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Note to the Reader

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

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

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

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

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

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

(19

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2.2.2 Conformity with CoP Guidance

2.2.21 Communication between CBD and GEF

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

Official communications between the two political bodies

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

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

Informal communications between secretariats

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

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

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

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

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

2.2.2.2 Difference and similarities in perception of CoP guidance

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

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

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

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

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

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

The complex nature and cumbersome language of the guidance; and

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

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

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

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

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

Programune and policy level

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

Do GEF policies/procedures comply with CoP guidance?

M28% @ Do not know
HENo

OYes

h 7 3%
169%

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

of this approach, such as:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2.2.3.1 Responsiveness to Developing Country Parties’ priorities

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

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

M Satisfactory
ODo not know

O Unsatisfactory

W 79% W Highly Unsatisfactory

BFully Satisfactory
|
[
]

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

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

sy 9

systematically”.

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

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

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

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

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

expected achievements rarely matched the implementation environment”'?

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

below:

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

T6%

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

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

pro}ects.

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

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

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

coordinating GEF activities "."*

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

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

GEF communications to partners and stakeholders

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

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

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

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

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

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

How CoP guidance could be implemented to better address country needs

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

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

0 lFocus on Capacity Development & Country Needs

B Simple fund disbursement

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

W Support for Sustainability and Ownership

B 1 I nvolve local communities in design

012% M More Aexibile and responsive TAs

W11% O11%

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

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

Strengthening developing country representation at the CoP

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

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

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

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

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

2.2.3.2 Responsiveness/support of developing country parties

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

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

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

squarely with the Chinese government”',

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

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

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

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

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

Many ways to enhance political commitment were suggested through our field visits and
interviews. Some countries have set up national GEF committees to advise the Operational Focal
Point on the degree to which project proposals meet national priorities. This has helped to speed up
the in-country selection process and ensure broader commitment. For example, Ecuador is presently
otganizing such an advisory committee, aiming for broad representation, and plans to use its new
2001 Biodiversity Policy, National Strategy and Action Plan to guide decisions. Several respondents
rightly suggested that governments be asked to clearly demonstrate their commitment to integration
of biodiversity through concrete actions {e.g, legal reform, adoption of policies) as part of the criteria
for project approval, in addition to attempting to rally support outside government.

Prepared by Le Groupe-consed! baaste! ltée 16



Second Review of the Effectiveness of the Financial Mechaniom Final Report
Jor the United Nations Convention on Biolggical Diversity

Recommendation: The CoP should instruct the GEF and developing country Parties
to ensure that all possible steps for enhancing political and civil society commitment
and having BD projects be country-driven are taken, and steps already being taken
on this front are continued and improved. This can include having stakeholders
demonstrate and clearly articulate commitment early in the process, and broadening
the scope of which groups to seek commitment from in society.

2.2.3.3 Leveraging of funding in addition to GEF funding

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

GEF Co-fina

ncing: 1997-2001

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

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

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

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

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

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

suppott from regional administrations, NGOs and private sector.

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

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

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

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

O Not adequate
16%

& Adequate
B >0 not know

W Do not know
18%

O Not adequate
EJ Adequate ot adequate

57%

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

* Inter-secretariat cooperation.

232 Effectiveness of policies and programmes

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

>

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

2.33 Effectiveness of GEF projects

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

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

B Are surpassing
objectives

M Arc roeeting objectives 329

B Are partially mecting
objectives
HDo ot know

B Arc not meeting
objcenves at all

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

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

2.3.4 The most important factors contributing to GEF project success

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

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

+ Drovision of financial support, funding and advice;

» Government support and involvement;

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

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

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

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

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

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

» An emphasis on capacity development; and

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

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

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

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

O7%

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

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

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

Capacity-building below)”.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

* Lack of knowledge of GEF and BD in general.

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

Most important impediments to GEF project success

019%
W4%
H5%

06% T g R
W6%

[ Lack of appropriate/adequate disbursement/funds

M Lenghty bureaucratic/procedural delays

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

B Compatibi it* with nat'l priorities and capacity

£ Limited local input/traditional ways ignored

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

M Poor project management

M Lack of BD/GEF knowledge

O Other responses

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

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

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

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

® Security problems including internal conflicts, civil unrest;

& Problems posed by corruption and internal politics;

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

Economic ctisis;

Bureaucratic hutdle in the country;

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

The fear of innovation from the recipient country.

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

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

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

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

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

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

r O Not adequate
23%

B Adequate B Do not know

B Adequate

o
ONot adequate %

|
M Do not know

23%

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

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

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

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

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

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

framewortks for bio safety and other topics™*,

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

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

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

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

Constraints to cooperation

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Synergies across conventions

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

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

3 UNED, Apnl 2000. Consideration of Options Jor Conservation and Sustainable Use of Biokgical Diversity in Dryland, Mediterranean, Arid, S emi-
Arid, Grassland and Savannah Ecosystens. Possible Elements of a Joint Work Programme Between the Secretariar of the Convention to Combat
Desertification on the Biolygical Diversity of Dry and Sub-bumid Lands. UNTP/CBD/Col/ 5/INF/15,pp. 1 and 2.
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of this OP, but there are also indications that the lack of clanity in its focus may impede its
effectiveness.

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

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

2.4.1 Brief introduction to key issues

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

242 GEF Flexibility in Applying Operational Strategy and Procedures

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

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

2.4.21 Incremental cost criteria

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

[128% 32%

W 40%
M Adequate M Do not know ONot adequate

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

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

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

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

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

4 CBD, December 1999. Report of the Gloebai Environment Facitity, UNEP/CBD/Col?/5/7, pp. 15 and 16.
¥ CBD, December 1999, Report of the Globa! Enpiranment Facility. UNEP/CBD/Col/5/7, pp. 15 and 16
+ CBD, April 2000. Quarterly Report an the Administration of the Convention on Biolagical Diversity. UNEP/CBD/QR/8, p.19.
# CBD, April 2000. (Juarterly Repart an the Administration of the Convention on Biolygical Diversity. UNV.P/CBD/QR/8, p 19
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2.4.3 Streamlining the Project Cycle

2431 General Discussion on Streamlining

A broader issue in efficiency, as signalled by the CoP, relates to the streamlining of the GEF
project cycle to simplify and to increase transparency and country driven-ness. This proved to be a
concern of central importance throughout this review process. In fact, this remains a work in
progress, which focal points that responded to our questionnaire, as well as the interviewees in
general outside of the GEF, will all be watching closely.

New authorities were provided to the CEO in 1998 for project approval to help the
streamlining by authorizing the CEO to endorse final project documents without awaiting a four-
week review by Council members®. The GEF recently reported that its disbursement performance
was improving, noting that the time between Council approval and Board approval for full-sized
projects was pointing to an overall reduction trend since GEF-1. In addition, “cumulative
disbursements for the entire GEF portfolio increased... and trends were mostly
positive.. . Disbursements in relation to commitments wete 53% as of June 2000, up from 46% in
June 1999... For UNEP, the ratio has shown steady improvement to 60% in June 2000, up from
52% in June 1998... Tn the same period the WB ratio has gone up to 43% from 39% in June 1999.
This, in particular, is a significant improvement since 1999 when nearly half of projects had
disbursement lags of 50% or more”™.

On this issue, national focal points were asked about their own appreciation of the efforts of
the GEF in this respect over the past three years, and their responses are reflected below. One can
note that while a majority pointed out they thought the GEF efforts were adequate — acknowledging
the efforts made to date - a significant minority thought that they were not adequate, which tends to
suggest need and scope for overall improvement in simplified processes and procedures for the
project lifecycle.

“How adequate are GEF efforts to streamlining the project cycle to simplify and to
increase transparency and country-driven-ness?

029%

W 14%
M Adequate M Do not know DONot adequate

¥ GEFY, April 2000. Third Progress Report on efions to Implement the Recommendations of the Study of GEF's Overall Performance. GIEI:
Council, p. 5.
M GEF, April 2001. GEF Project Perfarmance Report 2000. GIUF Council, P8
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Although some GEF data may suggest that project procedures have improved in many ways,
when it comes to the ‘timeliness’ of fund disbursement, the evidence from focal points suggests a
significant inadequacy. For example, when asked if GEF project preparation and disbursement
processes are “sufficiently predictable and timely”, one participant summed up the response of many
through this review process, “they are predictable, but not timely”. As can be seen from the Graph
below, the focal points respondents are more or less evenly split on this issue, suggesting there are
varying performances in the field, and an overall need for improvement on this issue.

“1Is the GEF project preparation and disbursement process for full/medium sized projects
sufficiently flexible and timely?”

E Do not know

HNo

28%

OYes

The GEF’s own Performance Reports noted that “disbursement performance continues to
improve... Time elapsed from GEF Council approval to Bank Board approval for full-sized projects
is showing an overall downward trend since the beginning of GEF-177, Although, the same report
also notes, more importantly, that .. .projects were delayed by project-specific factors such as the
enabling environment not permitting projects to move forward, delays in finalizing co-financing
arrangernents or ctises outside the Bank’s control... Over-optimistic programming and under-
estimating complexity have also been common factors. ... In any event, the Bank’s management will
need to assess how the current trend of increasing elapsed time between GEF approval and Bank
approval can be reversed, (as) ...time elapsed from Bank Board approval to effectiveness has
increased for the third successive year”™. It was also pointed out that GEF project approval times
are longet than other international donors, and much longer than bilateral donots.

In the same light, many interviewees including donors, NGOs, IA staff, and STAP, along
with participants interviewed on field visits, all strongly underlined the continued frustration with
this situation, which persists despite the fact that it has been mentioned three times by the CoP and
noted 1n numerous evaluations. Specifically:

* In Ecuador, many interviewees noted that the process is taking longer over time;

* In Seychelles, it was noted that GEF procedures for securing funds for projects are lengthy.
Financial mechanisms both nationally and internationally proved to be complex and too
long;

* In Jordan, it was noted that the GEF response to national tequests was far from timely,
bringing long delays and implying many mechanisms to get a project approved. In the case

" GEY, April 2001. Project Performance Repart 2000, G Council, pp. 84-85.
32 GEF, April 2001, Project Performance Repart 2000 GIEF Council, pp. 84-85.
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of the agro-biodiversity project reviewed, for example, one of out key interviewees noted
that it took about five years to start implementation.

Interviewees identified the following main reasons for delay project preparation and

approval:
At the GEF and 1A level

Some pointed to the apparent lack of clarity on the relative roles of GEF Secretariat, TA
headquarters and IA ficld offices in design and approval of GEF projects;

* Some respondents felt that the number of specialists at the headquarter offices of the IAs
and at the GEF who must review proposal added to delays;

¢ Data suggests that TAs need to tespond to new GEF formats and requirements for
proposals, which can add to delays; and,

® Most argued that inconsistent requirements among IAs complicated participants’ work, and
added to overall delays.

At the country level:

® Most pointed to a general lack of communication within and among government agencies,
IAs, NGOs and other core participants;

¢ Data strongly suggests that there are many overly ambitious projects with too many goals
and activities (takes too much design and planning work); and

¢ Many respondents pointed to the technical and administrative weakness of many
Operational Focal Points.

In support of these aforementioned areas for improvement in GEF efficiency overall,

questionnaire respondents brought forth the following categories of suggestions for overall
improvement represented in the graph below:

Suggestions to Improve GEF Efficiency and Effectiveness
18%

SN ,
TD/D.?% D100/0D10/°

B More Participation/Country Dialogues for ¢country-driven-ness
M Clarify |A mandates and roles

OSimplify processes

O Contextualism should be enhanced/Focus on beneficiaries
W Enhance GEF fund-mobilising capacity

O Need more/consistent M&E and reports

M Enhanced transparency/increased info-sharing

O Enhance flexibility/efficiency of Incremental cost priniciple
M Need standardized policies and procedures

M Focus on enhancing national capacity/expertise
OLonger-term focus/Fund phase 2s

0O Other responses

Prepared by Le Groupe-conseil baastel ltée 38



Second Review of the Effectivencis of the Financial Mechanism Final Report
Jor the United Nations Convention on Biolygical Diversity

Our field visits also pointed out numerous complicating factors for efficiency:

® For Russia, complicating factors for project approval included frequent changes in the
government’s administrative structure and ongoing headaches related to the requirement to
pay a high national value-added tax of 20%, which could not be waved {and GEF would not
pay)- This caused delays as national counterpatts locked for ways to pay this tax (this was
also noted in the Seychelles field visit)”. 1A contracting and disbursement processes were
also a major source of discontent among national partners, especially among NGOs and
other smaller partners who have had a lot of difficulty understanding and coping with
demands and unpredictable delays; and

* In Jordan, complications to the project approval process were usually due to bureaucratic
government procedures, and GEF IA procedures, as well as an uneven workload
disttibution among the governmental and GEF IA staff. Lack of incentives for local
government employees, local communities to participate in project implementation and

follow-up activities, as well as, overlap among the mandates of different local institutions
(MOE, GCEP and MOMRAE in land use) were also mentioned as factors.

Similatly, the 1999 project performance review by the GEF identified factors leading to
unsatisfactory performance that are in line with our own findings, namely: (a) inadequate
implementation capacity of executing agencies (including NGOs); (b) time needed for participatory
approaches; (c) reduced government/other contributions; (d) lack of government commitment; and
(e) procurement delays.”

The need to address this particular area of weakness is paramount, as the negative effects
and externalities, which come as a result of procedural and dishbursement delays, and a non-
streamlined project cycle, are quite extensive, beyond efficiency. Among many others, respondents
identified the following negative results due to the long time span between project design and start:

* the considerable momentum and stakeholder enthusiasm developed during project design
dissipates, with a “decrease in interest and engagement”;

* government officials and other project planners may no longer be in place when the project
starts;

¢ the process discourages organizations (especially smaller NGOs or institutes, but also
government agencies) who do not have the time or resources to be involved for the 1-3
years needed for project design and approval;

® potential project proponents go to other funders, who have faster, less complicated
processes;

* it becomes difficult to attract the intetest of the private sector, who lose patience;

* It is important to note that Bank GEF full-sized projects never finance loeal taxes and this may be a complication, but they do
constitute counterpart contribution and, according to the Bank, demonstrate counterpart commitment. Iurthcrmore, the World Bank
pointed out that these problems were rackled at the mid-term review and prompt resolution was helped by decentralizagon of
responsibility for procurement and financial management to the Bank’s Moscow office,

* Global Environment Facility. GEF Lessons Notes 10. Oct. 2000, GIEF Sccretariat; Monitoring and Evaluation Program, Washington

p. 2

)
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® it appears that the lengthy preparation phase has tended to sclect for the largest
environmental NGOs, who usually have more time and resources and often supportt from
international NGOs, to participate in project development. While they may be quite capable,
smaller environmental NGOs of NGOs from other fields have a harder time accessing GEF
funds, and this was the case in Ecuador. Thus procedutal delays are lending to some
inequality and unfairness in project participant selection.

There were 2 number of concerns about transparency in the project approval processes that
wete noted by focal points generally, and interviewees in the field in patticular. Several informal
references were also made to that effect by a number of focal point respondents to our
questionnaire, referring to the role of IAs in project sclection, and also in project planning. Another
mterviewee mentioned in that respect that it was difficult to distinguish between requirements of
GEF and those of the intermediary body tepresenting them (i.c. the 1As). Yet, it is also mmportatt to
note that it is often positive that the GEF reflect the internal procedures of its [As, and therefore
must be consistent with them in their efforts to mainstream GEF assistance.

Since the last review, there has also been signs of a growing consensus within the GEF (as
discussed in both the 1998 and 1999 Performance Reports) that project instruments need to be
more long-term and flexible, using a phase approach with firm performance benchmarks as the basis
for continued support. Indeed, this may help improve both efficiency and effectiveness of GEF
operations. As the GEF itself points out, in view of the programming challenges ahead in
biodiversity, there is an “urgent need” for “clear guidelines for adaptive management and flexible
approaches”, and “to fully examine the implications of this direction on internal procedures and
incentives” *. In addition, “project cycle and review criteria may need to be changed to reduce the
required level of exactitude on project details, and encourage analysis of risks and uncertaintdes and
how the project will be monitored and adapted over time™*.

This needed streamlining of the project cycle is an area of difficulty for the GEF and its IAs,
and is a hurdle that can be overcome, by focusing on enhancing overall efficiency, and making
improvements in timely fund dishbursements and related administrative and operational procedures.
This should become a higher priority for the GEF, as the global awareness of weakness on this issue
1s quite extensive, negative effects are having damaging effects on the ground, and possibilities for
positive change abound.

3% Global Environment Facility. GEF Lessons Notes 10, Oct. 2000. GLIY Sccretariat: Monitoring and Evaluation Program, Washington,

p- 3
3 (Global Environment Facility, CEF Lessons Notes 10, Oct. 2000, GILI? Sceretariat: Momnitozing and Evaluation Program, Washington,

p 3
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Recommendations: The CoP should:

. instruct the GEF Secretariat and its IAs to take onboard or scale up its efforts
to achieve more efficient project management generally, through continued efforts
to reduce approval time, simplify procedures, and reduce delays in disbursement.

. Instruct the GEF Secretariar to continue efforts to improve guidelines for
fund management to allow for longer term, more adaptive and flexible support but
also promote more accountability and transparency at the national level,

2.4.3.2 Medium-sized Projects

In response to CoP guidance in decision 11/6, paragraph 10, and in its efforts to increase
flexibility, improve tesponsiveness to developing country parties priority needs, and provide
opportunities for a wider range of stakeholders under the financial mechanism, in 1996, the GEF
Council approved more expeditive procedures for the development, approval and mmplementation
of medium-sized projects {projects not exceeding US $1 million in GEF funding). 57

In June 1999, 23 medium-sized projects had been approved under the biodiversity portfolio,
for an overall GEF financing of US $17.2 million. This represented about 70% of the entire
medium-sized projects subtmitted, suggesting that medium-sized projects were popular in the area of
biodiversity.™

The value added of MSP as an instrument under the GEF was generally recognized by the
key informants interviewed through this review. MSPs have made a unique contribudon in the
promotion of the objectives of the CBD. However, one must note that the MSP does seem to also
suffer from some of the procedural problems associated with full projects and this is worrisome as
this mechanisms was created to help ensure a more expeditive process.

Indeed, a recent evaluation mission for MSP projects in Fcuador, one of the countries we
vistted, noted that project approvals take an average of 14-16 months, with one taking 30 months,
due to bottlenecks within the government and the IAs.” Qur field visit also revealed that there is no
marked difference in the efforts for an MSP or a Full-sized Project”, as there should be.
Furthermore, in Ecuador in patticular, the demand for MSP was quite low. Respondents mendoned
several factors for this, which included:

* complexity of the process dissuades project officers from trying to implement MSP;
* insufficient technical capacity of most Ecuadorian NGOs;

¢ lack of time and funds for NGOs to design a project; and

® the challenge of incremental costs and co-financing.

5T GEF, lebruary 1998. Report of the Fourth Mesting of the CoP 1o the Convention on Bivlagical Diversity. GLF, Washington, p. 22,
58 CBD, December 1999. Report of the Global Environment Faclity. UNEP/CBD/ColP/5/7, p. G.

¥ GEF (Mission de Pvaluation), Julio 2001, Aywda Memoria. Ministry of Favironment, licuador.

@ GEF (Mission de Evaluation), Julic 2001, Aywda Memoria. Ministry of Environment, Ecuador,
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In addition, some of our interviewees (most notably, in the GEF) also noted the challenge
that 1s stll associated with MSP, notably the need to reach out to more local types of organizations
from civil society and the private sector. At this point, most of the groups involved through MSP
outside the government were larger types of NGOs such as WWF and TUCN. This finding is
agreement with another finding from our field visit in Ecuador, which suggested that insufficient
efforts to involve local NGOs and companies was evident, as these large NGOs tended to be the
only ones who can the most afford a lengthy approval and planning process.

As the MSP remains one of the primary mechanisms through which the GEF can simplify
and enhance the overall timeliness of disbursements and streamlining the project lifecycle more
generally, enhanced efforts to improve related processes are necessary. Moreover, this mechanism
should ensure that all possible steps are taken for involving a broader array of local NGOs and the
private sectot,

Recommendations: The CoP should instruct the GEF to further simplify the IA -
GEF apptoval, disbursement and reporting procedures for MSPs with a view to
increase potential for smaller NGO and private sector involvement through this
funding window.

2.4.3.3 Use of international consultants

An independent evaluation of the GEF in 1998 found that the use of international
consultants, while often necessary, appropriate and generally effective, has been criticized by
recipient countries for reducing the local involvement needed to promote country-driven projects
that become locally “owned”. The study recommended a GEF policy, parallel to that for stakeholder
participation, to promote increased use of local and regional consultants, encourage a mix of local
and foreign experts, and secure greater tecipient government participation in consultant selection.®’
This use of international consultants is also often criticized from a general cost-effectiveness
perspective. However, there are benefits that international consultants can often bring to the project
or program. For example, according to the GEF, participation in projects by international experts
and consultants has been scen positively in some countries and has often strengthened their
networks. It has also been instrumental in building applied capacity (through their involvement in
planning convention management related issues).” In addition, it is recognized that often the
effective preparation of projects requires the use of international consultants. Although local
expertise is preferred, it is often not available.

Overall, there was a general agreement from our interviews and field visits that the use of
international consultants is generally more efficient and effective, when they are teamed up with
regional or local consultants for specific purposes. In other words, the use of internadonal
consultants is most efficient if using them allows developing countries to meet other goals, like the

' Porter, G. of af, 1998. Study of GEF's Overal] Performance. Washington: GEF, p. xiv.
62 Global Eavironment Facility. GEF Lescsons Notes 9, Dec. 1999, GEF Secretariat: Monitoring and Evaluation Program, Washington,

p. 3
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transfer of capacity. In some cases national or regional capacity does not exist, and in those cascs,
the use of international experts through twinning arrangement with local resources that have good
knowledge of the local context can be patt of an effective approach.

The mixed score on cost-effectiveness of international consultants was also shared by the
focal points who responded to our survey, whose views are presented in the graph below. These

mixed views may be a reflection of the varying levels of existing expett capacity in the countries
covered, as alluded to eatlier.

“ How Cost-Effective is the use of International consultants for planning / implementing
BD projects, given the existing capacity of your country? »

B Cost Effecave H Not Cost Effective
y [ 44%

ODo not know

[ |

Our field visits support this general direction. For instance, in Seychelles, it was indicated by
various stakeholders that international consultants are not necessarily cost effective. However, in
the context of the Small Island States they represent or bring skills that are either scarce or not
available at all. Preference would be to opt for national consultants when available, Twinning
arrangements were also scen as adequate, especially in the early stages to build capacity. Seychellois
respondents pointed out that in the Wotld Bank project covered by the review for instance,
international consultants worked alongside Seychellois counterparts in the ‘Island Assessment &
Island Restoration’ undertakings, and involved the secondment of numerous staff from the Ministry
of Environment. In this case, the use of international consultants was both effective and efficient.

GEF interviewees outlined that recently, there has been less use of international consultants,
although other interviews pointed out there is still a fair amount of reliance on their services by IAs,
especially for project preparation. The recently completed Biodiversity Programme Study argued,
with reference to using international consultants, that “while there are sufficient scientific mputs,
especially from international scientists, expanding the number of local scientists remains one of the
more challenging aspects of project execution”. This issue of building local capacity should thus be
central as well to the selection and management practices of consultancies in GEF projects. The
GEF has pointed out to its willingness to pursue this route. Through its partnership undertaken with
UNEP to mobilize the scientific and technical community, the GEF expects to be in a position to-
promote greater involvement of local/regional experts in its activities.”* And, indeed, efforts in this
direction are required for purposes of elevating the level of national capacity in biodiversity and
being more cost-effective in projects. In addition, the GEF could make increased and better use of
the STAP roster of expertise, and strengthen the links between STAP and SBSTTA.

63 Singh, S..Volonte ., 2001, Biodiversity Prograns Study. Global Environment Facility Monitoring and Fvaluation Unit, p. 48.
8 GYF, April 200. Third Progress Report an Actions to Inplement the Recommendations of the § tudy of GEF’s Overalf Performance. GEF Council,

p-7
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Recommendations: The CoP should:

* Reirerate its support to the GEF thrust to use more local and regional expertise
with a view to cost-effectiveness and greater contextualization of the assignments;.

* Encourage the GEF to favour twinning arrangements between local and
international resources in cases where local capacity is restrained, with a Ionger-
term view to fostering capacity transfer;

* Encourage, more generally the GEF to put this issue of building local capacity

central stage to the selection and management practices of consultancies in GEF
projects.

* Encourage the GEF to make increased and enhanced use of the STAP roster of

expertise, and finds ways to enhance and strengthen the links between STAP and
SBSTTA.

2.4.3.4 Monitoring and Evaluation Systems

Monitoring and Evaluation is vital to ensuring efficiency in the management of GEF
activities and, as pointed out in another section, is also a tool for reporting on the overall
effectiveness of the financial mechanism in working towards fulfilling the objectives of the
convention. The Secretariat is still going through the process of defining the M&E function of the
GEF, as the CoP did not provide clear guidance on this issue. Usually, there is consultation taking
place between GEF Sec, and the Convention secretariats to comment on M&E ToRs, drafts and
final reports. Adequate monitoring and evaluation is even more crucial in view of the move by the
GEF to more flexible and iterative approaches to management (in the future), as such management
processes will require clear feedback mechanisms.

The GEF has made efforts towards developing a framework to monitor its activities and has
ensured competent staff, and various systems in place in the GEF M&E Unit. From our interviews
and field visits, data reveals that the M&XE team at the GEF is perceived as good, independent, and
rigorous in its evaluations. One can note that, for instance, the Biodiversity Enabling activity report
that was produced two yeats ago was a good piece of evaluative work. Simularly, another work,
‘Achieving Sustainability of Biodiversity Conservation’ done by the GEF’s M&E unit in 2000, is a
good piece that exemplifies overall M&E progtess, and also for demonstrating how the GEF is
acting as a catalyst for furthering issues of M&E. Another report from 2000 found that “resources
continued to be provided to the [As in FY00 to allow them to participate actively in corporate M&E
activities”®. Therefore, from a global ot macro perspective, GEF M&E can be seen in a positive
light, and much progress has taken place on this front. Yet, it must be remembered that the work of
the M&E unit in the GEF Secretariat is to look at the overal/ performance of the GEF. This is done
in the context of policy guidance. The difficulty arises in monitoring of results and impacts of GEF
work, which has to build on project level monitoring.

In terms of results and performance at the project level, the GEF relies on M&E functions
of the IAs. In general, the monitoting and evaluation happening in the TAs has tended to be focus

85 GEF, April 200. Third Progress Report an Actions to Ioplenmsent the Recommendations of the Study of GEF’s Overall Ferformance. GEF Council ,
12,
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on inputs and outputs, without a clear focus on results and impacts for projects. The quality of
teporting has been noted as improving, with the availability of more project evaluations and
completion reports, and progtam status reports, evaluations and thematic reviews. However, the
GEF reports that PIR reporting in all agencies continues to focus on implementation rather than on
outcomes, project impacts and the ptoject context.”” The recent BD program study noted that “the
fact that GEF projects, by and large, do not systematically collect data on their impacts on BD was
one of the surprising findings of this study... for most of the projects there was no baseline data
against which the current status could be compared... There were no clear field indicators. .. The
lack of information related to impacts appears to be an indicator of the preoccupation of GEF
projects reviewed with activities and tasks”’. There is a need for M&E of GEF BD activities at the
IA level to evolve, and for results and Impacts to become central elements of reporting overall.
However, this will requite a good understanding of correct, measurable and appropriate indicators of
progress towards the achievement of clear objectives.

However, “several reports have highlighted... the limited GEF experience with tmpact
indicators — even the work regarding identification of program level indicators for BD is still in
progress”®. As the GEF itself notes in a teport, there is a need to develop indicators for each of the
biodiversity OPs. Indeed, “specific BD indicators will ultimately assist in the assessment of project
impacts and achievements””. The emphasis on indicators is of course important for all the IAs as
well. In one of the World Bank’s evaluations of its BD activities, they found that “most projects
focused on quite ambidous M&E systems. .. but too little effort was gtven to the identification and
use of feasible indicators telated to threats to BID...Reasons include lack of assessment of
competence and capacity related to implementation of M&E program™™., The Bank itself is correct
to argue that “a BD M&E plan should, among other things: state clearly what indicators will be
chosen; specify how M&E will be done and by whom; specify how information will feed back 1nto
management decisions” . A Bank evaluation found that this very important benchmark was
generally weakly addressed in the projects included in its study, and when it was addressed, it often
lacked precision. In addition, the Bank found that “there was little cmphasis on systemic ecological
monitoring... and instead often focused on project performance.. .ie. budgeting, accounting” .
Moreover, as interview data also confirms, the study also noted that “another problem some
projects had was neither the objectives, nor the indicators of success, wete clear””.

As the GEF points out on capacity development, monitoring of results also has to be
improved. More attention is needed to identifying specific capacity development needs, as well as

8¢ Global Havironment Facility, GEF Lessons Nases 10, Oct. 2000. GEF Secretariat: Monitoring and livaluation Program, Washington,
p. 2

o7 Singh, 5. Volonte C. 2001. Brodiversity Program Study. Global Environment Facility Monitoring and Evaluation Unit, pp. 38-40.
@ GLE, April 2001. Project Performance Report 2600, GLL Council, p. 66.

 GEF, April 2001. Project Performance Repart 2000. GEF Courcil, p. 21

7 World Bank, July 2000. Bank Performance in Bivdiversity Conservation and Sustainable Use:

Findings from an Evalyation of Selected Bank Supported Projects — Drraft Report. WB: Opcrations Fvaluation Depe, p. 6.

" World Bank, July 2000. Bank Perfarmance in Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Use:

Findings from an Evalyation of Selected Bank Supperted Projects — Draft Report. WB: Operations Evaluation Dept., p. 25.

72 World Bank, July 2000. Bank Perfarmance in Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Use:

Findings from an Evaluation of Selected Bank Supported Projects — Draft Report. W8 Operations Tivaluation Dept., p. 25.

73 Singh, 8., Volonte C. 2001. Biadiversity Program Study. Giobal Environment Facility Monitoring and Lvaluadon Unit, p.29.
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intended results and qualitative impacts. Project reporting has here tended to be limited to outputs
(e.g., number of trainees) rather than changes in individual skills or organizational performance.
Projects also need to explicitly address organizational barriers to the application of new individual
and institutional capacities (how they will enable and disable those trying to use new skills).™

Some of our interviewees argued that the first challenge is to get some ‘order’ and overall
harmonization in the system, and the second is to develop program level indicators that can rely on
an aggregated analysis of sound project level results and impact moanitoring.  This will allow in
particular, better reporting overall around convention priorites. Indeed, the GEF has recognized
this need, yet, there is much work to be done.

From our review, we found that a significant proportion of stakeholders felt that improved
monitoring and evaluation, and accompanying relevant teporting, if strengthened, could contribute
significantly to improved overall mmpact, sustainability, effectiveness and efficiency of GEI' BD
projects in the developing world.

Recommendation: The CoP, while recognizing the progress made by the GEF,
should instruct the financial mechanism to pursue overall improvement and
harmonization for its system of M&E (GEF Secretatiat and IAs ). Project level M&E
should be focused on impacts and results, rather than inputs and outputs, and must
include usage of appropriate indicators.

244 GEF Support of Enabling Activities

2.4.4.1 GEF Support of Enabling Activities and National Biodiversity Strategies

Our review indicates that the GEF’s programme in supporting enabling activities has made
considerable progress over the period covered. An independent evaluation of GEF in 1998 noted
that the GEF made a major adjustment to approval procedures for enabling activities (EA), resulting
in a significant acceleration of approvals in 1996-7. But the study team did not believe this was as
helpful in improving national reports and communications as was anticipated. They recommended a
comptehensive analysis of EA before the end of 1998 to assess the successes and weaknesses of
these projects plus responses.” The GEF reported that by March 1999, “worthwhile and cost-
effective” national biodiversity planning was being done as part of enabling activities in 121
countries. 28 had finalized NBSAPs, 20 had drafts, and 33 had submirted first national reports, while
32 had drafts”™. By June 30, 2000, “the GEF had supported 185 enabling activities and cleating
house mechanisms (CHMs) ... with a total allocation of US$46.62 million” 7. Our research supports
the view of the GEF Secretariat that repotts should be seen primarily as “setting the stage for
national biodiversity planning”, given the severe challenges to implementation, such as national

1 Global Lovironment Facility. GEF Lessons Notes 8, June 1999 GIIE Sceretariat: Monitoring and Kvaluation Program, Washington,
P-4

™ Poruter. G. e al, 1998, Study of GEF'’s Overal] Porformance. Washington: Global Envirenment Facility, p. xviti.

7% CBD, December, 1999. Report of the Glabal Enviropment Facliyy. UNLP/CBD/Col/5/7, p. 14.

7 GEF Study Team, October 2001. GEF Second Overatf Performance $tudy (OFS. 2) - Interim Report. Washington, p. 36.
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commitment and capacity.” In addition, needs assessments form an integral part of overall
effectiveness and efficiency.

By 2000, an interim assessment of BD enabling activities found that most countries receiving
GEF assistance did effective planning and that progress was made on several national biodiversity
strategies and action plans.” Interview data reveals wide differences in ptogress towards completing
NBSAPs. For example, a number of the reporting Parties in the Asia/Pacific region have completed
or nearly completed theit NBSAPs, often based on previous work in developing national
environmental action plans or conservation strategies, while others are only beginning. These vary
widely in content and level of detail.™.

Among Parties from the Africa region that have submitted national reports, half are
currently (as of Sept. 2000) preparing NBSAPs. Most Parties started the process in late 1997 or early
1998. The majority of the Parties reporting are undertaking the preparation of NBSAPs with
financial assistance from the GEF. A number of Parties note that the NFAPs or management
programmes have previously been prepared or are in progress, and NBSAPs are in part based on
thesc plans that are, in several cases, complete and have been adopted by the relevant legislature®. In
the Caribbean, most Patties report the development of NBSAPs, although in some cases this
development is at a fairly early stage. Yet, the “GEF is supporting the process in most countries”,

"The Mexican NBSAP was featured in one of the GEF Lesson Notes as a success stoty in
forging a national plan, with broad participation and high-level political commitment. One
participant agreed that the process was effective in engaging the right politicians and stakeholders;
defining priorities and strategies; and responding to Mexico’s obligations under the CBD. “If the
GEF hadn’t called for this, it wouldn’t have happened”, an interviewee noted.

However, the Mexican participant also argued that (a) there was weak integration of the plan
with national development policies, for example, the Secretary of Environment does not always use
it when dealing with other ministries, and (b) the diverse patties who helped to design it were no
longer involved: “everyone has gone back to their work”. Like other data suggests, this exemplifies
the possibility or risk that the strategy stays only at the political level, and is then not well-
implemented and integrated into national priority activities. Indeed, along these lines some of our
interview respondents also noted that the product-oriented approach of writing a strategic document
may not be enough to put in motion an effective process in which all the key stakeholders work
together on a national strategy that can be operationalized and adapted over time, as needed.

™ Global Environment Facility. GEF Lessens Notes 9, Dec, 1999, GIII Secrcetariat: Monitoring and Tvaluation Program, Washington,
p. L

7 Global Knvironment Facility, GEF Lessons Nozes 10, Oct. 2000. GEI Sceretariat: Monitoring and Fvaluation Program, Washington,
p- 2

8 Blinger, A, Sept. 2000. Capadty Develgpment Initiative: Country Capacity Development Needs and Prigrities — Report for Small Iibind Developmrent
Stater. GEF-UNDP strategic partnership, Washington, pp. $8-59,

#! Blinger, A., Sept. 2000, Capavty Develspment Initiative: Conntry Capaity Development Needs and Priotities - Report for Small Istand Develspment
States. GIIF-UNDP strategic partnership, Washington, pp. 58-59,

8 Blinger, A., Sept. 2000. Capadty Development Initiative: Conntry Capacity Develapment Needs and Priorifies — Repert for Smadl Island Developrment
States. GRI-UNDP strategic partnership, Washington, pp. 58-59.
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That being said, several reports from the Pacific Parties also make reference to the
importance of the NBSAP process in promoting dialogue between diverse stakeholders, and in
facilitating the development of a better awareness and understanding of cross-sector responsibility,
and this was also supported by interviews. This is an important process, as one Party reports
overlaps of mandate and areas in which there is no clear coordinator, while another draws attention
to deficiencies in integration resulting from restrictions inherent in the existing  legislative
framework™.

Many respondents noted that the production of these biodiversity strategies has been
valuable, especially where countries had nothing, and that the GEF truly “cnables in cases where
they wouldn’t be done”. They identified the following benefits:

¢ stimulates gorernments to make long-term biodiversity strategies, wheteas in the past, it was
the international NGOs who promoted these tools and primarily NGOs who used them;

* brings together diverse parties with a stake in biodiversity to discuss priority issues and
possible actions;

® collects and synthesizes dispersed biodiversity baseline information, including maps;

® provides a context and background for proposing project to GEF and other donors; and

® making participants aware of related initiatives, ¢.g., sustainability strategies, sectoral
strategies.

GEF M & E program conducted an interim assessment of how well GEF-supported
enabling activities have helped countties meet obligations under the CBD, and listed 12 “Best
Practices for Success”. Their list of ‘Best Practices’ includes:

® iterative approach to project preparation,

adapt international models and guidelines to local conditions;

use innovative methods for popular participation and sharing scientific information;
include capacity building;

link with relevant initiatives;

use local and regional expertise; and

e & 9 & o @

get high-level political, government and business support.*’

The GEF has been instrumental in supporting, through its enabling activities, processes for
diagnosis, common understanding and planning for biodiversity conservation. In addition, the
enabling activity mechanism has become more efficient and responsive over the period covered by
this review.

8 Blinges, A, Scpt. 2000, Capacisty Development Initiative: Country Capavity Develspmient Needs and Priovitios Repert for Small Lsland Developrent
State;. GEF-UNDP strategic partnership, Washington, pp. 58-59.

* Global linvironment Facility 1999. Tnterins Assessnrent of Biodiversity Fnabling Astivities. GLI Sccretariat Monitoring and Lvaluation
Program. GIUF Secretaniat, Washingron.

85 Global Environment Facility. GEF Lessons Notes 9, Dec. 1999, GEF Secretariat: Monitoring and Fvaluation Program, Washington,
p 4
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2.4.4.2 Flexibility in Support for Enabling Activities

The flexibility of GEF guidelines and procedures and suppott of enabling activities is crucial
for project success, and an important aspect of the efficiency and overall performance of the
financial mechanism of the CBD. 'This issue has emerged as a crucial matter for developing
countries, who, for the majority, are tnextricably linked to such activities, which help them better
strategize and plan the directions they would like to follow.

According to the GEF, after initial difficulties with the first set of operational criteria for
enabling activities in 1995, project-processing time was reduced from about 500 days m 1995 to
about 100 days in 1998 with the adoption of the second set of operational criteria. * There has thus
been considerable progress at this level, which would then confirm the view of almost half the focal
point respondents on this issue.

Our interviews also suggest that GEF and CBD representatives agree that guidelines and
procedutes have become sufficiently flexible when compared to the first review period. For instance,
there is now an expedited approval process for projects under $350,000. The question is to
communicate these guidelines cleatly to the countries involved and therefore enhance the enabling
activity mechanism overall.

Along these lines, it was important to assess and integrate the national focal points’ views on
their perception of the flexibility of GEF guidelines and procedures in support of enabling activities
in their respective countries. The responses to this question support our findings from other
sources, and are reflected in the graph below:

“ How flexible have GEF guidelines/procedutes become in supporting ‘enabling activities’
in your country over the last three years? »

0123%
) 0 49%

W 28%
[0 Sufficiently Flexible M Insufficiently Flexible Do not know

The main weakness in these national ‘enabling activity’ efforts raised by respondents is the
apparent lack of attention to follow-up in some cases, once the biodiversity strategtes and plans are
in place. For example, those involved in Ecuador’s National Strategy noted that this stems in part
from the lack of GEF funding (under “Enabling Activities™) for capacity development and
implementation. The result is that often there is a large input of resources over a relatively short ime

8 GGEF, Lebruary 1998, Rapost of the Faurth Meeting of the CoP to the Convention on Biolspical Diversity. GV, Washington, P. 27,
Ty 74 g 18 £y
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to produce documents, which may or may not then be used further, as it should. In addition, follow-
up may also be limited by the restrained technical, administrative and/or financial capacity of
government agencies, especially environment authotities, even when they are willing. In fact, as one
respondent noted well, “responsible authorities often don’t know what to do with these strategies”.

Although in principle all GEF projects must demonstrate how they are justified by a
country’s NBSAP for project approval, OPS2 noted, along similar lines, that “it is not clear whether
the NBSAPs, often developed with wide participatory effort (within countries), and at significant
cost to the GEF, are playing any role in country processes for identifying priority projects for GEF
support and in integrating global biodiversity conservation priorities into national plans, policies and
legal frameworks. Further, QPS2 country visits revealed that the capacity buit within countries in
the course of preparing NBSAPs tends to be dissipated in the absence of timely follow up. GEF
Secretariat and the IAs need to take responsibility in catalyzing action to ensure that NBSAPs are
documents for integrated BD conservation planning”. In addition, the study’s focus on evaluating
enabling activities noted that CoP guidance on the topic was so broad that it was difficult to respond
in operational terms. Our research also confirmed that many local stakeholders find the guidance on
enabling activities too general. Some efforts are being made to establish better guidelines and
critetia.

Yet, the OPS2 study also found that “enabling activities have generated government
commitment and created a clear understanding about the GEF among non-institutional stakeholders
such as NGQOs and community-based organisations by explaining how efforts to achieve globat
environmental improvements can also have ditect local and national benefits”, *

In sum, our data suggests that significant improvement 1 flexibility of the GEF’s guidelines
and procedures in support of enabling activities has occurred. It is important that this mechanism
continue to evolve, both in terms of flexibility and effectiveness overall. The GEF should ensure
that such important and effective activities do not come to a dead end. Follow-up and proper
integration of the fruits of enabling activities must be the focus.

Recommendation: The CoP should recognize the significant progress made by the
GEF in this area, and:

’ further instruct the financial mechanisms to promote more effective follow-
up to biodiversity plans, for example, by ensuring that national strategies identify
implementation activities, timelines and responsible parties, and that stakeholder
participation in plan preparation continue during implementation.

. further instruct the financial mechanism to consider extending funding for
enabling activities into the early implementation phase of NBSAPs, if strategies
include a detailed action plan, with defined participants, to provide bridge funding
to take advantage of the momentum created during plan preparation and reduce
time lags. This should not, however, supercede the need for longer-term
implementation support from the financial mechanism.

¥ GEF Study Team, 11 November 2001. Second Overal! Performance Study (OPS2), - Final Draft. GEE, Washington, p. 37.
8 GEF Study Team, 11 November 2001. Second Overall Perfarmance Study (OP52), - Final Drafi. GEF, Washington, p. 58.
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. further instruct the GEF Secretariat to cnsure thar all GEF proposals

continue to demonstrate how projects will respond to national biodiversity strategies
as well as CBD objectives.

. further instruct the GEF Secretariat and its IAs to continue to promote

support for nceds assessment and capacity development in support of
implementation of the Convention, through the enabling activities mechanism.
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2.5 Impact

2.,5.1 Brief introduction to key issues

In this section, we focus on the key impact related issues as identified by the CoP, including
the development of capacity to:

*  define and implement a wide range of national and local strategies, plans and programmes;

*  bettet manage the many socio-economic, legal, and political dimensions of bio-diversity;

* educate, communicate and build public awareness about bio-diversity issues and priorities;

* understand, identify, describe, monitor and report on different components of BD; and

* better manage and utilise information related to BD and BD activities; and conserve and
sustainably use bio-diversity in different ecological zones (e.g., forests, coastal zones, inland
waters, and so on).

The CoP has called for a wide range of impacts in three broad areas: promoting and
orienting international co-operation and action, mainstreaming of bio-diversity issues and capacity
building for bio-diversity. The last two, mainstreaming and capacity building, were within the scope
of our review of the financial mechanism. We also considered the broader issue of the tmpact of
GEF activities on bio-diversity itself.

2.5.2  Impacts of GEF activities on biodiversity

2.5.21 Challenges in Achieving and Measuring Impacts

A recent review of the GEF’s BD portfolio underlined their difficulties in assessing the
impacts of these projects on BD. Problems arose because most projects didn’t collect this kind of
information and, in any case, most didn’t have baseline data to compare with post-project results.
The recent Biodiversity Program Study suggests that about 20% of projects had collected some
impact data, and another 20% planned to do so”. All projects have impacts on biodiversity. Yet, it
has been considered too early to measure the cffects, and also very difficult to measure. Here, there
1s a problem of the absence of a baseline, the lack of causal telationship clarity, and understanding
where the responsibility for impacts lies, as there is a diversity of actors, who each affect the
environment.

Our interviews with representatives of NGOs and bilateral agencies and members of the
STAP considered the question of project impacts on BD. Many noted the challenge of measuring
such impacts in the absence of a clear framewotk for monitoring and evaluating BD mpacts. While
tecognising the challenges of establishing clear and measurable objectives, people also pointed out
that there might be billions of dollars spent on BD projects without knowing if they are really having

8 Singh, 8. and Volonte C., 2001. Biodiversity Prograns Stady, Global Fnvironment lFacility, Monitoring and Fvaluation Unit,
Washington, p. 3.

Prepared by Le Groupe-conseil baastel ltée 52



Second Review of the Effectiveness of the Financial Mechanism Final Repore
Jor the United Nations Convention on Bialygical Diversity

an 1mpact on BD. Indeed, our interviews with IAs and focal points revealed that lack of baseline
studies and information presented a serious obstacle to the measurement and teporting of impacts.

In 1999, the GEF’s M & E group reported that the IA’s reporting focused on
implementation rather than on outcomes, impacts or results”. Rating projects as to whether they
were achieving their immediate objectives and other performance indicators, fully 93% were rated as
cither “highly satisfactory” or “satisfactory”'. But this said little or nothing about their actual
effects on BD. This situation is being addressed to some extent by the GEF Secretariats mote
recent efforts, such as their Millennium Ecosystem Assessment™, In addition, the situation may be
improving, at least for newer projects in forested ecosystems, where most now carry out baseline
biological and social studies *.

2.5.2.2 Tracking Results and Impacts

The national focal points that responded to our questionnaires felt the tmpacts of BD
projects were mostly in the following areas:

* choosing national priorities for BD conservation and sustainable use;

* designing / developing national frameworks / action plans for BD conservation;

*  establishing legal frameworks and policies;

* establishing protected areas and conservation zones;

* establishing BD monitoring systems; and

*  improving conservation in specific zones of high priority such as forests and coastal zones.

Impacts on BD can be gauged in many ‘indirect’ ways. Level of mainstreaming of BD, and
level of capacity development tendered, are both lenses through which to gauge the achievement of
BD impacts. BD impacts can also be gauged indirectly, though far less precisely, by looking at the
results of GEF efforts to mmprove standards of management in PAs,

It is important to temember that a key indicator of the impact of GEF projects is the degree
to which these projects influence the formulation of new policies, regulations and laws that promote
an enabling environment for BD conservation, The OPS2 report cites examples of this kind of
influence, like, for instance, in Jordan, where “the Bio-diversity Country Study and the Jordan Dana
and Azraq projects together with the GEF Climate Change initiatives positively influenced the
decision to create a new Ministry of Environment. In addition, in South Africa, the Cape Peninsula
Bio-diversity Conservation Project led to the designation of the Cape Peninsula National Park as a
World Hetitage Site”. ™

# Global Havironment Iacility. GEF Lessons Netes 9, Dec., 1999, GIIF Seerctariat: Monitoring and livaluation Program, Washington,
p 2

91 Global Environment Facllity. GEF Lessons Notes 10, Oct. 2000. GIF Sceretaniat: Monitoring and Evaluation Program, Washington,
p- 2.

22 GEF Study Team, 11 November 2001, Second Overail Performance Study {OPS2), - Final Draft. GEI, Washington

? Singh, S. and Volonte C., 2001, Bivdiversity Program Study, Glohal Environment Facility, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit,
Washington, p. 3.

¥ GEE Study Team, 11 November 2001. Second Overall Performance Study (GPS2), - Final Draft. GIiF, Washington, p- 32
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However, many BD projects themselves don’t actually collect information on their impacts
and don’t have baseline data to compare with post-project results in any case. Expectations of
performance of IAs, governments or the GEF itself, should be clearly set and designed at the outset,
supported by incentives, and project continuation should be predicated on results achieved.

As the OPS2 report has suggested, it is, in most cases, premature to judge impacts on global
BD. “Despite these limitations, it is the view of OPS2 that the GEF has already been able to
produce a wide array of (rich) project results which can be considered important process indicators
towards achieving future positive environmental impact””, Future actions should therefore be built
on lessons learned so far. In addition, the most effective and efficient ptojects are simple and
strategically focused on basic building blocks for biodiversity conservation and sustainable use,
avolding broad and overly ambitious goals. This includes use of pilot. projects/activities,
demonstration projects, and models that can be replicated once they ate proven to work. “OPS2
concludes that the GEF has laid the foundation for a concerted, science-based effort at stemming
biodiversity loss™™. The next step is to ensure that BD projects build upon replicable successes, and
on this foundation.

Recommendarion: The CoP should instruct the GEF Secretariat to:

. ensure that lessons learned from successful past projects (as well as less
successfi ones) are disseminated as models for use by others.
. encourage projects which focus on basic building blocks, such as

insttutional and legal frameworks; plans and strategies; capacity
development for key players; and practical field activities.

2.5.3 Impacts on Mainstreaming of Biodiversity

General Evidence

BD and GEF focal points that responded to our questionnaires felt the main impact of BD
projects on mainstreaming was better co-ordination of BD conservation activities with other sectors,
However, overall, respondents felt that mainstreaming was a central atea of weakness in terms of
umpacts of GEF BD projects. Yet, mainstreaming of BD is a crucial impact to be sought out by the
GEF and Developing Country parties.

The GEF’s own performance review in 2000 found that there were clear opportunities for
poverty alleviation, improved livelihoods and cmpowerment of rural communities in the
implementation of GEF projects, particulatly BD projects”. They also felt that seme projects are
successfully linking BDD conservation and sustainable use with improvements to the well being of
stakeholders™, for example in India’s Eco-Development project and the Azraq Wedands in Jordan™.

PGEL Study Team, 11 November 2001. Second Overall Performance § tady {OPS2), - Final Draft. G, Washington

% GII Study Team, 11 November 2001, Seond Owerall Performance Study (OPS2), - Final Draft. GTil5, Washington, p. 114,
¥ GEF, April 2001, GEF Project April, Performance Repore 2000, GLIY Council, p 95

# GEI, Apsil 2001, Project Performance Report 2000, GLF Council |, p-2

% GLEF April 2001, Project Perfarmance Report 2000, GEI Council . p 18,
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Indeed, in Jordan, the development of business-like approaches to the management of both
RSCN as an institution, and to protected atreas has led to greater efficiency and effectiveness in
implementing biodiversity programmes and greater credibility in the eyes of the donors. We found
similar encouraging signs in our brief review of Russia’s national bio-diversity programme, where the
Kerchinsky Reserve, for example, was supported in their development of a management plan
strongly focused on the communities surrounding the reserve. This example highlights the
important of addressing BD from a wider-scope perspective, in order to mainstream BD into
national and local practices.

The field visits and interviews suggest that mainstreaming has occurred in some instances.
For example, in Seychelles, the focal point responded positively and said that there is Iocal evidence
for rise in understanding and commitment to bio-diversity principles as reflected in wildlife clubs,
and national media coverage of critical bio-diversity issues. Yet, overall, the evidence presents a
mixed bag of results. A review of current initiatives in Ecuador indicates that biodiversity is only
being partially integrated into other initiatives such as the Sustainable Development Strategy, Forest
Law, and other environmental and other sectoral policy framewortks. In addition, it has also been
noted by our interviewees that it is a significant challenge to get biodiversity mainstreamed in TA
activities and also into national activities overall.

Conservation and Sustainable use of Biodiversity: Mainstreaming beyond Protected Areas — The Way
Forward

As eatlier mentioned, impacts on BD can also be gauged indirectly, for example, by looking
at the results of efforts to improve PA management and conservation, and efforts to 1mprove
environmental management beyond PAs. An assessment of 49 projects protecting BD in 320
protected areas covering a total of 60 million hectares found that more than half had tully or mostly

met their objectives""”.

Many interview and questionnaire respondents noted that while there has been much
attention to PAs, there has been much less focus on conserving and sustainably using BD outside of
PAs. This preponderance of PA projects results in part from the strong influence of national
NGOs (such as are found in Ecuador) who have this focus, being supported by INGOs such as the
IUCN and Nature Conservancy who have similar interests. In addition, the government agencies
that do get involved with GEF projects are often those responsible for conservation and PAs, but
have no mandate for BD activities outside these areas, such as environmental impact assessments, or
planning of agricultural, forestry, or water sector policies and strategies. A bias towards PA projects
may by further strengthened by some donors who prefer to support PA projects because they tend
to be more focused and straight- forward. The kinds of projects needed to promote sustainable
conservation and use and benefit sharing - through developing alternative livelihoods and changing
patterns of resource use for example - tend to be more complex, more ambiguous, experimental,
and longer.

1% GEL Study T'eam, 11 November 2001, Second Overali Performance Study (OPS2), - Final Draft. GTIF, Washington

Prepared by Le Groupe-conseil baasts! ltée 55



Second Review of the Effectivencis of the Financial Mechanism Final Repory
Jor the United Nations Convention on Biolagical Diversity

Many interviewees suggested that one way to better address thesc issues and overcome these
obstacles is by reaching out to a broad new set of project patticipants, with new perspectives and
skills. One way to do this would be to use more local experts wotking in the field, for example, not
just those based in the largest cities. While the OPS 2 study suggests that GEF projects are
increasingly moving away from a nartow focus on protected areas towards the broader “production
landscape™ approach, some also find that even in these new areas, the GEF seem to be working with
the same group of stakeholders. Some interviewees suggested bringing in new local NGOs who can
provide effective liaison between communities and scientific or academic specialists in BD. Social
scientsts, such as anthropologists, also need to be encouraged to take a greater interest in BD and
given greater opportunities to participate in project design and implementation. Government
specialists responsible for forestry, agriculture and water management should also be brought into
partnerships with BDD specialists.

In addition to broader patticipation and consultation overall, it is also important to note that
the IA dialogue with country sectoral ministries has helped in the process of mainstreaming BD.
This dialogue process, with the IAs at the center, can allow effective mainstreaming channels at the
country level to be pursued, and is important for the furthering of the mainstreaming process
overall.

In addition, the GEF needs to root its projects more strongly in a sustainable development
context and emphasise projects promoting sustainable use and the sharing of the benefits from bio-
diversity products and services. To date, most projects of this kind remain at a small scale, with
limited impacts and uncertain sustainability'. In most countries there are still few organisations
within government or civil society who can prepare strong, nationally important projects focused on

these sustainable use and BD benefit-shating issues.

Another way to further mainstream biodiversity is to ensure that conservation and sustainable
use are integrated into national and sectoral strategies. Several Ecuadorian interviewees said that GIiF
should directly fund mainstreaming through providing funding for implementing NBSAPs and
Integrating project results and products into national plans and programs. Indeed, projects should be
designed to ensure full integration with, and ownership of, the project within all responsible agencies,
and with all stakeholders,

Although mainstreaming is indeed a difficult objective to achieve with BD, our data suggests that
emphasizing benefit sharing (the subject of a subsequent section) can be a good facilitator and catalyst in
the mainstreaming process. In addition, it is necessary to position GEF BD projects well within an
overarching sustainable development framework in order to facilitate cross-ministry and cross-issue
‘tackling” of BD within a wider national context of appropriate objectives.

Recommendation: the CoP should instruct the GEF Secretariat and its IAs to:
. communicate more strongly to government authorities that the GEF
supports biodiversity outside Protected Areas and provide mote support to projects

MGEF Study T'eam, 11 November 2001. Second Overadl Performance Study (OPS2), - Final Draft, GET, Washington
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promoting the second two CBD objectives, sustainable use and benefit sharing of
biodiversity products and services.

. To root projects mote strongly in a sustainable development context and, at
the same time, develop and promote practical methods and concrete case studics of
how to mainstream BD into sectoral and national policies, plans and activities.

2.5.3.2 GEF Support for Incentive Measures

A central element in achieving sustainable impacts of BD, and mainstreaming the issue of
BD 1n developing countries, at the local level, is the provision of incentive measures, by the GEF, to
mainstream BD objectives at all levels of soclety and state in order to enhance ownership and
sustamnability of BD projects. An indicative and thorough listing of GEF economic incentive
measures and other innovative financial instruments and approaches is provided in ‘Achieving
Sustatnability of Biodiversity Conservation’, a report of 2 GEF Thematic Review from July 2000,

IAs, like the World Bank, have “made many efforts to overcome the dilemma (benefits of
environmental abuse vs. benefits from environmental conservation/ sustainability) with more
promotion of win-win policies, more quantitative measurement of economic benefits from
improving the environment, more emphasis on better resource management, and helping members
improve M&E and enforcement of environment regulations””.  One specific positive example
comes from Cuba, with reference to the Savannah Cuba Way project; respondents argued that
watershed conservation was indeed taking place, but objectives were being achieved through an
integrated tourism and conservation approach, emphasizing incentives at the local and regional
levels.

Several Ecuadorian interviewees (across sectors) mentioned that economic analysis of
biodiversity values, and economic incentives for conservation and sustainable use will help to “sell”
the idea to the private sector and politicians. Furthermore, politicians often respond to votes and
economic factors (while some have a genuine interest), and all such incentives should be ‘used’ to
help gain support for biodiversity conservation.

2.5.4 Impacts on Capacity-building

The most impressive impact results to date have been in capacity development. ‘This
faithfully reflects CoP’s guidance, which has called for capacity building in many areas, including;
* taxonomy;
*  preparation and implementation of national strategies, plans and programmes;
* biosafety;
*  access to genetic resoutces and sharing of benefits;

19 GEF, July, 2000. Achiering Sustainabikity of Biodiversity Conservation. Report of a GEL Thematic Review, GEF Monitoring and
Evaluation Progeam.

1% World Bank, November 2000. (First) Review of the (World) Bank's Perfornance on the Environment. Operations Evaluation Department,
WB: O6D, p. 5.
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* preservation and maintenance of traditional lifestyles, knowledge and practices related to
BD;

* the clearing-house mechanism including information systems technologies;

* design and implementation of incentive measures;

* development of appropriate legal and policy frameworks;

* coral bleaching;

* inland water ecosystems;

* forest ecosystems; and

* educaton, public awareness and communications in bio-diversity.

Respondents to our questionnaire, CBD and GEF focal points, clearly felt that most of GEF
project impacts related to capacity development, and they identified the following activities where
GEF projects have had the greatest impacts:

* raising awareness of local and government people about BD conservation;

* enhancing and disseminating knowledge concerning BD conservation;

*  training and building individual capacities related to BD conservation and sustainable use;
* 1mproving co-ordination of BD conservation activities;

* enhancing participation in both planning and implementation of BD activities; and

* establishing Trust Funds for funding future BD activities.

Along similar lines, the OPS2 report found that “while it still premature to estimate the
precise impact that the program the GEF’s BD program has had on the status of global biodiversity,
the program has resulted in building institutional and individual capacity in biodiversity
conservation, in developing the new conservation approaches, in forging effective partnerships, in
strengthening legal frameworks, in influencing policy and creating awareness of the importance of
consetving biodiversity within the context of sustainable national development”. “* The bigger
challenge is sustaining capacity development well beyond project life. Evidence from the GEF
suggests that newer projects have tended to include activities to enhance local capacities for
implementation eatly in the project to ensure participants will be able to carry out the necessary tasks
over the longer term.

A recent study found that capacity building has formed an integral part of all the GEF-
financed biodiversity projects and that capacity development activities wete among the most
successful components of these projects. One impressive example, which interviewees, as well as the
OPS2 noted, was Nepal’s Biodiversity Conservation Project, where the leading national NGO, the
King Mahendra Trust for Nature Conservation, delivered effective training in support of the Royal
Chitwan National Park. Training targeted not just park officials and staff of the Department of
National Parks and Wildlife Conservation, but also local community leaders, research students and
park visitors'”.

However, IA and field visit interviewees suggested that while some broad capacity
development comes as a result of stakeholder participation, GEF projects often focus their capacity

1 GEF Study Team, 11 November 2001, Second Overal! Performance Study (OPS2), - Final Drafi. GIiF, Washington, p. 27-28.
195 GEF Study T'eam, 11 November 2001. Second Overall Perfarmance Study (OPS2), - Firal Drafi. GEF, Washington
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development efforts mostly on government agencies. The effects of this approach may be short
lived in those countries where changes in government are accompanied by wholesale changes in
government staff. Further, capacity development often focuses on Ministries of Environment, who
are hampeted by low salaties and poor working conditions, which make it difficult for them to build
up strong internal capacites.

A review of projects in FEcuador revealed that a core group of several NGOs, with strong
technical capacity have provided a large patt of the local consulting services for GEF projects. They
have strengthened their capacity over time through this experience, combined with their strong tles
with international conservation NGOs. This has helped to build national capacity in civil society. At
the same time, there are examples where this capacity has not been transferred to those government
mstitutions, which have responsibility for biodiversity, due to weak linkages between consultants and
government in project implementation. This is being recognized as a problem, and a follow-up
project explicitly addresses this by pairing consultants directly with government counterparts.

GEF Lesson Notes is devoted to the issue of Capacity Development, noting that it should
focus on (2) transferring technologies and technical skills; {b) reinforcing new institutional structures;
(c) improving project design and management skills; and (d) stmulating networks within and among
countries'”. Tt also suggests that more attention be paid to identifying specific capacity needs and
mtended results, and to measuring qualitative impacts. Furthermore, reporting on capacity has been
limited to outputs (e.g., number of trainees) rather than changes 1n individual skills or organizational
petformance. Moreover, projects also need to explicitly address organizational barriers to the
application of new individual and instirutional capacities'”.

Our interviews and field visits strongly suggest that many feel that the GEF’s capacity
development needs to focus on a broader range of government and non-government organisations
(including the private sector) and extend to other sectors, such as agriculture and forestry, for
example. For instance, while NGOs and academic bodies are often involved in specific project
activities, their input should be brought to the project management level to strengthen capacity
development and national ownership. There is general agreement that strengthening of capacity
development in the GEF portfolio can be achieved by integrating it into the GEF projects and
programs, rather than stand-alone capacity actvities.

2.5.4.1 Are GEF projects increasing availability of qualified local professionals at field level?

Though the GEF is committed to stimulate greater involvement of local and regional
experts in theit projects'”, expanding the number of qualified local professionals involved in GEF
projects remains a challenge for many projects. The GEF’s own assessment is that their projects’
involvement of national academics and other experts helps generate enthusiasm and strengthen

1% Global Lnvironment Facility. GEF Lessons Notes 8, June 1999. GIil¥ Seerctariat: Monitoring and Evaluation Program, Washington,
p. 4

"7 Global Environment lacility. GEF Legsons Neter 8, Jurc 1999. GLF Secretariat: Monitoring and Iyvaluation Program, Washington,
p-4

108 GEV, April 2000. Third Progress Report on Actions to Lnplerent the Recommendations of the Study of GEF's Overall Performance and the Policy
Recommendations Jor the Second Replenishment Period. GETI Council Agenda Ttem 13{(GEF/C.15/ N, p. 7.
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national networks. It also helps academics apply their knowledge to planning and implementation
of practical BD activities."” “While there are sufficient scientific inputs, especially from international
scientists, expanding the number of local scientists remains one of the more challenging aspects of
project execution™""”,

The GEF reports that newer projects tend to include activitics to enhance local capacities for
implementation eatly in the project to ensure participants will be able to carry out the necessary tasks
over the longer term, and this is indeed a positive step forward. One example cited in the literature
is Lebanon’s Strengthening of National Capacity and Grassroots In-Situ Conservation Project
(UNDP-GEF) where technical assistance was used to initate activities and train local participants
who now are fully in charge of the project’’. Another example is Russia’s national bio-diversity
ptogramme, where international support has been used very sparingly, mostly during planning, and
local capacity and use of local professionals has been of central importance. Visiting specialists
helped Russian experts to better understand the priotities and modus operand; of the GEF, but the
majority of expettise used was local, according to those interviewed in the field in the countty.

2.5.4.2 Adequately strengthening local capacities to monitor

As already stressed, GEF projects need to be embedded in a strong system of monitoring,
evaluating and reporting capacity and practices.

The literature and documents reviewed confirmed the need for more focus on building
capacities, especially at the local level, for monitoting. The GEF’s I esson Notes 10 and their Projecr
Performance Reports in 1998 and 1999, for example, called for a move away from an “approvals”
culture towards a “results” culture. They stress that this move requires better integration of
information and lessons gathered from monitoring and evaluation into planning and management.
The documents suggest that this will require “a major effort to reorient the way GEF operates™'?.
The more recent Biodiversity Program Study recommends “a far more effective monitoring system,
based on a pre-initiation baseline study...”. This system would formulate indicators and standards
prior to baseline studies and would ensure baseline studies to record:

* the status, trends and rates of change of existing bio-diversity resources;
* available capacity (individual, institutional and systemic); and
*  relevant socio-economic and political parameters.

And, furthermore, “...control samples would also be used to help distinguish project
impacts from other impacts™.'” This focus on local level capacity for monitoring and evaluation is
crucial for the measuring, and indeed, the achievement, of impacts.

' Global Environment Facility. GEF Lessans Nates 9, Dec. 1999, GEF Secretariat: Monitoring and Lvaluation Program, Washington,
p. 3

10 Singh, 8. and C. Volonte 2001. Bradiversity Program Study, Global Environment Facility, Monitoring and Fvaluation Unir,
Washington, p, 48.

"t GEI, April 2001. GEF Project Performance Repors 2000, GLLI Council , p. 20.

2 Global Environment Facility. GEF Larsans Notes 10, Oct. 2000, G1iF Secrezariar: Monitoring and Ilvaluation Program, Washington,
p- 4.

113 Singh, S. and Volonte C., 2001, Biodiverssty Program Study, Global Linvironment Facility, Monitoring and Fvaluation Unit,
Washington, p. 7.
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2.5.4.3 Capacity development for indigenous and local communities and the incorporating traditional
knowledge and lifestyles

"The importance of building capacity at the local level is clear, but there also needs to be
specific emphasis placed on the incorporation of traditional knowledge and a focus on indigenous
communities overall. By early 2001, GEF could report direct funding of nearly $203 million and
another $397 million in co-financing for 25 projects where indigenous communities were actively
involved in designing and implementing BD conservation and sustainable use activities'™,

In 2000, a World Bank representative said that theirs was one of the few international
agencies with specific operational guidelines on indigenous peoples. These guidelines directed
people to ensure that all projects funded by the World Bank, which affect indigenous peoples, must
cnsure informed participation {of these people) in a culturally appropriate manner. Thus, World
Bank projects that deal with the conservation and sustainable use of bio-diversity are expected to
give priotity attention to the participation of indigenous peoples in their design, prepatation and
implementation ',

However, the Biodiversity Program Study of the GEF has found that while there are some
examples of traditonal ecological knowledge integrated into project activites, this knowledge tends
mostly to be obtamed through consultations, then documented. It is seldom used in actual
conservation or sustainable use programmes in the same projects. The Global BD assessment
project, for example, completed a separate volume on indigenous knowledge and ethics entitled
‘Cultural and Spiritual Values of BD’ but the review found little sign of this knowledge actually being

il6

applied in projects’ .
2.5.4.4 Capacity development for information management systems and knowledge development

'The GEF’s revised operational criteria for enabling activities make provisions for capacity
building in suppott of the cleaning-house mechanism, including financial assistance to purchase
hatdware, softwate, and to cover the costs of access and training ', Assessments of capacity-
building needs and establishment of focal points for “Country Clearing-House Mechanisms” could
then be carried out through the enabling activity framework'. A Clearing-House Mechanism
(CHM) Unit has developed web pages on biosafety and for various biodiversity key words. Web
pages were also developed for expert panels on access and benefit sharing, on coral bleaching, on
liaison groups on agro-biodiversity, on indicators, on dry lands and on the ecosystem approach are
currently under development. On-line electronic databases provide rosters of experts and of
National Focal Points'"’.

4 Singh, S. and C. Volonte 2001, Biodiversity Program Study, Global Envitonment Facility, Monitoring and Fvaluation Unit,
Washington, p. 3.

"3 CBID, April 2000. Quarserdy Report on the Advisnistration of the Convention on Biolagical Diversity, UNEP/CBD/ QR/8, p. 14.
e Singh, 8. and C. Volonte 2001. Biodiversity Program Study, Global Environment Facility, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit,
Washington, p.48

" GLEF , Ticbraary 1998. Repurs of the Fourth Meeting of the CoP 1o the Canvention on Buologieal Diversity. G1ilY, Washington, p. 6.
118 CBID, December 1999, Report of the Global Environment Fadglity. UNEDP/CBD/COP/5/7, p. 12,

12 CBIY, April, 2000. Luarterly Report on the Adwinistration af the Convention on Biological Diversity. UNET/CBD/QR/8, p. 18.
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However, our field visits and interviews suggested that, despite considerable effort to build
mformatton systems and data bases as enabling activities for the CBD, thete rernain challenges n
building credible centralized information repositories that can and will be maintained when GEF or
other donor support ends. Some respondents also reported that some parts of databases were not
scientifically credible due to lack of rigorous data quality standards. On some of our field visits, it
proved difficult to find reports, maps, posters and other products from GEF projects, as they were
dispersed among government and NGO offices or lost. In addition, there has been mixed success in
establishing a credible and useable biodiversity information centre and data bank in Ecuador to
become part of the CHM. Lack of rigorous scientific standards, and diversity of information sources
and formats have provided barriers.

However, within the context of enabling activities, and the GEF’s support thereof, various
IAs argue that often it ts more difficult for some projects to show results, where other projects can
more feasibly demonstrate objectives achieved to at least some degree. For example, some IA
respondents felt that their activities, which include data management, best practices, and the creation
of a scientific knowledge base, often involve a realistic time lag before the outcomes are measurable.
Indeed, such activities are not as ‘immediately demonstrable’ as other activities pursued. These types
of activities provide more of a leveraged benefit to other As and institutions that may use these on
a multi-country replication basis 5 or 10 years down the road. On this score, many successes have
been achieved, but are difficult to demonstrate in terms of achieving impacts. For these types of
“enabling activities” a challenge is posed by the requirement of developing different kinds of impact
indicators, and the specificity and unique nature of these ‘outcomes’ should be recognized.

2.5.4.5 Capacity development for fair and equitable access to and sharing of genetic resources

Promoting the sustainable use and sharing of the benefits of BD is not only an impottant
dimension of mainstreaming BD at national and local levels, but also for greater impact overall. BD
conservation tends to have a limited, dedicated constituency. Enhanced capacity for sustainable use,
access to, and benefit sharing of genetic resources, offet the potential to bring BD issues into the
mainstteam of socio-economic life. This aspect of capacity building facilitates the achievement of
other areas of impact as well.

The GEF’s “enabling activities criteria” were modified to make it possible to request
financing for “stock taking” activities related to equitable access and sharing of benefits from genetic
resources within the context of BD projects or through discrete short-term activities. The GEF has
also indicated a commitment to suppotting specific ‘benefit sharing initiatives’, such as policy,
tegulatory and institutional frameworks for mechanisms that will facilitate access to genetic
resources and benefit sharing '*.

A more recent GEF study, “the OPS2 study, found that of the projects examined, more than
half demonstrated efforts towards achieving benefit sharing, OPS2 visited a number of projects
where benefits accruing at local and community levels provide good incentives fot conservation and

120 CBDD, December 1999, Report of the Glsbal Enpironment Fadky UNEP/CBD/COP/5/7, p. 13
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sustainable use by the very people who live with, own and depend on biodiversity”. '*'Bencfit
sharing has shown to be an area of improvement in the realm of capacity building under the GEF.
However, expansion of this is requited to other sectors of soclety. An introduction of new players is
needed, as well as a wider scope of recipients for capacity building in the area of access to, and
sharing of benefits of genetic resources.

Recommendation: the CoP:

. Instruct the GEF Secretariat and jts IAs to support the systems approach to
capacity development, as promoted through the CDI initiative and the
mainsieaming of capacity development support within the GEF portfolio,
supporting a wider scope of capacity development areas and recipients, at all levels.
. instruct the GEF Secretariat and its IAs to support profects that build
capacities for effective, participatory monitoring and evaluation into management
systems, especially at the local level, to ensure adequate monitoring of biodiversity
impacts.

. Instruct the financial mechanism to put greater emphasis on the
incorporating and integrating of local traditional and indigenous knowledge into
BD projects.

. encourage the GEF Secretariat and its IAs to promote the effective
involvement (not just consultation) of a whole new set of Pplayers in new kinds of
projects in order to achieve the necessaty results in sustainable use and bencfit
sharing.

2.5.4.6 GEF support for capacity development in specific environmental operational sectors and
initiatives — A brief look at progress

A meeting of the Interim Steering Committee held in February 2000 to elaborate on the
implementation of the GBIF-project, highlighted the need to focus strongly on accelerating the
Global Taxonomy Initiative'™. By early 2001, direct funding of $29.6 million and co-financing of
$21.4 million had been allocated to four projects focused on taxonomy, and m support of the G11
. The CBD secretariat hosted a November 2000 meeting of the Global Taxonomy Initiative
Coordination Mechanism, followed by a workshop otganized by DIVERSITAS, in conjunction with
the Secretariat, on Establishing Global and Regional Taxonomic Networks, This followed on a
series of four workshops in 1997. A key accomplishment in November was the development of a
framework of principles and an action plan for “removing the so-called taxonomic impediment that
has frustrated some aims of the CBD”'#,

The GEF worked with UNEP to develop technical guidelines and methodologies, both
international and national, to help countries develop their national strategies and frameworks for

21 GIEF Study Team, 11 November 2001. Second Overal! Performance Study (OPS2), - Final Drat. GET, Washington, p. 30.

‘2 CBD. April 2000. Gwarterly Report on the Adwministration of the Convention on Biological Diversity. p. 15.

123 Singh, 8. and C. Volonte 2001. Biodiversity Program Saudy, Global Bavironmental [Facility, Monitering and 1valuation
Unit Washington, p. 3.

14 CBD, April 2001, Owarterdy Report on the Adwinistration of the Convention on Biologival Diversity.

p-4
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Biosafety’™, UNEP’s Biosafety Project has helped participating countries prepare national
biosafety frameworks; 17 of these countries had requested additional funding to implement the
Cattagena Protocol by early 2000 . A great deal of wortk has been done on biosafety, with the first

meeting of the Intergovernmental Committee for the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety, held in
Montpelliet, France in November 2000.'%

In terms of Marine and Coastal biodiversity under threat, a March 2000 UNEP study
revealed that by early 2000, 13 out of 111 Parties had established, or were establishing national
measures to prevent the introduction of potentially harmful alien species into marine and coastal
areas'™. CBD has also organized meeting of Liaison Group on Coral Reefs on the margins of the
Ninth International Coral Reef Symposium.'® In additon, the CBD has 2 programme of work on
Matine and Coastal Biodiversity and a Programme Officer for this topic started work in December
2000. The Programme of Work includes a proposal for integrating the issue of coral reefs into the

programme; a work plan on coral bleaching; and information on the degradation of reef ecosystems.

For Agrticultural Biodiversity, by 2000, the Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and
Technological Advice (SBSTTA) had developed the main elements of a work programme that was
in harmony with the ‘ecosystem approach’. They identified management practices, technologies and
policies that would promote the positive, and mitigate the negative, impacts of agriculture on bio-
diversity through expanding knowledge, understanding and awareness of the many goods and
services provided by the different levels and functions of agricultural biodiversity . Furthermore,
the GEF Implementing Agencies patticipated in the assessment on agricultural biodiversity activities
cartied out by FAO on behalf of the CoP',

In early 2000, the Executive Secretary of the Convention prepated a note
(UNEP/CBD/SBSTTA/5/6) suggesting ways and means to implement the Inland Waters
Ecosystern work programme, identifying gaps and obstacles in mmplementing the work plan of the
SBSTTA. In order to respond to the CoP’s suggestion to develop a roster of specialists in inland
water ecosystems, the GEF nominated 223 experts from 44 countties by early 2000 2,

In Forest Biodiversity, as of the year 2000, some 60% of the 320 protected areas supported
by GEF projects are in forested ecosystems', and much success has been achieved in this arca,
Some specific example of success in this area include: “The Forest Resources Management Project

'3 GET, April 2001. Project Performance Report 2000, GET Council. Washington, p. 2.

1% GEF, April 2001, Project Perfarmance Raport 2000, GEF Cousncil. Washington, p. 20.

127 (CBIY, January 2001. Luarterly Report on the Adwministration of the Conventian on Biological Diversity, UNEP/CBD/QR/11, n4

12 UNEP, March 2000. Progress Report on the Ingplerentation of the Programmes of Work on the Bislogical Diversity of Inland WWater Ecosysterns,
Marine and Coastal Brological Diversity, and Forest Bivlagical Diversity, (Decisions [V /4, IV/5, and IV/7). UNEP/CBDR/COT/5/10, p. G
2 CBD, January 2001. Quarterly Report on the Adrinistration of the Convention on Bislygieal Diversity, UNIZP/CBI/QR/ 10, p. 4

Y0 UNIP, April 2000, Agricultural Biolagical Diversity: Revéew of Phase I of the Programme of Work and Adsption of a Multi-Year Programme of
Wark. The Ecosysten Approach: Towards its Application to Agricultnral Biodiversity Coverage in National Reporr. UNEP/CBD/ Cop/ 5/ INF/ 10.
p.- 1

B GEF, December 1999, Report of the Global Environment Facihity. UNLP/CBIDR/COP/5/7. Report of the GEI to the Fifth Meeting of
the Conference of the Partics to the Convention on Biological Diversity, pp. 16-17.

2 UNLP, March 2000. Progress Report on the raplementation of the Programmes of Wark an the Brodogical Doiversity of Inland Water Ecogystems,
Marine and Coastal Biolagical Diversity, and Forest Biahygical Diversity (Decision 1V /4, TV/5, and IV/7), UNEP/CBD/CaP/5/10. P4

'3 Singh, 5. and Volonte C., 2001. Biadiversity Program Study, GEF, Monitoring and [valuation Unit, Washington, p. 3.
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in Bangladesh (which) has contributed to better infrastructure, increased GIS capacities, trained
some permanent staff abroad, and assisted in the development of a management system for data™™,

The operational programme in Arid and Semi-Arid Ecosystems increased more than four
times, from about US $29.0 million during the pilot phase to US $110.1 million by 1998-99 ', A
desertification is an increasingly relevant and prevalent global issue, and threat, this atea of GEF BD
activity has also increased in importance and emphasis.

Innovative approaches to the prevention or control of Akien Species can be supported
through short-term response measures designed to test their viability ™. The GEF had allocated
$34.5 million in direct funding to seven projects by 1999, as well as $35.5 million in co—ﬁnancing for
the control and eradication of alien and invasive species. The GEF Council has approved the
following projects that address alien species: a global project on Development of Best Practice and
Dissemtnation of Lessons Learned for Dealing with Alien Species that Threaten Biological
Diversity; Ecuador’s Galapagos Island and South Africa’s Cape Peninsula conservation project V',
The UNEP’s GEF Project on Invasive Species has been instrumental in generating best practices to
prevent, control and eradicate “alien species that threaten B>,

In sum, GEF support for capacity development in the aforementioned specific
environmental areas and/or sectors is improving. As environmental issues and problems have
increasing relevance and prevalence in international fora, the GEF is providing the necessary
adequate accompanying support to new areas of focus, although further improvements, and
enhanced support are urged. Some important improvements and increases in support and fundmng
have been noted in Forest Biodiversity, Biosafety and Global T axonomy.

12 World Bank, November 2000. QOED (First) Review of the (World) Bank's Performance on the Bnvironment Operations Evaluation
Department, p-20.

135 GEF, December 1999. Report of the Glabaf Envivenment Faaly. UNER/CBD/COP/5/7. Report of the G to the Fifth Meeting of
the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity, p. 24.

136 Singh, 8. and Volonte €., 2001. Biodiversity Program Study, GLF, Monitoring and Fvaluation Unit, Washington, p. 3.

137 GEF, December 1999, Report of the Global Enviranment Faakiyy. UNEP/CRD/COPR/5/7. Report of the GEFR to the Fifth Meeting of
the Conference of the Partics to the Convention on Biclogical Diversity, p. 11.

18 GEF, April 2001. GEF Project Performance Report 2000, GIIY Council, p.72.
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2.6 Sustainability

2.6.1 Brief Introduction to Key Issues

In this section, we focused on key sustainability issues identified by the CoP, including:

* the need to ensure the longer-term sustainability of GEF-funded activities and their
contributions to achieving the core objectives of the CBD:

* the neced to promote genuine country ownership through greater participant country
involvement in GEF-funded activities;

* the need to support projects and programmes that both address national priorities and fulfil
the obligations of the Convention;

* the need to ensure allocation of necessaty financial resources to projects; and

* the need to promote the sustainability of project’s benefits, including their potential
contributions of experience in the conservation and sustainable use of biological diversity
that can be applied by others.

2.6.2  Sustainability of Project Qutcomes

The issue of how to ensure the longer-term sustainability of efforts and outcomes is critical
for the GEF’s programmes in support of the Bto-diversity Convention, as for all international co-
operation agencies. There was broad agreement among our sources — country visits, questionnaires,
mterviews and the literature - about how to best ensure this sustainability. Four highly interrelated

: factors stand out in most analyses:
Financial Sustainability : Sustained Capacity | Patticipation and  partnerships, ~capacity
Development at All Levels : Promotion of development‘, the promotion of ownership
Ownership and Political Commitment through | #0d  financial  sustainability. To a

Participation at All Levels (and more) = cogsiderable degree, thes?e ftactors follow the
logical sequence indicated above.

Enhanced Sustainabilitv of GEF nraiect results Establishing  effective participation and
partnerships tends to be a critical first step. Capacity development of many kinds, among a wide
range of participants and partners needs to begin from the earliest stages — it probably begins in the
design phase of most programmes. Ownership of national programmes also needs to be stressed
from the outset. Ensuring effective national leadership, including broad participation and capacity
development to support this leadership and partnership, are critical for ensuring real, effective
ownership. Participation without ownership and political suppott will seldom lead to sustainable
outcomes. Strong national ownership, in turn, while it will not guarantee long-term financial
sustainability of activities, remains one of the best ways to promote this sustainability (especially
when it is strengthened through effective capacity development). In addition, issues like:
appropriate timeframes for GEF projects, IA cootdination and cooperation and the level of
mainstreaming of BD into national policies and priorities, as well as level of replicability of projects
and the integration of lessons learned, are all centrally important to the achievement of sustainability.
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It should be noted that although some of these cross-cutting issues have been brought forth
and examined through the evaluation ‘lenses’ of achieving impacts and responsiveness (among
others), the emphasis here is on the crucial need to ensure sustainability of GEF project outcomes
and results.

2.6.2.1 The most important factors for sustainability of GEF ptoject outcomes

The CBD and GEF Focal Points who tresponded to our questionnaire indicated that, in their
opinions, the most important factors for ensuring sustainability of GEF BD activites were the
following;

* “Ensuring capacity development of government and local stakeholders to maintain project
management and activities after initial funding ends in order to nurture ownership and
sustainability...”;

* “linancing sustainability of activities through government’s continued support and local
self-financing activities / incentives”;

* “Government commitment, support and ownership”;

*  “Public awareness through education and participation, for ownership”;

* “Co-operation / co-ordination / integration with other sectoral and institutional activity,
and the national strategy / action plan”;

*  “Allowing enough time for achievement of outcomes, lengthen project time frame”; and

*  “Adequate monitoring and evaluation, follow up reports and use thereof.”.

And these are reflected in the graph below, with proportions of their occurrence:

“ What are the most important factors for sustainability of GEF project outcomes? *
1

O Capacity and knowledge of all nat'l stakeholders for ownership/sustainability
B Financial sustainability through support/iocal sclf-financing
O Government commutment/support
O Public awareness through education/patricipation
.CoUpcmtion/courdmatinn with/between sectors, institutions and narl plan
B Lengthen project time frame
B Adeqaute M&E and use of reports

O Availability/ sharing of baseline dara
{ B Cther responses |

NGO partners, STAP members and representatives of bilateral donors interviewed gave
similar responses. They identified the following similar main factors that contribute to the
sustainability of the outcomes of GEF projects:

* stakeholder involvement;

* developing capacities of all those who will be involved, not just environmental authorities,
but sectoral and other national and regional agencies, as well as NGOs, other aspects of civil
society, the private sector;
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ensuring national ownership, including the necessary tools to cffectively carry out all
dimensions of the programme nationally;

taking the necessary steps to involve local communities and ensure co-operation of the local
people on the ground; especially by designing win-win scenario where there is clear benefits
for both local governments and communities and for the global environment;

making effective linkages with broader local and national development objectives, including
effective integration of GEF projects into IA’s ongoing and future progtammes; and
ensuring sustainable financing.

The literature of the GEF, its IAs and others, teflects and supports the same broad

conclusions regarding the fundamental importance of participation and partnerships, capacity
building, ownership and financial sustainability for ensuring the longer term sustainability of
outcomes. For example, the GEF’s “Lessons Notes” identified the following ‘measures’ that can
contribute to sustainability’, which we have linked with our main areas of focus in brackets:

consistency among national goals and project objectives (mainstreaming);

real government interest and commitment (ownership);

Incentives to participate (participation);

training of participants, including local government and NGO staff (capacity development);
promoting public awareness and creating new values {capacity development);

motivating project officers (participation, ownership);

tapping diverse and new sources of financing (sustainable financing);

efficient management (capacity development);

participation by beneficiaries and private sector (participation, sustainable financing); and

: . : : . c 8139
country-specific social and economic factors (mainstreaming, ownership) '”.

Similarly, “five ingredients for sustatnability” were identified in a review of BD enabling

activities:

*

a policy framework that incorporated the right incentives (participation, ownership};
long-term sources of funding (sustainable financing};

necessary levels of public awateness and education about benefits of these approaches
(capacity development),

local ownership, derived from allowing stakeholders to genuinely participate and influence
outcomes {patticipation, ownership); and

an institutional framework that includes business organisations and has the capacities to
ensure continued implementation (participation, capacity development, sustainable

ﬁnancing)”” .

Our field visits and TA interviews also support these broad conclusions, and brought other

important factors to light. For example, one 1A interviewee argued, “integration into local systems
is key, there is a need to get local commitment for resources for continuing projects”. Indeed, the

¥ Global lavironement Lacility, October 2000. GEF I aisans Notes — No. 1 to No. 10: March 1998.
10 Singh, 8, and Volontwe C., 2001. Biodiversity Program Study, GEL, Monitoring and [valuation Uni, Washington.
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Final Repore

GEF can help in this process by facilitating the process of necessary mainstreaming. This of course
temains difficult in LDCs, but the importance of moving from ‘consetvation’ and isolated initiatives’
to mainstreaming and a latger contextual picture remains paramount for sustainability. Another IA
respondent suggested that sustainability of outcomes could be enhanced if a well-defined problem
statement is developed as a basic principle of sound project design, which is no different than other
donor approaches. In general, all IA respondents agreed that there should also be active
participation in project design of all stakeholders to maximize country ownership and government
buy-in with well-expressed budget lines. Respondents also noted that there is a need for robust co-
financing and distribution of risk to help ensure a high incentive for success. All of which supports
and expands on the conclusions above,

Mafor Obstacles to Sustainability?

The following key obstacles to achieving sustainable outcomes for GEF projects were
identified mainly in our interviews with STAP membets and NGO and bilateral representatives:

* the same obstacles that face socio-economic development initiatives, such as lack of
capacities, lack of ownership and inability to ensure financial sustainability of outcomes;

* need for better monitoring and evaluation of real results, related to goals and objectives;

*  inability to generate BD-friendly and sustainable livelihoods;

* failure to mainstream BD into other economic development sectors;

* need for more adaptation to local circumstances — including needs to address poverty,
promote involvement and ownership by local populations and minimise external controls;

* tendency for GEF guidelines on stakeholder involvement to result in much consultation, but
not enough genuine stakeholder participation in the design and implementation of activities;
and

* a2 GEF’s emphasis on the global picture that gives rise to projects that do not put much
emphasis on local benefits, though these are often accurately identified by local stakeholders.

Along these lines, focal points who tesponded to our Questionnaire felt that the following
factors were the main impediments to successful GEF projects:

“ What are the most important impediments to GEF project success ?

019% m@m15%

T4 el | L W 147,
' il ‘\v
6%

ESSEET - 0o
6% 70 w79, O7% ’

OLack of apprepriate/adequate disbursement/funds
[Lack of coaperation/coordination between stakeholders
W Compatibility with nat'l priorities and capacity

W Not enough focus on local secio-economic aspects of BD
B Poor project management

L O Other responses

M Lenghty bureaucratic/pracedural delays
OLack of expertisa/right people

ElLimited local inputitraditional ways ignored
OTime frame too short

M Lack of BD/GEF knowledge
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The Biodiversity Programme Study by the GEF highlighted the difficulties involved in
demonstrating the values of BD to economic growth and security. Economic gtowth 1s a
preoccupation of most governments and citizens of developing countries. So inability to clearly
show the economic contributions of BD undermines the sustainability of BD initiatives. The short
to medium term economic benefits of conservation are not always clear and the opportunity costs
are usually high.'* A related issue, especially for local communities, is the uneven distribution of
costs and benefits at local, regional and international levels.

From IA interviewees, it was argued that potential constraints to sustainability of outcomes
can be related to the need to respond to GEF conditionalities such as: negotiation of financial
contributions; political and economic cycles (changes in government, economic ctisis); securtty
problems including internal conflicts, and; lack of domestic capacity. Other factors that can hinder
the sustainability of project outcomes include a lack of capacity of recipient agencies /organisations
at project start-up (inability to absorb the project resources). IA tespondents also suggested that
often projects could also be at the mercy of political and economic impacts that can suddenly
change the project objectives and project incentive structures, particularly for longet-term projects.
However, some TA respondents believed that most of the risk managetnent factors are beyond GEF
intervention.

2.6.2,2 How sustainable are the bio-diversity activities being funded by GEF?

'The situation appears quite diverse, with some notable positive and negative experiences.
Overall, there are some important cautionary notes. From our various sources of data and
mnformation, our study finds mixed results overall for GEF achievement of sustainability.

In Russia, despite the problems of frequently changing administrative structures and the
uncertainties that these create, major achievements of the national BD programme appeat likely to
be sustainable in the coming decade for a number of reasons: ‘Social contracts’ were signed by
stakeholders in the Baikal regions, committing them to agreed actions and a federal government
programme of support to BD already budgeted for the period 2002 — 2010. In addition, there was a
high degree of local ownership of project activities in the Nizhni Novgorod oblast. Furthermore, a
national Council for Bio-diversity Strategy Implementation was established to guide the strategy’s
implementation and ensure it’s funding from various sources.

However, in Ecuador, an evaluation of a major GEF-funded BD project concluded that the
8US 7 million project has not produced a sustainable institutional or financial result, according to
our Interviewees. The original project, intended to strengthen National Protected Areas
management, was found to be over designed and overly ambitious, attempting 35 activities. Weak
linkages between project consultants and government staff responsible for PAs resulted in a lack of
institutional change and poor transfer of knowledge and skills. On the positive side, it was noted
that initiatives such as management plans and Regional Coordinating Committees for protected
areas, and a national Biodiversity Information Centre might have laid useful groundwork. However,

the lack of analysis of the viability and replicability of these activities means that their sustainability

M1 Singh, 8. and Volonte C., 2001, Biodiversity Program Study, GEF, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit, Washington, p. 67.
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femains uncertain, according to those we interviewed. Yet, designers of a follow-up project to
further strengthen Fcuador’s PAs system have closely studied lessons learned during the previous
project. The new project lays out measurable objectives in a Logical Framework Analysis; focuses on
a few key activiies with concrete impacts; Imcorporates pilot/demonstration activities, to be
analyzed for replicability; and aims for financial sustainability, through the use of a Protected Areas
Trust Fund, and other mechanisms to attract donors, yet reduce the need for long term outside
suppott.

Maintenance of infrastructure is another key to sustainability. In our Ecuadorian case study,
new visttor centres and other infrastructure were cited as a positive project outcome, but recent
visits by protected areas officials indicated that 70% are abandoned or deteriorated.

In Jordan, data collected also suggests some positive occurrences took place, as this remains
an example of a country where sustainability of some projects has been somewhat achieved. Field
visits and interviews suggest that important factors and impediments for sustainability have been
addressed and mitigated. For Jordan, sustainability of actions has evolved as it has progressed from
the country study preparation to the NBSAP level and now work is progressing on the Bio-safety
framework. The development of successful eco-tourism ventures established under GEF now
covers the costs of the Dana Protected Areas (RSCN).

Our Desk Study review of all relevant literature similatly shows mixed evidence for the
achievement of sustainability of GEF project outcomes. For example, the India Eco-development
project is cited in GEF’s Project Performance Report 2000 as an example where “concern for
sustainability has already been demonstrated through the focus on revolving funds, local
contribution requirement and community monitoring”'.  However, for another project, “in
Indonesia. .. there has been no expert training in the field. This is a major constraint in achieving
sustained commitment among staff to continue the project activities beyond project closing”'™.

Overall, the Biodiversity Program Study found that “of the projects reviewed, a little over
10% of the projects seemed to have taken steps to assure sustamnability in a substantial manner,
another 24% had pattially provided for it, and about 15 to 20% had planned to provide for it but it
was not clear if they had actually done so. Nearly 30% seemed to not have addressed sustainability
issues”™™.  Therefore, our assessment concurs with those who “believe that additional work is
needed to analyze furthet and improve understanding of GEF and its partners of the factors that
influence sustainability of biodiversity conservation and approaches that are successful in addressing
them™, In addition, our data confirms the study’s findings, which state that while many projects
included plans for sustainability, no information was collected on whether they actually were. GEF

42 GIE, April 2001. GEF Project Performance Report 2000, GEI Council, p. 92.

2 World Bank, July 2000. Bané Perfarmance in Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Use: Findings from an Evalpation of Selected Bank
Supported Projects — Draft Report, W Operations Evaluation Dept., p.20.

43 Singh, 8. and Volonte ., 2001. Buadiversity Program Study, GEF, Monitoring and Evaluation Usit, Washington, p. 51.

195 GEL, July 2000, -Achieving S ustainability of Bivdiversity Conservation. Repart of a GEF Thematic Review. GBI Monitoring and Evaluation
Program, p. 27.
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should support independent post-completion assessments to Judge project impacts and whether
activities and gains have endured.'*

2.6.3 Sustainability — the roles of GEF, the Implementing Agencies, and Developing
Country Parties

The Way Forward

In order for sustainability of GEF project results to be enhanced, the four aforementioned
areas of crucial importance for Sustainability; ‘enhanced participation’, ‘sustained capacity
development’, ‘political cormnmitment’, and ‘financial sustainability’; will need to be addressed
significantly by the GEF, its IAs and Developing Countries themselves. The GEF has a crucial role
to play in terms of enhancing national and local ownership through enhanced participation,
catalyzing political commitment, and ensuring that GEF and national BD priorities are in line, in
addition to ensuring that the four areas are addressed more generally.

Recommendation: The CoP should recommend to the GEF that all four main areas
of importance for sustainability of GEF objectives, namely: Participation, Capacity
Development, Ownership/ Commitment, and Financial Sustainability, be properly
addrtessed in all cases, in order for chances for sustainability to be enhanced overall,

There are pro-active steps to be taken and roles to be played by the GEF and its [As, for
better chance to be had at achieving sustainability of project outcomes overall. The focus here is on
the GEF ensuring that: projects have appropriate and adequate timeframes for achieving sustainable
objectives; lessons are learned and strengths are built upon; replicability of projects is a central
objective and theme; promoting mainstreaming of BD and ensuring compliance and
complementarity with national priorities; being a pro-active catalyst in the mobilization of finances,
and; enhancing and ensuring political commirment and ownetship through, among other things,
enhanced participation.

2.6.3.1 Ensuring Financial Sustainability

In addition, our data suggests what a GEF evaluation had pointed out in 1998, that another
key constraint, financial sustainability, needs to be addressed, yet, often, is not. The evaluation
noted a “lack of serious financial planning for continuation of project activities” 'Y after GEF
projects are completed. BD projects were found to be more likely than others GEF projects to
have these kinds of sustainability problems. They suggest that project proposals need to thoroughly
assess available options for ensuting financial sustainability; they recommend greater use of trust
funds and more leveraging of other sources of fund capital.

The BD Program Study recommended that sustainability could be improved by “funding
patterns that are compatible with the economic realities of the host country”. That is to say that

146 Smngh, 5. and Volonte C., 2001. Biadiversity Program S tudy, GEF, Monitoring and Fvaluation Uni, Washington., p. 8.
T Porter, G. ef al, 1998. Stndy of GEF's Overal! Perfarmance. Washington: Global Environment Vacility, p. xv.
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projects should always aim, among other objectdves, to demonstrate how conservation objectives
can be met on a sustained basis with a level of financial (and other) resources likely to be available in
the country over the longet-term. They also suggested that the GEF needs to move away from
“big-budget”, time-bound projects towards activities that can disburse funds over a longer petiod,
based on agreed qualitative benchmarks of progress.' In the same vein, the study recommends that
a “frugal financial culture” be established in projects, to make for easier transitions away from GEF

funding.
2.6.3.2 Time required to properly face sustainability issues

The focal points that had responded to our questionnaire had mixed views when asked
whether or not the current GEF operational timeframe was sufficient for putposes of sustainability.
The largest group, over 40% of respondents, felt that GEF projects do not have enough time to
respond effectively to sustainability issues. As many as 37 % felt they did have enough time, while
20% said they did not know, which in itself might suggest a lack of attention to sustainability issues
among respondents. Their tesponses are reflected in the graph below:

“Is the current operational timeframe enough to address sustainability? ”

r 020% E2%
m37%

O041%

@1 Too much Time M4 Sufficient Time  Oiii Not enough Time  Oiv Do not know

The prevalent view of the focal points reflects a broader consensus found in much of the
literature that was reviewed. An independent evaluation of GEF in 1998 for example,
recommended that the TAs should move to projects of five to seven years duration rather than the
current three to five, in cases where this extra time would help demonstrate project viability to other
potential sources of project financing.™” More recently, it has been suggested that projects need to
be less “time bound” during their implementation, and designed instead so that a phase or a project
is considered complete simply when its objective is properly achieved.”™ This approach would
involve flexible, indicative budgets linked with dynamic and responsive work planning designed to
address emerging issues and changing circumstances'™'. A related suggestion brought forth by the
Biodiversity Program Study, is to move away from “big budget” projects, towards projects that
spend the same amounts of money or less, over significantly longer periods'®.

M8 Singh, 8. and Volonte C., 2001. Biodiversity Pragram S tudy, Global Tinvironment Facility, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit,
Washington, p. 5.

Y9 Porter, G. ¢ al, 1998. Study of GEF’s Gueralf Perfarmance. Washington: Global Favironment Facility, p. xv.

1% Singh, S. and Volonte C., 2001. Biodszersity Program Study, GEF, Monitoring and Evaluation Usit, Washington., p. 6.

131 Global Enviconment Facility. GEF Lessans Nates 10, Oct. 2000. GEI Secretariar: Monitoring and Fvaluation Program, Washington,

P2
32 Singh, 8. and Volonte C., 2001. Bivdiversity Program Seudy, GEE, Monitoring and Lvaluation Unit, Washington, p. 7,
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A World Bank review of their projects went even further along these lines stating “the
normal project cycle of 5-7 years is normally not sufficient to achieve tangible results... these
activities are long-term in their nature. .. Again the short life of most projects and the lack of post-
project funds to sustain activity render the long-term impact of these project components
doubtful, .. this was clearly seen in Ecuador, where the otherwise successful training program only
barely got off the ground before the project was closed”'™. Among the many examples on this
1ssue, another referred to by the World Bank itself was the “Brazil Mato Grasso Natural Resources
Management Project: (where) the project design was optimistic, with inadequate consideration for
time required for project objectives to be achieved”™*, Similarly, another World Bank project (BD
Conservation Nepal/Pilot Phase) was seen as having “tried to do too much in too short of a time
petiod™,

If the time-bound project model were changed to a more flexible results-based model, the
making of arrangements for long-term project sustainability would be a condition for final phases of
funding. If internal funding were unlikely, continued external support would be arranged, perhaps
through trust funds.™

Recommendation: the CoP should instruct the financial mechanism to be more
fexible in adopting appropriate and feasible timeframes for Pprojects to achieve
sustainable results; in most cases, that will mean extending the current GEF
project life span.

2.6.3.3 Leaming from experience — avoiding risks and building on strengths

A Central element in sustainability is the ability of BD projects to build on successes and
learn from previous experiences. The literature of the GEF and others is unanimous on the
importance of learning lessons, and helping othets to learn lessons, both for promoting sustainability
of outcomes and for improving project performance in general. The emergence of the GEF
Secretariat’s “Lesson Notes” is an example of this growing recognition. The various studies and
reports are less unanimous on how well these functions are being done by the GEF and its IAs.
The Bio-diversity Programme Study, for example, describes the apparently quite thorough processes
followed by the GEF and IAs to ensure that new projects are designed to reflect past lessons. But
the same study also states that the mechanisms for ensuring lessons are effectively used in new and
ongoing projects still need further strengthening.  The study notes that 2 number of project
documents still speak only vaguely of the “lessons learned” that are reflected in their design, and
some have none at all. Overall, about half the projects that the study assessed reported the
incorporation of some lessons from past projects into their design. They found, however, that there
was little difference between the impacts of “lessons learned” on older projects and on newer

1 World Bank, July 2000. Bank Performance in Biodiversity Conservation and Sustatnable Use: Findings from an Evaluation af Selected Bansk
Supported Projects — Draft Report. WB: Operations valuation Dept., p. 30.

13 World Bank, July 2000. Bank Perfarmance in Bisdsversity Conservation and Sustainabie Use: Findings from an Evalyation of Selocted Bank
Supported Projects — Draft Report. WB: Operations Evaluation Depe., p.13.

195 Singh, 8. and Volonte C., 2001. Biodiversity Program Study, GI31¥, Monitoring and livaluation Unit, Washington., p. 28.

156 Singh, 8. and Volonte C., 2001. Biodiversity Program Study, GET, Monitoring and Fvaluaton Uni, Washington,, p. 64.
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ones'™. Our field visit to Ecuador revealed that many project products (reports, studies, lessons) are
either hard to find, dispersed, or not being used (e.g., 2 Wildlife Strategy was completed with no
Action Plan or implementation funds). Often, even Implementing Agencies do not have core
project documents, according to our sources. It is crucially important for lessons learned from
projects to be integrated into planning, design and implementation of other projects. Mechanisms
for ongoing processes of lessons learned, and their proper integration, must be established and/or
strengthened.

2.6.3.4 Ensuring effective approaches can be adapted by others projects

The GEF has recognised that the facility’s mandate as a catalyst means that it must pay close
attention to the issue of helping others “replicate” (though “adapt” is a far better notion) effective
approaches. The GEF “Lesson Notes” seties, initiated in March 1998, is a response to this
imperative; it aims to summarise and disseminate valuable experiences and intetest readers in
obtaining more detailed evaluation studies available from the GEF.

There is also an emerging view that static information, such as lists of ‘things’ that must be
done and must not be done, checklists, databases and so on, are necessary but not sufficient. These
static approaches are not as effective as more dynamic, flexible and targeted ways of helping others
build on the lessons of their peers. New approaches proposed include “pools of expertise”,
composed of experienced practitioners that could be tapped for ideas, advice, and collaboration on
how to adapt effective approaches and useful lessons to new situations."® This could be extremely
effective and helpful in places like Small Island developing states, where qualified manpower is
scarce. More generally, there is much wider scope for greater horizontal exchange of information
and ideas through networks, and pilot/demonstration sites, and capacity building that focuses on
adapting effective approaches to new situations.'

Two concrete examples of the adaptation of effective approaches developed by others are
cited in the GEF’s Project Petformance Report for 2000. “The WB reports that in the case of the
India Eco-development project participatory approaches for PA management have been adopted by
a number of non-GEF financed projects throughout the country”'®. 'This extension of their
approach outside of the project has given all parties new opportunities for shating their lessons and
experiences, and for training and practical exchange visits between states and protected areas.
Similarly, Indonesia’s Kerinci-Seblat Project also introduced a community-based protected area
management approach called “village conservation agreements’. “The country’s Ministry of Home
Affairs now intends to apply this approach and it’s guidelines in other Indonesian national parks™*.,

Recommendation: The CoP should instruct the GEF Secretariat and its Ids to seek
out and support adaptable and replicable dynamic approaches for projects, which
could include, for example, creating/supporting ‘pools of expertise’ and should

157 Singh, S. and Volonte C., 2001. Biodiversity Program Study, GLiI%, Monitoring and ivaluation Unit, Washington., p. 5.
1% Singh, S. and Volonte C., 2001. Biodiversity Program Stady, GEE, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit, Washington., p. 8.
1% GEF 2000. Project Implementation Review. GIIE, Washington.

1% GEF, Apeil 2001. GEF Project Performane Repart 2000, GILF Council, p. 19.

"' GEF, April 2001. GEF Pryject Performance Repart 2000, GIF Council, p. 88.
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instruct the GEF to support mechanisms for Project participants to share experiences
and learn from each other.
2.6.3.5 The need to improve and sustain capacity development

As suggested above, capacity development of many kinds is universally recognised as a key
pte-tequisite for ensuring the sustainability of BD project outcomes. Indeed, as one IA
tepresentative interviewed suggested, “international consultants should basically be working
themselves out of a job. The real challenge is developing the capacity of govemnment agencies
themselves so they can take on GEF wotk themselves in 2 sustainable manner”. One could also
argue that a further challenge is ensuring approptiate capacity in civil society as well. Overall,
sustainability of GEF project outcomes depends on the ability to develop, and then sustain,
capacities build up during project implementation.

In recognition of the strong emphasis placed on capacity building by the CoP to the CBD
(and for Climate Change) the GEF Council agreed on a strategic partnership bringing together the
GEF Secretatiat, the UNDP, UNEP, other international agencies, the Convention Secretariats and
the STAP for a comprehensive assessment of capacity building nceds and a recommended strategy
and action plans for addressing those needs, the Capacity Development Initiative (CDI). The GEF
also approved measures to better assist reciplent countries in meeting immediate capacity building
needs including up to US $450,000 pet country for enabling activities. While these additional
resources are not expected to meet all capacity building needs, they should allow countries to plan
and assess their priority concerns. The proposed CDI in the meantime aimed to better identify the
right ways to move forward on planning for future capacity development in recipient countries ',

Recent work has found that a significant number of the BD projects financed by the GEF
focus on capacity development and that the capacity development components of other projects
were often the most successful parts of these projects. In general, these projects had more success
in developing individual capacities than institutional or systemic capacities'”. In addition, it was also
noted by OPS2 that “numerous instances of GEF biodiversity projects that have served as
demonstration models for successful conservation and capacity building that have led to the
replication of similar projects elsewhere using both GEF and/or other donor funding” '™,

However, the Bro-diversity Programme Study repotted that there were still weaknesses at the
project level. None of the projects they looked at, for example, “had formally assessed training
needs or gaps in skills or knowledge in order to determine the training objectives of a project™'®. In
addition, we also found that many projects have included training, but results were not measured,
and there has been little ‘training of trainers’ to promote expanded and on-going learning
opportunities.

162 CBD, December 1999, Report of the Global Environment Fadlity. UNEP/CBD/COP/5/7, pp. 13-14,

193 Singh, 8. and Volonte C., 2001. Biodiversity Program Study, GIF, Monitoring and Fvaluation Unit, Washington, p. 3.

¥ GEF Study Team, 11 November 2001. Second Crerall Performance Study (OPS2), - Final Drafi. GEF, Washington, p. 32-33.
165 Singh, 3. and Voloate C., 2001, Biadiversity Program Study, GET, Monitoring and Evaluaton Unit, Washington., p.23.
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The World Bank reported that their BD projects’ performance in capacity building was often
“not as good as expected, with times needed to fully implement training programmes for targeted
stakeholders often exceeding the time frame of the project”'. The recent BD Program Study also
pomnted out that what is necessaty is an emphasis on sustaining capacities beyond project life, as
“sustaining capacity after project termination through continuing training/education was not an
issue that many projects examined and most projects design failed to take this into consideration as
part of the sustainability considerations™ ", In addition, local capacity needs to remain 2 target for
sustainability concerns. It is important for the CoP to support the mainstreaming of capacity issues
in the GEF portfolio, and this can be done primarily by strengthening the capacity building
components of GEF projects and programs, rather than ‘stand alone’ capacity initiatives.

The BD Programme Study recently concluded that, in general, .. -sustaining capacity after
project termination through continuing training / education was not an issue that many projects
examined and most projects design failed to take this into consideration as part of the sustainability
considerations”'®. Recent studies also reconfirmed the critical role of capacity building in ensuring
sustainability and that projects need to ensure activities that will enhance local capacities for project
implementation early in the project, #of as an afterthought near the end of the project. The Lebanon
Strengthening of National Capacity and Grassroots In-Situ Conservation Project (UNDP) was cited
as an example where technical assistance was needed to initiate activities and train local participants
but the project is now fully in the hands of trained national staff.'’ This stands as a good example
of attained sustainability through a focus on capacity development. A similar process was followed
i Russia’s National Biodiversity Programme, where a few highly skilled international specialists
helped national experts during programme design, allowing national experts to lead throughout the
implementation phase.

In sum, although significant improvements and progress has been made by the GEF in
capacity building, this issue remains paramount for the achievement of sustainability and should
therefore remain an important issue to be addressed by the GEF. Moreover, developing capacities at
all levels, especially the local level, for capacity beyond project life should also be addressed.

2.6.3.6 Nurturing and Improving National and Local Ownership

The issue of promoting and ensuring national and local ownership of BD initiatives is of
central importance to sustainability. As questionnaire responses and desk studies suggest, this is an
issue that is of central importance to all stakeholders, at all levels. Similarly, the OPS2 report
underlines the fundamental importance of country ownership of GEF projects both for attaining
project outcomes and for promoting effective integration of global environmental agenda and
country development priorities’". The study points out that the TA’s key operational contact points
in each government help ensure GEF projects are planned and undertaken within a national

16 World Bank, July 2000. Bawk Perfornrance in Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Use: Fincings from an Evaluation of Selected Bank
Sapported Projects — Draft Report, WB: Operations Evaluation Dept., p.6.

157 Singh, 8. and Voloate C., 2001. Biodiversity Program Study, GIF, Moniroring and livaluation Unit, Washington, p. 31.

168 Singh, 8. and Volonte C., 2001. Biodiversity Program Study, GEIY, Monitoring and Fvaluation Unir, Washington., p.31.

19 GLF, April 2001. GEF Project Performance Report 2000, GEF Council, p. 20.

" GEF Study Team, 1 November 2001. Seqnd Ovweral! Perforniance Study (OPS2), - Final Draft. GII¥, Washington
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sustainable development framework. The GEF can play a crucial role in promotng national and
local ownership of BD projects and objectives, by helping to enhance and ensure political

commitment, expanding participation in BD activities and decisions, and ensuring there is a link
between GEF and national BD priorities.

Opverall, focal point respondents in our survey provided the following views on the GEF’s
overall level adequacy in promoting greater country ownership:

“What is the level of GEF adequacy in promoting greater country ownetship through
greater involvement? »
’7 021%

m11%

E61%

B Adequate M Do not know ONot adequate

"The Bio-diversity Programme Study suggested that some failures to meet objectives might be
the results of insufficient attention to issues of livelibood, tenure and underlying causes. 1t recommends
that all PA projects, for example, need to explicitly address these issues. T hey need to invest in
“production landscapes linked to profected areas”, in order to meet basic requirements of local communities
for income and natural tesoutces, especially in cases where they will be restricted from protected
areas.”’’ This can enhance chances for mproved national and local ownership (and of course,
mainstreaming). In other words, because other national and local priorities will always compete with
BD for available resources, it is necessary to find ways to achieve BD objectives while also meeting
other priorities such as poverty alleviation and job creation.

Our review of the national BD programme in Russia pointed to several ways that the GEF
could better nurture local ownership in many countries. More efficient and transparent contracting
and management procedures would make projects more accessible and “user friendly” to a wide
range of national stakeholders, as argued in the earlier section on efficiency. Complex and arcane
contracting and management procedures znd reporting requirements may not be barriers to
government agencies, yet they are often onerous and downright baffling to important partners like
NGOs and private sector organisations. Streamlined, clear procedures and publicly available
guidelines can greatly facilitate these partners’ patticipation and ownership of project activities.

Another GEF project, shows that enhanced participation can tesult in furthered national
ownership, enhancing chances for success and sustainability. “The objective of the ISP project was
to promote community participation in the decision-making process concerning environment and
sustainable development. Active participation of communities resulted in sound proposals including
co-management; institutionalization of citizen’s participation...The enthusiastic participation of

17 Singh, 8. and Volonte C., 2001. Biodiversity Program Stady, GKF, Monitoring and Fvaluaticn Unit, Washington, p. 6.
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communities was a hallmark of the Bermejo River Project. Participation took place at all levels:
government, provincial and municipals levels down to the community level”'”,

Ownership for enhanced political support and greater chances at sustainability are dependent
on GEF’s ability to ensure BD initiatives are in line with national priorities, and whether ot not they
can enhance participation of all stakeholders. Similarly, the OPS2 report suggests that the more
GEF activities become country-driven, the more opportuntties will exist for governments to
integrate these activities into the latger context of their own national development and
environmental priorities'”, QOPS2 also found that “global environmental activities funded by the
GEF need to be operationalized in a broader sustainable development context, not least because of
the need for national and local support for their continuation beyond the project timeline and for
further replication of project results”, ™

Recommendation: The CoP instructs the GEF Secretariat and its IAs ro continue to
work on the development of effective incentives to encourage national and local
authorities and local communities to undertake biodiversity conservation and
sustainable use. These can be tailored to national and local conditions.

Political Commiitment

Political commitment is a key factor in the achievement of sustainability of GEF BD project
outcomes. The effect of enhanced political commitment on project impacts has already becn
discussed. Recent work suggests ways to generate and sustain the political will needed for this sort of
support to BD activities. One way is to clearly demonstrate their potential contributions to
economic growth and security (or at least the absence of negative economic effects). Another is to
provide credible answers to questions about the extent to which BD needs to be conserved and the
degtee to which this conservation is compatible with human use. Other more familiar factors
contributing to political commitment identified in a GEF review included awareness building,
developing individual and institutional capacities, adequate policy and legal frameworks, adequate
and diverse financial resources and ensuring the availability of sound knowledge and information'™.

Trust funds have been noted as being an important tool for increasing political commitment
to biodiversity. A study of GEF experience with Conservation 7rust Funds, from Mexico, found that
national support, including political commitment, could be enhanced by:

* mnvolvement in project governance by senior representatives from all sectors (e.g., 2 Mexican
trust fund was ditectly supported by the country’s President, national NGOs, academic and
business leaders and board members from diverse regions, sectors and age groups);

* credible, transparent grant procedures and logical framework analysis to identify impacts;

* systematic linkage with others working in conservation / sustainable use and with national
and regional priotities, rather than new structures and processes;

"2 GEF, April 2001. GEF Project Performance Report 2000, GEF Council, p. 77.

1" GEF Study Team, 11 November 2001, Second Overall Performance Study (OPS2), - Final Draft. GEF, Washington, p. 57.

% GEF Study I'eam, 11 November 2001, Seund Ovweral! Performance Study (OPS52), - Final Draft. GEIY, Washington, p. 57.

178 GEY, July, 2000. Acbiesing S ustainabiity of Biadiversity Conservation. Report of u GEF Thematic Review, GILI Monitoring and Fvaluation
Program, pp. 5-11.
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* capacity development {e.g. Mexican NGOs conducted workshops to help target groups
prepare better proposals); and
*  constant, direct local participation such as community or technical advisory committees in

buffer zones {e.g., Mexico used local technical advisory committees in each protected area).
176

Political commitment remains a critical component in enhancing the potental for
sustainability of GEF projects. Pro-active steps are necessary on both sides, in the national
government and from the GEF or [As, in order for this necessary commitment to come to fruition.

Participation

The CoP’s decision II/6 recommended that the GEF explore ways of promoting diverse
forms of public involvement and more effective collaboration amonyg all levels of government and
civil society in order to more cfectively implement GEF policies, strategies and programmes. An
example of a GEF initiative to involve and promote the support and participation of stakeholders is
the Global Bio-diversity Forum (GBF), which aims to foster analysts and dialogue on key ecological,
economic, institutional, and social issues related to the three objectives of the CBD. In analysing
and sharing experiences on issues and options critical to the development and implementation of the
CBD, the GBF complements national, regional and global environmental activities on the CBD.\”

Respondents to our questionnaire seem to have felt that GEF support for greater country
ownership of GEF activities, through enhanced participation, was adequate, and this data is reflected
below:

“ How adequate is GEF support for promoting greater country ownership through
increased involvement? ”

23%

= Adequate

W Do not know

. 0,
Not adequate 12%

The value of recipient country participation in project preparation is widely recognised, and
where it is achieved, the results are positive, especially from the perspective of longer-term
sustainability. The recent Biodiversity Program Study recommended that, wherever ‘appropriate’,
project preparation should include gathering of eatly design ideas in workshops involving national or
regional stakeholders. A broader group of participants should then be asked to identify possible
barriers to project implementation and ways to overcome them'”,

% Glabal Bnvironment Facility. GEF Lassons Noes 7, April 1999. GEI' Sceretariat: Monitoring 2nd Fvaluation Program, Washington,

P2
1 GEF, June 2000. GEF Praject Implesnentation Review — Project Report — Global BD Assessment. GLIIG Council, p.1

17 Singh, 8. and Volonte C., 2001, Biodiversity Program Study, GEI, Monitoring and Hvaluation Unit, Washington., p. 6.
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In fact, “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. (Indeed,) the PIR 1999 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™".

Evidence of good participation is mixed for GEF projects. On the positive side, is the
Russian project cited in the previous section, where there was a very high level of national
participation in project preparation. The country had a vast pool of national expertise available and
used outside specialists very judiciously during project preparation, mainly in planning workshops,
especially to explain the GEF procedures and priorities to national specialists, This approach
appears to have had a positive effect on sustainability. Tt gave rise to project activities that were
clearly in line with real Russian priorities and needs, feasible in the Russian context and likely to
receive long-term support.

Two example of effective stakeholder involvement cited in the GEF’s reports are the
Mediterranean Monk Seal Project, which succeeded in developing a national Monk Seal
Conservation Strategy for Mauritania (which was not originally envisaged) ™and Jordan’s Dana
Reserve where local community members work as park rangers '*'. Another positive example was
cited in the GEF’s PPR for 2000; the India Fco-development project, where they have been able
empower communities and give them decision-making responsibilities, all while demonstrating a
direct relationship between conservation of BD and improved socio-economic conditions at the
community-level. “Village Eco-development Committees are now recognised by government and
have become the most effective institutons operating in their villages, Women have begun to play
a prominent role both as decision makets and beneficiaries in some communities'™,

However, while GEF policies on public involvement have often stimulated partictpation,
efforts have “sometimes been insufficient to gain the full benefit of their mnsights or to build
ownership” ' The main focus has been communities and local organizations, with less success in
engaging the private sector and women’s groups.

‘The Biodiversity Program Study estimated that stakeholder consultation had been
‘comprehensive’ in about 30% of the projects they reviewed and ‘partial’ in another 20%. It was
‘planned’ for another 25%, but the reviewers did not have the information needed to assess this.
Major weaknesses of these processes were the limited involvement of the private sector and limited
accessing of traditional and indigenous knowledge. Indeed, most projects were being mmplemented
through mstitutions with little expettence in stakeholder participation.

17 Cited in the PIR 2000 para 48.

18 GEF, Aprl 2001, GEF Project Performance Repert 2000, GIEl Councll, P73

181 Global Environment Vacility. GEF Lessons Notes 2, March 1998. GIT Sceretariat Monitoring and Nvaluation Program,
Washington, p. 4.

2 GEF, April 2001. GEF Praject Performance Repart 2000, GEI Council, p- 92

%3 Global Environment Facility. GEF Lessons Notes 10, Oct. 2000. GEF Secretariat: Monitoring and Evaluation Program, Washington,
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Furthermore, a recent World Bank study has found that their BD projects had “...often
failled to involve all relevant stakeholders, including regional and local public authorities, private
sector entittes, and relevant local communities, during their various phases” "™ and recognized that
this could diminish these projects’ outcomes and potential for sustainability. The study cited an
Indonesian example where communities had expressed interest in participating in econotnic
ventures related to PA management, but were deterred by a lack of transparency about conservation
strategies, approaches and benefits. The study also concluded that “communities were seldom
involved in decision-making processes related to the actual management of the targeted BD
resources in their areas”'™. At the national level, data suggests that many feel that while local
stakeholders may be extensively involved in project planning and implementation in some counttries,
stakeholders elsewhere are often ommlfed rather than allowed to participate meaningfully in project
design ot implementation.

Similarly, our interviews with NGO, STAP and bilateral representauves also provided rich
feedback on the issue. Most felt that while GEF policy on stakeholder involvement was clear, the
implementation of this policy is uneven, with some impressive successes and some pro forma
approaches designed mainly to meet GEF requirements. Some of those interviewed felt that
stakeholders tend to be consulted rather than actually allowed to participate meaningfully in project
design or implementation. They may, for example, be given draft material to respond to but are
only rarely been actually involved in project design, implementation or monitoting. Where they
have been involved in design, they are sometimes left out of the implementation. More recent
Initiatives, such as a second phase of Peru’s National Trust Funds, “have been more effective at
involving stakeholders in project preparation and implementation”. '

Along similar lines, the OPS2 also found both positive and negative evidence on
participation. “The OPS2 team’s country visits found evidence of good participatory processes,
benefit-sharing and positive socio-economic impacts from GEF projects in all the focal areas”™ . In
an assessment of 49 BD projects involving 320 protected areas, coveting a total of 60 million
hectares, OPS2 concludes that more than 50% have achieved some benefit sharing and put in place
measures for ensuring sustainability. While at least half of these ptojects involved reasonable
stakeholder participation, only a fifth could claim to have achieved “ownership™ by stakeholders.

The BD Program Study suggests that stakeholder participation can be strengthened by:
* understanding local social and cultural factors and teflecting this in project design;
® creating institutional structures to support patticipation during implementation;
® ensuring science and technology includes mndigenous knowledge and social sciences; and,

184 World Bank, July 2000. Bank Perfarmance in Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Use: Findings from an Evaluation of Selected Bank
Supported Projects — Draft Report. W Operations livaluation Dept., p. 6,

15 World Bank, July 2000. Bank Performance in Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Use: Findings from an Evatuation of Selected Bank
Supported Projects — Dreaft Report. WB: Operations Evaluation Dept., p. 6.

18 World Bank, fuly 2000. Bank Petfarmance in Biodiversity Canservation and Sustainable Use: Findings from an Bvaluation of Selected Bank
Supported Projects — Draft Report. WH: Operations Fvaluation Dept., p. 16,

W GEF Study Team, 11 November 2001, Second Overall Performance Study (OPS2), - Figal Drafr. TN, Washington, p. 77.
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* identifying and using the right indicators for assessing the effectiveness of patticipation,'™
The Involvement of NGOs and the Private Sector

From interviews and field visits, data collected suggests that the GEF is far more effective
and successful in their involvement and inclusion of NGOs and civil society, then that of the private
sectot,

GEF’s own thematic review last year concluded that their principle of stakeholder
involvement, theit history of teaching out to the NGO community and of mvolving the scientific
and technical community has stimulated the kinds of multi-level and multi-sectoral partnerships
necessary for sustaining BD conservation over the longer term."”’ Many examples are cited of
GEF’s reaching out to the NGO community. A GEF-NGO teleconference held on Apr. 17, 2001
involved 23 participants included representatives of NGOs from all continents and the GEF
Secretariat. This conference strengthened GEF-NGO collaboration in preparation for the World
Summit for Sustainable Development (WSSD) and in disseminating information and lessons
learned™. Another example 1s the 150 GEF-financed projects that are either executed of co-
executed by NGOs, or include contracts or sub-contracts with NGOs. The GEF’s Small Grants
Programme has financed more than 1,200 NGO-executed projects. !

In addition, the World Bank and the Seychelles’ Policy, Planning & Services Division agree
that current GEF measures are good at promoting the sustainable involvement of local stakeholders
in project design. The World Bank Desk Officer saw the GEF measure as adequate as they can
disburse funds directly to NGOs or in the case of a Government proposal; GEF can request for
detatls of and can consult with NGOs.

However, while studies like the OPS2 found some notable examples of NGO achievements
in furthering GEF goals, they also found many squandered opportunities for mobilizing civil soclety
support'™, as considerable opportunities remain for using NGO and CBO strengths more fully in
GEF activities, including in mobilization of civil society support. NGOs in particular would like to
see greater direct, substantive participation of stakeholders and recognition of the wealth of valuable
knowledge among these stakeholders. They found that sustainable development and conservation
models and practices promoted in GEF projects have often been developed by “experts”, often
from outside the country, and don’t make effective use of the potential contributions of local

people.

Our questionnaire data suggests that focal points are reasonably happy with the GEF
measures to mnvolve NGOs and local community groups in building long-term suppott for BD
initiatives that address local socio-economic priorities. Over three quarters of respondents rated
these measures as either “satisfactory” ot “fully satisfactory” while less than 10% rated them

188 Singh, 8. and Voloate C., 2001. EBiodiversity Program Stugy, GEF, Monitoring and Evaluation Unit, Washington., p. 3.
"8 GEV, July, 2000. Achieving Sustainabifsy of Biodivsrsity Conservation. Report of o GEF Thematic Review. GELV Monitoring and Evaluation
Program, p. 25.
0 GEF, May 2001. GEF-NGOs Teleconference-April, 2001. Discussion Notes, p. 1.
1" GGEF, May 2001. GEF-NGOs Teleconference-April, 2001, Discussion Notes, p 1
GUF Study ‘L'eam, 11 November 2001, Second Goeral Petformance Study (OPS2), - Final Draft. GLII, Washington
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“unsatisfactory” ot “highly unsatisfactory”. The rest did not know. The responses are reflected in
the graph below. However, it should be noted that the focal points sometimes have their own views
as to what constitutes an adequate level of NGO and local community involvement. Thus, these
results should be considered with that in mind.

“ What is your level of satisfaction with the GEF’s effective involvement of NGOs and local
community groups in building long-term support for BD initiatives? »

9 [ 5%
@1 Fully Satisfactory W17% 5

30
Wi Satisfactory EI%'%/O
Oiii Unsatisfactory
Qiv Highly Unsatisfactory

WV Do not know

W70%

_ ¢

When it came to GEF efforts to involve the ptivate sector in particular, however, the
tesponse was dramatically different. Only about a third of respondents rated these effort
“satisfactory” ot “fully satisfactory”, while about 40% said these efforts were cither “unsatisfactory”
ot “highly unsatisfactory”.

In support of the above data, our interviews with IA representatives suggest that GEF often
puts little effort into the involvement of the private sector as well. Channels remain limited (IFC or
INGOs like TUCN or WWE) to do so, and there is no formal mechanism for touching base with the
ptivate sector in developing countries,

Overwhelming evidence suggests that mote work is needed to involve the private sector. All
agreed that private sector involvement has been weak and needs much greater attention. OPS2
suggests that a key factor for successfully engaging private sector partners is providing clear
mcentives and enabling conditions for them, such as opportunities to influence regulatory goals,
measures and compliance schedules and to negotiate voluntary agreements instead of regulations.
“OPS2 also believes that private sector involvement and investment will enlarge the pool of
resources for GEF projects and further national development strategies. Expanded private sector
involvement thus directly addresses the problem of excess demand”'”. It is also suggested that the
private sector is better engaged as a group than as individual firms, in order to avoid the appeatance
of favouritism for one business or industrial sector "**. OPS2 found “encouraging evidence of GEF
efforts to engage the private sector in its activities on behalf of the global environment. However,
OPS2 finds that many opportunities remain unexploited and that many barriers to a wider
engagement of the private sector in GEF projects still exist. At the same time, OPS2 believes there
are powerful rationales for seeking such engagement on a substantially increased scale”. '*

1% GEI Study Team, 11 November 2001, Seond Overall Performance Study (OPS2), - Final Drgft. GEF, Washington, p.74

1% Global Environment Facility. GEF Lessens Notes 4, November 1998, GHEF Sceretariat Monitoring and Bvaluation Program,
Washington.

93 GLF Study Team, 11 November 2001. Second Grerall Performance Study (OPS2), - Final Draft. GET, Washington, p. 73.
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This same study pointed out potential boost to financial and political sustainability that can
result from more effective involvement of the private sector. They suggest that more GEF projects
should demonstrate the different kinds of commercial potential in conservation, such as benefits
from consumers’ preferences for “green” products or companies.”” “In the BD portfolio,
conservation efforts in production landscapes is a growing priotity, reflecting the predominance of
this land use. In this context, engaging economic actors — from small scale farmers to commercial
firms, - will play a crucial role, for which economic instruments and market transformation
approaches are powerful tools. Yet GEF efforts to use these approaches within the BD portfolio are
vety limited, representing a largely untapped opportunity”. Promising efforts in eco-tourism and
agro forestry sectors should be encouraged, although OPS2 believes there are also important
opportunities in mining and commercial forestry, and questions current guidelines banning projects
in the latter sector™'”’.

Yet, it is important to note that although private sector involvement is encouraged, it must
be contextually appropriate, guided by the principle of country driven-ness. In addition, measure
like ecotourism and agro forestry are not presented as panaceas here, but rather potentially helpful
suggestions for enhancing private sector inclusion, where appropriate.

Recommendation: The CoP should instruct the GEF and developing country parties
to review existing procedures in view of ensuring a greater access and participation
to other stakeholders (in particular, local NGOs women’s groups and the private
sector) to project preparation, implementation and monitoring. Strong, effective
ownership can be built with synergies berweenn NGO and the private sector partners.,

Recommendation: The CoP should instruct the GEF and developing country parties
to place more emphasis and effort in stimulating private sector involvement, where
appropriate. For example, with the use economic instruments, market
transformation, “conservation in production Iandscapes”, and promotion of eco-
tourism and agro-forestry, where contextually appropriate and feasible,

2.6.3.7 Integration of biodiversity into other sectors - Mainstreaming

Mainstreaming of BD is of central importance for putposes of sustaining BD outcomes.
‘The GEF has a role to play in this regard, but responsibility, in the end, lies with developing
countries to further mainstream BD initiatives into their overall national policy and sector
frameworks. Although this issue has been dealt with in the section on ‘Impacts’, the overall
sustainability of GEF project outcomes, too, requires a significant level of mainstreaming, There are
many opportunities for mainstreaming of BD at the national level.

For example, as the GEF itself notes, “several projects use sustainable rural development as
a conservation tool to support the dual goals of consetvation and poverty alleviation and resolve the
competitive demands of communities and wildlife for land and resource use. By exploiting linkages,

196 Singh, S. and Volonte ., 2001, Biodiversity Program Stndy, GEF, Monitozing and Evaluation Unit, Washington., p. 8.
197 GEF Study Team, 11 November 2001. Second Ouerall Performance Study (OPS2}, - Final Draft. GEF, Washington, p. 73.
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like the ones exemplified in the Periya Tiger Reserve, the projects provide one of the best
opportunities for mainstreaming BD into national sustainable development strategies and poverty
alleviation agendas™”.  Yet, there is still concern that relatively few BD projects ate being
mainstreamed and this can and has impacted negative on overall sustamnability of GEF project
outcomes. Data collected suggests that part of the problem of mainstreaming BD is that often BD
priorities and goals are not ‘in-line’ with national goals and priorities.

Through our interviews and field visits, one of the frequently mentioned weaknesses with
both preparation and implementation of biodiversity strategies by the developing country parties is
their lack of articulation and linkages with initiatives in directly related fields, such as natural
tesources and sustainable development. There are few examples of integration of biodiversity into
sectoral planning for key fields such as agriculture, forestry, tourism and mining. Furthermore,
beyond integration with envitonmental plans at the country level, our research further indicated that
biodiversity plans are rarely integrated into broader national development or economic policy and
planning. Despite national plans, biodiversity is often not well known among other government
agencies and 1s still often perceived to be in the “eavironment” sector.

This situation is well illustrated by the case of Hungary, which has a Biodiversity action
program within a National Environmental Action Program; a National Sustainable Development
Strategy; and is part of the European Union Biodiversity Strategy, yet these initiatives “have little to
do with each other”, according to our interviewees. Similatly, in Ecuador, there have been attempts
to create links between the Sustainable Development Strategy, Biodiversity Strategy and Forest
Strategy, but these still appear to have few institutional and operational linkages, in part due to lack
of implementation strategies and minimal resources. In the case of Nepal, it is reported that efforts
have been made to link the Natonal Biodiversity Five-year Plan with Forestry Plans, but substantive
issues still need to be linked.

The existence of both political and operational focal points for CBD and GEF should
theoretically help with this integration. Typically, the Political focal point is in the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs, Finance or Planning, while the Operational Focal Point (GEF only) is the
environment authority. Yet, coordination between these may be non-existent or weak. Indeed, the
role of focal points overall needs to be emphasized and support for them needs to be greatly
increased, both substantially and financially. Indeed, their needs to be a broadening of the roles and
responsibilities of the focal points, for purposes of enhancing sustainability. Yet, although the CBD
and GEF representatives can indeed help facilitate the process of mainstreaming, but this process,
like BD initiatives in general, should be countty-driven. As one of our IA interviewees suggested, the
GEF and IAs should play an advisery role and provide staff time to ensure that conservation and
sustainable use of biodiversity are mainstreamed in their development program cooperation
frameworks with the countries and therefore ensures mtegration with national development
priotities.

198 GIIF, April 2001. GEF Praject Performance Report 2000, GEF Council, p. 91.
p 9 p

Prepared by Le Groupe-conseil baaste! ltée 86



Second Review of the E, Sfectiveness of the Financial Mechanisn Final Repory
Jor the United Nations Convention on Biological Diversizy

The World Bank reports suggest that often projects (mostly international waters projects,
but many of these have a strong BD dimension) ‘use’ the GEF to enable governments integrate the
management of complex regional ecosystems into their mainstream development planning. “This is
done through regional initiatives in the Mediterranean, the Baltic, the Caspian, Red, Black and Aral
seas and tropical lakes including Lake Malawi and Lake Victoria”'”. The same report though, says
thete was an absence of “...systemic process supported by the Bank to set priorities and get them
incorporated into country programs”™®”. As the Bank itself notes, what is most “relevant and
important is that these projects have not been mainstreamed in the countries themselves, We found
lirdle evidence to support the likelihood of projects mainstreamed in the countries we visited”"

For the Wotld Bank, “whilst most CASs include specific sections on the environment, they
often present the environment in isolation from other priorities, rather than as a cross-sectoral issuc.
In additton, CASs tended to make reference to ongoing GEF activities, but do not place WB-GEF
assistance strategically enough in the CAS framework. Tt is therefore expected that the Bank’s
activities in support of conservation and sustainable use of BD will further emphasize
mainstreaming of BD in the productive landscape”zoz.

Future activities in support of conservation and sustainable use of BD will need to continue
emphasising ... mainstreaming of BD in the productive landscape™®”. The Biodiversity Program
Study correctly recommends that GEF strengthen involvement with all government sectots,
especially those outside forest and environment (especially to focus on “greening” of energy,
agriculture, water resources and irrigation, rural development, fisheries, planning, finance
departments) in order to enhance project impacts and sustainability. ™  However, mainstreaming
must be a priority for national governments that must take the lead in the mainstreaming process.
Mainstreaming is crucial in order for chances of overall sustainability to be greatly enhanced.

" World Bank, November 2000. OED (First) Reviow of the (World) Bank's Derformance on the Environment. Operations Evaluation
Department, p. 16.

*t World Bank, November 2000. OED (First) Review of the (Woild) Bank's Performance on the Environment. Operations livaluation
Department, p. 22,

" World Bank, July 2000. Bank Perfarmrance in Biodiversity Conservation and Sustainable Use: Findings from an Evaluation of Selected Bank
Supported Projects — Draft Report. WB: Operations Fvaluation Dept., p. 35.

02 World Bank, July 2000. Bank Performance in Bisdiversity Conservation and Sustainable Use: Findings from an Evaluation of Selected Bank
Supported Projects — Draft Report. WB: Operations Bvaluation Depr, p. 14.

23 World Bank, July 2000. Bauké Perfornance in Biodiversity Conservation and Sustatnable Use: Findings from an Evalnation of Selicted Bank
Supported Projects — Draft Report. WB: Operations Lvaluation Dept, p. 14,

4 Singh, S. and Volonte C., 2001. EBiodiversity Program Stundy, GUK, Meonitoring and Fvaluation Unit, Washington, p. 8.
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Appendix A: Summary of Coverage for Interviews Conducted

“ | Number of

Type of qr_gqhisaﬁo_

NGOs . 1
STAPmembets| ..

CBD Secretariat Members
GEE Secretagiat. = .. i,
Donor:Agencies o
Implementing A

Other People M
Totsl | o
I-NGOs
Region/Country Respondent Organization Person Interviewed
CEE/Hungary Central & Eastern European Andras Krolopp
Working Group for the Enhancement
of Biodiversity (CEEWEB)
North America/USA Counterpart International Vance Hartke
South America/Argentina ~ Fondacion Ecologica Universal Liliana Hisas
Central America/Mexico WWF Paul Sanchez Navarro
South Asia/Nepal Rural Construction Nepal Sarba Raj Khadka
IT - STAP
STAP Biodiversity Members Respondent Organization
Dr. Madhav Gadgil (Chairman of STAP)  Indian Institute of Science
Dr. Christine Padoch Institute of Economic Botany
Professor Dennis Anderson Oxford University

IIT — CBD Secretariat Members

Tony Gross

Alexander J.F. Heydendael
Sam Johnston

Arthur Nogueira

Yibin Xiang

IV - GEF Secretariat Members

Patricia Bliss-Guest
Jarle Harstad
Ramesh Ramankutty
Mario A. Ramos
Avani Vaish
Claudio Volonte



V —Donor Agencies

Region/Country Respondent Organization Person Interviewed
Europe/Denmark Danced-Dancee Peter Pouplier
Europe/Netherlands DGIS Ton van der Zon
North America/Canada CIDA Charles Parker
Europe/Germany GTZ Andreas Gettkant

VI - Implementing Agencies

Mark Zimsky UNEP
Kathy MacKinnon = World Bank
Miguel Toralba UNDP
Eduardo Fuentes UNDP
Nick Remple UNDP

VII - Other People Met/Interviewed

Lief Christofersson GEF Secretariat (OPS2)
Mohammad Reza Salamat  Counsellor-Permanent Mission of Iran to the UN
Juha Ulitto Monitoring and Evaluation Specialist - GEF



Appendix B: Summary Breakdown of Responses Received

By e T e D il g
Senegal Aida Ba CBD Africa
Togo Yao Djiwonu Folly GEF Africa
Namibia Phoebe Barnard CBD/GEF Africa
Dijibouti (2) Mohamed Ali Moumin CBD/GEF Africa
Sudan Nadir Mohamed Awad CBD Africa
Eritrea Tekleab Mesghena CBD/GEF Africa
Benin Pascal Z. Yaha CBD/GEF Africa
SBSTTA focal
Mauritius V. Sannassee point Africa
Madagascar (2) Lala Rakotovao CBD Africa
Uganda David Hafashimana ICCP Focal Point |Africa
Burkina Faso Soumayila Bance CBD Africa
PFN-BioSecurity-
Camercon Mary Mbantenkhu Cam Africa
ICCP Focal Point
Kenya Cecelia Katunge Nzau Biosaftey Africa
CBD & ICCP focal
Niger Ali Harouna cint Africa
Mozambique Daude Mohamede 777 Africa
Oman Moharnmed bin Ali Al-Hakmani |CBD/GEF Asia/Pacific
Lebanon Lara Samaha CBD Asia/Pacific
Federated States of
Micronesia Okhean Ehmes/Jane Chigiyal [CBD Asia/Pacific
Cote D'lvoire Kone Alimata GEF Asia/Pacific
Nivie Judy Nemaia CBD/GEF Asia/Pacific
Cambodia Khieu Muth CBD/GEF Asia/Pacific
Bhutan Tshering Tashi CBD/GEF Asia/Pacific
Fiji Epeli Nasome CBD Asia/Pacific
Vietnam (2) Ngoyen Ngoc Sinh GEF Asia/Pacific
China Yue Ruisheng CBD Asia/Pacific
Republic of Korea Suho Seong GEF Asia/Pacific
Samoa LJim Dunlop GEF Asia/Pacific
RMIEPA Naticnal
[Marshall Islands Kino Kabua A Asia/Pacific




Egypt Ossama El-Tayeb CBD Asia/Pacific
Nepal [Tulshi Prajapati CBD IAsia/Pacific
FPalau [Youlsau Bells Both Asia/Pacific
Lordan Raed Bani Hani CBD Asia/Pacific
Indonesia Pratiwi Sudarmono CBD Asia/Pacific
[Vanuatu Ernest Bani Both Asia/Pacific
Geargia {Malkhaz Adeishvili CBD EEC
Hungary Gabor Nechay CBD EEC

Czech Republic [Milena Roudna CBD EEC

[Turkey Cevre Bakanligi Bitki Koruma CBD EEC
Slovenia Gordana Beltram/Emil Ferjancic |CBD EEC

Albania Zamir Dedej CBD EEC

Belarus Oleg [vanov CBD EEC

Poland 7 ofia Chrempinska CBD EEC

Slovak Republic (2) Igor Ferencik CBD EEC

Latvia llona Mendzina CBD EEC
Romania Adriana Baz CBD EEC
Kazakhstan (not good

format) Yerlan Zhumabayev CBD EEC

Panama Marios! Dimas CBD Latin America
Guatemala Juan Carlos Godoy CBD Latin America
Mexico Lic. Luz Maria Ortiz Ortiz CBD Latin America
Costa Rica Lesbia Sevilla CBD Latin America
Dominican Republic Lic. Renato Rimoli CBD Latin America
Paraguay Nelida Rivarola CBD Latin America
Chile Ximena Nascimento CBD Latin America
Bolivia Beatriz Zapata Ferrufino Both Latin America
Haiti Joseph Toussaint Both Latin America
Bahamas Donald Cooper Both Latin America
Cuba LJose Rodriguez Duenas Both Latin America
Nicaragua Mauramartha Duarte CBD Latin America
Argentina Marcelo Cima Both latin America
Uruguay Ana Aber CBD Latin America
El Salvadore Jorge Ernesto Quezada Diaz CBD Latin America




Appendix C: Field Visits

Status and Focus of the Field Visits

i

Jordan

Latin
America/
Ecuador

EEC/
Russia

Africa/
Seychelles

Fee: f
Asia-Pacific/

Final Consolidation and Conservation of
Azraq Wetlands and Dana Wildlands by ~ Al-Huneidi (Jordanian)
RSCN to Address New Pressures

(UNDP)

1.

2. Conservation and Sustainable Use of

Dryland Agro-Biodiversity of the Fertile
Crescent -Regional Project (UNDP)

1. Biodiversity Protection (World Bank) Ms. Susan Abs
(Canadian) and Mrs.

2. Biodiversity Enabling Activity (UNDP)  Clemencia Vela Witt

{Ecuadorian}

1. Biodiversity Conservation (World Bank) Mr. Howard Stewart
(Canadian) and, Mr.
Valery Neronov

(Russian)
1. Management of Avian Ecosystems Mr. Antoine Moustache
(World Bank) (Seychellois)

2. Clearing House Mechanism Enabling

Activity (UNEP)

Sept.
10-15

Sept.
17-22

October
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Appendix G: CoP Decisions and Guidance

All CoP Decisions, provided here in order, are hyperlinks. By clicking on a CoP decision, one
can read more information about the decision and related CoP guidance.

Please note that all CoP decisions with an asterix (*) are emphasized in the Terms of
Reference for the Second Review of the Financial Mechanism for the Convention on
Biodiversity.

'No..| Title Conference

.| (TORs emphasis on [/2, 11/6, 111/5. IV/] 1, [V/13, V/13

:.a’%‘} .+| /1 Rules of procedure for the Conference of the Parties COP | (Nassau,
Bahamas, Nov. 94)
. 2...| I/2 Financial resources and mechanism* COP 1

3 1/3 Clearing-house mechanism for technical and scientific COP 1

= .+ cooperation

.| /4 Selection of a competent international organization to carry COP 1
out the functions of the Secretariat of the Convention

1] I/5 Support to the Secretariat by international organizations COP 1

: .. 1/6 Financing of and budget for the Convention COP 1

I/7 Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and Technological | COP |
4 Advice

-+ | I/8 Preparation of the participation of the Convention on Copr1
8| Biological Diversity in the third session of the Commission on
"| Sustainable Development

/| V9 Medium-term programme of work of the Conference of the | COP 1
“| Parties

/10 Locationt of the Secretariat CcoP1

4| I/11 Preparation for the second meeting of the Conference of the | COP 1
| Partieg

| /12 International Dav for Biological Diversity COP 1
1 /13 Tribute to the Government of the Commonwealth of the COP1
.| Bahamas
s | /1 Report of the first meeting of the subsidiary body on COP 2 (Jakarta,
.Y scientific, technical and technological advice Nov. 95)
vz + 11/2 Publication and distribution of scientific and techmical COP2
| information
1I/3 Clearing-house mechanism COP2
1174 Ways and means to promote and facilitate access to, and COPpP2

transfer and development of technology

44| I¥5 Consideration of the need for and modalities of a protocol COP2
3| for the safe transfer. handling and use of living modified

o organisms

II/6 Financial resources and mechanism™ CcOPp2

il 1I/7 Consideration of Articles 6 and 8 of the Convention COP 2

II/8 Preliminary consideration of components of biglogical COP2

diversity particulary under threat and action which could be
taken under the Convention

| 1I/9 Forests and biological diversity COP2




No, | Title Conference

23’_1 II./ 10 C;onsel_'vatic.)n and sustainable use of marine and coastal COP 2
2720 biological diversity

24| I/11 Access to genetic resources COP 2
- 25| [1/12 Intellectual property rights COP?2
+26.:| 1/13 Cooperation with other biodiversity-related conventions CQOp2

| 11714 Convening of an open-ended intergovernmental workshop COP2
+/.-| on cooperation between the convention on biological diversity
.| and other international conventions on related issues

| 1I/15 FAO global system for the conservation and utilization of | COP 2
| plant genetic resources for food and agriculture

| 1I/i6 Statement to the International Technical Conference on the COP 2
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- III/16 Ways to promote and facilitate access o and transfer and | COP 3
52| development of technology. as envisaged in Articles 16 and 8 of
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Appendix H: Questionnaire for Focal Points

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE SECOND REVIEW OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE
FINANCIAL MECHANISM FOR THE CONVENTION ON BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

Respondent’s Organization: (Please check appropriate category)

i) Government: CBD Focal Point ; or GEF Focal Point ;
i) Other (Specify)

Respondent’s Experience with the GEF: (Please fill out appropriate category)

i) Number of completed GEF projects: National ;
Regional/global ;
i) Number of projects under implementation: National ;
Regional/global ;
i) Number of projects under preparation: National ;
Regional/global ;

Total number of projects

Do you know of projects in other GEF focal areas in your country (i.e., international
waters, and climate
change) that are also dealing with the conservation and sustainable use of
biodiversity resources?
Yes _  , or No

vi) How long have you been involved with GEF activities? years

Region: Africa __ , Arab States __ , Asia and Pacific ___, Eastern Europe and
Central Asia; |
Latin America/Caribbean

Is your country a Small Island Developing State? Yes _ No

INTRODUCTION AND RATIONALE FOR QUESTIONNAIRE:

The GEF is the financial mechanism to support country-driven projects from
developing country Parties in meeting their obligations under the Convention on
Biological Diversity (CBD). Please be aware that this review is a different exercise
than the one requested by the GEF Council, Second Overall Performance Study of
the GEF (OPS2) which is on-going. Evaluators of both reviews are in contact to
reduce overlaps in questions and collection of information sources.

The Conference of the Parties (CoP) adopted the terms of reference for this second
review of the effectiveness of the Mechanism at its fifth meeting in May 2000, and
requested that the Executive Secretary contract an experienced independent
evaluator to undertake the review.” This questionnaire is designed to capture insights
from government focal points from developing countries involved in carrying out

' See CoP Decision V712



guidance specified by the Conference of the Parties over the past 3 years. Your
responses will feed into a multi-faceted evaluation that includes interviews, desk
studies and field visits. This questionnaire only covers issues that are most relevant
to this type of data collection tool.

Your answers will be combined with feedback from other individuals and institutions
involved in the planning and implementation of GEF activities. This information will be
used to help determine how well the guidance of the CoP have been addressed in
the field by the financiai mechanism since the first review was undertaken in 1997.
The findings and recommendations of this second review will be discussed at the
sixth meeting of the Conference of the Parties to be held in April, 2002 in The Hague
Netherlands. Please keep in mind that your responses should focus on the period
(Nov. 1996 — June 2001). Your participation is much appreciated as it will provide
valuable guidance and insights needed to enhance the effectiveness of the financial
mechanism.

T

Please send the completed questionnaire (no later than June 29, 2001) by
email: developpement@baastel.ca or fax: (++1) 819-595-8586 -- Direct contact tel.:
(++1) 819-595-1421.




A. Responsiveness to the Biodiversity Convention

A-4%) How well do GEF projects reflect the national biodiversity priorities of your

country? (as stated in your country’s national biodiversity strategy and action plans or
other national plans)

i) Fully satisfactory

i) Satisfactory

i) Unsatisfactory

iv) Highly unsatisfactory _
v) Do not know

A-6) How can CoP guidance to GEF be implemented to better reflect local needs in
your country? (Please indicate in order of priority, two ways to improve this
relevance)

1)

i}

A-14) How relevant has the GEF Operational Strategy been in addressing your
national biodiversity needs?

i) Fully satisfactory

ii) Satisfactory

iii) Unsatisfactory

iv) Highly unsatisfactory
v} Do notknow

A-15) Which GEF programme priorities® have the most relevance to your national
biodiversity strategy?
(Please list up to three)

i)

ii)

fif)

* These number codes correspond to the coding systems used in the overall evaluation matrix
*Of the 13 programme priorities found in Annex 1 of Decision 1/2



B. Effectiveness of the Financial Mechanism

B-2) On average, are the GEF projects in your country achieving the objectives
identified during project design?
(please check appropriate answer)

i) Are surpassing objectives

i) Are meeting objectives

i) Are partially meeting objectives
iv) Are not at all meeting objectives
v) Donoknow



B-3-1) What do you see as the two most important factors that have contributed to
successful GEF project outcomes? (starting with the most im partant)

i)

ii)

B-3-2) What do you see as the two most important factors that impede successful
GEF project outcomes? (starting with the most important)

i)

ii)

B-5) Has the GEF developed policies and procedures that comply with CoP
guidance?

Yes No Do not know

(If not, please explain with concrete examples)

i)

i)




B-9) Over the last three years, has the GEF adequately supported the following
actions to improve the overall effectiveness of GEF support in your country? (please
check appropriate box for each type of action)

Actions to improve the Adequacy of GEF support If not adequate, please
effectiveness of the financial Adequat | Not Do not | suggest a way that it can
mechanism e adequat | know be improved

e

i) Further streamiining its project
cycle with a view to making
project preparation simpler, more
transparent and more country-
driven

i) Further simplifying and
expediting procedures for
approval and implementation
including disbursement, for GEF
funded projects

iii) Developing poticies and
procedures that fully compiy with
the guidance from the CoP in a
straightforward and timely
manner

iv) Increasing support to priority
actions identified in national
plans and strategies of
developing countries

v) Applying in a more flexible,
pragmatic and transparent
manner the incremental cost
principle

vi) Promoting genuine country
ownership through greater
involvement of participant
countries in GEF-funded
activities

vii} Increasing its fiexibility to

respond to the thematic longer-

term programme of work of the

CBD in accordance with the
vidance of the CoP

viii) Promoting the catalytic role
of the GEF in mobitizing funding
from other sources for GEF-
funded activities




ix) Including in its monitoring and
evaluation activities, the
assessment of the compliance
under its operational
programmes with the policy,
strategy, programme priorities
and eligibility criteria established
by the CoP

x} Promoting efforts to ensure
that the Implementing Agencies
fully comply with the policy,
strategy, programme priorities
and eligibility criteria of the CoP
in their support for country-driven
activities funded by the GEF

xi) Undertaking efforts to improve
the efficiency, effectiveness and
transparency of the process of
cooperation and coordination
between the Implementing
Agencies with a view to
improving the processing and
delivery systems of the GEF, and
to avoid duplication and parallel
processes




C. Efficiency of the Financial Mechanism

C-1) How flexible have GEF guidelines and procedures become (over the last three

years) in supporting “enabling activities™ in your country ? (please check appropriate
answer)

i) Sufficiently flexible
i) Insufficiently flexible
iiil} Do not know

C-2) Is the GEF project preparation and disbursement process for full and medium
size projects sufficiently predictable and timely? (please check appropriate answer)

i) Yes No Do not know

If no, please provide an example from a GEF project;

C-4) Given the existing capacity in your country for addressing biodiversity issues,
how cost effective is the use of international consuitants and contractors for planning
and implementing your country-level biodiversity projects? (please check appropriate
answer)

i) Very cost effective
ii) Cost effective

iii) Not cost effective
iv) Do not know

D. Impact of the Financial Mechanism

D-1) Please list below up to four CoP guidance measures to the financial mechanism
that have been of high priority in your country over the past three years®, and indicate
whether or not the GEF supported these over the same period:

GEF support
Guidance measures (list four priority measures for your country) {check appropriate
box)

Yes | No Do
not
Kno
w

* The GEF Operational Strategy defines biodiversity “enabling activities™ as those activities that “prepare the foundation for
the design and implementation of effective response measures required to achieve the Convention objectives...[and]... to
assist a recipient country to gain a better understanding of the nature and scope of its biodiversity assets and issues as well as
a clearer sense of the options for the sustainable management and conservation of biodiversity”

* Relevant CoP guidance measures are outlined in Decision documents 142, II46, III/5 and 1V/13




D-20) Could you provide two examples of recently completed GEF projects that have had a
demonstrated impact on biodiversity in your country:

Name of project:

Describe impact on biodiversity:

i)

fi)

E. Sustainability of the Project Outcomes

E-1) What are the two most important issues for the sustainability of outcomes for

GEF-funded projects?

i)

i)

E-5) How effective are GEF measures to involve NGOs and local community groups
in building long-term support for biodiversity initiatives that address local socio-
economic priorities? (please check appropriate answer)

i) Fully satisfactory

ii) Satisfactory

iii) Unsatisfactory _____

iv) Highly unsatisfactory
v) Do not know

E-5b) How effective are GEF activities in involving the private sector?

i) Fully satisfactory __

i) Satisfactory

iii) Unsatisfactory

iv) Highly unsatisfactory
v) Do notknow




E-7)Does the current operational timeframe period for GEF project financing (i.e.,
three years for medium size projects and five years for full projects) allow enough
time to address the sustainability issue? (please check appropriate answer)

i) Too much time
ii) Sufficient time
iif) Not enough time
iv) Do not know

E-14) How can the current management arrangements for GEF funded projects be
improved in order to nurture local ownership? (list a maximum of two ways starting
with the most important)

i)




E-15} Could you provide two examples of GEF projects that have promoted a
mainstreaming of biodiversity issues in your country’s national development? (In
each case, briefly summarize how they do this)

Examples of projects | Ways that they have promoted mainstreaming of

biodiversity issues
i)

E-16) Roughly what portion of current GEF projects in your country complement
other GEF and non-GEF interventions?
(please check appropriate answer)

i) Less than one quarter of GEF projects

i) Between one quarter and half of GEF projects
iit) More than half of GEF projects

iv) Do not know

Please provide suggestions below on how the GEF financial mechanism can be
further improved (please keep responses brief)




Please send the completed questionnaire {no later than June 29, 2001) by email:

developpement(@baastel.ca or fax: (++1) 819-595-8586

If you have any question, you can also contact us directly at the following address:
Alain Lafontaine

Director, international Programs

Baastel

P.O. Box 1874,

Station B,

Hull, P.Q. J8X 321

Canada

Tel.: (++1) 819-595-1421.



Appendix I : Terms of Reference for the Review

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE SECOND REVIEW OF THE
EFFECTIVENESS OF THE FINANCIAL MECHANISM

Decision V/12

Second review of the financial mechanism

The Conference of the Parties,

1. Decides to adopt the annex to the present decision, containing the
objectives and criteria for the second review of the effectiveness of the financial mechanism
to be conducted in time for the sixth meeting of the Conference of the Parties;

2. Decides also that this second review should be conducted under the
authority of the Conference of the Parties;

3. Decides further that, based on the results of the review, the Conference of
the Parties shall take appropriate action to improve the effectiveness of the mechanism if
necessary.

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR THE SECOND REVIEW OF THE
EFFECTIVENESS OF THE FINANCIAL MECHANISM

A. Objectives

1. In accordance with Article 21, paragraph 3, the Conference of the Parties
will review the effectiveness of the mechanisn, including the criteria and guidelines referred
to in Article 21, paragraph 2, with a view to taking appropriate action to improve the
effectiveness of the mechanism if necessary. For this purpose, effectiveness will include:

(a) The effectiveness of the financial mechanism and its institutional structure
in providing and delivering financial resources, as well as in overseeing, monitoring and
evaluating the activities financed by its resources;

(b) The conformity of the activities of the Global Environment Facility (GEF),
as the institutional structure operating the financial mechanism, with the guidance of the
Conference of the Parties; and

(c) The efficiency, effectiveness and sustainability of the GEF-funded
activities on the implementation of the Convention and in the achievement of its three
objectives.

B. Methodology

2. The review will cover the activities of the financial mechanism for the
period from November 1996 to June 2001, with special emphasis on those activities that have
been concluded during the same period.



3. The review will cover all operational programmes of the financial
mechanism relevant to the Convention on Biological Diversity.

4. The review should be carried out by an independent evaluator and shall
draw upon, inter alia, the following sources of information:

(a) Information provided by the Parties and countries on their experiences
regarding the financial mechanism;

(b} Reports prepared by the Global Environment Facility, including its reports
to the Conference of the Parties, programme status reports, operational reports on GEF
programmes and the GEF pipeline, reports of the GEF Monitoring and Evaluation
Programme, in particular the second Overall Performance Study, operational reports on GEF
programmes and the annual programme performance report;

(c) Project reviews and evaluation reports prepared by the Implementing
Agencies;

{d) Information provided by other relevant stakeholders in GEF-financed
biodiversity activities.

C. Criteria

5. The effectiveness of the financial mechanism shall be assessed taking into
account, inter alia:

(a) The steps and actions taken by the financial mechanism in response to the
actions requested by the Conference of the Parties at its fourth meeting to immprove the
effectiveness of the financial mechanism, as set out in the annex to its decision [V/1 1;

(b) The actions taken by the financial mechanism in response to the guidance
of the Conference of the Parties, as contained in decisions 12, 1/6, 11I/5, TV/13 and V/13;

(¢} The findings and recommendations of the second Overall Performance
Study of the GEF;

(d) Any other significant issue raised by the Parties.
D. Procedures

6. Under the authority and with the support of the Conference of the Parties,
the Executive Secretary shall contract an experienced independent evaluator to undertake the
review, in accordance with the above objectives, methodology and criteria.

7. The Parties, countries and stakeholders, including relevant organizations,
are invited to communicate to the Executive Secretary, by 30 September 2001, their detailed
views on the effectiveness and efficiency of the financial mechanism on the basis of
experience during the period under review.



8. The communications referred to above shall be structured along the lines of
a questionnaire designed by the evaluator using the criteria adopted in the present terms of
reference, to be sent to the Parties as soon as practicable after the fifth meeting of the
Conference of the Parties. The evaluator shall prepare a compilation and synthesis of the
information received.

9. The evaluator will undertake such desk studies, interviews, field visits and
collaboration with the GEF secretariat as may be required for the preparation of the study,
subject to the availability of resources

10. The compilation and synthesis of the information and recommendations
for future improvements received in response to the questionnaire and the report of the
evaluator shall be submitted to the Bureau for review and comments prior to their circulation.

11. The draft compilation and synthesis, and the report of the evaluator, will
also be made available to GEF (the GEF secretariat and Implementing Agencies) for its
review and comments. Such comments shall be included in the documentation and identified
by source.

12. The Executive Secretary shall submit the documents to Parties at least
three months prior to the sixth meeting of the Conference of the Parties



