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INTRODUCTION

1 Various issues were raised and decisions were taken at the Council meeting in
November which the Office of Monitoring and Evaluation would like to report on. These are the
Consultative Process with partnersin the GEF Family on anew GEF M & E palicy, theloca
bendfits gudy isin its find stages before completion and a new eva uation on the GEF support
to the Cartagena protocol on biosafety.

2. Furthermore, thisis an opportunity to report on several changes that were put in place
after the Council meeting in November on which the Office is happy to report. First of dl, the
process of involving dl relevant stakeholders in evauations and to be as open and trangparent
as possible has led to the practice of publishing draft terms of reference of evauations on the
webgte. Thefirg evauation for which this was done was that of the GEF s support to the
Cartagena protocol on biosafety. As aresult, the Office recelved severa good and useful
comments and some inquiries. This step increases the trangparency with which the Office
operates and it potentially contributes to the qudity of the work that is being done.

3. Another step towards increased transparency was achieved when the Office succeeded
in publishing dl public termind evauations of GEF projectsin the GEF project database on the
internet. This means that any interested party can read and study these termind eva uations and
that the accountability of the GEF to the generd public has increased. The Office is happy to
report that the Implementing Agencies fully supported this move and actively disclosed these
evauations and made them available, in accordance with their internd disclosure policies.

4, Various discussions and consultations took place since November to discussthe
trandfer of the respongihbility for monitoring for management purposes to the Secretariat. While
this moveis ill underway, the Secretariat and the Implementing Agencies have a various
occasions assured the Office that they will continue to undertake the portfolio reviews that have
been the basis of the Project Performance Reviews in the past. The portfolio reviews on Fisca
Y ear 2004 have been published on the internet as information documents for Council.

5. The firgt substantia section of this progress report will focus on the Consultative
Process with GEF M & E partners. This process, while not finished yet, has led anongst others
to four important results.

The universa agreement that the GEF will establish minimum standards for evaluations
in the new GEF M & E palicy;

The incluson of the evduation departments of the Implementing and Executing Agencies
in the new GEF M & E palicy;

The proposd to undertake ajoint evauation of the GEF activity cycle and moddities,
with the objective to better integrate and mainstream the GEF into the cycles and
moddlities of the Implementing and Executing Agencies, and to increase the efficiency of
the activity cycle



The full membership of the UN Evauation Group, which involves the Office in further
discussions about the future of evaluation in the UN system.

6. Furthermore, two main recommendetions for the new GEF M & E policy were
formulated:

The Office should in future concentrate on evauation and concern itsdf with monitoring
only to the extent that it regularly reviews the qudity of existing monitoring systems,
monitoring as a management tool will need to be trandferred fully to the Secretariat and
Implementing and Executing Agencies.

A grong involvement of the evauation departmentsin efforts to increase learning and
knowledge sharing throughout the GEF-.

7. Asalagt point of information, the UN Evauation Group at its annud meeting in Rome a
the end of April, 2005, adopted norms and standards for eva uation. These norms and
standards include the issues that are of primary concern to the GEF, such as independence of
the evauation function, involvement of stakeholders, use of reliable data gathering and vaid
andydsis of data, and numerous other aspects of eva uations which can be incorporated in the
GEF minimum eva uation Sandards.

CONSULTATIVE PROCESS

8. In November 2004, the Council recommended that the Office of Monitoring and
Evauaion should initiate a process leading up to a new GEF monitoring and evauation palicy in
preparation for GEF4. The garting point for this exercise are the eements for anew GEF M &
E policy as contained in document GEF/ME/C.24/1, which were gpproved by Council. This
note presents a progress report on achievements to date and next steps. Some of the
consultations with GEF partners have dready resulted in new and coordinated initiativeswhich
are included in document GEF/ME/C.25/3 “Four Y ear Work Program and Budget”.

0. Based on the Office of Monitoring and Evauation misson statement of “Enhancing
globa environmenta benefits through excellence, independence and partnership in monitoring
and evaduation”, the November 2004 Council session agreed with the proposal's concerning:

The interaction between the Council and the Office of M&E;

The procedure for management responses to M& E reports, and for reporting on
follow-up of Council decisons on M&E reports;

The annual Project Performance Report to be transformed into an annud GEF
Performance Report; and

The start of a process of consultation with GEF partners to develop proposals for a
new divison of labor on M& E insruments.

10. The process of consultation with GEF partners has two main goas: (a) to review the
division of labor in monitoring and evauation within the GEF; and (b) to promote the highest



international standards and best practices in monitoring and evaluation of GEF activities. Thisis
in response to the terms of reference of the independent M& E unit that cal for further
improvement of monitoring and evauation in the GEF family. This collaborétive effort with the
evauation units, offices and departments of the GEF partners will identify best practices (i.e.
benchmark) in monitoring and evauating the specific issues that the GEF is concerned about,
and that will serve as“minimum M&E sandards’ within the GEF famiily.

11. Following the GEF Council decision, the process was launched with abrainsorming
workshop with relevant GEF monitoring and evauation partnersin January 2005. The
workshop brought together, for the first time, evauation experts, monitoring practitioners and
managers from the three Implementing agencies (1As), the executing agencies (EAS), the GEF
Secretariat and the GEFME.

12.  The participants discussed current practices and problemsin M&E, and agreed that:

The GEF should establish “ minimum standards’ for M& E that reflect best practice,
harmonization and smplification.

The responghilities for GEF monitoring should lie with operationd units. The GEFME
should focus on evauation and oversight, and consequently discontinue the use of
‘monitoring’ inits name,

Agency evauation offices should aso be part of the M& E system for GEF projects, to
enhance the combined capacity of the GEF system to effectively meet monitoring and
evauation needs.

The GEF partners should sirengthen joint initiatives, especidly for impact assessments
and country portfolio evauations.

A joint evauation of the GEF programming cycle and modalities should be undertaken.

13.  Theconsultative process so far hasled to the identification of various key issues that will
need to be addressed in the new GEF M & E policy:

The approaches to independently conducted evauation vary among the various
agencies and depend on the organizationa structure. Some agencies report directly to
their Boards, while others work independently but do not as yet have full organizationa
independence. Some agencies dso partly rey on self-assessments. A specific chalenge
is the independence and quality of commissioned and/or decentraized evauations.
Theissueof project evaluation presents great opportunities for network synergies and
possihilities for avoiding overlap. Two aspects are under discussion: (a) standards for
content and conduct of these evauations; and (b) responsibilities and standards for
quality assurance. Issues relate to the independence, frequency, comparability,
accessibility and qudity of project evauations, both for find evauations and for mid-
term reviews which tend to be seen as amonitoring tool.

The new mechanisms of evduations at country portfolio level and of impact will
benefit from the experiences of the partner agencies. Most GEF partners regularly
conduct country-leve performance evauations, with varying scope and coverage



(except for two agencies which do not have country programming). The current
approaches to impact assessments are more varied and depend, inter dia, on how
intended impact is defined within each agency. The methodology and approach of the
GEF Office of M&E will reflect good practicesin this area, and the possibilities of
expanding the scope of environmenta impact evaluation of various Agencies.

14. With the new divison of [abor in M&E, the Implementing Agencies will remain
responsble for monitoring on the project leve, the GEF Secretariat will assume the portfolio
monitoring function and the Office of M& E will focus on validation and oversght of M & E
systems across the GEF. Key issues to be addressed include:

Thisyear's Annual Performance Review (APR) is a step towards the Office's
reporting on its vaidation and oversght functions. The APR includes an account of
processes that affect accomplishment of results of GEF activities and the State of project
monitoring and evauation activities across the system. In the following years the APR
will be expanded to include an account of results of GEF activities and will incorporate
additiona performance indicators that will be devel oped.

The Office of M&E will dso provide the council with aM anagement Action Record
(MAR) that will provide acomprehensive view of the actions taken by management in
respond of previous evauations. The Office, in consultation with the [As and the
Secretariat, will present a proposal on how to shape the MAR.

The Office of M&E will continue to work with other GEF agencies to better define and
rationdize portfolio monitoring tools and processes as management instruments.

15.  Theproposed joint evaluation of the GEF process issues has been entered into the
work plan for FY 06. The partners have reviewed approach paper to the evauation to better
determine a scope with common factors and benefits, and interlinked processes such as UN
efforts to streamline procedures and practices. At the same time, the evauatiion will am to
provide timely ingghts into a range of emerging good practices in program modaities to
underpin any upcoming results dlocation framework for the GEF. The recent GEFME study on
factors that affect elapsed time in GEF project preparation, presented in the 2004 GEF Annua
Performance Review, will help determine evauation questions that require further andyss.

16.  Other opportunitiesfor joint activities have been identified, including support for the
planned GEF evaluation on replication and cataytic effect, for which the recent IFAD
evauation on its innovation mandate will be an important input when devel oping GEF gpproach
to evauating innovation and replication. IFAD has expressed interest in joining forces on the
issue of ng the capacity of the two organizations as promoter of innovations, including
what has been done to promote replication, as well as whether replication actually took place or
how that could be measured. Other agencies, such as UNCDF and an upcoming Dutch
Chinese evaduation of replication of Dutch invesmentsin China, also have a catalytic character
and may contribute lessons learned and experience.



17. A number of partners may beinterested in ajoint and broad evauation of Per sistent
Organic Pollutants (POPs). In particular, UNIDO, IFAD, FAO and the GEF are involved in
this pecific area. Such an evauation with joint partners would alow for more extensve
coverage of issuesthan if the evauation was undertaken for the GEF portfolio aone, thus
providing possible integrated and coordinated future directions of POPs and support in this
area.

18.  Within the OECD/DAC Network on Development Evauetion, the Office has
volunteered to be subject of a DAC-sponsored peer review as arepresentative of agloba
program. For the Office of Monitoring and Eval uation the assessment would potentialy help
srengthen the efforts to increase quality assurance of evauations, evauation policy and
programming. During the DAC meeting in Copenhagen, agreement was reached on how to go
forward with the acceptable pilot framework of this assessment of multilater al evauation
units.

19. Further to the workshop, extensive interaction with partners has taken place and will
continue in the coming months. Regular channels of consultation, with designated foca points,
have been established with the evauation offices. Bilateral consultationswith Agency
evaluation offices focused on sharing the respective eva uation agendas for coming years to
seek joint evaluation opportunities. These bilateral consultations took place with the evaluation
departments of the UNEP, UNDP and the World Bank, as well as with EBRD and the African
Development Bank. Further bilateral consultations are foreseen in the coming months with
UNIDO and the Asan Development Bank.

20. In some cases, agreement was reached to explore how to extend the coverage of GEF
projects as part of the agency’ s own environmenta evauation, or to involve the GEF Office of
M&E in future evauations. For example, the Annua Report of the UNDP Administrator on
Evduation 2004, states that “ The need for incorporating GEF-funded operations more closdy
into UNDP evauations at country and programme levels has been recognized as a priority for
2005.” In other cases, darity has been reached on the independent role of evauation in the
Agency. Severd agencies are currently in the process of developing and/or refining their
Agency’s evduation policy or strategy, thus providing excelent opportunities for synergies and
maximum integration with the GEF M&E palicy.

21. The process of establishing standards for monitoring and evauation is greatly benefiting
from two pardld initiatives (a) the recent DAC workshop on quality standards of evauations,
which concluded that donor assessments converge on amgority of criteria; and (b) the UN
Evauation Group (UNEG) work on minimum norms and standards in the UN system. The
UNEG, in which the GEF Office of M&E is an observer, approved a set of sandards and
norms at its April 2005 meeting. These norms apply to the five UN organizations that are GEF
implementing and executing agencies, and are aspirationd in thet they contain ambitious norms
for independence, professionalism and conduct of the evaluation function. They areto be
embedded, as gppropriate, in Agencies evauation policy or srategies.



22.  Thenext gepinthisprocessisthat UNEG will develop a peer review mechanism to
support the UN agencies in aspiring to the norms and standards. It is expected that the peer
reviews will first focus on issues which need to be addressed to reach the norms and standards
and later will deliver a professona “stamp of gpprova” to evauation departments and their
agencies which fully confirm to the norms and standards.

23. The UNEG partners dso discussed experiences and lessons learned that inform the
GEF current benchmarking and policy work, for example lessons in developing evduation
policy; in establishing indtitutional models for evauation; for country assessments and evauation
methodologies, practicesin joint evaduation; and RBM.

24.  To broaden the range of evauation cooperation partners and better reflect the recipient
country perspectives, the Office took part in the 1st Biennial Confer ence of the

I nter national Development Evaluators Association (IDEAS). The Conference highlighted
the problems that development evauators are facing in a changing world: (a) from aid evduation
to development evauation; (b) empowering exigting evauation capacity in developing countries,
(c) internationaly accepted principles, guiddines, norms and standards for the profession and
the work that we do. The conference established that many countries are building nationd
evauation sysems with various degrees of independence. However, these syssems are rardly
mandated to evauate aid or grant money coming into the country. This and other structurd
difficulties have consequences for the involvement of independent evauation capacity in the
country concerned in evauation of the GEF country portfolio. The Officeis exploring additiond
efforts to identify and interest loca eva uation capacity, and intends to work further with the
IDEAS and the GEF Foca Paintsin this regard.

25. Theinitid consultations with the GEF Scientific and Technical Advisory Pandl
indicate that STAP could assst the Office of M&E by (a) supporting specific evauation
exercises in which scientific factors are epecidly important, and (b) providing advice on future
eva uation methodology. Specific areas of common concern include impact assessments and
knowledge management. The possibilities for collaboration will be pursued in conjunctionwith
the STAP retreat in June 2005.

26. Initid consultations have been held with anumber of NGOs and the research
community, in particular lTUCN, the International Food Policy Research Indtitute (IFPRI) in
Washington, DC, and the Ingtitute of Development Studies in West Sussex, UK.

Next Steps

27.  Theissues aove will be debated and explored further in the consultative process. The
Office agrees with the OPS3 recommendation that the consultative process be formalized and
ingtitutiondized to creste acommunity of practice of M& E in the GEF. The periodicity of
mesetings and other permanent consultation mechanisms are being established in consultation
with the partners, and integrated into the new M&E policy. In addition, specific meetings
regarding joint evauations will be held with the rdlevant partners.



28.  After theseinitid discussons, the focus of the process will now shift to actud
benchmarking of M&E tools and processes. It will be based on collaborative reviews of
Agency policies and practices and internationa standards which the Office has completed, and
center around the key issues identified above.

29. Further discussionswith a broader set of stakeholders are needed, including surveys of
country stakeholder needs. In this regard, the Office will seek feedback on M& E concerns from
the GEF Operationd Focd Points and GEF Regionad NGO Focad Points. Identification of
country perspectives and harmonization possibilities are dso expected to emerge from other
Office activities such as country portfolio evaluaions. Broader discussionswith the research
community will be sought within the coming months, both on sandards and methodologiesin
environmental evauation, and actuad cooperation possibilities.

30.  Thedraft GEFME 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 Council in
November 2005. The policy should become operationaized through additiona guidance,
training, and dissemination and support as appropriate.

31.  Overthelast years, theinternationa donor and evauation communities have raised a
number of issues that has helped bring development evauation forward, such as managing for
development results, development effectiveness, MDGs and poverty, policies and
harmonization. However, the specific chalenges of results within the environmentd field, globaly
and locally, have not been at the forefront of public debate. The consultative process and the
M&E policy will provide the Office with a platform for promoting and strengthening accepted
gandards for environmenta evauation. In future, it may be of interest to organize an
internationa conference on evauation of environmentd issues, bringing together the range of
partnerships established by the Office with evaluation associations, the scientific and NGO
communities, donor and program countries. This possibility will be explored over the coming
year.

STUDY OF LOCAL BENEFAITSIN THE GEF PORTFOLIO — PROGRESS REPORT

32.  Thedudy of loca benefitsin the GEF portfolio was approved by Council in April 2003.
The study explores the nature of links between ataining globa environmental benefits and
generating loca benefits in GEF funded projects where these two kinds of benefits are
supposed to be achieved.

33. Prdiminary findings of the Loca Benefits Study on the biodiversity focal areawere
presented at the World Conservation Congress in Bangkok. Responses to this presentation
were used as an input into preparation of an overview of the key overdl findings emerging from
the study. This overview was discussed with the three study co-funders (Canada, Norway and
Sweden) and arevised verson was informally discussed with key stakeholdersin the World
Bank. The World Bank raised a number of issues relaing to the study, which it shared with
GEF Executive Coordinators in UNDP and UNEP. The Executive Coordinators requested a



meseting with the Director of the GEF Office of Monitoring and Evauation, a which their
concerns were discussed. As aresult of this meeting, the Loca Benefits Study Team committed
itsdlf to undertake arange of additional work to respond to the issues raised. It was also agreed
that the 1 As should be given an extended period of up to six weeks, in which to prepare a
Management Response to the Locad Benefits Study, in view of the comprehensive nature of the
evidence, andyss and potentid recommendations of the study.

34.  TheLBSteamis currently addressng the following key issues raised by the IAs:

The need for a clear exploration and anaysis of why and under what circumstances
GEF funds can be expended on activities desgned to promote “loca benefits’

The need to clearly outline the coverage of the study and the extent to which it provides
findings representative of the portfolio as awhole or a defined subset of the overal
portfolio

The nature and range of evidence (primary and secondary) gethered by the study and
the robustness of the analys's undertaken as a means of drawing conclusons and
formulating recommendetions.

35. In order to fully address the issues, the study team has undertaken a range of work
additiond to the requirements of the origind methodology and work plan, including:

an andysis of GEF and non-GEF budgeted financing of “loca benefit” and “stakeholder
involvement” activities

adetaled review of 123 Termind Evauations of GEF projects undertaken by the
implementing Agencies

additiond andysis and presentation of quantified information derived from the LBS desk
reviews of 132 projects, 25 non-field reviews and 18 fied studies.

36.  Theneed to undertake additionad work and to alow up to six weeks for a Management
Response made it impossible for the study to present its Final Report in time for the June 2005
Council. The Final Report, including the Management Responseto it, will therefore be
presented to the November 2005 Council.

EVALUATION OF GEF S SUPPORT TO THE CARTAGENA PROTOCOL ON BIOSAFETY

37.  Asrequested by the GEF Council, the GEF Office of Monitoring and Evauation
initiated in February 2005 an evauation of GEF s activities for asssting countries to prepare for
the entry into force and implementation of the Cartagena Protocol, under the Conventionon
Biologicd Diversity (CBD).

38.  TheTermsof Reference, whichis ble on the GEF web ste a www.theGEF.org,
focus on four key issues:



1) Theconsstency of GEF support with the Cartagena Protocol and the needs of the
countries,

2) Thereevance and effectiveness of GEF support to capacity development efforts;

3) Countries progress on building the requisite capacities towards their ratification and
implementation of the Cartagena Protocol;

4) The effectiveness and efficiency of the modalities and approaches of GEF support.

39.  Theevaudion covers activities to develop draft Nationa Biosafety Frameworks
(NBFs) in 130 countries and the efforts to implement such frameworks in 12 countries. It will
aso include assessments of initid plans for cgpacity building for the establishment of nationa
mechanismsto participate in the Biosafety Clearing House under the CBD in 50 countries.

40.  Thepodtions of evauation team members were announced on GEF s website and
through various networks connected to the GEF, its Implementing and Executing Agencies, as
well asregiond and nationa eva uation associations and research organizations. About 110
applications were received.

41.  Theevaudion isbeing carried out by two teams. One team, organized by the Free
Univergty of Amgerdam, the Netherlands, is conducting a Delphi study of the qudity and
usefulness of the UNEP/GEF Toolkits for the development of NBFs.

42.  Thiswork will congst of two phases. In the firgt phase the Free Univeraty will, in
cooperation with aPanel of about 11 selected experts, prepare a questionnaire customized for
selected respondents. The Pane members are recognized experts in the area of biotechnology
and biosafety, with a background in governments, the private sector, academia, NGOs and
donors in the biosafety area.

43. In the second phase, the Free University will seek responses to the questionnaire from a
group of somewhere between 50-150 find respondents. The respondents will be chosen to
represent five stakeholder groupsinvolved in the Cartagena Protocol — government, academia,
the biotechnology industry, NGOs and other biosafety donors. The respondents will be sdlected
from both developing and devel oped countries.

44, On the basis of the responses, the Free University will prepare a synthesis of the
responses, which will be sent back to the respondents with a request to indicate the extent to
which they agree withit, and to make changes— if any — in their own responses to the previous
questionnaire. After several research and feedback rounds the fina responses will be edited and
reported to the Office.

45, The second evauation team is addressing the remaining issues (2- 4). Itisinthe
process of conducting interviews with dl rdevant GEF entities, the CBD Secretariat and some
magor donorsin the biosafety area. Further, it will andlyze about 40 Nationa Biosafety
Framework documents which have recently been completed by the countries. 1t will aso gather
in-depth information from 21 sdected countries.



46. Field vigts of about aweek’ s duration have been started and will be continuing until
mid-July in Bahamas, Burkina Faso, China, Croatia, Ethiopia, Guatemaa, India, Mexico,
Morocco, Tgikistan and Uganda. The evduation team is planning non-field reviews of projects
in Botswana, Bulgaria, Chile, Colombia, Cuba, Lao PDR, Lebanon, Maaysa, Samoaand
Turkey.

47.  Thecountry vistswill entail meetings with the National Executing Agency, the Nationd
Project Coordinator, the Biosafety Nationa Focal Points, the GEF Focd Point, the National
Coordinating Committee and representatives of the Nationa Competent Authority, if any has
been named. The evauation team will also meet with technica expertsin risk assessment, risk
management and legd and/or policy issues, aswell as parliamentarians and politicians.

48. Further, the team will have focus group or individud interviews with project participants
representing non-governmenta stakeholders, like the private sector (the biotechnology industry,
farmers and traders organizations and unions), academics, NGOs and indigenous groups, if
relevant.

49.  Thefind draft report will be completed and submitted to the GEF Council by mid-
October 2005.
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