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l. INTRODUCTION

1 The Global Environment Facility (GEF) is a mechanism for international cooperation to
provide new and additional funding to meet the agreed incremental costs of securing global
environmental benefits, working in partnership with GEF Implementing Agencies (UNEP,
UNDP, and the World Bank), seven Executing Agencies, nationd governments, and civil
society. More information can be found at its website: www.thegef.org.

2. The GEF is replenished by donors every four years. All replenishments have been
informed by “overall performance sudies’, which have provided an independent assessment of
the achievements of the GEF up to the time of the study. The Third Overall Performance Study
was presented to the replenishment process in June 2005 and was an official document of the
Third Assembly of the GEF in Cape Town, South Africa, in August 2006. The Assembly
requested the Council at that occasion to ensure the preparation of a fourth overall performance
study of the GEF for submission to the next assembly meeting.*

3. The GEF Evaluation Office proposed to Council in its Four-Year Rolling Work Plan and
Budget for fiscal year 2008 in June 2007 to undertake the Fourth Overall Performance Study
(OPs4) as part of its regular work program. Council approved the principle that OPS4 would be
managed and implemented by the Evaluation Office, except for study components where this
would pose a conflict of interest.

4. The Work Program contained a plan for OPS4 which included issues that should be
evaluated by experts from outside the Evaluation Office, to minimize conflicts of interest. Three
areas of work fal in this category: 1) an assessment of stakeholders’ perceptions and opinions; 2)
case study evaluations of the governance of the GEF, the Trustee, and the GEF Focal Points; and
3) an assessment of the GEF M&E system. In addition, the Office proposed to set up a quality
assurance mechanism (through the appointment by Council of quality assurance advisors).

5. The Work Program for fiscal year 2009, presented at the GEF Council meeting in April
2008, contained a more elaborate proposal for OP4, on the basis of preliminary work done in
the previous months. The Office proposed to Council to prepare an approach paper for OP4,
which would be published on its website, and solicit comments and suggestions from
stakeholders. On the basis of these, draft terms of reference would be sent to Council, for around
of comments and suggestions. This should then lead to proposed final terms of reference, which
would be sent to Council for approval by mail before July 2008. Council decided accordingly.®

6. The Fourth Overall Performance Study will ensure a broad and representative perspective
on the achievements and challenges in the Global Environment Facility. An approach paper has
been prepared to facilitate a first interaction with stakeholders on the key questions and
methodology for OPS4. This paper was published and widely distributed on May 7 2008.
Reactions, suggestions and comments were received from 18 parties: 9 from representatives of
member countries; 3 from individuals; 3 reactions from within the GEF; 1 from a convention
secretariat; 1 from an NGO and 1 from an Evaluation Office of a GEF Agency.

! Chair's Summary of the Third GEF Assembly, Cape Town, South Africa, August 29-30, 2006, paragraph 12
2 Joint Summary of the Chairs, GEF Council Meeting, June 12-15, 2007, paragraph 14
3 Joint Summary of the Chairs, GEF Council Meeting, April 22-25, 2008, paragraph 37



7. These comments and suggestions were taken into account in thisfirst draft of the terms of
reference of the Fourth Overall Performance Study, which now also contains an implementation
plan and budget. Furthermore, the evaluation matrix has been expanded to provide information
on targets and indicators for the sub-questions of OP34, where possible, and where these targets
and indicators are not yet available, the description how they will be derived in the process of
undertaking OP3A.

8. These terms of reference indicate a highly ambitious Fourth Overall Performance Study.
However, this level of ambition is possible because OPS4 will build on the evaluative evidence
that has been gathered throughout the GEF in the past four years. It will provide a synthetic
overview of that evidence and aim to fill in gaps to enable evaluative judgments which go
beyond the evaluation reports that were presented to the GEF Council in the past three years.

9. Many sub-questions require relatively minor work to allow verification and updating of
aready existing data and analysis. Secondly, OP$4 aims to make full use of evidence and reports
produced by others, where thisis justified qualitatively in light of the evidence itself and the way
it was gathered. Thirdly, the study will follow a phased approach, which will make it possible to
start with the most strategic questions and will make it possible to ensure that sufficient time and
energy is spent on them, rather than on sub-questions that could potentially be picked up later in
the four year rolling work plan of the Evaluation Office in the next four-year period.

. The GEF and Overall Performance Studies: a brief overview

10. The GEF was originally established in 1991 as a pilot program in the World Bank to
assist in the protection of the global environment and to promote environmentally sound and
sustainable development. 1n 1994 the GEF was restructured partly in response to the action plan
of the 1992 United Nations Conference on Environmental Development. Three entities became
GEF Implementing Agencies. the World Bank, the United Nations Development Programme
(UNDP), and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP). In 2002 the second GEF
Assembly amended the GEF Instrument, adding two new focal areas (land degradation and
persistent organic pollutants) to the four existing ones (biodiversity, climate change, international
waters, and ozone layer depletion). Seven other agencies have meanwhile gained direct access to
GEF funding: the four regional development banks, as well as the International Fund for
Agricultura Development (IFAD), The Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO), and the
United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO). Since 1991, the GEF has
provided $7.6 billion in grants for more than 2,000 projectsin over 165 countries.

11.  The GEF underwent an independent evaluation of its Pilot Phase in 1993. Three Overall
Performance Studies of the restructured GEF were completed in 1998, 2002, and 2005. All of
these evaluations provided a basis for and supported the decision-making process of the GEF
Replenishment and Assembly. The three Overall Performance Studies were prepared by
independent teams of evaluators, with substantial support of the Monitoring and Evaluation Unit
and later the GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Office (now the GEF Evaluation Office).

12. The Second Overall Performance Study concluded that GEF-supported projects had been
able to produce significant results that address important global environmental problems.
However, whether the results had had an impact on the global environment was difficult to



determine. Given GEF's relatively short existence and the limited amount of funds made
available, it was unrealistic to expect its results to be able to halt or reverse the deteriorating
global environmental trends at the time. What was clear was that the GEF had produced a wide
array of important project results — results that could be considered as reliable process indicators
towards achieving future positive environmental impact.

13. The Third Overal Performance Study (OPS3) found that the GEF had achieved
significant results, particularly at the outcome level, in the focal areas of biodiversity, climate
change, international waters, and ozone depletion, and was well placed to deiver substantial
results in the newer focal areas of land degradation and persistent organic pollutants. The OPS3
team experienced difficulties in measuring program impacts and concluded that the GEF system
for information management was inadequate. The Study recommended that to measure the
results of the GEF, and to evaluate whether the GEF is programming optimally to achieve
results, indicators should continue to be developed and refined in al foca areas to alow
aggregation of results at the country and program levels. A comprehensive, reliable, and
harmonized management information system could allow OP34 to confidently report on the
results of the GEF and the GEF' s progress in meeting its operational principles.

14. However, as has been pointed out by this Office before: any impression that the GEF on
its own would be able to solve global environmental problems needs to be qualified
immediately.* The world community currently spends approximately US$0.5 billion a year on
solving these issues through the GEF. The problems are immense. Any solution would need the
strong involvement of many other actors. Greenhouse gas emissions continue to increase.
Extinction of animal and plant species continues. Pollution and waste treatment pose enormous
challenges. Access to safe water is not ensured and even endangered for many people. Land
degradation is a huge problem in many countries across the world. The only global
environmental problem that seems almost solved is that of the elimination of ozone depleting
substances — but new challenges are appearing on the horizon. For most of these problems, the
GEF contribution needs to be seen in its proper perspective directly ensuring global
environmental benefits on arelatively small scale and indirectly aiming to initiate and catalyze
actions that would enable a broader impact in the longer run.

15. The Third Overall Performance Study benefited from a high level advisory panel. The
panel recommended key questions that would enable the Fourth Overall Performance Study to
go beyond summarizing previous findings to a more analytical and evauative approach. This
would alow an assessment of the value added of the GEF at the global level. It would enable a
look at which aspects of the GEF partnership have performed well and which have not. To
address these issues the panel recommended that OPS4 assess results at the local, regional, and
global levelsin each of the focal areas and assess the implications of the views among and within
GEF s various stakeholder groups. This should alow the Study to evaluate the GEF system as a
network. The Fourth Overall Performance Study should also address the substantive and not just
the management issues of the GEF by drawing on the current state of scientific literature in often
contentious areas such as the congruence and competition in the realization of the objectives of

* See the Statement of the Director of Evaluation to the Assembly on August 29, 2006 -
http://www.thegef.org/upl oadedFiless GEFEO%20Di rector%20Statement - Assembly.pdf (May 5, 2008) and OPS3:
Progressing Toward Environmental Results, Executive Version, Foreword.




biodiversity conservation and poverty alleviation, and country experience and client perspectives
in a deeper way.

16.  The findings, conclusions, and recommendations of the Fourth Overall Performance
Study will be incorporated into the discussions and negotiations of the fifth replenishment of the
GEF. The replenishment process is scheduled to begin with aformal meeting in November 2008.
Two or three meetings are planned in 2009 with a possibility of one more early 2010. An interim
report of the Fourth Overall Performance Study will be presented to the replenishment meeting
in the spring of 2009. Based on the interim report the GEF Secretariat will prepare for discussion
at the meeting proposed policy recommendations relating to the strategic issues to be addressed
by the Council during the GEF-5 period. The final Fourth Overall Performance Study report will
be presented in the summer of 2009 and the GEF Secretariat will present revised policy
recommendations based on the discussions of the previous meeting.

[Il.  Emerging Issues and Questions

17.  The Evaluation Office started brainstorming on the Fourth Overall Performance Study in
January 2008 and circulated a first draft of emerging key questions to its senior advisors in
March. A revised version of the emerging key questions was included as an annex in the Four-
Y ear Rolling Work Plan and Budget for fiscal year 2009 that the Evaluation Office presented to
the GEF Council on 22 April 28, 2008. Comments and suggestions made during the GEF
Council week were taken into account in an approach paper, which was published on May 7,
2008. Suggestions and comments on that approach paper were taken into account in these draft
terms of reference.

18. Following the overall objectives of previous overall performance studies and bearing in
mind specifically articles 14a and 15 of the Instrument, the overall objective of the Fourth
Overal Performance Study will be:

To assess the extent to which the GEF is
achieving its objectives and to identify potential
improvements

19. OP$4 will be based on the GEF objectives as laid down in the GEF Instrument and in
reviews by the Assembly, and as developed and adopted by the GEF Council in operational
policies and programs for GEF-financed activities.

20. More than in previous overall performance studies, OP4 will report on portfolio
outcomes, the sustainability and catalytic effect of those outcomes and the impacts that were
achieved in itsfocal areas. There are five clusters of questions on which the study will focus. On
many of the questions and sub-questions in these clusters the GEF Evaluation Office has already
reported to the Council on achievements and progress made. OPS4 will build on these reports,
identify gaps to be reviewed and integrate findings in an overall achievement report to be
presented to the Council and the replenishment process. This report will contain lessons learned
and recommendations.



21. Thefirst cluster will assess the role and added value of the GEF. This section will aim to
assess the relevance of the GEF for the international architecture for tackling global
environmental problems, of which the various multilateral environmental agreements are
important building blocks. This international architecture is changing, also to address emerging
issues and to ensure harmonization of internationa support. Furthermore, there is growing
recognition that sustainable development can only be achieved if dynamic changes in natura
resources management are adequately addressed. The GEF is not the only actor and depends on
collaboration, often through co-funding, with other partners to achieve its objectives as a
financial instrument of several multilateral environmental agreements. The principle of
additionality has promoted the partnership mode of the GEF. Furthermore, the Paris and Rome
declarations of aid effectiveness and harmonization will be taken into account. The role and
added value of the GEF will be looked at from the perspective of its current mandate. This
cluster will also be described astherole cluster.

22.  The first cluster will be based on a desk review of available literature, documents and
reports and will not require major investment. The work will be done mostly in-house, but will
require peer reviews of the desk review, to ensure quality.

23. The results of the GEF constitute the second cluster for assessment. OPS4 will respond
to questions regarding the concrete, measurable and verifiable results (outcomes and impacts) of
the GEF in its six focal areas, and in multi-focal area efforts and how these achievements relate
to the intended results of interventions and to the problems that they were targeted at.
Furthermore, the results will be reported on different levels. global, regional, national and local.
The balance between local and global benefitswill be assessed as well as changes in the behavior
of societies which ensure sustainability of benefits. The issue of the sustainability of results will
be further explored through an in-depth look at the impacts of the GEF in its focal areas, global,
regional, national and local. OPS4 will also relate the achievements to groups of countries, such
as Small Island Development States (SIDS) and the Least Developed Countries (LDCs). This
cluster will also be described asthe results cluster.

24, This cluster will build on OPS3 as well as a large number of GEF Evaluation reports,
starting with the Program Studies that were undertaken for OPS3, which will provide abasis for
an update of the three mgor focal areas, as well as the Local Benefits Study, the Biosafety
Evauation, Country Portfolio Evaluations, the Joint Evaluation of the Small Grants Programme,
the Annual Report on GEF Impacts, and the evaluative work on the catalytic role of the GEF and
capacity building. In addition, two more Country Portfolio Evaluations will be undertaken during
OPS3, as well as an impact evaluation of the Ozone focal area. Even though this is aready an
extensive coverage, major alditional work will need to be undertaken: updating the program
studies and ensuring coverage of all focal areas, as well as field (verification) work to ensure
representativeness of findings.

25.  Thethird cluster consists of the relevance of the GEF to the conventions and to recipient
countries. First and foremost OPS4 will report to what extent the guidance of the conventionshas
been followed by the GEF. In international waters, the extent to which the GEF has been able to
promote and support international collaboration will be taken as a measure for relevance.
Second, the relevance of the GEF for national environmental and sustainable development
policies will be assessed. Another question tackled in this cluster is the extent to which the GEF



has been able to support national sustainable development policies, and to what extent it has been
able to integrate the concern for globa environmental benefits into these policies, based on the
needs and priorities of the countries concerned. This cluster will also be identified as the
relevance cluster.

26. Building on OPS3 and the Country Portfolio Evaluations, as well as other evaluation
reports such as the Biosafety evauation, this cluster will require manly desk reviews of
documents and reports, to be enhanced and verified through interviews, country and agency
visits as well as stakeholder opinions. Two additional Country Portfolio Evaluations will be
undertaken during OP4.

27. Performance issues affecting results of the GEF will be assessed as the fourth cluster to
investigate whether the performance is up to the best international standards or whether
improvements are needed. OPS4 will look at the governance system of the GEF and assess to
what extent it is adequate and manages the GEF well. It will look at the extent to which the
policy recommendations of the Fourth Replenishment were implemented. The Mid-Term
Review of the Resource Allocation Framework (RAF) will be updated to a final assessment of
the extent to which the RAF promotes global environmental benefits. The cost-effectiveness of
GEF operations and interventions will be assessed. The roles of the components of the GEF will
be looked at in this section. A series of questions will be directed at monitoring and evaluation,
science and technology and knowledge sharing: activities that focus on enhancing the quality of
interventions through lessons learned and infusion of the highest available technical expertise.
OPA will assess the extent to which the GEF is a learning organization and achieves levels of
best international practice on these issues. This cluster will also be known as the performance
cluster.

28. This cluster will make extensive use of existing evaluation reports, most prominently the
Annual Performance Reports, and the mid-term review of the Resource Allocation Framework,
as well as the Joint Evaluation of the GEF Activity Cycle and Modalities. OPS3, The Joint
Evaluation of the Small Grants Programme and the Country Portfolio Evaluations aso provide
important evidence that will be incorporated in this cluster. The on-going work for the Annual
Performance Report will be integrated into OP34, as will the mid-term review of the RAF. Asa
result, the additional work needed, including further analysis of Termina Evaluations, field and
country and agency vidgits, as well as stakeholder perceptions, can be kept within reasonable
bounds.

29. Resource mobilization and financial management on the level of the Facility itself isthe
fifth cluster that OPS4 will tackle. A series of questions will assess the replenishment process
and financing of the GEF throughout its history, and the management of the GEF Trust Fund.
Furthermore, the GEF s fiduciary standards, accountability and transparency on genera financial
issues will be reported on. This cluster will build on OPS3 and identify additional work that
would need to be done, mainly through data and portfolio analysis, desk reviews and expert
involvement in analysis and reporting. This cluster will also be described as the resource
cluster.

30. These five clusters of questions have led to afirst identification of key and sub-questions
to which OP34 will need to provide an answer, or for which it will need to identify what needs to



be done to ensure that answers will be provided in future evaluations of the GEF Evauation
Office, or the Fifth Overall Performance Study.

V.

31

Key questions of OPS4

This chapter presents the key questions in five clusters. Many of these questions require

several sub-questions to allow for an informed answer in OPS4. The sub-questions have been
incorporated in the first version of the evaluation matrix, which has been included as anex to
these terms of reference — asa“work in progress’.

1)

(@)

)

FIRST CLUSTER: ROLE AND ADDED VALUE OF THE GEF

What istherole and added value of the GEF in tackling the major global
environmental and sustainable development problems?

This key question will establish the context and international framework in which the
GEF operates. It will look at the current understanding of global environmental problems,
their dynamic and trends, what is known about their causes and how they could be
addressed, aswell as at the role of the multilateral environmental agreements and the
GEF in addressing these issues. The general assessment of OP$4 on the GEF's
achievements will then be matched to the international framework to conclude on the
added value of the GEF' s support vis-a-visthat of other actors and itsresulting role in
tackling global environmental and sustainable development problems.

SECOND CLUSTER: RESULTSOF THE GEF

Which concrete, measurable and verifiable results have been achieved by the GEF
in the six focal areas and in multi-focal area activities?

This assessment will provide an overview of resultsin regular and multi-focal area
activities per focal area— biodiversity, climate change, international waters, ozone
depletion, persistent organic pollutants and land degradation — and provide lessons
learned on each of the strategic objectives within the focal areas, where applicable. It will
also report on the geographical distribution of these achievements.

Which concr ete, measurable and verifiable results have been achieved by the GEF
in supporting national and local priorities for sustainable development?

OPA will assess the extent to which the GEF has enabled recipient countries to meet
their obligations under the conventions, as well as build up the national and local capacity
to do so, and the extent to which this has led increased global environmental benefits.
The role of technology transfer in the latter will belooked at as well, and finally the
distribution of these achievements over groups of countries, such as SIDS and LDCs, will
be reported on, as well asthe distribution over geographical regions.



(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

9)

Towhat extent hasthe GEF achieved sustainable impact on global environmental
problems?

This question will build on the work done for the Annual Report on Impacts. Additional
assessment will take place on theories of change and assumptions on why interventions
will achieve impact. This links into an assessment of sustainability of the achievement of
global environmental benefits.

THIRD CLUSTER: RELEVANCE OF THE GEF

Towhat extent hasthe GEF followed the guidance of the conventionsfor which it is
afinancial instrument?

OPA will relate the guidance of the conventions to the GEF strategies, modalities and
operations, as well as its achievements as assessed in previous questions. Thiswill enable
ajudgment on whether the GEF has been following the guidance.

Towhat extent hasthe GEF been able to promote inter national cooperation in
environmental areasthat have not previously been covered by agreements?

OPS4 will provide an assessment of the GEF' s support to countriesto enter into and
implement transboundary agreements on international waters.

To what extent hasthe GEF been ableto provide feedback to the conventionson
their guidance, theimplementation of that guidance and the results achieved,
including on multi-focal area issues?

OP34 will assess the communication between the GEF and the conventions on the
feedback that the GEF has given to the conventions on its results, experiences and lessons
learned, as well as on multifocal areaissues and activities, and whether that feedback has
been helpful to the conventions in improving their guidance and to promote synergy and
minimize conflict between the conventions.

To what extent hasthe GEF been relevant to national policies on environment and
sustainable development?

This question aims to address the issue of how GEF support has contributed to countries
sustainable devel opment agenda and environmental priorities, and whether it was
possible to integrate global environmental issues into the poverty and/or devel opment
agenda of the recipient countries, including the question of trade-offs. Whether the
portfolio was owned by the country will be addressed here as well.

FOURTH CLUSTER: PERFORMANCE | SSUES AFFECTING RESULTSOF THE GEF
| sthe gover nance system of the GEF adequate and up to international standards?

This question will build on OPS3 and look at the role and effectiveness of the Council,
and the extent to which the GEF has a transparent system of governance. This system will



(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

be compared to governance in the United Nations, the International Financial Institutions
and similar Global Programs and Funds. The responsiveness of the Council to guidance
of the conventions and also to the needs of the recipient countries will be assessed, as
well asthe way the Council has kept track of the adoption of its decisions.

Towhat extent hasthe RAF succeeded in allocating funding to ensurea
maximization of global environmental benefits?

The mid-term review of the Resource Allocation Framework will have been presented to
Council in November 2008. The terms of reference of the mid-term review contain the
guestions that will be addressed and the findings will be incorporated into OP34. In the
remaining months to conclude OPS4 these findings will be updated with the latest
information and data on approval and new evidence that can be gathered and analyzed.

To what extent hasthe GEF been efficient and cost-effective in achieving results in
each focal area?

OPA will assess the extent to which the GEF has been efficient in terms of funding,
human resources and time spent. Asfar as possible these costs will be compared to
similar activities of other agencies, leading to an assessment of the cost-effectiveness of
GEF interventions. The possibility will be explored to report per focal areaon
geographical distribution and distribution per groups of countries, as well as per GEF
agency and modality, which will be related to the comparative advantage of these
agencies to address specific issues within the GEF. Furthermore, issues like the reform of
the project cycle, aswell as co-funding will be raised here, as they have an impact on the
cost-effectiveness of GEF investments.

To what extent arethe GEF’'s composition, structure and division of rolesand
responsibilities meeting its mandate, oper ations and partner ships?

Building on OPS3, this question will address the networking and partnership aspects of
the GEF — isthe current organizational model the best possible for the GEF? What are its
associated costs and to what extent isit functional and efficient? The role and tasks of all
components of the GEF will be assessed here, as well as the performance and
comparative advantage of GEF Agencies.

Arethe GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Policy and itsimplementation up to
international standards?

OP$4 will assess whether the GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Policy is up to
international standards and the extent to which its implementation has been successful.
The evaluation part of it, especialy the role and performance of the GEF Evaluation
Office, will be independently assessed by a Professional Peer Review panel, composed of
internationally recognized panel members who will follow aframework for the review
which has been adopted in the three professiona evaluation communities (OECD/DAC
Evaluation Network, UN Evaluation Group and Evaluation Cooperation Group of the
Internationd Financial Institutions). The monitoring issues and the quality of evaluation
in the agencies will follow up on work of the Annua Performance Report.
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(14) How successful hasthe GEF been asalearning organization, including state of the
art science and technology?

Knowledge sharing and feedback mechanismswill be reviewed to see to what extent the
GEF is alearning organization which ensures that its future builds on past experiences.
Special attention will be paid to how the GEF has learned from best practices, including
science and technology, as well astherole of STAP inimproving the GEF s strategies
and interventions.

FIFTH CLUSTER: RESOURCE M OBILIZATION AND FINANCIAL M ANAGEMENT

(15) How effective hasthe GEF been in mobilizing resour ces for tackling global
environmental and sustainable development problems?

OPA will assess the efforts to communicate the GEF s procedures, strategies and
successes. A historical perspective on the replenishment process and how it has
mobilized resources for global environmental issues will lead to an assessment to what
extent these resources have enabled the GEF to meet the guidance of the conventions and
tackle global environmental problems. GEF funding will be compared to replenishments
and funding of other international organizations, global programs and funds. The
additionality of funding will also be reviewed.

(16) How have human, financial and administrative resour ces been managed throughout
the GEF?

OPA will assess the role and functioning of the GEF Trustee, aswell asthe fiduciary
standards of the GEF, and how human and administrative resources are managed to
ensure the best support to the GEF sinterventions.

V. Scope and methodology

32.  The scope of OP4 will be defined per cluster and key question, ranging from the full
history of the GEF to a snapshot of the situation at a certain moment in time, from a few
representative interventions to the full portfolio of the GEF. Different questions ask for a
different scope. In each case the specific approach will be based on scope and methodology as
has been developed in evaluations of the GEF Evaluation Office, such as the Country Portfolio
Evaluations, the Annual Performance Report and the Annual Report on GEF Impacts.

33. The first cluster will focus on the international situation as it will be developing in the
coming 12 months. The second cluster will report on results and achievements as they can be
reported now, but will look at the full portfolio of the GEF, especially when considering impact
guestions. It will build on the scope and methodology of OPS3, the Program Studies, other GEF
Evaluation Report where appropriate, and the Annual Report on GEF Impacts.

34.  Thethird cluster focuses on recent years, but will take the history of developmentsin the
conventions, the member countries of the GEF and the GEF itself into account, in order to ensure
that judgments on relevance are not ahistorical. It will follow scope and methodol ogy as has been
developed in the Program Studies and OPS3 (as regards convention guidance) and the Country
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Portfolio Evaluations (as regards the relevance for national priorities). The fourth cluster will
build on the scope and methodology developed for the Annua Performance Report. The last
cluster will have different scopes. a historical perspective for the first key question and a focus
on the current situation for the second key question.

35. Methodology development. In collecting and analyzing data and drawing conclusions
and recommendations OP34 will be based on a wide variety of sources of information, methods
of analyzing them and appropriate meta-evaluation techniques to ensure that OPS4 will be a
valid, credible and legitimate report. The Evaluation Office will follow a “mixed methods’ and
“theory based” approach to ensure that questions are properly understood and presented,
underlying assumptions have been analyzed and the resulting data gathering and analysis deliver
aggregate and synthetic qualitative and quantitative judgments on the basis of diverse material,
from desk studies, interviews, surveys, portfolio analysis, field visits and verification to
stakeholder consultations. For this purpose, qualitative material will be further analyzed through
specialized software.”

36. Specific frameworks for analysis for the clusters, key-questions and sub-questions will be
prepared, on the basis of current state of the art insights in natural resources management,
ecosystems services and the linkages between the environment and social and economic
development. Where needed special methodology to gather and analyze data will be developed
and adopted.

37. Gender aspects will be taken into account where appropriate and relevant. This will
especially be the case when devel oping methodology for the country, agency and field visits and
the stakeholder consultations, but gender aspects may be incorporated el sewhere aswell.

38. Specia attention will be paid to the identification of targets and indicators. Per cluster
and per key question targets and indicators will be derived from the GEF-4 replenishment
agreement, GEF strategies as approved by Council, and monitoring data. Where targets and
indicators do not exist, they will be derived from existing literature, relevant GEF documents,
and international best practice or from analysis of program and project documents. The further
development of the evaluation matrix of OPS4 will incorporate the identified targets and
indicators.

39.  Theterminology to be used in OPS4 will be defined in a consistent manner and relate to
international usage of the terms concerned.

40. Several key questions will be underpinned through literature reviews. For the first
cluster, a study will be undertaken of existing documents on global environmental issues. Mg or
publications will include those of the conventions, IPCC, GEO, the Millennium Ecosystem
Assessment, OECD Environmental Outlook, International NGOs, as well as relevant research
reports. This will provide a background against which the specific achievements and challenges
of the GEF can be placed.

41. Document reviews will be undertaken for several key questions, focusing on documents
of the GEF and its activities, as well as from related ingtitutions, as well as Terminal Evaluations

® Using Atlas-ti — see www.atlasti.de
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and their reviews. Protocols will be developed or existing protocols, such as the terminal
evauation review guidelines, will be used. Evaluations of the GEF Evauation Office and
independent evaluation offices of the GEF agencies will be considered essential sources of
information.

42. Portfolio analyses. The database developed for the Joint-Evaluation of the GEF Activity
Cycle and Modalities and updated for the Mid-Term Review of the Resource Allocation
Framework, will be used to incorporate the additional data needed to assess the GEF s portfolio
in al its aspects. Specia attention will be paid on how data can be aggregated over countries.

43. Stakeholder Consultations. An independent stakeholder consultation process will be
outsourced to a qualified consultancy firm to ensure that stakeholder opinions will be gathered
on al aspects of the GEF, ensuring that this will reach out also to civil society, non-
governmental organizations and the private sector, as far as possible. The tender process will
involve appropriate expertise to judge the suitability of offers. Special care will be taken that the
gualitative data analysis will be undertaken with the same methodology as used for other
gualitative data in OP$4, so that the results of the Stakeholder Survey can be integrated in OPS4
with the same level of validity.

44, Semi-structured interviews. These will be undertaken on specific questions with
specific stakeholders, mainly the GEF agencies and the governments of recipient countries.
Again, special care will be taken that the qualitative data will be analyzed using proper analytical
tools and techniques (see the introductory paragraph to this section).

45, Country and agency visits. These will collect data, information and opinions (through
interviews and/or focus groups) on the GEF from country recipient governments, focal points
and project stakeholders and beneficiaries, as well as from GEF agency representatives. Visits to
GEF interventions will serve to gather data, verify available reports and documents, and
interview beneficiaries and local stakeholders, including local government, communities and
representatives from civil society.

46. Field vigts to GEF interventions will be undertaken to record or verify results and
achievements. The results cluster will develop a framework and protocols for field visits to
ensure that visits will be representative for the focal areas, as well as for geographic regions and
groups of recipient countries.

47. Participation in international meetings. Where possible, the OPS4 team will request
feedback on the GEF from participants present at international meetings, either through the
stakeholder consultation process, semi-structured interviews or focus group meetings.

48. Peer Review. An independent professional peer review will take place on the
implementation of the GEF Monitoring & Evaluation Policy. The peer review panel concerned
will publish an independent assessment, of which the conclusions will be included in OP$4. The
peer review panel will operate under its own terms of reference and any issues that they will not
address, for example on monitoring, will be outsourced as a study component which will be
integrated into OP4.
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49.  The Delphi approach and expert panels. These may be used where an independent and
objective assessment is needed on the comparison of GEF issues to best international standards.
Any assessments done on this basis will be published as case study for OPS4 and the results will
be integrated into OP4.

50. Case studies and study components. Where necessary, independent and high-level
experts will be hired to undertake studies of specialized subjects for which the expertise is not
available in the GEF Evaluation Office. Where appropriate, such studies will be published as
evaluation documents for OP4 and the results will be integrated into OP4.

51. Comparison studies. Where needed, comparisons will be made with other organizations
of a similar nature, or with similar mandates and tasks. These comparisons can be done on
legitimate grounds between the GEF portfolios of the GEF agencies and their other
environmental portfolios (if existent) and between the GEF and international organizations and
global initiatives of similar size and similar modes of operation. In each case, full justification of
the comparison will be provided as well as the limitations of the nature and validity of the
comparisons.

VI. Process and Timeframe

52.  Thekey stages of the Fourth Overall Performance Study are outline in the table below.

Evaluation Process Proposed timeframe

1. Preparatory work

January — May 2008

2. Approach Paper written and circul ated for discussion.
Comments incorporated in draft Terms of Reference

April — June 2008

3. Draft Terms of Reference circulated for discussion

June 2008

4. Final Terms of Reference circulated to GEF Council for
approval

July 2008

5. OP4 implementation

August 2008 — June 2009

6. Interim report submitted to replenishment meeting April 2009
7. Progress on OP34 reported to Council June 2009
8. Final OP34 report submitted to replenishment meeting August 2009

9. Publication and dissemination

November 2009 — January
2010
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VIl. Implementation of the Study

53. Overall responsibility for the implementation of OPS4 will rest with the Director,
supported by a small team coordinating the preparation and implementation, thus ensuring a
strong collaboration and interaction with other on-going work (RAF mid-term Review, Country
Portfolio Evaluations, Impact evaluations, and the Annual Performance Report). For each cluster
of key questions a task leader will be identified in the GEF Evaluation Office amongst the senior
evaluators.

4. Furthermore, a focal area perspective will be required when developing specific
methods, analytical frameworks and protocols, especially in the results and the relevance
clusters. To ensure the quality of the work, high level evaluation experts will be hired as advisors
for each focal area. Although the results and relevance clusters will incorporate a focal area
perspective throughout OPS4, the implementation of the other clusters will incorporate focal area
specific data as well, to ensure that if and when relevant, this can be reported on.

55.  Thebasic evaluative work that needs to be done to answer questions can be grouped into
severa support sections within the GEF Evaluation Office to ensure that the work is done with
consistent quality throughout OPS4. Evaluation officers will bear coordinating responsibility for
the supportive work.

56. In the preparatory phase and during the first phase of implementation, methodology
development will take place to ensure that all clusters, key and sub-questions have analytical
frameworks that will guide data gathering and analysis. The initial evaluation matrix will provide
guidance to the development of appropriate methodology and will be completed at the end of
development. This work will be done mainly by the senior evaluators of the office with support
from external evaluation advisors.

57. A team within the office, led by the Evaluations Operations Officer, will be responsible
for the process of outsourcing supporting component studies, as well as the stakeholder
consultations. The tender rules and procedures of the World Bank will be followed, and the
ethics guidelines of the GEF Evaluation Office on conflicts of interest will be applied. This team
will aso support the stakeholder consultation process logistically and administratively where
needed. This will be done in collaboration with the Country Support Programme of the GEF, to
ensure that opportunities for consultations with stakeholders at sub-regional workshops will be
captured as far as possible.

58. A more continuous effort will be to gather, classify, catalogue and review portfolio data
and documents. Two databases will be built: one for data and one for documents. A team of
evaluation officers and assistants will be assembled to support the clusters to review the large
amount of data and documents in a consistent manner. Databases of the office currently in use
for the Mid-Term Review of the RAF and the Annual Performance Report will be extended to
incorporate data for OPS4. The experience gained with the termina evaluation reviews for
various evaluation reports (most prominently the Annual Performance Report) will be used to
guide the documentation reviews.

15



59.  After sufficient methodology development and a first desk review of the available
documentation, country, agency and field visits will take place, with an emphasis on the data
that need to be gathered for the results cluster, but with sufficient attention for the other clusters
as well. A team will be set up within the office to ensure that the visits are coordinated and
administratively and logistically supported. Country and field visits will be undertaken as much
as possible with strong involvement of independent local evaluators.

60. To ensure a representative sample of (groups of) countries, interventions, geographical
regions, and focal areas, a minimum of 10 countries will be visited during the implementation of
OP3A4. This number comes on top of the countries that will be visited for other evaluation efforts
of the office (Country Portfolio Evaluations, Impact evaluations, Annual Performance Report
and the Mid-Term Review of the RAF). Overal, evaluative evidence from more than 35
countrieswill be included in OP3A4.

61. The final phase of analysis and writing of the report will be taken up within the cluster
teams, with appropriate involvement of focal area advisors.

62. A communication team will provide editing support and ensure that the OPS4 team will
be able to interact with its partners throughout the GEF and outside of the GEF in a consistent
and transparent manner. This team will develop timely plans for the presentation and the
publication of the report and ensure that it will be translated in the official languages of the GEF.

63. The internal organization within the GEF Evaluation Office to implement OPS4 is shown
in the following organization chart:

Coordination CPEs
Unit Impact
APR
{1 RAF
. Clusters:
Support groups: Role Foca area
M ethodol ogy < Y Results advi
development Relevance ) 5 S
Outsourcing Performance
Dataand _ Resources
documentation
Field visits
Communication
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64. Thetime line for the preparatory phase of OP4 is represented in the following chart:

Preparation of OPS4

Jan-08

Mar-08

May-08

Jun-08

Jul-08

Development of key questions

Approach paper

Draft TOR

Final TOR

65.  The tentative time line for the implementation of the OPS4 in the second half of 2008

will be asfollows:

2" half of 2008

Aug-08

Sep-08

Oct-08

Nov-08

Dec-08

Methodology development

Outsourcing

Stakeholder consultations

Peer review of evaluation
function

Component studies

Database

Documentation review

Country, agency & field visits

66. The implementation of OPS4 in 2009 up to the interim report to be presented in April

will be planned as follows:

Interim report of OPS4

Jan-09

Feb-09

Mar-09

Outsourcing

Stakeholder consultations

Peer review of evaluation
function

Database

Documentation review

Country, agency & field visits

Analysis

Interim report

Editing & communication

67. Thefinal phase of OP$4 could take place as scheduled below:

Final reporting and follow-up

Apr-09

May-09

Jun-09

Jul-09

Aug-09

Sep-09

Database

Documentation review

Country, agency & field visits

Analysis

Writing of final report

Editing & communication

Follow-up

To 2010
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VIIl. Budget

68. The table below presents the budget for OPS4 according to the estimated cost per cluster
and other activitiesto be undertaken, distributed over four fiscal years. OPS4 will cost about $1.6
million. This does not include the cost of GEFEO staff that will be working on OPS4 and other
tasks that the Office will do during this period. This is somewhat higher than estimated by the
Officein 2007, but still substantially lower than the cost of OPS3.

69.  The higher costs in fiscal year 2009 are caused by the concentration of activitiesin fiscal
year 2009, which was not foreseen in the original work plan of the Office. This implies that the
resources requested for FY 09 are about $340,000 higher than estimated in the budget prepared
by the Office and presented to Council in April 2008. This can be accommodated in the overall
budget of the Office if the remaining funds of the budget for fiscal year 2008 are transferred to
fiscal year 2009. In order to undertake al necessary activities for OP$4 in fiscal year 2009,
Council will be asked to approve moving the balance of funds of fiscal year 2008 to fiscal year
20009.

Cost to implement OPS4: Consultants, travel, and inputs by GEFEO staff (number of days)

GEF EO staff
Clusters FY08 FY09 FY10 FY11 Total inputs (# of
days)

Role $ 79,313 $ 11,897 $91,210 65
Results $ 278,550 $ 41,783 $320,333 400
Relevance $ 117,563 $ 17,634 $135,197 160
Performance $ 104,063 $ 15,609 $119,672 160
Resources $ 42,165 $ 16,866 $59,031 110
Other Tasks and Activities
Stakeholders Consultation $ 413,000 - $413,000 150
Panel of experts $ 31,500 $ 26,000 $57,500 50
Publishing $ 80,000 $ 100,000 $180,000 82
Documentation review - 33,000 $33,000
Coordination $28,600 $ 56,014 $ 29,407 - $114,021 430
Follow up $ 50,000 $ 20,000 $70,000 0

Total $28,600 | $1,235,168 $ 309,196 $ 20,000 $1,592,964
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Fourth Overall Performance Study

Initial Evaluation Matrix OPS4, version July 17, 2008

Work in Progress

Global
Environment
Facility
Evaluation Office

GEF

Key and sub-questions

Targets and indicators

Sources of information

Methodologies

First Cluster: Niche and Added Value of the GEF

1. What is the role and added value of the GEF in tackling the major global environmental and sustainable development problems?

1.1 What are the major global
environmental and sustainable
development problems?

No targets or indicators: problems will
be mapped

Major environmental publications
like MEA, GEO, IUCN red list, WRI,
as well as reports like Sir Nicholas
Stern's

1.2 What is the role of the
multilateral environmental
agreements?

No targets or indicators: roles will be
mapped

Convention publications as well as
literature and stakeholder opinions

1.3 What is the current
understanding of how these
problems could be addressed?

No targets or indicators: ways forward
to be mapped

Major environmental publications,
as well as reports like Sir Nicholas
Stern's, and other needs
assessments

1.4 Who are GEF’s partners and is
the current partnership mode of
the GEF still relevant?

No targets or indicators: partners role
and modality of partnership to be
mapped

Documentation from partner
organizations

1.5 What could be the potential
role of the multilateral
environmental agreements and
the GEF and its focal areas?

Indicators: overlaps and uncovered
areas in the mapping of problems,
roles, partners and ways forward

Convention and GEF publications
as well as literature and stakeholder

opinions

Desk review of reports and
literature, needs analysis,
expert opinions,
surveylinterviews,
stakeholder survey




Key and sub-questions

Targets and indicators

Sources of information

Methodologies

Second Cluster: Results of the GEF

2. Which concrete, measurable and verifiable results have been achieved by the GEF in the six focal areas and in its multi-focal area activities?

2.1 What have been the results
per focal area and for multi-focal
area activities, including a
specification according to strategic
objectives?

GEF-4 targets and indicators, as well
as historical targets (GEF-3 and
earlier) and indicators where
appropriate

2.2 What has been the distribution
of these achievements according
to geographical areas and groups
of countries?

Comparison to historical data

GEF EO evaluations, terminal
evaluations, evaluation from other
agencies, PMIS and monitoring
information, field visits

Meta-analysis of
evaluations, desk review of
documents and reports,
field verification, portfolio
analysis

3. Which concrete, measurable and verifiable results have been achieved by the GEF in supporting national and local development priorities for

sustainable development?

3.1 To what extent has the GEF
support enabled recipient
countries to meet their obligations
under the multilateral
environmental agreements?

Indicators to be derived from
conventions

3.2 To what extent has the GEF
supported national and local
capacity development to tackle
global environmental problems?

To be derived from GEF-4 targets and
indicators

GEF EO evaluations, especially
CPEs and Capacity Development,
as well as Mid-Term Review of the
RAF, stakeholder opinions

3.3 To what extent has the GEF
supported national and local
sustainable development
achievements which promote the
sustainability of global benefits
achieved?

Indicators and basic data to be derived
from Local Benefits Study and Impact
work.

GEF EO and terminal evaluations,
especially CPEs, field visits,
stakeholder opinions

Desk review and meta-
evaluation of reports,
evaluations, documents;
interviews, field verification,
stakeholder survey




Key and sub-questions

Targets and indicators

Sources of information

Methodologies

3.4 To what extent has the GEF
supported technology transfer
needed to increase global
environmental benefits?

To be derived from GEF-4 targets and
indicators

GEF EO evaluations, upcoming
study of the GEF Secretariat,
Convention documents, field visits,
stakeholder and expert opinions,
other literature

3.5 What has been the distribution
of these achievements over
groups of recipient countries, such
as the Small Island Development
States, Least Developed
Countries, Land Locked Countries,
Countries with Economies in
Transition, and what has been the
distribution over geographical
regions?

Comparison to historical data.

Result of the above analyzed with
data from PMIS

Portfolio analysis

4. To what extent has the GEF achieved sustainable impact on global environ

mental problems?

4.1 To what extent has the GEF
achieved impact, intended and
unintended, in its six focal areas
and in its multi-focal area
activities?

GEF-4 impact targets and indicators,
as well as historical targets and

indicators from previous replenishment

periods

Annual Report on Impact, other
impact evaluations and GEF EO
evaluations (Catalytic Role), GEF
documents (esp. strategies of focal
areas), PMIS, field visits, other

4.2 What has been the distribution
of these impacts over groups of
recipient countries and
geographically?

Comparison to historical data

datasets on the global environment
and on development

4.3 Which lessons can be derived
for the sustainability of global
environmental benefits: socially,
institutionally and financially?

Qualitative analysis

Development of theories of
change per focal area and
for multi-focal areas where
needed, desk review of
evaluations and reports,
field verification, interviews,
portfolio and data analysis




Key and sub-questions

Targets and indicators

Sources of information

Methodologies

4.4 To what extent has the GEF
achieved impact through a
catalytic role?

This should be based on the ongoing
work for the catalytic role evaluation.
The China study and the desk reviews
will deliver more specific indicators at
the various levels — project, program,
institutional, national and global.

4.5 If impacts are not yet visible,
what are reasonable expectations
and ways in which impact — or the
lack of it — could be measured in
future or through proxies?

Qualitative analysis

Third Cluster: Relevance of the GEF

5. To what extent has the GEF followed the guidance of the conventions for which it is a financial instrument?

5.1 To what extent are the GEF
focal area strategies, modalities
and operations following the
guidance of the conventions,
including multi-focal work?

Match of guidance to strategies,
modalities and operations

5.2 To what extent are the
achievements of the GEF
addressing the issues identified by
the conventions in their guidance?

Match of issues to strategies,
modalities and operations

5.3 To what extent has the Council
been able to adequately address
both the guidance of the
conventions and the needs and
priorities of recipient countries?

Match of convention guidance, Council
decisions and expressed needs and
priorities of recipient countries

Convention guidance, GEF
documents, results and impacts,
stakeholder opinions, MoUs,
previous program studies, CPEs,
impact (ozone), reviews of financial
mechanism contracted by
conventions; Mid-Term Review of
the RAF

Links to question 3

Desk review, meta-
evaluation, portfolio
analysis, interviews,
stakeholder survey




Key and sub-questions

Targets and indicators

Sources of information

Methodologies

6. To what extent has the GEF been able to promote international cooperation

agreements?

in environmental areas that have not previously been covered by

6.1 To what extent has the GEF
been able to promote international
cooperation in International
Waters?

To be derived from GEF-4 targets and
indicators

Formal international or
intergovernmental agreements,
GEF documents, GEF EO
evaluations, terminal evaluations,
stakeholder opinions

Desk review of agreements,
documents and

evaluations, interviews,
stakeholder survey

7. To what extent has the GEF been able to provide feedback to the conventions on their guidance, the implementati

results achieved, including on multi-focal area issues?

on of that guidance and the

7.1 How has the GEF reported to

the conventions on their guidance
and the results achieved, including
on multi-focal area issues?

Match of reporting to actual
achievements

Reports of the GEF, stakeholder
and expert opinions

7.2 To what extent has the GEF
reporting been helpful to the
conventions in improving their
guidance and to promote synergy
and minimize conflict between the
conventions?

Match of reporting to guidance and
follow-up decisions

Level of synergy or conflict between
conventions

Convention reports, stakeholder
and expert opinions

Desk review of documents,
interviews, stakeholder
survey

8. To what extent has the GEF been

relevant to national policies on environment and sustainable development?

8.1 To what extent has the GEF
support contributed to countries’
sustainable development agenda
and environmental priorities?

Match of GEF support to countries’
priorities and policies

8.2 To what extent is country
ownership evident in the GEF
portfolio?

Match to national priorities and
involvement level in development and
implementation of the portfolio

GEF Strategies, GEF EO CPEs,
Local Benefits Study, other
evaluations, terminal evaluations,
evaluations of other agencies, field
visits, expert and stakeholder
opinions

Desk review and meta-
evaluation of reports,
evaluations, documents;
interviews, field verification,
stakeholder survey




Key and sub-questions

Targets and indicators

Sources of information

Methodologies

8.3 Have trade-offs between
global environmental benefits and
local development benefits been
handled adequately in the GEF?

Proportion of projects that depend on
local benefits to sustain global benefits
Number of projects that included win-
win scenarios, and within these, that
included mechanisms to deal with
trade-offs if necessary

Number of projects that included trade-
offs

Relationship between local benefits
and global benefits achieved or not
achieved

Forth Cluster: Performance Issues Affecting Results of the GEF

9. Is the governance system of the GEF adequate and up to international standards?

9.1 What is the role and
effectiveness of the Council?

Comparison to other governance
systems of banks, UN and global funds

9.2 To what extent is the
governance of the GEF
transparent?

Comparison to other governance
systems of banks, UN and global funds

9.3 To what extent has the Council
provided oversight on the GEF
system?

Indicators to be derived from
international best practice

9.4 To what extent have the GEF
secretariat and the GEF agencies
implemented Council decisions
and guidance, including comments
on projects, and to what extent
has the Council kept track of the
follow-up of decisions?

Indicators to be derived from Council
documents

Council and GEF documents,
OPS3, evaluations and studies of
multilateral governance, stakeholder
and expert opinions

Desk review and meta-
evaluation of reports,
evaluations, documents;
interviews, stakeholder
survey - study to be
tendered to appropriate firm
or group of consultants




Key and sub-questions

Targets and indicators

Sources of information

Methodologies

9.5 To what extent have the policy
recommendations of the Fourth
Replenishment of the GEF been
implemented?

Level of adoption of policy
recommendations

10. To what extent has the RAF succeeded in allocating funding to ensure a maximization of global environmental benefits?

10.1 To what extent has the RAF
been able to allocate funding on
the basis of performance and
potential global environmental
benefits?

To be derived from the Mid-Term
Review of the RAF

10.2 What are the lessons learned
from operating a Resource
Allocation Framework in the GEF?

To be derived from the Mid-Term
Review of the RAF

Mid-Term Review of the RAF,
additional data collection, GEF
documents, field and agency visits,
stakeholder and expert opinions

Additional desk review,
data and portfolio analysis,
field verification, interviews
and stakeholder survey




Key and sub-questions

Targets and indicators

Sources of information

Methodologies

11. To what extent has the GEF been efficient and cost-effective in achieving

results in each focal area?

11.1 What have been the costs of
GEF interventions, including
preparatory, administrative and
transaction costs, in terms of
funding, human resources and
time spent?

Elements include:

a. Preparation costs (project facility
development, project preparation
grant)

b. GEF Agency fee

c. Amount of project budgets that is for
management or implementation
costs

d. Economy and efficiency evident

from comparison of inputs to outputs

and rate

e. Average time taken to achieve each
milestone in the project cycle by

modality and focus area and by GEF

phase

f. Number of projects not progressing
past PDF, cancellations

g. Number (or proportion) of outputs or
deliverable indicators not achieved
in selected GEF activities.

11.2 What have been comparable
costs of similar interventions from

other agencies?

Comparison to costs of similar
interventions by other agencies

11.3 How are the GEF costs
related to the outputs that were
achieved?

Ratio of costs to outputs (efficiency
relationship)

GEF EO and terminal evaluations,
especially Activity Cycle and Mid-
Term Review of the RAF, GEF
documents and studies, GEF
Agency documents and evaluations,
documents of comparable agencies
(Cl, WWF, IUCN, CDM, Montreal
Protocol, UN, IFI, bilateral
programs), field and agency visits,
stakeholder opinions

Desk review and meta-
evaluation, Portfolio and
data analysis, Field and
Agency verification,
Stakeholder survey




Key and sub-questions

Targets and indicators

Sources of information

Methodologies

11.4 To what extent has the GEF
achieved co-funding at the level of
interventions, and how has this
affected the efficiency and cost-
effectiveness of the GEF?

Promised co-financing
Realized and reported co-financing

Ratio of GEF funding and co-funding to
achieved global environmental benefits

Above plus GEFEO APR, terminal
evaluations, case studies on co-
funding

11.5 To what extent has the
revision of the project cycle led to
a shorter and better decision
making process, including
appropriate incremental
reasoning?

Duration from proposal to decision
Relationship between proposals and

quality at entry (if sufficient information

is available on the new cycle)
Relation of incremental reasoning to
global benefits and proposed co-
funding

RAF mid-term review, other GEFEO
evaluations including the Activity
Cycle and Incremental Cost
Analysis, APR, PIRs, Agency
documentation

11.6 What are the comparative
advantages of the GEF agencies,
to what extent are they involved in
the GEF and to what extent has a
level playing field been created for
all agencies?

Indicators to be derived from GEF and

agency documentation

Above plus GEFEO Executing
Agencies evaluation and follow-up
documents and evaluations of the
GEF Agencies

12. To what extent are the GEF's composition, structure and division of roles and responsibilities meeting its mandate, operations and

partnerships?

12.1 To what extent is the GEF
structure with implementing
agencies and relatively small core
functions (GEF Secretariat,
evaluation Office, Trustee and
STAP) functional and cost-
effective?

To be derived from OPS3

Costs associated with the current
network (interaction, management,
implementation of policies and
strategies), including administrative
costs

OPS3, GEFEO evaluations,
especially APR, Activity Cycle and
Mid-Term Review of the RAF, GEF
documents and studies, agency
visits, stakeholder, and expert
opinions

Desk review and meta-
evaluation, Data analysis,
Agency verification,
interviews, Stakeholder
survey




Key and sub-questions

Targets and indicators

Sources of information

Methodologies

12.2 What are the costs and
savings related to meetings,
communication and knowledge
sharing?

Costs associated with knowledge
sharing and communication

12.3 How effective has the GEF
been in handling complaints,
disputes and conflicts?

Comparison to international best
practice

12.4 How has the role of the GEF
Secretariat evolved?

Indicators to be derived from GEF
documentation

12.5 To what extent does the
current structure promote
partnerships beneficial to achieve
global environmental benefits?

Identification of partnership issues and
mapping these to results

13. Are the GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Policy and its implementation up t

o international standards?

13.1 How is the GEF portfolio
managed and monitored in GEF
agencies and member countries,
and how do these efforts support
results and the reporting on
results?

Indicators on management of the
portfolio have been developed in the
Activity Cycle evaluation — evaluation
of monitoring has been developed in
the APR. The Mid-Term Review of the
RAF and CPEs will also provide
insights.

GEF M&E policy, GEF EO Annual
Performance Report, Terminal
evaluations, GEF Agency
evaluations, GEF Annual Monitoring
Report, PMIS, field and agency
visits, stakeholder and expert
opinions

Professional peer review of
the evaluation function in
the GEF, desk review and
meta-evaluation, field and
agency verification,
portfolio, and data analysis,
stakeholder survey
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Key and sub-questions

Targets and indicators

Sources of information

Methodologies

13.2 How is the GEF portfolio
evaluated by the GEF Evaluation
Office and GEF agencies?

Although this should build on the APR,

it goes beyond the M&E issues at the

project level into:

a. level of adoption of the GEF M&E
policy;

b. independence, usefulness and
quality of evaluations at all levels

c. coverage of evaluations on
important GEF issues

d. comparison of GEF M&E to M&E in
other international agencies

e. level of adoption of evaluation
recommendations, both in Council
and in the GEF as a whole

14. How successful has the GEF been as a learning organization, including state of the art science and technology?

14.1 To what extent have
strategies, projects and programs
incorporated state of the art
science and technology or
traditional knowledge and
expertise of local communities and
what has been the role and added
value of STAP in this regard?

Building on OP12 evaluation indicators

will include:

a. Independence, usefulness and
quality of STAP products

b. Level of adoption of advice of STAP
in the Council and in GEF strategies
and implementation

c. Assessment of quality of science
and technology at the project level

d. Assessment of the inclusion of
traditional knowledge and expertise

e. Assessment of the independence,
usefulness and quality of STAP
advice at the project level

GEF and STAP documents, GEF
EO evaluations, terminal
evaluations, documents and reports
from other agencies (see 1.1), PMIS
and monitoring information, field
visits, stakeholder and expert
opinion

Desk review of literature,
documents and
evaluations, Delphi - peer
review - or expert panel
assessment, interviews,
stakeholder survey
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Key and sub-questions Targets and indicators Sources of information Methodologies

14.2 To what extent has STAP Match of understanding of current
been to act as intermediary with global trends emerging in question 1 to
the global scientific and STAP advice

technology community?

14.3 How successful has the GEF | To be developed from documents and
been in incorporating lessons existing best international practice
learned and sharing knowledge
throughout the GEF agencies and
member countries?

Fifth Cluster: Resource Mobilization and Financial Management

15. How effective has the GEF been in mobilizing resources for tackling global environmental and sustainable development problems?

15.1 How successful has the GEF | To be developed; elements will

been in communicating its include:
policies, procedures and results? | 3. Communication policy and products
of the GEF
b. Knowledge in the GEF system of itS | GEF Communication policy and
policies, procedures and results documents, GEF EO evaluations,
c. Knowledge of the GEF in officials in | especially CPEs, other evaluations,
other agencies, governments of stakeholder and expert opinions,
member countries and potential media, field and agency visits

beneficiary organizations
d. Coverage of the GEF in media

e. Coverage of similar agencies in
media




Key and sub-questions

Targets and indicators

Sources of information

Methodologies

15.2 What have been the
mobilization efforts throughout the
GEF phases and how successful
have they been to match
resources to guidance and global
environmental problems?

To be developed. Elements should be:

a. ldentified needs for funding of GEBs

b. Cost-effectiveness of GEF in
delivering

c. Availability of donor funding

d. Replenishments

e. Factors increasing or decreasing
replenishments

f. Cost-effectiveness incorporates
“niche,” performance, comparison to
other channels

15.3 To what extent have the
replenishment processes matched
similar processes in other
international organizations and
what can be learned from a
comparison?

Draw from international best practice

15.4 To what extent has the GEF
funding been additional and
incremental?

Indicators to be developed but will
include:

ODA vs. non-ODA
Trends in ODA and budgets

Replenishment documents, Trustee
data, results of the first cluster,
OECD/DAC and WB data on donor
performance, GEF and convention
documents, GEF EO evaluations
(esp. ICA and Mid-Term Review of
the RAF), documents and
evaluations from other
organizations, stakeholder and
expert opinions, donor Vvisits.

Desk review of documents,

data analysis, interviews,
stakeholder survey
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Key and sub-questions

Targets and indicators

Sources of information

Methodologies

16. How have financial, human and

administrative resources been managed t

hroughout the GEF?

16.1 How has the Trustee handled
the GEF Trust Fund?

The Trustee takes care of the GEF

Trust Fund on the basis of a decision

by the WB Board. It executes funding

decisions of Council. Elements are:

a. Transparency and accountability of
Trustee management, rules and
procedures

. Implementation of Council decisions

. Disbursement of funds

. Investment results

. Interaction between Trustee and
donors

f. Interaction between Trustee and

GEF agencies

O QO O T

GEF Trustee reports, GEF
documents, GEF evaluations,
agency data and documentation,
expert and stakeholder opinions,
documentation and reports from
other agencies

16.2 Are the fiduciary standards
up to international best practice
and to what extent have they been
applied?

Based on the list of fiduciary standards
as introduced in the replenishment
agreement for GEF-3 and elaborated
in the Council document prepared by
the Trustee. The M&E elements have
been included in the APR in the
agency performance matrix. For other
aspects, indirect evidence has to be
gathered, since an evaluation is not an
audit. Elements would thus be:

a. Audit conclusions on whether
fiduciary standards are met

b. Coverage of audits in the GEF

c. APR 2008 conclusions relevant for
the fiduciary standards on M&E

Desk review of
documentation, analysis of
data, independent review of
the Trustee, interviews and
stakeholder survey
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Key and sub-questions

Targets and indicators

Sources of information

Methodologies

16.3 Are the administrative fees
and expenditures up to
international best practice and
how do they compare to similar
organizations?

Compare to international best practice

16.4 To what extent has the GEF
ensured that the best qualified
staff supports its operations?

To be developed:

Match administrative fees and
expenditures to quality of supervision,
quality of projects at entry, etc.
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