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Recommended Council Decision

The Council reviewed document GEF/ME/C.25/3 “Four Year Work Program and Budget of the
Office of Monitoring and Evaluation — FY06-09 and Results in FYO5” and approves the principles
and overall scope of the program, subject to the comments made during the Council meeting. Council
approves the proposed budget for FY 06, to cover the cost of core tasks and the new modalities
($2,821,975). In addition, Council approves funds for two specid initiatives to be conducted in FY 06
(biosafety evauation ($350,000) and the joint evaluation with GEF partners ($150,000)). Regarding
FY 07 through FY 09, Council takes note of the proposed budgets and requests OME to prepare annual
budgets for Council congderation and gpprova in each of its May mestings.

For May 2006, in developing the next four-year rolling work program, OME should take into full
consderation the outcome of the consultetive process it hasinitiated, relevant recommendations from
OPS3, the new GEF M&E policy to be decided upon in November and agreements of the
replenishment process.

Council requests OME to prepare a paper for the November 2005 Council meeting laying out
dternative ways of interaction with Council according to OME' s TORs.




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1 This new verson of the work program and budget builds on the previous verson, discussed in
Council in November 2004, and takes into account the comments and recommendations made during
that session. Council stressed the importance of including capacity building, knowledge management and
lessons learned, review of the project cycle, country portfolio assessments and impact evaluations. In
addition, Council requested OME to undertake two specid activities: (1) an evauation of the activities
financed under the initid srategy approved by Council for asssting countries to prepare for the entry
into force of the Cartagena Protocol and (2) to start a process of consultation with appropriate GEF
partners to develop proposals for anew division of [abor on monitoring and evauation ingruments.

The current plan isfully detailed for FY 06 but contains (reliable) estimates for the years after that
because of three mgjor reasons: the consultation process with GEF M& E partnersinitiated by OME

has just begun and may lead to proposds for joint work or anew divison of [abor in the future; the
recommendations from OPS3 and the replenishment process on M& E in the GEF of are not yet
avalable; and the new GEF M&E policy has not yet been established. Furthermore, a degree of
flexibility must dways be present in the work program, even for the current and next fiscd year, because
OME must be able to react pogitively to requests for evauations from Council.

2. The four year work plan contains both outcome and output indicators. The Office expects that
by the end of the four year programming period the following outcomes will be achieved:

Accountability: increased legitimecy of the GEF;

Better informed decisons: improved Council decisons on policies, strategies and work
program; and

Learning/ingght, knowledge management and dissemination: better prepared projects a
entry level and better portfolio and risk management.

3. The firgt two outcomes are improvements in the entire GEF system associated with inputs from
many different parts of the syssem. Therefore, the actua achievement of these outcomes should be
measured as part of OP$4, including an assessment of OME' srolein these achievements. Thelast
outcome will be measured by the on-going reviews conducted by OME in both its evduation and
monitoring programs.

4, Using OP34 as the primary milestone, the programming of OME will take a phased approach in
the next four years. In the first and second year (FY 06-07) OME will concentrate on evauations of
cross-cutting and thematic issues. In the second haf of the period (FY 08-09), OME will conduct
program studies on al the GEF foca areas in preparation for OPS4 which will take placein FY 09.
OME will dso have severd recurring activities throughout the period such as the annua GEF
performance review, knowledge management activities, interactions with Council and following GEF
M&E concerns within IAs and EAs. Furthermore, OME, in response to Council’ s requests will
continue with the implementation of two specid activities, the biosafety evauation (in FY 06) and the
consultative process (throughout the period).



5. Regarding OP34 the Office proposes to manage and implement thisevduation in FY 09 in view
of the full independence that has been established for the Office. This will reduce the costs for OP4
with gpproximately US $ 1 million, since the evauation will be covered within the budget of the Office,
The Office will ensure that areview of its own evauations and functioning will be incorporated in OPS4
in an independent way.

6. On Country Portfolio Assessments and Impact Evaluations, the Office proposes to explore
possibilities of collaboration with the evauation departments of the GEF family and to develop
approaches which would be feasible and ddliver products which are relevant and useful. It is proposed
to introduce these new instruments gradudly in FY 06 and FY 07 and only include them in the OME
budget on a permanent basisif the gpproaches will deliver results.

7. As regards monitoring, the Office will further develop the Annual GEF Performance Review and
keep oversght over the rdiability and vdidity of monitoring systems of the GEF partners, including
systems of projects at risk.

8. In line with the TORs of the Office, which require a gradua approach towards reaching afull
independence on an accepted internationa level of coverage and quality, OME proposesto establish a
new basdine for the budget in FY 08, when new ingruments as the country portfolio assessments and
impact assessments have been tested and the results of the consuiltative process and the 4™
replenishment can be taken fully into account. The current estimate for that budget is$ 3.6 million. This
isin linewith or lower than the level of funding of comparable evauation unitsin other internationa
organizations and in other globa programs. The reasons to increase the budget are compelling: new and
expanded TORsfor the Office, a steady increase in disbursements, increased complexity of strategic
priorities and operationd programs, incluson of seven Executing Agencies and introduction of a
Resource Allocation Framework. On the other hand efficiencies are expected to emerge from the
Consultative Process, the new division of labor on monitoring, the integration of OPS4 in the work
program of OME and internationa collaboration.

0. For FY 06 a specified and detailed budget has been prepared and is proposed for approval
amounting to $ 2.821 million, which will dlow for agradud increase over FY 07 to the level of FY 08.

10.  Withthe new basdline of FY 08 the budget is expected to remain a 0.6 % of conservatively
edimated disoursementsin the GEF in the coming years. This means that the increase in the budget will
not be at the expense of the percentage of the overdl GEF budget avallable for disoursementsin
recipient countries (which will continue to rise in absolute terms).

11.  Thereationship between the Council and the Office of Monitoring and Evaluation isabasic
element of OME's independence and needs to be further defined. OME proposes to explore additiona
and dternative ways of interacting with the Council. A paper including various options will be presented
to the November mesting.
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BACKGROUND

1. In November 2004, Council reviewed the “Draft Four Y ear Rolling Work Plan and Budget”
prepared by the GEF Office of Monitoring and Evauation (GEF/ME/C.24/5) and approved the
principles and overdl scope of the plan. The draft was based on the TORs for the GEF OME
goproved by Council in July 2003, which presented agradua change of the Monitoring and Evauation
Unit to an independent Office and the Council document on Elements for a New GEF M&E Palicy
(GEF/ME/C.24/1). Council requested OME to present at its June 2005 meeting, a more detailed four
year rolling work program and budget.

2. This new version of the work program and budget builds on the previous verson and takes into
account the comments and recommendati ons made during the November 2004 Council mesting.
Regarding the dements for OME' s policy, Council members recommended to consider:

the principles of impartidity and independence

the need to avoid duplication

the timeliness of evduations

the cogt- effectiveness of monitoring and evauetion activities

the need to provide appropriate recognition to loca capacity and conditions, and

regiona participation.

3. Regarding the four year work program, &t its November 2004 meeting, Council stressed the
importance of including the following items
: capacity building
knowledge management, including an active dissemination of lessons learned
review of the project cycle
country portfolio assessments, and
impact evauations.

4, In addition, Council requested OME to undertake two specid activities: (1) an evauation of the
activities financed under theinitia strategy approved by Council for asssting countries to prepare for the
entry into force of the Cartagena Protocol and (2) to start a process of consultation with appropriate
GEF partners to develop proposds for anew divison of labor on monitoring and evauation

instruments.

5. The draft four year rolling work program presented to Council in November 2004 established
principles and presented eements for afour year work program rather than afully detalled plan. The
current plan isfully detailed for FY 06 but will remain flexible for the years after that because of three
Mg or reasons:

The consultation process with GEF M& E partners initiated by OME has just begun and
may lead to proposadsfor joint work or anew divison of labor in the future;



The recommendations from OPS3 and the replenishment process on M&E in the GEF of
are not yet avallable;
The new GEF M&E policy has not yet been established.

6. Furthermore, a degree of flexibility must ways be present in the work program, even for the
current and next fiscd year, because OME must be able to react positively to requests for evaluations
from Council.

7. The principles and dements on which the work program and budget are based are clearly
spelled out in the terms of reference for the independent GEF Office of M&E as approved by the
Council on July 28, 2003. The objectives of OME are to:

Independently monitor and evauate, on a continuing basis, the effectiveness of GEF
programs and resource alocations on project, country, portfolio and ingtitutional bases.
Provide a basis for decison making on amendments and improvements of policies,
dtrategies, program management, procedures and projects.

Promote accountability through the assessment of processes, results, impacts and the
performance of the partiesinvolved in GEF activities.

Provide feedback to subsequent activities, and promote knowledge management on
results, performance and lessons learned.

8. These objectives have been trandated into criteriafor programming of monitoring and evaluation
which has enabled a transparent programming process and adlows for interaction with partnersin and
outside of the GEF family. A description of this process was presented to Council in November 2004
and is atached to this document as Annex |.

0. The review of achievementsin 2005 aswell as an accounting of expendituresis attached as
Annex II. The main achievements of FY 05 have been the support of the Third Overdl Performance
Study according to TORs approved by Council, the findization of three program studiesin biodiversty,
internationd waters and climate change and their follow-up through dissemination, feedback and
knowledge management initiatives, the OP12 evauation and the continuation of the Loca Benefits
Study, as well as the start-up of the Biosafety evauation. Furthermore, OME engaged with its partners
in the GEF in a consultative process towards a new GEF M&E policy. On the monitoring side, the first
GEF Annud Performance Review was prepared, which includes the findings of the study on thetime
lapsed in the project cycle and assessment of project termina evauations. An agreement was reached
with the GEF Secretariat on the transferal of monitoring respongibilities. OME will in the future focus on
the Annua Performance Review and on the qudity assurance of exising M& E systems.

10. This paper is presented in three parts. Thefirgt part, the four-year rolling work program, gives
Council amore detailed description of the priorities, objectives, outcomes and expected deliverables for
the FY 06-09 period. The second part presents the rationae for the requested budget for the entire
period. The lagt section presents the priorities, deliverables and budget for FY06. The document has



two annexes. The first one presents the criteria used to select particular activities included in the work
program. The second annex summearies the achievements made in FY 05 by OME.

PRIORITIESAND OBJECTIVES: FY06-FY(09

11.  Theprogramming of OME swork is directly related to the replenishment and Assembly cycle
of the GEF, according to its terms of reference. 1t dso follows the criteria developed by OME which is
presented in Annex |. The FY 06-09 period will cover the end of the implementation of GEF- 3, the first
three years of GEF-4 and the Fourth Overdl Performance Study (OP4). Within this context, and in
accordance with OME’ s terms of reference, the main priority and objective during the next four years
will be to begin preparations for (FY 06-08) and actudly implement OPS4 (FY 09) in preparation for
the fifth replenishment of the GEF and fourth Assembly (scheduled for sometimein FY 10). To
accomplish this task, OME proposes to: (1) incresse the evaluation coverage to dl operations of GEF
and selected indtitutiona aspects as well as responding to specific requirements from Council; (2)
srengthen the relationships with the globa monitoring and evauation community, especidly GEF
partners through a consultative process, and (3) assess, disseminate and learn from results and impacts
of GEF programs and projects.

12. OME expectsthat by the end of the four year programming period the following outcomes will
be achieved:

Accountability: increased legitimacy of the GEF;

Better informed decisons. improved Council decisons on policies, Srategies and work
program; and

Learning/ingght, knowledge management and dissemination: better prepared projects a
entry level and better portfolio and risk management.

13.  Thefirst two outcomes are improvements in the entire GEF system associated with inputs from
many different parts of the syssem. Therefore, the actua achievement of these outcomes should be
measured as part of OP34, including an assessment of OME'srole in these achievements. The last
outcome will be measured by the on-going reviews conducted by OME in both its evaluation and
monitoring programs.

14. Using OP34 as the primary milestone, the programming of OME will take a phased approach in
the next four years. In the first and second year (FY 06-07) OME will concentrate on evauations of
cross-cutting and thematic issues. In the second hdf of the period (FY 08-09), OME will conduct
program studies on al the GEF foca areas in preparation for OPS4 which will take placein FY 09.
OME will dso have severd recurring activities throughout the period such as the annua GEF
performance review, knowledge management activities, interactions with Council and following GEF
M&E concernswithin IAsand EAs. Furthermore, OME, in response to Council’ s requests will
continue with the implementation of two specid activities, the biosafety evduation (in FY 06) and the
consultative process (throughout the period).



15.  Giventha thisisaralling four-year program and budget, OME will present to Council an
updated version every year which will expand an additional year. There may be a need to add or delete
activities to accommodate specific demands or requests by Council or other GEF partners.

16. If Council approves the program and full budget proposed for the FY 06-09 period OME will
deliver the following results by the end of FY 09 (Table 1 below presents an implementation timetable):

at least Sx country portfolio reviews

four impact evaduations

program studies for all GEF focal areas

a least five thematic studies covering cross-cutting and themétic issues

joint benchmarking of the M& E systems of al mgor GEF agencies

an improved input of OME into the GEF knowledge management strategy

an improved divison of labor on M& E issues among GEF Secretariat, IAs and EAs
afirst draft of the OP34 report.

Evaluation
17.  The GEF OME proposes to group evauation subjectsin four main arees.

Program Studies for al focad areas including Operational Programs and Strategic
Priorities,

Country portfolio reviews and impact evauations

Cross-cutting and thematic studies, including themes across focd aress
Indtitutional and procedura issues.

18. During the period FY 06-09, OME of M&E will conduct in-depth studies (*Program Studies”)
of al the GEF focal areasin preparation for OPS4. In particular, these evauations will take place
towards the end of the period, in FY08. When appropriate the program studies will include the
evaudion of the GEF-3 Strategic Priorities sSince projects approved within this framework will sart to
produce results during GEF-4. Theleve of efforts will depend on the particular foca area. Asin the
pag, the Program Studies are essentia inputs to the OPS process as well as to the evolution of the GEF
support to focal aress.

19.  Thefollowing subjects are identified as cr oss-cutting and thematic issues to be evauated
during the FY 06-09 period:

Capacity building, including GEF Enabling Activities support and the Country
Dialogue Wor kshops program/initiative (FY 06/07). Previous evauations have
identified capacity building as one of the most successful components of GEF projects
and in some cases, of entire GEF programs. Since the GEF is presently developing a
corporate strategy it will be too early to evauate the strategy per se but rather capacity
building initiatives and programs. There are severa possble areas of evauation: the
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Enabling Activitiesfor various foca areas, the Country Diaogue Workshops
programinitiative, the Foca Points support program and capacity building activities of
sdlected projects. These programs and projects will be assessed from the point of view
of their rlevance as well as the type of capacity created, the efficiency and efficacy of
delivering the capacity, and the sustainability and impact of the capacity. Furthermore, the
evauation will attempt to develop indicators and benchmarks for measuring GEF
achievementsin thisarea. Good internationa collaboration is expected in thistopic given
the relevance to al of the other GEF partners. The specific scope of thisevauation will

be finalized during the preparation of an approach paper.

Replication and catalytic role of the GEF (FY 06/07). One of the GEF operationa
principles indicates that “in seeking to maximize globa environmenta benefits, the GEF
will emphasize its catdytic role and leverage additiond financing from other sources.”
Therefore, thistopic has high policy rdevance. Severd GEF M& E studies have identified
that this principle, and in particular the replication dimension (i.e., scaling-up) isdifficult for
project proponents to understand, does not have clear guidance from the GEF and, in
generd terms, it is usudly not reported dthough it could potentidly have great impact on
the GEF srole. Given the difficulties with understanding the subject, the first chalenge
will be to develop an evauation methodology. High collaboration potentia is expected
with other indtitutions within and outsde the GEF since thisisatopic of interest for many
ad donors and recipient countries.

Indigenous people (FY07/08). Although the GEF does not have a particular strategy or
policy regarding indigenous people and their participation in GEF supported activities the
GEF has been both praised and criticized on this aspect by different stakeholders. In the
last few years, indigenous groups have for example received recognition by the GEF
Council and they now have observer gatus a its meetings. GEF Council aso specificdly
scrutinizes al projects on this particular issue. The evauation will assess the role of
indigenous groups in the GEF in generd, and in projects, will evaduate the gpplication of
IAS operationa directives on indigenous groups (in the context of GEF projects) and will
identify good practices on achievement of global benefits. OME will seek internationd
collaboration with other rdevant inditutions, given that many ingtitutions are interested in
thistopic. In particular, the 2003 World Bank OED review could be used as basdline.

The Council has requested on severd occasions that OME conduct Country Portfolios
Reviews and | mpacts Evaluations, in particular post project completion evauations. These
evauation modalities are essentia elements for an independent Office, as presented inits TORs. OME
proposes to develop a methodology for both types of reviews during FY 06, aswell asimplementing at
least one pilot for each. A full implementation of these two modalities will then be undertaken in the
subsequent three years. Furthermore, both types of evauations will be carried out as much as possble
and gppropriate in collaboration with eva uation departments of GEF partners and taking into full
congderation their own impact assessments and country evauations.
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21. In the case of Country Portfolio Reviews some of the main questions to be explored include:
the rlevance of the GEF projects to nationd sustainable development agendas, including an assessment
of the portfolio’s country ownership, the efficacy of the implementation of these projects, including the
synergies between and among the preparation and implementation of different projects, coordination
between | As, assessment of the nationd arrangements to implement GEF projects (i.e., Focad Points,
NGOs, IAS, EAS, etc.) and the actud results achieved, including an andysis of the overdl GEF
contributions to the countries indtitutiona capacities (i,e, policies, organizations, knowledge, etc.). One
of the mgjor difficulties with these reviewsis that Snce the GEF does not have country programsthereis
no GEF framework against which to assess results. However, an assessment as described above may
provide important ingghts which may dlow the GEF to become more effective on the country level.

22. OME proposesto conduct an increasing number of Country Reviews throughout the period
with oneinitia pilot reviewsin FY 06 to test the methodology, possibly two reviewsin FY 07, and a
maximum of threein FY08. The methodology will include a trangparent and clear country selection
process. Some of the selection criteria could include: countries with large and diverse portfalio, clusters
of countries with smilar portfolios for comparison (i.e, SIDS, LDCs), active and developed nationa
evauation counterparts, countries in which IAs have conducted independent assessments of their
country strategy frameworksin recent years, etc. There will be a specia emphases on working with
nationd ingtitutions and consultants which are consdered independent from conflict of interests for the
GEF portfolio. Thereisdso full intention to coordinate with 1As and EAs evaluation and operations
units on their country reviews eva uations to reduce eva uation fatigue among recipient countries.

23. In the case of Impact Evaluations, an approach paper will be developed in FY 06 and at least
one pilot evauation completed. The main objective of this moddity will be to evauate the long-term
results of GEF interventions, afew years after GEF support is concluded and to assess the sustainability
and replication of the support as well asto extract lessonslearned. An interesting theme to explore will
be the GEF long-term contribution to the countries ingtitutiona capacities (i.e., policies, organizations,
knowledge, etc.) and the country’ s willingness to address globa environmenta concerns. There are
severd gpproaches that could be selected: (1) acluster of projects with Smilar objectives, geographic
areq, foca area, or even acombination of these could be evaluated together, (2) a particular completed
project in a country chosen for country portfolio review; (3) use of alocationspecific gpproach which
looks at trends and developmentsin a certain area (for example, alocationsto “hot spots’ or a
particular water basin) and establish the role of GEF interventionsin that area

24.  Asfa asorganizational/procedural issues are concerned, the following subject has been
identified for evaluations:

Incremental cost calculation (FY06). Severd GEF M&E evauations, including OPS2,
have called for a study on the use of incrementa cost. OME proposes to do a short and
focused eva uation of how incrementa cost ca culations have been undertaken in GEF
projects and what can be learned from the application of the methodology so far. It will



build on findings from the existing program studies and draw on expertise on
methodological issues from within or outsde the GEF family.

Regional and global projects (FY08). These types of project are atrademark of the
GEF. The GEF hasinvested substantia fundsin the 170 regiona projects (just over $1
billion) and in the dlose to 100 globa projects (about $740 million). These modalities
have never been evaluated as a group so it will add to the coverage. There are severa
methodologica issues that need to be resolved but there should be strong interest from the
devel opment community. This evauation will take into consideration the proposed specia
study conducted by the GEF Secretariat on umbrella projects.

25.  All evauations conducted by OME will begin by developing an gpproach paper and TORS.
These documents will be shared with relevant GEF partners, in particular the GEF Secretariat and the
| As operations and evaluation departments, for interna discussions before they are posted in OME's
website for public comments. OME will, asfar as possble, be responsive to additional and specific
requests for evauations on specific issues from Council or other GEF partners.

Monitoring

26.  OME will increasingly play an oversght and vaidation role for the incorporation of GEF
concernsin M&E systems put in place by the GEF Secretariat and Implementing and Executing
Agencies. Therefore, itsrole will shift from one of monitoring projects and portfolio to oversight of
monitoring syslems. Thiswill be done through closer work with the GEF partners to develop greater
consistency and comparability of information reported, building as much as possible on exigting systems
to support mainstreaming and to prevent duplication of efforts. In addition to working with the IAs and
EAs GEF coordination units, OME will dso work with evauation offices of the IAs.

27.  Whiledifferent agencies will require different levels of effort from OME, it is anticipated that in
most of the aspects to be addressed there will be a need for ahigh “up front” investment of time and
resources by OME, some cases requiring specid reviews assessing systems and the devel opment of
guidelines. As part of the Monitoring Program for FY 06-09, OME proposes to take-on the following
isues

Development and strengthening of program indicator sysemsin partnership with IAs and
the GEF Secretariat. Program indicator systems need to be developed for POPs, land
degradation, integrated ecosystems and capacity building. Indicators for biodiversity,
climate change and internationa waters need to be updated and strengthened.

Mainstreaming of GEF concernsin A and EA internd reviews and feedback systems,
including rating criteriaand practices, establishment and enhancement of “Projects at risk”
system, development of TORs for fina evauations, and sdection of evduators.



28. GEF Annual Performance Review. OME will annudly prepare the GEF performance
review, which is the follow-up to the Project Performance Report. The Annua Performance Review
for 2004 is presented to Council at this meeting. OME will review and report to Council annudly (at
the May or June Council) on four aspects of GEF performance:

Accomplishments reported by Termina Evauations and other evauations. This conssts
of asummary and an assessment of the results reported in termind eva uations reviewed
by OME each year, as well as any additiona assessmentsin evauationsin the GEF.

Progress of implementation of Council recommendations. This report will assessthe
follow-up of recommendeations approved by the Council.

Qudlity of termind evauations reviewed by OME each year.
Quadity of M & E systemsin the GEF.

Consaultative Process

29. As recommended by Council, the new M&E policy and divison of [abor will be informed by a
series of conaultations with various GEF internd and externd partners on arationdization of M& E
toals; discussions with evauative bodies of expertise; collaborative reviews of policies and practices,
brainstorming workshops to develop new approaches, and surveys of country stakeholder needs. Any
relevant Council decisons coming from OPS3 will also be taken into account. The draft GEF M&E
policy will be shared for review by the GEF M& E partners, tentatively during the third quarter of 2005
and presentation to the next GEF Coundil. It is expected that a certain level of consultation will need to
be maintained in the coming years, in order to keep M & E in the GEF on adequate internationd levels
and to maintain minimum standards in the system.

K nowledge M anagement

30. OME isin the process of developing its strategy for knowledge sharing and feedback, linked to
the consultative process and to the proposed GEF Corporate knowledge management strategy. The
drategy will emphasize the role of OME in contributing independent and eva uative evidence to the GEF
repositories of knowledge. The approach is multi- pronged: (a) enhance integration with existing KM
system in the Agencies, (b) promote a culture of learning through better outreach to project and country
level by providing easily accessible learning products, and (c) promote the application of lessons learned
arisng from GEF evduations through a targeted dissemination Strategy for evauation products.

Additional Ways of Interaction with Council

31l. TheTORsfor the GEF Office of M&E lays out the key principlesin the relationship between
OME and the GEF Council. Thisrelationship isabasic dement of the independence of OME but
needs to be further defined. To date this relationship has been based on very short interactions during
Council meetings. Council members have expressed their discontent with the short time frame given to
M&E issues during Council meetings. Although this hasimproved in the lagt few sessons (and M&E is
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now dlocated dmost afull day in the June 2005 session), OME will explore additiona ways of
interacting with Council. OME proposes to prepare a paper for the November 2005 Council meeting
laying out some options. For example, and following the World Bank, UNDP and IFAD modd, a
gpecid committee on M& E could be formed out of Council members. A second option would be to
gppoint a more permanent Council co-chair, who could act asadirect link of the Director of Monitoring
and Evauation to the Council between sessions. Another example could be to explore the possibility to
have a gpecid M& E consultation meeting (2-3 days) with Council members a a different time than
Council meetings 0 OME can discuss with more time and detail the work conducted. This meeting
could take place for example in a country where a country portfolio review istaking place, coinciding
with the find meeting between OME and the country counterparts. Council members could have afirst
hand opportunity to see the work of the GEF on the ground.

Fourth Overall Performance Study (OP$4)

32.  The GEF has undergone three independent eval uations (including the one for the Filot Phasein
1993, OPSL in 1997 and OPS2 in 2001 and it is finalizing the fourth one, OPS3 (2005). Each of these
evauations contributed to the decison-making processes of the GEF Replenishment and Assembly. Itis
expected that Council will request the fourth Overall Performance Study (OP4) sometimein FY 09 to
be completed in FY 10 to contribute to the Fifth Replenishment of the GEF. The TORsfor the GEF
Office of M& E requires that OME arranges for this comprehensive externa study, which should
address overriding issues like globa impact and benefits of GEF programs, as well asthe
gppropriateness of the GEF s indtitutiond arrangements, policies, srategies, program s and priorities.
The content of OP34, in specific terms, will be decided at alater time. OME proposes that OPS4 is
managed and implemented by the independent GEF Office of M& E, which by FY 09 will have afull
complement of gaff that could conduct this high profile evauation. To insure the independence, to
indude externa views, and to assigt this complex evauation OME will contract high level evaluators and
technica experts. Having OPS4 managed and implemented by OME will create savings of up to
$1,000,000 by reducing duplications of work that take place between OME of M&E and an outside
firm.

Special Initiatives

Evauation of GEF support to the implementation of the Cartagena Protocol (Biosafety)

33.  AtitsNovember 2004 meeting, the GEF Council requested the OME to undertake an
evauation of the ectivities financed under the initid strategy approved by the Council in May 2000 for
assisting countries to prepare for the entry into force of the Cartagena Protocol. These activities total
about $47.66 million in GEF support, induding: a Filot Biosafety Enabling Activity project ($2.7
million)*, Preparation of National Biosafety Frameworks (NBF) ($ 31.2 million to support about 120
countries), Implementations of NBF for 12 countries ($9.16 million), and Capecity Building for
Participation in Biosafety Clearing House ($4.6 million).

! Not included in this evaluation.



34.  Theevdudion'sman objective is to evaduate the efficiency, effectiveness and rdevance of the
GEF sinitid support srategy. The evauation amsfirgt and foremost to enable decison making in the
GEF Council on biosafety activities. The Terms of Reference for the evauation can be accessed through
OME swebpage. The focuswill be on four key questions:

1) Isthe GEF support consistent with the Cartagena Protocol, conducted in away that takes
into account the needs of the recipient countries and isit of sufficient professond quality?

2)  Issupport to capacity development efforts, including stakeholder involvement and regiond
collaboration, relevant and effective?

3)  What progress has been made in countries on building the requisite capacities towards
their raification and implementation of the Cartagena protocol ?

4)  Arethe moddities and gpproaches of the GEF support effective and efficient compared
to smilar projects?

35.  TheEvduation will be carried out by two teams of consultants. The first team which addresses
part of question 1 will assessthe qudity of the toolkits used for the NBF Development project through
the use of the Delphi method (a review method for mapping various opinions and exploring further the
attitudes of the respondents). Feedback will be sought from apand of 10 experts and between 50 to
150 respondents, representing various stakehol ders (governments, the biotechnology industry, NGOs,
academia and other internationa donors within biosafety). The second evaluation team addresses the
three remaining issues. GEF s achievements within cgpacity development; the countries progress
towards ratification and implementation of the Cartagena Protocol and the cogt- effectiveness of the
GEF program approaches. Thisteam has selected a representative sample of 21 countrieswhich arein
different stages of developing and implementing the process of preparing their NBFs.

36.  Theevaduation sarted in January 2005 with the development of the TORs, selection of
consultants, developmert of methodol ogies and identification of countries to be studied.? 1t is expected
that the country reviews will be completed by August 2006. The find draft report will be submitted to
the November 2005 Council meseting.

37.  Sncethisevauation was specificaly requested by the Council, it is proposed that the GEF
Council approves additional funding over the FY 06 budget towards mesting part of the costs of this
evauation (detalls are included in Table 4).

Joint Bvauation the GEF activities and moddities

38.  Attherequest of Council, the GEF Office of M&E launched a process of consultation with
GEF partnersto develop a new GEF Monitoring and Evauation policy that reflects the highest
internationa standards and best practices in monitoring and evauation of GEF activities. Asafirst step,
a brainstorming workshop in January 2005 brought together evauation experts and monitoring
practitioners and managers from the three Implementing agencies (1As), the executing agencies (EAS),

% The cost of the activities so far have been covered by the OME'’ s contingency budget approved by Council in
November 2005.
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the GEF Secretariat and OME. The Workshop identified the need for an evauation of GEF-related
programming processes, including various programming moddities and fee system-related issues, and
proposed that this evauation should be ajoint endeavor.

39.  Theproposed Specid Initiative responds to that decison. The Terms of Reference for this
evauation are not yet finished since they need to be discussed with the other partners. The following
issues are identified as potentia aspects to be evaluated (afull Approach Paper is available at the GEF
OME web site):

The current project cycle, possibly covering:

identify to what extent the project cycle isresponding to its underlying rationae or
objectives, such as quality, timeliness, accountability etc. in its various phases,
with specia attention on the areas where stakeholders perceive that there are
delays or complex requirements.

the divison of labor between the various stakeholders involved in the GEF activity
development and implementation, both at nationa and centra levds, within the
context of nationa programming.

opportunities for greater integration between GEF approaches and the modalities
and cycles of the Agencies, to identify ways of bringing transaction costs down.

The key current GEF operational moddlities: full-Sze-projects, medium-sized projects,
enabling activities, and smdl-grants program, to anayze whether the GEF has the most
appropriate ingruments to deliver onits gods.

The evauation will gpply the OECD-DAC evduation criteria, in particular Relevance,
Efficiency, and Effectiveness.

40. Given the large range and complexity of the evauation subject, different gpproaches, with
variations thereof, can be considered:

A large, treditiond joint evauation, with useof externd consultants,, In this case, the
evauation might consst of a number of different desk reviews; separate studies of sub-
themes, and desk reviews and fidd vidts.

A participatory benchmarking approach, in the style of joint exercise or areview. This
option would depend on more sdf-assessments by the participating agencies and peer
reviews.

41. Irrespective of option, the evaluation is likely to use acombination of literature review on
policies, procedures, practices and requirements of the GEF and Agencies, desk-assessment portfolio
reviews, surveys of country clients, GEF and Agency partner staff and project staff; and fidd-work in
select countries.
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42.  Thebudgetary needs for funding will be determined once the methodology and design are clear
(aproposa is presented below in Table 4). It is expected that partner agencies will provide co-funding
ether in cash, conaultants or in-kind.

43.  Thelessonsfrom the conduct of the joint evauation will inform the development of the new
M&E policy. Key evauation stepsinclude;

An approach paper circulated for comments to concerned M& E partners and findized by
mid 2005.

The Terms of Reference to be devel oped and reviewed based on the Approach Paper,
and discussed in a planning workshop, tentatively early autumn.

Launch of the evauation by autumn 2005, with a possible Inception Report .

Interim products and reports, to be further determined in the Inception report, such as
sdf-assessments, surveys etc.
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Table 1. GEF Office of Monitoring and Evaluation Activities and I mplementation Timeframe

Activity FYO6 FYO7 FYO8 FYO09

Evaluations

Program Studies - Climate Change: OP7 - Biodiversity
- International Waters: - Climate Change
OP10 - International Waters
- Ozone Program
- POPs
- Land Degradation
Country portfolio and impact | Approach papers 2 countries 3 countries
evaluations 1 country 2 impacts 1 impact
1 impact
Cross-cutting/thematic Capacity Building, including CDW and EAs
issues
Approach Replication/catalytic role of GEF
paper on
replication

Indigenous people

Institutional and procedural - Incremental cost calculations - Regional and global
issues projects

Monitoring

Program Indicators Land degradation and To be decided To be decided
international waters

Mainstreaming GEF concerns

Annual Performance Report

Consultative Process

Knowledge Mgt.

Additional ways of
Interaction with Council

OPS3 follow-up

OPS4

Special Initiatives - Biosafety

- Joint Evaluation of project cycle, modalities
and M&E systems
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GEF OFFICEOF M & E BUDGET FOR FY 06-09

44.  Thefour year rolling budget is presented here fully independent and separate from the GEF
Corporate budget, dthough it remains closdly interlinked with it. OME'’ s budget is based on the
proposed work program’s output and activity; this means that any changes to the budget will have a
direct impact on the deliverables and on the capacity of OME to perform as an independent office
of evauation. The budget was estimated using relative modest cost factors for different types of
activities and outputs based on past experiences and internationa standards of evauations. Sdaries
and benefits for regular staff and consultants, travel and general operationa costs respond directly to
World Bank rules, regulations and norms. Therefore, areduction in the budget will imply a
reduction of outputs and activities. More money in the budget will provide Council with more
outputs.

45.  Theman dementsfor the cost caculations are the current budget estimates for atypica
program study, thematic review, country review and impact evauation. The estimates for the
country reviews and impact evaluations may be changed once the approach papers have been
written and once afirst pilot has been run.®

Program Studies $ 200,000 based on one year study; consultants fees & travel
Thematic Review $ 200,000 based on one year study; consultants fees & travel
Country Reviews $ 60,000 4-months study; consultants fees & travel

Impact Evaluations $ 50,000 per project in a cluster study

46. It is proposed that the FY 08 budget creates a new basdline for determining future budgets
for OME rather than comparing it with FY 05. The fiscd years FY 06 and FY 07 will be used to
gradudly approach this basdline without drastic changes and taking into account learning processes
within the Office on new forms of evauation, as well as the Consultative Process with the GEF
evaluation partners to creste cost-reducing opportunities and recommendations made by the
replenishment process.

47.  Thechangeinlevd of budgeting isfully judtified in the light of international experiences with
independent evauation and in view of the level of dlocations and disbursements in the GEF. The
new basdine would be about $ 3.5 million in FY 08, which islow compared to the evauation
budget of asmilar complex globa program, UNAIDS, which has an annud evauation budget of $
8 million, and is reasonable compared to the evauation budget of the independent Eval uation Office
of IFAD, which runs around $ 4 million annualy.

48.  Althoughit isdifficult to relate the evaluation budget to funding of operations (dlocation,
commitment or disbursement), any caculation leads to the conclusion that the budget increase is
fully judtified in terms of increases over the years in funding and expected increases in the years to
come. For example, if the annua disbursements of the GEF are extrapolated over the coming years

% Cost of administration and regular staff are not included since they are included in the cost of running OME.
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in aconsarvative way, S0 thet tota disbursements of the GEF would approach $ 5 billion at the end
of FY 09, the budget of M & E will remain a the level of gpproximately 0.6 % of annud
disbursements. Smilarly, the budget has remained a 0.3 % of the annua work program dlocations,
and depending on the level of replenishment of the GEF, this should aso be the expected level of
the budget over the coming years.

49.  Thismeansthat rdatively no money will be diverged from actud spending in recipient
countries to M& E. This has been an important issue in the Assembly discussonsin Bejing and is
thus a strong incentive for the OME to keep the budget at alevel which isfully justified.

50. In addition, many changes have occurred in the last year within OME itsdf (i.e., expanded
terms of reference, full independence, appointment of a Director) and in the GEF (i.e., addition of
new GEF partners, new foca aress, etc.) making a comparison with FY 05 less meaningful. For
example, it was recognized by the Council that the FY 05 budget was afirgt approximation of what
the actud cost of running an independent evaduation office would be and that the budget would be
revised when the new Director was fully onboard. There are a score of evauation and monitoring
activities that continue from previous years, but many new areas of activities have also been included
in OME smandate. For example, because of itsindependence, OME will need to establish itsown
ingtitutiond reations, spend more on knowledge management and on its reation with Council.

51. More specificaly, awide variety of reasons have been identified which call for a substantia
increase in investments in monitoring and evaudion in the GEF:

The Council has decided to upgrade the GEF Office of M&E to a higher leve of
independence and has mandated OME to undertake new tasks and to set in motion a
process leading to a new GEF M&E poalicy.

The GEF Office of M&E needsto be devated to internationa standards of smilar
eva uation office/departments.

The GEF has adopted new Foca Areas, Operationa Programs and Strategic
Priorities and new cross-cuiting policies and modalities of operation, which will need
to be evauated when they become implemented and start to produce results;

Theincluson of saven Executing Agencies in the GEF family cdl for an increesing role
of OME in gathering evidence of GEF results that cannot be aggregated on the basis
of evauative evidence of the M& E systems of the IAsand EAs. Furthermore, the
increasing number of agencies cdl for increased transaction costs for mainstreaming
GEF M&E concernsin the lAsand EAs.

Various exigting Foca Areas, Operational Programs and cross-cutting policies and
modalities of operation have not been evauated in-depth in the past. OME dso
proposes to implement new evauation and monitoring modalities (i.e., country
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52.

portfolio reviews, impact evauations, joint evauations, enhanced interaction with
Council, etc.) that have not been done before.

Given the independence and new relationship with Council, there will be aneed for
more direct and active interaction with Council, through, as proposed in the previous
pages, soecid meetings and more extensive reporting.

The approva of the Resource Allocation Framework (RAF) will require specific
follow-up, monitoring and evauation from OME. Since the RAF has not been
approved OME' s program and budget does not include a provison yet on how the
monitoring and evaluation will be done.

Adminigtrative costs that used to be paid from the GEF Corporate budget are now
included in OME'’ s budget (i.e., costs of equipment, office space). Other
adminigrative cogts, suchas T support and budgeting may have to be shared with the
GEF Secretariat. Furthermore, it is expected that in the future this adminisirative costs
may go up given the increase in activities.

On the other hand, severa of the activities proposed by OME will produce efficienciesin

the system with the potentid of cost savings:

53.

The interaction with other eva uation departments of 1As and EAs will potentidly leed
to savingsin the longer run, when GEF concerns and minimum standards are
increasingly taken into account by these offices.

The changing nature of OME' srole in monitoring from project and portfolio
monitoring to oversght and verification of M& E sysems. Thiswill lead to both direct
and indirect cost reductions. The SMPRs have been abandoned, which meansa
direct saving, and in the longer run more rdigble M & E systems will mean chegper
evauations and less need for evauations.

It is proposed that OP34 will be managed and implemented by OME, cresting
savings since it will be part of OME’s FY 09 budget instead of an additiona and
separate fund.

Some of the proposed activitieswill attract contribution from other M&E offices.

OME will explore the possihility of recruiting Junior Professond Officers with funding
from donors.

The budget is presented in Table 2 following the proposed activities and tasks, and

dternately in Table 3 following the GEF Corporate budget categories.
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54. Council is requested to approve the proposed budget for FY 06, presented below.
Regarding FY 07 through FY 09, OME proposes to prepare annua budgets for Council
congderation and gpprova in each May mesting.

PRIORITIES, OBJECTIVESAND DELIVERABLESFOR 2006

55. In FY 06, OME proposes to concentrate its work on completing the following main core
tasks: (1) two cross-cuttingthematic Sudies: capacity building and incremental cost calculations, (2)
monitoring program; (3) knowledge management and (4) follow-up with OPS3 and the Loca
Benefits Study. Taking on board recommendations from Council and according to OME' s TORS,
OME proposes, on apilot bass, to add two new evauation modalities during FY 06, country
portfolio reviews and impact evauations, to develop new modes of interaction with Council and to
continue the consultative process with GEF partners. These pilot activities will be tested during

FY 06, and then if they are judged appropriate will be incorporated into the regular budget in the
following years. Findly, OME s program for FY 06 will include two specia studies: an evaluation of
the GEF support to Biosafety and ajoint eval uation with GEF partners of the GEF processes.
Since they will be conducted as one time activities they should not be part of the core tasks of
OME.

56.  Specificdly, if Council approvesthe full proposed budget and Specid Initiatives, the
fallowing activities will be fully implemented and if possible completed by the end of FY 06 (the
specific descriptions are presented in the previous section):

Evaluation Program

Thematic Study on GEF capacity building initiatives and programs, including
issues such as the GEF Enabling Activities, Foca Points support program, the
Country Dialogue Workshops program, activities of selected projects and the
development of indicators. There may be some overrun into FY 07.

Study on the Incrementa Cost Cdculations

Country portfolio reviews and impact eva uations (approach paper and at least
one pilot in each category). There may be some overruninto FY07.

Monitoring Program

Assigt the GEF Secretariat and 1As with program indicators for land
degradation and follow-up on internationa waters indicators.

Maingtreaming of GEF concernsin IAsand EAsinterna reviews and feedback.
GEF Annud Performance Review.

Recurring activities

Knowledge management
Interaction with Council

* Indicators for capacity building will be developed under the thematic study on this subject.
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Consultative Process
Management
Cross-support to GEF partnersinditutions.

Staff

Director, five senior evauators, one knowledge management specidist, one
business management specidist, and one administrative assigtant.> This
arangement is Smilar to the present one with additiond incorporation of the
knowledge and business management tasks within the core staff of the OME.
Presently these tasks are partidly completed by consultants but they need
regular status to be able to access fully the World Bank adminidirative
processes. The two new members do not increase the total budget of OME.

Special Initiatives

Thematic Study on GEF support to Biosafety
Ingtitutional and Procedurd Issues: Joint evauation of GEF processes

FY 06 Budget

57.  Tobeableto ddiver the work program for FY 06 described above OME will require
$2,821,975 for the core and pilot tasks and two additiona Specia Initiatives for $350,000
(biosafety) and $150,000 (joint evauation). Any changes to the budget will imply that Council will
need to decide which outputs should be cut. To facilitate this analys's, the budget is presented
according to outputs and according to core budget, pilot activities and Specid Initiatives. OME
budget will be the core budget plus pilot activities. The additiona Specid Initiatives are consdered
asannua activities and should not be included in the OME core budget.

58.  All output cogts are cost constant throughout the four year period (i.e., athematic study is
estimated to cost the samein FY06 asin FY(08). Itemsthat recelve annud increases, staff sdaries
and bendfits, office gpace, communications and publications, for example, recelve increase at the
rate of inflation or just above. The cost of monitoring activitiesis estimated to diminish throughout
the period since they will become streamlined.

59. OME will actively pursue opportunities for co-financing of evauations. For example, the
two Specid Intiatives requested (biosafety and the joint evaluation) are good candidates for
internationa collaboration. The budget for the Specid Initiativesis presented in Table 4.

® Additional consultants for short and long-term assignments will be contracted to supplement the skills and
expertise of the GEF OME staff as needed.
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Table 2. FY06-09 Budget according to activities and tasks
(gray cells are considered pilot activitiesfor the first two years and then are incorporated into the core

budget for the rest of the period).

Activity/Task

Estimate (to be revised each year)

FYO6 FYO7 FY08 FY09
# of $ # of $ # of $ $
Evaluation program
Program Studies - - 2 200,000 6 880,000 -—
Thematic Studies 1 200,000 2 350,000 --- - ---
Country Reviews and 2 110,000 4 220,000 4 230,000 -—
Impact Evaluations
Institutional and 1 100,000 1 200,000 --- ———- ---
procedural issues
Follow-ups to evaluations 63,000 - - -
Monitoring Program 180,000 165,000 165,000 105,000
Consultative Process 25,000 25,000 6,250 6,250
Knowledge Management 125,000 125,000 125,000 125,000
Additional ways to interact with 57,000 57,000 24,000 24,000
Council
OPS4 -—-- - 25,000 1,010,000
Staff salaries, benefits and travel 1,664,175 1,743,634 1,842,065 2,092,169
General Costs (offices space, 267,800 275,834 284,109 292,632
equipment, supplies,
communications, internal
computing, representation and
hospitality)
Publications, media, web and 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
external outreach
Total Core Budget 2,629,975 2,946,468 3,611,424 3,685,051
(does not include pilot
activities in gray)
Total Pilot Activities 192,000 445,000 - -—
Total GEF Office of M&E 2,821,975 3,391,468 3,611,424 3,685,051
] ) 2%
Proposed increase -22% -6% baseline Including the

cost of OPS4
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Table 3. FY06-09 budget according to expense categories

Expense Categories FYO06 for | Estimate (to be revised on a yearly basis)
Council
approval FYO07 FYO08 FY09
Staff Costs 1,664,175 1,743,634 1,842,065 | 2,902,169
Salary and Benefits 1,589,175 1,668,634 1,752,065 | 1,997,169
Travel 60,000 60,000 70,000 70,000
Training 15,000 15,000 20,000 25,000
Consultants® 745,000 1,342,000 1,455,250 | 1,270,250
Fees (long-term) 67,000 N/A N/A N/A
Fees (short-term) 535,500 N/A N/A N/A
Travel 142,500 N/A N/A N/A
Council Costs 0 0 0 0
Council meetings 0 0 0 0
Council travel 0 0 0 0
Contractual Services’ 115,000 N/A N/A N/A
Contracts with firms 115,000 N/A N/A N/A
Publications, Media, Web and 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000
External Outreach
General Operations 267,800 275,834 284,109 292,632
Office Space, equipment and 113,300 116,699 120,200 123,806
supplies
Communications & internal 144,200 148,526 152,982 157,571
computing
Representation and hospitality 10,300 10,609 10,927 11,255
Total 2,821,975 3,391,468 3,611,424 | 3,685,051

® Break down between long and short term is not yet known, specially for the later years.
" Some of the Consultant costs (fees and travel) will be allocated to firms but thisis not yet known.
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Table 4. Budgetsfor Special Initiatives FY 06

Expense Category FYO5(*) FYO6 Total

Biosafety Evaluation

Staff Costs — - e

Staff travel 28,000 15,000 43,000
Consultant Fees 65,000 151,600 216,600
Consultants Travel 39,000 63,800 102,800
Delphi Method 85,000 85,000
Contingencies 34,000 34,000

Total Biosafety Evaluation 132,000 349,400 481,400

Joint Evaluation of GEF activity cycle and
modalities

Staff Costs — —

Staff travel 20,000 20,000
Consultant Fees 70,000 70,000
Consultants Travel 20,000 20,000
Consultation mechanisms 25,000 25,000
Contingencies 15,000 15,000

Total Joint Evaluation 150,000 150,000

(*) paid in FY 05 from the Contingency budget approved by Council in November 2004.
Participation of GEF Secretariat, |As and EAs

60.  The other GEF partners will be requested to participate in the M& E program at
different levels depending on the activity or task and their comparative advantage. The financid
resources for their participation are included in the FY 06 GEF Corporate budget and are not
reflected in OME' s budget.
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ANNEX | : CRITERIA FOR PROGRAMMING
61. Thecriteriathat OME has adopted for programming purposes are the following:

Policy rdlevance — if asubject for evauation is regarded as important in GEF' s
policies on focal areas or cross-cutting issues, such a subject should receive a
higher priority than asubject which is not consdered important.

Fnancid weight — subjects which are receiving rdaively large amounts of funding
should receive higher priority than subjects which are funded with lesser amounts.

Stakeholder opinion and demand may be a good reason to give a subject priority,
wheress if the stakeholders object to an eva uation taking place, the climate may
not be conducive to learning.

Public and/or media debate — if asubject is“controversd” or being debated often
in the media, the GEF may want to give priority to an evauation on that subject in
order to be fully informed and ready for interaction with the media. Furthermore,
public debates often lead to questions in parliaments, for which Council members
may need to be prepared.

Evauation coverage — idedly the M& E programming should lead to the main
potentia subjects being evauated once every replenishment period — the extent to
which the evauation of these subjects would contribute to this coverage should be
taken into account.

Evduability — subjects may be “easy” to evaduate (when dataand evaluation
methodologies are available) or “difficult” (when neither data nor methodologies
are within easy reach). Some evauations may be more costly than the subject
they are evaluating, especialy when basdines need to be established podt-fact.

Internationa collaboration and “third party” information — if other evaluation
offices or departments are undertaking evauations which take GEF sinformation
needs into account and are executed in ardiable and valid manner, these
evauations may be used to enlarge the scope of the available information on
GEF sresults— and can be termed “third party” information, i.e. information
coming from athird party.® Furthermore, if through collaboration with other
evauation departments (1As, EAS, partner countries, NGOs, private sector)

eva uations can be carried out more chegply (through sharing costs) or with a
wider scope for the same price, this should be explored.

8 Third party refersin this case to a party which is not OME or the GEF Management (and through the GEF
Management the operational divisionsinvolved in GEF activities). Potentially, the independent evaluation
offices of the IAs and EAs could provide third party information, as well as independent eval uation
departments or units of other organizations, if they becomeinvolved in the evaluation of GEF activities.
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62.  These seven criteria cannot be aggregated into one overdl score. To givea
hypotheticad example, asubject may score high on severd criteria, but if on the “ evauability”
criterion it provesto be prohibitively expengve, it may be withdrawn nevertheless. On the other
hand the criteria help to make choices transparent, even if these choices till have to be
reasoned through before reaching a conclusion.

63. OME hasdeveloped amatrix of al potentid evauation subjects versus evauation
citeria Initsdf thisisan interesting exercise. Given various entry points into GEF policies and
portfolio, more than 95 potential eval uation subjects were identified by OME. These subjects
range from Operationd Programs and strategic priorities per Foca Area, to guiding principles,
Ccross-cutting issues, moddities of GEF interventions, organizationd/indtitutiona issues, country
portfolio, M& E issues and knowledge management. Many subdivisons can be made, and the
impresson may emerge that the GEF addresses too many issues at the same time.

64.  Thismatrix hasfirst been used to establish the coverage that was reached with
evauations over the past four years. Thisinformation isimportant in that it shows which areas
of GEF policy, strategies, programs and projects have been well covered in the past and which
aress have been relatively under evaluated. The following areas, issues and subjects can be
identified which have not been evauated in-depth or in their own right in the past four years.

Climate change: Operationd Program 7 has not been evaluated in-depth
Internationa Waters: Operationa Programs 10 has not been evaduated in-depth
Persgtent Organic Pollutants

In cross-cutting issues: cagpacity bulding and the Country Didogue Initiative; as
well asintdlectud property rights

Of moddlities of GEF interventions, the programmatic gpproach, partnerships and
globd “umbrdla’ projects have been rdatively under-evauated

Organizationd/ingtitutiona issues have not been the main focus of any one
evauation

Country portfolios have not yet been evaluated
Knowledge management in the GEF system.

65.  Thislist may create the impresson that the GEF has been under-evaduated in generd.
Although there is certainly room for improvement, evauations in the past four years have
covered awide range of issues, policies and programs. Y et with a growing portfolio and with
an increase in programs, strategic priorities and portfolios, it is clear that additiona staff and
budget are needed if in the coming four years the level of coverage has to be increased or hasto
reman & the samerdative leve.
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66. Some subjects for evauation are relatively new. They have been approved in recent
years and arein the process of implementation. Some Operationd Programs and al Strategic
Priorities were gpproved in the last four years. The following list will be taken into account in
the evaduation work plan:

Strategic Prioritiesin dl foca areas
Biodiversty: Operationd Program 13

Climate change: Operationd Program 11
International Waters: Operational Programs 10
Land degradation: Operationd Program 15

Variousindicators at program leve are rdatively new or even ill need to be
further developed.
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ANNEX |I: REVIEW OF ACHIEVEMENTSIN 2005

67.  Thefollowing paragraphs provide Council with abrief presentation on OME' s achievementsin
FY05. These achievements are measured against the proposas made in the M& E Work Plan for
FY 03-06 (GEF/C.21/12) and in the GEF Corporate Budget FY 05 (GEF/C.23/9).

68. During FY 05, OME experienced some very important changes, most importantly the
gppointment and the incorporation of the new Director, the approval by Council of the new eementsto
operationalize the independent nature of OME and the management of OPS3. Nevertheless, OME was
able to accomplish dl of its activitiesin atimely and high quality manner and even incorporate additiond
activities requested by Council.

Management of OPS3

69.  The GEF Office of M&E has been fully engaged in the management of the OPS3 process.
According to the OPS3 TORs and the request from GEF Council in November, 2005, OME has
provided oversght of the process, making sure that the TORs for OPS3 have been followed and has
ensured consstency and high qudity in the field work. After the World Bank’ s Operation Evauation
Department (OED) concluded the selection of the firm to conduct OPS3 (ICF Consulting) and the new
Director took office, OME of M&E negotiated and processed the contract. OPS3 began on
September 1, 2004. Since then, OME has been in consultation with the OPS3 team on avery regular
basis, providing them with relevant documents and information, has coordinated dl field vists and the
eight regiond consultation workshops, and has administered and supported the High Level Advisory
Pandl. The OPS3 team has produced monthly progress reports.

Evaluation

70.  The program studiesfor the three mgjor focal areas were completed in FY05. Following
Council ingtructions, GEF Secretariat and 1A s prepared management responsesto dl of them. Three
new mgor evaluations were carried out and completed during FY 05.

71. Loca benefits. Thelocd benefits sudy has completed itsintended 18 fieldwork studies and
posted their draft final reports on the GEF website. Detailed non-field reviews of afurther 25 projects
were prepared and circulated to Implementing Agencies for comments. Less detailed desk reviews and
summaries of Implementing Agency Termina Evauations of about 200 additiona projects, together with
the Project Documents for 20 newly-approved projects, were aso completed, to provide additiona
data. Aninitia draft report was produced and reviewed within OME. On the basis of thisinterna
review, additiond analyss was undertaken and has been fed into the preparation of the Find Report,
which is now nearing completion.

72.  OP12. The GEF Office of M&E conducted areview of GEF s Operationa Program 12,
Integrated Ecosystem Management. The review was contracted to the Internationa Center for Tropical
Agriculture (CIAT), based in Colombia. This study assessed the extent which the GEF has been able
to implement projects that adopt an integrated ecosystem agpproach with subgtantia interlinked and
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synergy among the GEF focad areas. A key purpose of thisreview was to provide information and
recommendations that might help the GEF to increase environmenta benefits by using this type of
approach. The study included a desk review that consisted of 38 projects and six PDFs-B, the andlyss
of GEF policies and severd OPs. The study team traveled to Washington, DC and New York to
interview gtaff from the GEF Secretariat, the World Bank, UNDP, and STAP members. UNEP staff
were interviewed viateleconference. A draft of the review was circulated among GEF indtitutions and a
workshop was held to discuss findings and recommendations in March 31, 2005. The study is
presented as Council document: GEF/ME/C.25/5.

73.  Project Cycle: Factors that affect elapsed time in GEF project preparation. OME conducted a
study to determine the length of preparation time of GEF projects from pipeline entry to effectiveness
and to assess the factors that contributed to delaysin project preparation. The purpose of the review
was to ascertain the magnitude of the elgpsed time preparation problem in GEF projects and to provide
information so that changes in the GEF projects preparation process addressed bottlenecks while at the
same time congdering quaity design issues. The review included an extensve desk review
complemented by interviews with staff from the GEF Secretariat, UNEP, UNDP and the World Bank.
A draft with preliminary findings was circulated in December 2004 and was discussed in the context of
the 2004 interagency meeting that took place in January 26, 2005. The findings, conclusions and
recommendations of this review have been included as a chapter in the 2004 GEF Annua Performance
Review.

74.  Atthereguest of Council, OME has started a mgor evauation on the efficiency, effectiveness
and relevance of the GEF sinitid support to the biosafety srategy. The evaduation will continuein
FY06. Thiswas an additiona task not included in OME' s gpproved program. The evauation conssts
of two parts. Thefirg part reviews the quality and usefulness of the Toolkits used for the development
of National Biosafety Frameworks in 120 countries. The second part assesses the effectiveness of
GEF s support and the progress made in assisted countries towards ratification and implementation of
the Cartagena Protocol. There will be country vigitsto 10 countries, non-field reviews of another 10
countries and interviews with other Members of the Parties to the Convention on Biologicd Diversity,
the GEF Secretariat, its Implementing Agencies and other biosafety donors. The reported will be
submitted for consderation at the GEF November 2005 Council mesting.

Monitoring

75. Council decided in November 2004 that the PPR report should be renamed to “ GEF Annuad
Performance Review.” Council is presented at this meeting with the first annua review,
GEF/ME/C25/1 Thisyear the GEF Annuad Performance Review concentrates on the andyss of the
quaity of Termina Evauations, the qudity of project’s M& E systems and presented in 1A termina
evauations and factors affecting eapsed time in the preparation of GEF projects. The report draws
from the review of 75 termina evauations that have been submitted to the GEF from January 2003 to
Jdune 2004. OME staff and consultants carried out reviews of terminal evaluations which were sent to
IAsfor comments. The task force and the January 2005 Interagency meeting discussed the preliminary

26



results of thisreview. Prior to itsfindization, OME sent the draft report for comment to dl GEF
agencies. Management responses are included in an annex of the Annua Performance Review.

76.  OME decided to discontinue the Specidly Managed Project Reviews. The main reason for this
cancdlation was its high demand on financid and human resources from dl involved, not only from
OME of M&E but dso from 1As, GEFSEC and projects. Although it was consdered a very good
modality to learn about the implementation of projectsit was determined that it was not cost-effective.
Summaries of each of the SMIPRs conducted this year are available in the GEF OME website.

77.  The GEF Office of M&E worked with the GEF Secretariat and | Asto findize the biodiversty
indicators for mainstreaming biodiversity into production sectors (GEF Biodiversity Strategic Priority 2).
In addition, a system has now been established where al new projects coming to the GEF Council for
approva will include a copy of the “tracking tools’ to measure effectiveness of protected areas and
maingtreaming of biodiversity into production sectors. Thiswill enhance the project basdlines. These
tools will be completed again for every project at midpoint and at project completion. In dimate
change, the current program indicators will be amended based on the recommendations from the
Climate Change program Study, with regard to globa impact, market transformation and portfolio
indicators.

78.  OME verified, as requested by Council, the achievements towards the GEF-3 targets. The
verification was presented to Council in November 2004.

Consultative Process

79.  OME launched the consultative process with a brainstorming workshop with rdevant GEF
monitoring and evaluation partners in January 2005, which united, for the first time, both evauation
experts, monitoring practitioners and managers from the three Implementing and the executing agencies,
the GEF Secretariat and OME of M&E.

80.  The partners have reached agreement on the need to establish “minimum standards’ for M&E in
line with best practice; making the participation of Agency evauation offices part of GEF M&E policy;
that GEF partners should increase and strengthen joint initiatives such as the planned joint evauation on
the activity cycle and moddities. The workshop aso recommended that OME of M& E should focuson
Evduation by transferring al responghbilities for monitoring to line departments, but continueto play a
role in quality assurance of the monitoring function.

81l.  The partners have also discussed the coverage of the M&E palicy, induding standards for
project-level monitoring and evauation; darifying roles and responghilities; joint evauation mechaniams,
the transfer of the monitoring role combined with providing advice and support to other partners on the
new divison of labor; knowledge and learning; and oversight.
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Knowledge Management and Dissemination

82.  Asapart of the strategy for knowledge sharing and feedback, OME has devel oped severa
learning products and reports, and isformulating a dissemination strategy. The three focd area program
gudiesin Biodiversty, Climate Change, and International Waters conducted in 2003-2004, have been
published and disseminated to Council members, Implementing Agencies, and other sakeholders as
hard copiesand CD ROMs. The studies are adso available on the GEF web Site.

83. OME of M&E coordinated four Specialy Managed Project Reviews (SMPRs) in 2004. These
reviews assess how GEF projects are implemented in conformity with project objectives and GEF
policies, and provide lessons on project design and implementation. OME has summarized the SMPR
questionnaires and produced informative reports which are disseminated on the GEF website.
Furthermore, OME has improved the M& E web pages to make them easier to access, read, and print.

FY 05 Budget and Estimated Expendituresfor OME

84. OME estimates that the gpproved 2005 budget and additiona contingent supplement of
$250,000 will cover the expenses of OME. The next table presents a comparison between the FY 05
approved budget and the FY 05 actual estimated expenses.

FY04 | Expense Category FY05 FYO05
Actual budget | Estimated
1,048,574 | Staff Costs 1,578,000 1,320,450
889,702 Salaries and Benefits 1,362,000 1,263,500
158,372 Travel 216,000 55,950
500 Training 0 1,000
806,493 | Consultant Costs 473,000 580,531
43,131 Fees (long-term) N/A 152,067
588,596 Fees (short-term) N/A 379,057
174,766 Travel N/A 49,407
0 | Council Costs 0 0

0 Logistics 0 0

0 Council Travel 0 0

0 NGO Consultations (logistics and travel) 0 0
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FY04 | Expense Category FYO05 FY05
Actual budget | Estimated
64,326 | Contractual Services 52,000 190,502
64,326 Contracts with firms 52,000 190,502
38,165 | Publications, Media, Web, and External Outreach N/A 25,960

|

203,597 | General Operations Costs 218,000 260,000
125,572 Office Space, Equipment and Supplies 113,000 110,000
72,988 Communications and Internal Computing 105,000 140,000
5,037 Representation and Hospitality N/A 10,000

Transfer from GEF Secretariat Corporate Budget 75,000
0 [ Contingencies 250,000 259,672
2,161,155 | Total Expenses 2,646,000 2,637,115
(3,845) | Over/(Under) Run 0 8,885

* Extraallocation to program studies applicable to FY 04 only
** Contingent and supplemental allocation applicableto FY 05 only
N/A Expenditure categories

85.  Council approved in November 2004, atemporary and contingent budget supplementa of
US$250,000 to support the consultative processinitiated and prepare for new activities. The
contingency budget was extremey useful and covered the cost of severd activities, mostly new and
additiond to the FY 05 approved program. As explained above the consultative process has been
initiated with a magjor meeting between OME and representatives from |As and EAS evauations and
operations departments. Asthefirgt tangible output of this meeting is the intent to conduct a joint
evauation on the GEF project cycle and GEF moddities. In addition, the contingency budget provided
funds to begin the preparations for the eval uation of the GEF biosafety program and the study on the
project cycle, requested by Council in November 2004 as an additiond task. It aso partialy covered
the cost of the new Director’svidtsto dl IAsand severd EAsin the process of learning more about the
GEF operations and procedures. Findly, this additiona funding helped in covering additiond activities
required to completing the Climate Change and International Waters Program Studies and the Local
Benefits Study that were not envisoned at the beginning of these very complex studies. Expenses were
just over $250,000.
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FY 05 Budget and Estimate Expendituresfor OPS3 Trust Fund

86.  Thefollowing table presents an accounting (budget vs. estimated by the end of year) of the
OPS3 Trust Fund approved by Council in May 2004 to conduct the OPS3 studly.

Table 5. OPS3 Budget and expensereport (according to budget approved in TORS).
Funds executed as of May 3, 2005

Items Budget Disbursed Estimated FYO6
(approved in (as of April (end of
TORS) 39, 2005) FYO5)

Item 1. OPS3 Independent Team 1,064,550 779,223 1,064,550 0

(fees, travel, daily living expenses,
administrative support)

Item 2. Other Consultants 176,000 176,000 176,000 0

(short term international experts and
local consultant fees)

Item 3. GEF M&E Unit 250,000 267,038 267,038 0]

(management, administrative support,

travel)

Item 4. Regional Workshops 210,000 186,642 186,642 0

Item 5. Translation, printing, 150,000 0 0 150,000

dissemination (*)

Sub-total 1,850,550 1,408,905 1,694,230 150,000

Contingency (10%) 185,055 58,025 182,080 0

Total 2,035,605 1,466,929 1,876,310 2,026,310
Balance 9,295

(*) Report will be published in FY 06
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