperation with these three international agencies.


� Data from GEF.  


� Vital Signs 2001.  Worldwatch Institute (New York:  W.W. Norton & Company, 2001):  53.


� What Might A Developing Country Climate Commitment Look Like?  Kevin Baumert, Ruchi Bhandari, and Nancy Kete (Washington DC:  World Resources Institute, May 1999): 3.


� The Last Frontier Forests: Ecosystems and Economies on the Edge.  Dirk Bryant, Daniel Nielsen, and Laura Tangley (Washington, DC:  World Resources Institute, 1997): 1.


� Reefs at Risk: A Map-Based Indicator of Threats to the World’s Coral Reefs.  Dirk Bryant, Lauretta Burke, John McManus, and Mark Spalding (Washington, DC:  World Resources Institute, 1998): 


� Health Ecological and Economic Dimensions of Global Change (HEED), 1998. Marine Ecological Disturbance Database.


� State of Fisheries and Aquaculture 2000.  (Rome: UN Food and Agriculture Organization, 2000).


� Watling and Norse, 1998.  Conservation Biology 12 (6): 1180-1197.


� For Annex A and B substances, the measurement unit used is metric tons weighted according to the ozone depleting potential of the respective substance.


� Study of Impact of GEF Activities on Phase-Out of Ozone Depleting Substances (GEF Evaluation 


Report #1-00).


� As discussed in Study of Impact of GEF Activities on Phase-Out of Ozone Depleting Substances.


� The East Africa Lake Victoria Environmental Management Project comes under the international waters focal area, but includes important biodiversity activities.


� Study of GEF’s Overall Performance I.  (Washington, DC: Global Environmental Facility, 1997): 84.


� GEF Land Degradation Linkages Study.  Working Paper 6.  Leonard Berry and Jennifer Olson (Washington, DC:  Global Environment Facility, 2001).


� Aid Targeting the Rio Conventions: First Results of the Pilot Study.  (Paris:  DAC Secretariat, OECD, 2000).


� Joint Summary of the Chairs, April 2-4 GEF Council Meeting, Agenda Item 7, p. 8.


� Cited in the PIR 2000 para. 48.


� PIR 2000, p. 31, para  90.





� Vulnerable groups cover indigenous communities, women, youth, and displaced populations.  These broadly correspond to the international social issues (identified at the 2000 UN Social Summit in Geneva, 2000) (in the case of environmental refugees). Because of the issue of global public goods, populations affected by infectious diseases (especially HIV/AIDs) are defined as "vulnerable." 


� A case in point is that of Jamaica, where the proposed Cockpit Country Biodiversity project was eventually abandoned by the World Bank due to the sensitivity and difficulties surrounding an indigenous community issue.


� IW:LEARN is a project under the implementation of UNDP (Strengthening Capacity for Global Knowledge Sharing in International Waters).


� Council Paper GEF/C.17/Inf.11, The GEF Programmatic Approach: Current Understandings, April 2001 GEF Council Meeting. 


�  GEF/C.8/4/Rev. 1





� Result is defined as a project/program impact, outcome or output. Impact is defined as the (positive or negative) changes that the project/program has brought about. Operational and program results are defined in the context of GEF’s Operational Strategy and Operational Programs.


� These include a Study on Trust Funds in Biodiversity Conservation (GEF/C.12/Inf. 6), the Interim Assessment of Biodiversity Enabling Activities (GEF/C14/11), and Impact of GEF Activities on Phase-out of Ozone Depleting Substances (GEF/C.14/Inf.6). An ongoing review of Climate Change Enabling Activities will be submitted to the GEF Council for review at its November 2000 meeting.


� Capacity development results may relate to the individual, organizational or systemic level. 


(See GEF M&E Working Paper No. 5, 2000.)


� Sustainability may depend on e.g. political, legal, institutional, technological, social, cultural, economic and financial factors. Financial sustainability can for instance be promoted through  trust funds, user fees or other long term commitments by the community, government and the private sector.


� All member states of the Organization of Eastern Caribbean States as well as Barbados participated in this sub-regional workshop hosted by Dominica.


� Bahamas, Guyana, Jamaica, Suriname, and Trinidad and Tobago participated in this sub-regional workshop hosted by Trinidad and Tobago.


� Joint Summary of the Chairs, GEF Council meeting, October 14-16, 1998. Paragraph 13. 


� Global Environment Facility, Experience with Conservation Trust Funds, Evaluation Report #1-99, January 1999. 


� Eric Martinot, Ramesh Ramankutty and Frank Rittner. The GEF Solar PV Portfolio: Emerging Experience and Lessons. Monitoring and Evaluation Working Paper 2. August 2000.


� Scott Smith and Alejandra Martin. Achieving Sustainability of Biodiversity Conservation: Report of a GEF Thematic Review. Monitoring and Evaluation Working Paper 1. July 2000.


� Experience with Conservation Trust Funds. Evaluation Report #1-99.
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�Are these names for the reports/evaluations okay? Correct?
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�Does “reviewing” also apply to management...or is it “more efforts should be devoted to…management”? 


�Undertake a shift? Pursue a shift?
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� A related query in main STAP section was answered.  Editor will compare/match to changes made elsewhere.


�


�Took out continue because have they really been held responsible thus far?


�Or “ratios”?


�Are these names for the reports/evaluations okay? Correct?


�Okay?  Accurate?


�Deleted “plus,” okay?


�Is this Team Leader the M&E Team Leader or the OPS2 Team Leader?


�Is “expected for” right, not “expected from”?


�Note to editor:  Check if style is OP12  or OP 12?


�Shouldn’t these sections be in alphabetical order by IA?


�“disproportionately”
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		GEF_ID		ApprovalFY		Cofinancing Amount				CountryName		Project Title

		80		1991		227.00				Philippines		Leyte-Luzon Geothermal

		76		1992		190.00				India		Alternate Energy

		7		2000		165.00				China		Second Beijing Environment Project

		787		2000		150.00				Uganda		Rural Energy for Development

		70		1993		116.50				Russian Federation		Greenhouse Gas Reduction

		128		1998		80.00				Brazil		Energy Efficiency Project

		446		1998		65.00				China		Renewable Energy Development

		56		1992		62.50				Zimbabwe		Biodiversity Conservation in Southeast Zimbabwe

		124		1998		60.00				Argentina		Renewable Energy in Rural Markets Project

		75		1992		53.00				China		Sichuan Gas Transmission and Distribution Rehabilitation

		63		1997		53.00				Brazil		Biomass Power Commercial Demonstration

		654		1999		44.00				Poland		Geothermal and Environment Project

		84		1995		36.00				India		India Ecodevelopment

		104		1996		35.50				Sri Lanka		Energy Services Delivery

		88		1996		35.00				Regional (Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda)		Lake Victoria Environmental Management

		101		1997		32.50				Uganda		Protected Areas Management and Sustainable Use (PAMSU)

		121		1997		32.00				Honduras		Honduras Biodiversity Project

		117		1997		30.00				Nicaragua		Atlantic Biodiversity Corridor

		618		1999		27.80				Bangladesh		Aquatic Biodiversity Conservation

		136		1998		25.00				Ghana		Natural Resource Management

		786		2000		25.00				Poland		Krakow Energy Efficiency Project

		133		1997		22.50				Panama		Atlantic Mesoamerican Biological Corridor Project

		793		2000		21.00				Benin		Program for the Management of Forests and Adjacent Lands

		404		1998		20.00				India		Energy Efficiency

		671		2000		20.00				Costa Rica		Ecomarkets

		512		1999		20.00				Georgia		Protected Areas Development

		92		1997		19.50				Argentina		Biodiversity Conservation Project

		73		1997		17.50				Regional (Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan)		Water and Environmental Management in the Aral Sea Basin

		587		1991		15.00				China		Ship Waste Disposal

		577		1991		15.00				Mauritius		Sugar Bio-Energy Technology

		626		1999		15.00				Cote d'Ivoire		National Protected Area Management Program

		777		2000		12.70				Ghana		Northern Savanna Biodiversity Conservation (NSBC) Project

		595		1999		12.50				Global		Solar Development Corporation

		513		1999		12.50				Papua New Guinea		Forestry and Conservation Project

		412		1998		12.00				Ukraine		Biodiversity Conservation in the Azov-Black Sea Ecological Corridor

		59		1993		11.50				Regional (Antigua and Barbuda, Dominica, Grenada, St. Lucia, St. Vincent and Grenadines, St. Kitts and Nevis)		Ship-Generated Waste Management

		444		1998		10.00				Cape Verde		Energy and Water Sector Reform and Development

		9		2000		10.00				Hungary		Szombathely CHP/Biomass Project

		123		1997		8.80				Latvia		Solid Waste Management and Landfill Gas Recovery

		586		1999		8.80				Brazil		Integrated Management of Land-Based Activities in the Sao Francisco Basin

		643		1999		8.30				Mexico		Renewable Energy for Agriculture

		764		2000		8.20				Trinidad and Tobago		Protected Areas and Wildlife Management Project

		248		1998		7.16				Congo DR		Rehabilitation of Protected Areas in the Democratic Republic of the Congo

		459		1998		6.90				Argentina		Coastal Contamination Prevention and Sustainable Fisheries Management

		106		1995		5.90				Lithuania		Klaipeda Geothermal Demonstration

		450		1998		5.70				Ukraine		Coalbed Methane Recovery

		118		1996		5.20				Senegal		Sustainable and Participatory Energy Management

		670		2000		5.00				Colombia		Conservation of Biodiversity in the Sierra Nevada de Santa Marta

		519		1999		5.00				Global (Argentina, Peru, South Africa)		Efficient Lighting Initiative (Tranche I)

		651		1999		5.00				Peru		Indigenous Management of Protected Areas in the Amazon

		633		1999		4.65				Georgia		Agricultural Development Project II

		648		1999		4.33				Mozambique		Coastal and Marine Biodiversity Management Project

		631		1999		4.25				Ethiopia		Conservation and Sustainable Use of Medicinal Plants

		779		2000		4.20				Mexico		Mesoamerican Biological Corridor

		653		1999		3.60				Philippines		Coastal and Marine Biodiversity Conservation in Mindanao

		488		1999		3.60				Georgia		Integrated Coastal Management Project

		462		1998		3.47				Regional (Korea DPR, Mongolia, China, Republic of Korea, Russian Federation)		Preparation of A Strategic Action Programme (SAP) and Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA) for the Tumen River Area, Its Coastal Regions and Related Northeast Asian Environs

		668		2000		3.33				Bangladesh		Coastal and Wetland Biodiversity Management at Cox's Bazar and Hakakuki Haor

		597		1999		3.15				Regional (Cambodia, China, Korea DPR, Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines, Republic Of Korea, Thailand, Vietnam)		Building Partnerships for the Environmental Protection and Management of the East Asian Seas

		8		2000		3.00				Guinea		Rural Energy

		596		1999		2.62				Regional (Azerbaijan, Iran, Kazakhstan, Russian Federation, Turkmenistan)		Addressing Transboundary Environmental Issues in the Caspian Environment Programme

		778		2000		2.60				Mexico		Indigenous and Community Biodiversity Conservation (COINBIO)

		223		1997		2.50				Yemen		Conservation and Sustainable Use of the Biodiversity of Socotra Archipelago

		498		1999		2.16				Togo		Decentralized Rural Energy Project

		621		1999		2.00				Cambodia		Biodiversity and Protected Area Management Pilot Project for the Virachey National Park

		340		1998		2.00				Regional (Djibouti, Egypt, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Yemen)		Implementation of the Strategic Action Programme(SAP) for the Red Sea and Gulf of Aden

		531		1999		2.00				Poland		Rural Environmental Project

		635		1999		2.00				Indonesia		Maluku Conservation and Natural Resources Management

		505		1999		1.80				Pakistan		Mountain Areas Conservancy Project (MACP)

		400		1998		1.58				Regional (Jordan, Lebanon, Syria, Palestinian Authority)		Conservation and Sustainable Use of Dryland Agro-Biodiversity of the Fertile Crescent

		532		1999		1.54				Global		Strengthening Capacity for Global Knowledge-Sharing in International Waters

		2		2000		1.52				Philippines		Samar Island Biodiversity Project: Conservation and Sustainable Use of the Biodiversity of a Forested Protected Area

		770		2000		1.50				Global		Millennium Ecosystem Assesment

		583		1999		1.43				Brazil		Integrated Watershed Management Program for the Pantanal and Upper Paraguay River Basin

		790		2000		1.39				Regional (China, Republic Of Korea)		Reducing Environmental Stress in the Yellow Sea Large Marine Ecoystem

		1		2000		1.23				Morocco		Transhumans for Biodiversity Conservation in the Southern High Atlas

		325		1998		1.21				India		Coal Bed Methane Capture and Commercial Utilization

		641		1999		1.20				Malawi		Barrier Removal to Malawi Renewable Energy Programme

		646		1999		1.00				Morocco		Market Development for Solar Water Heaters

		495		1999		1.00				Croatia		Kopacki Rit Wetlands Management Project

		634		1999		1.00				India		Conservation and Sustainable Use of the Gulf of Mannar Biosphere Reserve's Coastal Biodiversity

		250		1998		1.00				Mongolia		Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Livelihood Options in the Grasslands of Eastern Mongolia

		267		1997		0.80				Regional (Egypt, Palestinian Authority)		Energy Efficiency Improvements and Greenhouse Gas Reductions

		264		1997		0.69				Syria		Supply-Side Efficiency and Energy Conservation and Planning

		660		1999		0.65				Sudan		Barrier Removal to Secure PV Market Penetration in Semi-Urban Sudan

		424		1998		0.61				Lao PDR		Off-grid Electrification Pilot Demonstration, A Component of the Laos Souther Provinces Rural Electrification

		220		1996		0.60				Comoros		Island Biodiversity and Participatory Conservation in the Federal Islamic Republic of Comoros

		573		1999		0.50				Kenya		Removal of Barriers to Energy Conservation and Energy Efficiency in Small and Medium Scale Enterprises

		776		2000		0.50				Egypt		Conservation and Sustainable Use of Medicinal Plants in Arid and Semi-arid Ecosystems

		534		1998		0.50				Sudan		Conservation and Management of Habitats and Species, and Sustainable Community Use of Biodiversity in Dinder National Park

		261		1997		0.50				China		Capacity Building for the Rapid Commercialization of Renewable Energy

		762		2000		0.50				Regional (Lesotho, South Africa)		Maloti-Drakensberg Conservation and Development Project

		636		1999		0.50				Lebanon		Barrier Removal for Cross Sectoral Energy Efficiency

		591		1999		0.45				Cuba		Priority Actions to Consolidate Biodiversity Protection in the Sabana-Camaguey Ecosystem

		666		1999		0.41				Yemen		Coastal Zone Management along the Gulf of Aden

		425		1996		0.40				Sri Lanka		Renewable Energy and Capacity Building

		506		1999		0.40				Global		Biodiversity Planning Support Programme

		647		1999		0.35				Morocco		Solar Based Thermal Power Plant

		767		2000		0.35				Regional (Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, Niger, Nigeria)		Reversal of Land and Water Degradation Trends in the Lake Chad Basin Ecosystem

		623		1999		0.30				China		Wetland Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Use

		763		2000		0.30				Ecuador		Control of Invasive Species in the Galapagos Archipelago

		448		1998		0.30				Malaysia		Industrial Energy Efficiency Improvement Project

		192		1997		0.29				Bhutan		Integrated Management of Jigme Dorji National Park

		142		1997		0.28				Global (Brazil, China, Ghana, Guinea, Kenya, Papua New Guinea, Tanzania, Uganda)		People, Land Management, and Environmental Change (PLEC)

		503		1999		0.25				Paraguay		Paraguayan Wildlands Protection Initiative

		497		1999		0.20				Syria		Conservation of Biodiversity and Protected Areas Management

		611		1999		0.18				Global		Redirecting Commercial Investment Decisions to  Cleaner Technologies – A Technology Transfer Clearinghouse

		791		2000		0.18				Regional (Costa Rica, Nicaragua)		Formulation of a Strategic Action Program for the Integrated Management of Water Resources and the Sustainable Development of the San Juan River Basin and its Coastal Zone

		176		1997		0.15				Regional (Argentina, Bolivia)		Strategic Action Programme for the Binational Basin of the Bermejo River

		30		2000		0.13				Nepal		Upper Mustang Biodiversity Project

		410		1997		0.10				Regional (Albania, Egypt, Lebanon, Morocco, Palestinian Authority, Tunisia)		Conservation of Wetland and Coastal Ecosystems in the Mediterranean Region

		314		1997		0.10				Bolivia		A Program for Rural Electrification with Renewable Energy Using the Popular Participation Law

		797		2000		0.10				Korea DPR		Conservation of Biodiversity at Mount Myohyang

		245		1998		0.10				Lesotho		Conserving Mountain Biodiversity in Southern Lesotho

		5		2000		0.10				Regional (Lebanon, Palestinian Authority)		Capacity Building for the Adoption and Application of Energy Codes for Buildings

		661		1999		0.10				Suriname		Conservation of Globally Significant Forest Ecosystems in Suriname’s Guayana Shield

		29		2000		0.10				Philippines		Palawan New and Renewable Energy and Livelihood Support Project

		457		1998		0.08				Regional (Senegal, Mauritania)		Biological Diversity Conservation through Participatory Rehabilitation of the Degraded Lands of the Arid and Semi-Arid Transboundary Areas of Mauritania and Senegal

		341		1997		0.06				Regional (Bulgaria, Georgia, Romania, Russian Federation, Turkey, Ukraine)		Developing the Implementation of the Black Sea Strategic Action Plan

		465		1998		0.04				Global (Cote d'Ivoire, Czech Republic, Kenya, Malawi, Mauritius, New Zealand, Poland, South Africa)		Development of Best Practices and Dissemination of Lessons Learned for Dealing with the Global Problem of Alien Species that Threaten Biological Diversity

		405		1998		0.04				Regional (Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Slovak Republic, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, Uzbekistan, Russian Federation)		Promoting Compliance with the Trade and Licensing Provision of the Montreal Protocol in Countries with Economies in Transition (CEITs)

		1305		2000		0.04				Regional (Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovak Republic)		Initiating Early Phaseout of Methyl Bromide through Awareness Raising, Policy Development and Demonstration/Training Activities

		177		1998		0.02				Mauritania		Rescue Plan for the Cap Blanc Colony of the Mediterranean Monk Seal

		226		1998		0.02				Latvia		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and Country Report to the CBD

		14		2000		0.02				Global		Regionally-Based Assessment of Persistent Toxic Substances

		217		1996		0.01				Kazakhstan		Development of A National Strategy and an Action Plan to Implement the CBD and to prepare the First Report to the COP





by country

		CountryName		SumOftotalGefAmount

		Global		215.52

		China		235.60

		Brazil		165.63

		India		139.51

		Mexico		124.70

		Russian Federation		101.98

		Indonesia		81.60

		Morocco		67.93

		Philippines		65.72

		Poland		60.51

		Regional (Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda)		57.90

		Uganda		47.40

		Argentina		42.79

		Pakistan		39.05

		Ukraine		38.68

		Colombia		33.07

		Global (Kenya, India, Morocco)		30.38

		Ecuador		29.07

		Costa Rica		28.33

		Peru		27.35

		Ghana		27.20

		Bolivia		25.02

		Bangladesh		23.17

		Papua New Guinea		22.83

		Cote d'Ivoire		21.27

		Madagascar		21.19

		Regional (Algeria, Morocco, Tunisia)		21.04

		Hungary		20.62

		Sri Lanka		19.65

		Cuba		19.51

		Regional (Djibouti, Egypt, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Yemen)		19.34

		Thailand		19.02

		Benin		16.52

		Regional (Cambodia, China, Korea DPR, Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines, Republic Of Korea, Thailand, Vietnam)		16.22

		South Africa		15.94

		Regional (Lesotho, South Africa)		15.55

		Regional (Angola, Namibia, South Africa)		15.46

		Egypt		15.21

		Regional (Belize, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama)		15.00

		Regional (China, Republic Of Korea)		14.74

		Malawi		14.21

		Georgia		14.15

		Malaysia		14.12

		Jordan		13.78

		Turkey		13.65

		Regional (Albania, Egypt, Lebanon, Morocco, Palestinian Authority, Tunisia)		13.44

		Bulgaria		13.25

		Panama		12.86

		Romania		12.63

		Regional (Antigua and Barbuda, Dominica, Grenada, St. Lucia, St. Vincent and Grenadines, St. Kitts and Nevis)		12.50

		Zimbabwe		12.39

		Regional (Cook Islands, Micronesia, Fiji, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru, Niue, Papua New Guinea, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu, Vanuatu)		12.29

		Regional (Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan)		12.03

		Bhutan		11.91

		Lithuania		11.77

		Kenya		11.22

		Regional (Bulgaria, Georgia, Romania, Russian Federation, Turkey, Ukraine)		11.14

		Regional (Cambodia, Lao PDR, Thailand, Vietnam)		11.10

		Slovenia		11.03

		Venezuela		11.02

		Regional (Belize, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama)		10.94

		Algeria		10.76

		Congo		10.58

		Regional (Latin America and Caribbean)		10.50

		Regional (Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan)		10.50

		Vietnam		10.27

		Belize		10.21

		Regional (Palau, Micronesia, Nauru, Vanuatu, Solomon Islands, Tuvalu, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Fiji, Tonga, Niue, Cook Islands, Samoa, Tokelau, Papua New Guinea)		10.00

		Regional (Tanzania, Congo DR, Burundi, Zambia)		10.00

		Regional (Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, Niger, Nigeria)		9.95

		Czech Republic		9.94

		Yemen		9.87

		Tunisia		9.72

		Suriname		9.68

		Guyana		9.61

		Global (Argentina, Peru, South Africa)		9.58

		Paraguay		9.53

		Mozambique		9.53

		Regional (Bangladesh, Chad, Korea DPR, India, Indonesia, Mongolia, Myanmar, Pakistan, Philippines, Republic Of Korea, Thailand, Vietnam)		9.50

		Regional (Botswana, Kenya, Mali)		9.05

		Slovak Republic		8.83

		Kazakhstan		8.63

		Regional (Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Hungary, Moldova, Romania, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Ukraine)		8.50

		Belarus		8.48

		Regional (Azerbaijan, Iran, Kazakhstan, Russian Federation, Turkmenistan)		8.34

		Regional (Jordan, Lebanon, Syria, Palestinian Authority)		8.23

		Regional (Brunei, Cambodia, Korea DPR, Indonesia, Malaysia, China, Philippines, Republic Of Korea, Singapore, Thailand, Vietnam)		8.03

		Mongolia		8.02

		Nicaragua		7.98

		Uruguay		7.96

		Regional (Senegal, Mauritania)		7.92

		Honduras		7.88

		Cameroon		7.54

		Azerbaijan		7.29

		Congo DR		7.27

		Regional (Russian Federation, Belarus, Ukraine)		7.26

		Regional (Burkina Faso, Cote d'Ivoire)		7.00

		Regional (Cuba, Jamaica)		6.91

		Latvia		6.75

		Regional (Antigua and Barbuda, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Dominica, Grenada, Guyana, Jamaica, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, Trinidad and Tobago)		6.50

		Lebanon		6.38

		Regional (Egypt, Palestinian Authority)		6.36

		Regional (Albania, Algeria, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, Egypt, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, Slovenia, Syria, Tunisia, Turkey)		6.29

		Global (Brazil, China, Ghana, Guinea, Kenya, Papua New Guinea, Tanzania, Uganda)		6.18

		Lao PDR		6.06

		Regional (Argentina, Uruguay)		6.01

		Regional (Benin, Cameroon, Cote d'Ivoire, Ghana, Nigeria)		6.00

		Mauritius		5.84

		Syria		5.78

		Guatemala		5.70

		Global (Czech Republic, Hungary, Latvia, Philippines)		5.65

		Eritrea		5.56

		Cape Verde		5.47

		Regional (Korea DPR, Mongolia, China, Republic of Korea, Russian Federation)		5.20

		Tanzania		5.12

		Senegal		5.05

		Global (Bahamas, Cuba, China, Egypt, Ghana, Guinea, Jordan, Lebanon, Malaysia, Morocco, Syria, Mozambique, Nigeria, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Tunisia)		5.00

		Ethiopia		4.91

		Nepal		4.85

		Global (Algeria, Argentina, Brazil, China, Indonesia, Kenya, Malaysia)		4.80

		Regional (Angola, Botswana, Lesotho, Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia, Swaziland, South Africa, Zambia, Zimbabwe)		4.73

		Global (Costa Rica, Gambia, Mexico, Morocco, Poland, Senegal, Tanzania, Uganda, Venezuela)		4.70

		Trinidad and Tobago		4.55

		Regional (Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya, Sierra Leone, South Africa, Tanzania, Tunisia, Uganda)		4.54

		Regional (Angola, Botswana, Lesotho, Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia, South Africa, Swaziland, Zambia, Zimbabwe)		4.50

		Regional (Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, Ecuador, Guyana, Peru, Suriname, Venezuela)		4.50

		Regional (Cameroon, Central African Republic, Congo, Equatorial Guinea, Gabon, Congo DR)		4.38

		Regional (Albania, Macedonia)		4.28

		Jamaica		4.23

		Regional (Bosnia-Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Hungary, Moldova, Romania, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Ukraine, Yugoslavia)		4.19

		Uzbekistan		4.02

		Global (Bahamas, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Egypt, Ghana, Kenya, Papua New Guinea, Poland, Thailand)		4.00

		Regional (Costa Rica, Nicaragua)		3.93

		Regional (Brazil, Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Guyana, Peru, Suriname, Venezuela)		3.85

		Sudan		3.74

		Seychelles		3.73

		Dominican Republic		3.58

		Regional (Cote d'Ivoire, Senegal)		3.50

		Cambodia		3.43

		Regional (Argentina, Bolivia)		3.22

		Regional (Argentina, Chile, Costa Rica, Cuba, Ecuador, Mexico, Peru)		3.21

		Regional (Comoros, Seychelles, Madagascar, Mauritius)		3.16

		Regional (Bolivia, Peru)		3.11

		Central African Republic		3.03

		Global (Argentina, Ecuador, Estonia, Hungary, Indonesia, Senegal, Mauritius, Vietnam, SADC and Andean Pact Countries)		3.00

		Global (Brazil, Cameroon, Indonesia)		3.00

		Global (Indonesia, Cameroon, Brazil, Thailand, Peru)		3.00

		Burkina Faso		2.99

		Lesotho		2.97

		Comoros		2.90

		Mali		2.86

		Mauritania		2.75

		Global (Bolivia, Bulgaria, Cameroon, China, Cuba, Egypt, Kenya, Hungary, Malawi, Mauritania, Mauritius, Namibia, Pakistan, Poland, Russian Federation, Tunisia, Uganda, Zambia)		2.74

		Global (Benin, Bolivia, Chad, Cook Islands, Cuba, Ecuador, Fiji, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru, Nigeria, Peru, Paraguay, Samoa, Senegal, Solomon Islands, Tuvalu, Vanuatu)		2.70

		Iran		2.70

		Macedonia		2.60

		Guinea		2.58

		Regional (Algeria, Libya, Tunisia, Morocco)		2.50

		Regional (Cook Islands, Micronesia, Fiji, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tuvalu, Vanuatu)		2.44

		Chile		2.32

		Togo		2.05

		Global (Antigua and Barbuda, Cameroon, Estonia, Pakistan)		2.00

		Global (Burkina Faso, Colombia, Estonia, Georgia, Madagascar, Namibia, Tanzania, Congo DR)		2.00

		Regional (Ghana, Kenya, Mali, Zimbabwe)		2.00

		Regional (Indonesia, Malaysia)		2.00

		Gabon		1.56

		El Salvador		1.37

		Tajikistan		1.32

		Turkmenistan		1.23

		Korea DPR		1.20

		Croatia		1.20

		Maldives		1.16

		Samoa		1.10

		Estonia		1.08

		Grenada		1.07

		Micronesia		1.03

		Regional (Lebanon, Palestinian Authority)		1.00

		Fiji		0.96

		Djibouti		0.87

		Global (Burkina Faso, Mali, Nigeria, Senegal, Egypt, Jordan, Kuwait, Morocco, Syria, Tunisia, Mongolia, Pakistan, Brazil, Jamaica, Mexico)		0.75

		Global (Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Mexico, Burkina Faso, Uganda, Philippines)		0.75

		Global (Cote d'Ivoire, Czech Republic, Kenya, Malawi, Mauritius, New Zealand, Poland, South Africa)		0.75

		Regional (Belize, Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua, Costa Rica, Panama)		0.75

		Regional (Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Panama, Paraguay, Peru)		0.75

		Regional (Botswana, Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia, South Africa, Zambia, Zimbabwe)		0.75

		Regional (Chile, Brazil, Mexico)		0.75

		Regional (Hungary, Slovenia)		0.75

		Regional (Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore, Thailand, Philippines)		0.75

		Regional (Cote d'Ivoire, Ghana, Guinea, Liberia, Sierra Leone)		0.74

		Regional (Comoros, Mauritius,  Seychelles, Madagascar)		0.74

		Regional (Antigua And Barbuda, Argentina, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Grenada, Guatemala, Guyana, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru		0.72

		Regional (Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Slovak Republic, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, Uzbekistan, Russian Federation)		0.69

		Regional (Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovak Republic)		0.66

		Haiti		0.61

		Niger		0.59

		Nigeria		0.57

		Burundi		0.56

		Zambia		0.55

		Guinea-Bissau		0.54

		Armenia		0.52

		St. Vincent and Grenadines		0.47

		Moldova		0.45

		Swaziland		0.44

		Niue		0.43

		Antigua And Barbuda		0.41

		Regional (Europe and Central Asia)		0.40

		Gambia		0.39

		Albania		0.39

		Regional (Jordan, Palestinian Authority)		0.36

		Chad		0.36

		Botswana		0.35

		Bahamas		0.35

		St. Lucia		0.34

		Bahrain		0.34

		Barbados		0.33

		Tonga		0.33

		Sierra Leone		0.31

		Equatorial Guinea		0.30

		Dominica		0.27

		Oman		0.27

		Malta		0.27

		St. Kitts and Nevis		0.26

		Namibia		0.24

		Marshall Islands		0.23

		Vanuatu		0.22

		Kiribati		0.21

		Cook Islands		0.20

		Rwanda		0.18

		Sao Tome and Principe		0.16

		Solomon Islands		0.13

		Regional (Antigua and Barbuda, Barbados, Belize, Grenada, Guyana, Jamaica, St. Lucia, Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago)		0.12

		Kyrgyzstan		0.11





Sheet3

		GEF_ID		CountryName		Project Title		SumOftotalGefAmount		cofinAmount		IA Cofinancing Ratio

		70		Russian Federation		Greenhouse Gas Reduction		3.20		116.50		36.41

		56		Zimbabwe		Biodiversity Conservation in Southeast Zimbabwe		5.00		62.50		12.50

		654		Poland		Geothermal and Environment Project		5.40		44.00		8.15

		7		China		Second Beijing Environment Project		25.00		165.00		6.60

		618		Bangladesh		Aquatic Biodiversity Conservation		5.00		27.80		5.56

		75		China		Sichuan Gas Transmission and Distribution Rehabilitation		10.00		53.00		5.30				IA cofinancing ratio				>2		2 < 1		1<0.75		0.75<0.5		0.5<0.25		0.25<0		zero		Total

		787		Uganda		Rural Energy for Development		30.35		150.00		4.94				Number of Projects				28		17		9		9		11		52		304		750

		104		Sri Lanka		Energy Services Delivery		7.50		35.50		4.73				Interval				5		6										8

		577		Mauritius		Sugar Bio-Energy Technology		3.30		15.00		4.55

		124		Argentina		Renewable Energy in Rural Markets Project		13.62		60.00		4.41

		121		Honduras		Honduras Biodiversity Project		7.30		32.00		4.38

		117		Nicaragua		Atlantic Biodiversity Corridor		7.43		30.00		4.04

		128		Brazil		Energy Efficiency Project		20.00		80.00		4.00

		404		India		Energy Efficiency		5.00		20.00		4.00

		9		Hungary		Szombathely CHP/Biomass Project		2.50		10.00		4.00

		80		Philippines		Leyte-Luzon Geothermal		60.00		227.00		3.78

		76		India		Alternate Energy		52.00		190.00		3.65

		793		Benin		Program for the Management of Forests and Adjacent Lands		6.30		21.00		3.34

		101		Uganda		Protected Areas Management and Sustainable Use (PAMSU)		10.29		32.50		3.16

		653		Philippines		Coastal and Marine Biodiversity Conservation in Mindanao		1.25		3.60		2.88

		136		Ghana		Natural Resource Management		8.93		25.00		2.80

		488		Georgia		Integrated Coastal Management Project		1.30		3.60		2.77

		133		Panama		Atlantic Mesoamerican Biological Corridor Project		8.59		22.50		2.62

		671		Costa Rica		Ecomarkets		8.33		20.00		2.40

		786		Poland		Krakow Energy Efficiency Project		11.18		25.00		2.24

		631		Ethiopia		Conservation and Sustainable Use of Medicinal Plants		1.91		4.25		2.23

		512		Georgia		Protected Areas Development		9.05		20.00		2.21

		444		Cape Verde		Energy and Water Sector Reform and Development		4.93		10.00		2.03

		764		Trinidad and Tobago		Protected Areas and Wildlife Management Project		4.20		8.20		1.95

		92		Argentina		Biodiversity Conservation Project		10.39		19.50		1.88

		633		Georgia		Agricultural Development Project II		2.50		4.65		1.86

		446		China		Renewable Energy Development		35.73		65.00		1.82

		84		India		India Ecodevelopment		20.00		36.00		1.80

		123		Latvia		Solid Waste Management and Landfill Gas Recovery		5.12		8.80		1.72

		412		Ukraine		Biodiversity Conservation in the Azov-Black Sea Ecological Corridor		7.15		12.00		1.68

		777		Ghana		Northern Savanna Biodiversity Conservation (NSBC) Project		7.93		12.70		1.60

		8		Guinea		Rural Energy		2.00		3.00		1.50

		498		Togo		Decentralized Rural Energy Project		1.47		2.16		1.47

		73		Regional (Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan)		Water and Environmental Management in the Aral Sea Basin		12.03		17.50		1.46

		495		Croatia		Kopacki Rit Wetlands Management Project		0.75		1.00		1.33

		63		Brazil		Biomass Power Commercial Demonstration		40.00		53.00		1.33

		248		Congo DR		Rehabilitation of Protected Areas in the Democratic Republic of the Congo		6.33		7.16		1.13

		118		Senegal		Sustainable and Participatory Energy Management		4.77		5.20		1.09

		648		Mozambique		Coastal and Marine Biodiversity Management Project		4.08		4.33		1.06

		88		Regional (Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda)		Lake Victoria Environmental Management		35.00		35.00		1.00

		643		Mexico		Renewable Energy for Agriculture		8.70		8.30		0.95

		586		Brazil		Integrated Management of Land-Based Activities in the Sao Francisco Basin		9.54		8.80		0.92

		450		Ukraine		Coalbed Methane Recovery		6.20		5.70		0.92

		660		Sudan		Barrier Removal to Secure PV Market Penetration in Semi-Urban Sudan		0.75		0.65		0.87

		106		Lithuania		Klaipeda Geothermal Demonstration		6.90		5.90		0.86

		424		Lao PDR		Off-grid Electrification Pilot Demonstration, A Component of the Laos Souther Provinces Rural Electrification		0.74		0.61		0.82

		459		Argentina		Coastal Contamination Prevention and Sustainable Fisheries Management		8.70		6.90		0.79

		621		Cambodia		Biodiversity and Protected Area Management Pilot Project for the Virachey National Park		2.75		2.00		0.73

		513		Papua New Guinea		Forestry and Conservation Project		17.30		12.50		0.72

		531		Poland		Rural Environmental Project		3.00		2.00		0.67

		534		Sudan		Conservation and Management of Habitats and Species, and Sustainable Community Use of Biodiversity in Dinder National Park		0.75		0.50		0.67

		595		Global		Solar Development Corporation		20.00		12.50		0.63

		668		Bangladesh		Coastal and Wetland Biodiversity Management at Cox's Bazar and Hakakuki Haor		5.52		3.33		0.60

		666		Yemen		Coastal Zone Management along the Gulf of Aden		0.75		0.41		0.55

		670		Colombia		Conservation of Biodiversity in the Sierra Nevada de Santa Marta		9.38		5.00		0.53

		519		Global (Argentina, Peru, South Africa)		Efficient Lighting Initiative (Tranche I)		9.58		5.00		0.52

		223		Yemen		Conservation and Sustainable Use of the Biodiversity of Socotra Archipelago		4.97		2.50		0.50

		587		China		Ship Waste Disposal		30.00		15.00		0.50

		651		Peru		Indigenous Management of Protected Areas in the Amazon		10.35		5.00		0.48

		59		Regional (Antigua and Barbuda, Dominica, Grenada, St. Lucia, St. Vincent and Grenadines, St. Kitts and Nevis)		Ship-Generated Waste Management		25.00		11.50		0.46

		626		Cote d'Ivoire		National Protected Area Management Program		34.00		15.00		0.44

		641		Malawi		Barrier Removal to Malawi Renewable Energy Programme		3.42		1.20		0.35

		778		Mexico		Indigenous and Community Biodiversity Conservation (COINBIO)		7.58		2.60		0.34

		635		Indonesia		Maluku Conservation and Natural Resources Management		6.00		2.00		0.33

		462		Regional (Korea DPR, Mongolia, China, Republic of Korea, Russian Federation)		Preparation of A Strategic Action Programme (SAP) and Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA) for the Tumen River Area, Its Coastal Regions and Related Northeast Asian Environs		10.40		3.47		0.33

		1		Morocco		Transhumans for Biodiversity Conservation in the Southern High Atlas		4.37		1.23		0.28

		779		Mexico		Mesoamerican Biological Corridor		15.20		4.20		0.28

		497		Syria		Conservation of Biodiversity and Protected Areas Management		0.75		0.20		0.27

		425		Sri Lanka		Renewable Energy and Capacity Building		1.53		0.40		0.26

		220		Comoros		Island Biodiversity and Participatory Conservation in the Federal Islamic Republic of Comoros		2.44		0.60		0.24

		611		Global		Redirecting Commercial Investment Decisions to  Cleaner Technologies – A Technology Transfer Clearinghouse		0.75		0.18		0.24

		192		Bhutan		Integrated Management of Jigme Dorji National Park		1.50		0.29		0.20

		597		Regional (Cambodia, China, Korea DPR, Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines, Republic Of Korea, Thailand, Vietnam)		Building Partnerships for the Environmental Protection and Management of the East Asian Seas		16.22		3.15		0.19

		250		Mongolia		Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Livelihood Options in the Grasslands of Eastern Mongolia		5.16		1.00		0.19

		400		Regional (Jordan, Lebanon, Syria, Palestinian Authority)		Conservation and Sustainable Use of Dryland Agro-Biodiversity of the Fertile Crescent		8.23		1.58		0.19

		30		Nepal		Upper Mustang Biodiversity Project		0.73		0.13		0.18

		646		Morocco		Market Development for Solar Water Heaters		5.93		1.00		0.17

		264		Syria		Supply-Side Efficiency and Energy Conservation and Planning		4.07		0.69		0.17

		573		Kenya		Removal of Barriers to Energy Conservation and Energy Efficiency in Small and Medium Scale Enterprises		3.19		0.50		0.16

		636		Lebanon		Barrier Removal for Cross Sectoral Energy Efficiency		3.40		0.50		0.15

		532		Global		Strengthening Capacity for Global Knowledge-Sharing in International Waters		10.49		1.54		0.15

		797		Korea DPR		Conservation of Biodiversity at Mount Myohyang		0.75		0.10		0.13

		29		Philippines		Palawan New and Renewable Energy and Livelihood Support Project		0.75		0.10		0.13

		177		Mauritania		Rescue Plan for the Cap Blanc Colony of the Mediterranean Monk Seal		0.15		0.02		0.13

		325		India		Coal Bed Methane Capture and Commercial Utilization		9.19		1.21		0.13

		634		India		Conservation and Sustainable Use of the Gulf of Mannar Biosphere Reserve's Coastal Biodiversity		7.87		1.00		0.13

		267		Regional (Egypt, Palestinian Authority)		Energy Efficiency Improvements and Greenhouse Gas Reductions		6.36		0.80		0.13

		2		Philippines		Samar Island Biodiversity Project: Conservation and Sustainable Use of the Biodiversity of a Forested Protected Area		12.22		1.52		0.12

		226		Latvia		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and Country Report to the CBD		0.17		0.02		0.12

		591		Cuba		Priority Actions to Consolidate Biodiversity Protection in the Sabana-Camaguey Ecosystem		3.89		0.45		0.12

		776		Egypt		Conservation and Sustainable Use of Medicinal Plants in Arid and Semi-arid Ecosystems		4.46		0.50		0.11

		505		Pakistan		Mountain Areas Conservancy Project (MACP)		16.20		1.80		0.11

		217		Kazakhstan		Development of A National Strategy and an Action Plan to Implement the CBD and to prepare the First Report to the COP		0.13		0.01		0.11

		596		Regional (Azerbaijan, Iran, Kazakhstan, Russian Federation, Turkmenistan)		Addressing Transboundary Environmental Issues in the Caspian Environment Programme		25.02		2.62		0.10

		340		Regional (Djibouti, Egypt, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, Somalia, Sudan, Yemen)		Implementation of the Strategic Action Programme(SAP) for the Red Sea and Gulf of Aden		19.34		2.00		0.10

		5		Regional (Lebanon, Palestinian Authority)		Capacity Building for the Adoption and Application of Energy Codes for Buildings		1.00		0.10		0.10

		790		Regional (China, Republic Of Korea)		Reducing Environmental Stress in the Yellow Sea Large Marine Ecoystem		14.74		1.39		0.09

		583		Brazil		Integrated Watershed Management Program for the Pantanal and Upper Paraguay River Basin		19.85		1.43		0.07

		506		Global		Biodiversity Planning Support Programme		6.87		0.40		0.06

		261		China		Capacity Building for the Rapid Commercialization of Renewable Energy		8.85		0.50		0.06

		1305		Regional (Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovak Republic)		Initiating Early Phaseout of Methyl Bromide through Awareness Raising, Policy Development and Demonstration/Training Activities		0.66		0.04		0.06

		465		Global (Cote d'Ivoire, Czech Republic, Kenya, Malawi, Mauritius, New Zealand, Poland, South Africa)		Development of Best Practices and Dissemination of Lessons Learned for Dealing with the Global Problem of Alien Species that Threaten Biological Diversity		0.75		0.04		0.05

		405		Regional (Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Slovak Republic, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, Uzbekistan, Russian Federation)		Promoting Compliance with the Trade and Licensing Provision of the Montreal Protocol in Countries with Economies in Transition (CEITs)		0.69		0.04		0.05

		176		Regional (Argentina, Bolivia)		Strategic Action Programme for the Binational Basin of the Bermejo River		3.22		0.15		0.05

		142		Global (Brazil, China, Ghana, Guinea, Kenya, Papua New Guinea, Tanzania, Uganda)		People, Land Management, and Environmental Change (PLEC)		6.18		0.28		0.05

		791		Regional (Costa Rica, Nicaragua)		Formulation of a Strategic Action Program for the Integrated Management of Water Resources and the Sustainable Development of the San Juan River Basin and its Coastal Zone		3.93		0.18		0.04

		448		Malaysia		Industrial Energy Efficiency Improvement Project		7.30		0.30		0.04

		245		Lesotho		Conserving Mountain Biodiversity in Southern Lesotho		2.51		0.10		0.04

		767		Regional (Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, Niger, Nigeria)		Reversal of Land and Water Degradation Trends in the Lake Chad Basin Ecosystem		9.95		0.35		0.04

		341		Regional (Bulgaria, Georgia, Romania, Russian Federation, Turkey, Ukraine)		Developing the Implementation of the Black Sea Strategic Action Plan		1.84		0.06		0.03

		762		Regional (Lesotho, South Africa)		Maloti-Drakensberg Conservation and Development Project		15.55		0.50		0.03

		770		Global		Millennium Ecosystem Assesment		51.17		1.50		0.03

		503		Paraguay		Paraguayan Wildlands Protection Initiative		9.21		0.25		0.03

		623		China		Wetland Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Use		12.03		0.30		0.02

		314		Bolivia		A Program for Rural Electrification with Renewable Energy Using the Popular Participation Law		4.68		0.10		0.02

		763		Ecuador		Control of Invasive Species in the Galapagos Archipelago		18.68		0.30		0.02

		661		Suriname		Conservation of Globally Significant Forest Ecosystems in Suriname’s Guayana Shield		9.24		0.10		0.01

		457		Regional (Senegal, Mauritania)		Biological Diversity Conservation through Participatory Rehabilitation of the Degraded Lands of the Arid and Semi-Arid Transboundary Areas of Mauritania and Senegal		7.92		0.08		0.01

		647		Morocco		Solar Based Thermal Power Plant		43.90		0.35		0.01

		410		Regional (Albania, Egypt, Lebanon, Morocco, Palestinian Authority, Tunisia)		Conservation of Wetland and Coastal Ecosystems in the Mediterranean Region		13.44		0.10		0.01

		14		Global		Regionally-Based Assessment of Persistent Toxic Substances		3.00		0.02		0.01

		239		Lebanon		Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan and Report to the CBD		0.15		- 0		0.00

		221		Yemen		Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan, and the Report to the CBD		0.29		- 0		0.00

		316		Panama		Enabling Panama to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.30		- 0		0.00

		222		Congo		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and Country Report to the CoP		0.25		- 0		0.00

		299		Global (Benin, Bolivia, Chad, Cook Islands, Cuba, Ecuador, Fiji, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru, Nigeria, Peru, Paraguay, Samoa, Senegal, Solomon Islands, Tuvalu, Vanuatu)		Climate Change Training Phase II - Training Programme to Support the Implementation of the UNFCCC		2.70		- 0		0.00

		224		Guatemala		National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan		0.21		- 0		0.00

		225		Equatorial Guinea		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and First Country Report to the COP		0.30		- 0		0.00

		236		India		First National Report to the CBD		0.03		- 0		0.00

		235		Jordan		Final Consolidation and Conservation of Azraq Wetlands and Dana Wildlands by RSCN to Address New Pressures		1.95		- 0		0.00

		227		Armenia		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and First National Report to CBD		0.17		- 0		0.00

		228		Burkina Faso		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and  Country Report to the CoP		0.24		- 0		0.00

		302		Bulgaria		Energy Efficiency Strategy to Mitigate Greenhouse Gas Emissions		2.60		- 0		0.00

		300		Malaysia		National Greenhouse Gas Inventory and Response to the UNFCCC		0.47		- 0		0.00

		231		Swaziland		National Biodiversity Strategies, Action Plan, and the Report to the COP		0.17		- 0		0.00

		233		Zambia		National Biodiversity Strategies, Action Plan, and Country Report to the COP		0.29		- 0		0.00

		237		Chad		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and Country Report to the COP		0.24		- 0		0.00

		229		Cape Verde		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and Country Report to the COP		0.21		- 0		0.00

		301		Barbados		Enabling Barbados to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.19		- 0		0.00

		230		Senegal		National Biodiversity Strategies, Action Plan, and Country Report to the COP		0.21		- 0		0.00

		303		Togo		Enabling Togo to Prepare its initial National Communication in Response to its Commitments to the UNFCCC		0.34		- 0		0.00

		334		Peru		Enabling Peru to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.20		- 0		0.00

		238		Trinidad and Tobago		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and First Report to the CBD		0.13		- 0		0.00

		232		Niger		National Biodiversity Strategy, and Action Plan and Country Report to the COP		0.23		- 0		0.00

		234		Mali		National Biodiversity Conservation Strategy, and Action Plan and Country Report to COP		0.25		- 0		0.00

		198		Mexico		National Biodiversity Conservation Strategy, and Action Plan and Report to the COP		0.20		- 0		0.00

		203		Regional (Belize, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama)		Central American Fund for Environment and Development: Account for the Global Environment		15.00		- 0		0.00

		202		Regional (Bolivia, Peru)		Conservation of Biodiversity in the Lake Titicaca Basin		3.11		- 0		0.00

		307		Thailand		Enabling Thailand to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.19		- 0		0.00

		308		Yemen		Enabling Yemen to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.20		- 0		0.00

		201		Comoros		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and Country Report to the CoP		0.13		- 0		0.00

		216		Lebanon		Strengthening of National Capacity and Grassroots In-Situ Conservation for Sustainable Biodiversity Protection		2.53		- 0		0.00

		199		Gabon		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and Country Report to the COP		0.23		- 0		0.00

		306		Uruguay		Institutional Strengthening and Enabling Activities to Comply with the UNFCCC		0.70		- 0		0.00

		309		Sri Lanka		Enabling Sri Lanka to fulfill its commitments to the UNFCCC		0.11		- 0		0.00

		310		Maldives		National GHG Inventory and Vulnerability Assessment for the Maldives : A Climate Change Enabling Activity		1.00		- 0		0.00

		311		Mali		Preparation of the First National Communication in response to the provisions of the UNFCCCC		0.09		- 0		0.00

		312		Iran		Enabaling Iran to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.35		- 0		0.00

		313		Indonesia		Enabling Activity to Prepare the National Communication of Indonesia to the UNFCCC		0.23		- 0		0.00

		197		Guatemala		Integrated Biodiversity Protection in the Sarstun-Motagua Region		4.00		- 0		0.00

		200		Korea DPR		National Biodiversity Strategy & Action Plan and Report to the COP		0.30		- 0		0.00

		211		Antigua And Barbuda		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and First National Report to COP		0.14		- 0		0.00

		218		Central African Republic		A Highly Decentralized Approach to Biodiversity Protection and Use: The Bangassou Dense Forest.		2.50		- 0		0.00

		215		Djibouti		Capacity Building, Development of a National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan and National Report to the CBD		0.56		- 0		0.00

		298		Bhutan		National Greenhouse Gas Project		0.30		- 0		0.00

		304		China		Promoting Methane Recovery and Utilization from Mixed Municipal Waste		5.31		- 0		0.00

		305		Korea DPR		Enabaling Korea DPR to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.15		- 0		0.00

		214		Rwanda		National Biodiversity Strategy, and Action Plan and Country Report to the COP		0.17		- 0		0.00

		204		Venezuela		National Biodiversity Strategies, Action Plan, and First National Report to the CBD		0.27		- 0		0.00

		212		Mongolia		First National Report to the COP		0.03		- 0		0.00

		205		Argentina		Consolidation and Implementation of the Patagonia Coastal Zone Management Programme for Biodiversity Conservation		5.20		- 0		0.00

		210		Maldives		National Biodiversity Conservation Strategy, and Action Plan and Country Report to the CBD		0.15		- 0		0.00

		209		Vietnam		Vietnam PARC - Creating Protected Areas for Resources Conservation (PARC) in Vietnam Using a Landscape Ecology Approach		6.04		- 0		0.00

		208		Marshall Islands		National Biodiversity Conservation Strategy,  Action Plan and Report to the CBD		0.23		- 0		0.00

		207		Iran		National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan and Country Report to the CBD		0.35		- 0		0.00

		206		Uruguay		Consolidation of the Banados del Este Biosphere Reserve		2.50		- 0		0.00

		219		Uzbekistan		National Biodiversity Strategies, Action Plan, and the First Report to the CBD		0.18		- 0		0.00

		213		Costa Rica		National Biodiversity Strategic Action Plan, Report to the COP of CBD		0.20		- 0		0.00

		263		China		Energy Conservation and Pollution Control in Township and Village Enterprise Industries		1.00		- 0		0.00

		268		Swaziland		Enabling ActivitIes for the Implementation of the UNFCCC		0.26		- 0		0.00

		280		Jordan		Reduction of Methane Emissions and Utilization of Municipal Waste for Energy in Amman		2.50		- 0		0.00

		320		Ghana		Preparation of Initial National Communication for the Implementation of the UNFCCCC		0.09		- 0		0.00

		281		Tunisia		Emissions Inventory of Greenhouse Gases : National Strategy and Action Plans for Emissions Reduction and Fulfilment of National Communications under the UNFCCC		0.57		- 0		0.00

		282		Egypt		Building Capacity for GHG Inventory and Action Plans in Response to UNFCCC Communications Obligations		0.40		- 0		0.00

		266		Argentina		Country Study on Climate Change		1.00		- 0		0.00

		284		Romania		Capacity Building for GHG Emission Reduction through Energy Efficiency		2.80		- 0		0.00

		319		Lao PDR		National Greenhouse Gas Inventory Project		0.31		- 0		0.00

		158		Mozambique		National Biodiversity Strategy, and Action Plan and First National Report to the CBD		0.22		- 0		0.00

		330		El Salvador		Enabling El Salvador to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.32		- 0		0.00

		262		Azerbaijan		Enabaling Azerbaijan to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.32		- 0		0.00

		315		Peru		Technical Assistance to the Centre for Energy Conservation		0.90		- 0		0.00

		283		Lebanon		Building Capacity for GHG Inventory and Action Plans in Response to UNFCCC Communications Obligations		0.29		- 0		0.00

		269		Cape Verde		Enabling Cape Verde to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.32		- 0		0.00

		333		Ghana		Renewable Energy-Based Electricity  for Rural, Social and Economic Development in Ghana		2.53		- 0		0.00

		265		Nigeria		Enabling Activities for the Implementation of Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC)		0.26		- 0		0.00

		323		Moldova		Enabling Moldova to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.33		- 0		0.00

		276		Sudan		Capacity Building to Enable the Sudan's Response and Communication to the UNFCCC		0.29		- 0		0.00

		274		Burkina Faso		Enabling Burkina Faso to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.23		- 0		0.00

		324		Guatemala		Enabling Guatemala to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.33		- 0		0.00

		273		Niger		Enabling Niger to Prepare its Inital National Communication to UNFCCC		0.35		- 0		0.00

		277		Global (Indonesia, Cameroon, Brazil, Thailand, Peru)		Global Alternatives to Slash and Burn Agriculture Phase II		3.00		- 0		0.00

		326		Antigua And Barbuda		Enabling Antigua and Barbuda to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.16		- 0		0.00

		279		Jordan		Building Capacity for GHG Inventory and Action Plans in the Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan in Response to UNFCCC Communications Obligations		0.24		- 0		0.00

		327		Slovenia		Enabling Slovenia to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.35		- 0		0.00

		329		Bahamas		Enabling the Bahamas to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.19		- 0		0.00

		322		Senegal		Preparation of the First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.07		- 0		0.00

		278		Eritrea		Enabling Eritrea to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.30		- 0		0.00

		321		Mozambique		Enabling Mozambique to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.22		- 0		0.00

		328		Philippines		Enabling the Philippines to Prepare National Communication Program in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.15		- 0		0.00

		271		St. Lucia		Enabling St. Lucia to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.17		- 0		0.00

		270		Chile		Enabling Chile to Fulfill its Commitments to the UNFCC		0.35		- 0		0.00

		259		Uruguay		Formulation of the National Biodiversity Strategy, action plan and Report to the CBD		0.12		- 0		0.00

		272		Cambodia		Enabling Cambodia to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.33		- 0		0.00

		332		Uganda		Enabling Uganda to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.08		- 0		0.00

		293		Congo DR		Enabling Congo DR to Fulfill its Commitments to the UNFCCC		0.35		- 0		0.00

		249		Regional (Jordan, Palestinian Authority)		Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (BSAP) and Report to the CBD		0.35		- 0		0.00

		294		Gambia		Enabling Gambia to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.14		- 0		0.00

		295		Uganda		Uganda photovoltaic pilot project for rural electrification		1.80		- 0		0.00

		296		Sierra Leone		Enabling Sierra Leone to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.31		- 0		0.00

		297		Malawi		Enabling Malawi to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.19		- 0		0.00

		260		Regional (Angola, Botswana, Lesotho, Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia, South Africa, Swaziland, Zambia, Zimbabwe)		Southern Africa Biodiversity Support Programme		4.50		- 0		0.00

		246		South Africa		First National Report to the CBD		0.03		- 0		0.00

		291		Albania		Enabling Albania to prepare its first national communication in response to its commitments to UNFCCC		0.28		- 0		0.00

		244		Sudan		National Biodiversity Strategies, Action Plan, and the Report to the CBD		0.33		- 0		0.00

		243		Regional (Belize, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama)		Establishment of a Programme for the Consolidation of the Meso-American Biological Corridor		10.94		- 0		0.00

		275		Guinea-Bissau		Enabling Guinea-Bissau to Formulate its initial national communication to the UNFCCC		0.35		- 0		0.00

		242		Malaysia		National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan, and Report to the COP		0.04		- 0		0.00

		331		Guyana		Enabaling Guyana to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.20		- 0		0.00

		241		Oman		Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan and Report to CBD		0.27		- 0		0.00

		247		Peru		Strategy and Action Plan for the Conservation and Sustainable use of Biological Diversity in Peru		0.22		- 0		0.00

		318		Ethiopia		Enabling Ethiopia to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.21		- 0		0.00

		258		Suriname		Formulation of a National Biodiversity Action Plan for the Implementation of the Nation Biodiversity Strategy		0.09		- 0		0.00

		257		St. Vincent and Grenadines		National Biodiversity Strategies, Action Plan, and the Report to the Convention on Biological Diversity		0.12		- 0		0.00

		256		Dominica		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and Report to the CBD		0.10		- 0		0.00

		285		Armenia		Country Study on Climate Change		0.35		- 0		0.00

		286		Uzbekistan		Country Study on Climate Change		0.33		- 0		0.00

		255		St. Kitts and Nevis		National Biodiversity Strategies, Action Plan, and the Report to the Convention on Biological Diversity		0.10		- 0		0.00

		292		Russian Federation		Capacity Building to Reduce Key Barriers to Energy Efficiency in Russian Residential Buildings and Heat Supply		2.98		- 0		0.00

		253		Guinea-Bissau		National Biodiversity Strategy, and Action Plan and Country Report to the COP		0.20		- 0		0.00

		317		Honduras		Enabaling Nicaragua to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.33		- 0		0.00

		287		Papua New Guinea		Climate Change Assistance Project		0.35		- 0		0.00

		288		Georgia		Enabling Georgia to Fulfill its Commitments to the UNFCCC		0.33		- 0		0.00

		252		Guinea		National Biodiversity Strategy, and Action Plan and Country Report to the COP		0.22		- 0		0.00

		289		Turkmenistan		Enabling Activities for the Preparation of Initial Communication Related to the UNFCCC		0.35		- 0		0.00

		290		Seychelles		Enabling Seychelles to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.25		- 0		0.00

		251		India		National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan		0.97		- 0		0.00

		240		Lesotho		National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan, and Country Report to the COP		0.11		- 0		0.00

		254		Central African Republic		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and Country Report to the COP		0.16		- 0		0.00

		61		Ecuador		Biodiversity Protection		7.20		- 0		0.00

		100		Ukraine		Danube Delta Biodiversity		1.50		- 0		0.00

		71		Turkey		In-Situ Conservation of Genetic Biodiversity		5.10		- 0		0.00

		69		Romania		Danube Delta Biodiversity		4.50		- 0		0.00

		68		Regional (Algeria, Morocco, Tunisia)		Oil Pollution Management Project for the Southwest Mediterranean Sea		18.26		- 0		0.00

		67		Poland		Coal-to-Gas Project		25.00		- 0		0.00

		66		Egypt		Red Sea Coastal and Marine Resource Management		4.75		- 0		0.00

		65		Algeria		El Kala National Park and Wetlands Complex Management		9.58		- 0		0.00

		74		Russian Federation		Ozone Depleting Substance Consumption Phase-out (first tranche)		8.60		- 0		0.00

		62		Mexico		Protected Areas Program		25.00		- 0		0.00

		77		Indonesia		Biodiversity Collections		7.20		- 0		0.00

		60		Costa Rica		Tejona Wind Power		3.30		- 0		0.00

		58		Brazil		National Biodiversity Project		10.00		- 0		0.00

		57		Bolivia		Biodiversity Conservation		4.50		- 0		0.00

		55		Regional (Burkina Faso, Cote d'Ivoire)		West Africa Pilot Community-Based Natural Resource and Wildlife Management		7.00		- 0		0.00

		54		Uganda		Bwindi Impenetrable National Park and Mgahinga Gorilla National Park Conservation		4.00		- 0		0.00

		53		Mozambique		Transfrontier Conservation Areas Pilot and Institutional Strengthening		5.00		- 0		0.00

		52		Mali		Household Energy		2.50		- 0		0.00

		51		Malawi		Lake Malawi/Nyasa Biodiversity Conservation		5.00		- 0		0.00

		64		Jamaica		Demand Side Management Demonstration		3.80		- 0		0.00

		89		Indonesia		Renewable Energy Small Power Project (RESPP)		4.00		- 0		0.00

		160		Panama		National Biodiversity Strategy, and Action Plan and Country Report to the CBD		0.22		- 0		0.00

		98		China		Energy Conservation		22.70		- 0		0.00

		97		China		Efficient Industrial Boilers		32.81		- 0		0.00

		96		Poland		Efficient Lighting Project (PELP)		5.00		- 0		0.00

		95		Sri Lanka		Conservation and Sustainable Use of Medicinal Plants		4.92		- 0		0.00

		94		Hungary		Technical Support and Investment Project for the Phaseout of Ozone Depleting Substances		6.90		- 0		0.00

		93		Bulgaria		Ozone Depleting Substances Phase-out Project		10.50		- 0		0.00

		72		Jordan		Gulf of Aqaba Environmental Action Plan		2.70		- 0		0.00

		90		Russian Federation		Biodiversity Conservation		20.10		- 0		0.00

		48		Congo		Wildlands Protection and Management		10.00		- 0		0.00

		87		Pakistan		Protected Areas Management Project		11.14		- 0		0.00

		86		Tunisia		Solar Water Heating		4.00		- 0		0.00

		85		Cameroon		Biodiversity Conservation and Management		5.96		- 0		0.00

		83		China		Nature Reserves Management		17.90		- 0		0.00

		82		Pakistan		Waste-to-Energy: Lahore Landfill Gas Recovery and Use		10.00		- 0		0.00

		81		Thailand		Promotion of Electricity Energy Efficiency		9.50		- 0		0.00

		79		Philippines		Conservation of Priority Protected Areas		20.00		- 0		0.00

		78		Lao PDR		Wildlife and Protected Areas Conservation		5.00		- 0		0.00

		91		Global		Small and Medium Scale Enterprise Program (IFC)		4.30		- 0		0.00

		16		Guatemala		Management and Protection of Laguna del Tigre National Park		0.75		- 0		0.00

		25		Georgia		Arid and Semi-Arid Ecosystem Conservation in the Caucasus		0.75		- 0		0.00

		24		Regional (Botswana, Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia, South Africa, Zambia, Zimbabwe)		Africa Community Outreach Programme for Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biological Resources		0.75		- 0		0.00

		23		Global (Burkina Faso, Mali, Nigeria, Senegal, Egypt, Jordan, Kuwait, Morocco, Syria, Tunisia, Mongolia, Pakistan, Brazil, Jamaica, Mexico)		Promoting Best Practices for Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biodiversity of Global Significance in Arid and Semi-arid Zones		0.75		- 0		0.00

		22		Mongolia		Commercialization of Super Insulated Building Technology		0.75		- 0		0.00

		21		Micronesia		Community Conservation and Compatible Enterprise Development on Pohnpei		0.75		- 0		0.00

		20		South Africa		Conservation Planning for Biodiversity in the Thicket Biome		0.74		- 0		0.00

		19		South Africa		Concentrating Solar Power for Africa (CSP-Africa)		0.23		- 0		0.00

		50		Kenya		Tana River National Primate Reserve Conservation Project		6.20		- 0		0.00

		17		South Africa		Conservation of Globally Significant Biodiversity in Agricultural Landscapes through Conservation Farming		0.75		- 0		0.00

		28		Guatemala		Renewable Energy-Based Small Enterprise Development in the Quiche Region		0.41		- 0		0.00

		15		Tajikistan		Programme for Phasing Out Ozone Depleting Substances		0.99		- 0		0.00

		13		Thailand		Removal of Barriers to Biomass Power Generation and Co-generation		6.83		- 0		0.00

		12		Mexico		Hybrid Solar Thermal Power Plant		49.70		- 0		0.00

		11		India		Enabling Activity for the Preparation of India's Initial Communication to the UNFCCC		2.00		- 0		0.00

		10		India		Biomass Energy for Rural India		4.21		- 0		0.00

		6		Brazil		Hydrogen Fuel Cell Buses for Urban Transport		12.60		- 0		0.00

		4		Vietnam		Hon Mun Marine Protected Area Pilot Project		1.00		- 0		0.00

		3		Venezuela		Conservation of the Biological Diversity of the Orinoco Delta Biosphere Reserve and Lower Orinoco River Basin		9.79		- 0		0.00

		18		Kenya		Lewa Wildlife Conservancy		0.75		- 0		0.00

		38		Malta		Enabling the Republic of Malto to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.27		- 0		0.00

		102		Mauritius		Biodiversity Restoration		1.20		- 0		0.00

		47		Regional (Cameroon, Central African Republic, Congo, Equatorial Guinea, Gabon, Congo DR)		Regional Environment and Information Management Project (REIMP)		4.38		- 0		0.00

		46		Burundi		Participation in the Clearing House Mechanism of the CBD		0.01		- 0		0.00

		45		Central African Republic		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		44		Maldives		Participation in the Clearing House Mechanism of CBD		0.01		- 0		0.00

		43		Albania		Participation in the Clearing House Mechanism of the CBD		0.01		- 0		0.00

		42		Antigua And Barbuda		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		41		Regional (Antigua and Barbuda, Barbados, Belize, Grenada, Guyana, Jamaica, St. Lucia, Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago)		Building Capacity for Conducting Vulnerbility and Adaptation Assessments in the Caribbean Region		0.12		- 0		0.00

		26		Indonesia		Conservation of Elephant Landscapes in Aceh		0.74		- 0		0.00

		39		Morocco		Elaboration of a National Climate Change Strategy and Action Plan		0.14		- 0		0.00

		27		Regional (Belize, Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua, Costa Rica, Panama)		Creation and Strengthening of the Capacity for Sustainable Renewable Energy Development in Central America		0.75		- 0		0.00

		37		Chad		Preparation of the First National Communication in Response to the Provisions of the UNFCCC		0.10		- 0		0.00

		36		Togo		Biodiversity Strategy (CDB Togo)		0.24		- 0		0.00

		35		Nicaragua		National Biodiversity Strategy, and Action Plan and Report to the COP		0.25		- 0		0.00

		34		Micronesia		National Biodiversity Conservation Strategy, and Action Plan and Report to COP		0.28		- 0		0.00

		33		Regional (Chile, Brazil, Mexico)		An Indicator Model for Dryland Ecosystems in Latin America		0.75		- 0		0.00

		32		Macedonia		Mini-Hydropower Project		0.75		- 0		0.00

		31		Egypt		Introduction of Viable Electric and Hybrid-Electric Bus Technology		0.75		- 0		0.00

		49		Ghana		Coastal Wetlands Management		7.20		- 0		0.00

		40		Tonga		Enabling Activities to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Obligations under the UNFCCC		0.33		- 0		0.00

		163		China		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and the First National Report to the CBD		0.06		- 0		0.00

		99		Indonesia		Kerinci Seblat Integrated Conservation and Development		14.40		- 0		0.00

		171		Zambia		Enabling Activities for the Preparation of Initial Communication		0.26		- 0		0.00

		170		Zimbabwe		Preparation of Initial National Communication for the implementation of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC)		0.09		- 0		0.00

		169		Lesotho		Enabling Activities for the Implementation of the UNFCCC		0.35		- 0		0.00

		168		Global (Argentina, Ecuador, Estonia, Hungary, Indonesia, Senegal, Mauritius, Vietnam, SADC and Andean Pact Countries)		Economics of GHG Limitation - Phase I		3.00		- 0		0.00

		167		Global (Antigua and Barbuda, Cameroon, Estonia, Pakistan)		Country Case Studies on Climate Change Impacts and Adaptations Assessment - Phase I		2.00		- 0		0.00

		166		Hungary		National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan and First National Report to the CBD		0.17		- 0		0.00

		173		Global		Global Biodiversity Assessment		3.30		- 0		0.00

		164		Barbados		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and First National Report to the Convention on Biological Diversity		0.14		- 0		0.00

		174		Madagascar		First National Report to the CBD		0.03		- 0		0.00

		162		Estonia		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and First National Report to the CBD		0.17		- 0		0.00

		161		Solomon Islands		National Biodiversity Strategies, Action Plan, and the First National Report to the Convention on Biological Diversity		0.12		- 0		0.00

		335		Mexico		Development of GHG Emission Coefficients from Live Systems in Central Mexico and Development of Related Information Management System		0.31		- 0		0.00

		159		Seychelles		National Biodiversity Strategies, Action Plan, and the First National Report to the Convention on Biological Diversity		0.19		- 0		0.00

		376		Regional (Cote d'Ivoire, Senegal)		Control of Greenhouse Gas Emissions through Energy Efficient Building Technology in West Africa		3.50		- 0		0.00

		157		Malawi		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and First National Report to the CBD		0.29		- 0		0.00

		156		Poland		National Biodiversity Strategy, and Action Plan and Country Report to the CBD		0.21		- 0		0.00

		155		Gambia		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and First National Report to the CBD		0.24		- 0		0.00

		165		Mauritania		National Biodiversity Conservation Strategy,  Action Plan and First National Report to the CBD		0.23		- 0		0.00

		185		Central African Republic		Enabling Activity for the Preparation of Initial Communication Related to the UNFCCC		0.35		- 0		0.00

		195		Dominican Republic		Biodiversity Conservation and Management in the Coastal Zone of the Dominican Republic		3.00		- 0		0.00

		194		Benin		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and  Country Report to the CoP		0.23		- 0		0.00

		193		Bhutan		National Biodiversity Conservation Strategy and National Action Plan		0.12		- 0		0.00

		191		Belize		Formulation of the National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan for its Implementation		0.18		- 0		0.00

		190		Argentina		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and First National Report to CBD		0.35		- 0		0.00

		189		Algeria		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and  Report to the CBD		0.23		- 0		0.00

		188		Fiji		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and Country Report to the COP		0.20		- 0		0.00

		172		Global (Bahamas, Cuba, China, Egypt, Ghana, Guinea, Jordan, Lebanon, Malaysia, Morocco, Syria, Mozambique, Nigeria, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Tunisia)		Biodiversity Country Studies - Phase I		5.00		- 0		0.00

		186		Global		Small Grants Programme		1.94		- 0		0.00

		152		Bahamas		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and First National Report to the Convention on Biological Diversity in the Bahamas		0.15		- 0		0.00

		184		Bahrain		Enabling Activities for the Preparation of the Initial National Communication Related to the UNFCCC		0.34		- 0		0.00

		183		Niue		Enabling Activities for the Preparation of Initial National Communications Related to the UNFCCC		0.30		- 0		0.00

		182		Tanzania		Enabling Activities for the Preparation of Initial Communication Related to the UNFCCC		0.25		- 0		0.00

		181		Mauritania		Enabling Activities for the Preparation of Initial National Communications Related to the UNFCCC		0.35		- 0		0.00

		180		Cameroon		Enabling Activity for the Preparation of Initial Communication Related to the UNFCCC		0.27		- 0		0.00

		179		Mauritius		Enabling Activities for the Preparation of Initial National Communications Related to the UNFCCC		0.14		- 0		0.00

		178		Regional (Antigua And Barbuda, Argentina, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Grenada, Guatemala, Guyana, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru		A Participatory Approach to Managing the Environment: An Input to the Inter-American Strategy for Participation (ISP)		0.72		- 0		0.00

		175		Russian Federation		First National Report to the CBD		0.05		- 0		0.00

		187		Global		Small Grants Programme		24.00		- 0		0.00

		113		Regional (Albania, Macedonia)		Lake Ohrid Management		4.28		- 0		0.00

		127		Czech Republic		Kyjov Waste Heat Utilization		5.09		- 0		0.00

		126		Brazil		Brazilian Biodiversity Fund		20.00		- 0		0.00

		125		Madagascar		Environment Program Support		20.80		- 0		0.00

		122		Croatia		Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and National Report		0.10		- 0		0.00

		120		Regional (Latin America and Caribbean)		Terra Capital Biodiversity Enterprise Fund for Latin America (IFC)		5.00		- 0		0.00

		119		Indonesia		Solar Home Systems (SHS)		24.30		- 0		0.00

		116		Indonesia		Coral Reef Rehabilitation and Management Project (COREMAP)		12.28		- 0		0.00

		154		Egypt		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and First National Report to the CBD		0.29		- 0		0.00

		114		Russian Federation		Phaseout of Ozone Depleting Substances (second tranche)		35.00		- 0		0.00

		131		Georgia		Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and National Report		0.12		- 0		0.00

		112		Global (Kenya, India, Morocco)		Photovoltaic Market Transformation Initiative (IFC)		30.38		- 0		0.00

		111		Hungary		Energy Efficiency Co-Financing Program		5.00		- 0		0.00

		110		Regional (Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan)		Central Asia Transboundary Biodiversity Project		10.50		- 0		0.00

		109		Guyana		National Protected Areas System		6.33		- 0		0.00

		108		Belarus		Phaseout of Ozone Depleting Substances		7.40		- 0		0.00

		107		Ukraine		Ozone Depleting Substances Phaseout Project		23.00		- 0		0.00

		105		Regional (Antigua and Barbuda, Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Dominica, Grenada, Guyana, Jamaica, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Lucia, Trinidad and Tobago)		Caribbean Planning for Adaptation to Global Climate Change (CARICOM)		6.50		- 0		0.00

		103		Costa Rica		Biodiversity Resources Development		7.28		- 0		0.00

		115		Poland		Phaseout of Ozone Depleting Substances		6.21		- 0		0.00

		141		Indonesia		Eastern Indonesia Renewable Energy Development		2.00		- 0		0.00

		196		El Salvador		Formulation of the National Biodiversity Strategy, action plan and Report to the CBD		0.20		- 0		0.00

		151		Colombia		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and the First National Report to the CBD		0.25		- 0		0.00

		150		Cote d'Ivoire		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and the First National Report to the CBD		0.24		- 0		0.00

		149		Morocco		National Biodiversity Strategy, and Action Plan and First National Report to the CBD		0.19		- 0		0.00

		148		Mauritius		National Biodiversity Conservation Strategy, and Action Plan and First National Report to CBD		0.24		- 0		0.00

		147		Cuba		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and First National Report to the CBD		0.21		- 0		0.00

		146		Vanuatu		National Biodiversity Strategies, Action Plan, and First National Report to the CBD		0.21		- 0		0.00

		145		Global (Bahamas, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Egypt, Ghana, Kenya, Papua New Guinea, Poland, Thailand)		Biodiversity Data Management Capacitation in Developing Countries and Networking Biodiversity Information		4.00		- 0		0.00

		129		Romania		Biodiversity Conservation Management Project		5.33		- 0		0.00

		143		Global (Costa Rica, Gambia, Mexico, Morocco, Poland, Senegal, Tanzania, Uganda, Venezuela)		Country Case Studies on Sources and Sinks of Greenhouse Gases		4.70		- 0		0.00

		130		Hungary		Renewable Energy and Regional Development Project - Szekesfehervar Biomass-Gas CHP Project		6.05		- 0		0.00

		140		Kyrgyzstan		Biodiversity Strategy & Action Plan and National Report to the COP		0.11		- 0		0.00

		139		Kenya		Biodiversity Strategy & Action Plan and First National Report to the CBD		0.16		- 0		0.00

		138		Slovak Republic		Biodiversity Strategies, Action Plan, and National Report		0.08		- 0		0.00

		137		Eritrea		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and First National Report		0.28		- 0		0.00

		135		Global		Small and Medium Scale Enterprise Program (IFC, replenishment)		16.50		- 0		0.00

		134		South Africa		Cape Peninsula Biodiversity Conservation Project		12.39		- 0		0.00

		132		Albania		Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and National Report		0.10		- 0		0.00

		153		Cameroon		Preparation National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and First National Report to the CBD		0.30		- 0		0.00

		144		Global (Burkina Faso, Colombia, Estonia, Georgia, Madagascar, Namibia, Tanzania, Congo DR)		Biodiversity Country Studies - Phase II		2.00		- 0		0.00

		594		Uzbekistan		Programme for Phasing out Ozone Depleting Substances		3.41		- 0		0.00

		606		Dominica		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		605		Congo		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		604		Chad		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		603		Belize		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		602		Algeria		Participation in the Clearing House Mechanism of the CBD		0.01		- 0		0.00

		601		Ecuador		Monitoring System for the Galapagos Islands		0.94		- 0		0.00

		600		China		Lop Nur Nature Sanctuary Biodiversity Conservation		0.75		- 0		0.00

		374		Zimbabwe		Photovoltaics for Household and Community Use		7.00		- 0		0.00

		598		Mongolia		Climate Change Enabling Activity		0.33		- 0		0.00

		609		Congo DR		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		593		Turkmenistan		Programme for Phasing Out Ozone Depleting Substances		0.57		- 0		0.00

		592		Belize		Conservation And Sustainable Use of the Barrier Reef Complex		5.36		- 0		0.00

		590		Slovak Republic		Elimination of Ozone Depleting Substances in the Production of Household Refrigerators and Freezers		3.50		- 0		0.00

		589		Slovenia		Phaseout of Ozone Depleting Substances		6.20		- 0		0.00

		588		Czech Republic		Technical Support and Investment Project for the Phaseout of Ozone Depleting Substances		2.30		- 0		0.00

		585		Regional (Latin America and Caribbean)		Wider Caribbean Initiative for Ship-Generated Waste		5.50		- 0		0.00

		584		Global		Global International Waters Assessment (GIWA)		6.79		- 0		0.00

		582		Ukraine		Enabling Ukraine to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.21		- 0		0.00

		599		Kenya		Enabling Activities for the Preparation of Initial National Communications Related to the UNFCCC		0.17		- 0		0.00

		620		Bolivia		Sustainability of the National System of Protected Areas		15.30		- 0		0.00

		638		Macedonia		Enabling FYR of Macedonia to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.35		- 0		0.00

		637		Macedonia		Development of Mini-Hydropower Plants		1.50		- 0		0.00

		632		Fiji		Renewable Energy Hybrid Power Systems		0.75		- 0		0.00

		630		Ethiopia		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan, Participation in Clearing House Mechanism for CBD, and Country Reort to the COP		0.33		- 0		0.00

		629		Ecuador		Enabling Ecuador to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.22		- 0		0.00

		628		Ecuador		Wetland Priorities for Conservation Action		0.74		- 0		0.00

		627		Dominican Republic		Preparation of the Initial National Communication in Response to the Provisions of the UNFCCC		0.35		- 0		0.00

		625		Colombia		Sustainable Use of Biodiversity in the Western Slope of the Serrania del Baudo		0.75		- 0		0.00

		607		Indonesia		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		622		China		Energy Conservation and GHG Emission Reduction in Chinese Township and Village Enterprises (TVE), Phase II		8.00		- 0		0.00

		608		Mongolia		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		619		Bangladesh		Prepare its Initial National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.18		- 0		0.00

		616		Global (Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Mexico, Burkina Faso, Uganda, Philippines)		Harnessing Multi-Stakeholder Mechanisms to Promote Global Environmental Priorities		0.75		- 0		0.00

		615		Regional (Cambodia, Lao PDR, Thailand, Vietnam)		Mekong River Basin Water Utilization Project		11.10		- 0		0.00

		614		Regional (Cuba, Jamaica)		Demonstrations of Innovative Approaches to the Rehabilitation of Heavily Contaminated Bays in the Wider Caribbean		6.91		- 0		0.00

		613		Regional (Argentina, Uruguay)		Environmental Protection of the Rio de la Plata and Its Maritime Front: Pollution Prevention and Control and Habitat Restoration		6.01		- 0		0.00

		612		Global		World Water Vision - Water and Nature		0.70		- 0		0.00

		610		Global		Removal of Barriers to the Effective Implementation of Ballast Water Control and Management Measures in Developing Countries		7.61		- 0		0.00

		579		Botswana		Enabling Botswana to Fulfill its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.35		- 0		0.00

		624		Colombia		Enabling Republic of Colombia to Prepare its Initial National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.35		- 0		0.00

		546		Benin		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		581		Lithuania		Enabling Lithuania to Prepare its Initial National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.15		- 0		0.00

		555		Rwanda		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		554		Peru		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		553		Niger		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		552		Mali		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		551		Lithuania		Biodiversity Action Plan/National Report		0.07		- 0		0.00

		550		Lebanon		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		549		Gabon		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		557		Sudan		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		547		Cape Verde		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		558		Senegal		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		545		Burkina Faso		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		544		Regional (Jordan, Palestinian Authority)		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		543		Ukraine		Transcarpathian Biodiversity Protection		0.50		- 0		0.00

		542		Bhutan		Trust Fund for Environmental Conservation		10.00		- 0		0.00

		541		Regional (Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda)		Reducing Biodiversity Loss at Cross-Border Sites in East Africa		12.90		- 0		0.00

		540		Thailand		Building Chiller Replacement Program		2.50		- 0		0.00

		539		Poland		Forest Biodiversity Protection		4.50		- 0		0.00

		538		Peru		National Trust Fund for Protected Areas		5.00		- 0		0.00

		548		Fiji		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		567		Slovak Republic		Biodiversity Protection		2.30		- 0		0.00

		642		Malaysia		Conservation and Sustainable Use of Tropical Peat Swamp Forests and Associated Wetland Ecosystems		6.31		- 0		0.00

		578		India		Solar Thermal-Electric		49.75		- 0		0.00

		576		Tunisia		Barrier Removal to Encourage and  Secure Market Transformation and Labeling of Refrigerators		0.71		- 0		0.00

		575		Mexico		High Efficiency Lighting Pilot		10.00		- 0		0.00

		574		Morocco		Repowering of Power Plant		6.00		- 0		0.00

		572		Iran		Teheran Transport Emissions Reduction		2.00		- 0		0.00

		571		Czech Republic		Low-Cost/Low-Energy Buildings		0.45		- 0		0.00

		570		Cote d'Ivoire		Energy Efficiency Market Development		0.70		- 0		0.00

		556		Solomon Islands		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		568		Regional (Europe and Central Asia)		Energy Efficiency Strategies		0.40		- 0		0.00

		580		Jordan		Vulnerability and Adaptation to Climate Change		0.09		- 0		0.00

		566		Czech Republic		Biodiversity Protection		2.00		- 0		0.00

		565		Congo DR		Emergency Response to the Refugee Driven Biodiversity Crisis in Congo DR		0.25		- 0		0.00

		564		South Africa		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		563		Yemen		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		562		Uganda		Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and National Report		0.13		- 0		0.00

		561		Ukraine		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		560		Ukraine		Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan, and National Report		0.11		- 0		0.00

		559		Tunisia		Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and National Report		0.09		- 0		0.00

		569		Argentina		Efficient Street Lighting Program		0.74		- 0		0.00

		804		Cuba		Producing Energy Efficient Home Refrigerators Without Making Use of Ozone Depleting Substances		0.75		- 0		0.00

		794		Regional (Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Panama, Paraguay, Peru)		Catalyzing Conservation Action in Latin America: Identifying Priority Sites and Best Management		0.75		- 0		0.00

		813		Syria		Additional Enabling Activity Support for Participation in the Clearing House Mechanism of the CBD		0.01		- 0		0.00

		812		Swaziland		Participation in the Clearing House Mechanism of the CBD		0.01		- 0		0.00

		811		Sri Lanka		Participation in the Clearing House Mechanism of the CBD		0.01		- 0		0.00

		810		Indonesia		Indonesian Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan (IBSAP)		0.44		- 0		0.00

		809		Chile		National Biodiversity Strategic Action Plan, Report to the CBD, CHM		0.27		- 0		0.00

		808		Bangladesh		Bangladesh Biodiversity Strategic Action Plan		0.28		- 0		0.00

		807		Russian Federation		Persistent Toxic Substances, Food Security, and Indigenous Peoples of the Russian North		0.75		- 0		0.00

		815		Grenada		Dry Forest Biodiversity Conservation		0.75		- 0		0.00

		805		South Africa		Solar Water Heaters (SWHs) for Low-income Housing in Peri-Urban Areas		0.73		- 0		0.00

		816		Mauritius		Restoration of Round Island		0.75		- 0		0.00

		803		Tanzania		Jozani Chwaka Bay National Park Development		0.75		- 0		0.00

		802		Sri Lanka		Conservation of Biodiversity through Integrated Collaborative Management in Rekawa, Ussangoda, and Kalametiya Coastal Ecosystems		0.75		- 0		0.00

		801		Slovak Republic		Central European Grasslands - Conservation and Sustainable Use		0.75		- 0		0.00

		800		Seychelles		Marine Ecosystem Management Project		0.75		- 0		0.00

		799		Philippines		Conservation of the Tubbahata Reefs National Marine Park and World Heritage Site		0.77		- 0		0.00

		798		Philippines		Sustainable Management of Mount Isarog		0.75		- 0		0.00

		796		Kenya		Lake Baringo Community-based Integrated Land and Water Management Project		0.75		- 0		0.00

		639		Madagascar		Enabling Madagascar to Prepare its Initial National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.35		- 0		0.00

		806		Regional (Hungary, Slovenia)		Building Environmental Citizenship to Support Transboundary Pollution Reduction in the Danube: A Pilot Project		0.75		- 0		0.00

		826		Bolivia		Climate Change Enabling Activity (Additional Financing for Capacity Building in Priority Areas)		0.10		- 0		0.00

		1393		Comoros		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		1386		Guinea		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		834		Brazil		Promoting Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainble Use in the Frontier Forests of Northwestern Mato Grosso		6.98		- 0		0.00

		833		Yemen		Expedited Financing of Climate Change Enabling Activities (Phase II)		0.10		- 0		0.00

		832		Uzbekistan		Expedited Financing of Climate Change Enabling Activities (Phase II)		0.10		- 0		0.00

		831		Sudan		Expedited Financing of Climate Change Enabling Activities (Phase II)		0.10		- 0		0.00

		830		Tajikistan		Enabling the Republic of Tajikistan to Prepare its First National  Communication in Response to its Commitments to the UNFCCC		0.33		- 0		0.00

		829		Georgia		Climate Change Enabling Activity (Additional Financing for Capacity Building in Priority Areas)		0.10		- 0		0.00

		814		Regional (Comoros, Mauritius,  Seychelles, Madagascar)		Coral Reef Monitoring Network in Member States of the Indian Ocean Commission (COI), within the Global Reef Monitoring Network (GCRMN)		0.74		- 0		0.00

		827		Egypt		Climate Change Enabling Activity (Additional Financing for Capacity Building in Priority Areas)		0.05		- 0		0.00

		792		Global		Small Grants Program (Second Operational Phase)		22.82		- 0		0.00

		825		Azerbaijan		Expedited Financing of Climate Change Enabling Activities (Phase II)		0.10		- 0		0.00

		824		Antigua And Barbuda		Climate Change Enabling Activity (Additional Financing for Capacity Building in Priority Areas)		0.10		- 0		0.00

		823		Turkmenistan		Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and National Report with Clearing House Mechanism		0.30		- 0		0.00

		822		Sao Tome and Principe		Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and First National Report and Clearing House Mechanism		0.16		- 0		0.00

		820		Kiribati		Participation in the Clearing House Mechanism of the CBD		0.01		- 0		0.00

		819		Global		Fuel Bus and Distributed Power Generation Market Prospects and Intervention Strategy Options		0.69		- 0		0.00

		818		Sri Lanka		Conservation of Globally Threatened Species in the Rainforests of Southwest Sri Lanka		0.75		- 0		0.00

		817		Ghana		Biodiversity Conservation of Lake Bosumtwe Basin		0.52		- 0		0.00

		828		El Salvador		Climate Change Enabling Activity (Additional Financing for Capacity Building in Priority Areas)		0.10		- 0		0.00

		657		Slovak Republic		Chemosvit Cogeneration Project		2.20		- 0		0.00

		795		Algeria		Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Natural Resource Management		0.75		- 0		0.00

		675		Pakistan		Maintaining Biological Diversity with Rural Community Development		2.50		- 0		0.00

		672		Costa Rica		Conservation of Biodiversity in the Talamanca-Caribbean Biological Corridor		0.75		- 0		0.00

		667		Global		Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Fund (IFC)		30.00		- 0		0.00

		665		Yemen		Protected Areas Management		0.75		- 0		0.00

		664		Venezuela		Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biodiversity in the Llanos Ecoregion		0.96		- 0		0.00

		663		Uruguay		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		662		Syria		Increasing the Efficiency of the Hydrocarbon Sector by Using Waste Gas		0.75		- 0		0.00

		679		St. Lucia		National Biodiversity Strategies, Action Plan, and the First National Report to the Convention on Biological Diversity and Participation in the Pilot Phase of the CHM		0.17		- 0		0.00

		658		Slovenia		Removing Barriers to the Increased Use of Biomass as an Energy Source		4.40		- 0		0.00

		680		Mongolia		Preparation of Initial National Communications in Response to the UNFCCC		0.24		- 0		0.00

		656		Samoa		Marine Biodiversity Protection and Management		0.92		- 0		0.00

		655		Russian Federation		Ozone Depleting Substance Consumption Phase-out Project : Tranche III - Small Grant Program (SGP) - Residual ODS Phase Out Management Component		31.30		- 0		0.00

		652		Philippines		CEPALCO Distributed Generation PV Power Plant		4.03		- 0		0.00

		650		Peru		Collaborative Management for the Conservation and Sustainable Development of the Northwest Biosphere Reserve		0.75		- 0		0.00

		649		Nepal		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		645		Mexico		Oaxaca Sustainable Hillside Management Project		0.74		- 0		0.00

		644		Mexico		El Triunfo Biosphere Reserve: Habitat Enhancement in Productive Landscapes		0.75		- 0		0.00

		535		Seychelles		Biodiversity Conservation and Marine Pollution Abatement		1.80		- 0		0.00

		659		South Africa		Sustainable Protected Area Development in Namaqualand		0.75		- 0		0.00

		773		Colombia		Caribbean Archipelago Biosphere Reserve: Regional Marine Protected Area System		1.00		- 0		0.00

		789		Regional (Angola, Namibia, South Africa)		Implementation of the Strategic Action Programme (SAP) Toward Achievement of the Integrated Management of the Benguela Current Large Marine Ecosystem (LME)		15.46		- 0		0.00

		788		Uruguay		Enabling Activity: Uruguay's Second National Communication to the UNFCCC: Programs of General Measures and Voluntary Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction		0.60		- 0		0.00

		785		Philippines		Metro Manila Urban Transport Integration Project - Marikina Bikeways Project Component		1.88		- 0		0.00

		784		Mexico		Methane Capture and Use (Landfill Demonstration Project		6.53		- 0		0.00

		783		Kazakhstan		Wind Power Market Development Initiative		2.90		- 0		0.00

		782		Cuba		Co-generation of Electricity and Steam Using Sugarcane Bagasse and Trash		12.52		- 0		0.00

		781		China		Enabling China to Prepare Initial National Communication to the UNFCCC		3.60		- 0		0.00

		780		Tanzania		Development of Mnazi Bay Marine Park		1.62		- 0		0.00

		677		Vietnam		Enabling Activity for the Clearing House Mechanism of the Convention on Biological Diversity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		774		Colombia		Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biodiversity in the Andes Region		15.35		- 0		0.00

		640		Malawi		Mulanje Mountain Biodiversity Conservation Project		5.30		- 0		0.00

		772		Cameroon		Community Based Conservation in the Bamenda Highlands		1.00		- 0		0.00

		771		Brazil		Amazon Region Protected Areas Program (ARPA)		30.35		- 0		0.00

		769		Kazakhstan		Programme for Phasing Out Ozone Depleting Substances		5.60		- 0		0.00

		768		Estonia		Programme for Phasing Out Ozone Depleting Substances		0.92		- 0		0.00

		766		Uruguay		Landfill Methane Recovery Demonstration Project		1.02		- 0		0.00

		765		Indonesia		West Java/Jakarta Environmental Management Project		10.00		- 0		0.00

		682		Peru		Participatory Conservation and Sustainable Development with Indigenous Communities in Vilcabamba		0.75		- 0		0.00

		681		Panama		Effective Protection with Community Participation of the New Protected Area of San Lorenzo		0.75		- 0		0.00

		775		Ecuador		Choco-Andean Corridor		1.00		- 0		0.00

		390		Global (Brazil, Cameroon, Indonesia)		Alternatives to Slash and Burn		3.00		- 0		0.00

		381		Brazil		Biomass Integrated Gasification/Gas Turbine Project		8.12		- 0		0.00

		399		Regional (Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Hungary, Moldova, Romania, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Ukraine)		Danube River Basin Environmental Management		8.50		- 0		0.00

		398		Regional (Tanzania, Congo DR, Burundi, Zambia)		Pollution Control and Other Measures to Protect Biodiversity in Lake Tanganyika		10.00		- 0		0.00

		397		Regional (Bulgaria, Georgia, Romania, Russian Federation, Turkey, Ukraine)		Black Sea Environmental Management		9.30		- 0		0.00

		396		Regional (Brunei, Cambodia, Korea DPR, Indonesia, Malaysia, China, Philippines, Republic Of Korea, Singapore, Thailand, Vietnam)		Prevention and Management of Marine Pollution in the East Asian Seas		8.03		- 0		0.00

		395		Egypt		Lake Manzala Engineered Wetlands		4.50		- 0		0.00

		394		Yemen		Protection of Marine Ecosystems of the Red Sea Coast		2.80		- 0		0.00

		393		Regional (Benin, Cameroon, Cote d'Ivoire, Ghana, Nigeria)		Water Pollution Control and Biodiversity Conservation in the Gulf of Guinea Large Marine Ecosystem (LME)		6.00		- 0		0.00

		402		Global (Bolivia, Bulgaria, Cameroon, China, Cuba, Egypt, Kenya, Hungary, Malawi, Mauritania, Mauritius, Namibia, Pakistan, Poland, Russian Federation, Tunisia, Uganda, Zambia)		Pilot Biosafety Enabling Activity		2.74		- 0		0.00

		391		Pakistan		Fuel Efficiency in the Road Transport Sector		7.00		- 0		0.00

		403		Regional (Palau, Micronesia, Nauru, Vanuatu, Solomon Islands, Tuvalu, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Fiji, Tonga, Niue, Cook Islands, Samoa, Tokelau, Papua New Guinea)		South Pacific Biodiversity Conservation Programme		10.00		- 0		0.00

		389		Benin		Village-Based Management of Woody Savanna and the Establishment of Woodlots for Carbon Sequestration		2.50		- 0		0.00

		388		Tanzania		Electricity, Fuel and Fertilizer from Municipal and Industrial Waste in Tanzania: A Biogas Plant for Africa		2.50		- 0		0.00

		387		Global		Climate Change Capacity Building		0.90		- 0		0.00

		386		India		Optimizing Development of Small Hydel Resources in Hilly Areas		7.50		- 0		0.00

		385		Regional (Bangladesh, Chad, Korea DPR, India, Indonesia, Mongolia, Myanmar, Pakistan, Philippines, Republic Of Korea, Thailand, Vietnam)		Asia Least-Cost Greenhouse Gas Abatement Strategy (ALGAS)		9.50		- 0		0.00

		384		Global (Algeria, Argentina, Brazil, China, Indonesia, Kenya, Malaysia)		Monitoring of Greenhouse Gases Including Ozone		4.80		- 0		0.00

		383		India		Selected Options for Stabalizing Greenhouse Gas Emissions for Sustainable Development		1.50		- 0		0.00

		429		Haiti		National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan and First National Report to the CBD and Clearing House Mechanism		0.26		- 0		0.00

		392		Global		Support for Regional Oceans Training Programme		2.58		- 0		0.00

		416		Malawi		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		537		Belarus		Biodiversity Protection		1.00		- 0		0.00

		427		Cameroon		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		426		Belarus		Dissemination of the National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan, First National Report to the CBD & Establishment of the Clearing House Mechanism		0.08		- 0		0.00

		423		Guyana		Formulation of the National Biodiversity action plan for the implementation of the National Biodiversity Strategy		0.08		- 0		0.00

		422		Czech Republic		Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and National Report		0.10		- 0		0.00

		421		Brazil		National Biodiversity Strategy and National Report		0.94		- 0		0.00

		420		Congo DR		National Biodiversity Strategies, Action Plan, and Country Report to the COP		0.33		- 0		0.00

		419		Syria		Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan and Report to the CBD		0.19		- 0		0.00

		401		Global		Capacity Building and Infrastructure: Participation in the Assessment, Methodology Development, and other Activities of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)		2.80		- 0		0.00

		417		Mozambique		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		380		China		Development of Coalbed Methane Resources in China		10.00		- 0		0.00

		415		Madagascar		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		414		Hungary		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		413		Global		Global Biodiversity Forum Phase II		0.75		- 0		0.00

		411		Eritrea		Conservation Management of Eritrea's Coastal, Marine and Island Biodiversity		4.99		- 0		0.00

		409		Morocco		Protected Areas Management		10.35		- 0		0.00

		408		Benin		National Parks Conservation and Management Project		6.24		- 0		0.00

		407		Regional (Angola, Botswana, Lesotho, Malawi, Mozambique, Namibia, Swaziland, South Africa, Zambia, Zimbabwe)		Inventory, Evaluation and Monitoring of Botanical Diversity in Southern Africa: A Regional Capacity and Institution Building Network		4.73		- 0		0.00

		406		Regional (Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya, Sierra Leone, South Africa, Tanzania, Tunisia, Uganda)		African NGO-Government Partnership for Sustainable Biodiversity Action		4.54		- 0		0.00

		418		Seychelles		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		347		Papua New Guinea		Biodiversity Conservation and Resource Management		5.00		- 0		0.00

		382		Global		Research Programme on Methane Emissions from Rice Fields		5.00		- 0		0.00

		356		Mauritius		Restoration of Highly Degraded and Threatened Native Forests in Mauritius		0.20		- 0		0.00

		355		Jordan		Conservation of the Dana and Azraq Protected Areas		6.30		- 0		0.00

		354		Argentina		Patagonian Coastal Zone Management Plan		2.80		- 0		0.00

		353		Vietnam		Conservation Training and Biodiversity Action Plan		3.00		- 0		0.00

		352		Sri Lanka		Development of Wildlife Conservation and Protected Areas Management		4.09		- 0		0.00

		351		Ethiopia		A Dynamic Farmer-Based Approach to the Conservation of African Plant Genetic Resources		2.46		- 0		0.00

		350		Nepal		Biodiversity Conservation in Nepal		3.80		- 0		0.00

		358		Belize		Sustainable Development and Management of Biologically Diverse Coastal Resources		3.00		- 0		0.00

		348		Panama		Biodiversity Conservation in the Darien Region		3.00		- 0		0.00

		359		Burkina Faso		Optimizing Biological Diversity within Wildlife Ranching systems; A Pilot Demonstration in A Semi-arid Zone		2.50		- 0		0.00

		346		Cote d'Ivoire		Control of Exotic Aquatic Weeds in Rivers and Coastal Lagoons to Enhance and Restore Biodiversity		3.00		- 0		0.00

		345		Global		Small Grants Programme		13.00		- 0		0.00

		344		Lithuania		Lithuania Phase out of Ozone Depleting Substances		4.65		- 0		0.00

		343		Latvia		Phaseout of Ozone Depleting Substances		1.47		- 0		0.00

		342		Regional (Bosnia-Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Hungary, Moldova, Romania, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Ukraine, Yugoslavia)		Developing the Danube River Basin Pollution Reduction Programme		4.19		- 0		0.00

		339		Costa Rica		Building National Capacity to Develop Policy Options for Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reductions and Sink Enhancmanents		0.47		- 0		0.00

		338		Brazil		Biomass Power Generation: Sugar Cane Bagasse and Trash		3.75		- 0		0.00

		337		Brazil		Climate Change Enabling Activity		1.50		- 0		0.00

		349		Gabon		Conservation of Biodiversity through Effective Management of Wildlife Trade		1.00		- 0		0.00

		368		Guyana		Programme for Sustainable Forestry (Iwokrama Rain Forest Programme)		3.00		- 0		0.00

		379		China		Issues and Options in Greenhouse Gas Emissions Control		2.00		- 0		0.00

		378		Global		Global Change System for Analysis, Research and Training (START)		4.09		- 0		0.00

		377		Sudan		Community Based Rangeland Rehabilitation for Carbon Sequestration		1.50		- 0		0.00

		1439		Global (Czech Republic, Hungary, Latvia, Philippines)		Efficient Lighting Initiative (Tranche II)		5.65		- 0		0.00

		375		Regional (Ghana, Kenya, Mali, Zimbabwe)		Building Capacity in Sub-Saharan Africa to Respond to the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change		2.00		- 0		0.00

		373		Guinea		Enabling Guinea to Prepare its Initial National Communication to the UNFCCC		0.35		- 0		0.00

		372		Chile		Reduction of Greenhouse Gases		1.70		- 0		0.00

		371		Mauritania		Decentralized Wind Electric Power for Social and Economic Development (Alizes Electriques)		2.00		- 0		0.00

		357		Regional (Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda)		Institutional Support for the Protection of East African Biodiversity		10.00		- 0		0.00

		369		Regional (Algeria, Libya, Tunisia, Morocco)		Building Capacity in the Maghreb to Respond to the Challenges and Opportunities Created by National Response to the Framework Convention on Climate Change		2.50		- 0		0.00

		430		Pakistan		First National Report to the CBD and establishment of a CHM		0.04		- 0		0.00

		367		Uruguay		Conservation of Biodiversity in the Eastern Wetlands		3.00		- 0		0.00

		366		Colombia		Conservation of Biodiversity in the Choco Biogeographic Region		6.00		- 0		0.00

		365		Mongolia		Strengthening Conservation Capacity and Development and Institution of a National Biodiversity Conservation Plan (Implementation Phase I)		1.50		- 0		0.00

		364		Costa Rica		Conservation of Biodiversity and Sustainable Development in La Amistad and La Osa Conservation Areas		8.00		- 0		0.00

		363		Cuba		Protecting Biodiversity and Establishing Sustainable Development of the in Sabana-Camaguey Region		2.00		- 0		0.00

		362		Regional (Indonesia, Malaysia)		Conservation Strategies for Rhinos in South East Asia		2.00		- 0		0.00

		361		Regional (Brazil, Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Guyana, Peru, Suriname, Venezuela)		Action for a Sustainable Amazonia		3.85		- 0		0.00

		360		Regional (Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, Ecuador, Guyana, Peru, Suriname, Venezuela)		Regional Strategy for the Conservation and Sustainable Use of Natural Resources in the Amazon		4.50		- 0		0.00

		370		India		Development of High Rate BioMethanation Processes as Means of Reducing Greenhouse Gas Emissions		5.50		- 0		0.00

		492		Comoros		Enabling Activity for the Preparation of Initial Communication Related to the UNFCCC		0.31		- 0		0.00

		482		Mauritius		Strengthening the Clearing House Mechanism Focal Point for the Participation in the Pilot Phase of the CHM of the CBD		0.01		- 0		0.00

		507		Bulgaria		Biodiversity Action Plan		0.15		- 0		0.00

		504		Regional (Botswana, Kenya, Mali)		Management of Indigenous Vegetation for the Rehabilitation of Degraded Rangelands in the Arid Zone of Africa		9.05		- 0		0.00

		502		Global		GEF Country Workshops		3.51		- 0		0.00

		501		Global		Small Grants Programme (Second Phase)		31.62		- 0		0.00

		500		Peru		In-Situ Conservation of Native Cultivars and Their Wild Relatives		5.22		- 0		0.00

		499		Belize		Creating A Co-Managed Protected Areas System		0.75		- 0		0.00

		496		Belize		Northern Belize Biological Corridors Project		0.75		- 0		0.00

		509		Bolivia		Formulation of the National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan for its Implementation		0.25		- 0		0.00

		493		Vietnam		Enabling Activities for the Preparation of Initial Communication Related to the UNFCCC		0.21		- 0		0.00

		510		Cook Islands		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and Country Report to the CoP		0.20		- 0		0.00

		491		Djibouti		Enabling Activities for the Preparation of Initial National Communication Related to the UNFCCC		0.31		- 0		0.00

		490		Uganda		Kibale Forest Wild Coffee Project		0.75		- 0		0.00

		489		Pakistan		Enabling Activities for the Preparation of Initial National Communications Related to the UNFCCC		0.27		- 0		0.00

		487		South Africa		Enabling Activities for the Preparation of Initial National Communication Related to UNFCCC		0.32		- 0		0.00

		486		Vanuatu		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		485		Nigeria		National Biodiversity Strategy, and Action Plan and Country Report to the COP		0.31		- 0		0.00

		484		Morocco		Strengthening the Clearing House Mechanism Focal Point for the Participation in the Pilot Phase of the CHM of the CBD		0.01		- 0		0.00

		428		Egypt		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		494		Papua New Guinea		Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan		0.18		- 0		0.00

		522		Benin		Preparation of First National Communication to UNFCCC		0.10		- 0		0.00

		336		Regional (Cook Islands, Micronesia, Fiji, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tuvalu, Vanuatu)		Pacific Islands Climate Change Assistance Project (PICCAP)		2.44		- 0		0.00

		533		Regional (Comoros, Seychelles, Madagascar, Mauritius)		Western Indian Ocean Islands Oil Spill Contingency Planning		3.16		- 0		0.00

		530		Regional (Cook Islands, Micronesia, Fiji, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru, Niue, Papua New Guinea, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Tonga, Tuvalu, Vanuatu)		Implementation of the Strategic Action Programme (SAP) of the Pacific Small Island Developing States		12.29		- 0		0.00

		529		Suriname		Enabling Suriname to Prepare its Initial National Communication in Response to its Commitments to the UNFCCC		0.35		- 0		0.00

		528		Paraguay		Climate Change Enabling Activity		0.19		- 0		0.00

		527		Grenada		Enabling Grenada to Prepare its Initial National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.18		- 0		0.00

		526		Gabon		Preparation of the First National Communication to the UNFCCC		0.32		- 0		0.00

		525		Cuba		Enabling Cuba to Prepare its Initial National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.15		- 0		0.00

		508		Burundi		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and Country Report to the COP		0.23		- 0		0.00

		523		Bolivia		Enabling Bolivia to Prepare its Initial National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.19		- 0		0.00

		481		Mauritania		Strengthening the Clearing House Mechanism Focal Point for the Participation in the Pilot Phase of the CHM of the CBD		0.01		- 0		0.00

		521		Burundi		Preparation of First National Communication to  UNFCCC		0.32		- 0		0.00

		520		Tunisia		Experimental Validation of Building Codes and Removal of Barriers to Their Adoption		4.36		- 0		0.00

		518		Regional (Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore, Thailand, Philippines)		Emergency Response Measure to Combat Fires in Indonesia and to Prevent Regional Haze in South East Asia		0.75		- 0		0.00

		517		Zimbabwe		National Biodiversity Strategies, Action Plan, and Country Report to the COP		0.30		- 0		0.00

		516		Paraguay		Development of a National Biodiversity Conservation Strategy, and Action Plan and Country Report to the CBD		0.14		- 0		0.00

		515		Namibia		National Biodiversity Strategy, and Action Plan		0.24		- 0		0.00

		514		Global		The Role of the Coastal Ocean in the Disturbed and Undisturbed Nutrient and Carbon Cycles		0.72		- 0		0.00

		511		Benin		Decentralized Rural Energy Project		1.14		- 0		0.00

		524		Congo		Preparation of the First National Communication to the UNFCCC		0.32		- 0		0.00

		440		Nicaragua		Enabling Nicaragua to Prepare its Initial National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.30		- 0		0.00

		483		Seychelles		Management of Avian Ecosystems		0.74		- 0		0.00

		454		St. Vincent and Grenadines		Enabling St. Vincent and Grenadines to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.35		- 0		0.00

		453		Nepal		Enabling Activities for the Preparation of Initial National Communications Related to the UNFCCC		0.31		- 0		0.00

		452		Croatia		Enabling Croatia to Prepare its Initial National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.35		- 0		0.00

		451		Cote d'Ivoire		Enabling Activity for the Preparation of Initial Communication Related to the UNFCCC		0.33		- 0		0.00

		449		Peru		Photovoltaic-Based Rural Electrification in Peru		3.96		- 0		0.00

		447		Global		National Communications Support 
Programme		2.16		- 0		0.00

		445		China		Barrier Removal for the Widespread Commercialization of Energy-Efficient CFC-Free Refrigerators in China		9.86		- 0		0.00

		456		Regional (Algeria, Morocco, Tunisia)		Participatory Management of Plant Genetic Resources in Oases of the Maghreb		2.78		- 0		0.00

		441		St. Kitts and Nevis		Enabaling St. Kitts and Nevis to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.16		- 0		0.00

		458		Turkey		Integrated Protected Areas and Conservation Management		8.55		- 0		0.00

		439		Jamaica		Enabaling Jamaica to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.23		- 0		0.00

		438		Haiti		Enabling Activities for the Preparation of Initial National Communications Related to the UNFCCC		0.35		- 0		0.00

		437		Dominica		Enabling The Commonwealth of Dominica to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.17		- 0		0.00

		436		Belize		Enabling Belize to Prepare its Initial National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.17		- 0		0.00

		435		Algeria		Elaboration of a National Climate Change Strategy and Action Plan		0.19		- 0		0.00

		433		Poland		Strengthening the Clearing House Mechanism Focal Point for the Participation in the Pilot Phase of the CHM of the CBD		0.01		- 0		0.00

		432		Philippines		Enabling Activity to Prepare the Philippines First National Report to the CBD and establishment of a CHM		0.04		- 0		0.00

		431		Panama		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		442		Trinidad and Tobago		Enabling Trinidad and Tobago to Prepare its First National Communication in Response to its Commitments to UNFCCC		0.22		- 0		0.00

		470		Grenada		Development of a National Biodiversity Conservation Strategy, and Action Plan and Country Report to the CBD		0.13		- 0		0.00

		480		Gambia		Strengthening the Clearing House Mechanism Focal Point for the Participation in the Pilot Phase of the CHM of the CBD		0.01		- 0		0.00

		479		Cote d'Ivoire		Clearing House Mechanism Enabling Activity		0.01		- 0		0.00

		478		Bahamas		Strengthening the Clearing House Mechanism Focal Point for the Participation in the Pilot Phase of the CHM of the CBD		0.01		- 0		0.00

		477		Slovenia		Biodiversity Strategies, Action Plan, and National Report		0.09		- 0		0.00

		476		Samoa		Preparation of National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan, and First National Report to the COP of the CBD		0.17		- 0		0.00

		475		Niue		National Biodiversity Strategy, and Action Plan and Report to the COP		0.13		- 0		0.00

		474		Moldova		Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan, and National Report		0.13		- 0		0.00

		473		Kiribati		National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan and Country Report to the COP		0.20		- 0		0.00

		455		Bangladesh		Biodiversity Conservation in the Sundarbans Reserved Forest		12.20		- 0		0.00

		471		Honduras		Development of a National Biodiversity Conservation Strategy and Action Plan and Report to the CBD		0.25		- 0		0.00

		536		Regional (Cote d'Ivoire, Ghana, Guinea, Liberia, Sierra Leone)		Conservation Priority-Setting for the Upper Guinea Forest Ecosystems, West Africa		0.74		- 0		0.00

		469		Ecuador		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and First National Report to the CBD		0.29		- 0		0.00

		468		Dominican Republic		National Biodiversity Strategy, Action Plan and First National Report to the CBD		0.23		- 0		0.00

		467		Cambodia		Biodiversity Enabling Activity		0.35		- 0		0.00

		466		El Salvador		Promotion of Biodiversity Conservation within Coffee Landscapes		0.75		- 0		0.00

		464		Regional (Argentina, Chile, Costa Rica, Cuba, Ecuador, Mexico, Peru)		Global Environmental Citizenship (GEC)		3.21		- 0		0.00

		463		Azerbaijan		Programme for Phasing Out Ozone Depleting Substances		6.87		- 0		0.00

		461		Regional (Albania, Algeria, Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, Egypt, Lebanon, Libya, Morocco, Slovenia, Syria, Tunisia, Turkey)		Determination of Priority Actions for the Further Elaboration and Implementation of the Strategic Action Programme for the Mediterranean Sea		6.29		- 0		0.00

		460		Regional (Russian Federation, Belarus, Ukraine)		Preparation of A Strategic Action Programme (SAP) for the Dnieper River Basin and Development of SAP Implementation Mechanisms		7.26		- 0		0.00

		472		Jamaica		Development of a National Biodiversity Conservation Strategy & Action Plan and Report to the CBD		0.19		- 0		0.00
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		GDP at market prices (constant 1987 US$) in thousand								GDP

				1970		1971		1972		1973		1974		1975		1976		1977		1978		1979		1980		1981		1982		1983		1984		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008		2009		2010

		Australia		121,530,000		127,410,000		132,320,000		138,460,000		141,080,000		145,030,000		149,330,000		150,560,000		159,230,000		162,130,000		167,310,000		171,560,000		167,350,000		178,030,000		187,090,000		194,270,000		199,160,000		209,600,000		218,330,000		224,910,000		223,040,000		223,740,000		231,020,000		242,450,000		253,170,000		262,980,000		273,490,000

		Bulgaria																						20,768,000		21,807,000		22,308,000		23,797,000		24,625,000		25,658,000		26,615,000		28,429,000		31,523,000		30,728,000		27,690,000		23,952,000		22,219,000		21,710,000		22,240,000		22,646,000		20,612,000

		Czech Republic																														35,041,000		35,253,000		35,987,000		36,192,000		36,934,000		38,607,000		38,137,000		32,716,000		30,627,000		30,339,000		31,134,000		32,986,000		34,343,000

		Estonia																						4,963,900		5,034,900		5,321,900		5,518,800		5,673,400		5,701,700		5,764,600		5,966,600		6,112,800		6,334,700		5,801,500		5,282,700		4,246,800		3,811,200		3,701,600		3,852,700		3,991,100

		EU (14)		2,970,549,000		3,074,190,400		3,122,118,700		3,125,373,100		3,171,255,600		3,224,479,700		3,295,453,900		3,382,285,200		3,483,118,800		3,593,062,900		3,744,621,700		3,874,956,700		3,961,992,200		3,982,391,500		4,004,455,400		3,993,357,000		4,110,256,000		4,217,863,000		4,290,221,000

		Hungary		13,953,000		14,429,000		15,894,000		17,209,000		17,963,000		18,495,000		19,193,000		20,639,000		20,554,000		22,117,000		22,044,000		22,873,000		23,417,000		23,683,000		24,340,000		24,454,000		24,691,000		26,110,000		26,034,000		26,113,000		25,461,000		23,712,000		22,986,000		22,853,000		23,527,000		23,871,000		24,181,000

		Japan		1,240,800,000		1,298,500,000		1,408,400,000		1,523,900,000		1,503,800,000		1,547,500,000		1,608,700,000		1,676,900,000		1,764,200,000		1,861,900,000		1,913,400,000		1,973,800,000		2,033,400,000		2,079,300,000		2,161,000,000		2,257,000,000		2,320,800,000		2,418,200,000		2,569,200,000		2,694,300,000		2,832,500,000		2,940,900,000		2,970,000,000		2,977,500,000		2,996,000,000		3,037,800,000		3,147,200,000

		Latvia		4,218,600		4,545,000		4,778,400		5,055,000		5,301,000		5,665,400		5,983,800		6,175,400		6,378,200		6,572,400		6,840,700		7,099,800		7,264,500		7,620,600		8,057,900		8,022,200		8,404,700		8,601,800		9,038,500		9,551,400		9,426,900		8,467,600		5,635,000		4,878,200		4,882,700		4,869,000		4,969,300

		Lithuania																																				8,975,800		9,997,800		10,331,000		9,990,200		8,683,000		9,683,600		6,743,900		6,810,300		7,013,100		7,263,500

		Poland																						59,837,000		53,867,000		51,299,000		54,147,000		57,211,000		60,358,000		62,933,000		63,925,000		66,458,000		66,649,000		59,425,000		55,661,000		56,791,000		58,924,000		61,383,000		65,744,000		69,630,000

		Romania												23,469,000		26,035,000		28,904,000		31,160,000		32,747,000		33,551,000		33,489,000		34,845,000		36,996,000		39,217,000		39,141,000		40,079,000		38,068,000		38,072,000		35,441,000		33,705,000		29,540,000		26,972,000		27,647,000		28,769,000		30,812,000		32,075,000

		Russian Federation		221,690,000		233,840,000		243,550,000		265,850,000		281,630,000		300,600,000		317,200,000		333,130,000		349,580,000		359,140,000		374,790,000		386,630,000		398,780,000		414,640,000		430,640,000		436,790,000		462,030,000		468,510,000		482,090,000		491,250,000		476,510,000		452,460,000		386,720,000		353,190,000		308,800,000		296,000,000		281,490,000

		Slovak Republic																														17,241,000		17,845,000		18,597,000		19,054,000		19,437,000		19,678,000		19,135,000		16,296,000		15,037,000		14,596,000		15,223,000		16,313,000		17,409,000

		Ukraine																																				60,578,000		62,132,000		64,539,000		60,426,000		55,350,000		51,377,000		44,082,000		33,943,000		29,802,000		26,822,000

		United Kingdom		470,840,000		480,810,000		497,820,000		531,300,000		524,080,000		523,470,000		535,220,000		546,830,000		566,320,000		581,940,000		572,400,000		564,940,000		573,680,000		594,050,000		608,900,000		630,380,000		658,120,000		689,450,000		723,800,000		739,570,000		742,480,000		727,800,000		723,930,000		739,270,000		768,000,000		787,110,000		804,430,000

		United States		2,922,100,000		3,006,100,000		3,159,700,000		3,323,400,000		3,310,200,000		3,296,600,000		3,457,300,000		3,604,600,000		3,770,200,000		3,850,600,000		3,807,400,000		3,877,600,000		3,788,100,000		3,899,000,000		4,143,800,000		4,282,700,000		4,399,100,000		4,528,100,000		4,700,400,000		4,846,200,000		4,901,900,000		4,851,200,000		4,984,700,000		5,107,300,000		5,298,300,000		5,423,900,000		5,554,000,000

		Argentina		84,664,000		89,073,000		90,700,000		93,560,000		98,637,000		98,431,000		97,356,000		104,130,000		99,462,000		108,310,000		112,350,000		105,730,000		102,340,000		106,210,000		108,140,000		101,020,000		108,360,000		111,110,000		109,110,000		102,290,000		102,460,000		111,540,000		121,100,000		128,340,000		137,830,000		131,490,000		137,270,000

		Brazil		109,720,000		122,130,000		137,140,000		156,850,000		171,040,000		179,950,000		197,560,000		206,660,000		213,340,000		227,780,000		248,530,000		237,610,000		238,990,000		230,840,000		243,240,000		262,550,000		284,620,000		294,080,000		293,320,000		302,890,000		288,830,000		290,310,000		286,820,000		299,750,000		317,160,000		326,580,000		336,170,000

		Chile		13,259,000		14,478,000		14,382,000		13,688,000		14,031,000		12,396,000		12,825,000		13,931,000		14,976,000		16,278,000		17,606,000		18,446,000		16,525,000		15,913,000		17,178,000		18,382,000		19,413,000		20,682,000		22,202,000		24,394,000		25,186,000		27,009,000		29,978,000		31,848,000		33,192,000		36,012,000		38,605,000

		China		75,472,000		81,188,000		84,068,000		91,055,000		92,007,000		99,631,000		94,227,000		101,660,000		115,770,000		124,670,000		135,440,000		141,030,000		152,440,000		168,050,000		193,580,000		220,370,000		240,010,000		268,220,000		299,110,000		311,350,000		323,020,000		353,620,000		405,300,000		461,610,000		521,490,000		577,490,000		634,540,000

		India		133,960,000		136,150,000		135,320,000		139,890,000		141,620,000		154,630,000		157,310,000		168,650,000		178,370,000		168,970,000		180,210,000		191,990,000		199,250,000		214,040,000		221,950,000		233,940,000		245,270,000		256,900,000		282,470,000		301,080,000		318,040,000		319,580,000		336,920,000		353,470,000		380,110,000		407,880,000		438,310,000

		Indonesia		24,851,000		26,647,000		28,257,000		30,628,000		33,171,000		35,123,000		37,421,000		40,840,000		44,451,000		47,549,000		51,763,000		55,886,000		56,151,000		61,259,000		65,656,000		67,933,000		71,956,000		75,743,000		80,545,000		87,823,000		95,682,000		104,180,000		111,710,000		119,770,000		128,760,000		139,320,000		149,880,000		162,919,560		177,093,562		192,500,702		209,248,263		227,452,861		247,241,260		268,751,250		292,132,609		317,548,146		345,174,834		375,205,045		407,847,884		443,330,650		481,900,416		523,825,753

		Kazakhstan																																				29,958,000		30,928,000		30,548,000		29,140,000		27,158,000		23,628,000		21,355,000		17,516,000		16,080,000		16,160,000

		Korea, Rep.		30,870,000		34,465,000		35,896,000		42,085,000		46,232,000		49,406,000		56,251,000		62,303,000		70,257,000		76,513,000		74,472,000		79,282,000		83,755,000		93,649,000		101,880,000		109,230,000		121,980,000		136,320,000		151,730,000		161,500,000		177,120,000		193,420,000		203,150,000		214,940,000		233,460,000		254,430,000		272,600,000

		Malaysia		10,865,000		11,461,000		12,577,000		14,079,000		15,236,000		15,359,000		17,159,000		18,495,000		19,746,000		21,617,000		23,227,000		24,818,000		26,297,000		27,980,000		30,145,000		29,813,000		30,039,000		31,602,000		34,391,000		37,526,000		41,168,000		44,773,000		48,278,000		52,311,000		57,203,000		62,655,000		67,680,000

		Mexico		68,921,000		71,656,000		77,673,000		84,169,000		89,241,000		94,176,000		98,191,000		101,390,000		109,880,000		119,920,000		130,090,000		141,530,000		140,390,000		133,990,000		138,920,000		143,010,000		137,370,000		140,160,000		141,940,000		148,170,000		156,120,000		162,390,000		168,270,000		171,120,000		178,580,000		167,500,000		177,330,000

		Philippines		18,577,000		19,574,000		20,631,000		22,444,000		23,204,000		24,469,000		26,619,000		28,096,000		29,540,000		31,186,000		32,787,000		33,903,000		35,123,000		35,756,000		33,134,000		30,720,000		31,771,000		33,144,000		35,386,000		37,587,000		38,593,000		38,512,000		38,644,000		39,463,000		41,200,000		43,162,000		45,618,000

		Ghana		4,454,500		4,697,200		4,557,100		4,689,200		5,033,000		4,361,000		4,208,600		4,285,400		4,706,700		4,628,300		4,654,200		4,517,500		4,224,300		4,036,500		4,389,600		4,613,300		4,849,600		5,074,800		5,355,400		5,619,100		5,790,800		6,095,100		6,314,200		6,617,100		6,862,400		7,165,900		7,527,800

		Senegal		3,016,300		3,051,600		3,229,700		3,059,100		3,183,600		3,426,000		3,724,700		3,663,300		3,449,800		3,750,800		3,666,800		3,612,200		4,158,900		4,246,300		4,069,600		4,230,900		4,423,600		4,600,000		4,832,900		4,766,400		4,981,400		4,946,100		5,086,900		4,982,400		5,080,500		5,323,800		5,619,600

		Five Year Averages																						1980		1981		1982		1983		1984		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996

		Australia																						165,516,000		169,276,000		174,268,000		179,660,000		185,180,000		193,630,000		201,690,000		209,254,000		215,008,000		219,924,000		224,208,000		229,032,000		234,684,000		242,672,000		252,622,000		258,022,500		263,213,333		268,477,600		273,847,152		279,324,095		284,910,577		290,608,788		296,420,964		302,349,384		308,396,371		314,564,299		320,855,585		327,272,696		333,818,150		340,494,513		347,304,403		2 percent

		Bulgaria																						21,627,667		22,170,000		22,661,000		23,639,000		24,600,600		25,824,800		27,370,000		28,590,600		28,997,000		28,464,400		27,222,400		25,259,800		23,562,200		22,553,400		21,885,400		21,802,000		21,832,667		273,741,867		284,691,541		296,079,203		307,922,371		320,239,266		333,048,837		346,370,790		360,225,622		374,634,647		389,620,032		405,204,834		421,413,027		438,269,548		455,800,330		4 percent

		Czech Republic																										35,041,000		35,147,000		35,427,000		35,618,250		35,881,400		36,594,600		37,171,400		36,517,200		35,404,200		34,085,200		32,590,600		31,560,400		31,885,800		32,200,500		32,821,000

		Estonia																						5,106,900		5,209,875		5,302,580		5,450,140		5,596,080		5,725,020		5,843,820		5,976,080		5,996,040		5,899,660		5,555,700		5,095,380		4,568,760		4,179,000		3,920,680		3,839,150		3,848,467

		EU (14)																						3,092,697,360		3,143,483,500		3,187,736,200		3,239,769,500		3,311,318,640		3,395,680,100		3,499,708,500		3,615,609,060		3,731,550,460		3,831,405,000		3,913,683,500		3,963,430,560		4,010,490,420		4,061,664,580		4,123,230,480		4,152,924,250		4,206,113,333		4,290,235,600		4,376,040,312		4,463,561,118		4,552,832,341		4,643,888,987		4,736,766,767		4,831,502,103		4,928,132,145		5,026,694,787		5,127,228,683		5,229,773,257		5,334,368,722		5,441,056,096		5,549,877,218		2 percent

		Hungary																						22,201,000		22,826,800		23,271,400		23,753,400		24,117,000		24,655,600		25,125,800		25,480,400		25,681,800		25,486,000		24,861,200		24,225,000		23,707,800		23,389,800		23,483,600		23,608,000		23,859,667		4,374,357,867		4,549,332,181		4,731,305,469		4,920,557,687		5,117,379,995		5,322,075,195		5,534,958,202		5,756,356,530		5,986,610,792		6,226,075,223		6,475,118,232		6,734,122,962		7,003,487,880		7,283,627,395		4 percent

		Japan																						1,909,340,000		1,972,360,000		2,032,180,000		2,100,900,000		2,170,300,000		2,247,260,000		2,345,240,000		2,451,900,000		2,567,000,000		2,691,020,000		2,801,380,000		2,883,040,000		2,943,380,000		2,984,440,000		3,025,700,000		3,039,625,000		3,060,333,333		3,121,540,000		3,183,970,800		3,247,650,216		3,312,603,220		3,378,855,285		3,446,432,390		3,515,361,038		3,585,668,259		3,657,381,624		3,730,529,257		3,805,139,842		3,881,242,639		3,958,867,491		4,038,044,841		2 percent

		Latvia																						6,831,120		7,079,600		7,376,700		7,613,000		7,873,980		8,141,440		8,425,020		8,723,720		9,004,660		9,017,240		8,423,880		7,591,820		6,658,080		5,746,500		5,046,840		4,899,800		4,907,000		3,182,746,667		3,310,056,533		3,442,458,795		3,580,157,146		3,723,363,432		3,872,297,970		4,027,189,888		4,188,277,484		4,355,808,583		4,530,040,927		4,711,242,564		4,899,692,266		5,095,679,957		5,299,507,155		4 percent

		Lithuania																																8,975,800		9,486,800		9,768,200		9,823,700		9,595,560		9,737,120		9,086,340		8,382,200		7,786,780		7,502,880		6,957,700		7,028,967

		Poland																						55,001,000		54,787,500		55,272,200		55,376,400		57,189,600		59,714,800		62,177,000		64,064,600		63,878,000		62,423,600		60,996,800		59,490,000		58,436,800		59,700,600		62,494,400		63,920,250		65,585,667

		Romania																						33,158,400		34,325,600		35,619,600		36,737,600		38,055,600		38,700,200		38,915,400		38,160,200		37,073,000		34,965,200		32,746,000		30,661,000		29,326,600		28,748,000		29,255,000		29,825,750		30,552,000

		Russian Federation																						373,784,000		386,796,000		401,096,000		413,496,000		428,576,000		442,522,000		456,012,000		468,134,000		476,078,000		474,164,000		457,806,000		432,026,000		395,536,000		359,434,000		325,240,000		309,870,000		295,430,000

		Slovakia																										17,241,000		17,543,000		17,894,333		18,184,250		18,434,800		18,922,200		19,180,200		18,720,000		17,916,600		16,948,400		16,057,400		15,493,000		15,715,600		15,885,250		16,315,000

		Ukraine																																60,578,000		61,355,000		62,416,333		61,918,750		60,605,000		58,764,800		55,154,800		49,035,600		42,910,800		37,205,200		33,662,250		30,189,000

		United Kingdom																						571,856,000		577,402,000		582,794,000		594,390,000		613,026,000		636,180,000		662,130,000		688,264,000		710,684,000		724,620,000		731,516,000		734,610,000		740,296,000		749,222,000		764,548,000		774,702,500		786,513,333

		United States																						3,818,780,000		3,844,540,000		3,903,180,000		3,998,240,000		4,102,540,000		4,250,540,000		4,410,820,000		4,551,300,000		4,675,140,000		4,765,560,000		4,856,880,000		4,938,260,000		5,028,680,000		5,133,080,000		5,273,640,000		5,345,875,000		5,425,400,000		5,533,908,000		5,644,586,160		5,757,477,883		5,872,627,441		5,990,079,990		6,109,881,589		6,232,079,221		6,356,720,806		6,483,855,222		6,613,532,326		6,745,802,973		6,880,719,032		7,018,333,413		7,158,700,081		2 percent

		CEE (4)																																																								5,642,416,000		5,868,112,640		6,102,837,146		6,346,950,631		6,600,828,657		6,864,861,803		7,139,456,275		7,425,034,526		7,722,035,907		8,030,917,343		8,352,154,037		8,686,240,199		9,033,689,807		9,395,037,399		4 percent

		Argentina																						105,638,400		106,988,000		106,954,000		104,688,000		105,214,000		106,968,000		107,548,000		106,378,000		106,666,000		107,302,000		109,300,000		113,146,000		120,254,000		126,060,000		131,206,000		133,732,500		135,530,000

		Brazil																						233,250,000		236,750,000		239,842,000		242,646,000		252,048,000		263,066,000		275,562,000		287,492,000		292,748,000		293,886,000		292,434,000		293,720,000		296,574,000		304,124,000		313,296,000		319,915,000		326,636,667

		Chile																						16,766,200		16,953,600		17,133,600		17,288,800		17,482,200		18,313,600		19,571,400		21,014,600		22,375,400		23,894,600		25,753,800		27,683,000		29,442,600		31,607,800		33,927,000		34,914,250		35,936,333

		China																						133,870,000		144,326,000		158,108,000		175,094,000		194,890,000		218,046,000		244,258,000		267,812,000		288,342,000		311,064,000		338,480,000		370,980,000		413,008,000		463,902,000		520,086,000		548,782,500		577,840,000

		India																						183,758,000		190,892,000		201,488,000		212,234,000		222,890,000		234,420,000		248,106,000		263,932,000		280,752,000		295,614,000		311,618,000		325,818,000		341,624,000		359,592,000		383,338,000		394,942,500		408,766,667

		Indonesia																						51,160,000		54,521,600		58,143,000		61,377,000		64,591,000		68,509,400		72,366,600		76,800,000		82,349,800		88,794,600		95,988,000		103,833,000		112,020,400		120,748,000		129,888,000		140,129,912		151,594,624		164,342,765		178,328,417		193,842,989		210,707,330		229,038,867		248,965,249		270,625,225		294,169,620		319,762,377		347,581,704		377,821,312		410,691,766		446,421,950		464,226,176		from NC

		Kazakhstan																																29,958,000		30,443,000		30,478,000		30,143,500		29,546,400		28,280,400		26,365,800		23,759,400		21,147,400		18,947,800		17,777,750		16,585,333

		Korea, Rep.																						76,855,800		81,534,200		86,607,600		93,559,200		102,098,800		112,611,800		124,228,000		136,152,000		149,730,000		164,018,000		177,384,000		190,026,000		204,418,000		219,880,000		235,716,000		243,857,500		253,496,667

		Malaysia																						23,141,000		24,787,800		26,493,400		27,810,600		28,854,800		29,915,800		31,198,000		32,674,200		34,945,200		37,892,000		41,227,200		44,811,200		48,746,600		53,044,000		57,625,400		59,962,250		62,512,667

		Mexico																						128,362,000		133,184,000		136,984,000		139,568,000		138,736,000		138,690,000		140,280,000		142,130,000		144,752,000		149,756,000		155,378,000		161,214,000		167,296,000		169,572,000		172,560,000		173,632,500		174,470,000

		Philippines																						32,507,800		33,751,000		34,140,600		33,727,200		33,300,800		32,905,000		32,831,000		33,721,600		35,296,200		36,644,400		37,744,400		38,559,800		39,282,400		40,196,200		41,617,400		42,360,750		43,326,667

		Ghana																						4,546,200		4,412,160		4,364,420		4,356,240		4,422,660		4,592,760		4,856,540		5,102,440		5,337,940		5,587,040		5,834,920		6,087,260		6,335,920		6,610,940		6,897,480		7,043,300		7,185,367

		Senegal																						3,727,700		3,887,000		3,950,760		4,063,580		4,225,860		4,314,080		4,431,400		4,570,760		4,720,860		4,825,360		4,922,740		4,952,640		5,015,460		5,083,940		5,218,640		5,251,575		5,341,300

		GDP In MILLIONS OF US DOLLARS (not a 5 year average)

		Argentina		84.7		89.1		90.7		93.6		98.6		98.4		97.4		104.1		99.5		108.3		112.4		105.7		102.3		106.2		108.1		101.0		108.4		111.1		109.1		102.3		102.5		111.5		121.1		128.3		137.8		131.5		137.3

		Brazil		109.7		122.1		137.1		156.9		171.0		180.0		197.6		206.7		213.3		227.8		248.5		237.6		239.0		230.8		243.2		262.6		284.6		294.1		293.3		302.9		288.8		290.3		286.8		299.8		317.2		326.6		336.2

		Chile		13.3		14.5		14.4		13.7		14.0		12.4		12.8		13.9		15.0		16.3		17.6		18.4		16.5		15.9		17.2		18.4		19.4		20.7		22.2		24.4		25.2		27.0		30.0		31.8		33.2		36.0		38.6

		China		75.5		81.2		84.1		91.1		92.0		99.6		94.2		101.7		115.8		124.7		135.4		141.0		152.4		168.1		193.6		220.4		240.0		268.2		299.1		311.4		323.0		353.6		405.3		461.6		521.5		577.5		634.5

		India		134.0		136.2		135.3		139.9		141.6		154.6		157.3		168.7		178.4		169.0		180.2		192.0		199.3		214.0		222.0		233.9		245.3		256.9		282.5		301.1		318.0		319.6		336.9		353.5		380.1		407.9		438.3

		Indonesia		24.9		26.6		28.3		30.6		33.2		35.1		37.4		40.8		44.5		47.5		51.8		55.9		56.2		61.3		65.7		67.9		72.0		75.7		80.5		87.8		95.7		104.2		111.7		119.8		128.8		139.3		149.9

		Kazakhstan		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		30.0		30.9		30.5		29.1		27.2		23.6		21.4		17.5		16.1		16.2

		Korea, Rep.		30.9		34.5		35.9		42.1		46.2		49.4		56.3		62.3		70.3		76.5		74.5		79.3		83.8		93.6		101.9		109.2		122.0		136.3		151.7		161.5		177.1		193.4		203.2		214.9		233.5		254.4		272.6

		Malaysia		10.9		11.5		12.6		14.1		15.2		15.4		17.2		18.5		19.7		21.6		23.2		24.8		26.3		28.0		30.1		29.8		30.0		31.6		34.4		37.5		41.2		44.8		48.3		52.3		57.2		62.7		67.7

		Mexico		68.9		71.7		77.7		84.2		89.2		94.2		98.2		101.4		109.9		119.9		130.1		141.5		140.4		134.0		138.9		143.0		137.4		140.2		141.9		148.2		156.1		162.4		168.3		171.1		178.6		167.5		177.3

		Philippines		18.6		19.6		20.6		22.4		23.2		24.5		26.6		28.1		29.5		31.2		32.8		33.9		35.1		35.8		33.1		30.7		31.8		33.1		35.4		37.6		38.6		38.5		38.6		39.5		41.2		43.2		45.6

		percentage changes, year to year

		Argentina																						3.7%		-5.9%		-3.2%		3.8%		1.8%		-6.6%		7.3%		2.5%		-1.8%		-6.3%		0.2%		8.9%		8.6%		6.0%		7.4%		-4.6%		4.4%

		Brazil																						9.1%		-4.4%		0.6%		-3.4%		5.4%		7.9%		8.4%		3.3%		-0.3%		3.3%		-4.6%		0.5%		-1.2%		4.5%		5.8%		3.0%		2.9%

		Chile																						8.2%		4.8%		-10.4%		-3.7%		7.9%		7.0%		5.6%		6.5%		7.3%		9.9%		3.2%		7.2%		11.0%		6.2%		4.2%		8.5%		7.2%

		China																						8.6%		4.1%		8.1%		10.2%		15.2%		13.8%		8.9%		11.8%		11.5%		4.1%		3.7%		9.5%		14.6%		13.9%		13.0%		10.7%		9.9%

		India																						6.7%		6.5%		3.8%		7.4%		3.7%		5.4%		4.8%		4.7%		10.0%		6.6%		5.6%		0.5%		5.4%		4.9%		7.5%		7.3%		7.5%

		Indonesia																						8.9%		8.0%		0.5%		9.1%		7.2%		3.5%		5.9%		5.3%		6.3%		9.0%		8.9%		8.9%		7.2%		7.2%		7.5%		8.2%		7.6%		8.7%		8.7%		8.7%		8.7%		8.7%		8.7%		8.7%		8.7%		8.7%		8.7%		8.7%		8.7%		8.7%		8.7%		8.7%

		Kazakhstan																																						3.2%		-1.2%		-4.6%		-6.8%		-13.0%		-9.6%		-18.0%		-8.2%		0.5%

		Korea, Rep.																						-2.7%		6.5%		5.6%		11.8%		8.8%		7.2%		11.7%		11.8%		11.3%		6.4%		9.7%		9.2%		5.0%		5.8%		8.6%		9.0%		7.1%

		Malaysia																						7.4%		6.8%		6.0%		6.4%		7.7%		-1.1%		0.8%		5.2%		8.8%		9.1%		9.7%		8.8%		7.8%		8.4%		9.4%		9.5%		8.0%

		Mexico																						8.5%		8.8%		-0.8%		-4.6%		3.7%		2.9%		-3.9%		2.0%		1.3%		4.4%		5.4%		4.0%		3.6%		1.7%		4.4%		-6.2%		5.9%

		Philippines																						5.1%		3.4%		3.6%		1.8%		-7.3%		-7.3%		3.4%		4.3%		6.8%		6.2%		2.7%		-0.2%		0.3%		2.1%		4.4%		4.8%		5.7%





GDP PPP

		GDP, PPP (Constant 1987 int.$ in thousand) Source: World Bank, World Development Indicators

				1980		1981		1982		1983		1984		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008		2009		2010

		Australia		182,650,000		180,680,000		167,770,000		171,560,000		181,090,000		192,030,000		207,460,000		230,620,000		245,110,000		241,760,000		232,540,000		231,030,000		242,610,000		253,670,000		264,480,000		276,890,000		285,260,000		290,965,200		296,784,504		302,720,194		308,774,598		314,950,090		321,249,092		327,674,074		334,227,555		340,912,106		347,730,348		354,684,955		361,778,654		369,014,227		376,394,512		2 percent

		Bulgaria		29,367,000		29,777,000		28,916,000		29,669,000		30,810,000		32,836,000		35,839,000		40,428,000		45,871,000		42,787,000		37,374,000		32,017,000		30,229,000		29,351,000		30,058,000		31,224,000		28,205,000		293,817,800		302,632,334		311,711,304		321,062,643		330,694,522		340,615,358		350,833,819		361,358,833		372,199,598		383,365,586		394,866,554		406,712,551		418,913,927		431,481,345		3 percent

		Czech Republic										73,291,000		75,372,000		80,972,000		85,985,000		89,607,000		89,632,000		85,897,000		73,044,000		69,489,000		72,086,000		76,198,000		82,225,000		85,932,000

		Estonia																7,837,700		8,219,200		8,116,600		7,304,100		6,660,200		5,341,100		4,860,400		4,762,200		5,008,500		5,170,500		4,358,407,980		4,445,576,140		4,534,487,662		4,625,177,416		4,717,680,964		4,812,034,583		4,908,275,275		5,006,440,780		5,106,569,596		5,208,700,988		5,312,875,008		5,419,132,508		5,527,515,158		5,638,065,461		2 percent

		EU		3,241,795,200		3,130,320,300		3,023,308,500		2,955,748,200		3,032,839,300		3,178,953,000		3,452,452,200		3,764,287,100		4,007,718,900		3,970,893,400		3,938,745,500		3,923,790,200		4,011,365,000		3,990,214,000		4,098,301,800		4,237,705,600		4,272,949,000		4,401,137,470		4,533,171,594		4,669,166,742		4,809,241,744		4,953,518,997		5,102,124,566		5,255,188,303		5,412,843,952		5,575,229,271		5,742,486,149		5,914,760,734		6,092,203,556		6,274,969,662		6,463,218,752		3 percent

		Hungary		53,140,000		53,156,000		51,177,000		49,570,000		51,171,000		52,323,000		56,045,000		61,911,000		62,977,000		60,343,000		59,242,000		52,049,000		51,318,000		50,799,000		52,238,000		53,404,000		53,605,000		2,247,264,000		2,292,209,280		2,338,053,466		2,384,814,535		2,432,510,826		2,481,161,042		2,530,784,263		2,581,399,948		2,633,027,947		2,685,688,506		2,739,402,276		2,794,190,322		2,850,074,128		2,907,075,611		2 percent

		Japan		1,400,100,000		1,394,300,000		1,367,200,000		1,344,700,000		1,404,600,000		1,496,600,000		1,621,600,000		1,784,000,000		1,935,000,000		1,942,400,000		1,982,100,000		2,037,800,000		2,092,700,000		2,090,200,000		2,100,600,000		2,146,100,000		2,203,200,000		2,269,296,000		2,337,374,880		2,407,496,126		2,479,721,010		2,554,112,640		2,630,736,020		2,709,658,100		2,790,947,843		2,874,676,279		2,960,916,567		3,049,744,064		3,141,236,386		3,235,473,477		3,332,537,682		3 percent

		Latvia		10,159,000		10,224,000		9,929,900		10,050,000		10,675,000		10,888,000		11,988,000		12,981,000		13,902,000		14,081,000		13,459,000		11,967,000		7,917,000		6,718,700		6,766,700		6,739,100		6,870,400

		Lithuania																16,186,000		18,432,000		18,195,000		17,165,000		14,735,000		16,755,000		11,631,000		11,695,000		12,133,000		12,448,000

		Poland		157,940,000		137,820,000		123,550,000		124,360,000		132,780,000		143,430,000		157,940,000		170,630,000		180,630,000		173,500,000		155,470,000		141,460,000		144,140,000		148,640,000		154,430,000		167,230,000		175,860,000

		Romania		86,780,000		83,600,000		82,777,000		84,880,000		90,181,000		92,126,000		99,119,000		99,220,000		101,450,000		90,433,000		83,387,000		72,542,000		67,215,000		68,657,000		71,240,000		76,286,000		79,277,000

		Russian Federation		665,280,000		659,880,000		650,030,000		648,800,000		675,870,000		701,050,000		784,070,000		833,030,000		875,320,000		857,040,000		806,210,000		758,940,000		682,430,000		608,770,000		526,590,000		506,850,000		477,330,000

		Slovakia										27,663,000		29,391,000		32,235,000		34,903,000		36,311,000		35,122,000		33,190,000		27,987,000		26,246,000		25,409,000		26,486,000		28,593,000		30,200,000

		Ukraine																206,090,000		215,840,000		214,730,000		195,170,000		176,960,000		167,080,000		142,570,000		109,750,000		97,164,000		86,858,000

		United Kingdom		658,700,000		627,660,000		606,110,000		603,370,000		621,530,000		656,740,000		723,170,000		799,710,000		856,550,000		838,040,000		816,070,000		792,620,000		801,410,000		815,430,000		845,910,000		873,460,000		885,870,000		5,737,194,000		5,851,937,880		5,968,976,638		6,088,356,170		6,210,123,294		6,334,325,760		6,461,012,275		6,590,232,520		6,722,037,171		6,856,477,914		6,993,607,472		7,133,479,622		7,276,149,214		7,421,672,199		2 percent

		United States		4,031,700,000		3,962,800,000		3,685,400,000		3,648,100,000		3,894,200,000		4,108,300,000		4,446,200,000		4,832,500,000		5,119,200,000		5,052,900,000		4,958,400,000		4,861,400,000		5,079,200,000		5,186,500,000		5,371,600,000		5,541,500,000		5,624,700,000		5,793,441,000		5,967,244,230		6,146,261,557		6,330,649,404		6,520,568,886		6,716,185,952		6,917,671,531		7,125,201,677		7,338,957,727		7,559,126,459		7,785,900,253		8,019,477,260		8,260,061,578		8,507,863,425		3 percent

		Argentina		220,490,000		200,280,000		185,070,000		183,360,000		189,600,000		179,010,000		203,930,000		220,480,000		220,890,000		198,250,000		193,000,000		207,920,000		229,380,000		241,850,000		259,110,000		249,170,000		257,090,000

		Brazil		613,750,000		566,290,000		543,820,000		503,510,000		533,880,000		588,150,000		672,040,000		733,270,000		747,160,000		738,610,000		704,160,000		642,040,000		665,260,000		675,690,000		710,070,000		735,870,000		792,530,000

		Chile		61,526,000		62,073,000		53,238,000		49,471,000		53,604,000		58,681,000		65,335,000		73,152,000		79,829,000		84,216,000		83,876,000		88,674,000		99,476,000		105,660,000		109,410,000		122,370,000		131,060,000

		China		686,860,000		686,050,000		714,620,000		744,240,000		866,830,000		1,006,200,000		1,162,900,000		1,366,800,000		1,564,900,000		1,554,100,000		1,562,300,000		1,688,100,000		1,979,400,000		2,243,800,000		2,529,600,000		2,851,900,000		3,094,000,000

		India		498,040,000		513,310,000		501,940,000		525,770,000		545,570,000		587,330,000		641,940,000		704,710,000		803,150,000		816,030,000		834,000,000		840,050,000		900,170,000		929,580,000		1,003,900,000		1,089,200,000		1,143,400,000

		Indonesia		186,300,000		194,070,000		186,820,000		195,640,000		209,570,000		222,420,000		247,070,000		273,570,000		298,700,000		311,570,000		330,250,000		354,180,000		388,890,000		413,770,000		444,020,000		484,080,000		514,710,000

		Kazakhstan																79,203,000		83,320,000		78,793,000		72,776,000		67,293,000		59,620,000		53,754,000		43,926,000		40,529,000		40,337,000

		Korea, Rep.		130,690,000		134,190,000		135,370,000		145,190,000		159,850,000		173,620,000		204,460,000		240,770,000		273,720,000		278,490,000		296,580,000		320,660,000		342,090,000		360,760,000		390,820,000		428,780,000		454,370,000

		Malaysia		61,451,000		63,539,000		64,123,000		65,164,000		70,179,000		71,016,000		76,083,000		84,331,000		93,337,000		97,609,000		104,070,000		111,750,000		122,680,000		132,380,000		144,260,000		159,120,000		169,590,000

		Mexico		431,820,000		452,660,000		427,870,000		392,800,000		409,070,000		431,050,000		436,030,000		469,180,000		484,510,000		486,520,000		495,400,000		510,640,000		537,640,000		544,790,000		567,610,000		537,110,000		562,960,000

		Philippines		139,620,000		139,830,000		137,250,000		135,030,000		125,460,000		118,360,000		129,200,000		142,120,000		155,430,000		157,400,000		157,150,000		155,160,000		158,390,000		160,760,000		167,970,000		177,000,000		186,040,000

		Ghana		15,582,000		14,714,000		13,163,000		12,053,000		13,264,000		14,172,000		15,659,000		17,277,000		18,453,000		18,566,000		18,591,000		19,536,000		20,553,000		21,504,000		22,067,000		23,333,000		24,349,000

		Senegal		7,398,500		6,995,100		7,737,200		7,548,500		7,307,100		7,642,600		8,527,200		9,275,600		10,019,000		9,512,800		9,625,700		9,450,700		9,904,900		9,598,100		9,910,800		10,472,000		10,957,000

		Five Year Averages																						1990										1995

		Australia		177,033,333		175,665,000		176,750,000		178,626,000		183,982,000		196,552,000		211,262,000		223,396,000		231,498,000		236,212,000		238,610,000		240,322,000		244,866,000		253,736,000		264,582,000		274,253,040		282,875,941

		Bulgaria		29,353,333		29,432,250		29,707,800		30,401,600		31,614,000		33,916,400		37,156,800		39,552,200		40,459,800		39,695,400		37,655,600		34,351,600		31,805,800		30,575,800		29,813,400		82,531,160		137,187,427

		Czech Republic		0		0		73,291,000		74,331,500		76,545,000		78,905,000		81,045,400		84,313,600		86,418,600		84,833,000		81,533,800		78,029,600		75,342,800		74,608,400		77,186,000		79,110,250		81,451,667

		Estonia		0		0		0		0		0		7,837,700		8,028,450		8,057,833		7,869,400		7,627,560		7,128,240		6,456,480		5,785,600		5,326,480		5,028,540		875,641,916		1,763,785,064

		EU (14)		3,131,808,000		3,087,793,050		3,076,802,300		3,064,233,860		3,128,660,240		3,276,855,960		3,487,250,100		3,674,860,920		3,826,819,420		3,921,087,020		3,970,502,600		3,967,001,620		3,992,483,300		4,052,275,320		4,122,107,080		4,200,061,574		4,308,653,093

		Hungary		52,491,000		51,760,750		51,642,800		51,479,400		52,057,200		54,204,000		56,885,400		58,719,800		60,103,600		59,304,400		57,185,800		54,750,200		53,129,200		51,961,600		52,272,800		491,462,000		939,744,056

		Japan		1,387,200,000		1,376,575,000		1,382,180,000		1,401,480,000		1,446,940,000		1,530,300,000		1,648,360,000		1,755,920,000		1,853,020,000		1,936,260,000		1,998,000,000		2,029,040,000		2,060,680,000		2,093,480,000		2,126,560,000		2,161,879,200		2,211,314,176

		Latvia		10,104,300		10,090,725		10,207,580		10,353,380		10,706,180		11,316,400		12,086,800		12,768,000		13,282,200		13,278,000		12,265,200		10,828,540		9,365,680		8,021,700		7,002,380		6,773,725		6,792,067

		Lithuania		0		0		0		0		0		16,186,000		17,309,000		17,604,333		17,494,500		16,942,600		17,056,400		15,696,200		14,396,200		13,389,800		12,932,400		11,976,750		12,092,000

		Poland		139,770,000		135,917,500		135,290,000		132,388,000		136,412,000		145,828,000		157,082,000		165,226,000		167,634,000		164,338,000		159,040,000		152,642,000		148,828,000		151,180,000		158,060,000		161,540,000		165,840,000

		Romania		84,385,667		84,509,250		85,643,600		86,712,800		89,816,600		93,105,200		96,419,200		96,469,600		94,721,800		89,406,400		83,005,400		76,446,800		72,608,200		71,188,000		72,535,000		73,865,000		75,601,000

		Russian Federation		658,396,667		655,997,500		659,972,000		667,126,000		691,964,000		728,564,000		773,868,000		810,102,000		831,134,000		826,108,000		795,988,000		742,678,000		676,588,000		616,716,000		560,394,000		529,885,000		503,590,000

		Slovakia		0		0		27,663,000		28,527,000		29,763,000		31,048,000		32,100,600		33,592,400		34,352,200		33,502,600		31,771,200		29,590,800		27,863,600		26,944,200		27,386,800		27,672,000		28,426,333

		Ukraine		0		0		0		0		0		206,090,000		210,965,000		212,220,000		207,957,500		201,758,000		193,956,000		179,302,000		158,306,000		138,704,800		120,684,400		109,085,500		97,924,000

		United Kingdom		630,823,333		623,960,000		623,474,000		623,082,000		642,184,000		680,904,000		731,540,000		774,842,000		806,708,000		820,598,000		820,938,000		812,714,000		814,288,000		825,766,000		844,416,000		1,831,572,800		2,838,874,376

		United States		3,893,300,000		3,832,000,000		3,844,440,000		3,859,760,000		3,956,440,000		4,185,860,000		4,480,080,000		4,711,820,000		4,881,840,000		4,964,880,000		5,014,220,000		5,027,680,000		5,091,420,000		5,208,040,000		5,360,700,000		5,503,548,200		5,659,697,046

		Argentina		201,946,667		197,300,000		195,760,000		187,464,000		188,194,000		195,276,000		202,782,000		204,512,000		207,310,000		208,108,000		209,888,000		214,080,000		226,252,000		237,486,000		247,320,000		251,805,000		255,123,333

		Brazil		574,620,000		556,842,500		552,250,000		547,130,000		568,280,000		606,170,000		654,900,000		695,846,000		719,048,000		713,048,000		699,446,000		685,152,000		679,444,000		685,786,000		715,884,000		728,540,000		746,156,667

		Chile		58,945,667		56,577,000		55,982,400		55,413,400		56,065,800		60,048,600		66,120,200		72,242,600		77,281,600		81,949,400		87,214,200		92,380,400		97,419,200		105,118,000		113,595,200		117,125,000		120,946,667

		China		695,843,333		707,942,500		739,720,000		803,588,000		898,958,000		1,029,394,000		1,193,526,000		1,330,980,000		1,442,200,000		1,547,240,000		1,669,760,000		1,805,540,000		2,000,640,000		2,258,560,000		2,539,740,000		2,679,825,000		2,825,166,667

		India		504,430,000		509,765,000		516,926,000		534,784,000		560,510,000		601,064,000		656,540,000		710,632,000		759,966,000		799,588,000		838,680,000		863,966,000		901,540,000		952,580,000		1,013,250,000		1,041,520,000		1,078,833,333

		Indonesia		189,063,333		190,707,500		194,480,000		201,704,000		212,304,000		229,654,000		250,266,000		270,666,000		292,232,000		313,654,000		336,718,000		359,732,000		386,222,000		416,988,000		449,094,000		464,145,000		480,936,667

		Kazakhstan		0		0		0		0		0		79,203,000		81,261,500		80,438,667		78,523,000		76,277,000		72,360,400		66,447,200		59,473,800		53,024,400		47,633,200		44,636,500		41,597,333

		Korea, Rep.		133,416,667		136,360,000		141,058,000		149,644,000		163,698,000		184,778,000		210,484,000		234,212,000		258,804,000		282,044,000		302,308,000		319,716,000		342,182,000		368,622,000		395,364,000		408,682,500		424,656,667

		Malaysia		63,037,667		63,569,250		64,891,200		66,804,200		69,313,000		73,354,600		78,989,200		84,475,200		91,086,000		98,219,400		105,889,200		113,697,800		123,028,000		134,038,000		145,606,000		151,337,500		157,656,667

		Mexico		437,450,000		426,287,500		422,844,000		422,690,000		419,364,000		427,626,000		445,968,000		461,458,000		474,328,000		489,250,000		502,942,000		514,998,000		531,216,000		539,558,000		550,022,000		553,117,500		555,893,333

		Philippines		138,900,000		137,932,500		135,438,000		131,186,000		129,060,000		130,034,000		134,114,000		140,502,000		148,260,000		153,452,000		156,706,000		157,772,000		159,886,000		163,856,000		170,032,000		172,942,500		177,003,333

		Ghana		14,486,333		13,878,000		13,755,200		13,473,200		13,662,200		14,485,000		15,765,000		16,825,400		17,709,200		18,484,600		19,139,800		19,750,000		20,450,200		21,398,600		22,361,200		22,813,250		23,249,667

		Senegal		7,376,933		7,419,825		7,397,280		7,446,100		7,752,520		8,060,200		8,554,300		8,995,440		9,392,060		9,576,760		9,702,620		9,618,440		9,698,040		9,867,300		10,168,560		10,234,475		10,446,600

		GDP In MILLIONS OF PPP DOLLARS (not a 5 year average)

		Argentina		220.5		200.3		185.1		183.4		189.6		179.0		203.9		220.5		220.9		198.3		193.0		207.9		229.4		241.9		259.1		249.2		257.1

		Brazil		613.8		566.3		543.8		503.5		533.9		588.2		672.0		733.3		747.2		738.6		704.2		642.0		665.3		675.7		710.1		735.9		792.5

		Chile		61.5		62.1		53.2		49.5		53.6		58.7		65.3		73.2		79.8		84.2		83.9		88.7		99.5		105.7		109.4		122.4		131.1

		China		686.9		686.1		714.6		744.2		866.8		1,006.2		1,162.9		1,366.8		1,564.9		1,554.1		1,562.3		1,688.1		1,979.4		2,243.8		2,529.6		2,851.9		3,094.0

		India		498.0		513.3		501.9		525.8		545.6		587.3		641.9		704.7		803.2		816.0		834.0		840.1		900.2		929.6		1,003.9		1,089.2		1,143.4

		Indonesia		186.3		194.1		186.8		195.6		209.6		222.4		247.1		273.6		298.7		311.6		330.3		354.2		388.9		413.8		444.0		484.1		514.7

		Kazakhstan		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		0.0		79.2		83.3		78.8		72.8		67.3		59.6		53.8		43.9		40.5		40.3

		Korea, Rep.		130.7		134.2		135.4		145.2		159.9		173.6		204.5		240.8		273.7		278.5		296.6		320.7		342.1		360.8		390.8		428.8		454.4

		Malaysia		61.5		63.5		64.1		65.2		70.2		71.0		76.1		84.3		93.3		97.6		104.1		111.8		122.7		132.4		144.3		159.1		169.6

		Mexico		431.8		452.7		427.9		392.8		409.1		431.1		436.0		469.2		484.5		486.5		495.4		510.6		537.6		544.8		567.6		537.1		563.0

		Philippines		139.6		139.8		137.3		135.0		125.5		118.4		129.2		142.1		155.4		157.4		157.2		155.2		158.4		160.8		168.0		177.0		186.0

		Ghana		15.6		14.7		13.2		12.1		13.3		14.2		15.7		17.3		18.5		18.6		18.6		19.5		20.6		21.5		22.1		23.3		24.3

		Senegal		7.4		7.0		7.7		7.5		7.3		7.6		8.5		9.3		10.0		9.5		9.6		9.5		9.9		9.6		9.9		10.5		11.0





carbon

		Carbon Emissions in 000 metric tons (Oakridge data)												Carbon Emissions				http://cdiac.esd.ornl.gov/ftp/ndp030/nation96.ems

				1970		1971		1972		1973		1974		1975		1976		1977		1978		1979		1980		1981		1982		1983		1984		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008		2009		2010

		Australia		38888		40011		41238		43814		44170		45199		47009		50697		51490		52433		55348		58365		59536		56734		59398		60863		60909		64656		65799		69898		72601		69886		69651		71456		74422		77995		83688																												78,409

		Bulgaria		16552		17298		17791		18463		19119		19526		19493		20197		21644		21025		20545		21329		23985		24049		23226		23810		24333		24356		23175		23075		20562		16123		14231		18419		18423		15470		15085

		Czech Republic																																														38675		36623		35385		33472		33472

		Estonia																																														5834		4985		4830		4311		4473

		EU (14)																						620678		587807		564964		548505		539349		560362		548942		554965		545264		576350		579985		597922		589661		570553		571381		583869		604974																												533,586

		Hungary		19090		18893		18934		19926		20209		20559		21819		22691		23522		23112		22514		22306		22449		22907		23400		22072		21203		21323		20013		19377		17500		17910		15806		15561		14960		15341		16231

		Japan		201725		208834		224279		249980		243350		233018		238676		250944		250126		259557		251201		246428		239879		236489		254977		248150		247437		244816		268688		276476		292212		298188		301497		294683		308600		310287		318686																												274,679

		Latvia																																														3572		3152		2981		2543		2533

		Lithuania																																														5830		4586		4169		3698		3780

		Poland		82215		84616		89102		90562		93345		101103		107459		112834		116782		119671		124511		110053		113370		113683		118551		121700		123716		127125		121630		115569		94865		93917		92469		95306		91757		92920		97375

		Romania		31656		33195		34923		38324		39942		43102		46375		47359		51560		52080		52346		52948		52258		53564		50459		51688		53750		56498		56601		57229		42323		36925		33277		33065		31213		33122		32555

		Russian Federation																																														533417		503314		438994		466236		431090

		Slovak Republic																																														11740		10450		10039		9835		10820

		Ukraine																																														172236		143544		118987		118900		108431

		United Kingdom		174271		175070		171323		177193		166392		163182		162083		163701		164813		174694		159328		150227		149858		149321		141815		150480		152776		154298		153824		156237		153734		157223		152718		147654		146776		145707		152015

		United States		1152145		1159217		1211838		1259274		1214830		1164477		1244362		1248602		1270297		1274776		1248748		1204805		1145066		1149186		1188813		1208060		1231104		1263787		1335979		1343158		1316589		1309854		1325420		1370820		1402138		1408828		1446777																												1,224,428

		Carbon emissions

		Argentina		22146		23808		24123		25007		25478		25479		26816		27106		27556		29740		29328		27526		27768		27998		28409		26640		27545		30651		32380		31294		29948		31527		32481		33571		35617		35358		35440																												1678000

		Brazil		23669		25662		28731		32884		35895		38129		41795		43841		47489		50418		50058		45870		46207		44396		44428		47564		52509		55057		55443		56780		55298		58377		58702		61112		64192		68305		74610

		Chile		6689		7711		7683		7641		7366		6274		6748		6375		6595		7498		7623		6933		5928		6131		6424		6123		6109		6394		7660		9222		9897		9359		9798		9952		11342		12075		13313		972282.928571429		1026568.85714286		1080854.78571429		1135140.71428571		1189426.64285714		1243712.57142857		1297998.5		1352284.42857143		1406570.35714286		1460856.28571429		1515142.21428571		1569428.14285714		1623714.07142857		1678000		760003		54285.9285714286		China

		China		209482		238110		253052		263174		268489		311410		325275		363193		404022		412778		403065		399202		427551		450994		490152		531614		559110		596832		640026		650981		655497		688440		722184		753637		818447		876778		917997		934568.642857143		951140.285714286		967711.928571429		984283.571428571		1000855.21428571		1017426.85714286		1033998.5		1050570.14285714		1067141.78571429		1083713.42857143		1100285.07142857		1116856.71428571		1133428.35714286		1150000		232003		16571.6428571429		China

		India		52861		55748		58953		60686		63095		68598		71675		85802		86355		90128		94786		101858		108347		117540		121575		133267		143081		151589		163457		177640		184296		197479		210180		219509		233301		246008		272212		276554		280896		285238		289580		293922		298264		302606		306948		311290		315632		319974		324316		328658		333000		60788		4342		India

		Indonesia		9046		10024		11147		12710		13578		14360		16636		22100		25252		25590		25822		27950		29471		30977		31810		33548		35150		34263		34305		34263		45090		43450		47499		52333		53637		64123		66882		286839.714285714		301467.428571429		316095.142857143		330722.857142857		345350.571428571		359978.285714286		374606		389233.714285714		403861.428571428		418489.142857143		433116.857142857		447744.571428571		462372.285714285		477000		204788		14627.7142857143		India

		Kazakhstan																																										94000								74000												67000										83000										93000

		Korea, Rep.		14156		15307		15932		18993		19287		20711		23788		26896		29166		33972		34157		35265		36080		38324		41664		46082		46776		49200		56809		60269		65824		72349		79203		86609		93567		102774		111370

		Malaysia		3934		4408		4797		4697		5124		5260		6487		6165		6337		7439		7635		8406		8337		10356		9462		9815		10794		10992		11489		13167		15087		18471		20286		24675		25285		32193		32497

		Mexico		28892		31041		32508		35236		39478		40615		47443		49301		57517		62462		68656		73412		86293		77631		71729		74679		69717		73172		72381		76105		80506		84739		90603		90260		94750		88187		95007

		Philippines		6732		7489		7190		8562		8256		8724		9463		9928		10143		10243		9967		9466		9476		9668		8587		8026		8263		9070		10787		11052		12092		12456		13792		13182		13567		16800		17260

		Kaz (CDIAC)																																														79886		70226		65123		58241		47447

		Ghana		716		612		645		658		782		747		664		818		800		707		662		802		782		965		669		878		804		843		888		860		966		973		1021		1067		1092		1106		1104

		Senegal		341		362		385		404		487		701		480		600		708		782		763		767		645		697		818		665		654		594		684		818		790		820		835		835		835		836		836

		MtC

		Argentina		22.146		23.808		24.123		25.007		25.478		25.479		26.816		27.106		27.556		29.74		29.328		27.526		27.768		27.998		28.409		26.64		27.545		30.651		32.38		31.294		29.948		31.527		32.481		33.571		35.617		35.358		35.44

		Brazil		23.669		25.662		28.731		32.884		35.895		38.129		41.795		43.841		47.489		50.418		50.058		45.87		46.207		44.396		44.428		47.564		52.509		55.057		55.443		56.78		55.298		58.377		58.702		61.112		64.192		68.305		74.61

		China		209		238		253		263		268		311		325		363		404		413		403		399		428		451		490		532		559		597		640		651		655		688		722		754		818		877		918		972		1027		1081		1135		1189		1244		1298		1352		1407		1461		1515		1569		1624		1678		FROM DOE

		China		209		238		253		263		268		311		325		363		404		413		403		399		428		451		490		532		559		597		640		651		655		688		722		754		818		877		918		935		951		968		984		1001		1017		1034		1051		1067		1084		1100		1117		1133		1150		FROM DOE

		India		52.861		55.748		58.953		60.686		63.095		68.598		71.675		85.802		86.355		90.128		94.786		101.858		108.347		117.54		121.575		133.267		143.081		151.589		163.457		177.64		184.296		197.479		210.18		219.509		233.301		246.008		272.212																																		percentage above 1990

		Indonesia		9.046		10.024		11.147		12.71		13.578		14.36		16.636		22.1		25.252		25.59		25.822		27.95		29.471		30.977		31.81		33.548		35.15		34.263		34.305		34.263		45.09		43.45		47.499		52.333		53.637		64.123		66.882		69.0489768		71.2861636483		73.5958353505		75.9803404159		78.4		82.8707577741		87.5612426642		92.5172089989		97.7536830283		103.3		110.000613748		117.1506536416		124.7654461283		132.8752001266		141.5		FROM NC		213.8%

		Kazakhstan		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		94		0		0		0		74		0		0

		Korea, Rep.		14.156		15.307		15.932		18.993		19.287		20.711		23.788		26.896		29.166		33.972		34.157		35.265		36.08		38.324		41.664		46.082		46.776		49.2		56.809		60.269		65.824		72.349		79.203		86.609		93.567		102.774		111.37

		Malaysia		3.934		4.408		4.797		4.697		5.124		5.26		6.487		6.165		6.337		7.439		7.635		8.406		8.337		10.356		9.462		9.815		10.794		10.992		11.489		13.167		15.087		18.471		20.286		24.675		25.285		32.193		32.497

		Mexico		28.892		31.041		32.508		35.236		39.478		40.615		47.443		49.301		57.517		62.462		68.656		73.412		86.293		77.631		71.729		74.679		69.717		73.172		72.381		76.105		80.506		84.739		90.603		90.26		94.75		88.187		95.007

		Philippines		6.732		7.489		7.19		8.562		8.256		8.724		9.463		9.928		10.143		10.243		9.967		9.466		9.476		9.668		8.587		8.026		8.263		9.07		10.787		11.052		12.092		12.456		13.792		13.182		13.567		16.8		17.26

		Kaz (CDIAC)		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		79.886		70.226		65.123		58.241		47.447

		Ghana				0.612		0.645		0.658		0.782		0.747		0.664		0.818		0.8		0.707		0.662		0.802		0.782		0.965		0.669		0.878		0.804		0.843		0.888		0.86		0.966		0.973		1.021		1.067		1.092		1.106		1.104

		Senegal				0.362		0.385		0.404		0.487		0.701		0.48		0.6		0.708		0.782		0.763		0.767		0.645		0.697		0.818		0.665		0.654		0.594		0.684		0.818		0.79		0.82		0.835		0.835		0.835		0.836		0.836

		Combined 1990 Emissions of 8 other Developing Countries																																										477

				1980		1981		1982		1983		1984		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008		2009		2010

		China		403065		399202		427551		450994		490152		531614		559110		596832		640026		650981		655497		688440		722184		753637		818447		876778		917997		934568.642857143		951140.285714286		967711.928571429		984283.571428571		1000855.21428571		1017426.85714286		1033998.5		1050570.14285714		1067141.78571429		1083713.42857143		1100285.07142857		1116856.71428571		1133428.35714286		1150000

		China		403065		399202		427551		450994		490152		531614		559110		596832		640026		650981		655497		688440		722184		753637		818447		876778		917997		972282.928571429		1026568.85714286		1080854.78571429		1135140.71428571		1189426.64285714		1243712.57142857		1297998.5		1352284.42857143		1406570.35714286		1460856.28571429		1515142.21428571		1569428.14285714		1623714.07142857		1678000

				1980		1981		1982		1983		1984		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008		2009		2010

		India		94786		101858		108347		117540		121575		133267		143081		151589		163457		177640		184296		197479		210180		219509		233301		246008		272212		276554		280896		285238		289580		293922		298264		302606		306948		311290		315632		319974		324316		328658		333000

				94786		101858		108347		117540		121575		133267		143081		151589		163457		177640		184296		197479		210180		219509		233301		246008		272212		286839.714285714		301467.428571429		316095.142857143		330722.857142857		345350.571428571		359978.285714286		374606		389233.714285714		403861.428571428		418489.142857143		433116.857142857		447744.571428571		462372.285714285		477000

		1970       716           0            633            23             0            60.1              0.08               31

		1971       612           0            535             4             0            72.2              0.07               25

		1972       645           0            585             4             0            56.0              0.07               33

		1973       658           0            590             8             0            59.3              0.07               30

		1974       782           0            709             2             0            70.8              0.08               34

		1975       747           0            653             4             0            90.6              0.08               38

		1976       664           0            567             8             0            88.8              0.07               73

		1977       818           0            733             1             0            82.9              0.08               57

		1978       800           0            730             1             0            68.0              0.08               51

		1979       707           0            669             1             0            36.8              0.07               59

		1980       662           0            620             1             0            40.0              0.06               58

		1981       802           0            747             1             0            53.9              0.07               38

		1982       782           0            741             1             0            39.7              0.07               50

		1983       965           0            924             1             0            39.5              0.08               39

		1984       669           0            636             1             0            31.1              0.05               41																																		The projections in Figure 2 represent the range of carbon intensity reductions implied by the Kyoto Protocol commitments, using a projected GDP growth rate of 2 to 4 percent.

		1985       878           0            827             1             0            49.4              0.07               47

		1986       804           0            773             1             0            29.9              0.06               45

		1987       843           0            804             2             0            37.3              0.06               47

		1988       888           0            821             2             0            64.9              0.06               45

		1989       860           0            781             2             0            76.9              0.06               43

		1990       966           0            872             2             0            91.8              0.06               36																																														100000

		1991       973           0            869             2             0           102.0              0.06               40																																														300

		1992      1021           0            880             2             0           139.3              0.06               41																																														30,000,000

		1993      1067           0            901             2             0           163.6              0.07               43

		1994      1092           0            907             2             0           183.1              0.06               44

		1995      1106           0            913             2             0           190.4              0.06               44

		1996      1104           0            912             2             0           190.4              0.06               45





c per US$

		Carbon per GDP (US $)								Carbon Emissions per GDP																												projections–->

				1980		1981		1982		1983		1984		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008		2009		2010

		Australia		334.4		344.8		341.6		315.8		320.8		314.3		302.0		309.0		306.0		317.8		323.8		305.1		296.8		294.5		294.6		302.3		317.9		316.2		314.5		312.8		311.1		309.5		307.8		306.1		304.5		302.9		301.2		299.6		298.0		296.4		294.8

		Bulgaria		949.9		962.1		1058.4		1017.3		944.1		922.0		889.0		851.9		799.2		810.7		755.3		638.3		604.0		816.7		841.8		709.6		690.9		675.9		661.1		646.7		632.6		618.8		605.2		592.0		579.1		566.5		554.1		542.0		530.2		518.6		507.3

		Czech Republic																										1186.7		1160.4		1109.7		1039.5		1019.8		1009.6		999.4		989.4		979.4		969.6		959.9		950.2		940.7		931.2		921.8		912.6		903.4		894.3		885.3

		Estonia																										1276.9		1192.9		1231.9		1122.9		1162.3		1155.0		1147.8		1140.6		1133.5		1126.4		1119.4		1112.4		1105.4		1098.5		1091.6		1084.8		1078.0		1071.3		1064.6

		EU (14)		200.7		187.0		177.2		169.3		162.9		165.0		156.9		153.5		146.1		150.4		148.2		150.9		147.0		140.5		138.6		140.6		143.8		141.3		138.9		136.5		134.1		131.8		129.5		127.3		125.0		122.9		120.7		118.7		116.6		114.6		112.6

		Hungary		1014.1		977.2		964.7		964.4		970.3		895.2		843.9		836.8		779.3		760.3		703.9		739.3		666.7		665.3		637.0		649.8		680.3		664.0		648.2		632.7		617.6		602.9		588.5		574.5		560.8		547.4		534.3		521.6		509.1		497.0		485.1

		Japan		131.6		124.9		118.0		112.6		117.5		110.4		105.5		99.8		104.7		102.7		104.3		103.4		102.4		98.7		102.0		102.1		104.1		102.9		101.6		100.4		99.2		98.0		96.8		95.6		94.5		93.4		92.2		91.1		90.0		88.9		87.9

		Latvia																										536.5		548.5		590.7		519.0		516.2		514.9		513.6		512.2		510.9		509.6		508.3		507.0		505.7		504.4		503.1		501.8		500.5		499.2		498.0

		Lithuania																										695.5		588.9		555.7		531.5		537.8		528.6		519.6		510.8		502.1		493.6		485.2		476.9		468.8		460.9		453.0		445.3		437.8		430.3		423.0

		Poland		2263.8		2008.7		2051.1		2052.9		2072.9		2038.0		1989.7		1984.3		1904.1		1851.4		1555.2		1578.7		1582.4		1596.4		1468.2		1453.7		1484.7		1455.1		1426.0		1397.6		1369.7		1342.4		1315.6		1289.4		1263.6		1238.4		1213.7		1189.5		1165.8		1142.5		1119.7

		Romania		1578.7		1542.5		1467.1		1458.0		1325.9		1335.6		1381.2		1480.5		1526.7		1636.7		1292.5		1204.3		1134.7		1150.2		1066.9		1110.5		1065.6		1039.6		1014.3		989.6		965.5		941.9		919.0		896.6		874.8		853.5		832.7		812.4		792.6		773.3		754.5

		Russian Federation																										1348.6		1400.3		1349.8		1504.6		1459.2		1466.9		1474.6		1482.4		1490.2		1498.0		1505.9		1513.9		1521.8		1529.9		1537.9		1546.0		1554.2		1562.4		1570.6

		Slovak Republic																										731.1		674.5		638.8		619.1		663.2		658.9		654.6		650.4		646.2		642.0		637.8		633.7		629.6		625.5		621.4		617.4		613.4		609.4		605.5

		Ukraine																										3512.5		3345.2		3198.1		3532.1		3591.7		3597.1		3602.4		3607.8		3613.2		3618.6		3623.9		3629.3		3634.7		3640.2		3645.6		3651.0		3656.4		3661.9		3667.3

		United Kingdom		278.6		260.2		257.1		251.2		231.3		236.5		230.7		224.2		216.4		215.6		210.2		214.0		206.3		197.1		192.0		188.1		193.3		189.5		185.8		182.1		178.5		175.0		171.6		168.2		164.9		161.7		158.5		155.4		152.4		149.4		146.5

		United States		327.0		313.4		293.4		287.4		289.8		284.2		279.1		277.7		285.8		281.8		271.1		265.2		263.6		267.1		265.9		263.5		266.7		263.8		261.0		258.2		255.4		252.7		250.0		247.3		244.7		242.1		239.5		236.9		234.4		231.9		229.4				C/GDP		C

																																																																				1980-1996		1980-1996

				1980		1981		1982		1983		1984		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008		2009		2010

		Argentina		277.6		257.3		259.6		267.4		270.0		249.0		256.1		288.1		303.6		291.6		274.0		278.6		270.1		266.3		271.5		264.4		261.5		262.0		262.4		262.9		263.4		263.9		264.4		264.8		265.3		265.8		266.3		266.8		267.3		267.7		268.2				-5.8%		20.8%

		Brazil		214.6		193.7		192.7		183.0		176.3		180.8		190.6		191.5		189.4		193.2		189.1		198.8		197.9		200.9		204.9		213.5		228.4		229.9		231.4		232.9		234.4		235.9		237.5		239.0		240.6		242.1		243.7		245.3		246.9		248.5		250.1				6.4%		49.0%

		Chile		454.7		408.9		346.0		354.6		367.5		334.3		312.1		304.3		342.3		385.9		384.3		338.1		332.8		314.9		334.3		345.8		370.5		366.3		362.3		358.3		354.3		350.3		346.4		342.6		338.8		335.0		331.3		327.6		324.0		320.4		316.8				-18.5%		74.6%

		China		3010.9		2766.0		2704.2		2575.7		2515.0		2438.1		2289.0		2228.5		2219.7		2092.8		1936.6		1855.7		1748.6		1624.6		1573.7		1597.7		1588.7		1531.6		1476.6		1423.5		1372.4		1323.1		1275.5		1229.7		1185.5		1142.9		1101.9		1062.3		1024.1		987.3		951.8				-47.2%		127.8%

		India		515.8		533.6		537.7		553.8		545.4		568.5		576.7		574.3		582.2		600.9		591.4		606.1		615.2		610.4		608.6		622.9		665.9		672.8		679.8		686.9		694.0		701.2		708.5		715.8		723.2		730.7		738.3		746.0		753.7		761.5		769.4				29.1%		187.2%

		Indonesia		504.7		512.6		506.9		504.7		492.5		489.7		485.7		446.1		416.6		385.9		469.7		418.5		424.0		433.4		412.9		457.6		441.2		437.9		434.6		431.3		428.0		424.8		421.6		418.4		415.3		412.1		409.0		405.9		402.9		399.8		396.8				-12.6%		159.0%

		Kazakhstan																						3323.9								3905.5		0.0		0.0		420.2		399.7		379.7		360.6		342.4		332.9		323.6		314.5		305.7		297.2		291.1		285.3		279.5		286.2		INDONESIA FROM NC

		Korea, Rep.		444.4		432.5		416.6		409.6		408.1		409.2		376.5		361.4		379.4		367.5		371.1		380.7		387.5		393.9		396.9		421.5		439.3		438.6		437.8		437.1		436.3		435.6		434.8		434.1		433.3		432.6		431.8		431.1		430.3		429.6		428.8				-1.1%		226.1%

		Malaysia		329.9		339.1		314.7		372.4		327.9		328.1		346.0		336.4		328.8		347.5		365.9		412.2		416.2		465.2		438.8		536.9		519.8		536.0		552.7		569.9		587.6		605.9		624.7		644.2		664.2		684.8		706.1		728.1		750.8		774.1		798.2				57.6%		325.6%

		Mexico		534.9		551.2		629.9		556.2		517.0		538.5		497.0		514.8		500.0		508.2		518.1		525.6		541.6		532.3		549.1		507.9		544.5		541.6		538.6		535.7		532.8		529.9		527.0		524.1		521.3		518.5		515.6		512.8		510.0		507.3		504.5				1.8%		38.4%

		Philippines		306.6		280.5		277.6		286.7		257.9		243.9		251.7		269.0		305.6		301.6		320.4		323.0		351.1		327.9		326.0		396.6		398.4		407.7		417.2		427.0		436.9		447.1		457.6		468.3		479.2		490.4		501.9		513.6		525.6		537.9		550.5				29.9%		73.2%

		Kaz (CDIAC)																										3362.3		3320.8		3437.0		3276.1		2860.8		2769.8		2681.8		2596.5		2514.0		2434.1		2356.7		2281.8		2209.2		2139.0		2071.0		2005.2		1941.4		1879.7		1820.0

		Ghana		145.6		181.8		179.2		221.5		151.3		191.2		165.5		165.2		166.4		153.9		165.6		159.8		161.1		161.4		158.3		157.0		153.6		152.2		150.7		149.2		147.8		146.3		144.9		143.5		142.1		140.7		139.4		138.0		136.7		135.3		134.0				5.5%		66.8%

		Senegal		204.7		197.3		163.3		171.5		193.6		154.1		147.6		130.0		144.9		169.5		160.5		165.6		166.5		164.2		160.0		159.2		156.5		154.3		152.1		149.9		147.8		145.7		143.6		141.6		139.6		137.6		135.6		133.7		131.8		129.9		128.1				-23.5%		9.6%

		Percentage changes				1981		1982		1983		1984		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008		2009		2010

		Australia				3.11%		-0.92%		-7.57%		1.57%		-2.01%		-3.92%		2.31%		-0.96%		3.86%		1.88%		-5.77%		-2.74%		-0.79%		0.05%		2.61%		5.18%		97.66%		97.13%		96.61%		96.09%		95.57%		95.06%		94.54%		94.03%		93.53%		93.02%		92.52%		92.02%		91.53%		91.04%		-8.96%

		Bulgaria				1.28%		10.02%		-3.88%		-7.20%		-2.35%		-3.57%		-4.18%		-6.18%		1.43%		-6.83%		-15.50%		-5.38%		35.22%		3.07%		-15.71%		-2.63%		89.48%		87.52%		85.61%		83.75%		81.92%		80.13%		78.38%		76.67%		75.00%		73.36%		71.76%		70.19%		68.66%		67.16%		-32.84%

		Czech Republic																												-2.21%

		Estonia																												-6.58%

		EU (14)				-6.83%		-5.22%		-4.47%		-3.79%		1.31%		-4.95%		-2.14%		-4.80%		2.95%		-1.48%		1.80%		-2.54%		-4.46%		-1.35%		1.45%		2.30%		95.37%		93.72%		92.09%		90.50%		88.93%		87.39%		85.87%		84.38%		82.92%		81.48%		80.07%		78.68%		77.31%		75.97%		-24.03%

		Hungary				-3.64%		-1.28%		-0.03%		0.61%		-7.74%		-5.73%		-0.83%		-6.88%		-2.43%		-7.42%		5.03%		-9.82%		-0.21%		-4.25%		2.01%		4.69%		94.34%		92.09%		89.89%		87.74%		85.65%		83.61%		81.61%		79.67%		77.77%		75.91%		74.10%		72.33%		70.61%		68.92%		-31.08%

		Japan				-5.03%		-5.52%		-4.64%		4.37%		-6.01%		-4.45%		-5.36%		4.83%		-1.84%		1.53%		-0.85%		-0.96%		-3.60%		3.29%		0.09%		2.01%		98.63%		97.44%		96.26%		95.10%		93.95%		92.82%		91.70%		90.59%		89.50%		88.42%		87.35%		86.29%		85.25%		84.22%		-15.78%

		Latvia																												2.24%

		Lithuania																												-15.32%

		Poland				-11.27%		2.11%		0.09%		0.98%		-1.68%		-2.37%		-0.27%		-4.04%		-2.77%		-15.99%		1.51%		0.23%		0.89%		-8.03%		-0.99%		2.13%		93.56%		91.69%		89.86%		88.07%		86.31%		84.59%		82.90%		81.25%		79.63%		78.04%		76.48%		74.96%		73.46%		72.00%		-28.00%

		Romania				-2.29%		-4.89%		-0.62%		-9.06%		0.73%		3.41%		7.19%		3.12%		7.20%		-21.03%		-6.82%		-5.78%		1.36%		-7.24%		4.09%		-4.05%		80.44%		78.48%		76.56%		74.70%		72.88%		71.10%		69.37%		67.68%		66.03%		64.43%		62.86%		61.32%		59.83%		58.37%		-41.63%

		Russian Federation																												3.83%

		Slovak Republic																												-7.75%

		Ukraine																												-4.76%

		United Kingdom				-6.62%		-1.17%		-2.30%		-7.91%		2.25%		-2.45%		-2.84%		-3.45%		-0.38%		-2.53%		1.84%		-3.61%		-4.47%		-2.59%		-2.03%		2.76%		90.16%		88.39%		86.66%		84.96%		83.29%		81.66%		80.06%		78.48%		76.95%		75.44%		73.96%		72.50%		71.08%		69.69%		-30.31%

		United States				-4.17%		-6.39%		-2.03%		0.82%		-1.92%		-1.80%		-0.51%		2.91%		-1.37%		-3.82%		-2.15%		-0.63%		1.32%		-0.44%		-0.88%		1.19%		97.32%		96.28%		95.25%		94.23%		93.22%		92.22%		91.24%		90.26%		89.29%		88.34%		87.39%		86.46%		85.53%		63.10%		-36.90%		C/GDP		C		% diff

																																																																		1990-2010		1980-1996		1980-1996

		Argentina				-7.33%		0.91%		3.01%		0.96%		-7.76%		2.84%		12.50%		5.36%		-3.93%		-6.05%		1.69%		-3.06%		-1.40%		1.93%		-2.60%		-1.10%																																		20.8%		0.0

		Brazil				-9.72%		-0.56%		-5.03%		-3.66%		2.57%		5.39%		0.50%		-1.11%		2.01%		-2.13%		5.11%		-0.41%		1.52%		1.96%		4.21%		6.98%																																		49.0%		0.0

		Chile				-10.06%		-15.39%		2.50%		3.62%		-9.01%		-6.64%		-2.52%		12.51%		12.74%		-0.43%		-12.03%		-1.57%		-5.39%		6.18%		3.45%		7.12%																																		74.6%		0.0

		China				-8.13%		-2.23%		-4.75%		-2.36%		-3.06%		-6.11%		-2.64%		-0.40%		-5.72%		-7.46%		-4.18%		-5.77%		-7.09%		-3.13%		1.53%		-0.56%																																		127.8%		0.0

		India				3.44%		0.78%		2.99%		-1.51%		4.23%		1.44%		-0.41%		1.37%		3.21%		-1.58%		2.48%		1.51%		-0.78%		-0.30%		2.35%		6.91%																																		187.2%		0.0

		Indonesia				1.57%		-1.13%		-0.43%		-2.42%		-0.57%		-0.81%		-8.15%		-6.62%		-7.37%		21.74%		-10.92%		1.33%		2.21%		-4.72%		10.81%		-3.59%																																		159.0%		0.0

		Kazakhstan

		Korea, Rep.				-2.68%		-3.68%		-1.67%		-0.38%		0.28%		-7.99%		-4.03%		4.99%		-3.15%		0.99%		2.60%		1.77%		1.66%		0.78%		6.17%		4.24%																																		226.1%		0.0

		Malaysia				2.78%		-7.21%		18.33%		-11.94%		0.05%		5.45%		-2.77%		-2.27%		5.69%		5.31%		12.64%		0.96%		11.78%		-5.67%		22.36%		-3.17%																																		325.6%		0.0

		Mexico				3.06%		14.29%		-11.70%		-7.05%		4.15%		-7.70%		3.59%		-2.87%		1.63%		1.96%		1.45%		3.03%		-1.72%		3.16%		-7.50%		7.22%																																		38.4%		0.0

		Philippines				-8.52%		-1.04%		3.28%		-10.04%		-5.41%		3.18%		6.87%		13.62%		-1.31%		6.22%		0.83%		8.69%		-6.60%		-0.59%		21.66%		0.45%																																		73.2%		0.0

		Ghana				24.83%		-1.43%		23.63%		-31.71%		26.38%		-13.40%		-0.20%		0.69%		-7.47%		7.55%		-3.45%		0.81%		0.16%		-1.91%		-0.81%		-2.15%																																		66.8%

		Senegal				-3.60%		-17.26%		5.06%		12.85%		-20.37%		-4.26%		-11.94%		11.49%		17.00%		-5.33%		3.17%		0.55%		-1.35%		-2.58%		-0.51%		-1.68%																																		9.6%

		Geometric Mean

		Carbon per GDP (US $)

								1982		1983		1984		1985		1986		1987		1988		1989		1990		1991		1992		1993		1994		1995		1996		Product		GM

		Australia						0.990843133		0.9243362885		1.0157474326		0.9799478573		0.960763274		1.0231468258		0.9904432791		1.0385500945		1.018824487		0.9423289212		0.972634916		0.992145022		1.0004862766		1.026074786		1.051831373		0.9221428478		0.9946108979

		Bulgaria						1.1001600005		0.9611856307		0.9280274033		0.9765482507		0.9642694999		0.9582125114		0.9381752646		1.0143153589		0.9317497132		0.8450394861		0.9462450797		1.3521798031		1.0307464271		0.8429234091		0.9737434558		0.7181806988		0.9781727993

		Czech Republic																												0.9778527281		0.956335911		0.9366927639		0.9810944213		0.8593931493		0.9899489344

		Estonia																												0.9341674089		1.0327446217		0.911501124		1.0350664381		0.9102131153		0.9937478589

		EU (14)						0.9477959143		0.9552742638		0.9620605927		1.0131482606		0.9505012248		0.9785646889		0.9519921737		1.0294629696		0.9851510499		1.0179869699		0.9746117475		0.9554039142		0.9864980828		1.0145494614		1.0230440456		0.7691874174		0.9826574356

		Hungary						0.9871833564		0.9996959778		1.00612083		0.9226426742		0.9426518041		0.9916642355		0.9312036516		0.9756591563		0.9258296836		1.0503059814		0.9017765188		0.9978844881		0.9575377944		1.0200643136		1.0468547604		0.6961522667		0.9761433862

		Japan						0.9447702099		0.9536203429		1.0436999744		0.9398958267		0.9554685375		0.9463672343		1.0482994497		0.9815628436		1.0152792515		0.9915473797		0.9903692931		0.9639523575		1.0329464944		1.0008604228		1.020118632		0.8334707947		0.9879296636

		Latvia																												1.0223988602		1.0768609828		0.8786695317		0.9946061149		0.9621808094		0.9974331072

		Lithuania																												0.846770286		0.9434692479		0.9565271755		1.0118103283		0.7731963233		0.9829980403

		Poland						1.0211063886		1.0008740084		1.009758124		0.9831514712		0.9763094881		0.9972791535		0.9595697524		0.9723064074		0.8400524735		1.0150823658		1.0023271462		1.0088621103		0.9197219604		0.9900853472		1.0213340171		0.739125407		0.980049193

		Romania						0.9511134507		0.9937988131		0.9094060637		1.0072944772		1.0341426537		1.0719276222		1.0312024612		1.0720468561		0.7896561942		0.9317856159		0.9422111997		1.0136276289		0.9276294309		1.04085389		0.9595174443		0.6907909375		0.9756403997

		Russian Federation																												1.0383386487		0.9639062081		1.114735007		0.9698109473		1.0820131001		1.005268717

		Slovak Republic																												0.9225457208		0.9470626693		0.9692165522		1.0711736294		0.9070835933		0.9935197103

		Ukraine																												0.952370634		0.9560430277		1.104441818		1.016871375		1.0225682367		1.0014889302

		United Kingdom						0.98831446		0.9769774399		0.9208605741		1.022481587		0.9754681613		0.9716131255		0.9654778613		0.9961529195		0.9747034944		1.0183877		0.9638857998		0.9553222001		0.9741270342		0.9797046461		1.0276255542		0.7428662772		0.980379097

		United States						0.9361373269		0.9797370395		1.0081827319		0.9808072688		0.9820441436		0.9948623907		1.0291213554		0.9862979951		0.9617887383		0.9784893203		0.993689225		1.0132179609		0.9955839359		0.9911945265		1.0118838351		0.8509370935		0.9892965557

		Argentina						1.0091123764		1.0301074713		1.009606897		0.9223546249		1.0283953245		1.1249996542		1.0535569297		0.9607323757		0.9394948443		1.0169410515		0.9693629548		0.9859550481		1.0193343639		0.9739733805		0.9890256313		1.0276440016		1.0018195738

		Brazil						0.9943603151		0.9497037887		0.96339148		1.0257467312		1.0539033141		1.0050145747		0.9889310337		1.0201492282		0.9787348872		1.0510580282		0.9958904554		1.0152102168		1.019647958		1.0420578636		1.0698286223		1.101993771		1.0064957436

		Chile						0.8460583254		1.0249599469		1.0361985545		0.9098736485		0.9335932366		0.974772508		1.1251397231		1.1273723818		0.9957192388		0.8797394006		0.9843396559		0.9461387338		1.0617642184		1.0345232082		1.0711683868		0.8457171823		0.9888908162

		China						0.9776557263		0.9525009519		0.9764313699		0.9694090326		0.9388585761		0.9735843955		0.9960190451		0.9428201385		0.9253779253		0.9582479591		0.9422666045		0.9290660041		0.968677987		1.0152523242		0.9943614292		0.5776187164		0.9640718835

		India						1.0077673606		1.0299188867		0.9848792033		1.0422556683		1.014417517		0.9959348728		1.0136896816		1.0321316634		0.9841869608		1.0248315159		1.0150727482		0.992200167		0.9969937082		1.0234829958		1.0690953326		1.1673684268		1.0103702022

		Indonesia						0.9887448084		0.9957177808		0.9757935926		0.9943168738		0.9919063953		0.9184954421		0.9337502018		0.9262835601		1.2173752314		0.8908223124		1.0132881614		1.0221351844		0.9527956464		1.1081218896		0.9641452522		0.8926264743		0.9924561278

		Kazakhstan

		Korea, Rep.						0.9631777711		0.9832723051		0.9962216897		1.0027833038		0.9201447832		0.9597044091		1.0499466747		0.9684877988		1.0098743749		1.0260054792		1.017660671		1.0166109869		1.0077582136		1.0617285609		1.042434615		0.9744129985		0.9982734893

		Malaysia						0.9279417237		1.1833400902		0.8806091469		1.0005177725		1.054547089		0.9723353982		0.9772888466		1.0569260642		1.0531245653		1.12637962		1.0095974783		1.1178120926		0.9432528151		1.2235860693		0.9682593873		1.5831866771		1.0311032168

		Mexico						1.1428539198		0.882965229		0.9295147418		1.0414723355		0.9229742562		1.0358961911		0.9712719268		1.0163164448		1.0195528974		1.014476191		1.0303302245		0.9828430386		1.0315680909		0.9249845182		1.0721641788		0.9214219392		0.9945590415

		Philippines						0.989632724		1.0327672343		0.8995606348		0.9459114102		1.0318495554		1.0686745645		1.1362492579		0.9868713339		1.0622148077		1.0083196121		1.0868895369		0.9340434386		0.994059938		1.2165690417		1.0044767121		1.4140533201		1.0233661611

		Kaz, CDIAC																												0.9876560885		1.0349864277		0.9531832932		0.873237796		0.8508428362		0.968210681

		Ghana						0.9857280171		1.2363325375		0.6828527291		1.263799561		0.8659809017		0.9979771311		1.006907579		0.925288986		1.0755374817		0.9654921967		1.0081498007		1.0015788539		0.9809141167		0.9918517216		0.9784557696		0.8638847842		0.9902930284

		Senegal						0.8273670923		1.0506181455		1.1285329263		0.7963339885		0.9574218708		0.8805646197		1.1149026648		1.1700073864		0.9466656279		1.0317082392		1.0055382902		0.9865301321		0.9741886775		0.9949186422		0.983201655		0.806744256		0.9857854236

		Targets		1980										1985										1990										1995										2000						The projections in Figure 2 represent the range of carbon intensity reductions implied by the Kyoto Protocol commitments, using a projected GDP growth rate of 2 to 4 percent.				2005										2010		% below 1990		GDP growth				/14		diff

		Australia		334.3966746417		344.7919374276		341.6347235293		315.78537237		320.7581812291		314.3262924134		301.9931578165		308.9833408202		306.0304732847		317.8279769375		323.8109255691		305.1364001537		296.7863169198		294.4550669216		294.5982535171		302.2798399364		317.9		311.4		304.8		298.2		291.6		285.0		278.4		271.9		265.3		258.7		252.1		245.5		238.9		232.3		225.8		-30.28%		2 percent		225.8		6.5844787951		92.2

		Australia		334.3966746417		344.7919374276		341.6347235293		315.78537237		320.7581812291		314.3262924134		301.9931578165		308.9833408202		306.0304732847		317.8279769375		323.8109255691		305.1364001537		296.7863169198		294.4550669216		294.5982535171		302.2798399364		317.9		307.5		297.1		286.7		276.3		265.8		255.4		245.0		234.6		224.1		213.7		203.3		192.9		182.4		172.0		-46.87%		4 percent		172.0		10.4230255106		145.9

		EU (14)		200.6914766468		186.9922332979		177.2304747174		169.3037112671		162.8804288071		165.0220231287		156.8536350956		153.4914286336		146.1226387918		150.4278456598		148.194150089		150.8597138132		147.0296493066		140.4727024505		138.5760516594		140.5922585754		143.8		140.4		137.0		133.6		130.2		126.8		123.4		120.0		116.6		113.2		109.8		106.4		103.0		99.6		96.1		-35.12%		2 percent		96.1		3.4063063121		47.7

		EU (14)		200.6914766468		186.9922332979		177.2304747174		169.3037112671		162.8804288071		165.0220231287		156.8536350956		153.4914286336		146.1226387918		150.4278456598		148.194150089		150.8597138132		147.0296493066		140.4727024505		138.5760516594		140.5922585754		143.8		138.8		133.8		128.7		123.7		118.6		113.6		108.5		103.5		98.5		93.4		88.4		83.3		78.3		73.3		-50.57%		4 percent		73.3		5.0409834013		70.6

		Japan		131.5643101805		124.9406802004		118.0402326566		112.5655671379		117.4846795374		110.4233600028		105.5060462895		99.847465231		104.6700428516		102.7402248961		104.3100186337		103.4283256563		102.4322377675		98.7397970809		101.9929272565		102.0806842949		104.1		101.6		99.0		96.4		93.8		91.2		88.7		86.1		83.5		80.9		78.3		75.8		73.2		70.6		68.0		-34.79%		2 percent		68.0		2.5793976827		36.1

		Japan		131.5643101805		124.9406802004		118.0402326566		112.5655671379		117.4846795374		110.4233600028		105.5060462895		99.847465231		104.6700428516		102.7402248961		104.3100186337		103.4283256563		102.4322377675		98.7397970809		101.9929272565		102.0806842949		104.1		100.4		96.7		92.9		89.2		85.5		81.7		78.0		74.2		70.5		66.8		63.0		59.3		55.6		51.8		-50.31%		4 percent		51.8		3.7359506442		52.3

		United States		327.0018173343		313.3807945814		293.3674593537		287.4229661051		289.7748711774		284.2132999572		279.1100067561		277.6760486015		285.7623515018		281.8468343699		271.0771112319		265.2460583282		263.5721501468		267.0560365317		265.8766999644		263.5355297309		266.7		259.8		253.0		246.2		239.3		232.5		225.7		218.9		212.0		205.2		198.4		191.5		184.7		177.9		171.0		-36.90%		2 percent		171.0		6.8304874651		95.6

		United States		327.0018173343		313.3807945814		293.3674593537		287.4229661051		289.7748711774		284.2132999572		279.1100067561		277.6760486015		285.7623515018		281.8468343699		271.0771112319		265.2460583282		263.5721501468		267.0560365317		265.8766999644		263.5355297309		266.7		256.9		247.2		237.5		227.7		218.0		208.2		198.5		188.8		179.0		169.3		159.5		149.8		140.1		130.3		-51.92%		4 percent		130.3		9.7385903358		136.3

		Figure 2				1990		1995
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		Figure 4.  Carbon Intensity Indicator, Selected Developing Countries

				Carbon intensity indicator = Tons of carbon emissions

				Million dollars of GDP (PPP)

				Note: Because of higher carbon intensities, scales for (d) China

				and (i) Kazakhstan are larger.
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LAmerica

		GAS Data for OPS2				Institutional Summary

				Ownership		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		3		4		10		3		20

				NGO		8		3		5		0		4		20

				Executing Agency		5		8		4		42		17		76

				Project Participant		1		1		3		12		6		23

				Project Beneficiary		2		1		0		2		1		6

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		16		16		16		66		31		145

				Participation		Frequency of GAS Score

						Worse than expected				As expected				Better than expected		n

				Government		0		1		2		6		4		13

				NGO		0		18		7		8		2		35

				Executing Agency		0		5		18		28		18		69

				Project Participant		1		3		12		16		5		37

				Project Beneficiary		1		2		1		2		1		7

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		2		29		40		60		30		161

				Processes		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		2		3		2		3		4		14

				NGO		12		7		2		1		0		22

				Executing Agency		0		8		3		0		2		13

				Project Participant		2		0		1		0		1		4

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		16		18		8		4		7		53
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Romania

		GAS Data for OPS2		Trend Summary - Countries

		Ownership		% distribution of GAS Score

				1		2		3		4		5		n

		East Africa		3.7%		9.3%		7.4%		53.7%		25.9%		1

		Eastern Europe		33.3%		0.0%		0.0%		66.7%		0.0%		1

		Jamaica		0.0%		33.3%		66.7%		0.0%		0.0%		1

		Latin America		12.1%		0.0%		6.1%		60.6%		21.2%		1

		Romania		25.0%		25.0%		25.0%		16.7%		8.3%		1

		Samoa		0.0%		75.0%		0.0%		25.0%		0.0%		1

		Senegal		16.7%		11.1%		13.9%		33.3%		25.0%		1

		% distribution of total		11.0%		11.0%		11.0%		45.5%		21.4%		100.0%

		Participation		% distribution of GAS Score

				1		2		3		4		5		n

		East Africa		0.0%		5.6%		25.9%		42.6%		25.9%		1

		Eastern Europe		0.0%		33.3%		66.7%		0.0%		0.0%		1

		Jamaica		0.0%		50.0%		50.0%		0.0%		0.0%		1

		Latin America		2.1%		12.8%		12.8%		57.4%		14.9%		1

		Romania		0.0%		46.2%		23.1%		30.8%		0.0%		1

		Samoa		0.0%		0.0%		81.8%		18.2%		0.0%		1

		Senegal		3.4%		37.9%		13.8%		13.8%		31.0%		1

		% distribution of total		1.2%		18.0%		24.8%		37.3%		18.6%		100.0%

		Processes		% distribution of GAS Score

				1		2		3		4		5		n

		East Africa		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0

		Eastern Europe		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0

		Jamaica		25.0%		75.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		1

		Latin America		33.3%		0.0%		33.3%		0.0%		33.3%		1

		Romania		0.0%		25.0%		33.3%		25.0%		16.7%		1

		Samoa		0.0%		100.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		1

		Senegal		46.7%		26.7%		10.0%		3.3%		13.3%		1

		Total Frequency		30.2%		34.0%		15.1%		7.5%		13.2%		100.0%

				Worse than expected				As expected				Better than expected

		Ownership		11.0%		11.0%		11.0%		45.5%		21.4%		100.0%

		Participation		1.2%		18.0%		24.8%		37.3%		18.6%		100.0%

		Processes		30.2%		34.0%		15.1%		7.5%		13.2%		100.0%
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		GAS Data for OPS2

		Country:		Latin America

						Summary sheet for Country Data - automatically produced from

						each meeting sheet.  Only fill in green squares.  Enter data into

						meeting sheets.

				Ownership		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		1		5		2		8

				NGO		2		0		0		0		0		2

				Executing Agency		0		0		1		7		2		10

				Project Participant		1		0		0		6		2		9

				Project Beneficiary		1		0		0		2		1		4

				Other												0

				Total Frequency		4		0		2		20		7		33

				Participation		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		1		2		6		3		12

				NGO		0		0		0		2		0		2

				Executing Agency		0		1		1		7		1		10

				Project Participant		1		3		2		10		2		18

				Project Beneficiary		0		1		1		2		1		5

				Other												0

				Total Frequency		1		6		6		27		7		47

				Processes		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government												0

				NGO												0

				Executing Agency												0

				Project Participant		1				1				1		3

				Project Beneficiary												0

				Other												0

				Total Frequency		1		0		1		0		1		3

				Gender		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		0		0		0		0		0





		GAS Data for OPS2

		Country:		East Africa

						Summary sheet for Country Data - automatically produced from

						each meeting sheet.  Only fill in green squares.  Enter data into

						meeting sheets.

				Ownership		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		2		4		1		23		11		41

				Project Participant		0		1		3		6		3		13

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		2		5		4		29		14		54

				Participation		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		3		9		19		11		42

				Project Participant		0		0		5		4		3		12

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		3		14		23		14		54

				Processes		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Gender		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		0		0		0		0		0





		GAS Data for OPS2

		Country:		Jamaica

						Summary sheet for Country Data - automatically produced from

						each meeting sheet.  Only fill in green squares.  Enter data into

						meeting sheets.

				Ownership		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		1		2		0		0		3

				Executing Agency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		1		2		0		0		3

				Participation		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		2		2		0		0		4

				Executing Agency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		2		2		0		0		4

				Processes		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		1		3		0		0		0		4

				Executing Agency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		1		3		0		0		0		4

				Gender		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		0		0		0		0		0





		GAS Data for OPS2

		Country:		Romania

						Summary sheet for Country Data - automatically produced from

						each meeting sheet.  Only fill in green squares.  Enter data into

						meeting sheets.

				Ownership		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		3		3		2		1		9

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		3		0		0		0		0		3

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		3		3		3		2		1		12

				Participation		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		6		3		4		0		13

				Executing Agency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		6		3		4		0		13

				Processes		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		2		2		3		2		9

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		1		2		0		0		3

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		3		4		3		2		12

				Gender		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		0		0		0		0		0





		GAS Data for OPS2

		Country:		Samoa

						Summary sheet for Country Data - automatically produced from

						each meeting sheet.  Only fill in green squares.  Enter data into

						meeting sheets.

				Ownership		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		3		0		1		0		4

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		3		0		1		0		4

				Participation		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		0		4		0		0		4

				Project Participant		0		0		5		2		0		7

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		0		9		2		0		11

				Processes		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		4		0		0		0		4

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		4		0		0		0		4

				Gender		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		0		0		0		0		0





		GAS Data for OPS2

		Country:		Senegal

						Summary sheet for Country Data - automatically produced from

						each meeting sheet.  Only fill in green squares.  Enter data into

						meeting sheets.

				Ownership		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		3		0		3

				NGO		5		2		3		0		4		14

				Executing Agency		0		1		2		9		4		16

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		1		1

				Project Beneficiary		1		1		0		0		0		2

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		6		4		5		12		9		36

				Participation		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		1		1

				NGO		0		9		2		2		2		15

				Executing Agency		0		1		2		2		6		11

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		1		1		0		0		0		2

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		1		11		4		4		9		29

				Processes		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		2		1		0		0		2		5

				NGO		11		4		2		1		0		18

				Executing Agency		0		3		1		0		2		6

				Project Participant		1		0		0		0		0		1

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		14		8		3		1		4		30

				Gender		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		0		0		0		0		0
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CountrySum

		GAS Data for OPS2				Country Summary

				Ownership		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				East Africa		2		5		4		29		14		54

				Eastern Europe		1		0		0		2		0		3

				Jamaica		0		1		2		0		0		3

				Latin America		4		0		2		20		7		33

				Romania		3		3		3		2		1		12

				Samoa		0		3		0		1		0		4

				Senegal		6		4		5		12		9		36

				Total Frequency		16		16		16		66		31		145

				Participation		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				East Africa		0		3		14		23		14		54

				Eastern Europe		0		1		2		0		0		3

				Jamaica		0		2		2		0		0		4

				Latin America		1		6		6		27		7		47

				Romania		0		6		3		4		0		13

				Samoa		0		0		9		2		0		11

				Senegal		1		11		4		4		9		29

				Total Frequency		2		29		40		60		30		161

				Processes		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				East Africa		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Eastern Europe		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Jamaica		1		3		0		0		0		4

				Latin America		1		0		1		0		1		3

				Romania		0		3		4		3		2		12

				Samoa		0		4		0		0		0		4

				Senegal		14		8		3		1		4		30

				Total Frequency		16		18		8		4		7		53
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LAmerica

		GAS Data for OPS2				Institutional Summary

				Ownership		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		3		4		10		3		20

				NGO		8		3		5		0		4		20

				Executing Agency		5		8		4		42		17		76

				Project Participant		1		1		3		12		6		23

				Project Beneficiary		2		1		0		2		1		6

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		16		16		16		66		31		145

				Participation		Frequency of GAS Score

						Worse than expected				As expected				Better than expected		n

				Government		0		1		2		6		4		13

				NGO		0		18		7		8		2		35

				Executing Agency		0		5		18		28		18		69

				Project Participant		1		3		12		16		5		37

				Project Beneficiary		1		2		1		2		1		7

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		2		29		40		60		30		161

				Processes		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		2		3		2		3		4		14

				NGO		12		7		2		1		0		22

				Executing Agency		0		8		3		0		2		13

				Project Participant		2		0		1		0		1		4

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		16		18		8		4		7		53





LAmerica

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0



Government

NGO

Executing Agency

Project Participant

Project Beneficiary

Other

GAS Score

Frequency

Ownership-Institutional Perceptions



EAfrica

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0

		0		0		0		0		0		0



Government

NGO

Executing Agency

Project Participant

Project Beneficiary

Other

GAS Score

Frequency

Process-Institutional Perceptions



Jamaica

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0

		0		0		0



NGO

Executing Agency

Project Participant

Perceived GEF Performance

Frequency



Romania

		GAS Data for OPS2		Trend Summary - Countries

		Ownership		% distribution of GAS Score

				1		2		3		4		5		n

		East Africa		3.7%		9.3%		7.4%		53.7%		25.9%		1

		Eastern Europe		33.3%		0.0%		0.0%		66.7%		0.0%		1

		Jamaica		0.0%		33.3%		66.7%		0.0%		0.0%		1

		Latin America		12.1%		0.0%		6.1%		60.6%		21.2%		1

		Romania		25.0%		25.0%		25.0%		16.7%		8.3%		1

		Samoa		0.0%		75.0%		0.0%		25.0%		0.0%		1

		Senegal		16.7%		11.1%		13.9%		33.3%		25.0%		1

		% distribution of total		11.0%		11.0%		11.0%		45.5%		21.4%		100.0%

		Participation		% distribution of GAS Score

				1		2		3		4		5		n

		East Africa		0.0%		5.6%		25.9%		42.6%		25.9%		1

		Eastern Europe		0.0%		33.3%		66.7%		0.0%		0.0%		1

		Jamaica		0.0%		50.0%		50.0%		0.0%		0.0%		1

		Latin America		2.1%		12.8%		12.8%		57.4%		14.9%		1

		Romania		0.0%		46.2%		23.1%		30.8%		0.0%		1

		Samoa		0.0%		0.0%		81.8%		18.2%		0.0%		1

		Senegal		3.4%		37.9%		13.8%		13.8%		31.0%		1

		% distribution of total		1.2%		18.0%		24.8%		37.3%		18.6%		100.0%

		Processes		% distribution of GAS Score

				1		2		3		4		5		n

		East Africa		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0

		Eastern Europe		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0

		Jamaica		25.0%		75.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		1

		Latin America		33.3%		0.0%		33.3%		0.0%		33.3%		1

		Romania		0.0%		25.0%		33.3%		25.0%		16.7%		1

		Samoa		0.0%		100.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		1

		Senegal		46.7%		26.7%		10.0%		3.3%		13.3%		1

		Total Frequency		30.2%		34.0%		15.1%		7.5%		13.2%		100.0%

				Worse than expected				As expected				Better than expected

		Ownership		11.0%		11.0%		11.0%		45.5%		21.4%		100.0%

		Participation		1.2%		18.0%		24.8%		37.3%		18.6%		100.0%

		Processes		30.2%		34.0%		15.1%		7.5%		13.2%		100.0%
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		GAS Data for OPS2

		Country:		Latin America

						Summary sheet for Country Data - automatically produced from

						each meeting sheet.  Only fill in green squares.  Enter data into

						meeting sheets.

				Ownership		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		1		5		2		8

				NGO		2		0		0		0		0		2

				Executing Agency		0		0		1		7		2		10

				Project Participant		1		0		0		6		2		9

				Project Beneficiary		1		0		0		2		1		4

				Other												0

				Total Frequency		4		0		2		20		7		33

				Participation		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		1		2		6		3		12

				NGO		0		0		0		2		0		2

				Executing Agency		0		1		1		7		1		10

				Project Participant		1		3		2		10		2		18

				Project Beneficiary		0		1		1		2		1		5

				Other												0

				Total Frequency		1		6		6		27		7		47

				Processes		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government												0

				NGO												0

				Executing Agency												0

				Project Participant		1				1				1		3

				Project Beneficiary												0

				Other												0

				Total Frequency		1		0		1		0		1		3

				Gender		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		0		0		0		0		0





		GAS Data for OPS2

		Country:		East Africa

						Summary sheet for Country Data - automatically produced from

						each meeting sheet.  Only fill in green squares.  Enter data into

						meeting sheets.

				Ownership		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		2		4		1		23		11		41

				Project Participant		0		1		3		6		3		13

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		2		5		4		29		14		54

				Participation		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		3		9		19		11		42

				Project Participant		0		0		5		4		3		12

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		3		14		23		14		54

				Processes		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Gender		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		0		0		0		0		0





		GAS Data for OPS2

		Country:		Jamaica

						Summary sheet for Country Data - automatically produced from

						each meeting sheet.  Only fill in green squares.  Enter data into

						meeting sheets.

				Ownership		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		1		2		0		0		3

				Executing Agency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		1		2		0		0		3

				Participation		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		2		2		0		0		4

				Executing Agency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		2		2		0		0		4

				Processes		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		1		3		0		0		0		4

				Executing Agency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		1		3		0		0		0		4

				Gender		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		0		0		0		0		0





		GAS Data for OPS2

		Country:		Romania

						Summary sheet for Country Data - automatically produced from

						each meeting sheet.  Only fill in green squares.  Enter data into

						meeting sheets.

				Ownership		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		3		3		2		1		9

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		3		0		0		0		0		3

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		3		3		3		2		1		12

				Participation		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		6		3		4		0		13

				Executing Agency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		6		3		4		0		13

				Processes		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		2		2		3		2		9

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		1		2		0		0		3

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		3		4		3		2		12

				Gender		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		0		0		0		0		0





		GAS Data for OPS2

		Country:		Samoa

						Summary sheet for Country Data - automatically produced from

						each meeting sheet.  Only fill in green squares.  Enter data into

						meeting sheets.

				Ownership		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		3		0		1		0		4

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		3		0		1		0		4

				Participation		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		0		4		0		0		4

				Project Participant		0		0		5		2		0		7

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		0		9		2		0		11

				Processes		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		4		0		0		0		4

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		4		0		0		0		4

				Gender		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		0		0		0		0		0





		GAS Data for OPS2

		Country:		Senegal

						Summary sheet for Country Data - automatically produced from

						each meeting sheet.  Only fill in green squares.  Enter data into

						meeting sheets.

				Ownership		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		3		0		3

				NGO		5		2		3		0		4		14

				Executing Agency		0		1		2		9		4		16

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		1		1

				Project Beneficiary		1		1		0		0		0		2

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		6		4		5		12		9		36

				Participation		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		1		1

				NGO		0		9		2		2		2		15

				Executing Agency		0		1		2		2		6		11

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		1		1		0		0		0		2

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		1		11		4		4		9		29

				Processes		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		2		1		0		0		2		5

				NGO		11		4		2		1		0		18

				Executing Agency		0		3		1		0		2		6

				Project Participant		1		0		0		0		0		1

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		14		8		3		1		4		30

				Gender		Frequency of GAS Score

						1		2		3		4		5		n

				Government		0		0		0		0		0		0

				NGO		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Executing Agency		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Participant		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Project Beneficiary		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Other		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Total Frequency		0		0		0		0		0		0
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