Review of the Global Environment Facility
Earth Fund

AUGUST 2011

1,' N

. e ‘ GLOBAL ENVIRONMENT FACILITY
Full Report u gef evaLuation ofrice






Global Environment Facility
Evaluation Office

Review of the
Global Environment
Facility Earth Fund

August 2011

(The main conclusions and recommendations of this
evaluation were presented to the GEF Council at its
November 2010 meeting.)

Evaluation Report No. 62



© 2011 Global Environment Facility Evaluation Office
1818 H Street, NW

Washington, DC 20433

Internet: www.gefeo.org

Email: gefeo@thegef.org

All rights reserved.

The findings, interpretations, and conclusions expressed herein are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views
of the GEF Council or the governments they represent.

The GEF Evaluation Office does not guarantee the accuracy of the data included in this work. The boundaries, colors, denomi-
nations, and other information shown on any map in this work do not imply any judgment on the part of the GEF concerning the

legal status of any territory or the endorsement or acceptance of such boundaries.

Rights and Permissions
The material in this work is copyrighted. Copying and/or transmitting portions or all of this work without permission may be a

violation of applicable law. The GEF encourages dissemination of its work and will normally grant permission promptly.

ISBN-10: 1-933992-35-2
ISBN-13: 978-1-933992-35-8

Credits
Director of the GEF Evaluation Office: Robert D. van den Berg

Team Leader and Task Manager: Claudio Volonté, Chief Evaluation Officer, GEF Evaluation Office

Editing and design: Ruth E. Thaler-Carter, Nita Congress
Cover photo: Businessman Holding Globe by Apple’s Eyes Studio

Evaluation Report No. 62

A FREE PUBLICATION


www.gefeo.org
mailto:gefeo@thegef.org

Contents

Foreword vii
Acknowledgments iX
Abbreviations X
1. Conclusions and Recommendations 1
1.1 INtroduction......c..ceeceeeeeeeevereurceereeemneuserensensnes 1
Limitations Of the REVIEW.......c.ccevuveiueeriieirireieieieieise ettt isessesssassas s isssssssssssassssssssssssssssssassassassnssns 2
1.2 ConcluSions.........cccuvueveevenerenevsncunevueceerenenane 2
1.3 RECOMMENAALIONS...eurvrrereiarireireieieiasiaeieieisesssaessssssisisssssssssssasiasssssssssssssssassssssssssssssssasssssssssossssasssssssss 6
2, Context and Evolution 9
2.1 The GEF and the Private Sector: Lessons Learned
2.2 From PPPI to Earth Fund...........c.cccuuuue.cc.c. .11
3. Implementation to Date 14
3.1 Engagement with the Private Sector: PPP and not PPP 15
3.2 CofinancCing ........iincinncisecincans .. 16
3.3 RefloOWS...uiviveiiiiiciieicieiieiiesiscsaesisenes 18
3.4 Relevance to the GEF Mandate.........ccccveeeeiririneineineunineieieineiseisssssssissssisssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss 18
3.5 Innovation, Replicability, and Scale-Up.......... 19
3.6 Earth Fund and Platform COompPetitiVENess.........c..cewueumvuiuneuerseruniuneierseraiisesessersscasessessersesssssossessns 20
3.7 Platform Cycle.......coevuveveevrerrernererrereiereeanens 21
3.8 Management.......inniinnienninennnns w24
3.9 Project Identification and Approval within Platforms 24
3.10 Monitoring and Evaluation ..................... .25
4. Engagement with the Private Sector 27
4.1 Earth Fund-Level Engagement.................... 27
4.2 Project-Level Engagement...........cccocuueeeee. .28




4.3 Demand for/Awareness of the Earth Fund...... 28
4.4 Positioning the Earth Fund in the Environmental Finance Arena............ceerneneinernennnee 29
4.5 Financial Expectations of the Earth Fund......... 29
5. Roles and Responsibilities 30
5.1 PrOPOSEA ROLES....cuuureieieieieieieieieieieieistististeisiseiseiseasssstas s sssssssssssassasissssssssssssssassassassssssssssassassassssoss 30
5.2 Roles in Practice.........cvewvevvvuevuevuevenevencrnecnnnes 32
Annexes
A. The Earth FUNd PIAtfOrmS .....c..ccoviimvmiuiieiiiiiieinieieierseiicisessesssssesessesssssssssessssssssssssosssssssssossosins 36
B.  INtervVIEWEES.....coovimrimiiiiiirinirineiscicisississnsensenns 50
C.  Management RESPONISE ........cuuivevemsiiiiiuninnianiseisiseieasississssssssssessssssssssssssssossssssssssosssssosssssssssssssossossssss 51
Bibliography 58
Tables
2.1 Development and Approval of the Earth Fund and Its Platforms 11
3.1 PlatfOrmm SEIUCHULE. .....ccuuienieieieiininieiieiciniieieiseisesaeisessesssasessessessssssssssssessssssssssssessssassssossosssssssssossosiss 14
3.2 Engagement with the Private Sector.................. 16
3.3 Cofinancing Proposed by Earth Fund Platforms .........c.cieierciniineienncnenersensecssesensenans 17
3.4 Relevance of Earth Fund Platforms to GEF Mandate 18
3.5 Platform Development TIMELNES.......c.ccvveeuerririreirrirririieieieiseiseissastssisissiseisssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss 22
3.6 Rejected Platforms .......ccvcveeveveceevveneeneenensenceeenenncs 23
3.7 Monitoring and Evaluation PIANS .........c..cciinieieieineiereiecieiessesiesisssessesssssssssessesssssssssessosses 26
A.1 Summary of Earth Fund Platforms as Presented in Approved Documents 37
A.2 Implementation Status of Earth Fund Platforms...........ccceeeueievneieveiniinereneinenenenssensesensenans 38
A.3 Status of IFC Earth Fund Platform Approved Projects as of August 31, 2010 39
A 4 Financing of IFC Earth Fund Platform: Ongoing Projects as of August 31, 2010..........ccccccevuueec. 41

vi

Review of the Global Environment Facility Earth Fund



Foreword

During the fifth replenishment period, the Global
Environment Facility (GEF) Council asked the GEF
Evaluation Office to review the Earth Fund and
assess Earth Fund activities implemented so far, as
well as report on the way the Earth Fund functions
and how it interacts with the private sector. Evalu-
ation of the fund’s effectiveness and results was not
requested, given the early state of implementation
of the fund and its platforms; the review focused
on the fund’s efficiency and relevance to the GEE.

This evaluation was conducted fully and indepen-
dently by the GEF Evaluation Office, with support
from the GEF Secretariat and the GEF Agencies,
governments, and civil society organizations
involved with the Earth Fund. It was carried out
from June to August 2010 by a team from the GEF
Evaluation Office, accompanied by an indepen-
dent consultant with experience in public-private
partnerships and the role of the private sector in
economic development, environmental protec-
tion, and renewable energy. It included several
areas of assessment:

e Compliance with Council decisions—the
extent to which the design, development, and
implementation of the Earth Fund responded
to GEF Council decisions

® Review of Earth Fund activities—a desktop
review of the Earth Fund and its implementa-
tion progress

e Engagement with the private sector—explo-
ration of engagement at different levels (Earth
Fund, platforms, and projects)

e Efficiency of the Earth Fund—efficiency of
the Earth Fund’s project cycle, and the roles and
responsibilities of different stakeholders

The review found that the Earth Fund did not live
up to expectations. It had several weaknesses, par-
ticularly with regard to direct engagement with
the private sector, which was the main purpose
of the Fund. It did not attract private funding at
the level necessary to achieve its stated purpose,
nor did it establish sufficient partnerships with the
private sector. It also experienced several issues
with regard to its management set-up, funding,
and learning mechanisms.

Despite these discrepancies, the objective and
work proposed by the platforms are consistent
with the GEF mandate and propose a reasonable
set of projects to be undertaken over the next four
years. Indeed, the review recognizes that the Earth
Fund may have an important role to play in rais-
ing GEF engagement with the private sector, if it
were revised for its second phase by addressing its
objectives, niche, market barriers, management,
and access to funding.

The review was presented at the GEF Council
meeting in November 2010. Upon reviewing the
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document, as well as the management response
from the GEF Secretariat and GEF Agencies, the
Council asked the Secretariat—in collaboration
with the GEF Agencies and representatives of
the private sector, foundations, and civil society
organizations—to prepare a revised strategy for
enhancing engagement with the private sector for
the May 2011 Council meeting. This strategy was
to provide a clear analysis of the gaps and oppor-
tunities for GEF activities, to secure good value for
GEF resources.

The GEF Evaluation Office would like to thank
all who collaborated with the review. The Office
remains fully responsible for the contents of this
report.

Rob van den Berg
Director, Evaluation Office
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1. Conclusions and Recommendations

1.1 Introduction

The Global Environment Facility (GEF) Earth
Fund is an expression of the GEF’s long-stand-
ing intent to engage more with the private sec-
tor, which has made its pilot phase of execution
a subject of intense interest despite the small size
of the fund. As a result, the policy paper for the
fifth GEF replenishment (GEF-5; 2010—14) nego-
tiations recommended that an evaluation of the
structure and operations of the Earth Fund be car-
ried out, following which the Council should con-
sider the proposal to further capitalize the Earth
Fund with additional resources (GEF 2010c). An
approach paper for the independent review of the
Earth Fund was completed by the GEF Evalua-
tion Office and circulated for comment (GEF EO
2010c). Following interviews with key stakehold-
ers in the GEF Secretariat and GEF Agencies, it
was concluded that, given the early state of imple-
mentation of the Earth Fund and its platforms, the
Office would conduct an independent review of
the efficiency and the relevance of the Fund to the
GEEF, rather than an evaluation of its effectiveness
and results.

The main objective of the review was to respond
to the request from the GEF-5 replenishment pro-
cess. The review aims to provide donors, Coun-
cil members, the GEF Secretariat, and other key
stakeholders with an assessment of the Earth Fund

activities implemented so far, as well as a report
on the way the Earth Fund functions and how it
interacts with the private sector.

The review focused on four key areas:

e Compliance with Council decisions. The
review assessed the extent to which the design,
development, and implementation of the Earth
Fund responded to Council decisions, particu-
larly those that established the Pilot Public-Pri-
vate Partnership Initiative (PPPI) and the Earth
Fund.

® Review of Earth Fund activities. The evalu-
ation team conducted a desktop review of the
various Earth Fund platforms and the projects
proposed for each of these platforms to report
on implementation progress.

® Engagement with the private sector. The
review explores and reports on the different
types of engagement the fund has developed
with the private sector at different levels: the
Earth Fund itself, its platforms, and its projects.

e Efficiency of the Earth Fund. The review
assessed two aspects of efficiency: (1) the
Earth Fund’s project cycle and (2) the roles and
responsibilities of different stakeholders.

The review used various methods and approaches,
including extensive consultations with key stake-



holders (see annex C for a list of people inter-
viewed) as well as desktop reviews of relevant
documentations (see the bibliography).

The review was conducted from June to August
2010 by a team of Evaluation Office staff and one
senior consultant with expertise in public-private
partnerships (PPPs) and the role of the private
sector in economic development, environmental
protection, and renewable energy. Information
was gathered through August 31, 2010.

Limitations of the Review

The review considered the context in which the
Earth Fund operated, focusing in particular on
the changes that took place within the GEF dur-
ing the time of the establishment of the Fund. The
development of the Earth Fund coincided with
the commencement of GEF-4 (2006—10), which
included several reforms and the implementa-
tion of a resource allocation system. Although
the review took full advantage of the findings and
conclusions from the Fourth Overall Performance
Study (OPS4), it did not conduct a full evaluation
of the impact of these changes on the develop-
ment of the Earth Fund.

Much of the history and implementation of the
Earth Fund, in particular negotiations surround-
ing the fund, is not well documented. Conse-
quently, it was challenging to piece the informa-
tion together from interviews, perceptions, and
available documents.

The review was not designed to collect or ana-
lyze the private sector’s perception or views of the
Earth Fund, or of the GEF. Though the evaluation
team interviewed a few of the private sector par-
ticipants in the Earth Fund and contacted a few
other representatives of the private sector who
are active in fields of the GEF mandate, this small

number of interviews should not be considered
to represent the views of the private sector as a
whole.

There has been limited implementation of the
platforms to date, with only the International
Finance Corporation (IFC) Earth Fund platform
having approved projects and allocated its Earth
Fund appropriation. All other platforms are in
the very early stages of implementation. There-
fore, the review could not report on results on the
ground.

The Evaluation Office decided early on in the
review process that it would not conduct an evalu-
ation of the broader GEF private sector strategies
prepared and approved by the Council. It was con-
sidered that this task would require a different set
of terms of reference and skills in the evaluation
team. Nevertheless, and as part of understand-
ing the context of the Earth Fund, the evaluation
team studied the approved GEF-5 private sector
strategy.

The review did not intend to conduct evalua-
tions of the platforms nor of their programs and
projects.

1.2 Conclusions

The Earth Fund was presented to the Coun-
cil as a catalyst for encouraging private sector
investments in environmental protection (GEF
2008e). A catalyst is to chemical processes as
an enzyme is to biological processes: the tem-
plates of both parties to the interaction must
fit together for the interaction to succeed. In
this analogy, “template” refers to organizational
structures and decision-making criteria and
processes. The Earth Fund (as established in
GEF-4) and the private sector have templates
that do not fit together well.

Review of the Global Environment Facility Earth Fund



Conclusion 1: The Earth Fund did not achieve
its purpose.

The Earth Fund did not attract private funding at
the level necessary to achieve its stated purpose,
nor did it establish sufficient partnerships with
the private sector. The platforms and projects
being proposed by the Earth Fund include roles
for private sector organizations—however, not
as initially expected. The pilot phase of the Earth
Fund has become more of a granting mechanism,
with all funds committed, and therefore cannot be
retracked to better engage the private sector.

Several factors have limited the achievement to
engage the private sector. For example, the objec-
tives of the Earth Fund were not derived from an
assessment of the GEF’s comparative advantage,
nor were they clearly articulated internally or
externally. There were weaknesses in the organi-
zational and administrative structure established
for the Earth Fund, particularly during imple-
mentation. Given the nature of the Earth Fund
as a pilot effort, the GEF Council, GEF manage-
ment, and the Earth Fund Board should have pro-
vided more follow-up and guidance, rather than
assuming that the GEF Secretariat had the skill
set, mindset, and networks required to make the
Earth Fund a success.

Because of both internal and external reasons, the
development of the Earth Fund from its inception
phase to its current status of full commitments
has been difficult. The most serious shortcoming
of the Earth Fund is that it did not live up to expec-
tations. However, this is not an indication that the
GEF should return to the drawing board. There
are many elements of the fund in its current shape
that can be incorporated into a second phase of
the Earth Fund. For that purpose, the recommen-
dations section focuses on changes that could be
made to the Earth Fund structure to allow it to

become an effective agent for engaging with the
private sector, particularly focusing on how cur-
rent obstacles can be removed and good elements
can be improved.

The GEF has often, in the past, dropped its efforts
to engage with the private sector for further reflec-
tionand to rethinkits approach. During GEF-5, the
Earth Fund should be reconstituted to learn from
past experiences to ensure that engagement with
the private sector is continued and—more impor-
tantly—enhanced. Because funding has been set
aside for a second phase of the Earth Fund, the
Evaluation Office proposes that the Council and
GEF Chief Executive Officer (CEO) consider the
following conclusions and recommendations,
which are aimed at making the second phase of
the Earth Fund a success by refocusing attention
on its original intent.

Conclusion 2: Although the Earth Fund was
intended and expected to be set up as a fund, it

over time became a granting mechanism.

Normally, there are legal and management struc-
tures in a fund that reflect responsibility, account-
ability, and procedures supporting the integrity of
the investment philosophy being pursued, as well
as protecting fiduciary responsibility. In the GEF
Earth Fund, ownership is not defined, and risks
and returns are not clearly allocated. Alignment
of economic interest and clarity of purpose are
needed to define workable investment regulations.

The characteristics that define a fund for the
establishment of partnerships with the private
sector disappeared or became GEF “business as
usual” The reasons for this are many and are partly
related to the influence of institutional charac-
teristics of the GEF itself, such as its lack of legal
status, which requires it to act indirectly through
others. The Council approved a project that left

1. Conclusions and Recommendations



several items open, but the GEF Secretariat did
not take full advantage of these—for example,
allowing any entity to become a platform manag-
ing agency for the Earth Fund if it fulfilled the GEF
fiduciary standards and the Council approved its
status. The GEF should have communicated the
administrative needs of the Earth Fund more
effectively to its GEF Agency partners.

Changing its name from the PPPI to the Earth
Fund created confusion. In the world of financ-
ing social and physical infrastructure, the term
“PPP” refers to ownership, execution, and finan-
cial structure and flows, whereas the term “fund”
implies that the Earth Fund as such was going to
make direct investments, act as a limited partner
in existing investment funds, or act as a fund of
funds. This is not a matter of semantics. A fund
can reasonably be expected to be financially self-
sustaining. It is more difficult, however, to make a
grant-making mechanism—which the Earth Fund
turned into—financially self-sustaining.

Relevant information on possible ways to make
a fund financially self-sustaining is available,
although on a different scale, through various
publications on the Climate Technology Fund
covering its governance framework; private sector
operational guidelines; and financing products,
terms, and review procedures for private sector
operations.

Conclusion 3: The Earth Fund committed the
allocated $50 million in five platforms in just
over two years, but did so by falling back on GEF

“business as usual.”

It took just over two years for the Earth Fund to
go from approval in May 2008 to CEO endorse-
ment of the fifth platform (expected by September
2010). This was accomplished primarily by rely-
ing heavily on business-as-usual practices, such as

moving two regular GEF projects into Earth Fund
platforms. Not all of the platforms envisioned in
the foundation documents survived the imple-
mentation process, which is to be expected. The
private sector has not shared responsibilities or
accountability, management was not visionary
and strategic, and administration has not been
adapted to meet Earth Fund needs.

The objectives and work proposed by the plat-
forms is, all in all, consistent with the GEF man-
date. The concept of Earth Fund platforms seems
to work, albeit not in the way originally intended.
The five platforms approved are within the GEF
mandate and propose a reasonable set of projects
to be undertaken over the next four years. How-
ever, rather than being co-owned or -operated
with private sector organizations, the platforms
are owned and operated by the GEF Agencies;
some of which have entered into grant agreements
with nongovernmental organizations (NGOs).

Conclusion 4: Engagement with the private
sector—the purpose of setting up the Earth
Fund—was relegated mostly to the project

level.

The engagements used and proposed by the Earth
Fund platforms are not particularly innovative,
as many of them had already been used within
the GEF Trust Fund. One particularly interesting
characteristic of the Earth Fund was the approach
of engaging the private sector through PPPs. How-
ever, this approach was lost at the Earth Fund level
and relegated to the platform level. The change in
name from PPPI to Earth Fund was more than just
a name change.

The Earth Fund lacked transparent and efficient
approaches and procedures for engaging the pri-
vate sector. This stems from the lack of a clear
definition of the purpose and priority areas of the
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Earth Fund, and secondarily from the GEF and
GEF Agency culture, which is different from that
of private enterprise and NGOs.

Conclusion 5: Expectations regarding cofinanc-
ing and reflows were unrealistic.

Some degree of private funding, referred to as
“cofinancing,” is the principal criterion used to
distinguish private sector projects from others
within the overall GEF portfolio. Cofinancing is
a concept within the GEF that has created great
confusion. There are mainly two types in this con-
text: coinvestment, where the private sector would
invest funds alongside the GEF in the Earth Fund,
or alongside the Earth Fund in a platform; this lat-
ter would occur at the beginning of a joint effort
and implies co-ownership. Cost sharing, which is
what has been proposed in each Earth Fund plat-
form, occurs as costs are incurred, and does not
imply co-ownership.

There is a mismatch between the GEF’s expecta-
tions of cofinancing—defining it solely as cash, for
example—and the value placed by the private sec-
tor on collaboration with the GEF, especially under
difficult global financial and economic conditions.

To date, the GEF Earth Fund has not attracted
cofinancing at the level of the Earth Fund or its
platforms. The individual platform proposals
indicate that they will obtain non-GEF financing
equal to three times the funding allocated to them
by the Earth Fund, as was envisioned for the Earth
Fund as a whole. There are still some uncertain-
ties in the cofinancing figures, and it is not clear
whether this target will be met for each platform.

In addition to cofinancing, Earth Fund founding
documents make reference to anticipated reflows
from investments. The expectation of reflows is
unrealistic in view of the requirement that Earth

Fund investments be made on concessional terms.
Because of the low, or long-term, financial returns
on environmental activities, very limited private
funding flows on its own to such activities, even
under current market rates. Returns to Earth
Fund-supported projects may be so low, and so
long in coming, that the amount of funding that
could flow back to a minority shareholder or
holder of subordinated debt is minimal.

Conclusion 6: The Earth Fund did not clearly
communicate its purpose internally or exter-
nally, nor was there a plan for learning from its
experience, that of the broader GEF, or that of

others.

There was no framework or strategy to define
how the Earth Fund was going to be presented to
the general public, to the private sector, or within
GEF partnerships, causing confusion regarding
the Earth Fund itself, its management, operations,
and procedures, as well as limiting the fund’s abil-
ity to identify potential partners.

As a pilot activity, the Earth Fund should have an
established means for capturing lessons learned;
however, it does not. Furthermore, the GEF’s prior
experience with PPPs and working with the pri-
vate sector was not effectively tapped into. The
originators of the Earth Fund did not build on the
extensive lessons of the GEF with PPPs or other-
wise engage the private sector, nor did they adopt
successful practices of others outside the GEF
partnership working in the world of environmen-
tal finance.

Conclusion 7: The Earth Fund governance and
management structure had several weaknesses,

which were revealed during implementation.

The Council approved the Earth Fund as a full-
size GEF pilot project. The GEF is the managing
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entity with IFC being the executing entity and also
the manager of the Earth Fund’s trust fund.! As
manager of the Earth Fund, IFC was to disburse
funding from the trust fund account following
instructions from the GEF Council and the GEF
CEO. The Council was required to approve all
platforms as well, including review and approval
of platform governance, operating procedures,
and platform managing agencies to be sure they
fulfilled the GEF fiduciary standards. An Earth
Fund Board was established, with a mandate to
meet at least once a year, be chaired by the GEF
CEO, and be composed of three representatives of
the private sector. An Earth Fund platform man-
aging agency is defined as any entity that proposes
a platform and is then responsible for managing
this platform.

The review found that when this structure was
implemented, several weaknesses were revealed
and several of the roles and responsibilities were
confused and not fulfilled. There were too many
partners with no clear implementation roles,
which significantly weakened the process. There
was no clear accountability as to who was in
charge of the Earth Fund:

® The Council’s role was limited to the approval
of platforms (on a no-objection basis).

® The Secretariat only managed the remaining
$20 million of the Fund, since IFC received $30
million for its platform as the first Earth Fund
platform. The GEF Secretariat did not allocate
sufficient resources to manage the develop-
ment process of the Earth Fund, platform iden-
tification and development, monitoring, and
reporting to the Council and the GEE.

! IFC also was the manager of the IFC Earth Fund
platform ($30 million).

e The World Bank was accountable to the Coun-
cil as a GEF Agency of the Earth Fund project
and then became a platform managing agency
for one of the platforms.

e TFC had several functions—it provided the
trustee services as requested, acting on behalf
of the World Bank and managing the largest
platform (60 percent of the Earth Fund). In
early discussions of the fund, IFC had expected
to manage the entire Earth Fund.

e The Earth Fund Board was established, but its
roles as an advisor to the Earth Fund and an

advocate for the GEF in the private sector were
not fulfilled.

Furthermore, many changes were taking place
in the GEF as an institution during the develop-
ment of the PPPI/Earth Fund, increasing confu-
sion as a result about the purpose of the Earth
Fund and the roles and responsibilities of the dif-
ferent actors.

The private sector and the GEF focal points were
not assigned specific roles or responsibilities.

1.3 Recommendations

Recommendation 1: The Council should ask
the Secretariat to revise the Earth Fund for its
second phase.

The second phase, for which an allocation of
$80 million has been set aside in the replenish-
ment agreement, should meet the following
conditions:

® The objectives, niche, and market barriers to
be addressed by the GEF Earth Fund should be
defined and then broadly disseminated.

® Access to the new trust fund to be created for
the Earth Fund II should be clarified.
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® The management of the new Earth Fund should
be strengthened.

Recommendation 2: Redefine Earth Fund
objectives, niche, and market barriers.

The Earth Fund is only one way in which the
private sector may engage with the GEF and the
general environmental and sustainable develop-
ment agenda. There is a need to define the niche
of the Earth Fund—in particular, the market
barriers and failures within the scope of the GEF
that are recognized by the private sector. This
definition should be commensurate with the
level of funding allocated to the Earth Fund for
its second phase: in other words, expectations
should match funding. The GEF Council should
provide strategic guidance to the GEF Secretar-
iat on how to narrow and focus the scope of the
Earth Fund.

In particular, the GEF Secretariat, in collaboration
with GEF Agencies and private sector representa-
tives, should:

® Identify areas of work where the Earth Fund
can act as a credible technical partner and as a
liaison between private and public sectors; that
is, identify what the GEF has to offer to the pri-
vate sector that cannot be obtained from other
sources.

® Establish a program to regularly scan the
broader environmental finance space, so poten-
tial partners—technical and financial—can be
identified from both inside and outside the
GEF system. This program should scan with a
view toward learning not only “who does what
to whom” but also how they do it, while being
alert to what they are not doing that the GEF
could do.

e Rethink expectations of financial sustainability.

® Based on the prior steps, define the products,
services, and markets where the second phase
of the Earth Fund can be targeted.

e Create incentives for drawing lessons from
experiences from the GEF, the GEF Agencies,
and others working with the private sector.

® Devise and implement a communications
strategy for the Earth Fund that clearly com-
municates to the public the objectives, niche,
and market barriers expected to be addressed,
as well as the procedures of operation (see
below).

Recommendation 3: Clarify access to the rede-
fined Earth Fund.

The GEF Secretariat should prepare an inter-
national call for expressions of interest in part-
nering with the GEF in the second phase of the
Earth Fund. The short-list resulting from this call
could then be invited to make formal proposals to
operate Earth Fund platforms through a defined
request for proposals process. Private sector enti-
ties whose aims overlap with those of the GEEF,
singly or in consortia, should be sought out and
encouraged to apply.

The Earth Fund, as presently established, has sev-
eral weaknesses; particularly with regard to direct
engagement with the private sector. The GEF is
discussing how to further engage with new part-
ners so that some of those decisions could apply to
the second phase of the Earth Fund. It is important
to clearly establish who would have access to the
Fund and how. As was envisaged in the original
Earth Fund project proposal, which was approved
by the Council, all entities that fulfill the GEF fidu-
ciary standards should be able to access the Earth
Fund directly. These entities, to be termed “Earth
Fund platform managing agencies,” should be pro-
posed to the Council by the GEF Secretariat for
Council review and approval.

1. Conclusions and Recommendations



Recommendation 4: Strengthen management
of the Earth Fund.

The operational management of the Earth Fund
should remain with the GEF Secretariat and be
strengthened so that

® appropriate financial resources are allocated by
the GEF Council,

o staff with experience in working with the pri-
vate sector in the GEF focal areas are recruited
and assigned adequate management authority,

® a monitoring and evaluation (M&E) system is
established at the Earth Fund level (M&E at the
platform and project levels should remain with
the platform managing agencies),

® a knowledge-sharing mechanism with links
within the GEF and to organizations outside
the GEF is developed and installed, and

® a communications strategy is designed and
implemented.

The financial management of the trust fund to be
established for the second phase of the Earth Fund
could either

e remain with IFC, acting on behalf of the World
Bank, the GEF Agency of the Earth Fund, since
IFC has the previous experience, a global reach,
and a mandate to interact with the private sec-
tor; or

® be moved to the GEF Secretariat, which would
provide full clarity of the GEF ownership of
the Earth Fund and give full accountability and
responsibility to the GEF Secretariat. The GEF
Trustee could create the same set-up that was
created for IFC, but with the GEF Secretariat as
the executing agency.

In this regard, the experience and lessons learned
in the process of establishing trust funds for
national communications and national business
plans (GEF 2010b) would be useful.

Review of the Global Environment Facility Earth Fund



2. Context and Evolution

While there is widespread, although not complete,
agreement among GEF stakeholders that the
GEF needs to engage more with the private sec-
tor, there is no shared understanding of how such
engagement could be accomplished. Even though
GEF stakeholders disagree on how to define the
different components of PPPs, the Earth Fund was
created under the premise that such partnerships
were sufficient. It is therefore helpful to provide
a brief presentation on the evolution of the Earth
Fund, with attention to the internal context in
which the fund was conceived and established.

Environmental finance has grown steadily since
the GEF last surveyed the role of the private sector
(GEF 2005). In addition to an increase in market
size and the number of participants, the composi-
tion of actors has evolved to the point that large
numbers of nonprofit private entities, such as
foundations, NGOs, business associations, and
university-based institutes, are now involved in
the work of environmentally, socially, and eco-
nomically sustainable development. Private firms
have become more active in sustainable develop-
ment as a result of greater awareness of the fragil-
ity of their supply chains and the environmental
impact of their operations. Biodiversity has been a
primary beneficiary of this growth in active stake-
holders. Increased recognition of the need to shift
to an economy that generates far lower levels of
greenhouse gas emissions has led to the establish-

ment of markets for certified emissions reduction
credits of various kinds, under both voluntary and
mandatory emissions reduction schemes. The
Earth Fund is one of many members of this evolv-
ing and expanding universe.

2.1 The GEF and the Private Sector:
Lessons Learned

The GEF’s experience in engaging with the private
sector is long and dates back to the origins of the
GEE.! This engagement has been found, in several
of the GEF Evaluation Office’s projects, to have
had some positive results, but has also presented
some challenges. The Third Overall Performance
Study (OPS3) of the GEF, conducted in 2004 and
2005, concluded that the GEF had probably missed
opportunities for potentially increasing catalytic
effects through GEF projects involving the private
sector because of the lack of a focused GEF strat-
egy (GEF EO 2005). OPS3 also recommended that
the GEF should launch a private sector special
initiative to look for good models of cooperation
with the private sector to pilot projects, and in so
doing operationalize the GEF mandate to engage
with the private sector. The OPS3 study further

! The review traced the GEF’s documented inter-
est in more systematic collaboration with the private
sector back to 1996; however, it was decided to limit
the report to developments since 2005.



recommended that the GEF design a proposal for
private sector engagement that included a strat-
egy for private sector outreach and communica-
tion, as well as risk-sharing arrangements.

The 2008 Midterm Review of the Resource Allo-
cation Framework concluded that the involve-
ment of the private sector in the GEF had declined
over time, in particular since the introduction of
this allocation system, which focused on govern-
ments’ participation in GEF programming (GEF
EO 2008). This conclusion was used as one of the
justifications for establishing a separate fund such
as the Earth Fund.

The recent OPS4, conducted by the GEF Evalua-
tion Office, provides examples, lessons, and rec-
ommendations for future GEF partnerships with
the private sector (GEF EO 2010b). Overall, it
was found that, of projects approved in the first
two years of GEF-4 (July 2006—June 2008), about
18 percent of the cofinancing promised came
from private sector institutions.

The most extensive findings, however, came from
the Impact Evaluation of the Phaseout of Ozone-
Depleting Substances in Countries with Econo-
mies in Transition (GEF EO 2010a). Specifically,
the evaluation revealed the importance of public-
private collaboration in environmental efforts.
While the initial push for phaseout came from the
governments, the catalytic effects could, to a large
extent, be attributed to champions in the private
sector. Additional key lessons from the previ-
ously mentioned OPS4 impact study included the
following:

e GEF financing enabled important technologi-
cal and production changes, which further
allowed firms to comply with the Montreal
Protocol and maintain and/or gain market
share and thus make profits.

® The umbrella structure of the projects devel-
oped by the GEF Agencies was based on tar-
geted subproject investments with the private
sector, which provided cofinancing, were effi-
ciently executed, and contributed to the rapid
phaseout of ozone-depleting substances and
implementation of alternative technologies and
chemicals.

® Undertaking a viability test directed at measur-
ing organizational, economic, and financial sus-
tainability helps lay the foundation for targeted
and informed “green” business investments.

® Focusing on a wide range of firms—small,
medium, and large enterprises from start-ups
to established firms with track records for prod-
uct innovation and profitability—increases the
impact of the project.

e Targeting a few specific sectors for green busi-
ness investments that best align the environ-
mental goals of the GEF and financial (profit)
growth possibilities enables projects to suc-
ceed.

® Keeping bureaucratic procedures to a mini-
mum supports firms, which often need to make
quick decisions on investments and assistance
with project implementation.

® Identifying champions who have innovative
product ideas and technical and political skills
is helpful, as the work in the ozone-depleting
substances portfolio demonstrated that private
enterprise champions were critical in produc-
ing good business and environmental results.

e Investing in countries with government poli-
cies and procedures that actively support green
business, and the ease of doing business in these
countries, was shown to be of great importance.

OPS4 recommended that the GEF learn from the
positive private sector engagement in this focal
area and incorporate similar approaches in its
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efforts to engage the private sector in other focal
areas.

2.2 From PPPI to Earth Fund

Evolution of Intent and Expectations

This section presents a review, based on GEF
internal documents, of the evolution of the Earth
Fund from its initial PPPI incarnation, to aid in
uncovering and understanding its philosophical
and managerial antecedents. Table 2.1 presents
key milestones in the development and approval
of the Earth Fund.

As presented in the June 2006 “GEF Strategy to
Enhance Engagement with the Private Sector’
the Earth Fund was originally called the Public-
Private Partnership Initiative, and evolved from a
desire to demonstrate the utility of PPPs in sup-
porting the mandate of the GEF to generate global
environmental benefits and support countries in
meeting national responsibilities under the vari-
ous conventions.

The 2006 strategy explained that there was an
expectation that the “[Plartnership with the pri-

Table 2.1

vate sector will contribute to achievement of
results on a larger scale than would be obtainable
by GEF working on its own” (GEF 2006). In 2007,
the GEF Council approved a program of “strategic
investment in competitive environmental techno-
logical solutions, development of financial instru-
ments for directed environmental investment and
scaling up of the use of pilot instruments” (GEF
2007b).

In 2008, the PPPI was renamed the Earth Fund.
Comparison with the Project Executive Sum-
mary for the GEF PPPI (prepared in January 2007)
reveals that more than renaming took place, how-
ever. The PPPI document proposed a “partnership
with the private sector”; the Earth Fund document
proposed “leverage of private sector resources’
The PPPI proposed a larger, more engaged board
of directors and platform steering committees to
ensure an active role for the private sector. The
PPPI document incorporated reference to a pro-
gram of knowledge management and information
dissemination, which was not incorporated in the
Earth Fund document. At the platform level, the
discussion in the PPPI document focused on the
participation of the private sector, while the dis-
cussion in the Earth Fund document was about

Development and Approval of the Earth Fund and Its Platforms

2006 GEF Strategy to Enhance Engagement with the Private Sector reviewed by GEF Council
2007 GEF PPPI approved by Council as a full-size project (later to become the Earth Fund)

* Earth Fund approved by Council and endorsed by CEO as a full-size project

2008
* [FC Earth Fund platform approved by Council and endorsed by CEO
* Earth Fund board procedures approved by Council
2009 * United Nations Environment Programme Lighting Project moved from GEF Trust Fund, approved by Council, and

endorsed by CEO as Earth Fund platform

 World Bank-Conservation International platform approved by Council

* World Bank-Conservation International platform endorsed by CEO
2010 * United Nations Environment Programme Rainforest Alliance platform approved by Council
* Inter-American Development Bank-Nature Conservancy platform approved by Council and endorsed by CEO

2. Context and Evolution
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the GEF Agencies, NGOs, and foundations with
high fiduciary standards. In summary, the notion
of PPPs to guide implementation was dropped
and not replaced with another guiding principle.

The 2009 Earth Fund Board Strategies and Proce-
dures document refers to the need for Earth Fund
platforms to [use] “commercially viable business
models and it was stated that: “Earth Fund invest-
ments should encourage—and not crowd out—
private sector development.” Rather than subsidize
technology development, Earth Fund investments
were expected to “play a catalytic role”

As described in both the PPPI document and the
May 2008 CEO endorsement of the Earth Fund,
implementation of the Earth Fund is supposed to
occur through Earth Fund “platforms”” Essentially,
a platform should house the technical expertise
and the financial and operational autonomy to
launch, support, and supervise a number of proj-
ects. The original PPPI language implied that a
platform should be jointly owned and operated
by public and private parent organizations. The
underlying assumption is that platforms support-
ing multiple projects and types of implementing
entities are more likely to be catalytic than indi-
vidual projects. When the notion of PPPs was
dropped, the Earth Fund Board did not provide
guidance or advice to the GEF Secretariat or the
Agencies on what the platform should look like
or, indeed, what distinguishes a platform from a
project.

Changes in the GEF Context

Although the PPPI was not a radical departure
from previous GEF practice, it seems that by the
time the Earth Fund was approved, the various
stakeholders held very different expectations of
it. The GEF was going through a period of major
change that affected different aspects of GEF

operations. The GEF Secretariat was trying to
implement these changes and solve several issues.
The Earth Fund was evolving as these topics were
being discussed, including the following:

e The introduction of the Resource Allocation
Framework created additional stresses in the
GEF partnership. Private sector partners and
IFC indicated that there were few opportuni-
ties for gaining access to the GEF, since access
to GEF resources is decided at the level of GEF
focal points, many of which did not consider
sharing these limited resources with the private
sector. The “exclusion” resources for regional
and global projects under the Resource Alloca-
tion Framework were prioritized for purposes
other than private sector engagement.

e Key GEF stakeholders were beginning to dis-
cuss the possibility of providing direct access to
GEF funding by entities other than GEF Agen-
cies.

e Discussions of new ways (for example, non-
grant instruments) to capture additional fund-
ing for GEF programs, other than those coming
directly from the GEF Trust Fund replenish-
ment, were also ongoing (GEF 2008c, 2009d).

® Recommendations from OPS3 made in 2005
regarding the need to operationalize the GEF’s
engagement with the private sector were not
followed. In particular, decisions were not
made about the extent and manner in which
the GEF was prepared to reach out to indus-
try, or about how to reconcile the differences
between the GEF and private sector make-
ups—that is, their respective modes, styles, and
incentives for doing business. The GEF Secre-
tariat did not design a proposal for private sec-
tor engagement that includes a strategy for out-
reach and communication, nor did it define a
risk management policy and arrangements for
risk sharing.
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Changes in the Earth Fund Platform Focus

As the Earth Fund was conceived in 2007, man-
agement proposed that four PPP platforms be
developed within the PPPL (1) coastal water
treatment, (2) clean energy finance, (3) investigat-
ing alternatives to DDT for malaria control, and
(4) testing a program of payment for ecosystem
services (GEF 2007a). Mention of a platform to
support the development of second-generation
biofuels appeared in another May—June 2007 doc-
ument (GEF 2007b). The IFC Earth Fund platform
received CEO endorsement in September 2008
(the Earth Fund was approved in May 2008), and
three other platforms were anticipated: a United
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) plat-
form for risk management, a World Bank plat-
form on exploring alternatives to DDT for malaria
control, and a United Nations Development Pro-
gramme (UNDP) platform for the payment of
ecosystem services in the context of the cocoa
supply chain.? The funded platforms actually look

* In the Earth Fund CEO endorsement package
dated March 2008, UNDDP is listed as the GEF Agency
to be involved in the cocoa supply chain (described as

quite different, not only in terms of programmatic
focus, but also in the approaches and tools used.

The change in focus of platform proposals can
be traced primarily to the GEF not having artic-
ulated the market imperfections in the work of
environmental protection for which PPPs are a
potential solution. The platforms developed and
approved were a consequence of the supply from
GEF Agencies and specification from the GEF
Secretariat regarding the type of platforms that
should be considered. Without an understand-
ing of the barriers that should be removed or the
approaches that should be promoted through the
existence of the Earth Fund, priority activities
could not be defined. In addition, the slowness in
coming up with proposals may be attributed to a
lack of transparent mechanisms for engaging the
private sector to design or participate in Earth
Fund platforms—there was no call for proposals
nor for expressions of interest.

a program to test payments for ecosystem services). In
2010, a cocoa supply chain program involving UNEP
and the Rainforest Alliance was approved.

2. Context and Evolution
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3. Implementation to Date
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This chapter presents an analysis to date of the
implementation of the Earth Fund platforms to
identify some commonalities and assist in under-
standing the Earth Fund as a whole. More detailed
information on each platform is provided in
annex A.

As of May 2010, the entire $50 million authorized
for the Earth Fund pilot had been allocated among
five platforms:

e IFC Earth Fund

o World Bank—Conservation International Con-
servation Agreements Private Partnership

(WB-CI Conservation Agreements)

® UNEP Market Transformation for Efficient
Lighting (UNEP Lighting)

® UNEP-Rainforest Alliance Greening the Cocoa
Industry (UNEP-RA Cocoa)

Table 3.1

Bank-the
Nature Conservancy Public-Private Funding
Mechanisms for Watershed Protection (IDB-
TNC Water Funds)

e Inter-American  Development

There are two structures. One has an NGO
between the GEF Agency and the private sector;
the other does not. The first one, exemplified by
the WB-CI Conservation Agreements, the IDB-
TNC Water Funds, and UNEP-RA Cocoa, has an
NGO serving as the interlocutor and link between
the GEF Agency and the private sector. In the sec-
ond type, exemplified by the IFC Earth Fund and
UNEP Lighting, the GEF Agency deals with the
private sector directly (table 3.1).!

! The IFC is not a GEF Agency but, in this context,
the review treats it as if it were.

Platform Structure

Structure

Platform

GEF Agency-NGO-private sector
* IDB-TNC Water Funds
* UNEP-RA Cocoa

* WB-CI Conservation Agreements

GEF Agency-private sector
* UNEP Lighting

* |[FC Earth Fund (private sector not part of the platform, but dealings are direct)



All of the platforms work at the regional or global
level. Three of the platforms deal primarily with
biodiversity and two with climate change.

The following paragraphs provide a review of the
Earth Fund platforms along several dimensions:

e Engagement with the private sector: PPP and
not PPP

e Cofinancing

® Reflows

@ Relevance to the GEF mandate

e Innovation, replicability, and scale-up

e Earth Fund and platform competitiveness; roles
and value added of GEF Agencies

e Platform cycle
® Management

® Project identification and approval within plat-
forms

® Monitoring and evaluation

3.1 Engagement with the Private
Sector: PPP and not PPP

The five Earth Fund platforms propose a vari-
ety of ways of engaging with the private sector:
direct equity and debt investment, intervention
in supply chain management, using corporate
funds and expertise to support policy and mar-
ket development, creating demand for an agri-
cultural commodity produced in a sustainable
fashion, and creating local mixed-ownership
approaches to finance protection of the water
supply through watershed management. Review
of the five approved Earth Fund platforms reveals
the following:

® None of the platforms is constructed as a for-
mal PPP—a jointly owned and managed effort

between private enterprise and public govern-
mental entities in host countries;> collaboration
with government agencies in host countries is
implied in four of the five platforms, but at the
project level, not the platform level.

e Table 3.2 shows that two of the platforms—
the WB-CI Conservation Agreements and the
IDB-TNC Water Funds—contain elements
that indicate that platforms could be con-
strued as meeting a broader definition of PPPs;
in other words, they “mobilize private sector
resources—technical, managerial, and finan-
cial—to deliver essential public services such
as infrastructure, health, and education” (WBI
n.d.).

® The other three platforms engage the private
sector more directly, with a GEF Agency or an
NGO rather than host country public entities
constituting the main noncorporate partners.

e The UNEP Lighting platform could easily have
been designed to mimic, albeit more deliber-
ately and on a smaller scale, the GEF’s success-
ful work in the ozone layer depletion focal area,
which involved a series of interventions for
both regulatory reform and investment to help
companies meet new standards. The platform,
so far, lacks the component of investment in
companies to help bring them into compliance
with new regulations to be developed through
the policy dialogue component.?

® The IFC Earth Fund platform allocated 15 per-
cent of its funding to advisory services in
five projects. One of these supports a PPP to
develop the first light rail system in Jordan. The

> A host country is the country where the activity
is taking place.

* The platform intends to complement UNDP
and UNEP national projects that have investment
components.

3. Implementation to Date
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Table 3.2

Engagement with the Private Sector

Platform Mode of engagement Exit strategy

IFC Earth Fund Direct equity and debt investment, establishment of debt fund and  Each investment should have one,
equity funds, guarantees, and advisory services described in project approval forms

UNEP Lighting Using corporate funds and expertise to support a multistakeholder Not defined
process of policy change for market development

WB-CI Intervention in management of supply chain of biodiversity-based  To be determined

Conservation products, through technical assistance and loans, by brokering

Agreements conservation agreements among communities, local business, and

the international private sector

UNEP-RA Cocoa

Create demand for cocoa that is grown, harvested, and processed

Not defined

in a sustainable manner; implied collaboration with ministries of

To be determined

agriculture
IDB-TNC Water ~ Replication of Water Fund Program: protection of water sup-
Funds ply using mixed-ownership approaches to finance watershed

management

other advisory services projects are aimed at
lowering perceived and actual risks to invest-
ments in environmental protection, energy
efficiency, and renewable energy or sustainable
development (such as limited local capacity,
high up-front costs, and limited market infor-
mation) and improving project development
capacity.

3.2 Cofinancing

Cofinancing in the context of the Earth Fund was
defined as funding, in addition to the Earth Fund
funds, for supporting the achievement of the goals
of the Earth Fund itself, its platforms, or their
projects. Some degree of private funding was one
of the criteria used to distinguish private sector
projects from others within the overall GEF port-
folio (although many GEF projects have funding
from the private sector).

It is helpful to distinguish among various forms of
cofinancing. Cofinancing from the private sector
has different modalities. Coinvestment, where
the private sector would invest funds alongside
the GEF in the Earth Fund, or alongside the Earth

Fund in a platform, occurs at the beginning of a
joint effort, and implies co-ownership. Cost shar-
ing, which is what has been proposed in each
Earth Fund platform, occurs as costs are incurred,
and does not imply co-ownership.* In addition
to cofinancing, Earth Fund founding documents
make reference to anticipated reflows from invest-
ment; this is discussed in the next section.

To date, the GEF has not attracted any cofinanc-
ing at the level of the Earth Fund, from any source.
Table 3.3 presents a summary of cofinancing
for each of the platforms, based on the propos-
als approved by the Council. At the platform
level, the individual proposals indicated that they
would obtain cofinancing equal to three times the
money allocated to them by the Earth Fund, as
was required for the Earth Fund as a whole. There
are still some uncertainties in the cofinancing
estimated in the project identification form (PIF)
documents and actually made available, so it is not

* In this review, “co-ownership” is used to mean
a shared sense of ownership or shared responsibilities
and accountability for performance. “Joint venture” is
used to refer to a legal co-ownership structure.
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Table 3.3

Cofinancing Proposed by Earth Fund Platforms
millions

Private | Founda- Bilat- Un-
partnera sector tions erals defined® fmancmg Total

IFC Earth Fund 30.00 10.00 80.00¢ 90.00 120.00
WB-CI Conserva- 5.00 — — 5.00 — — — 10.00 15.00 20.00
tion Agreements

UNEP Lighting 5.00 0.07 12.13 — — — — — 12.20 17.20

UNEP-RA Cocoa 5.00 — 6.75 2.50 3.25 2.50 — — 15.00 20.00

IDB-TNC Water 5.00 1.00 8.00 — — 1.00 5.00 — 15.00 20.00
Funds
Total 50.00 11.07 26.88 7.50 3.25 3.50 5.00 90.00 147.20 197.20

Source: Platform PIFs and personal communication with platform managers.

a.The agency working with the GEF, such as a GEF Agency or NGO.

b. Undefined or others, which may include NGOs, foundations, and the private sector.

c. As of August 31, 2010, the IFC Earth Fund platform had approved eight projects with $149.83 million in cofinancing, with the following break-
down (in millions): private sector, $74.55; IFC Funding Mechanism for Technical Assistance and Advisory Services, $5.27; IFC investments, $66.14;

NGOs, $0.13; bilateral, $3.12; IFC funding to advisory services, $0.62.

clear that this target will be met for each platform.
Not all of the cofinancing proposed or obtained so
far is from the private sector.

The largest amount of cofinancing, about $80 mil-
lion, was proposed by the IFC Earth Fund plat-
form. The precise composition of this cofinanc-
ing was not known at the time of the platform
approval, since it would vary according to the
investments and services funded. As of August
31, 2010, cofinancing for IFC Earth Fund activi-
ties had reached $150 million—well over the pro-
posed amount. The breakdown is presented in
table 3.3, note c. About 50 percent of this amount
is expected to come from the private sector.® Pri-
vate sector cofinancing of the activities so far
financed by the IFC Earth Fund platform ranges
from 20 to 60 percent of total project budget.®

® IFC investments are not considered private sec-
tor as defined in this review.

¢ These percentages reflect private sector
cofinancing to total project budget, not economic

The experience with cofinancing by the other plat-
forms is still under development, since all of them
are just beginning implementation. All platforms
have promised a 1:3 ratio, but with cofinancing
coming from various sources. The UNEP Lighting
platform will be cofinanced largely by in-kind con-
tributions from Osram and Philips. The IDB-TNC
Water Funds expect about 50 percent of cofinanc-
ing from the private sector. The WB-CI Conserva-
tion Agreements platform expects about $10 mil-
lion in cofinancing from other sources. UNEP-RA
Cocoa does not report any cofinancing, although
sources have been identified and will be presented
to the CEO for endorsement in October 2010.

As of August 31, 2010, the Earth Fund was val-
ued at about $267 million, when considering all
cofinancing plus the GEF contribution. The total
value is the sum of the IFC Earth Fund platform as
of August 31, 2010 (see table 3.3, note c), plus the

leverage, which is expected be in the high double digits
for certain IFC Earth Fund projects (see table A.4).

3. Implementation to Date
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other four platforms. About 40 percent of Earth
Fund financing comes from the private sector.

3.3 Reflows

As noted earlier, the expectation of reflows is
unrealistic in view of the requirement that Earth
Fund investments be made on concessional
terms (GEF 2008a, paragraph 13). Relatively little
private money flows on its own to environmen-
tal activities because of the low, or long-term,
financial returns for those activities, even under
market rates. Returns to Earth Fund—supported
projects may be so low and long in coming that
the amount of money that could flow back to a
minority shareholder or holder of subordinated
debt is minimal.

Some reflows may be expected from three
approved and ongoing IFC Earth Fund invest-
ments: a loan to a bank for on-lending for energy
efficiency, a project financing renewable energy
generation, and an investment fund in the realm
of clean technology. The review did not have
access to the financial projections and intercredi-
tor agreements for these investments, which
would be needed to estimate reflows to the GEFE.

Table 3.4

Table 3.3 shows that the IDB-TNC Water Funds
platform anticipates cash investment from large
private users of water and from municipal govern-
ments. These local water funds will be seeded by
IDB-TNC, which will use its Earth Fund money
to provide seed capital and technical assistance
through local water fund trust accounts. The plat-
form managers plan to invest any unexpended
Earth Fund monies to keep the effort going. IDB
and the GEF Secretariat decided that, in the case
of endowments and the financial mechanism
proposed by the IDB-TNC platform, the interest
earnings do not have to be returned to the Earth
Fund as a reflow. This decision will be helpful for
future Earth Fund platforms as well.

3.4 Relevance to the GEF Mandate

Table 3.4 summarizes focal area and geographic
coverage of the projects or investments proposed
or made by the five approved platform managers.

Biodiversity
The NGOs partnering with the Earth Fund have

all worked in biodiversity. Interviews indicated
that they approached the GEF and, in this case,

Relevance of Earth Fund Platforms to GEF Mandate

Platform manager Focal area covered

Mode of operation®

Geographic coverage

IFC Earth Fund Climate change Investment and founda- | Asia, Sub-Saharan Africa, Middle East, Europe
tional activities
UNEP Lighting Climate change Foundational activities | Asia, North Africa, Middle East, West Africa
WB-CI Conservation Biodiversity Demonstration activities | Latin America and the Caribbean, Sub-Saharan
Agreements Africa, and Asia-Pacific will be eligible
UNEP-RA Cocoa Biodiversity Demonstration activities | Priority: Papua New Guinea, Indonesia, Madagas-
car, and Nigeria; also Ghana and Cote d'Ivoire
IDB-TNC Water Funds | Biodiversity Demonstration and South America
investment activities

a. According to OPS4, the GEF operates in three modes: foundational activities, focusing on creating an enabling environment; demonstration
activities that are innovative and show how new approaches and market changes can work; and investment activities that scale these up to a
national level to achieve sustainable global environmental benefits (GEF EO 2010b).
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the Earth Fund for funding because they believe
they benefit from the ability of the GEF and the
GEF Agencies to raise the profile of biodiversity
issues through their convening power and gov-
ernmental contacts in this field. Each of the three
Earth Fund platforms that focuses on biodiversity
is, in different ways, seeking to improve markets
for protecting biodiversity by assigning value to it
and ensuring that value is reflected in global trad-
ing chains.

Climate Change

The IFC Earth Fund and UNEP Lighting platforms
focus on renewable energy and energy efficiency.
IFC had proposed several investments to support
energy efficiency, including investments to expand
its Sustainable Energy Facility, direct investments
in the energy efficiency supply chain, and invest-
ments in a financial institution. Only the latter
investment has been made. The IFC Earth Fund
has attempted three direct investments in the field
of renewable energy generation—one using fuel
cells, one a geothermal power project, and one
a solar farm. The fuel cell investment and geo-
thermal power project were cancelled. The solar
farm investment is still being designed. The IFC
Earth Fund has allocated $6.1 million (15 percent)
of its Earth Fund platform funds in five advisory
services programs/projects of cleaner production
audits focused on energy efficiency.

The UNEP Lighting platform is focused on a
global effort to replace incandescent light bulbs,
which are inefficient users of electricity, with the
new generation of compact fluorescent lighting
and light-emitting diode products.

International Waters

In the 2007 justifications for the Earth Fund, it
was assumed that projects would be developed in

the international waters focal area as well. These
have not materialized, although at least one such
proposal was discussed. In June 2009, a proposal
was submitted to the Earth Fund for a United
Nations Industrial Development Organization—
private sector (in this case, Carlsberg, a brewing
company) platform for improving water quality
and availability by bringing advanced technolo-
gies to community water supplies in the Russian
Federation, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, and China.
Reports of the discussions between Carlsberg and
proponents’ representatives indicate that there
was confusion as to whom would take the lead in
the platform between the United Nations Indus-
trial Development Organization and UNDP. This
confusion is unfortunate, as it prevented the only
proposed Earth Fund platform that involved a pri-
vate company at the platform level from moving
forward.

3.5 Innovation, Replicability, and
Scale-Up

In the area of biodiversity, innovation is seen in
the structure of proposed projects. The agree-
ments with the trading company proposed in the
UNEP-RA Cocoa platform may turn out to be
quite innovative, in that the trading company is
being asked to use its field infrastructure to pro-
vide many of the proposed agricultural extension
services. In the case of the IDB-TNC Water Funds,
the combination of mobilizing PPPs for water sys-
tems combined with conservation easements into
establishing water funds, which may be scaled up
to become eligible for project finance, is innova-
tive. The WB-CI Conservation Agreements plat-
form will be replicating an established program of
community-level conservation agreements.

In the area of climate change, the UNEP Light-
ing platform is designed to encourage investment
to scale up or aid deployment of energy-efficient
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lighting technologies. The IFC Earth Fund plat-
form, especially the advisory services component,
is also aiding in the deployment of energy-efficient
processes and products.

The IFC Earth Fund has attempted several invest-
ments that are innovative in the sense that they
are trying to finance renewable energy. However,
this can be difficult even in the best of capital mar-
kets, and especially in countries that are perceived
by the market as higher risk, such as Bulgaria and
Djibouti. The recently approved investment in a
Clean Tech Venture Capital Fund will attempt to
do something equally challenging in a promis-
ing market (clean technology) in more difficult
locations.

The IFC Earth Fund-supported work on capital
market indexes lays the foundation for eventually
scaling up investments in clean technology com-
panies in emerging markets.

3.6 Earth Fund and Platform
Competitiveness

Given the incipient nature of execution of the first
round of Earth Fund funding, the review con-
ducted two types or levels of competitive analysis:”

e Did the GEF identify the possible partner orga-
nizations—NGOs and others—active in the
biodiversity, climate change, and international
waters space to determine a short list of organi-
zations to be invited to make proposals?

7 “Competitiveness” here refers to the comparative
advantage of the organization as reflected in a range of
nonfinancial, as well as financial, considerations, such
as product or service differentiation. In the case of the
GEF Earth Fund, the criterion could be: How likely is
this NGO or proposed NGO-private enterprise col-
laboration to be viewed as a market leader and does it
have the desired catalytic effect?

e Did the platform managers include an assess-
ment of their own competitive advantages or
market positions to illustrate how GEF support
will enhance these and/or bolster the case for
their proposed activities?

The answer to the first question appears to be no,
in the sense that no formal process of opening a
window, through a call for expressions of interest
or similar activity, was undertaken to determine
a short list using objective analytical criteria. The
answer to the second question is yes for the NGOs
participating in the Earth Fund. GEF Agencies’
operational commitments should be revealed in
the platform operating agreements, three of which
are still being drafted.

Had the GEF Secretariat analyzed the universe
of clean technology and carbon funds, it might
have found opportunities to coinvest with those
funds. A coinvestment strategy might have been
more efficient and targeted than the one that was
pursued. More than 100 private investment funds
(venture capital and private equity) focus on clean
technology in emerging markets.® More than 80
funds are still active in the greenhouse gas emis-
sions reduction project markets, which invest in
energy efficiency and renewable energy.” Many,
perhaps most, of these funds have high partici-
pation by government entities; they are financial
PPPs.

® Specifically, 109 of 314 funds analyzed by Pre-
quin in its 2009 Prequin Private Equity Cleantech
Review. In this analysis, clean technology includes,
without limitation, investments in transportation,
efficiency infrastructure, biofuels, power generation,
energy storage, materials, recycling, and waste man-
agement (industrial and agricultural).

® Specifically, 88, according to the 2009/2010
Directory of Carbon Funds, published by Environmen-
tal Finance Publications. There is a high drop-out rate
in this market.
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The platform operating agreements should also
address the roles of participants in the platform.
NGO partners in the various platforms said that
the value added of their partner GEF Agency
included the following:

® Access to government agencies, beyond the
GEF focal points

e Convening power

® None, other than as a conduit for funding

The roles and responsibilities, as well as an assess-
ment of all the key stakeholders participating in the
Earth Fund, are presented in chapter 5.

3.7 Platform Cycle

The Earth Fund received CEO endorsement in
May 2008. A year later, in April 2009, the GEF Sec-
retariat and the GEF Agencies finalized the Earth
Fund Board procedures, which were approved by
the GEF Council on June 2009. At that point, only
two platforms were awaiting approval: UNEP-
RA Cocoa and the IDB-TNC Water Funds. The
platform approval process was different for each
of the first three platforms. The IFC platform had
been prepared before the Earth Fund endorse-
ment, to be processed as a regular GEF project.
Apparently, it had been thought that this platform
would have been the entire Earth Fund, but this
was further negotiated between IFC and the GEF
Secretariat. The platform was reviewed by the
GEF Secretariat, reviewed (under nonobjection)
by the Council, and then endorsed by the GEF
CEO in September 2008.

The UNEP Lighting platform had gone through
the regular GEF project cycle and was approved
by the Council in the November 2007 work pro-
gram, but before implementation began, UNEP
was asked to resubmit it as an Earth Fund plat-

form, which was done in March 2009. The GEF
Secretariat indicated two reasons for this move:

® The project presented a substantial level of pri-
vate sector engagement, including the partner-
ship with Osram and Philips and their commit-
ments to provide significant private cofinancing
(this cofinancing is in kind).

® There was a shortage of available funding in the
GEF Trust Fund.

The main change from the original proposal was
the additional cash cofinancing to fulfill the 3:1
requirement of the Earth Fund. The platform
had been presented to the Earth Fund Board at
its April 2009 meeting and recommended for
Council approval. Subsequently, the project was
endorsed by the CEO on August 17, 2009, as the
UNEDP Lighting Earth Fund.

The WB-CI Conservation Agreements platform
was presented to the Earth Fund Board in April
2009 and recommended for Council approval
with no comments from the board. The platform
was endorsed by the CEO in May 2010.

According to the Earth Fund approval document
and the June 2009 document on board proce-
dures, the Earth Fund platform cycle (table 3.5) is
as follows:

® Ideas for Earth Fund platforms are formulated
by proponents (GEF Agencies, NGOs, pri-
vate companies that are potential implement-
ing partners in an Earth Fund platform) and
brought to the attention of the GEF Secretariat.
The GEF Secretariat and proponents then dis-
cuss how to improve the idea and make it eli-
gible for the Earth Fund.

e To formalize the request, the proponents of
the Earth Fund platform prepare an Earth
Fund platform identification form and submit
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Table 3.5

Platform Development Timelines

Earth Fund Trust fund
GEF Secretariat Advisory Council CEO administration First
review Board review | approval endorsement and legal® disbursement
IFC Earth Fund 2008 - April April 2008 April 2008 September 1996° First approved
2008 2008 investment
November 2008
UNEP Lighting November 2007 | April 2009 June 2009 August 2009 September 2009 | February 2010
to February
2010 (internal
UNEP review)
WB-Cl Conserva- | 2009 April 2009 August 2009 | May 2010 Ongoing Pending
tion Agreements
UNEP-RA Cocoa | December 2006 | March 2010 April 2010 Pending: target | Pending: target
October 2010 January 2011
IDB-TNC Water Early 2009 March 2010 April 2010 June 2010 Pending: target
Funds January 2011

a.Includes approval of operating agreement, memorandum of understanding, and grant financing request. For IFC Earth Fund platform, should
also include intercreditor agreements to verify projected cofinancing and reflows.

b. IFC-World Bank agreement for IFC to be an executing agency of the GEF.

it to the GEF Secretariat. The proposals are
reviewed and screened by the GEF Secretariat
for completeness of the application; consis-
tency with GEF strategies; comparative advan-
tage of the entity submitting the platform; esti-
mated cost of the platform, including expected
leverage and cofinancing; and milestones and
objectives of the platform. The GEF Secretariat
has 10 business days to review the request and
discuss it with proponents if needed, and may
request a revision of the PIF or approve it as a
final Earth Fund PIF.

Proponents prepare a final Earth Fund PIF,
and the GEF Secretariat submits it to the Earth
Fund Board for comment and recommenda-
tion regarding submittal to the GEF Council.
The board has 15 days to comment.

Comments are then incorporated into a final
PIF, which is reviewed once more by the GEF
Secretariat and then submitted to the Council

under circulation/no-objection procedures.
The Council has 30 days for review by elec-
tronic posting.

Following Council approval, proponents pre-
pare a package for CEO endorsement. This
package incorporates suggestions or comments
made by the Council, and also may include a
draft memorandum of understanding among
the platform managing partners, management
plans and draft operating agreement, and defi-
nition of any conditions for first disbursement.

Following CEO endorsement, the platform
operating agreement and memorandum of
understanding between the platform and the
GEF Trust Fund (managed by IFC) is submitted
to the IFC Earth Fund Trust Fund to arrange
for first disbursement. At this stage, IFC needs
the project document and Council approval to
process the commitment of funds.
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e Platforms are moved into the GEF Agency and
proponents’ own internal processing.

e Implementation begins.

The actual implementation of the Earth Fund plat-
form cycle included three “black boxes”: one at the
beginning of the process, one in the middle, and
another at the end. At the entry stage, there was no
call for proposals process for attracting proposals
to the Earth Fund, so it is not clear how these five
platforms came to be selected. A second black box
encompasses the discussion between the GEF Sec-
retariat and platform proposals. The lengthy pro-
cess of back-and-forth comments would seem to
be unnecessary if the objectives of the Earth Fund
were more clear and consistent over time.

The third black box is at the point of commitment
and disbursements. As stated above, there are two
stages where financial aspects of the platforms
are executed once the proposals are approved.
Following the Earth Fund project cycle, the first
step is creating the commitment in the financial
system; for this to happen, it is necessary to have

Table 3.6

the project document and Council approval. In
a second step, to release the funds to the imple-
menting agencies, it is necessary to submit the
following documents to the financial unit of IFC,
which is responsible for managing the funds: CEO
endorsement, multilateral development bank
management approval or equivalent, confirma-
tion of the signed financial procedures agreement
between the multilateral development bank and
the trustee, signed agreement/memorandum of
understanding between IFC and the multilateral
development bank outlining the responsibilities of
the parties, and a disbursement request to process
transfer of funds to the implementing agencies.

With regard to the first black box, the review was
able to identify six proposals that were submitted
for consideration for Earth Fund financing but
did not make it through GEF Secretariat review
(table 3.6).

All platform proposals submitted to the Earth
Fund Advisory Board were approved for submis-

Rejected Platforms

“Save the Source”2009 | International waters Carlsberg Breweries and | Unclear roles of UNIDO and UNDP
UNIDO
Coastal Water Treat- International waters Unknown Lack of GEF Agency partner
ment, 2007
Energy Efficiency— Climate change EBRD and unknown Lack of cofinancing? Technical assistance only,
Europe, 2009 no reflows; EBRD considered Earth Fund proce-
dures too complex
Energy Efficiency- Climate change IDB alone Too big (wanted $10 million) for technical assis-
Latin America and the tance only and no reflows
Caribbean, 2009
Alternatives to DDT for | Biodiversity UNEP and unknown No information
Malaria, 2007
Biofuels, 2008 Climate change IFC and unknown See discussion of inducement prize in annex A

Note: EBRD = European Bank for Reconstruction and Development; UNIDO = United Nations Industrial Development Organization.
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sion to the Council, and all proposals submitted to
the Council were approved.

In practice, the first phase of the Earth Fund took
two years to complete from CEO endorsement
(May 2008) to the approval of the last platform
(June 2010). Of course, this does not imply that
activities have begun or that projects have been
approved under all platforms.

3.8 Management

The individual platforms varied widely with
regard to management in the Earth Fund PIF
presentations. Management plans are a required
component of the agreements between the vari-
ous parties involved in the platform to define their
roles and responsibilities. As of this writing, such
agreements are still pending approval by the Coun-
cil for the two most recently approved platforms:
UNEP-RA Cocoa (which is still awaiting CEO
endorsement) and the IDB-TNC Water Funds.
The PIF for the latter includes a solid outline of a
management plan, and the review found that IDB
has refined the management plan considerably,
conducting financial and technical due diligence.
The WB-CI Conservation Agreements platform
is an expansion of a Conservation International
existing program. The grant agreement between
the World Bank and Conservation International is
still pending approval. The UNEP Lighting plat-
form is being managed as a regular UNEP proj-
ect. Management of the IFC Earth Fund has been
assigned to the Financial Mechanisms for Sustain-
ability unit of IFC, which manages its Earth Fund
appropriations in ways similar to other funds.

3.9 Project Identification and
Approval within Platforms

Four of the five platforms propose implementation
through projects (UNEP Lighting is the only one that

does not include projects as its mode of operation).
As indicated above, the eligibility criteria for proj-
ects and other subcomponents (such as operational
procedures for how projects within the platforms
will be approved) and their monitoring, reporting,
and evaluation should be described within each of
the operating agreements and work plans.

IFC manages its Earth Fund appropriation in ways
similar to those used for other funds. There is an
investment committee, on which the GEF Secre-
tariat has observer status (a voice with no vote),
and the investment pipeline is derived from the
broader IFC pipeline of projects. At least one
project—a proposed sustainable forestry project
in Indonesia—was rejected partly due to GEF Sec-
retariat technical comments.

IFC has not integrated Earth Fund monies into
other funds; that is, the GEF is considered a donor
and not a limited partner in a multidonor fund.”
The advisory services pipeline was derived from
a broader pipeline of advisory services opportu-
nities. The Earth Fund is the only way IFC has
accessed GEF funding during GEF-4.

Of 50 proposals received by IFC Financial Mecha-
nisms for Sustainability, 12 were approved to go
to the Earth Fund Investment Review Committee
(IRC); of these, one was rejected by the IRC. This
dropout rate is thought to be consistent with other
[FC investment services operations. Of the 11
investments that were approved by the IRC, three
have been cancelled. Table A.3 I provides details
of the IFC portfolio. A summary is provided in the
following paragraphs.

' The GEF cannot be a limited partner due to its
lack of a legal personality. Nevertheless, the GEF could
participate as an limited partner through or in another
entity with the proper documentation.
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The only platform that has delivered projects so
far is the IFC Earth Fund platform. The emphasis
of this platform has been on testing and scaling
up new technologies and financial models. Private
sector interests are such that all Earth Fund—sup-
ported activity at IFC has been, and is expected
to continue to be, focused in the climate change
arena.

The Earth Fund presentations to the Council and
in the IFC’s Earth Fund PIF paid attention to offer-
ing potential incentive prizes for technological
solutions to problems of environmental protec-
tion, which would mobilize private funds for the
public good. Biofuels development was singled
out at the time as a focus for the incentive prize
initiative.!! The prize was dropped when the indi-
vidual chosen to raise the money for the prize was
unable to deliver. Furthermore, the results of a
market study conducted by IFC indicated it would
be difficult for anyone to deliver in the face of the
food versus fuel debate, and it would entail too
much of a reputation risk to the GEF.

A review of the IFC Earth Fund portfolio indicates
that IFC used many of the available financing tools
in meeting Earth Fund objectives; made or planned
investments in Asia, Southeastern Europe, and the
Middle East; and funded an advisory services oper-
ation with global coverage. About $15 million of the
[FC Earth Fund funding is not yet fully committed:
this includes about $4.5 million from cancelled and
dropped projects and $10 million from a project
approved in three pockets of $5 million each, with
only the first pocket of funding being committed at
present. The advisory services component makes
up $6.1 million, or about 15 percent, of the IFC

" TFC conducted a survey of the market for incen-
tive prizes, and that document should be available from
the GEF Secretariat as part of the knowledge gained
from Earth Fund implementation to date.

Earth Fund portfolio, while investment services
comprise the rest. The advisory services portfo-
lio emphasizes clean technology and energy effi-
ciency, including, for example, grants and consult-
ing contracts for a PPP to build a light rail system
(which would reduce greenhouse gas emissions),
and for developing information that supports envi-
ronmental investments in emerging markets. The
investment services portfolio is directed toward
energy efficiency and renewable energy—generat-
ing capacity. Although all IFC Earth Fund funds
have been allocated, not all investments have been
made. Annex A provides additional information on
the IFC Earth Fund portfolio.

3.10 Monitoring and Evaluation

The GEF Agencies and the platform managing
agencies are responsible for the M&E of each
platform. In particular, regarding evaluation, the
board procedures document indicates that the
GEF Evaluation Office may establish evaluation
requirements, in collaboration with the GEF Sec-
retariat, in line with the GEF M&E Policy.

The approved Earth Fund platforms vary widely
in their apparent ability to be evaluated, as some
platforms at the PIF stage contain very limited
baseline information, logical or results frame-
works, or defined criteria for success (table 3.7).
PPPs are, by definition, complex undertakings,
and when they must be managed in multiple
jurisdictions, they become even more so. One of
the rationales for preparing logical frameworks
or results frameworks is to assist with manage-
ment planning early on. The availability of suffi-
cient resources to perform the M&E required by
the GEF has been identified as an issue by one of
the platforms, which is going to have to seek addi-
tional non-GEF funds to support this function.

3. Implementation to Date
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The GEF Secretariat is responsible for reporting
on progress in activities at the Earth Fund level to

been prepared.

the Council and the public at large. Since the Earth

Fund was considered a pilot program, reporting
was also supposed to be done on lessons learned
from experiences and, in particular, on IFC les-
sons learned from its experience with implemen-

Table 3.7

tation of its platform. Neither of these reports has

Indicative dates for midterm evaluations and
expected completion dates are shown on the
Earth Fund PIFs submitted by the individual plat-
forms and presented in table 3.7.

Monitoring and Evaluation Plans

Logical
framework

Baseline
information

Criteria for success

Estimated date

of midterm
evaluation

Expected
implementation
completion

Earth Fund None specificto | None Not defined June 2011 To be determined
Earth Fund
IFC Earth Every IFC project | Not available at | Investments made; financial June 2011 June 2013
Fund has a results platform level | returns
framework®
WB-CI Yes Being gathered | Conservation agreements with None indicated | September 2014
Conservation sustainable financing plans signed | on Earth Fund
Agreements PIF
UNEP Yes Being gathered | * Stakeholder forum, roadmap March 2011 March 2013
Lighting for market transformation, com-
munication plan, center of excel-
lence, network of expertise
* Guidelines for harmonization of
quality and performance-based
standards
* Guidelines for certification and
labeling schemes
* Policy toolkit
* Institutional arrangement for
safe disposal of compact fluores-
cent lighting
UNEP-RA Yes Being gathered | * Adoption of sustainable agricul- | June 2011 December 2016
Cocoa ture standard
* Cost-benefit analyses
* Payment for ecosystems services
methodology
* Measurable biodiversity
improvements
IDB-TNC To be deter- Several feasibil- | * Water quality and availability January 2013 September 2015
Water Funds | mined by ity studies to « Biodiversity of the watershed
IDB Office of be prepared for | , Financial returns
Evaluation and each proposed .
. * System maintenance
oversight water fund

a. Given the nature of the IFC Earth Fund platform, the logical framework attached to the IFC Earth Fund PIF would need to be made more
specific to be used to guide an evaluation. A strategy framework for the implementation of the platform was approved in 2008 that could guide
evaluation of this platform.
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4. Engagement with the Private Sector .

Due to limited documentation of the process of
engagement with the private sector in the devel-
opment of the Earth Fund and its platforms, the
evaluation team had to base evidence primarily on
interviews and analysis of the platforms that have
resulted from the Earth Fund pilot process. The
review sought to determine

e to what extent the Earth Fund and its platforms
are providing a different and innovative way for
the GEF to engage the private sector;

® demand for the Earth Fund from the private
sector and other GEF stakeholders; and

® the positioning of the Earth Fund in terms of
other sources of environmental finance that
may be tapped by the private sector.

The evaluation team tried to determine the extent
to which the Earth Fund attracted private sector
financial partners, enlisted their help in designing
platforms, or interested them in participating in
platforms.

4.1 Earth Fund-Level Engagement

The original intent, as evidenced in the change of
name from PPPI to Earth Fund, was to attract pri-
vate money to the Earth Fund, with the Earth Fund
Board members being one of the ways to accom-
plish this goal (GEF 2008e, 2009b). As of the end
of August 2010, the Earth Fund has not been able

to leverage any additional funding. One of the rea-
sons for this could include the limited promotion
of the Earth Fund outside the GEF partnership,
either by the CEO or the Earth Fund Board. IFC
has created, as requested by the Council, a special
account to receive private donations.

The contrast between the Earth Fund portfolio
of platforms and the main GEF portfolio is one of
degree, rather than a radically innovative approach.
The Earth Fund platforms devised during the pilot
phase are all regional or global in scope, in con-
trast to the regular portfolio, in which such proj-
ects comprise fewer than 10 of the total number
of projects. As discussed earlier, the proportion of
private sector cofinancing in the Earth Fund port-
folio to date is lower than in the overall portfolio.

It is not clear why the Earth Fund Trust Fund,
set up in IFC, could not have engaged any entity
directly, whether private, NGO, or public. The
document approving the Earth Fund was not fully
clear about this either. Nevertheless, it indicates
that any entity that would fulfill the fiduciary
standards set up by the GEF and then approved
by the Council could propose a platform. The
document did not indicate the need for 1 of the 10
GEF Agencies to be the public sector partner in
Earth Fund platforms. It seems that, at some point
in the process of implementing the Earth Fund,
it was decided not to authorize the Earth Fund
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Trust Fund to engage directly with private sector
entities. One clear case in point was that, during
the processing of the IDB-TNC Water Funds and
WB-CI Conservation Agreements platforms, the
GEF Secretariat recommended to the two private
institutions that they should pair themselves with
1 of the 10 GEF Agencies. The GEF Secretariat,
World Bank, and IFC could have presented cases,
based on the document establishing the Earth
Fund, to the GEF Council to request that these
two institutions become Earth Fund platform
managers. Some might have thought that con-
tracting with an NGO to help operate a platform
could have been a back door to giving that NGO
the status of a GEF Agency with regard to the GEF
Trust Fund. This is not what the Earth Fund proj-
ect and board procedures documents indicated.
Perhaps these documents could have defined the
difference between becoming a GEF Agency for
the GEF Trust Fund and a GEF Earth Fund plat-
form managing agency more clearly.

A clear consequence of this confusion—that is, of
giving a GEF Agency access to the Earth Fund—
was that financial and operational management
and accountability was not shared with the pri-
vate sector in any of the Earth Fund platforms.
Rather, in the case of the three platforms that
involve NGOs as partners, the relationship is one
of grantor and grantee. While interesting and use-
ful, this is not engagement above and beyond pre-
vious relationships.

IFC has had difficulty in positioning the Earth
Fund as a coinvestor with private sources, due to
market conditions and restrictions placed on its
other sources of funds. The UNEP Lighting plat-
form, which is operated more as a project than
a platform, has achieved a working relationship
with the private sector. Two companies, Osram
and Philips—have agreed to participate at the
platform level, providing policy and technical

information as well as networks to support the
phaseout of incandescent lighting and phase-in of
second-generation compact fluorescent lighting
and products that use light-emitting diodes.

4.2 Project-Level Engagement

At the project level, the platform managers have
built roles for private sector organizations, includ-
ing global corporate, local corporate, and com-
munity enterprises, into their program operations
plans.

In the case of UNEP-RA Cocoa, two of the major
consumers of cocoa—Mars, Incorporated, and
Kraft Foods Inc.—and one of the principal trading
companies, Armajaro Trading—are also partici-
pating in the proposed projects to make the cocoa
supply chain more sustainable. According to new
documentation that was sent to the CEO for
endorsement in October 2010, additional cocoa
processing and trading companies have signed
onto the project.

In the IDB-TNC Water Funds platform, the core
idea is to engage local private companies in protect-
ing watersheds by enabling them to invest in provid-
ers of water services.

In the WB-CI Conservation Agreements plat-
form, community enterprises are the primary par-
ticipants in the project to streamline biodiversity
supply chains, with local financial institutions also
participating through various lending and techni-
cal assistance mechanisms supported by Conser-
vation International’s Verde Ventures Fund.

4.3 Demand for/Awareness of the
Earth Fund

The private sector arms of three GEF Agencies—
IFC, the European Bank for Reconstruction and
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Development, and IDB—have said that there
is demand for Earth Fund monies to improve
returns or mitigate risk in their environmental
portfolios. Other agencies interviewed during this
review also indicated that, once the new phase of
the Earth Fund is approved, they think demand
will exist. They also expressed frustration with the
delays in the approval of Earth Fund II itself, and
with the low levels of funding projected for Earth
Fund II in GEF-5. Both of these problems could
cause a decrease in internal demand.

As there was no call for proposals to participate in
the Earth Fund, and no private sector association
or network has been involved in it so far that could
have been consulted, the evaluation team has no
way of determining private sector demand for the
Earth Fund as such. However, it is perceived that
there is demand for public sector money gener-
ally to complement private investment in carbon
markets, forest management, renewable energy,
and other elements of sustainability and environ-
mental protection.

Companies whose businesses are based on natural
resources are aware of the GEF, but it appears that
the Earth Fund itself has no visibility.

4.4 Positioning the Earth Fund in
the Environmental Finance Arena

Since there is no mention of the GEF or the Earth
Fund in recent and upcoming conferences on pri-
vate environmental finance, there is significant
room for improvement in raising awareness of the
Fund and engaging the private sector.

Because the Earth Fund is not an investment
fund, it has not been able to pursue a strategy
of coinvestment with investment funds operat-
ing in the environmental finance field, as dis-
cussed earlier. Rather, the Earth Fund is oper-
ated as a granting facility, and the organizations
most comparable to it are thus other granting
facilities, such as private foundations with global
environmental agendas. There is room in the
approved Earth Fund structure to engage foun-
dations as platform managing partners, but this
has not occurred to date. The evaluation team
was unable to determine the reason for this. The
bibliography (under “Websites”) includes a par-
tial list of entities that are sufficiently established
to be likely to meet GEF fiduciary standards as
potential platform managing partners, as well as
industry associations (umbrella organizations)
that could be of interest in a second phase of the
Earth Fund.

4.5 Financial Expectations of the
Earth Fund

As discussed earlier, the GEF’s expectations of pri-
vate financial leverage and returns from the Earth
Fund were unrealistic, particularly given that
three of the five platforms are being managed by
NGOs. Cofinancing, in the sense of cost sharing,
will naturally be limited when there is no offer of
corresponding ownership of a platform. Reflows
are a function of returns on investment, which—
in the case of the GEF-mandated areas of invest-
ment—tend to be low and far in the future, mak-
ing it difficult to attract coinvestors or align their
financial interests with those of the Earth Fund.

4. Engagement with the Private Sector
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5. Roles and Responsibilities

30

The roles and responsibilities of the various stake-
holders of the Earth Fund were established in two
documents: the Earth Fund project document
endorsed by the CEO in May 2008 (GEF 2008e)
and the Earth Fund Board procedures approved in
June 2009 (GEF 2009c). The first part of this chap-
ter presents the roles and responsibilities as estab-
lished in those documents; section 5.2 presents an
assessment of how these roles and responsibilities
have been carried out.

The Earth Fund was approved as a full-size GEF
project. It was supposed to be managed opera-
tionally by the GEF Secretariat. The World
Bank—through the International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development (IBRD)—is the GEF
Implementing Agency, with IFC serving as the
executing agency as well as the manager of the
Earth Fund Trust Fund account; this means that
IFC is responsible for disbursements of funds
from the account following instructions from the
GEF Council and GEF CEO.

As explained in previous sections, the Earth Fund
operates through the concept of platforms, which
are proposed by Earth Fund platform managing
partners (such as GEF Agencies, NGOs, and foun-
dations meeting GEF fiduciary standards). Propo-
nents of the Earth Fund wanted the platforms to be
implemented by any entity approved by the Coun-
cil. Another element unique to the Earth Fund was

the establishment of the Earth Fund Board, which
provides guidance on strategy, reviews platforms,
and promotes the Earth Fund in general. Other
partners described in these documents were the
Earth Fund sponsors—individual agencies and
other interested parties that might contribute at
the Earth Fund and/or platform level.

Although the Earth Fund was established to
improve the access of the private sector to the
GEF, there has been no strategic discussion of
the role(s) of the private sector in the Earth Fund.
Another interesting characteristic of the Earth
Fund that distinguishes it from the GEF’s regu-
lar projects is that neither platforms nor projects
under the platforms need endorsement from the
GEF focal points at any stage of the project cycle.

Following is a more detailed description of the
roles and responsibilities of all the parties involved
in the Earth Fund.

5.1 Proposed Roles

The GEF Council approved establishment of the
Earth Fund and its financial allocations, gover-
nance structure (including establishment of the
Earth Fund Board), and operating procedures.
The Council makes decisions on both establish-
ing a platform and on allocating funds for its
implementation to one or more interested agen-



cies, based on their comparative advantages. As
stipulated in the project documents, the Council
approves all platforms and their corresponding
funding allocations, and establishes criteria for the
minimum cofinancing required for agencies to be
eligible for allocations from the fund. The Coun-
cil also ensures that activities of the platforms and
projects are monitored and evaluated on a regu-
lar basis in accordance with the GEF M&E Policy.
Finally, the Council also requests, as appropriate,
and reviews external audits and financial reviews
of Earth Fund accounts.

The GEF CEO reports to the Council on behalf
of the Earth Fund Board. Following Council
approval, the CEO endorses platforms, incorpo-
rating comments from the Council. The CEO also
chairs the Earth Fund Board.

The GEF Secretariat is responsible for the opera-
tional management of the Earth Fund. Manage-
ment of the fund was supposed to include the
establishment of an Earth management team and
overall procedures of the Earth Fund. Further-
more, the GEF Secretariat was supposed to serve
the Council on issues related to the Earth Fund
and its board, prepare an annual report of the
Earth Fund (together with IFC as the Earth Fund
Trust Fund manager), and maintain the Earth
Fund website. Finally, the GEF Secretariat was
assigned the following roles and responsibilities.

o Platforms:

— Development—Serve as liaison with pro-
spective platform managing agencies; assist
them, as appropriate, by discussing ideas for
new activities, supporting resource mobili-
zation, and promoting linkages and learning
between projects

— Cycle—Review platform proposals submit-
ted by candidate platform managing agen-
cies; and coordinate the project cycle of

platforms, culminating in submission to the
Earth Fund Board and the GEF Council

— Implementation—Participate in the review
of project proposals by platform agencies

® Monitoring: Prepare annual monitoring
review of platforms based on reports submitted
by agencies; oversee monitoring requirements
for platforms developed under the Earth Fund
in conjunction with platform managing agen-
cies; and manage a comprehensive database of
Earth Fund activities, knowledge management,

and results

® Promotion: Manage external relations and
promote the Earth Fund, including securing
additional contributions to the fund

IFC, acting on behalf of IBRD, has the responsi-
bility to oversee Earth Fund operations, commit-
ments, and disbursement of funds. As the execut-
ing agency of the Earth Fund, IFC has set up a
team of staff members to fulfill its obligations:

e Earth Fund trustee manager, as directed by
the Council and GEF CEO; IFC team supports
the administration of the trust fund, including
executing grant agreements with GEF Agencies
approved for platforms, managing donor agree-
ments to the Earth Fund, and general adminis-
tration of the Earth Fund Trust Fund

— Administers funds to platforms

— Has fiduciary responsibilities to the GEF
Council and the GEF Trustee

— Creates and maintains separate trust funds
as required to manage external contribu-
tions to the Earth Fund

— Responsible for all assets as directed by the
GEF Council, performing the following
functions: financial management, account-
ing and financial reporting, legal services,
and systems and infrastructure

4. Engagement with the Private Sector
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— Participate in the Earth Fund Board as
requested

e Earth Fund platform manager, piloting the
implementation of the first platform (IFC Earth
Fund platform); in setting up and implement-
ing the platform, IFC also would devise and test
operational procedures and policies that could
subsequently be used by other GEF Implement-
ing Agencies when they take on implementa-
tion of their own Earth Fund platforms

The Earth Fund Board meets at least once a year,
is chaired by the GEF CEO, and is composed of at
least three members drawn from representatives of
organizations making significant contributions to
the Earth Fund, and individuals with a reputation
for thematic excellence or influence in the topics
of the Earth Fund; 8-16 members were expected.
Member nominations are selected by Board mem-
bers and approved by all others. Financial contribu-
tion to the Earth Fund is not required for member-
ship. GEF Council members and representatives
from GEF Agencies are invited as observers.

The Earth Fund Board’s role is as follows:

® Provide nonbinding strategic guidance to the
platforms and the GEF Council

® Advocate for the Earth Fund by promoting the
Earth Fund partnership, reviewing the avail-
ability of resources and seeking to mobilize
further financial resources; and recommending
the inclusion of new contributors, platforms,
and other opportunities

® Review platform proposals and make recom-
mendations to the Council for each of the new
proposed platforms; and review annual plat-
form progress reports provided by platform
managing partners

® Provide an annual report to the Council on the
activities of the platforms under the Earth Fund

Platform managing agencies are GEF Agencies,
NGOs, and foundations with fiduciary standards
that meet GEF requirements; these will be allowed
to propose platforms and may qualify as platform
managing agencies, subject to the approval of the
Council. These entities are responsible for manag-
ing all investments within the platform in accor-
dance with the strategic priorities, governance,
and operational procedures of the Earth Fund.
They provide annual reports on their activities
and the performance of their projects to the Earth
Fund Board, and are responsible for conducting
M&E activities for their specific platforms.

There is no defined role for for-profit private sec-
tor organizations at either the Earth Fund or plat-
form level, other than membership in the Earth
Fund Board.

GEF Earth Fund sponsors are interested agen-
cies, individuals, or organizations that wish to
provide contributions to the Earth Fund. Contri-
butions of any amount will be accepted. Sponsors
making the most significant contributions will be
invited to become members of the Earth Fund’s
Board.

5.2 Roles in Practice

Based on the review of documents pertaining to
the Earth Fund’s management structure, as well
as the interviews conducted, the evaluation team
considers that, in practice, most roles and respon-
sibilities of the different partners in the Earth
Fund have been accomplished, while others are
yet to be fulfilled.

In practice, the role of the GEF Council has been
limited to approval of the Earth Fund as a full-size
project, commenting on each of the platforms,
and approving them. A few Council members
issued comments on each of the platforms, which
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are incorporated in the final platform proposal
before CEO endorsement. The Council has not
provided further strategic guidance on implemen-
tation of the Earth Fund and has only once (at the
2009 November Council meeting) made a request
for information or a progress report. Council
members participated, as observers, in the Earth
Fund Board meeting of March 2010. Reports to
the Council by the CEO have been limited to pro-
viding information on approval of platforms and
minutes from the Earth Fund Board.

The CEO has chaired the Earth Fund Board and has
had a direct influence in identifying and appointing
the members of the board. The CEO has fulfilled
her role in the platform approval and endorse-
ment process. Although the CEOQ initially had great
enthusiasm for the Earth Fund and promoted it in
several forums, this attention has waned over time,
perhaps due to the needs to adapt the initial pro-
posal for implementing the Earth Fund with some
elements of direct access to a less ambitious grant-
ing mechanism, given the constraints—particularly
legal ones—of the GEF, and to focus efforts on mat-
ters of importance to the broader GEFE.

The GEF Secretariat was successful in allocat-
ing the remaining $20 million of the Earth Fund
among four platforms, serving the Council and
Earth Fund Board, and negotiating and establish-
ing the Earth Fund procedures.! However, other
responsibilities were only partially or not at all
completed:

® The GEF Secretariat was slow to establish the
Earth Fund management team. It took nearly a
year to contract a full-time staff to manage the

! Although termed “Earth Fund Board Proce-
dures,” this guidance also contains procedures as well
as definition of roles and responsibilities for basically
all participants in the Earth Fund.

fund. Before then, the Earth Fund was managed
by several GEF Secretariat staff on a part-time
basis, as an add-on to other responsibilities.
There is, at present, no budget allocation for
management of the Earth Fund.

There has been limited use of GEF Secretariat
resources. There was no formal arrangement
to integrate the GEF Secretariat focal area pro-
gram managers into the development of plat-
forms, particularly for technical reviews. Fur-
thermore, the Earth Fund management team
did not draw upon the GEF’s extensive historic
experience with PPPs and other forms of pri-
vate sector engagement.

There has been limited reporting on progress.
There have been no annual reports on the Earth
Fund or on strategic, financial, or program-
matic implementation. No monitoring reviews
of platforms have been prepared. At the request
of Council members, and not as part of the
meeting agenda, the Council received a short
statement at its November 2009 meeting (GEF
2009d), basically presenting the Earth Fund
Board members.

The GEF Secretariat participates in the internal
review committee for IFC projects with a voice
but no vote. The Secretariat does not partici-
pate in any of the other platforms once a plat-
form has been approved.

There have been a few attempts at linking with
potential platform proponents, especially in the
private sector, but there has been no reporting
on this topic.

The GEF Project Management Information
System does not record information at the plat-
form level, although platforms are approved by
the Council.

The website does not have up-to-date informa-
tion.

5. Roles and Responsibilities
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IFC has functioned as requested, both as the
Earth Fund trustee manager and manager of
the IFC platform. Regarding the management
of the Earth Fund, the arrangement is that the
World Bank (IBRD), as the GEF Agency for the
Earth Fund, has established a trust fund and
has authorized IFC to manage that fund on its
behalf. Acting on behalf of IBRD, IFC has set
up the accounting model necessary to allow the
transfer of allocated funds to the platforms, and
processing of payments of fees to the GEF Agen-
cies (9 percent of the Earth Fund grant). Memo-
randa of understanding are signed between IFC
(on behalf of IBRD as the GEF Agency) and the
appropriate platform managing agency. IFC has
received 2 percent of the Earth Fund alloca-
tion ($1 million) to manage the trust fund for
its duration. The World Bank, as a GEF Agency,
has received 1 percent of the fund ($500,000) for

core services.

IFC is implementing the IFC platform, as
described earlier. There has not been a formal
process to share IFC’s experience in implement-
ing the platform with other possible proponents.

The Earth Fund Board was established in late
2008/early 2009 with an advisory role and mem-
bership of three individuals from private enter-
prises, plus the GEF CEO as the chair. According
to its terms of reference, the board was estab-
lished for the purpose of enabling private sector
expertise and perspective to inform the process of
approving Earth Fund platform proposals. There
was much discussion about the establishment of
the present board. Some Council members were
opposed to the formation of a separate board with
decision-making responsibility; others believed
the board should have a more direct role in the
development of platforms. There also were dis-
cussions about the board’s composition and who
had responsibility for appointing members. Mem-

bers were nominated and appointed by the CEO
and then introduced to the Council at its Novem-
ber 2009 meeting, after the appointments had
been made.

The perception among GEF partners involved in
the Earth Fund is that there is no clear function of
the board as it now exists, and that it has not pro-
vided much added value to the Earth Fund or the
platforms. The board has reviewed the platforms,
but provided no substantive comments for any of
them. An important part of the board’s role was
intended to be advocacy of the fund within the
private sector community; there is no evidence of
this advocacy having been conducted. The board
was also charged with providing an annual report
to the Council on activities, but no such report has
been prepared.

There are two types of platform managing
agencies. The first group is comprised of GEF
Agencies (the World Bank, UNEP, and IDB). In
two cases (the World Bank and IDB), the GEF
Agencies have been matched with platform pro-
ponents when these institutions—Conservation
International and the Nature Conservancy—were
informed by the GEF Secretariat that they could
not have direct access to the Earth Fund. Both
UNEP platforms were prepared as GEF projects,
so that Agency and its project proponents have
had a longer relationship with the projects—since
before the Earth Fund began. In interviews with
some stakeholders, questions emerged as to the
value added of these Agencies regarding the qual-
ity of the platform proposals—although they have
demonstrated a value added in navigating GEF
processes. In addition, it is evident that UNEP and
IDB have increased the scope of the interventions.
The World Bank operating agreement has not yet
been finalized, so it is not clear whether there will
be a greater role for the Bank as a supervisor of or
partner in the platform.
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The second group of platform managing agencies
consists of the environmental NGOs that have pro-
posed the platforms: Conservation International,
the Rainforest Alliance, and the Nature Conser-
vancy. They are the liaisons with the private sec-
tor, since they interact at different levels with the
sector. As noted, in all cases, the platforms propose
the application or scale-up of ongoing activities
and programs in each of the NGOs. The UNEP-RA
Cocoa platform has defined active roles for interna-
tional corporate entities. The Nature Conservancy
proposes to work with local companies, and Con-
servation International will work with local compa-
nies and unincorporated community enterprises.

At the Earth Fund level, the role of the private
sector—which, as indicated above, was not

defined—has been limited to the participation of
representatives of three companies on the Earth
Fund Board. This engagement has not been very
successful. In the development of platforms, other
companies have been engaged from both direc-
tions; either the GEF Secretariat or other pro-
spective platform proponents have consulted to
inform them about the Earth Fund, or private sec-
tor representatives have contacted the GEF Secre-
tariat or GEF Agencies for possible engagements.
Engagement has not been done strategically or
systematically, but more or less opportunistically.
No call for proposals has been issued nor was a
communications strategy developed to reach out
to the private sector. Thus, as noted elsewhere,
the role of the private sector is most evident at the
platform or project level.

5. Roles and Responsibilities
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This annex provides descriptions of the five
approved Earth Fund platforms, updated from the
PIF presentations as of August 2010. Table A.1
presents a summary of all five approved Earth
Fund platforms, covering these parameters:

® Objective

® Focal area and relationship to the GEF mandate
e Goals

® Structure

® Approaches to engaging the private sector

e Financing, including GEF funding (including

GEF Agency fee) and other funding by category

Table A.2 provides an update on the implementa-
tion status of each platform as of August 31, 2010.

The following information is presented for each
platform, as appropriate:
® Background and objectives

e Platform management (ownership and account-
ability, structure, command and control, pro-
cess) and engagement with the private sector

® Projects or investments made by the platform
e Evidence of innovation, replicability, and scal-
ability

® Lessons and opportunities

A.1 IFC Earth Fund Platform

Background

As presented in the annual reports of the IFC Sus-
tainability Business Innovator, IFC has extensive
experience with environmental funds, climate
investment funds, promoting clean technology,
and supporting projects to protect biodiversity.

The IFC Earth Fund platform has a long history.
The first proposal to set up such a fund was made
in 1999. The present proposal is set up to support
private sector projects with grant and nongrant
instruments for the purpose of accelerating new
technologies, and for the emergence and replica-
tion of projects that will generate global environ-
mental benefits in the areas of climate change,
biodiversity, and international waters. In the initial
planning of the GEF PPPI, IFC was to have been
the sole implementing agency and would have
received the entire $50 million allocation. This
was changed and the allocation reduced when the
PPPI was approved.

Platform Management

Management of the IFC Earth Fund platform has
been assigned to the IFC Financial Mechanisms
for Sustainability unit.



Table A.1

Summary of Earth Fund Platforms as Presented in Approved Documents

m IFC Earth Fund UNEP Lighting WB-CI Conservation Agreements

Objective Enable the private sector to access | Speed up the transformation of the | Catalyze private sector participa-
GEF funding to accelerate the market for environmentally sustain- | tion in the conservation of biodi-
emergence and replication of able efficient lighting technologies | versity and provision of ecosystem
projects that will generate global in the emerging markets of devel- | services by enabling private sector
environmental benefits in the oping countries companies to partner directly with
biodiversity, climate change, and local communities
international waters focal areas in
a streamlined and cost-effective
manner

Focal area/ | Climate change, support deploy- Climate change, energy efficiency | Biodiversity conservation and sus-

relation- ment of clean technologies tainable use: payment for ecosys-

ship to GEF tem services

mandate

Goals Mobilize funding to supportinno- | * Global policy dialogue for the * Promote use of conservation
vative and market-based solutions phaseout of inefficient light- agreements under which local
to the most pressing environ- ing and removal of barriers to resource users agree to protect
mental problems in the areas of widespread adoption of energy- priority habitats in exchange for a
biodiversity, climate change, and efficient lighting products steady stream of structured com-
international waters » Guidelines for harmonization of pensation from conservationists

standards and certification or other investors

« Institutional arrangements for * Forge mutually beneficial links

safe disposal of compact fluores- between the private sector and

cent lighting local communities and landown-
ers who commit to achieving
biodiversity conservation, reduce
land degradation, support
climate regulation efforts, and
promote sustainable natural
resource management

Structure GEF Agency-—private sector GEF Agency-—private sector GEF Agency-NGO-private sector

Approaches | Offer of concessional financing, PPP through multistakeholder * Streamline product sourcing

to engag- capacity building, and knowledge | management process agreements in biotrade supply

ing private | management chain

sector * Develop conservation

partnerships

* Build small and medium-size
enterprise capacity to participate
in biotrade supply chain

Financing * GEF Earth Fund: $30 million * GEF Earth Fund: $5 million * GEF Earth Fund: $5 million

¢ |[FC: $10 million

* Cofinancing: $80 million*from a
variety of sources, at the invest-
ment level, ensuring @ minimum
of 1:3 ratio overall

* Agency fee: $2.7 million

* UNEP: $0.068 million

¢ ADEME (France): $0.132 million
e Osram: $6 million (in kind)

* Philips: $6 million (in kind)

* Agency fee: $0.52 million

* Mulago Foundation: $5 million
* Others: $10 million
* Agency fee: $0.45 million

a. Additional information as of August 31, 2010, on the breakdown of cofinancing is provided in table A.4.
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TableA.2

Implementation Status of Earth Fund Platforms

Trust fund
CEO endorsement | administration Personnel Investments
obtained and legal® Funds disbursed assigned N ET [
IFC Earth Fund September 2008 1996° First investment approved Yes Yes
November 2008

UNEP Lighting August 2009 September 2010 February 2010 Yes n.a.
WB-CI Conservation May 2010 January 2010 Pending Cl and WB staff Pending
Agreements appointed

UNEP-RA Cocoa Pending target Pending target Pending UNEP and RA Pending

October 2010 January 2011 staff appointed

IDB-TNC Water June 2010 Pending target Pending IDB staff Pending
Funds January 2011 appointed

Note: n.a. = not applicable. Also see table 3.5 for pre-CEO endorsement calendar.

a.Includes approval of operating agreement, manuals, memorandum of understanding, and grant financing request.

b. IFC-World Bank agreement for IFC to be an executing agency of the GEF.

IFC manages its Earth Fund appropriation in ways
similar to those used for other funds. There is
an Investment Review Committee, on which the
GEF Secretariat has observer status (a voice with
no vote). The investment pipeline is derived from
a broader pipeline of IFC’s industry departments,
such as the infrastructure, manufacturing, and
financial markets groups. At least one project—a
proposed sustainable forestry project in Indone-
sia—was rejected partly due to GEF Secretariat
technical comments.

IFC has not integrated Earth Fund monies into
other funds; that is, the GEF is considered a donor
and not a limited partner in a multidonor fund. The
advisory services pipeline is derived from a broader
pipeline of advisory services opportunities.

Private counterpart contributions at the platform
level have not taken place. Private investment at
the platform level would most likely have to come
from investors with philanthropic aims, such as
foundations or high-net-worth individuals. IFC
contributed $10 million from its own funding
to the platform, and examination of the current

portfolio to which the IFC Earth Fund contributes
(table A.3) reveals that IFC matches Earth Fund
investment with other IFC-managed funds, in
addition to private capital. Just under $145 million
of cofinancing has been attracted at the portfolio
investments level, of which approximately 50 per-
cent is from private sources.

Of 50 proposals received by IFC Financial Mecha-
nisms for Sustainability, 12 were cleared to go to
the IRC; one of those was rejected. This dropout
rate is thought to be consistent with other IFC
investment services operations. Of the 11 invest-
ments approved by the IRC, three have been can-
celled (table A.3).

The answer to the question “Would any of these
investments have been made without Earth Fund
money?” appears to be no, as they are all projects
that require financing on concessional terms and
the Earth Fund can be broadly geographically
applied, for example. It also was noted by IFC that
international organizations have access to con-
cessional monies from other sources, and so it
is possible that, in the future, fewer projects may
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TableA.3

Status of IFC Earth Fund Platform Approved Projects as of August 31,2010

Approval
Name of project date Purpose

Fuel cell company in | Novem- Introduce mass manufacturing capability in the Cancelled due to disagreement
China ber 21, fuel cell industry by supporting an innovative small among shareholders regarding
2008 manufacturer, thereby scaling up use of renewable valuation of company shares
energy technology
Indonesia Sustain- February | * Remove market barriers that limit adoption of Ongoing
able Energy Finance | 23,2009 energy efficiency and cleaner production methods
Program * Strengthen financial institution capacity to lend for
renewable energy projects
* Improve outreach of technical assistance services
* Design and implement market education programs
Emerging Markets March 20, | Support development of an emerging markets Ongoing
Carbon Efficiency 2009 carbon efficiency index to offer an incentive for listed
Index companies in emerging markets to disclose and
improve their carbon efficiency
Research and Engage- | July 29, Establish industry standards and benchmarks to Ongoing
ment for Climate 2009 enable institutional investors to increase their capital
Change Investment allocations to clean technology, renewable energy,
by Private Equity and and energy efficiency in emerging markets, specifi-
Venture Capital Funds cally through private equity and venture capital funds
Global Cleaner Pro- August Deliver and cofinance Cleaner Production audits to Ongoing
duction Facility 28,2009 | encourage companies in developing countries to
adopt Cleaner Production technologies and pro-
cesses that conserve resources and reduce waste,
pollution, and greenhouse gas emissions
Amman-Zarga Light | January Support government of Jordan in designing and Ongoing
Rail System 15,2010 | implementing a PPP to develop first light rail system
in Jordan, to facilitate transport between the two
cities and thereby reduce overall traffic congestion,
pollution, and greenhouse gas emissions
Techcombank EE February | Enable Techcombank (Vietnam) to on-lend to CPEE Ongoing (first disbursement in
Loan 22,2010 | projects June 2010)
Nedbank Sub-Saha- | March Support forestry investments in Sub-Saharan Africa Cancelled because most of the
ran Africa Forestry 2010 proposed portfolio did not meet
Fund GEF criteria
EdF Solar Energy May 20, Support development of a 21.4 MW pv solar farm Being redesigned to reflect
2010 near a village in southeast Bulgaria, expected to dis- | recent changes in risk profile
place 28.8 kt carbon dioxide equivalent/yearr
Clean Tech Pilot VC May 20, Expand on earlier Clean Tech investments into more | Initial pipeline of two companies:
Facility 2010 challenging geographies and markets « Telecom’s Base Station Sustain-
able Energy Solutions, Nigeria
* Low-cost solar home system
integrator, India, targeting off-
grid “bottom of the pyramid”
customers in Southeast Asia
and Africa.
Assal Geothermal July 29, Build a 50 MW geothermal power plant Cancelled because negotiations
Power Plant, Djibouti | 2009 with the government of Djibouti

were unsuccessful
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solicit Earth Funds, implying a possible reduction
in demand.

Projects and Investments Made So Far

According to the IFC Earth Fund Strategy
approved in July 2008, the emphasis of the IFC
Earth Fund platform has focused on testing and
scaling up new technologies and financial mod-
els. Private sector interests are such that most, if
not all, Earth Fund—supported activity at IFC has
been and is expected to continue to be focused in
the climate change arena.

Attention was given in Earth Fund presentations to
the Council and in the IFC’s Earth Fund PIF to the
notion of offering incentive prizes for technologi-
cal solutions to problems of environmental protec-
tion, thereby mobilizing private funds for the pub-
lic good. Biofuels development was singled out at
the time as a focus for the incentive prize initiative.
The prize was dropped when results of a market
study conducted by IFC indicated that it would be
very difficult execute this strategy in the face of the
food versus fuel debate, and that it would entail too
much reputational risk for the GEE.

Review of the IFC Earth Fund portfolio indi-
cates that IFC has used many of the financing
tools available to it in meeting Earth Fund objec-
tives; has made or planned investments in Asia,
Southeastern Europe, and the Middle East; and
has funded an advisory services operation with
global coverage. The entire amount of GEF and
IFC money allocated to the IFC Earth Fund plat-
form has been committed to advisory services and
investments. The advisory services component
makes up $6.1 million, or about 20 percent of the
IFC Earth Fund allocation, while investment ser-
vices comprises the rest. About $20 million of the
GEF contribution to the IFC Earth Fund has been
allocated as of August 31, 2010; not all investments
have been made.

Direct Investments

The direct equity investment in a Chinese fuel cell
company mentioned in the Earth Fund PIF was
not made, due to pressure from other sharehold-
ers whose equity investment was priced differ-
ently (higher, made before the financial crisis) than
IFC’s. The $2 million commitment (for an approx-
imately 13 percent shareholding) was not made,
after a year of negotiations with the shareholders.
This investment had been expected to leverage the
IFC Earth Fund commitment six times.

The Bulgaria Solar Farm Investment, to be made in
partnership with a sponsor, is still being negotiated
as of this writing. The proposed IFC Earth Fund
contribution consists of a $13 million subordinated
loan. This utility-scale plant is facing pressures on
projected financial returns as a result of recent reg-
ulatory developments, including a reduction in the
feed-in-tariff and loss of country eligibility to trade
carbon emissions reduction credits.

The direct senior loan to a Vietnamese financial
institution to promote lending for energy effi-
ciency includes a performance bonus—that is, the
IFC Earth Fund share of the investment is convert-
ible to a grant if the bank meets its objectives.' If
the bank does not meet its on-lending objectives,
the loan will be called in full. The bank will be pay-
ing the principal and interest on the loan; the first
disbursement was made June 28, 2010. The on-
lending portfolio is expected to leverage the IFC
Earth Fund commitment 24 times.

' 1t is not clear if there would be any reflows
beyond loan repayments to IFC from this activity. If the
grant were to be construed as equity by the Vietnamese
regulators—and there is no indication that it will be—
IFC could expect to receive dividend payments.
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TableA.4

Financing of IFC Earth Fund Platform: Ongoing Projects as of August 31,2010

IFC
IFC funding to
IFC Private (invest- advisory Project
FMTAAS sector ments) Bilateral | services budget
Indonesia 0.20 — 0.21 — — 0.63 — 1.04
Carbon index 0.27 — 0.50 — 0.13 0.21 0.14 1.25
RECCIPE 0.10 0.10 0.48 = = 048 = 1.16
Global Clean Production 0.15 4.81 4.60 — — 1.45 — 11.01
Amman-Zarga LRS — 0.36 0.25 — — 0.35 0.48 1.44
Techcombank 1.00 — — 24.00 — = = 25.00
Clean Tech Pilot 5.00 — — 15.00 — — — 20.00
Solar energy 13.00 — 68.51 27.14 — — — 108.65
Total 19.72 5.27 74.55 66.14 0.13 3.12 0.62 169.55
Percent of total 12 3 44 39 >0 2 >0 100

Note: FMTAAS = Funding Mechanism for Technical Assistance and Advisory Services. Cancelled projects not included.

A proposed geothermal power project in Djibouti,
in which IFC was to act as codeveloper in a joint
venture with a private company, was approved by
the IRC with the condition to restructure the IFC
Earth Fund investment to further align interests
with other investors. The project was cancelled
because negotiations with the government of Dji-
bouti were unsuccessful.

Fund Investments

The Sub-Saharan Africa Climate Change Debt
Fund described in the Earth Fund PIF was
approved by the IRC, but did not go forward
because a significant percentage of the expected
portfolio investments targeted afforestation—an
activity not eligible for the GEF. This fund had
been expected to leverage the IFC Earth Fund
commitment nine times.

IFC is matching the IFC Earth Fund 3:1 in the
proposed investment structure of the Clean Tech
Venture Capital Fund, which was approved in May
2010. The project approval form for this project

shows indicative Earth Fund financing of $15 mil-
lion ($5 million to have been committed in June
2010, with two additional tranches after January
2011, pending replenishment of the Earth Fund
and the IFC Earth Fund platform). It is expected
that private investment in the Clean Tech Venture
Capital Fund will be forthcoming as market con-
ditions improve during Earth Fund II.

Adyvisory Services

The principal IFC Earth Fund advisory services
contribution is just under $5 million ($4.96 million,
of which $2.75 million is from the IFC Earth Fund
and $2.21 million from the IFC’s Funding Mecha-
nism for Technical Assistance and Advisory Ser-
vices) into the $11 million Global Cleaner Produc-
tion Facility.? The purpose of the Global Cleaner

> The Funding Mechanism for Technical Assis-
tance and Advisory Services (FMTAAS) is funded with
IFC’s net income and targeted at advisory services.
The ultimate contribution of FMTAAS to this project
was higher—$4.81 million—and that from the GEF
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Production Facility is to support cleaner produc-
tion audits of IFC’s portfolio companies, enabling
those companies to gain access to local financial
markets with environmental protection incentives.
Under this facility, the companies meet 50 percent
of the cost of the audits, and the IFC Earth Fund
covers the other half. For several Latin American
countries, the private sector match appears to be
higher, at 75:25. Cleaner Production audits by IFC,
when they lead to follow-on investments, generate
$20 in investment for every $1 of audit. The rate
of adoption of the cleaner production technology
(demonstrated by follow-on investments) is one
investment for every four audits.?

Smaller advisory services grants made by the IFC
Earth Fund total just over $1.2 million and are
for capacity building in the realm of energy effi-
ciency (Indonesia), developing a carbon index for
tracking public companies’ performance in reduc-
ing carbon dioxide emissions, an informational
tool aimed at institutional investors to help them
understand the risk/reward ratio of investments
in climate change mitigation and adaptation, and a
grant to the government of Jordan to help build its
capacity to develop and execute light rail projects.

Innovation, Replicability, and Scalability

Use of directed credit, as in the case of the Viet-
nam energy-efficiency investment, is inherently
scalable, depending on the condition and regula-
tion of the local financial sector.

The IFC portfolio generally is innovative in the
sense that it tries to invest in frontier markets or,

lower—$0.15 million—to conserve Earth Fund monies
for investment purposes (FMTAAS can only be used
for advisory services).

* Source: IFC staff presentations in IRC minutes.

in the case of advisory services, to create new risk
assessment, mitigation, and management tools.

IFC has used the availability of Earth Fund money
to devise ways of improving returns to early-stage
investment for the deployment of clean technolo-
gies, including renewable energy. This approach
could eventually attract additional limited part-
ners to the platform, as well as additional coinves-
tors at the project level.

The IFC Earth Fund-supported work on capital
market indexes lays the foundation for eventual
scale-up of investments in clean technology com-
panies in emerging markets.

Lessons and Opportunities

It is not a simple matter to use donor funds in
project financing of renewable energy projects.
All three of the projects related to renewable
energy generation have faced difficulties related to
pricing (in the case of the fuel cell manufacturing
project), risk management (both the geothermal
and solar projects), and unsuccessful negotiations
with government (the geothermal project).

The experience of the Bulgaria solar project points
to a consideration for future IFC Earth Fund invest-
ments in the real (as compared to financial) sec-
tor that are inherently high risk: whether the IFC
Earth Fund should require portfolio companies
to purchase political risk insurance (and whether
Earth Fund monies could be used for this purpose,
given that such insurance can be quite expensive).
If this project proceeds as planned, it is expected
to leverage 7.4 times the IFC Earth Fund commit-
ment. This project also could develop a risk man-
agement policy and toolkit for Earth Fund—sup-
ported investments in the real sector. Multilateral
Investment Guarantee Agency experience could
be tapped to help devise risk management tools
that can be priced below market rate.
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A.2 UNEP Lighting Platform

Background

The hypothesis of this project is that replacement
of tungsten bulbs with more energy-efficient
bulbs that use mercury (or, to a far lesser degree,
rare earths) will reduce demand for electricity
enough to have an impact on climate change, and
be cheaper for households, commerce, and indus-
try to install and maintain. To support its conten-
tion and drive supportive regulatory change in
developing countries, the project proposed to do
the following:

e Conduct a policy dialogue in several countries
(to be identified)

e Establish a center of excellence in lighting

® Harmonize standards and certification of
energy-efficient lighting products

® Raise consumer awareness and demand for
energy-efficient lighting

The Council approved this project in 2007 as
a GEF full-size project. Given limited financial
resources in the GEF, UNEP was asked to with-
draw the project from GEF funding and present
it to the Earth Fund, which UNEP did in 2009.
The project itself remained unchanged, although
it was required to increase its cofinancing to the
Earth Fund requirement of 3:1.

Although the lighting platform was approved
by the GEF in September 2009, the platform did
not begin implementation until February 2010.*
UNEP and IFC (as the trustee of the Earth Fund)
signed a legal agreement in November 2009.

* The task manager explained that the delay was
occasioned by the need for the project to undergo an
approval process within UNEP.

Management

Structured as a UNEP project with in-kind con-
tributions from two manufacturers,® this plat-
form has embarked on a well-defined program
of multistakeholder policy dialogue and standard
setting. A project manager has been contracted,
based in UNEP’s Division of Technology, Industry;,
and Economics.

The contributions of Osram and Philips to the
UNEP lighting project are each valued at $6 mil-
lion, to be spent over a period of four to five years,
according to 2009 letters of intent. The Philips
contribution will focus on

policy framework development,
quality standards,

°
°
® consumer education/awareness creation,
® electrical and off-grid lighting, and

°

life-cycle management.

The Philips letter of intent also anticipates its par-
ticipation in the project steering committee and/
or working groups.

Osram’s letter of intent states that its contribu-
tion will be targeted in a similar but not identi-
cal fashion. The focus will be on off-grid lighting
in developing countries, recycling activities, and
identification of carbon offset projects.

A project steering committee was created, and its
inception meeting took place in Frankfurt, Ger-
many, April 1415, 2010. Participants agreed at
that point on its membership, rules of procedure,
and calendar.

® Cofinancing in this project is provided in kind.
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Projects

The UNEP Lighting platform is structured as a
project, and thus has components rather than
projects as in the case of the IFC platform.

Since project start-up, project managers have
focused on establishing a global network of exper-
tise, creating a website (www.enlighten-initiative.

org/), preparing a side event for the 16th Confer-
ence of the Parties, and establishing task forces.
When complete, the task forces will be composed
of representatives of governments (primarily large
countries), private sector, civil society, and tech-
nical and academic organizations. The plan is to
establish task forces in

e lighting assessment, market data, and analysis;
® product quality, testing, and enforcement;

® policy, regulation, and voluntary initiatives;

e standards and labeling;

e consumer and environmental protection, and
recycling; and

e off-grid lighting.

As of August 2010, draft terms of reference had
been prepared for each of the six UNEP Lighting
project task forces, which are to meet on consecu-
tive days in September 2010. The six task forces
will begin to devise workplans in their respective
area of expertise.

Work has begun on defining the country lighting
assessments, which will be conducted in-house by
the center of excellence (see below). The assess-
ments will determine an index per country of car-
bon dioxide emissions. Those with higher indexes
will be approached for piloting programs.

According to the UNEP PIF, the center of excel-
lence is meant to coordinate the project’s policy

and technical activities, which ultimately will
incorporate standard setting, quality assessments,
and certification of energy-efficient lighting prod-
ucts. It was implied, but not explicitly stated, that
this center would have support from government
and the private sector; at present, the center is
expected to be established within UNEP—that
is, it will not be jointly owned and operated with
the private sector. UNEP plans for it to be a vir-
tual center, managed by three staff members
and established as a partnership with different
stakeholders.

Innovation, Replicability, and Scalability

This platform is meant to complement UNDP and
UNEDP national projects related to climate change.
It thus stands a good chance of hosting an inno-
vative public-private addition to the global policy
dialogue and standard setting needed to transform
lighting markets, which have a limited number
of manufacturers, an environmentally challeng-
ing value chain (supply and disposal), and a dif-
fuse and large set of buyers with varying require-
ments. It is not clear how flexible UNEP will be in
redefining stakeholders as the project evolves. At
present, UNEP is working primarily with policy
makers and manufacturers; later on, it may need
to work more in the realm of building codes and
construction management, for example. It will
be interesting to see the extent to which UNEP is
able to replicate a multistakeholder, public-private
dialogue about the use and disposal of energy-effi-
cient lighting products at the country level.

Lessons and Opportunities

It is evident that the GEF needs to be clear and
consistent in its requirements for cofinancing,
cost sharing, and coinvestment under the Earth
Fund (as mentioned earlier, the cofinancing of
this platform is in kind, rather than in cash). If
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the Earth Fund continues to use the platform
approach, there has to be clear guidance on what
constitutes a platform and what is expected of it,
financially and otherwise.

A.3 WB-CI Conservation
Agreements Platform

Background

This platform is a result of a complex conception
and birth, reconstructed as follows.

In November 2008, the GEF Secretariat asked
Conservation International to prepare a pro-
posal for the Earth Fund. The idea at this point
was that the Earth Fund would provide funding
directly to Conservation International. During
2009, Conservation International was informed
that it had to partner with a GEF Agency, since
the Earth Fund could not give direct access to
non-GEF Agencies. Six months of discussion
ensured regarding which GEF entity conserva-
tion NGOs should partner with—the choices
being the GEF Secretariat, Conservation Inter-
national, and the World Bank. In the end, it was
agreed that the platform would be implemented
through the World Bank.

In April 2009, the PIF was presented to the Earth
Fund Board; in August 2009, the GEF Council
approved the platform, with IBRD as the GEF
Agency and Conservation International as “other
executing partners” An operational manual was
prepared afterward, with final approval by the
World Bank in January 2010. The platform was
endorsed by the CEO in May 2010. First disburse-
ment was expected in June 2010; as of this writ-
ing, negotiations were still under way between
the World Bank and Conservation International
about their grant agreement, delaying a process
that had already been delayed for several months.

There is uncertainty over when this agreement
will be finalized.

The purpose of the WB-CI Conservation Agree-
ments platform is to replicate Conservation Inter-
national’s success in using such agreements to
attract private investment in community protec-
tion and use of biodiversity by

® streamlining product sourcing agreements
between companies and communities;

® developing  “conservation  partnerships”
between private sector actors and communities
that produce social and environmental results,
to supply specialty ingredients and meet corpo-
rate social responsibility commitments by cre-

ating carbon offsets; and

e using Conservation International’s Verde Ven-
tures Fund to build the capacity of small and
medium-size enterprises through technical
assistance (supported by the GEF) and loan
financing (a different source of capital) to sup-
port increased participation in product and
service supply chains that benefit conservation
and economic development.

Management

Of the three NGO platforms, the WB-CI Con-
servation Agreements platform is structured the
most like a platform, in that it explicitly proposes
to make subgrants, as well as a fund investment.

Since this is a scale-up of an existing program,
Conservation International’s management struc-
ture is in place. Criteria for selection of sites are
being defined and will use GEF criteria in addition
to those of Conservation International.

Further details on program and financial manage-
ment were spelled out in the operating manual that
was approved in January 2010 by the World Bank.
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Disbursement cannot begin until a memorandum
of understanding is signed by both the World Bank
and Conservation International; as of this writing,
the memorandum has not yet been finalized.

Innovation, Replicablity, and Scalability

Conservation International will be using GEF
monies to support replication of an established
program.

Lessons and Opportunities

Conservation International was not proposed or
allowed to be an Earth Fund platform manag-
ing agency as a consequence of the Earth Fund
documents not fully, clearly, and explicitly estab-
lishing the roles and responsibilities of all parties
involved. Delegation of authority was not clarified
as to who should initiate the process of accrediting
a platform managing agency.

A.4 UNEP-RA Cocoa Platform

Background

Already a recipient of GEF funds (via UNDP and
UNEP) and recognized expertise in sustainable
agriculture with cocoa industry partnerships in
place, the Rainforest Alliance first made a pro-
posal requesting funding from the GEF Trust
Fund at the end of 2006. The project manager
joined the Rainforest Alliance in early 2007 to
make this project happen. After many months
of discussion, UNEP submitted a PIF requesting
support from the GEF for replication and deepen-
ing of its work in Céte d'Ivoire and Ghana (they
are more established in South America) and in
Indonesia, Madagascar, Nigeria, and Papua New
Guinea. The design process resulted in a platform
that is scaled as a full-size GEF project, but not
financed as one.

Mars, Incorporated, Kraft Foods, and several
cocoa trading and processing companies are the
key private sector participants in this platform.®
Mars already has a small line of organic chocolates
and is committed to adding a line of sustainable
chocolate and buying 100 percent of its chocolate
from Rainforest Alliance—certified sustainable
producers by 2020. The size and time horizon
of this commitment means that Mars is deeply
invested in the ability of its suppliers and the Rain-
forest Alliance to help farmers adopt the sustain-
able agriculture standard by the end of the project
(2016). Other objectives to be met in the same
time frame are establishing a credible certifica-
tion process and infrastructure, and pilot testing
a payment for ecosystem services methodology in
10 countries.

Kraft is described in the PIF as offering expertise
and interests that are similar to those of Mars. The
review team did not interview Kraft representa-
tives and so was not able to determine its pro-
posed role in the Earth Fund platform.

Management

The platform is not co-owned or -operated with
its private sector partners; rather, it is managed as
a regular project with Rainforest Alliance as the
executing agency and UNEP as the GEF Agency.
Rainforest Alliance expects to sign a contract with
UNEDP by the end of this year and then develop the
operating agreement and memorandum of under-
standing. The platform recently submitted a pack-
age for CEO endorsement.

¢ Additional companies have joined the effort
since the Council approved the platform; they and
their proposed contributions are identified in the
CEO endorsement package for the project, which was
scheduled to be reviewed in October 2010.
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The private sector participants will provide tech-
nical and logistical support for agricultural, trade
(including certification), and cocoa processing
improvements.

At the platform level, there is no “PPP-ness;
although there is an implied need for future col-
laboration with the ministries of agriculture in the
countries participating in this project.

Project Implementation Status

The Rainforest Alliance is in the process of narrow-
ing the focus of the project to use GEF funds on
smaller, more biologically diverse, areas of cocoa
production that tend to receive less attention from
the cocoa industry.” Plans for management of the
rollout, which could be achieved through various
subprojects, are described in the package submit-
ted for CEO endorsement, which the evaluation
team has not seen. Rainforest Alliance is con-
cerned about having enough money to properly
monitor and evaluate the work, and will be raising
money for this purpose from other sources.

Innovation, Replicability, and Scalability

The proposed work with agricultural cooperatives
does not appear to be modular or easily replicated,
as agronomic, commercial and regulatory condi-
tions vary by country and cocoa “origin.” Nonethe-
less, Mars has great hopes for the ability to replicate
the basic approach for other commodities that it
buys.® The agreements with the trading companies
may be quite innovative and, if they work for the

7 In cocoa production, these areas are called “ori-
gins,” equivalent to the concept of terroir for wine. In
cocoa marketing, it is now common practice to refer to
“ ” : .

estates,” as in the case of coffee or wine.

® Mars is committed to the environmental, social,
and economic sustainability of its business and is devel-

trading company, are likely to be replicated. The
notion of certifying cocoa is part of the Rainforest
Alliance’s regular activities. One of the platform’s
expected innovations is to demonstrate private
sector willingness to internalize the costs of certifi-
cation in the cocoa value chain.

Lessons and Opportunities

This platform predated the Earth Fund, having
originally been submitted as a regular $3 million
project. The GEF Secretariat repeatedly asked
UNEP and the Rainforest Alliance to scale up the
project to be considered under the Earth Fund to
a level that may be overly ambitious, regardless of
the considerable cofinancing and industry collabo-
ration the Rainforest Alliance has attracted. Earth
Fund financial resources should better match the
GEF’s programmatic ambitions, or vice versa.

A.5 IDB-TNC Water Funds Platform

Background

The IDB-TNC Water Funds platform will support
the establishment of five water funds across Latin
America and the Caribbean. These multistake-
holder funds will be used to pay for natural water-
and biodiversity-related services, and water fund
earnings will be used to support conservation of
healthy watersheds. Earth Fund support is needed
to enable the Nature Conservancy to replicate
water funds more quickly and by more than one
at a time.

The Nature Conservancy was advised by the Earth
Fund manager to approach a GEF Agency to facili-
tate platform approval. Since its proposal included
aregional approach in Latin America, The Nature

oping work similar to the cocoa project for sugar, palm
oil, and fishmeal (for its pet food business).
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Conservancy contacted the GEF liaison at IDB.
Initially, IDB showed some reluctance, but finally
agreed to partner in the effort. The partnership
is now on firmer ground, with IDB proposing to
actively lay the groundwork for the water funds to
eventually be large enough to receive regular IDB
project loans.

This proposal underwent six months of technical
discussion with the GEF Secretariat, as there was
disagreement between the partners regarding the
target watersheds. Without firm selection of the
watersheds, the GEF Secretariat believed it could
not fairly estimate global benefits and potential
effects.

IDB had not been advised that it could take the
platform through its approval process in parallel
with the GEF process and instead embarked on a
sequential process, adding several months to the
process and delaying implementation start-up.

Management

The Nature Conservancy will be the executing
agency for the platform. Administratively, the
platform funding is treated as technical coopera-
tion of the IDB’s project lending (AAA) depart-
ment, governed by a grant agreement. A grant
agreement and memorandum of understanding
between the Nature Conservancy and IDB outlin-
ing roles and responsibilities for platform imple-
mentation—including cofinancing and M&E—
was not expected to be ready until the end of
2010 (one year after the Nature Conservancy first
approached the GEF with the platform idea).

Projects

The Nature Conservancy and IDB are work-
ing to identify the watersheds to be the focus of
platform efforts. IDB has prepared an evaluation

framework (the evaluation team has not seen it).
As noted, IDB has been laying the financial and
technical groundwork that will enable the water
funds to be scaled up to project finance levels. As
part of this effort, the GEF and IDB have recently
modified financial administration policies to sup-
port the financial structure of the platform—in
particular, the setting aside of local trust funds in
an endowment.

Innovation, Replicability, and Scalability

PPPs for water systems operation are not new,
and neither are conservation easements and other
tools used to protect watersheds. The combina-
tion of the two in a water fund is new and quite
innovative. The program is modular and designed
to be replicable. The intent is for projects to be
scalable and eventually eligible for investment-
grade project financing of water systems.

Lessons and Opportunities

The experience of the IDB-TNC Water Funds
platform highlights several lessons related to the
project cycle and communication of Earth Fund
procedures.

The GEF project cycle is not suited for use in the
context of environmental infrastructure financing
at IDB. A client seeking access to GEF money has
to meet all the GEF criteria before approaching
IDB for financing. It costs money to do environ-
mental impact assessments, and companies nor-
mally incorporate these studies into work covered
by early-stage financing. To support environmen-
tal planning in projects, GEF money should be
available to IDB at the beginning, not at the end,
of the development of a project.

The IDB-TNC Water Funds platform’s recent
successful collaboration with the GEF Secretar-
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iat regarding cash management and treatment GEF personnel, including lawyers and trust fund
of investment earnings (discussed above and in managers, are aware of the purposes of the Earth
chapter 3) highlights the value of ensuring that all Fund.
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B.1 GEF Secretariat

Monique Barbut, Chief Executive Officer

Mohamed Bakarr, Senior Environmental Specialist
Jaime Cavalier, Senior Biodiversity Specialist

Robert Dixon, Head, Climate Change Team

Paul Dolan, Senior Public-Private Partnership Specialist
Al Duda, Senior Advisor, International Waters
Gustavo da Fonseca, Head, Natural Resources Team
Nicole Glineur, Senior Environmental Specialist
Andrew Velthaus, Senior Policy Officer

Dmitris Zevgolis, Program Manager, Climate Change
Specialist

Zhihong Zhang, Program Manager, Climate Change

B.2 GEF Agencies

Pamela Crivelli, Trustee, World Bank

Edu Hassing, Task Manager, Department of
Technology, Industries, and Economics, UNEP

Gustavo Manez, Project Manager, UNEP
Kristin Mclaughlin, GEF Liaison Officer, UNEP
Diana Mirzakarimova, Trustee, IFC

Joyita Mukherjee, GEF Liaison, Financial Mechanisms
for Sustainability, IFC

Sylvia Ortiz, Private Sector Division, IDB
Lu Shen, Private Sector Division, IDB

Marta Simonetti-Whitford, Associate Manager, Office
of Co-financing, European Bank for Reconstruction
and Development

Stacy Swann, Program Manager, Financial
Mechanisms for Sustainability, IFC

Siv Tokle, Program Manager, GEF Coordination
Team, World Bank

Carla Tully, Private Sector Division, IDB

Steven R. Wilson, Multilateral Investment Fund, IDB

B.3 GEF Council
Deborah Fulton, Australia
Remy Rioux, France

Jan Scheltingha, Canada
Leander Teppel, Austria
Beth Urbanas, United States

Jocelyn Wheatley, United Kingdom

B.4 NGOs

Pilar Barrera, the Nature Conservancy
Julie Bourns, Conservation International
Edward Millard, Rainforest Alliance

Ed Nieston, Conservation International

Patricia Zurita, Conservation International

B.5 Private Sector

Goetz Schroth, Global Manager, Cocoa Agroforestry
Science, Mars, Incorporated

Rik Kutsch, Executive Director, Union for Ethical
BioTrade



Annex C. Management Response

This annex presents the management response to
this report, which was presented to the GEF Coun-
cil in November 2010 as GEF/ME/C.39/2. Minor
editorial corrections have been made.

C.1 Introduction

This is the management response to document
GEF/ME/C.39/2, “Review of the Global Envi-
ronment Facility Earth Fund,” undertaken by the
GEF Evaluation Office. The GEF Secretariat has
prepared this management response, with input
received from the GEF Agencies. We have indi-
cated issues where particular GEF Agencies have
alternative views or disagree with the conclusions
of the GEF Secretariat.

The review has highlighted many of the difficul-
ties experienced in implementing the Earth Fund
over the past three years. The GEF Secretariat
agrees with the emphasis in the review on exam-
ining how the Earth Fund evolved from the initial
proposal for a public-private partnership initiative
presented to the GEF Council as part of the June
2007 work program. This is the critical point from
which subsequent discussion of engagement with
the private sector began in GEF-4. Seen against
the expectations set out in this initial proposal, we
agree that the Earth Fund’s performance does not
measure up well.

When first conceived in late 2006 and early 2007,
the PPPI/Earth Fund was meant to be a trans-
formative initiative that enabled a full partner-
ship with the private sector at multiple levels—a
central trust fund, platforms, and projects. It was
meant to be much more than a pilot project. It was
designed to give the private sector a lead role in
governance.' This was seen as critical for interest-
ing private sector investment in the PPPI Trust
Fund. It was also designed to enable direct collab-
oration between the GEF as a whole, rather than
through the traditional project-by-project rela-
tions intermediated by individual GEF Agencies.

The review of the PPPI/Earth Fund demonstrates
the difficulties faced in attempting to undertake
such a transformative initiative. Rather than the
strong private sector—led board and platform
steering committees that the Secretariat envi-
sioned, after negotiations with Council mem-
bers and GEF Agencies, a board was established
with only an advisory function. Projects were to
be approved under streamlined approval proce-
dures, but, after objections from some Council
members, a less streamlined approval procedure

! The PPPI was to be governed by a PPPI board
whose membership was to be one-half from the pri-
vate sector. The platform steering committees were to
be composed of private sector investors at the platform
level.
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was adopted. Similarly, the GEF Secretariat had
sought to establish a central trust fund for the
PPPI with the GEF Trustee, but, after concerns
expressed by Council members and the Trustee
(due to the linkages with the private sector), the
Secretariat made arrangements with the IFC to
serve as the trustee.

Another evolution was that, although the Secre-
tariat envisioned that NGOs or foundations could
become Earth Fund platform managing agencies,
IFC and the World Bank had a different under-
standing. We discuss these views below, but ulti-
mately, two NGOs that were interested in serving
as platform management agencies were required
to partner with two GEF Agencies on platforms
that they had developed. While the Secretariat saw
the PPPI/Earth Fund as a transformative initiative,
more akin to a corporate-wide program, Coun-
cil members, the World Bank, and IFC believed
it was approved as a pilot project. The Council
should also recall that it took almost a year of
negotiations to move from the point of Council
approval of the PPPI Project Executive Summary
(June 2007) to CEO endorsement of the initiative
in May 2008. The end result is less a full partner-
ship with the private sector than a mechanism to
provide funding to individual private sector proj-
ects of the GEF Agencies.

While the GEF has not made sufficient progress
toward a full partnership with the private sector,
there are some achievements under the Earth
Fund that can be recognized, particularly when
measured against previous experience within the
GEF. The Earth Fund represents the first GEF-
wide initiative to focus on engaging the private
sector. It was able to allocate the full $50 million
in Earth Fund resources to platforms in a range of
sectors, some of which were quite innovative. The
Earth Fund Board represents the first time in the
GEF’s history that representatives of the private

sector were given a role, although limited to an
advisory function, in GEF programs and projects.
To understand the challenges faced by the Earth
Fund, the Council should also take into account
the challenges created by the global financial crisis
over the past two and a half years in working with
the private sector.

C.2 Management Conclusions

Overall, the GEF Secretariat agrees with conclu-
sions of the review that implementation of the
Earth Fund did not achieve the full set of ambi-
tious goals in terms of building a transformative
partnership with the private sector.

Conclusion 1: The Earth Fund did not achieve
its purpose.

The Secretariat agrees that the Earth Fund did not
achieve important aspects of its initial purpose as
originally proposed to the Council.* The GEF had
to scale back its initial ambitions in terms of pri-
vate sector involvement in the governance of the
Earth Fund and involvement of entities beyond
the 10 GEF Agencies as platform managing agen-
cies. It also did not prove to be possible, at least
in the time available, for the Earth Fund to attract
private sector contributions or investments at the
trust fund level. It is not likely, however, that pri-

> The World Bank and IFC note that the review
would have benefited from a clear presentation of the
purpose it refers to. As mentioned earlier, there were
significant changes from the 2007 PPPI proposal to
the actual shape and form of the Earth Fund that was
approved by the Council in 2008, before CEO endorse-
ment. These changes may have resulted in misper-
ceptions or differing expectations that, had they been
cleared up, could have enhanced the effectiveness of
the Earth Fund. Given the review’s finding that the
Earth Fund’s objectives were not clear, the World Bank
and IFC believe that the conclusion that the Earth Fund
did not achieve its purpose is somewhat overstated.
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vate sector entities would be willing to contrib-
ute to the Earth Fund given the limitations of its
board.

The initial reason the Secretariat proposed focus-
ing on platforms was to promote direct collabo-
ration with important private sector actors in a
strategic manner that would allocate resources to
particular themes or emerging technologies. The
Secretariat wanted to move away from the proj-
ect-by-project focus of the past. While some of
the platforms focus on single industries or themes
(e.g., the IDB water funds project and the UNEP
cocoa industry project), they still largely resem-
ble individual projects. The IFC platform was
also more open-ended than the original platform
concept.

The allocation of $50 million in Earth Fund
resources to five platforms can be seen as an
accomplishment, as should the engagement of the
private sector as represented by the Earth Fund
Board. We recognize that these do not measure
up to the initial ambitions. That the GEF was not
able to move further from its traditional Agency-
focused engagement to full, more direct engage-
ment with the private sector only demonstrates
the institutional difficulties the GEF faces in this
regard.

Conclusion 2: Although the Earth Fund was
intended and expected to be set up as a fund,
over time, it became a granting mechanism.

The GEF Secretariat largely agrees with this con-
clusion. Although there are differences in inter-
pretation as to how one defines a fund, it is clear
that the eventual outcome of the Earth Fund dif-
fered substantially from the initial vision, which
entailed more direct partnership with the private
sector and included a fund that would accept
contributions from private sector entities and

foundations and make investments largely using
nongrant instruments. Clearly, the fund did not
receive any private sector contributions.

The IFC platform accounts for almost all of the
investments using nongrant instruments. This
platform invests using direct equity and subordi-
nated instruments, and in a clean technology ven-
ture capital fund. The World Bank—Conservation
International platform also includes investments
in a fund that will enable reflows. Other plat-
forms, however, rely on grant financing. In total,
grant financing makes up about one-half of the
financing provided by the Earth Fund. More con-
certed effort will be needed to make greater use of
nongrant instruments in the future.

Conclusion 3: The Earth Fund committed the
allocated $50 million in five platforms in just
over two years, but did so by falling back on
“GEF business as usual.”

Given the significant delays encountered in nego-
tiating aspects of the Earth Fund and the finan-
cial crisis, which reduced investment demand, we
believe greater recognition should be given to the
fact that the GEF was able to provide Earth Fund
resources to five platforms. We also believe that
some of the platforms are quite innovative. As
noted in the review, the IFC portfolio invests in
frontier markets and creates new risk assessment,
mitigation, and management tools. The IDB-
TNC platform combines conservation easements
with public-private sector water funds in a new
and innovative way, and is designed to be repli-
cable throughout IDB’s region of operation.

The review is correct that Earth Fund opera-
tions focused largely around the operations of
the GEF Agencies. The GEF Secretariat saw the
Earth Fund as an opportunity to forge more direct
partnerships with private sector actors, including
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NGOs and foundations. The Secretariat agrees
with the paragraph of the review stating that such
direct partnerships could have been created. The
rules of procedure of the GEF Earth Fund Board,
approved by the GEF Council in 2009, clearly
defined a “platform managing agency” as a

GEF Agency, NGO, or foundation with fiduciary stan-
dards that meet GEF requirements and has been iden-
tified in a Council-approved Platform as responsible
for managing all investments within the Platform in
accordance with Strategic Priorities, Governance, and

Operational Procedures of the GEF Earth Fund.

The World Bank and IFC did not agree with the
Secretariat on this issue.* Two NGOs that put for-
ward platforms were required to partner with two
GEF Agencies.

Conclusion 4: Engagement with the private
sector, the purpose of setting up the Earth Fund,
was relegated mostly to the project level.

We agree that the Earth Fund primarily engaged
the private sector through projects that it sup-
ported. The GEF Secretariat solicited input from a
wide variety of private sector entities in formulat-
ing plans for the PPPI/Earth Fund. The Secretariat
actively sought to engage the private sector at the
level of trust fund and platform. Despite serious
initial interest from private sector partners, given
the delays in launching the Earth Fund (until mid-
2008) and the changes to the Earth Fund structure
requested by the Council and some GEF Agen-
cies, the GEF came to adopt a more “business-as-
usual” approach of engaging the private sector at
the project level. Still, the GEF Secretariat was able

® IFC, as the Earth Fund Trustee, and the World
Bank did not agree that NGOs could serve as platform
management agencies without explicit clearance by the
Council and based on the GEF’s fiduciary standards.

to constitute the private sector Earth Fund Board,
which represents a more direct engagement with
the private sector.

Conclusion 5: Expectations regarding cofinanc-
ing and reflows were unrealistic.

We disagree with the conclusions regarding
cofinancing. While it is true that the Earth Fund
did not attract cofinancing at the Earth Fund
level, it did attract cofinancing at the platform and
project levels. As indicated at the time of CEO
endorsement, such cofinancing could come from
a variety of sources, including GEF Agencies and
private sector entities. The review only seems to
consider contributions from private companies
as cofinancing.* It would have been clearer for
the review to include a clear, consolidated table
of cofinancing commitments, but, even using
the review’s definition, cofinancing exceeds the
$150 million that would be required under the 3:1
ratio agreed to at the outset.

We believe that emphasis in the Earth Fund proj-
ect document on reflows might have created what
are seen as unrealistic expectations by the Evalua-
tion Office. The truth is that the GEF never estab-
lished a benchmark rate of return from the Earth
Fund. The Secretariat understood that Earth
Fund investments would be made on concessional
terms and that expected reflows back to the Earth

* The World Bank and IFC feel that implemen-
tation of projects funded by the GEF Earth Fund are
ongoing, many still in very early stages. Therefore, the
conclusions on effects, such as cofinancing, reflows,
learning, etc., are premature and cannot be drawn.
The reviewer also has misunderstood cofinancing as
defined in the platform approvals, where each Agency’s
or entity’s contributions (at the platform and project
levels) also were counted as cofinancing. The review
leaves these figures out, and the result is that cofinanc-
ing appears lower than it actually is.
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Fund would be rather minimal. The intent of the
Earth Fund was to experiment. In cases where a
concessional loan or an equity investment could
be made, this was seen as advantageous, since the
reflow back to the Earth Fund could fund future
investment and would lower the future recapital-
ization burden on the GEF Trust Fund.

Conclusion 6: The Earth Fund did not clearly
communicate its purpose internally or exter-
nally, nor was there a plan for learning from its
experience, that of others, or that of the GEF.

Given the delays encountered in getting the Earth
Fund approved, the GEF Secretariat focused its
attention on identifying viable project opportu-
nities in which the Earth Fund could invest and
demonstrate its value. The GEF did engage in out-
reach on the Earth Fund to a wide variety of pri-
vate sector actors, to GEF Agencies, and to NGOs.
The fact that three significant NGOs were able to
put forward private sector—oriented platforms is
evidence of this.

We agree that a clear communications plan and
improved knowledge management plan will need
to be developed as key cornerstones of a second
phase of the Earth Fund, if undertaken.

Conclusion 7: The Earth Fund governance
and management structure had several weak-
nesses, revealed during implementation.

If the Earth Fund is to be reconstituted for a sec-
ond phase, we agree that it will need an improved
governance and management structure. The
GEF Secretariat pushed for an initiative that was
transformative, that would lead to closer engage-
ment between the private sector and the GEF as a
whole—not just engagement at the Agency level.
As set out in the 2007 documents, it was intended
that the GEF Secretariat would manage the Earth

Fund operationally. However, because it was
approved as a project, the World Bank and IFC
did not always see the undertaking in the same
way as the Secretariat, which resulted in confu-
sion over roles and responsibilities.

C.3 Management
Recommendations

The GEF is at an important juncture in terms of
its relations with the private sector. We believe
that the Council faces an important decision.
The Council can either commit itself to the type
of partnership presented to the Council in June
2007—with a central trust fund involving the pri-
vate sector in governance, capable of attracting
private sector resources; streamlined approval
procedures; and a focus on transformative, the-
matic platforms—or it can pare back ambitions
for the GEF and adopt a more traditional, project-
by-project approach.

The first approach would entail reconstituting
the Earth Fund with a decision-making board
that included private sector representatives in its
governance. The Secretariat would have author-
ity to manage the fund, serve as the Secretariat of
the board, and solicit resources from willing pri-
vate sector contributors.” The Secretariat would
collaborate with the GEF Agencies and any new
partners that might be accredited under the pro-
posed rules in paragraph 28 of the Instrument
on the creation and management of Earth Fund
platforms.®

® In this case, the World Bank believes that the
institutional and legal status issues that led to the cur-
rent institutional set-up will have to be analyzed and
reconsidered.

¢ See Document GEF/C.39/7 and Document
GEF/C.39/8, which propose rules and a system for
accrediting new partners as agencies in paragraph 28.
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The alternative would be to not reconstitute the
Earth Fund. The $80 million allocated by the
GEF-5 replenishment for private sector engage-
ment could be used as an incentive mechanism for
leveraging other GEF resources, including coun-
tries’ STAR allocations, to fund private sector
projects. We discuss aspects of these approaches
in the responses to the recommendations.

Recommendation 1: The Council should
request the Secretariat to revise the Earth Fund
for its second phase.

This is one of the two possible responses to the
findings of the review, but the Secretariat believes
that the Council should make a clear decision as
to what it means to reconstitute the Earth Fund.’
The Secretariat supports reconstituting the Earth
Fund if the Council agrees that it will be part of a
bold initiative to build a strong and more direct
partnership with the private sector. This kind of
partnership with the private sector means more
than thinking about it as a single pilot project. It
will need to have its own trust fund and a govern-
ing arrangement that includes the private sec-
tor, with streamlined approval procedures. We
believe that potential private sector partners seek
full engagement, a management team that listens
frequently and carefully to private sector needs,
and highly flexible and responsive implementa-
tion options.

These documents propose calling these agencies “GEF
Partner Agencies”

7 The World Bank and IFC recommend that all of
the options (the current arrangements, options pro-
posed in the review and management response) should
be fully considered by the GEF Council—especially
with respect to practical constraints, capacities, costs,
and the benefits of each option. The management and
implementation arrangements should derive from the
agreement on the new focus and niche.

If the Council does not support this approach,
then it is not clear that a reconstituted Earth
Fund will provide the strategic foundation that
the GEF needs for furthering its engagement
with the private sector. As an alternative, Agen-
cies could propose private sector projects for
funding, which would be approved by the Coun-
cil following a rolling, one-stop approval process
similar to that used currently for Earth Fund
projects. The Secretariat would devise rules for
the use of the $80 million private sector alloca-
tion as an incentive mechanism, aimed at lever-
aging indicative country allocations under the
STAR.

Recommendation 2: Redefine Earth Fund
objectives, niche(s), and market barriers.

If the Council approves a reconstituted Earth
Fund along the lines of the first approach, the Sec-
retariat would present a private sector strategy to
the Council at its spring 2011 meeting that would
include a comprehensive plan for the Earth Fund
that clarifies its objectives, strategy, governance
arrangements, and other rules. The Secretariat
would systematically engage potential private sec-
tor partners during the development of the plan
to solicit views and gauge commitment levels. If
the Council decides that the second alternative
approach should be taken, the Secretariat will
present a plan for using the $80 million desig-
nated for private sector activities as an incentive
mechanism.

Recommendation 3: Clarify access to the rede-
fined Earth Fund.

Under either of the options above, the GEF Secre-
tariat recommends that new entities accredited as
GEF Partner Agencies under paragraph 28 of the
Instrument be able to access GEF resources desig-
nated for private sector activities.
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If the Council decides to reconstitute the Earth
Fund in the bold manner suggested in the first
approach, the Secretariat would be favorably dis-
posed to devising a system in which private sec-
tor entities could submit expressions of interest
for creating GEF Earth Fund platforms. The GEF
Secretariat would have to devise a way to match
the platform proponents with GEF Agencies and/
or Partner Agencies, which will be in charge of
monitoring and supervising the use of Earth Fund
resources. It is possible that consortia of private
sector entities and GEF Partner Agencies would
be required to apply for implementation of GEF
platforms.

Recommendation 4: Strengthen the manage-
ment of the Earth Fund.

The Secretariat agrees with the recommenda-
tion that the operational management of a second
phase Earth Fund should remain with the GEF Sec-
retariat and that management should be strength-
ened. Appropriate staff would have to be recruited;
an adequate management budget allocated; and
monitoring, evaluation, and knowledge manage-
ment would have to be strengthened. The Secre-
tariat, the World Bank/IFC, and the GEF Trustee
will have to discuss and come to agreement on an
appropriate financial management arrangement.
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