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Note by the secretariat

1. The Conference of the Parties (COP), by its decision 12/CP.2,* adopted and thereby
brought into force a Memorandum of Understanding (M OU) between the COP and the Council

of the Globa Environment Facility (GEF) (FCCC/CP/1995/7/Add.1). The MOU provides, inter
alia, that the annual report of the GEF be made available to the COP through the secretariat. The
MOU further provides, that, in accordance with Article 11.1 of the Convention, the COP will,
after each of its sessions, communicate to the GEF any policy guidance approved concerning the
financial mechanism.

2. In its reports to the COP at its fourth and fifth sessions, the GEF indicated that, in 1999,
its monitoring and evaluation programme would undertake an evaluation of enabling activitiesin
the climate change area. It further indicated that a proposed methodology for this evaluation
would comprise areview of all relevant documentation, the views of the Parties asindicated in
decision 12/CP.4, consultation with all GEF entities and the UNFCCC secretariat, aswell as
studies in a sample of non-Annex | countries and that the final evaluation report would be
submitted to the COP.

! For the full text of decisions adopted by the Conference of the Parties at its second session, see document
FCCC/CP/19996/15/Add.1.
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3. In response to the provision of the MOU, the GEF secretariat has submitted the attached
report, which is reproduced without formal editing.
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Recommended Council Decision

The Council reviewed docament GEF/C.16/10, Review of Climate Change Enabling
Activities. The Council notes the recommendations contained in the review, and requests
the Secretariat and the Implementing Agencies to take the report into consideration in
futare climate change enabling activity efforts. This applies particularly to the work of the
Capacity Development Initiative, including the development of elements of a strategy and
an action plan for capacity development in the area of climate change. The Council also
invites the Secretariat to submit the review to the sixth session of the Conference of the
Parties to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change pursuant to
paragraph 6 of the Memorandum of Understanding between the Conference of the Parties
to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change and the Council of the
Global Environment Facility
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PREFACE

This report presents the findings of a review of
GEF-funded enabling activity projects for climate
change undertaken in response to a decision by
the GEF Council at its meeting on October 14-
16, 1998, where it recommended that the GEF
carry out a comprehensive review of enabling
activities to “determine how successful the
projects have been, analyze the reasons for those
that have failed, and consider policy and pro-
grammatic responses to the problem.”

The main audience for this review, in addition to
the GEF Council, consists of the cooperating
countries, the Secretariat for the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change,
implementing and executing agencies, non-gov-
ermmental organizations and private enterprises
engaged in climate change matters.

The terms of reference for the review was pre-
pared by the GEF Senior Monitoring and Evalu-
ation Coordinator in consultation with UNDP,
UNEDP, the World Bank, and the UNFCCC Sec-
retariat. The Terms of Reference constitutes
Annex 1.

The Senior Monitoring and Evaluation Coordi-
nator assembled the core team, consisting of
Samir Amous (independent consultant and team
leader) and staff from the various relevant enti-
ties. The core team was assisted by local con-
sultants in carrying out country visits, and local/
regional consultants in the preparation of coun-
try and regional case studies. The team is listed
in Annex 2.

From February to May 2000. the team members
collected data from a variety of sources, and

meetings were held with the GEF Secretariat,
UNDP, UNEP, World Bank, Secretariat for
the UNFCCC and other organizations, includ-
ing NGOs. The team gathered data and had
discussions in 12 countries: Armenia,
Azerbaijan, Bolivia, Brazil, Cameroon, Leba-
non, Lesotho, Mali, Philippines, South Africa,
Vietnam, and Zambia. Country case studies
were prepared on Egypt, Honduras, India, and
Malaysia. In addition, regional case studies
were prepared on the islands in the Caribbean
and the Pacific respectively. Statistical data
was also collected on enabling activity projects
in all the 132 participating countries.

During May-September 2000, the team leader
prepared draft reports based on inputs from
the team, the GEF Secretariat, and the three
Implementing Agencies. Advanced drafts of
the report were sent to the UNFCCC Secre-
tariat, and the GEF operational and political
focal points in the above-mentioned countries.
The final report was presented to the GEF
Council for discussion at the November 2000
Council Meeting.

This review is a result of an extensive col-
faborative effort between the review team-
members. The views expressed in the final
report are those of the core team members.
These views do not, however, necessarily rep-
resent the views of all team members, nor the
GEF. I am truly grateful to all those who par-
ticipated and contributed to the study, espe-
cially in the 16 countries and two regions men-
tioned above.

Jarle Harstad
Senior Monitoring and Evaluation Coordinator
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. SuMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

I NTRODUCTION

1. This report presents the findings of a
review of GEF-funded climate change enabling
activity projects. Funding for climate change
enabling activity projects was launched by GEF
as a response to guidaice from COP 1|

requesting the GEF to give priority to supporting
non-Annex [ Parties in meeting their
commitments under the UNFCCC!

2.  The commitments of non-Annex [ Parties
mainly relate to the preparation of Initial

Communications (IC) to the UNFCCC, which .

requires the implementation of relevant
activities, mainly focusing or? (i) Preparation
of greenhouse gas (GHG) inventories and other
climate change-related information;
(i1) General description of steps taken or
envisaged to implement the Convention; and
(iii) Any other information relevant to the
achievement of the objectives of the
Convention.

3. The COP guidance was issued as a

response to Article 12,7 of the UNFCCC stating
that “The COP shall arrange for the provision
to developing country Parties of technical and
financial support, on request, in compiling and
communicating information under Article 12,
as well as identifying the technical and financial
needs associated with the proposed projects...”
In the context of climate change, enabling
activities were defined by the COP as

“Measures such as planning and endogenous
capacity building, including institutional
strengthening, training, research and education,
that will facilitate implementation, in
accordance with the Convention, of effective
response measures.”

4. The enabling activity program was part
of the GEF operational strategy that aimed to
support non-Annex 1 Parties in fulfilling their
commitments under the UNFCCC at full cost
funding. According to the GEF Operational

Strategy,* enabling activities “include [GHG]

inventories, compilation of information, policy

analysis, and strategies and action plans. They
either are a means of fulfilling essential

communication requirements to the Convention,

provide a basic and essential level of information
to enable policy and strategic decisions to be
made, or assist planning that identifies priority
activities within a country.”

Review oF THE GEF
ENABLING ACTIVITY
PORTFOLIO FOR CLIMATE _
CHANGE

5. This review began in February 2000, At

-that time, 115 countries had implemented

national climate change enabling activity
projects, while 10 other regional/global climate
change enabling activity projects had also been

1 Decision 11/CP.1
2 UNFCCC, Article 12.1.
3 Decision 1J/CP.1, item b(i) in documenl FCCC/CP/1995/7/Add. 1, Report to COP1-Berlin, 28 March to 7

April, 1995, Part Two: Action tuken by the Conference of the Parties at its First Session.

4 Page 9. Operational Strategy, Global Environment Facility. February 1996.
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launched. The main objective of the review is
to take stock of the past and ongoing experience

with the enabling activity projects for climate
" change, assess their effectiveness and extract
lessons for the future. More specifically, the
review had to examine: (i) the effectiveness of
the enabling activity modality; (ii) the
effectiveness and efficiency of both GEF
approval and national execution processes;
(iii) influence on broader capacity building and/
or planning in countries through the preparation
of initial national communication process; and
(iv) best practices for the implementation of
enabling activity projects from country
experiences.

6. The terms of reference of the review are

included in Annex 1. Prior to its finalization,
consultations were held within the GEF Secre-
tariat, the three Implementing Agencies, and
the UNFCCC Secretariat. - As recommended

by the COP, the terms of reference paid par-
ticular attention to addressing the questions and
views expressed by the Parties with respect to
the review of enabling activities. The terms of
reference have defined seven major issues to

be addressed by the review: (i) Response to
guidance from the COP; (ii) Effectiveness of
the Operational Criteria; (iii) Portfolio Over-
view; (iv) Project Design and Implementation:
(v) Project Results; (vi) Best Practices; and
(vii) Recommendations.

7.  The review does not claim to be fully
representative of the actual performance and

achievements across the whole portfolio. Nor
does it provide the final results and impacts in
all the 115 countries supported. However, the
review was based on a large set of information
collected from a variety of sources. including
consultations with the major actors of the
enabling activity process’ Specifically the

review approach included: (i) Review of COP
decisions and SBI/SBSTA communications;
(ii) Views related to enabling activities
expressed by the Parties through the
Convention process; (ili) Consultations with
relevant stakeholders (UNFCCC Secretariat,
bilateral and multilateral donors, and
international, regional and local NGOs);

- (iv) Country visits by members of the core

review team assisted by national consultants;
(v) Country case studies prepared by national.

.consultants; (vi) Regional case studies prepared

by regional consultants; (vii) Questionnaire
survey; (viil) Review of documentation available
at the three Implementing Agencies (including
the National Communications Support
Programme), the GEF Secretariat, and the
UNFCCC Secretariat; and (ix) Discussions

‘with the three Implementing Agencies and the

GEF Secretariat.

8. The review included close examination of
18 enabling activity projects. Twelve national
projects were visited by the review core teanf,
four other national projects were covered by
country studies; and two regional projects in
the Pacific Islands and Caribbeafi were
reviewed by regional consultants.

5 The approach used for undertaking this review is described in detail in Annex 2 of this report.

6 Armenia, Azerbaijan, Brazil, Bolivia, Cameroon, Mali, Lebanon, Lésotho, Philippines, South Africa, Vietnam, and

Zambia,

7 Egypt. Hondurus, India, and Malaysia.

R Five countries each in the Pacific (Fiji, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Samoa and Vanuatu) and Caribbean (Antigua and
Barbuda, Barbados, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and The Grenadines. Guyana) were visited/studied by each of the regional
consultants for the PICCAP and CPACC projects respectively.
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Summary and Recommendations

OverALL FINDINGS

9.  The overall conclusion of the review is
that support provided by the GEF for climate
change enabling activities hassubstantially

contributed towards assisting non-Annex I
Parties in meeting their communication
commitments under the UNFCCC. The GEF

Secretariat and its Implementing Agencies
have undertaken a large challenge in a new
and complex area of intemational cooperation.
Despite the complexity of the task and the
difficuities encountered, the GEF role has, by
and large, been positive. To some extent,
many of the difficulties faced appear to be
“teething™ problems. Both the Implementing
Agencies and the GEF Secretariat have
learned from their experiences and their
performance has improved through time.

10. Of the 132 countries that have received
GEF grants through the enabling activity -
process, 25 have already transmitted their
initial communication to the UNFCCC as of
May 2000.” Among these countries, 23
implemented enabling activity projects
through UNDP,!® and two through UNEP. A
large number of countries are currently
progressing towards the completion of their
initial communication for a possxb]e
transmission by COP6.

11. The review observes that, for the most
part, the guality of the documents'produced
under the enabling activity projects was
satisfactory. In some cases, the quality of the
documents was impressive, and provided not
only national, but international benefits as
well.

12. Capacity building was one of the key
objectives of the enabling activity process.
The review found undeniable evidence that

9 In addition. Kazakhstan has also transmitted its initial communication. although it did not implement any GEF-

supported cnabling activity project.

enabling activity projects made considerable
progress in strengthening the capacities of
countries to deal with climate change issues.

13. While the overall impact is positive, the
enabling activity programexperienced many
difficulties, largely due to_the novelty and
complexity of climate change issues, as well as
the constraints that surrounded the development
of enabling activity projects. These constraints
included definition of the scope and objectives
of the projects, time pressure, funding
limitations, etc. For instance, the review found
that the enabling activity projects placedindue
emphasis on obligationsof the countries (i.e.
preparation of the national communication) at
the expense of responding to country needs and
priorities.

14. While the results achieved are more than

the minimum required for imitial

communications, the GEF-sponsored enabling
activities are neither a clear step in the direction
of sustainable capacity building, nor have they
helped countries prepare to develop policies and
strategies required to deal with climate change.
Supporting this finding, the review also found
that the countries had higher expectations for

capacity buildingthan what the enablmg activity
projects could offer.

15. Enabling activity projects also focused on
achieving other ambitious objectives, including
sustainability of capacities, establishment of
information systems for GHG inventories,

public awareness, sustainability of institutional
arrangements, and integration of climate change

concerns into national development policies.

Many of these objectives—particularly the last -

one—have not been satisfactorily completed in
any country. Considering the limited funding
allocations, short duration of the projects (1-2
years). and limited national capacities at the

10 Six of the 24 UNDP countries completed their initial communication through the PICCAP project.



15

Review of Climate Change Enabling Activity Projects

beginning of the process, this review finds that
the enabling activity projects hadunrealistic
expectations when setting such objectives.

16. Thus, the first round of enabling activities
should be considered a first step in a continuous
and long-term series of efforts to establish a
sustainable framework for meeting Convention
obligations while also leading to concrete
actions.

From COP GUIDANCE TO
OPERATIONALIZATION

0 FINDINGS
v The GEF Response to COP Guidunce

17. Three major sets of enabling activity-
related guidance were issued by the Conference
of Parties. COP1 (11/CP.1) directed the GEF

to give priority to the support of national
communications referred to in Article 12.1 of
the Convention. COP2 adopted detailed
guidelines for the content of the first national
communications from non-Annex [ parties £0/

CP.2) and confirmed that these new guidelines
and format would form the basis for the funding
of communications from non-Annex [ Parties.
At COP4, guidance to the GEF emphasized the
need for funding support to prepare initial and
subsequent national communications “by
maintaining and enhancing relevant national
capacity” 2/CP.4).

18. The GEF responses to COP guidance took
between 8 and 12 months. In response to COP1
guidance, the GEF developed Operational
Criteriu for Enabling Activities. Following the
COP2 guidance, the GEF issued new
Operational Guidelines for Expedited

Financing, clearly tying the Activity Matrix and
the Cost Norms to the guidelines for national
communications defined in 10/CP.2!" Finally
in response to COP4 guidance, the GEF issued
Operational Guidelines for Expedited
Financing - Part [l to comprehensively
respond to the capacity building needs of non-
Annex 1 parties, beyond the initial priority of
first national communications.

19. While the elapsed time for the GEF
response in these cases may seem long,
developing enabling activity projects was a
novel experience and the GEF needed sufficient
time to define the appropriate approach to
expediting its procedures. Inaddition, the COP
decisions tended to cover a large number of
issues at once, giving room for divergent
interpretations and making the process of
operationalization very complex.

20. In practice, the review finds thatas soon

as the national communication was identitied
as the main objective of expedited enabling
activity projects the GEF guidelines

adequately responded to the COP. guidance.
Thus, despite some uncertainty regarding the
primiry role of enabling activities, the GEF
response is judged to have been pragmatic and
timely.

21. The Operational Guidelines for Enabling

Activities was developed by the GEF
Secretariat, in consultation with the three
Implementing Agencies and the UNFCCC
Secretariat, and subsequently approved by the
GEF Council. It should be noted that these
consultations did not directly involve the
countries. The review also received mixed
feedback regarding incorporation of the views
of the GEF partners® by the GEF Secretariat
when drafting the final Criteria.

11 The purpose of the activity matrix is to identify and assess any televant activities that the GEF and/or other funding

hodies previously supported in the countries.

12 UNDP, UNEP, The World Bunk and the UNFCCC Secretariat.
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v Operationalization of the GEF
Guidelines

22. While it was clear to the implementing
agencies that the emphasis of the enabling
activity projects was on the rapid preparation
of the initial communication, there were
instances of divergent interpretations between
the GEF entities]® particularly at the beginning
of the process.

23. Inaddition, the recipient countries did not
always interpret the GEF guidelines and the
COP guidance along the same lines as the GEF
Secretariat and the Implementing Agencies.
For instance, higher funding support from GEF
was requested by countries for meeting their
priority needs, such as capacity building, or for
launching additional studies in some critical
aspects of climate change, such as vulnerability
and adaptation assessments. Such
misinterpretation resulted. in some cases, in
long negotiations which delayed the overall
project approval process. This caused
frustration in the countries regarding the
effectiveness of enabling activities in meeting
their expectations.

24. The review finds that the Operational
Guidelines placed a strong presumption on the
success of previous enabling activity initiatives,
whether funded by the GEF or other donors,
without any objective assessment of the content
and quality of the products generated by these
previous efforts. Since participation in earlier
projects was considered as the basis for
defining the amount of funding a country would
receive from the GEF, this was the most
frequently debated issue during project
negotiations between the GEF Secretariat, the
Implementing Agencies and the countries. On
certain projects, unfair competition, mainly
" focusing on'the overall funding level, hampered
the collaborative spirit between the
Implementing Agencies involved.

13 UNDP, UNEP and The World Bank.

v Effectiveness of Enabling Activity
projects in meeting the objectives set
Jorth by the Operational Guidelines

25. While enabling activity projects generally
met the objectives set forth in theOperational
Guidelines, the review team observed that
“country drivenness” was narrowly interpreted
in terms of endorsement of projects by the
national GEF operational focal points. without
appropriate stakeholder consultations and
assessments of national priorities. This was
part of the trade-off that the expedited -
procedure process has necessitated.

26. While most of the national GEF focal
points were familiar with the GEROperational

Guidelines, the review finds that neither the
Implementing Agencies nor the GEF national
focal points made efforts to widely disseminate
these guidelines within the countries. This
often prevented a more effective inclusion of
wider sectoral concerns into the project
proposals.

27. In addition, the use of cost norms also
presented the countries with afuit accompli,
providing little flexibility and no fungibility of
funds. There is also concerr as to whether the
Activity Matrix truly addressed the countries’
expectations and priorities.

v' Project processing

28. The overall objective of introducing
expedited procedures for enabling activities
was to reduce project processing time and
provide timely resources to countries to meet
their reporting obligations under the
Convention. Under the expedited procedures
for enabling activities, the GEF Council
delegated the approval authority, for projects
requesting less than US$350,000, to the
Chairman/CEO of the GEF.
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29. During the period 1995-1998, there was a
significant decrease (60%) in the time taken to
process a project under expedited procedures
—from an average of 499 days in 1995 to 188
days in 1998.% While each of the main partners
(Implementing Agencies, GEF Secretariat, the
countries) are partly responsible for the
excessive elapsed time during different stages
of project design and processing, some of this
delay can be attributed to a necessary learning
period in the implementation of COP guidance
~—compounded by a lack of clarity in COP
guidance—and different interpretations of the
GEF guidelines.

‘30. Nevertheless, this review finds that 188

days for processing enabling activity projects
under a procedure that is supposed to be
expedited is still too long. While the GEF
partners have considerably decreased the
elapsed time at the three initial milestones of
the project processing cyclel® there is room

for reducing the elapsed time even further
through the removal of major bottlenecks at
the two latest milestones, including at the
couitry level. But any further reduction in
processing time needs to be waged carefully in
light of the recommendations for broader
stakeholder consultation.

31. While some countries have complained
of disbursement delays, the review found that
these -occurred in only a few instances and
rarely affected project implementation. Rather,
more significant implementation delays have
been caused by issues such as development of
the budget and work plan, identification of
consultants, and establishment of institutional
arrangements.

0O RECOMMENDATIONS

32. It is recommended that the GEF establish
a better consultative process for the formulation
of the next GEF guidelines for enabling activity
projects. This process should allow for a more
effective role of the Implementing Agencies in
the finalization of the guidelines and a more
collaborative spirit among all the actors of the
enabling activity process, including the
countries. In this context, it is suggested that
the GEF partners explore adequate ways and
means for involving technical experts from the

“recipient countries in these consultations.

33. The review finds that greater precision in
COP guidance and GEF guidelines could go a

. long way towards removing ambiguities

associated with the definition and the finality
of some terms (e.g. enabling activity, capacity
building, etc.) and help in an uniform
application of the guidelines. In order to avoid
future disappointments, the GEF guidelines
should also be applied more flexibly in the
future, particularly with respect to the cost
norms and activity matrix. However, this
should be accomplished while maintaining a
consistent application both across the
Implementing Agencies and the recipient
countries.

34. The review recommends that a fuller
assessment of the quality of climate change
related activities previously undertaken be
factored into the context when finalizing the
level of GEF support. It is also important that
the countries, the Implementing Agencies and

the GEF Secretariat be more focused and -

realistic when setting project objectives and

14 Number of workdays elapsed from date of receipt of the project proposal at the GEF unit of the imple-
menting agency to the date of project start (signature of project document).

15 Tive main milestones were identified at the project processing Jevel: (i) Request to 1A to Receipt at GEFSEC:
(i) Receipt at GEFSEC to CEO approval; (iii) CEO approval to 1A approval, (iv) [A approval to project start; and (v) project
start to first disbursement.
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expectations, given the available funding and
time horizon. In this context, a more systematic
strategy aimed at ensuring the establishment
of a sustainable enabling activity process should
be defined by COP and operationalized by the
GEF.

35. Given the quick evolution of the climate
change process, and the recurrent evolving
needs of the countries, the challenge for future
GEF enabling activity initiatives is to react
rapidly to changing circumstances. Therefore,
additional efforts are required by the GEF and
its Implementing Agencies to further streamline
the processing of enabling activity projects.
While this inevitably implies some trade-off, it

_is important that any possible deviation from
the original spirit of the enabling activity projects
that may result from these trade-offs is
minimized.

36. The review also recommends that the

Implementing Agencies and the national GEF
focal points disseminate rapidly and widely any
new GEF guidelines within the countries, or any
material that can be relevant for the

development of the enabling activity project
proposals. Also, the countries should facilitate
the process of stakeholder consultations,
negotiations with the Implementing Agencies,
and signature and project approval, and remove
the administrative barriers that significantly
hamper project approval and implementation.

37.. In addition, the review also recommends
that a more balanced approach, with appropriate
stakeholder participation and consuitation and
an assessment of national priorities, be part of
the “country drivenness” of project proposals.

38. The major milestones of the project design
process should be made more transparent,
mainly through better sharing of information on
the progress within the design cycle, including
the country-level endorsement, so that the main
partners involved can follow the process closely
and intervene to break unnecessary deadlocks
if needed. For exumple, a “project status sheet”
could be established and distributed to all the
relevant people within the GEF Secretariat,
Implementing Agencies and the countries,
highlighting the different steps of the processing
cycle and the necessary details to identify the
actual status of the project in the cycle. While

. greater transparency in the project cycle might

require additional resources, this is a critical
issue and one which the review recommends
that the GEF explore.

39. UNDP has made considerable efforts to
shorten the project processing cycle over the
past five years to remove bottlenecks!®
However, the elapsed time for project
processing by UNDP should be shortened even
further in order to expedite implementation’
UNEP also undertook a number of measures!®
as early as 1996, aimed at expediting the
internalization of its GEF activities, including
enabling activity projects. However, the review
found that for enabling activities managed by
UNEP there is room for further improvement
in processing times.

40. In order to facilitate the implementation
of these recommendations, it is suggested that
a “Good Practice” manual be developed by the
GEF Secretariat and the Implementing
Agencies, addressing the modalities for
formulating and implementing enabling activity

16 For instance. many UNDP country offices advanced funds from their own budpets as soon as the project document

was signed. in order to allow the project to quickly begin. More recently, a4 new system is being put in place to expeditiously

process the top-up projects but the analysis of this system was beyond the scope of the review.

17 In particular, modalitics for the recruitiment of consultants, approval of the quarterly finuncial reports and budget

advances requests, ctc., should be processed by UNDP more cfficiently.

18 This included establishing a Project Coordination Committee entrusted with reviewing and adopting GEF activities

scparate and distinet from UNEP Project Approval Group.
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projects. This manual should be distributed to
the Implementing Agencies and their
representatives, as well as to the countries,
allowing for a uniform interpretation of the GEF
guidelines. :

IMPLEMENTATION |SSUES
O FINDINGS
V. Project duration

41. The review notes that, with few

exceptions, most countries experienced

difficulties in completing their enabling activity
projects within the timetrame defined in the
project documents. In that respect, expectations
in terms of project duration were unrealistic.
Several factors explain the longer time horizon
needed for the implementation of projects, such
as (i) Starting difficulties (nominating or
recruiting a project coordinator, selecting an
appropriate team, building the relevant
institutional arrangement, etc.); (ii) Availability
and reliability of data; and (iii) Longer time
needed for the validation of technical outputs
by all the concerned stakeholders.

v Funding Issues

42. The review finds that, in general, the level
of funding support has been sufficient for the
preparation of the national communication, and
other basic documents. However, objectives
linked to the sustainability of capacity building
and institutional arrangements, as well as the
integration of climate change concerns into
national development policies, were unrealistic
given the timetrame and the funding levels.

V' Budget support to the Implementing
Agencies

43. The estimated budgetary resources
provided for enabling activities to the
Implementing Agencies are judged to be
inadequate. This might have limited the
capacities of the Implementing Agencies to

provide consistent technical and supervision
support. The GEF seems to have recognized
this weakness. Under the new fee-based
system, the implementing agencies receive
US$54,000 per enabling activity project
towards administrative expenses covering the
full project cycle.

v Roles of the GEF Secretariat
and the Implementing Agencies

44. The countries, the Implementing Agencies
and the GEF Secretariat have all played
essential roles in the development of the climate
change enabling activity portfolio. During
project implementation, however, the
involvement of the GEF Secretariat was quite
limited, while the Implementing Agencies and
the countries were fully involved.

45. Overall, the needs of the recipient
countries for technical and managerial support
were higher than originally anticipated in the
early phase of the program. According to the
Implementing Agencies, the GEF guidelines
did not give room for more substantial support
to the countries and this prevented them from
allocating the level of human resources that
would have better met country needs.

46. Given these resource constraints, UNDP

viewed its role as mainly consisting of
management oversight, with any possible

technical contribution provided on an ad-hoc
basis. UNEP responded to the needs for

technical support, in part, through assistance

in procuring appropriate consultants and

advisors. In practice, technical assistance was

provided through consultants hired by the

individual projects. While the Implementing
Agencies provided advice and assistance within
the limitations of their financial resources, the

responsibility for implementation and daily
management of projects was that of the national

executing agency. GEF later responded to these

needs for additional technical assistance by

funding the National Communication Support

Program (NCSP).
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47. The UNDP country offices were critical

in ensuring general management oversight,

including administrative support; serving as a
liaison with UNDP New York; and facilitating
the development and implementation of the
projects. Even though they had a limited
technical contribution at the outset, some
UNDP country offices later strengthened their
ability to address global environment issues by
enhancing their human resowrces.

48. While the modalities of UNEP
interventions are based on direct contact with
the national executing agencies, the reaction
of UNEP in addressing institutional or other
kinds of problems at the national level was
usually neither timely nor adequate. UNEP
decided not to interfere in resolving what it
considered as internal institutional issues of the
countries concerned. For instance, among the
five UNEP-managed projects visited under this
review, three suffered from delays caused by
in-country institutional difficulties affecting
implementation.

v Assessment of Reporting and
Management Procedures

49. Overall, the reporting and management
procedures established by the Implementing
Agencies do not allow for appropriate
monitoring and supervision of enabling activity
project implementation, particularly on
technical issues. To some extent, the NCSP
has contributed to filling this gap. However,
the institutionalization of an adequate reporting
and management function in the GEF is a
crucial issue, while the NCSP has only a limited
duration.

50. In the case of UNDP, supervision of the
implementation of enabling activity projects is
delegated to the UNDP country offices. As a
result, the major monitoring mechanism for
UNDP is the Annual Programme/Project
Report (APR). drafted by the project
coordinator and submitted to the UNDP office
in the country in preparation for the annual
Tripartite Review (TPR)}—a high policy-level

meeting to assess progress based on the APR
and make management recommendations if
necessary. Nevertheless, as they are presently
formulated, the APRs and TPR reports cannot
be considered relevant tools for technical
oversight and supervision of the projects.

51. Since UNEP does not have any country
offices, implementation supervision is
centralized at the UNEP headquarters in
Nairobi with the support of its regional offices.
The major supervision mechanisms for UNEP
consists of continuous interaction with the
national project coordinators, and quarterly
progress reports that are submitted by the
project coordinator. However, this review finds
that the quarterly progress reports are not
substantive and do not clearly identify problems
in project implementation. While the project
manager is usually aware of problems in project
implementation, his broad portfolio and other
responsibilities often preclude him from
responding effectively to problems as they
develop during implementation.

52. Asforthe overall management, the review
finds that there is currently no systematic
process in place—except the NCSP, which has
a limited lifespan—to obtain a GEF-wide
understanding of the implementation progress
and results of enabling activities.

v Technical support
53. The enabling activity projects allowed for

an extensive use of national consultants
originating mainly from academia or affiliated

~ structures, NGOs, and government ministries.

In situations of limited national capacities,
countries sometimes expressed their need for
international expertise. However, the budget
limitations of the national enabling activity
projects often prevented or limited countries
from hiring intemnational experts.

54. Where involved,international consultants
contributed to providing technical backstopping
support, as well as sharing and transferring
experience and knowledge to the national
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project staff. In general, recipient countries
expressed a high level of satisfaction regarding
the contribution of international experts.

55. The opportunity to exchange information
and experiences via the internet or during
training workshops was also perceived by the
countries as one of the most valuable means
for enhancing their capacities. However,
because of budget and time constraints,
expedited climate change enabling activity
projects did not place much emphasis on these
types of activities.

56. Many countries reported frustration at the
lack of materials and softwarefor carrying out

technical studies, or lack of resources to acquire
them, particularly those related to projections
and modeling.

57. In view of countries’ requests for

additional assistance, UNDP took the leading
role in preparing a first proposal of the National
Communication Support Programme

(NCSP).  This program was jointly

implemented by UNDP and UNEP, and aimed

at meeting the additional technical assistance
needs of the countries and identifying the most
appropriate remedial actions to the obstacles
encountered by non-Annex I parties during the
implementation of the enabling activity
projects. During the last year, participating
countries have recognized the positive results
of the NCSP as having at least partly offset the
gaps of national enabling activity projects in
terms of technical assistance, although program
execution only started in 1999, while national
enabling activity projects began in 1995.
However, the NCSP is close to completion
while country needs for technical assistance,
information exchange, networking, etc., are still
increasing and evolving. Moreover, the NCSP
has accumulated very valuable information and

experience related to the crucial issues

associated with enabling activity projects and
the preparation of the national communication.

All this “capital” will be lost unless the project
continues.

58. While the NCSP is filling an essential role,
the review found that the collaboration between
UNDP and UNEP was not perfect, and that the

quality of the support provided to enabling
activity projects would be considerably
improved if closer coordination of project
activities could be established between the two
agencies.

59. The review noted that there was no
systematic peer-review process of technical
reports prepared under the enabling activity
projects, despite the need expressed by
countries for such assistance. In some cases,
UNDP did provide such technical assistance
through the NCSP, much to the satisfaction of
the recipient countries. In addition, UNEP took
the lead in establishing technical review
requirements for sectoral reports within the
context of enabling activities, though it was not
included as a requirement in any of the project
documents. Initially, UNEP provided technical
reviews to countries using in-house expertise
and later encouraged the national project
coordinators to seek external reviews within
the existing national budgets. UNEP also
provided names of potential reviewers and
advice concerning their suitability within the
individual context.

O RECOMMENDATIONS

~ 60. With the experience already acquired by

all the partners in the enabling activity process.
enabling activities are expected to face fewer
difficulties in the future. However, the review
recommends that the duration of future enabling

19 This review does not intend to evaluate the NCSP; an independent evaluation is being undertaken for that purpose.
The terms of reference of the review included an item relating to the role of the NCSP in providing appropriate assistance to
countries to address identified gaps in the enabling activity projects. Therefore, it was important to the review to assess to

what extent these gaps have been filled.
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activity projects be extended to 2.5 year¥ if

the project focuses solely on the preparation
of national communication, and 3-3.5 years if
additional activities such as public awareness,
policy integration, or other aspects of capacity
building are emphasized.

6l. The review also recommends that
additional resources be made available for
enhancing the capacity building component of
enabling activity projects. This could be done
by providing the enabling activity projects with
the opportunity to enhance exchanges of
information and experience through, for
instance, the participation of country
representatives in international seminars and
workshops, as well as the broadening of
technical training to different groups of
participants.

62. Since the issue of unfair competition

between the Implementing Agencies may arise
again in the future, the review recommends that
the roles and collaborative practices of the
Implementing Agencies in climate change
enabling activity projects be better defined.
The GEF Secretariat can contribute to
strengthening the collaborative spirit and
helping ensure consistent application of the
guidelines across the agencies. Moreover, the

GEF Secretariat can also contribute to -

stimulating synergies between the projects by
maintaining a transparent and accessible
information system and keeping track of all
enabling activity projects from the beginning
of the design process.

63. This review finds that implementation
supervision at both UNDP and UNEP has room
for improvement. For example, the review
noted that where strong and very qualified
support was provided by the UNDP country

offices, the enabling activity projects were

generally very successful.. Therefore, the
review recommends that UNDP explore ways

and means to provide country offices with
greater technical expertise.

64. This review also recommends that UNEP
strengthen the use of the quarterly report for
supervision purposes and develop a regular
system of visits to countries. A means of
ensuring greater and more regular interaction
with the UNDP country offices, when relevant,
should also be developed.

65. In addition, the review recommends that
the GEF establish an annual stock-taking
review of enabling activities, in order to obtain
an institution-wide understanding of the
performance of these projects and improve
overall management.

66. Regarding the technical assistance
provided by international consultants, the
review recommends that national enabling
activity projects should have access to
additional resources allowing countries to
resort to such international expertise when
appropriate. '

67. Furthermore, in order to provide
continuous backstopping and technical
assistance to projects, the review recommends
that UNDP and UNEP expand the practice of
hiring competent regional experts, or
supporting regional centers of excellence, to
assist recipient countries in addressing
technical enabling activity-related issues,
particularly through peer-reviewing of project
documents.

68. In terms of additional assistance and
support needed by the countries, while it the
role of the independent evaluation of the NCSP
that is being undertaken to provide a
comprehensive assessment of the NCSP’s
performance, this review sees merits in the
continuation of the NCSP, given its critical

~

20 1t should be noted that the frequency of the preparation of national communications by non-Annex I parties has yet
to be decided by the COP. This recommendation is therefore relevant provided that it is consistent with the COP decision.
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contribution to supporting the enabling activity
program as a whole.

69. In light of the challenges associated with
access to software, the review recommends that
the GEF and the Implementing Agencies
explore the various possibilities and mechanisms
through which countries could better access
essential software, as well as any associated
documentation and necessary training.

Prosect ResuLts
O FINDINGS
v Stakeholder participation

70. The review finds that major obstacles for
the enabling activity projects were associated

with the establishment of institutional

arrangements, coordination among the different
ministries involved, awareness raising among
policymakers, and a lack of motivation among
government representatives to centribute
significantly to the studies and to report to their
hierarchy. As a result, project steering
comimittees often functioned in an isolated
manner. '

71. The review also notes the weaknesses of
project documents regarding institutional

strengthening® on climate change matters, in

general, and on enabling activities, in particular
due to inadequate resource allocations and
inappropriate activities for achieving these
goals. Thus, countries had limited motivation
to sustain the institutional arrangements

established during the course of the enabling
activity projects, including, for instance,
keeping the job responsibilities of trained staff
similar or even vaguely related to climate
change issues.

72. The experience with participation by civil
society in enabling activity projects varied
considerably. For instance, the involvement
of experts from universities and academic
institutions was, in most cases, essential for
project progress. On the other hand, in the
regional/global enabling activity projects, the
NGOs often played a critical role, in the
steering committees as well as in participating
in the various activities of the projects.
Regarding the national enabling activity
projects, NGO involvement was mostly
effective, however there were also instances of
weak or partial participation. In addition, with
the exception of consulting firms, the
participation of the private sector was weak
and usually nonexistent,

v Integrarion of Climate Change
- Concerns and Results into Planning
Activities

73. The review finds that the enabling activity
projects placed unrealistic expectations on such
challenging objectives as integration of climate
change concerns and results into the

development activities of recipient countries,
particularly with the limited timeframe given.
In addition, the enabling activity projects also
placed little emphasis and support on awareness
raising activities and information exchange
among and within governmental agencies.

v Capuacity building

74. The enabling activity projects have
contributed significantly towards enhancing the
scientific and technical knowledge in countries,
and to developing new methodologies for
addressing climate change.” Despite these
results, many countries have expressed
concerns about the sustainability of the process
—once the projects complete implementation,

21 For instance, by permanently establishing a key climate change specialist or group in cach natioual institution involved

in the enabling activity project.
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countries are not sure how to keep the teams
in place for the preparation of the subsequent
national communications. These concerns
were addressed by COP decision 2/CP.4, to
which the GEF Council responded to by
approving additional funding for further
supporting capacity building needs in priority
areas.”? While the financing granted through
top-up funding will likely contribute to
maintaining the climate change process, it
represents only an interim solution until a more
long term mechanism is defined.

v Documentary products

75. While in many cases, the quality of some
technical reports was highly satisfactory,
countries have generally faced serious
difficulties in this area. Among the factors
atfecting the quality of the documents, three
were identified as critical: (i) uncertainties
associated with the quality of the basic data, or
difficulties in obtaining them; (ii) insufficient
training or fading out of knowledge gained from
training; and (iii) absence of internal and
external peer review of documents produced.

76. Many countries have indicated a need to
enhance data reliability through more
systematic data collection efforts. This was,
for exanmple, a major constraint in conducting
a sound vulnerability assessment in many
countries. In particular, the review notes the
need and importance of allocating significantly
more resources to assisting countries in

assessing the impacts of climate change, and
to design cost-effective adaptation response
measures. The majority of developing countries,
in their comments to reviewers, expressed the
need to prioritize work on vulnerability
assessment recognizing the relative dearth of
detailed information concerning the impact of
climate change on water resources, food
security and other sectors in developing
countries.

77. Resource and time constraints, as well as
weak institutional motivation. posed critical
barriers towards achieving these objectives
during the implementation of enabling activity
projects. Other common issues include a lack
of long-term capacity building in appropriate
institutions and insufficient infrastructure, such
as monitoring stations for systematic
observation and early warning systems.

78. Development of projects for abatement or
adaptation options is an obvious follow-up of
enabling activity projects. However, this is not
allowed by the Guidelines despite UNDP’s
arguments in favor of developing abatement
and adaptation project proposals as a part of
the enabling activity projects. Though some
good examples of investment actions have
emerged from enabling activities?® enabling
activity projects have not explicitly addressed
concrete investment activities, and the GEF has
not made yet significant steps towards clarifying
this issue though many countries expressed
their views about this to the SBES

22 Operational Guidelines for Expedited Procedure Jor Lnabling Activity Projects - Part Ifincluded a budget ceiling
amounting to USS 100,000. Guidelines for the use of these funds, however, are not clearly established.

23 E.g. ALGAS. PICCAP, Lebanon, Philippines, Thailand, etc.

24 The clarification concems, for instance. the mechanisms by which countries could proceed with project proposals to
further develop the abatement/adaptation options identified in their national communications.

25  The document FCCC/SBIZ1999/8 included the following statement on page 14:“( ¢ ) On the busis of views expressed
by Parties, the SBI noted the information contained in document FCCC/SBI/1999/INF.4 and recommended that the * list of
projects submitted by Parties not included in Annex [ to the convention, in accordance with Article 12.4 of the Convention ™.
contained in that document should be brought to the attention of GEF und, as appropriare, other bilateral and multilateral
Jinancing instinutions through the established channels for such assistance.”

13
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v Outreach, information
dissemination and exchunge

79. Websites represent a cost-effective and
efficient tool for meeting Convention
requirements. While several countries had the
option of developing websites, only a few
projects have made provisions to accomplish
this. Furthermore, most of the sites that were
designed contain little useful information and
are not regularly maintained or enhanced. In
fact, most sites were suspended at the end of
the enabling activity project. In addition, enabling
activity projects have rarely utilized the media
for information dissemination and public
awareness.

V' Implementation of Regional/Global
Climate Change Enabling Activities

80. In addition to the national enabling

‘activity projects, 10 regional/global enabling

activity projects were initiated by the GEF.
Though they started almost from scratch, these
projects have achieved satisfactory results,
particularly in relation to the four main focus
areas: (i) building capacities; (ii) enhancing
information exchange; (iii) establishing and
maintaining networks; and (iv) building public
awareness.

81. However, the regional/global projects also
had some major weaknesses in terms of their

country-drivenness which negatively affected

the ownership of project results. In general, the
global projects did not involve the recipient
countries in the decision making process during
project design and implementation, and the
management approach of the regional projects

lacked broad participation and information
sharing.

82, The countries also felt that the regional/
global projects put too much emphasis on
meeting international commitments or regional
concerns, at the expense of national priorities.
In some cases, the regional/global projects

relied too heavily on international consultancy
companies or individuals. This generated
frustration and compounded the weak
ownership of the regional/global projects by
the participating countries.

83. In addition, countries also felt that they
were penalized for their participationin
regional/global projects. These countries often
experienced a dramatic drop in the budget
allocation for their national enabling activity
project as soon as it was made clear that they
had previously participated in a regional/global
project. This situation has led to countries
having a certain aversion to participating in a
regional/global project

00 RECOMMENDATIONS

84. In order to enhance and sustain the
institutional arrangements of the enabling
activity projects, and to ensure an appropriate
integration of climate change concems into
planning activities, a number of major
recommendations can be made:

e Secure strong involvement (not simply an
endorsement) at the highest ministerial
and political level.

e  Emphasize public-awareness activities in
enabling activity projects directed towards
decision and policy makers. Appropriate
materials should be specifically developed
by the enabling activity projects for this
purposes.

e  Encourage the establishment of climate
change departments or centers to ensure
the continuity of climate change studies,
as well as follow-up actions.

e  Encourage the establishment or the en-
hancement of National Climate Change
Committees by providing them with offi-
cial recognition and entrusting them with
broad climate change-related responsibili-
ties.
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Summary and Recommendations

85. The review also recommends that the
national climate change enabling activity
projects improve the emphasis on NGO and
private sector participation in-the steering
cominittees and in the different project
activities, with a particular emphasis on
awareness raising. In addition, linkages
between projects should be developed in a more
systemnatic manner.

86. Most countries view the creation of a
national database as essential to maintaining

capacity and ensuring the continuity of the -

preparation of the national communication. In
that respect, the review recommends that
enabling activity projects provide for a well
established institutional framework with
appropriate regulatory tools and incentives.

87. ltiscriticalthat the GEF {aunches regional
projects aimed at improving emission factors
and activity data, and establish an effective
process for enhancing experience sharing
among regions.

88. It is also recommended that the GEF
allocate more significant resources to assisting
countries in undertaking national climate
change impact assessments, and to designing
relevant adaptation responses. With respect to
follow-up actions, it is recommended that the
GEF and its Implementing Agencies establish
a closer dialogue process with the countries in
order to identify their expectations and prepare
the appropriate framework towards responding
to their needs and priorities. ‘

89. Regarding capacity building, a more
strategic and long-term approach for enabling
activities should be established by GEF in the
future. In that respect, it is recommended that
the COP provide clear guidance on the scope
of the capacity building aspect of the enabling

activities. Respective roles of the national
enabling activity projects and regional/global
ones should also be well defined.

90. The review recommends that enabling
activity projects give better support to the
development of websites by granting the
necessary resources for (i) the development of
sites; (ii) the enhancement of sites by including
all climate change-related information; and
(iii) the regular updating of information
contained in these sites.

91. In order to strengthen public awareness,

the review also recommends that enabling

activity projects give a more active role to
journalists in the different workshops and
meetings held by the projects.

92. Concerning the regional/global projects,
in order to enhance country-drivenness and
ownership, the projects should concretely
involve the recipient countries in the decision
making and management processes. In

addition, priority should be given to the use of
national and regional consultants, or to

systematically associate international, regional
and national consultants.

93. There is an inherent risk of harmful

competition between national enabling activity
projects and regional/global projects. In order
to  strengthen the synergies and

complementarity between these two types of
projects, the review finds it necessary to better
differentiate the roles and the objectives of
these types of projects. For example, regional/
global projects could focus on information
exchange and network support, capacity
building and training, development of
methodologies, etc. The national projects, in
turn, could focus on the preparation of national
documents relevant to the UNFCCC.

15
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Il. COP Guipance AND GEF ReEsPONSES

ELements oF COP
GUIDANCE TO THE GEF
RELEVANT TO ENABLING
ACTIVITIES

94. The text of the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC)
was adopted at the United Nations
Headquarters, New York on May 9, 1992; it
was open for signature at the Earth Summit in
Rio de Janeiro from June 4-14, 1992, and
thereafter at the United Nations Headquarters,
New York, from June 20, 1992 to June 19, 1993.

By that date the Convention had received 166
signatures. The Convention entered into force
on March 21, 1994.

95. Article 21 of the Convention, “Interim
Arrangements,” entrusted the operation of the
financial mechanism, referred to in Article 11
of the Convention, to the Global Environment
Facility (GEF) on an interim basis® The

UNFCCC Conference of the Parties on its First
Session (COP1) held in Berlin during March—
April 1995 decided “that the restructured GEF
shall continue, on an interim basis, to be the
international entity entrusted with the operation
of the financial mechanism...’* In providing

- guidance to the GEF on funding. COP| directed

the GEF to give priority to the support of
national communications referred to in
Article 12.1 of the Convention (Box 1)
COP1 also requested “the subsidiary bodies to
develop for consideration by the Conference
of the Parties at its second session,
recommendations on guidelines for the
preparation of national communications.”

96. The Conference of the Parties, at its
Second Session (COP2) in July 1996, adopted
detailed guidelines for the content of the first
national communications fromn non-Annex I

26 The GEF at this time was in its pilot phase, and in entrusting the GEF with the operation of the financial mechanism
on un intenim basis, Article 21, para.3 of the Convention said that * the Globa! Environment Facility should be appropnately
restructured and its membership made universal to enable it to fulfil the requirements of Article 11,

27 Decision 9/CP.1, FCCC/CP/1995/7/Add. 1. Report of the Conference of the Parties on its First Sexsion. Held ar Berlin

Srom 28 March to 7 April 1995, Addendum, Part Two: Action Tuken by the Conference of the Parties at is First Session.

28 Decision 11/CP.1, item b(i) in FCCC/CP/ 1995/7/Add.1 Report of the Conference of the Parties on ity First Session,
Held at Berlin from 28 March to 7 April 1995, Addendum, Purt Two: Action Taken by the Conference of the Partics at its

First Session.
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Parties.® In its guidance to the GEF COP2

reiterated the necessity of meeting the 11/CP.1
requirements and confirmed that these
guidelines and format would form the basis for

the funding of communications from non-

Annex I Parties.

97. At the Fourth Conference of the Parties
(COP4), held in Buenos Aires from
November 2-14, 1998, guidance to the GEF

emphasized the need for funding support for
preparing initial and subsequent national
communications “by maintaining and
enhancing relevant national capacity” (Box 3).

COP4 also made a provision for non-Annex I

Parties to communicate their issues and
concerns regarding initial communications to
the attention of the GEF and its Implementing
Agencies (see Box 4).

29 Decision 10/CP.2, Communications from Parfies not included in Annex [ to the Convention; guidelines, facilitation and
process for consideration, in document FCCC/CP/1996/15/Add. 1 Report of the Conference of the Parties on its Second
Session, Geneva, 8-19 July 1996 Part Two: Action Taken by the Conference of the Parties at its Second Session
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GEF REesPoNSE TO
GuiDANCE FROM THE COP

98. In response to guidance from COPI, the
GEF developed Operational Criteria for
Enabling Activities: Climate Change during
1995-1996. The overall objective in
developing the criteria was to establish an
expedited approval process within the GEF
with approval delegated to the GEF Chairman/
CEO. It should be noted that even while the
criteria were being developed, the GEF

approved enabling activities for Jordan.

(October 1995), Uruguay (November 1995)..
Armenia (December 1995), Argentina (January
1996), and Egypt (April 1996), following the
procedures of the GEF project cycle. '

99. The Criteria was developed in
conjunction with the Implementing Agencies
and the UNFCCC Secretariat. It was presented
as an information document to the GEF Council

during its meeting on 2-4 April, 1996, and it set
out criteria for enabling activities related to
national communications’® The Operational

Criteria for Enabling Activities: Climate

Change contained six annexes? Since the

guidelines for national communications by non-
Annex I Parties were still under development
by the COP, the criteria were proposed on an
interim basis, and based broadly on the
requirements of Article 12.1, “taking into
account the common, but differentiated

responsibilities of countries.?® The intention

was to revise the criteria once the guidelines
for the non-Annex 1 national communications
had been approved by the COP.

100. There were four criteria for accessing
GEF funding for enabling activity projectd?
(1) Coverage without duplication (ii) Appro-

priate overall sequencing of activities
(i11) Good practice and (iv) Cost effectiveness

101. The Operational Criteria was developed
by the GEF Secretariat, in consultation with
the three Implementing Agencies and the
UNFCCC Secretariat. In developing the
Criteria, the GEF looked for guidance to past
experience with the design of earlier enabling
activities, such as the U.S. Country Studies
Program and similar efforts supported by other
donors. ,

102. The process of responding to the COP
guidance involved the GEF Secretariat, the
three Implementing Agencies and the UNFCCC

. Secretariat. The first draft of theCriteria was

30 Enabling activitics not related to national communications were not covered by th€riteria; these activities were to be
prepared and assessed in the context of GEF Operationa) Programs.

31 Referto Amex 7.

32 GEF Council information puper, GEF/C.7/inf.10,0perational Criteria for Enabling Activities, Climate Change.

33 Refer to Annex 6 for more detailed explanations of the four criteria.

19
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prepared by the GEF Secretariat and circulated
to the other agencies for comments. After a
number of rounds of comments, the GEF
Secretariat issued the final version of the
Criteria. and transmitted it to the GEF Council
for approval. Tt should be noted thamo direct
consultations with the countries were
undertaken when adopting these guidelines.
The review also received mixed feedback
regarding incorporation of the views of the GEF
partners™ by the GEF Secretariat into the final
version of the Criteria.

103. One of the major issues of debate during
the development of the Operational Criteria
was the extent of capacity building that should
be supported under enabling activity projects.
One view was that capacity building was
needed only to the extent required to prepare
the initial national communications, while the
countervailing view was that capacity building
should be established to help countries move
beyond the initial communications and gear up
for developing policies and strategies required

.to deal with climate change. In the end, a

compromise was reached, whereby capacity
building under the initial communications was
interpreted as not just the minimum required
for preparing initial communications, but as a

first step in an evolving process of capacity
enhancement for countries to meet their
obligations under the Convention®

104. Following the COP2 issuance of
guidelines for the preparation of initial
communication by non-Annex I Parties in
February 1997, the GEF issued new
Operational Guidelines for Expedited
Financing of Initial Communications from
Non-Annex | Parties. The Operational
Guidelines contained six explanatory
Annexes.’

105. The major improvement in the 1997
guidelines was that the activity matrix and the
cost norms were now. very clearly tied to the
guidelines for national communications
approved by COP2Y»

106. In response to guidance from COP4, the

GEF decided that a medium to long term action
plan should be developed to meet the capacity
building needs of the countries, beyond the
priority of the preparation of the initial national
communication. In May 1999, the GEF

Council approved a *Capacity Development
Initiative™ (CDIJ* aimed at developing such

an action plan. :

34 UNDP, UNEP, The World Bank and the UNFCCC Secretariat.

35 In establishing an overall limit of US$350,000 for enabling activities under cxpedited procedures, the GEF seems to
have been guided by the precedence established and endorsed by the GEF Council for approval of Project Development
Funds--Block 8 (PDEF-B) of up to US$350,000 by the GEF CEQ. When defining the cost norms, the GEF consulted also
with representatives of similar enabling uctivity programs, in particular USCSP, GTZ, UCCEE, cte.

36  Refer to Annex 8.

37 Refer to the wble included in Annex 5 for 4 comparison of the cost norms between the 1996 Criteria and the 1997
Guidelines.

38 The Capacity Development Initiative is a strategic partnership with UNDP to develop a strategic, cost-eftective and
Convention-responsive framework for capacity building in the global environment. Refer to GEF Council Paper
GEF/C/13/9, May 5-9, 1999.
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107. The GEF Council also approved

Operational Guidelines for Expedited

Procedures- Part [ in October 1999, which

aimed at supporting interim measures for
capacity building in priority areas of non-
Annex I countries, as identified by Decision
2/CP.4. As aresult, eligible countries may seek
up to US$100,000 of GEF funding support for
that purpose. Each country may flexibly
allocate the requested amount to the following
activities, according to its preferences:
(1) Identification/submission’ of technology
needs; (ii) Capacity building for participation
in systematic observation networks:

(iii) Improvement of emission factors;
(iv) Maintenance and enhancement of national

capacities to prepare national communications;
(v) Developing/strengthening/improving
national activities for public awareness and
education, and access to information.

AssessMeNT oF THE GEF
RESPONSE

108. The GEF response to COP | guidance took
one year. While the elapsed time seems long,
it should be kept in mind that developing
expedited procedures was a novel experience
for the GEF. In addition. the operationalization
of COP guidance was not an easy task, since
the COP decision tended to cover a large
number of issues at once, leaving room for
divergent interpretations?® Debates and

discussions on the level of capacity building

to be supported through enabling activities were
of critical importance and took considerable
time before final resolution. While the
US$350,000 ceiling may appear ad-hoc, the
precedence established through the same
ceiling for PDF-B for delegated CEO approval
seems to have paved the way for the GEF
Council to approve the Criteria with a great

deal of comfort.

109. The Operational Criteria issued in 1996

was based broadly on the requirements of
Article 12.1 of the Convention. This was &
pragmatic approach given the pressure to
provide financial resources to countries to start
preparing enabling activities! After COP2

adopted detailed guidelines for initial
communications in July 1996, the GEF issued
the revised Operational Guidelines for

Expedited  Financing  of  Initial

Communications from Non-Annex I Parties in

February 1997, taking into account the COP
guidelines.

110. This review finds that the scope of
capacity building under enabling activity
projects was not very clearly defined, partly
reflecting the early debates and attempts at
compromise during the development of the
criteria and guidelines. It was more than the
minimurm required for initial communications,
but is not a clear step in the direction of
sustainable capacity building for handling
climate change issues. However, in practice,
as soon as the national communication was

39 Operationol Guidelines for Expedited Financing of Climate Change Enabling Activities - Part II: Expedited Financing
for (Interim) Measures for Capacity Building in Priority Arcus.

40 Refer in particular to Para (b)(i - iv) of decision 11/CP.1 (included in Annex 9 of this document) where some Jack of
precision might have paved the way for divergent interpretations. For instance, para (ii). (iii). (iv) might be interpreted as
priorities for enabling activitics, while some may consider them secondary compared to other more. nationa! communication-
refated activities. Moreover. the last sentence of para (b)(iv) has a large scope of activities with expressions such awkfich
should, as fur as pussible. he comprehensive” that may lead to considerably divergent interpretations.

4] As wmentioned carlier, the GEF had provided financing to five countries prior to April 1996. During April 1996-
February 1997, the GEF provided support w0 an additional 14 countries.
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identified as the main objective of enabling
activity projects, particularly those
implemented under expedited procedures, the
GEF guidelines adequately responded to the
COP guidance, particularly with regards to the
content of the national communication. In fact,
the guidelines represent a base document
complete and explicit enough to take into
account the COP decisions and, at the same
time, allow the countries to meet their reporting
commitments under the UNFCCC. Thus,

despite some uncertainty regarding the primary
role of enabling activities,the GEF response

to COP1 and COP2 guidance,on the whele,is

judged to_have been pragmatic and timely

111. The GEF response to COP4 guidance took -
one year. The imprecise wording of the COP
guidance has been partly responsible for this
delay, through misleading linkages with the
initial national communication as a basis to
identify country needs, and reference to
expected new guidelines for subsequent

national communications to be vaguely
provided later on by the COP. As an interim
mechanism, the GEF established these

guidelines to respond to the short-term needs
of the countries until appropriate
recommendations emerge from the CDI** and

new guidelines for the subsequent national

communications for non-Annex | Parties are .

agreed upon, possibly during COP7. Again,
however. the review finds that the GEF
guidelines were a pragmatic response to the
COP guidance. ‘

112. The new guidelines provide much more
flexibility for countries to use funds allocated
according to the priorities expressed in their

initial communication. The final project and
budget will be based on a discussion between
the recipient country and the GEF
implementing agency. However, the ambiguity
of these new guidelines may lead to major
misinterpretation by non-Annex 1 Parties, as
well as by the Implementing Agencies. In fact,
the review finds that some critical critenia for
accessing to this fund could be made more
explicit, including:

¢ Is the eligibility for this top-up funding
conditioned by the completion of the
initial national communication?

e What about the eligibility of the countries

that have previously benefited from a non-
expedited enabling activity project?

e What is the exact meaning of paragraph
11 regarding the funding limits?

e  Are countries allowed to allocate the full
budget to a single item?

113. Several countries expressed concerns
about the operationalization of these guidelines.
As of July 2000, 26 project proposals were
received by the GEF Secretariat, and 22 were
approved by CEO.

114. Regarding the response to Decision 12/
CP .4, the terms of reference for this review
directed the review team to take into account
“Views expressed by the Parties through the
Convention Process.” This review has done
that based on documents received from the
Parties through the UNFCCC Secretariat®

42 The CDI s still ongoing, and an assessment of the CDI is not under the scope of this review. Thus. no Judgment could
he made on the effectiveness of the GEF response to COP guidance in this arca.

43 FCCC/SBI1999/MISC.2. FCCC/SBI999/INF.10. Refer to Annex 12 for a synthesis of Views expressed by Parties.
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115. It should be noted that COPS issued
decision 8/CP.5. stating that ‘tll Parties that
have submitted their initial national
communications before the adoption of revised
guidelines for national communications, and
wish to start the preparation of their second
national communications before the seventh
session of the Conference of the Parties, may
do so using the initial guidelines; that the
Global Environment Fucility (GEF) shall
provide funding for the preparation of the
second national communications of such
Parties. following the guidance to the GEF set
out in decisions 11/CP.2 and 2/CP.4; and that
such Parties which start to prepare their second
national communications after adoption of the

44  TFCCC/CP/1999/6/Add.1.
45  QGEF/C.15/8. Annex B.

revised guidelines shall use the revised
guidelines.™

116. In response, during May 2000, the GEF
Council approved an approach employing the
procedure and operational criteria used for the
initial communications® but with some

modifications that are being developed:
(i) inclusion of additional activities, if the
country chooses, on the basis of decision 2/CP.4
to be reflected in a new activity matrix; and
(ii) absence of prescribed cost-ranges for line
items. As in the case of the CDIan assessment

of the response to COP3 guidance is_bevond
the scope of this review.

23
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lHl. EFFECTIVENESS OF OPERATIONAL

GUIDELINES

INTERPRETATION OF THE
OPERATIONAL GUIDELINES

117. Despite the debate and eventual

compromise on the scope of capacity building
activities, the GEF guidelines reveal a special
emphasis on activities that relate directly to the
preparation of the initial communication. There
was a particular effort to avoid duplication and
to seek complementarity with activities
previously undertaken by other initiatives, such
as GEF regional/global projects or projects
financed by other donors*

118. Initially, there were conflicting
interpretations of the GEF Guidelines between
the Implementing Agencies and the GEF

Secretariat, particularly in relation to issues that
affect the level of funding, such as the level of
support to be provided to capacity building and
to activities that received parallel support from
GEF or other donors. Eventually, however, a
conmion ground was established, particularly
with respect to therapid preparation of the initial
communications. Since climate change enabling
activities deal with complex technical issues,
the UNDP country offices, which were at the

forefront of dealing with the countries, had to
seek advice and guidance from UNDP HQ in

interpreting the guidelines. This led, in some
cases, to long negotiations between the

countries, the UNDP and the GEF Secretariat
which delayed the project approval process.

119. In addition, the recipient countries did not
always interpret the guidelines and the COP

guidance along the same lines as the GEF
Secretariat and the Implementing Agencies.
For instance, several recipient countries
expressed a need for higher funding support
from the GEF, stressing their priority needs for:
(i) capacity building; (ii) enhancement and
improvement of the studies that were carried
out previously; and (iii) launching of additional
studies related to climate change aspects, in
particular those addressing data collection
process, as well as vulnerability and adaptation.

120. It should be also stressed that during the
early leamning phase, none of the key players
(GEF Secretariat, Implementing Agencies and
the countries themselves), had a precise idea
of specific country needs related to the national
communications and of the most appropriate
ways to meet these through GEF funding. It is

~ only with the benefit of hindsight that the GEF

Secretariat and Implementing Agencies have
become more aware of the specific country
needs. On their part, the countries now
demonstrate better understanding and
appreciation of the parameters associated with
GEF financing of enabling activities.

APPLICABILITY AND
FLEXIBILITY TO THE
COUNTRIES 'NEEDS
121.. The Activity Matrix;}’ included in the
Operational Guidelines, helped project

proponents identify and summarize the activities
relevant to the preparation of initial national

46 Refer o “Coverage without duplication™ inOperational Criteria 1996, and *Building upon existing activities and
knowledge™ in Operuational Guidelines for Expedired Procedures, 1997,

47  Refer to Annex C of Operational Guidelines for Expedited Procedures, 1997.
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communications previously carried out in the
country. GEF support through enabling activity
projects were designed to complement these
activities in preparing the initial communication.
While the identification of earlier activities that
might be relevant to national communications
was not an issue for the completion of the
activity matrix. the review finds that
Operational Guidelines placed a strong
presumption on the success of these previous
enabling activity initiatives, despite not having
any objective assessment of these efforts.

122. The real content and quality of the products
generated by these previous initiatives could not
be appropriately and objectively assessed during
the project design phase. In practice, countries
found it difficult to justify their needs to
undertake a given activity a second time, even
in cases where such needs were legitimate.
Given the pressure to prepare and implement
enabling activity projects rather quickly, they

.were generally forced to accept the rules

imposed by this matrix.

123. The level of funding was. the most
frequently debated issue during project
negotiations between the GEF Secretariat, the
Implementing Agencies and the countries.
Differences in interpretation among the key
players and some degree of competition
between the two Implementing Agencies led
to prolonged negotiations on certain projects.
The emphasis on the level of funding rather
than on technical matters has sometimes
harmed the spirit of enabling activity portfolio
development. Consequently, the review finds
that greater precision in COP guidance and GEF
guidelines could go a long way towards
removing ambiguities associated with the
definition and the finality of some terms (e.g.
enabling activity, capacity building, etc.), and

help in a more consistent application of the
guidelines and cost norms among the
Implementing Agencies.

124. It is also recommended that the GEF
Secretariat improve the consultative process for
the formulation of the next GEF guidelines for
enabling activity projects. This process should
allow for a more equitable role for the
Implementing Agencies in the finalization of
the guidelines and a more collaborative spirit
between them. In addition, the process of
preparing the guidelines should better take the
countries’ needs and interestsinto account and -
not only lay emphasis on their obligationé* In
this context. it is suggested that the GEF partners
explore adequate ways and means for involving
a group of technical experts from the recipient
countries in these consultations.

EFFECTS OF EXPEDITED
PROCEDURES ON PROJECT
PROCESSING

125. Theoretically, countries could, if they
wished, request more than US$ 350,000 of GEF

support for enabling activity projects following
the full project cycle procedure of the GEF.
While 14 countries had already obtained
funding for enabling activity projects under
normal procedures before the new guidelines
for expedited procedures were issued in
February 1997, no single enabling activity
project has been developed under the normal
procedures of the GEF project cycle since that
date. The disadvantage of this route compared
to expedited procedures is that, because of the
funding level, it requires GEF Council

approval, and hence longer processing time.
For instance, for the 14 existing non-expedited

48  Anncx [0 presents some of the needs expressed by the recipient countries and their major priorities for thttvelopment

of the fature enabling activity projects.
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projects it took an average of 456 working days
between receipt of the project proposal at the
GEF Secretariat to the first disbursement,

126. The logic behind introducing the expedited
procedures for enabling activities was to develop
a system whereby the GEF Council delegated
approval authority for projects to the GEF CEQ,
provided the GEF funding requested was less
than US$350,000 and the project design was
according to guidelines/criteria acceptable to the
Council. The overall objective was to reduce
project processing time and provide timely
resources to countries to meet their reporting
obligations under the Convention. However, it
- should be noted that the expedited procedures
focused only on one section of the project
formulation cycle—from receipt of proposal at
the GEF Secretariat to the approval by the GEF
CEO, while the other sections of the project
cycle were unaffected by this procedure.

127. An analysis was conducted of elapsed
project processing time (number of workdays
elapsed from date of receipt of the project

proposal at the GEF unit of the Implementing
Agency to the date of project start in the
country) for projects under expedited
procedures. Figure 1 depicts the average
elapsed time on a yearly basis. During the
period 1995-1998. there was a significant
decrease (60%) in the amount of time taken to
process a project—from an average of 499 days
in 1995 to an average of 188 daysin 1998. The
decrease of the elapsed time mostly occurred
in the early stages (i.e. 35 % occurred during
the period 1995-1996), with the initial
introduction of expedited procedures. In 1997,
the decrease in elapsed time was more modest
(16%). while in 1998, a considerable effort was
made and the elapsed time decreased by 31%
relative to 1997.

128. Despite the significant decrease in
processing time under expedited procedures,
it is difficult to confirm whether the expedited
procedures have actually reduced processing

times in relation to non-expedited procedures.

A small sample size of projécts under non-
expedited procedures, all undertaken early on

Fig. 1 Average Total Elapsed Time for Project Preparation

9 (expedited procedures)
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3 1995 1996 1997 1998
Average - 499 324 272 188
Median . 537 316 260 169
Number of Projects 7 26 31 8

Note: Total clapsed time is the number of working days between receipt of & proposal at the TA-GEF unit in the country to
the date of project start in the country. The chart was prepared using a total sample of 72 projecis in the portfolio for which

the relevant dates were available.
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in the enabling activity portfolio development
(i.e. 1995-96) make comparisons with the
expedited procedures impossible.

129. In order to identify bottlenecks in the
processing cycle for expedited projects, an
analysis was also conducted of the elapsed
times between major milestones in the enabling
activity projects cycle. The analysis reviewed
the whole period from 1995-98% In this
sample, about 77% of the time spent between
the first and third milestones of the project
cycle® was spent in processing within the
Implementing Agency. It is in these three
milestones that the most significant decrease
in total elapsed timne has been made over timé!
On the other hand, the fourth and the fifth
milestones represent 37% of the project
processing for the whole period 1995-98, and
these are where no improvements at all were
made across the vears and thus where there
are still important opportunities for future
improvement.

130. Overall, this review finds that the elapsed
time for processing enabling activity projects

under expedited processesis still too longs’
and that there is room for reducing it further.

For instance, UNDP has made efforts to remove
the bottlenecks affecting the project processing
cycle over the past five years. However, the
elapsed time for project processing by UNDP
should be shortened even further in order to
expedite implementation™ But any future

reduction in processing time needs to be
weighed carefully in light of the
recommendations for broader stakeholder
consultation

131. Given the quick evolution of the climate

change process, and the evolving needs of the
countries, the challenge for future GEF

enabling activity initiatives is to react rapidly
to changing circumstances. Therefore,

additional efforts are required by the GEF to
further streamline this processing. Also, the
countries should facilitate the process of
stakeholder consultations. negotiations with the
Implementing Agencies, signature and project
approval, and remove the administrative

barriers that significantly hamper project
approval and implementation.

49  Note: Linkages of these analysis with figure 1 should be made cautiously. Figure | hes a sample size of 72, whilc
because of a lack of data (or reliable data) for the different stages of project processing, the analysis conducted in this
paragraph and the following ones are based on a smaller sample size of 43 projects. However, the structure of the two
samples across the agencies and across the years is almost similar. Also the years 1996 and 1997 represent 79% of the
population for both the two samples, though the 43 projects sample slightly under represents the year 1996,

50 Five main milestones were jdentified at the project processing level: (i) Request to IA to Receipt at GEFSEC: (ii)
Reveipt at GEFSEC to CEO approval; (i) CEO approval to 1A approval, (iv) [A approval to project start; and (v) project
start to first dishursement.

S1  For instance, there was a 41% decrease in the elapsed time within these three milestones between 1996 and 1997.

52 UNDP maintained that the longer time elupsed from CEO approval to 1A approval in its projects is used to agree and
specify financial and implementation arrangements among project partners.

53 For UNDP, for instance. several reasons explain delays affecting project starting, including rigidity of the modalities
for the recruitment of consultants as well as for the approval modalitics of quarterly financial reports and budget advances
requests, ete. Tn addition, UNDP argues that their concerns for financial accountability and control explains the delay in this
stage of the project eyele,

54 Associated difficulties at the country level should also be mentioned: appointwent of the vational execution agency,
appointment of national project coordinator. opening of a bank account for the projects, preparation of a work and budget
plan to conform to the cequirements of the project document and UNDP/UNEP regulations.



38

Effectiveness of Operational Guidelines

DISBURSEMENT ISSUES

132. In order to facilitate prompt
comimencement of project implementation, the
GEF made a decision to proceed with an
immediate 15% disbursement to the enabling
activity project once approved by the GEF
CEO. However, it should be noted that this
decision could not be implemented because the
rules of the Implementing Agencies do not
allow for any disbursement prior to signature
of the project document by the country’’

133. While some countries have complained
of disbursement delays, the review found that
these occurred in only a few instances and
rarely affected project implementation’®
Rather, more significant implementation delays
have been caused by issues such as
development of the budget and work plan,
identification of consultants, and establishment
of institutional arrangements, '

DISSEMINATION OF
OPERATIONAL GUIDELINES

134. This review finds that most country
representatives could access and were familiar

with the GEF Operational Guidelines. In fact,

the GEF Secretariat. in collaboration with the
Implementation Agencies and the UNFCCC
Secretariat, had launched an outreach process
through which the Parties were informed of the
Guidelines and hard copies of the documents
were distributed. In addition, the Implementing
Agencies systematically transmitted the
Operational Guidelines to the participating
countries as soon as they began consultations
1o prepare enabling activity projects.

[3S. However, the review finds that the
Operational Guidelines transmitted to the GEF
focal points were not disseminated within
countries, and the project design largely
involved the concerned implementing agency
and often a single national representative
Consequently, stakeholder participation during
project design was very limited, and often

" prevented a more effective inclusion of sectoral

concerns into project proposals. In practice,
the urgency to prepare proposals prevented both
the Implementing Agencies and their national
counterparts from establishing a consultative
process within countries during project
preparation. :

55  The project document represents a type of contract between the country and the implementing agency, and it defines
the responsibilities and liabilitics of each Party to this contract.

56  For instance, many UNDP country offices were asked by UNDP-New York to advance funds from their own budgets
as soon us the project document was signed. in order to avoid any disbursement delay and allow for quick project starting,

29



39

IV. PorTFoLIO OVERVIEW

ANALYSIS OF THE CLIMATE
CHANGE ENABLING
ACTIVITIES PORTFOLIO

136. The GEF Operational Strategy describes

enabling activities as broad capacity building
for non-Annex I countries: “enabling activities
—which include inventories, compilation of
information, policy analysis, and strategies and
action plans—represent a basic building block
of GEF assistance to countries. They either
are a means of fulfilling essential

communications requirements to a Convention,

provide a basic and essential level of
information to endble policy and strategic
decisions to be made, or assist planning that
identifies priority activities within a country.
Countries thus enabled will have the ability to
formulate and direct sectoral and economy-
wide programs to address global environmental
problems through a cost-effective approach

within the context of national sustainable .

development efforts.’’

137. The GEF focus on capacity building has
existed since the earliest days of the pilot phase.
Many enabling activity projects, though not
directed explicitly towards the development of
initial communications to the UNFCCC, were
approved during the pilot phase. Several
regional/global projects and full projects fall
under this category. Following explicit
guidance from COP1 and COP2, the GEF

developed expedited procedures and guidelines
to support enabling activities that were

57 GEF Operational .S‘irul:sg'. 1996, page 1.

explicitly geared towards developing initial
communications.

138. As of May 31, 2000, the GEF had
approved climate change enabling activity
projects in 132 countries totaling about US$72
million, of which:

(a) The largest amount of money—US$36
million (50% of the portfolio) was
approved through 10 regional/global
projects;

(b) 100 projects amounting to a total of
US$25 million (35% of the portfolio) were
approved following the Operational
Criteria and expedited procedures;

(c) About US$!! million (15% of the
portfolio) was allocated to 15 projects,
approved following full project
procedures*

Table 1 depicts a synthesized overview of the
GEF climate change enabling activity portfolio.

139. UNDP implements the vast majority of
the enabling activity projects—two-thirds of

- the portfolio in terms of the share of funds

approved. UNEP comes a far second with about
one-fifth of the portfolio; the World Bank
accounts for just 12% of the portfolio. UNDP
also dominates the portfolio in the different
modalities that were employed to support
enabling activities. In that respect, UNDP
accounts for:

58  These are projects that were approved either before the development of thperational Criteria and cxpedited

procedures or exceeded USS350.000 in funding request.
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TABLE 1. GEF PORTFOLIO OF CLIMATE CHANGE ENABLING ACTIVITIES

Projects approved ui ér ékbe iledb'
d

Number of projects - 14

Regional/Global Projects

Total Cost $20,040,000

Total Number of enabling activity 97
Projects

(a) More than half of the regional/global
projects portfolio;

(b) Three-fourths of the funding allocated to
expedited projects;

(c) 82% of the funding allocated to non-
expedited projects.

BUDGET FOR
ADMINISTRATION COSTS

140. The components of budget support
received by the Implementing Agencies from

" the GEF Secretariat for managing climate

change enabling activities are summarized in
Table 2. Information on amounts provided

FiG. 2: SHARE oF GEF-FUNDED CLIMATE CHANGE ENABLING ACTIVITY PROJECTS
AMONG THE IMPLEMENTING AGENCIES (%)

In terms of funding share

32

In terms of the number of projects

The Worid Bank
2%
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TABLE 2. ESTIMATED BUDGET SUPPORT TO THE IMPLEMENTING AGENCIES FOR CLIMATE

CHANGE ENABLING ACTIVITIES — EXPEDITED PROCEDURES

GEF Corporate Budget

o

Total Support to implementing Agencies

$12,877

$1.374,107 $2,027,902

urnbel kst an rabln

Average Project Support (3/4)

7|Average Project Support Rate (5/6)

4% 7% 11% 8%

Notes :

v Due to difficulties in separating the GEF budget corporate support that is specifically aflocated to climate change enabling
activity projects, this table presents only estimated figures. The estimates were made using a staff-week costing and some
partial numbers of staff-week that are projected to be allocated to climate change enabling activity projects, as estimated by the
Implementing Agencies (refer io the footnote in the previous page). It should be noted that the estimates are a jower bound
gstimate. as no activity based resourcs provisions could be estimated from the FY96 and FY97 budgsts:

¥ The Agency fees are estimated using the Agency fee rates of 3% and 8% for UNDP and UNEP respectively;

v it should be noted that this table includes only enabling activity projects processed under expedited procedures. To reflact the
effactive support that is provided to the Implementing Agencies for the enabling activity projects, some consideration should be
given to the resources provided to UNDP through the NCSP. UNEP, on the other hand, does not receive any agency fee from

NCSP.

through the GEF Corporate budget was
provided by the GEF Secretariat and the
Implementing Agencies, while the fees charged
on a per project basis was supplied by the
Implementing Agencies. The former amounts
are provided to the Implementing Agencies
directly from GEF Corporate budget while the
latter are deducted from the countries’ enabling
activity grants.

ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT
FOR PROJECT MANAGEMENT

FROM THE CORPORATE
BUDGET

141. It was not possible to obtain a clear
estimate of the financial resources provided

through the Corporate Budget for climate
change enabling activities. Climate enabling
activities, particularly those approved through
expedited procedures, entered the GEF
portfolio in fiscal year 1996. The GEF did not
follow full activity based budgeting until fiscal
year 1999, when 4.6 staff weeks (costed at
$5,382 per staff week) was provided per
enabling activity; there was only partial
activity-based budgeting during fiscal vear
1998.%° These resources were provided to
support the development, preparation,
implementation and monitoring and evaluation
of enabling activities, including hiring regional
coordinators and consultants (not consultants
within countries. however, which were funded
from the enabling activity grants). The
estimates for GEF Corporate budget resources
in Table 2 are thus only partial, and are dower

59 According to the GEF Corporate budget for FY98, UNDP provided 1.5 staffweeks per enabling activity project
processing; UNEP estimated 2 staffwecks for the same activity: there are no coefficients for the World Bank impleweated
enabling activities. During this study, UNDP provided statistics claiming that a total of 103.5 staffweeks (costed at $4.724)
and 216.2 staffweeks (costed at $5,382) were provided for enabling activities (both biodiversity and climate change) in
fiscal years 1998 and 1999 respectively. This involves support to development and monitoring of 125 projects in FY98 and

165 projects in FY99.

33
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bound estimate, as no activity based resource

provisions could be estimated from the FY96
and FY97 budgets.

EXECUTING AGENCY FEES/
AGENCY SUPPORT COSTS

142. Each IA charges a different amount for
“executing agency fees/agency support costs™

is provided to UNDP field offices if they
are asked to assist in the implementation
of the projects®

OVERALL ANALYSIS OF THE
BUDGET SUPPORT ISSUES

143. The estimated budgetary resources
provided for enabling activities to the

Implementing Agencies are judged to be
inadequate, particularly for UNDP and the
World Bank. This might have limited the
capacity of the Implementing Agencies to
provide relevant technical and supervision
support’? The GEF seems to have recognized
this weakness. Under the new fee-based
system, the Implementing Agencies receive
US$54,000 per enabling activity project
towards administrative expenses covering the
full project cycle.

o  The World Bank did not charge any fee.

¢ In the case of UNDP, when the project is
under national execution, up to 3% is
charged by the UNDP country offices for
support/procurement services where
requested ™

e UNEP charges 8% per enabling activity
for execution by UNEP. from which 3%

60 [f the project is executed by UNOPS, an 8% fee is charged. It should be noted that only four national climate change
cnabling activity projects were executed by UNOPS.

61  According to a United Nations General Assembly decision, UNEP charges 13% overhead on non-GEF projects that it
implements.

. 62 Negotiations for a fee to the administrative budget of the Implementing Agencies for the up to $100,000 top-up for
s enabling activities are still under way.
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EFFECTIVENESS IN MEETING
THE OBJECTIVES SET FORTH
BY THE OPERATIONAL
OUIDELINES

144. The review finds that after a brieflearning
period, the Operational Guidelines rapidly
became the basic reference document for the
development of enabling activity project
proposals. Enabling activity projects generally
met the objectives set forth in theOperational
Guidelines, with the following observations:

(a) “Country drivenness” of enabling activity
projects were narrowly interpreted in
terms of endorsement of projects by the
national GEF operational focal points;

(b) There was a presumption regarding the
success of previous/ongoing activities
related to climate change in the country
when determining the level of GEF
support under enabling activity projects;

(c) While the cost norms, in general,
adequately covered the activities
necessary for preparing initial
communications, they provided little
flexibility: :

(d) Given the limitations of funding and the
project implementation period, several of

the objectives of enabling activity projects,
beyond the preparation of initial
communications, were unrealistic.

145, Five principles have guided the design of
enabling activity projects. The first principle,
emphasizing a strong focus on the production
of initial national communications$® was

generally applied by the Implementing
Agencies in accordance with GEF guidelines?

The second principle relates to the use of the
guidelines as a basis for determining the
activities to be included inthe enabling activity
projects. As a result of the near universal

application of the guidelines by recipient
countries and the Implementing Agencics,
enabling activity projects were developed along
very similar lines. Most projects contained, in
a generic way, the following types of activities:

¢  Greenhouse gas (GHG) inventory;

*  Vaulnerability assessments, policy options
for monitoring systems, and response
strategies;

*  Policy options to address GHG abatement
strategies;

e Policy frameworks for implementing
adaptation and abatement measures and
response strategies;

e  Capacity building to integrate climate
change concerns into planning:

63 Para. 7 of Opcrutional Guidelines: * Enabling Activities not related to national communication are not addressed in
/4 ¢

these operational guidelines.”

64 In that respect, the design of cnabling activity projects correctly responded to the COP guidance, which focused on
providing priority support for the preparation of the initial national communication. However, the COP guidance also
mentioned “...and other relevanr commitments under the Convention.™ but this scems to have been omitted by the GEF

Guidelines.
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e Efforts related to sustainable
development, research, raising public
awareness, etc.; and

»  Provision of other information (e.g.
identification of the technical and
financial needs associated with proposed
projects and response measures, material/
data relevant for the calculation of global
GHG emission trends, financial and
technological needs and constraints
associated with the communication of
information, etc.).

146. The third principle relates to the review
of project proposals, which was to be made by
the GEF Secretariat, the Implementing
Agencies and the UNFCCC Secretariat®
These reviews were supposed to ensure that a
number of good practices were followed,
including (i) Country drivenness; (ii) Use of
established guidelines; (iii) Complementarities
with existing activities; (iv) Appropriate
sequencing of activities towards preparing
initial communications; (v) Efficiency in the
use of financial resources, with GEF financing
for the agreed full cost being available for any
eligible enabling activity; and (vi) Use of local
and regional experts, wherever available and
whenever possible. ‘

147. There is room for improvement in the
application of some of these good practices.
For example, the country drivenness criteria
simply consisted of asking the recipient country
to endorse the project by transmitting a letter
of support from the GEF operational focal point
in the country to the GEF. Written endorsement

is obviously a necessary, but not a sufficient,
indication of country drivenness. A more
balanced approach, with appropriate
stakeholder consultations and an assessment of
national priorities related to the preparation of
the national communication, would enhance
country drivenness.

148. The fourth principle is linked to the good
practice of “Building Upon Existing Activities
and Knowledge” through the use of the activity
matrix as “the basic building blocks of the
enabling activity.”*® The purpose of this matrix
is to identify and assess any relevant activities
that the GEF and/or other funding bodies had
previously supported, using information
available from the CC:INFO data base? with
the assumption that “these previous or ongoing
enabling activities would have succeeded in
providing sufficient capacity in the caregory
they deal with.” The role of the enabling
activities would then be to support
complementary activities which would support
the preparation of the initial national
communication. This rule was effectively
applied by the Imiplementing Agencies and the
GEF Secretariat, as recommended by the GEF
guidelines. However, the assumption that these
previous/ongoing enabling activities were
successful might have been somewhat
misplaced. Many of these efforts were not fully
assessed and were rarely based on objective
criteria such as the quality of technical outputs,
level of national participation. country
drivenness, sustainability of capacity building,
institutional arrangements, endorsement of the
results by the main stakeholders, etc®

65  The STAP was also mentioned in the Operational Guidelines as onc of the actors involved in the review of project
proposals. However, this participation has not occurred given the limited funding levels provided for expedited projects.

66  Operational Guidelines for Expedited Financing of Initial Communications from Non-dnnex | Parties - Annex C:

The activity matrix.

67  This database was maintained at the time by the UNFCCC Sceretariat.

68  Refer to additional analysis in section Applicability and Flexibility o the Countries’ Needs™ in Chapter 111,
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149. The fifth principle is linked to the good
practice of “Efficiency in Use of Resources”
under which the GEF is expected to deliver
support in an efficient manner. Annex D in the
Operational Guidelines contains a table

highlighting * Typical cost ranges for expedited
processing of Initial National Communications
proposals,” which was generally used with the
activity matrix during project design to define
the funding allocated to each activity. In most
cases, this principle was applied rigorously by
the Implementing Agencies and the GEF

Secretariat. While the cost norms, in general, -

adequately covered the activities necessary for
preparation of the national communications, the
norms also presented the countries with afuir

accompli, providing little flexibility and no
fungibility of funds. There is also a question as
to whether these reference tables truly address
the countries’ expectations and priorities, and
to what extent they resulted in frustration within
the countries and affected the overall project
results. In order to avoid any additional
disappointment, COP guidance should be made
more clear and the GEF guidelines more flexible
in the future on these critical budgetary issues.

150. The operationalization of these five
principles has worked well, with few
exceptions. In practice, the Implementing
Agencies have simply transmitted a copy of the
‘Operational Guidelines to the national GEF
operational focal point and, when available, an
example of an enabling activity project initiated
by another country that already went through
the initial steps of project formulation and
approval. The project design often skipped the
project brief step, which was supposed to
identify country needs, and jumped directly to
the formulation of project proposals®” While

this approach significantly shortened the design
phase of the enabling activity projects, the
trade-off was that it left little initiative to the
countries to develop project proposals that
would better conform to their particular needs.
However, the review finds that this particular
trade-off placed undue emphasis on the
obligations of the countries (i.e. preparation of
the national communication. minimization of
the project’s duration), at the expense of the
country’s own needs and priorities.

I51. The enabling activity projects also

focused on achieving other ambitious

objectives, including sustainability of
capacities, establishment of information

collection and updating systems for GHG

inventories, sustainability of institutional .
arrangements, and integration of climate

change concerns into national development
policies. Many of these objectives—

particularly the last one—have not been

satisfactorily completed in any country.

Considering the limited funding allocations,
short duration of the projects (one to two years),

novelty of climate change issues in recipient
countries, and the limited national capacities

at the beginning of the process!® this review

finds that the enabling activity projects had

unrealistic expectations when setting such

objectives.

152. During the project implementation phase,
some flexibility was given to the countries in
making adjustments to their initial budgetary
allotments. In fact, the Implementing Agencies
usually approved requests for budget revisions
made by the countries, provided that
Implementing Agencies were consulted and
involved in the decision and that the suggested

69  Some projects were largely inspired by project documents developed in other countries, using for the sake of
simplification, a * cookie-cutter”™ approach. )

70 Depending on the situation, “Limited national capacitics™ may imply a luck of competence in specific climate change-
iy g P p p P g

refated fields and/or an inability for the most capable staff to dedicate their time to climate change issues at the expense of
other priority tusks.
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revisions fit into the project objectives and
scope. In practice, project coordinators have
requested only minor shifts between budget
lines and activity plans when compared to the
original budget that was defined by the project
documents’* While most coordinators might
have appreciated additional flexibility and
possible fungibility between budget lines, they
were willing to implement the project within
the constraints of the budget initially
approved,

153. To suminarize. the review recommends
that: (i) a more balanced approach, with
appropriate stakeholder participation and
consultation and an assessment of national
priorities be part of the “country drivenness”
of project proposals; (ii) a fuller assessment of
the quality of climate change related activities
previously undertaken be factored into the
context when finalizing the level of GEF
support; (iii) more flexibility is provided in the
use of agreed resources within the project
context; and (iv) countries and the GEF be more
focused and realistic when setting project
objectives and expectations, given the available
funding and time horizon.

EFFICIENCY OF THE PROJECT
DESIGN CYCLE

154. Based on the statistics provided by UNDP
and UNEP, the review finds that the total
elapsed time from the first receipt of the project
proposal at the Implementing Agency-GEF unit
to the date of project start is still too long, despite
the implementation of expedited procedures: 188
working days in 1998. While recognizing that
a participatory approach and stakeholder

consultations should be encouraged and take
time, a long period of project processing may
negatively aftect the quality of the final projects,
since several elements of the project document
initially defined may not be relevant for the
country when finally implemented. In addition,
the countries as well as the GEF may have new
COP guidance to address. Refer to Chapter
II1 for a detailed analysis of project processing
elapsed times.

’155.‘ While each of the main players

(Implementing Agencies, GEF Secretariat, the
countries) are partly responsible for the

excessive elapsed time during different stages
of project design and processing, some of these
delays can be attributed to a necessary learning

period in the implementation of COP guidance
—compounded by a lack of clarity in COP

guidance—and different interpretations of the
GEF guidelines. In addition to the time elapsed
for processing the projects, a lack of easily

accessible information regarding the progress
in the development of project proposals,
including the country-level endorsement of the
project document, considerably limited the
ability of the partners to identify and adequately
address the bottlenecks.

156. In order to improve the efficiency of the
enabling activity projects, it is essential to
significantly reduce the length of the project
design phase. The major milestones of the
project design process should be made more
transparent, mainly through a better sharing of
information on the progress within the design
cycle, so that the main partners involved can
follow the process closely and intervene to
break unnecessary deadlocks if needed. For
example, a “project status sheet” could be

71 In general, budget revisions usually involved o small percentage of the overall project funding.

72 that the project coordinators were also apprehensive that negotiations for budget revisions would only delay project

implementation.
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established, and distributed to all the relevant
staft within the GEF Secretariat, Implementing
Agencies and the countries, highlighting the
different steps of the processing cycle
combined with regular updates on project
status, as well as a project timeline and the
names and contact information for the
individuals responsible for each particular step.
This would allow all the parties concerned to
clearly identify the bottlenecks at each step and
define good practice guidance allowing the
acceleration of the process. While this
additional transparency of the project cycle
might require more resources, it is a critical
1ssue, and the review recommends that the GEF
explore adequate ways of providing any
required additional resources.

TIME CONSTRAINTS

157. The review notes that, with few
exceptions. most countries experienced
difficulties in completing their enabling activity
projects within the timeframe defined in the
project documents. Realizing this, the
Implementing Agencies have, in many cases,
extended the project duration in response to
requests from the country. It seems obvious
that the expected duration was, from the
beginning, unrealistic. Several factors explain
the longer time horizon needed for the
implementation of projects.

158. For a number of reasons. the early
implementation period (from signing of the
project document to first disbursement) was
one of the most difficult to implement. First,

policy and institutional processes related to
" climate change are relatively novel in most
developing countries, where development
concerns more immediately associated with
poverty alleviation continue to be of greater
priority. Second, it also requires a broad
participatory approach, involving various
stakeholders with different motivations and
generally little experience in information
exchange and inter-departmental consultation.

159. In addition, the preparatory work during
this step consists in nominating or recruiting a
project coordinator, selecting an appropriate
team, building the relevant institutional
arrangement for the project, identifying
consultants as well as stakeholder
representatives, organizing workshops, etc.
This was quite difficult to carry out and
demanded, in any case, several months to be
fully achieved. Moreover, the project
coordinators often found it difficult to
familiarize themselves with the management
rules of the Implementing Agencies and prepare
budgets and work plans in accordance with
these rules in a timely manner.

160. The need to proceed quickly with
launching concrete project activities and a lack
of local capacity forced the projects to resort
extensively to consultants, usually from the
national level. In some countries, however, the
relevant specialized experts were often either
non-existent at the national level or unavailable
because of other commitments.

161. During the implementation stage there
were several critical issues related to the
availability and reliability of data as well as
the technical complexity of the studies to be
undertaken. There was also no systematic
process for reviewing technical reports
prepared by enabling activity projects. Though
this affected the quality of the products, little

‘remedial action could be undertaken given the

budget and time constraints.

162. In many cases, the time needed to
complete  particular studies  was
underestimated, particularly for more technical
and/or crosscutting aspects, such as baseline
and scenario development and vulnerability
assessment. Many countries placed an
emphasis on building national capacity. even
though it could result in significant project
delays. Occasionally, however, and despite the
budget limitations, a few projects resorted to
international consultants in order to meet the
schedule. '
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163. The review and validation of technical
outputs, including the initial national
communication, generally requires a broad
consultation process among stakeholders.
There is an inherent tradeoff, however, between
the benefits of broad involvement and the time
commitment such a consultation requires.
Broad coordination and support, particularly
on policy issues, was needed to bring the
national communication together in a
meaningful and consistent manner. Moreover,
the political nature of the validation and
approval of the national communication
necessitated a much longer delay, with
significant implications for the overall project
duration. In that respect, the enabling activity
expectations in terms of project duration were
unrealistic. since they completely ignored the

- consultation and validation processes.

164. Tt is clear that such problems are not likely
to occur in the future, since the enabling activity
process is now well-understood by the
countries, Implementing Agencies and GEF
Secretariat. However, it is recommended that
future enabling activity efforts include

' systematic pre-project consultation and

awareness raising processes targeting the policy
and decision-making levels prior to proceeding
with the project proposals. In that respect. GEF

focal points could benefit from GEF support
for organizing workshops aimed at pre-project
consultation. Such workshops could be
presented by an appropriate expert or

representative from the Implementing
Agencies.

FUNDING CONSTRAINTS

165. The issue of funding wus already raised
earlier in this chapter. Globally, the review finds

that the level of funding support has been
sufficient for the preparation of the national
communication, and of the basic documents,
However, objectives linked to the sustainability
of capacity building and of institutional
arrangenments, as well as to the integration of -
climate change concerns into national

“development policies, were unrealistic given

the tirneframe and the funding levels.

166. Considering the major weaknesses
encountered in the enabling activity projects,
the COP placed an emphasis on additional
funding support needed by non-Annex I Parties
in order to maintain and enhance relevant
national capacities for the preparation of the

_initial and second national communications (2/

CP.4). As a response to this COP4 guidance,

the GEF decided to extend the operational
guidelines to allow eligible countries to further
address priority concerns with GEF assistance

through the provision of funding support up to
US$100,000 for complementary activities?

167. Once again, the guidelines related to this
“top-up” funding are not sufficiently clear, and
this might lead to major misinterpretation by
non-Annex I Parties, as well as by the

Implementing Agencies. Despite the fact that
information regarding the top-up funding was
disseminated to countries via the COP, internet,
and various NCSP publications and workshops,

a number of countries during this review were
unaware of this new support opportunity, or did
not understand the conditions under which it
is supposed to operate.™

168. Another question is related to the financial
commitment of the countries themselves in
carrying out enabling activity projects. The
enabling activity projects aimed at the

73 Operational Guidelines for Expedited Financing of Climate Change Enabling Activities, Part IT Expedited Financing

for (Interim) Measures tor Capacity Building in Priority Areas.

74 Refer to the section entitled GEF Response to Guidanee from the COP” in Chapter 11 for additional analysis.
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preparation of national communications are
supposed to be financed by the GEF for the
full agreed cost incurred by the non-Annex |
Parties, exempting countries from any funding
comimitment. However, a number of countries
had officially included in their project
documents a provision for in-kind contributions
such as office equipment and supplies,
telephone, staff time, etc., which were therefore
excluded from GEF support. While this is
obviously an important sign of the commitment
of these countries to contribute to the success
of the enabling activity project, the
eftectiveness of these commitments has been
questionable for several reasons:

o The in-kind contributions were rarely
described in detail, which neither
encouraged their realization during the
implementation of the project nor allowed
the country coordinators to officially
demand this support from their respective
governments;

e in some cases, the government did not
have the resources to meet its
commitments; and/or

o the interest of the government in the
project was limited.

169. This review notes that in some cases,
insufficient contributions from governments;

when compared to their original commitments,
have critically affected project implementation.
It is recommended that when the country
commits itself on a voluntary basis to a
contribution in funding or in—kind, that this

contribution be itemized in the same way as
other funding sources such as the GEF so that
it is considered as a serious commitment during
project implementation.

ROLES OF THE PARTNERS IN
THE ENABLING ACTIVITY
PROJECT CYCLE

170. The countries, Implementing Agencies
and the GEF Secretariat have all played

essential roles in the creation and evolution of
the climate change enabling activity portfolio.
In most cases, project preparation began with

the GEF national focal point initiating contact
with one of the Implementing Agencies. In
some cases, however, direct contacts between
country representatives and the regional

bureaus of UNDP or a UNEP representative

were established during major international
meetings or other similar forums.

171. Regarding the interactions between the
Implementing Agencies, the review finds that
this relationship was based more on unfair or
negative competition rather than on
collaboration, particularly in the initial
development of the enabling activity portfolio.
The review came across some particularly
egregious examples of lack of consultation
among the Implementing Agencied While the
GEF structure encourages competition, the
review notes that the guidelines were not
applied consistently among the Implementing
Agencies. Furthermore, the competition that
did occur was based mainly on the level of

75 Including, but not limited to, inappropriate offices for the project. lack of a specific phone line for intemet use, luck of
office supplies or furniture such as computers and photocopiers, the non-affectation of permanent staff for the project, etc.

76 For instance, despite the implementation of the vegional project in Caribbean countries (CPACC) by the World Bank
through the OAS, UNDP has recently obtained GEF approval for 11 individual enabling activity national projects for the
Caribbean. Tn this case, the consultations between UNDP and the World Bank were very limited. Moreover, the projects
were developed using a “cookie-cutter” upproach, and did not benefit from the experience gained by the CPACC project.
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funding and on the flexibility of the application
of the activity matrix and cost norms rather than
on technical matters.

172. Initially, for example, the GEF Secretariat
and UNDP expressed concern about the ability
of UNEP to manage a full-fledged enabling
activity program. These concerns were based
on the absence of UNEP country offices and
limited human resources available to oversee
these projects. During this review, UNEP
disputed these concerns and maintained that it
does have the capacity to monitor these types
of projects, given its long standing involvement
in climate change activities and its network of
national focal points, in addition to making

‘better use of telecommunication, field visits and

regional offices:

173. The issue of unfair competition between
the Implementing Agencies may arise again.
as soon as decisions are made concerning the
direction of future support for enabling
activities. Therefore, the review recommends
that the roles and collaborative practices of the
Implementing Agencies in climate change
enabling activity projects be better defined in
the future. The GEF Secretariat can contribute -
to strengthening the collaborative spirit and
helping ensure consistent application of the
guidelines across the agencies. Moreover, the
GEF can contribute to stimulating synergies
between the projects by maintaining a
transparent and accessible information system,
and keeping track of all enabling activity
projects from the beginning of the design
process.

GEF SECRETARIAT

174. The GEF Secretaniat has two major roles
in the enabling activity process. First, it has a
leading role in responding to COP guidance
through the development of guidelines. Second,
it intewvenes in reviewing the project proposals
and recommending them for CEQ approval.

175. While led by the GEF Secretariat, the
process of responding to COP guidance also
involved the three Implementing Agencies and
the UNFCCC Secretariat. However, as stated
earlier inthe report, the Implementing Agencies
and the UNFCCC Secretariat felt that their
perspectives were not sufficiently taken into

- account by the GEF Secretariat when finalizing

the guidelines.

176. Overall, the GEF response to COP

guidance is considered pragmatic and timely,
given that (i) the general wording of the COP
decisions tended to leave room for divergent
interpretations; and (ii) there was pressure to
provide financial resources to countries to start
preparing enabling activities. However, the
review finds that the interpretation and
operationalization of the COP guidance, in
which the GEF Secretariat had a strong role,

could have been more flexible, particularly in
the application of the cost benchmarks and the
activity matrix. '

177. The GEF Secretariat was also fully
involved in the development of the enabling
activity portfolio. Once the request for an
enabling activity project was received, the
Implementing Agencies were responsible for
providing technical assistance for the
development of project proposals, following
the GEF Operational Guidelines, and to
transmit the project proposal to the GEF
Secretariat. The GEF Secretariat was then
responsible for verifying that the project met
the enabling activity criteria and objectives and,
if so. approving the project with the signature
of the CEQ. Generally, the intervention of the
GEF Secretariat at this stage was short, meeting
COP requirements to expedite the project
approval process, though some rigidity in
applying the cost benchmarks and the activity
matrix was noted. It should be acknowledged
that the quick reaction of the GEF Secretariat
was facilitated by ‘efforts made by the
Implementing Agencies to faithfully adhere to
the requirements of the GEF Secretariat,
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Informal consultations were also initiated by the
Implementing Agencies with the GEF
Secretariat prior to formal submission of
project proposals, in order to clarify specific
issues and to address any potential difficulties.

178. On the other hand, the review noted that
the GEF Secretariat, following its institutional
mandate, kept some distance from project
implementation, and did not pay close attention
to follow-up actions. A closer association with
the enabling activity process could help the
GEF Secretariat respond quickly to needs
evolving in countries. such as broader capacity
development and investments in climate
change.

UNDP

179. As of May 2000, UNDP had implemented.
97 enabling activity projects, 91 of which are
national projects (77 expedited projects and 14
non-expedited projects), and six of which are
regional/global projects. The average enabling
activity project budget in UNDP amounts to
US$244,000 for expedited and US$647,000 for
non-expedited projects. Since December 1996,
UNDP has only developed expedited projects,
the timing and scope of which were thought to
be more appropriate for the preparation of the
initial national communications. With few
exceptions, it seems that the recipient countries
were seldom informed that it was still possible
to obtain funding for enabling activity project
beyond US$350,000 limit imposed by expedited
procedures. :

180. To begin the project preparation process,
countries usually transmitted a formal request
for an enabling activity project to the UNDP
country office, which would forward the
request to the relevant UNDP regional bureau
in New York, where it would be followed up by

the UNDP-GEF Regional Coordinator. Despite
some improvement over time, the review notes
that processing time of enabling activity projects,
that are to supposed to be expedited in UNDP
is still too long. While a substantial reduction in
time has been achieved in upstream project
processing, little or no progress has been made
in reducing project processing time in UNDP
following approval by the GEF CEO.

181. Early on in the development of the enabling
activity project portfolio (1996-1997), the
increasing number of project proposals and
demands on the UNDP New York staff made it
difficult for the agency to provide the level of
direct technical assistance that was needed by
the countries.

182. Overall, the needs of the recipient
countries for technical and managerial support
were higher than originally anticipated in the
early phase of the program. According to the
Implementing Agencies, the GEF guidelines did
not give room for more substantial support to -
the countries and this prevented them from
allocating the level of human resources that
would have better met the country needs. Given
these resource constraints, UNDP viewed its
role as mainly consisting of management
oversight, with any possible technical
contribution provided on an ad-hoc basis.

183. To overcome these resource constraints,
UNDP turned to international consultants for
the preparation of project briefs and, in some
cases, for the formulation of project propos-
als. In other cases, UNDP staff undertook coun-
try visits for the same purpose and provided
technical backstopping during implementa-
tion.”” It is worth noting that because the en-
abling activity initiative was a novel experience,
it necessitated a learning period. This resulted
in varying quality in the design and content of

77 During project implementation. UNDP believed that the technical assistance role should be left to experts hired by the
projects. In this case the UNDP contribution consisted of conducting a search for suitable candidates, preparing TORs and
supervising the consultant’s work to ensure smooth project implementation.
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projects, due to different interpretations made
of the GEF guidelines and/or unequal respon-
siveness to the countries’ needs and priorities.

184. The human resource constraints of UNDP
New York becaime more apparent during project
implementation” This was especially true
when the projects began launching more
technical studies. Participation by UNDP
regional coordinators in technical seminars
organized by the national projects occurred
only occasionally. Moreover, UNDP’s regional

coordinators were not systematically able to

assist in the Tripartite Reviews (TPR), despite
the fact that the TPRs provide an important
opportunity to discuss problems encountered
by the projects and to define appropriate
remedial actions (though technical issues are
rarely addressed in such meetings). Hence, as
soon as the projects were under
implementation, UNDP turned to a more
managerial role, with technical assistance
generally provided by consultants recruited
under individual projects’ Some technical
backstopping, on an ad-hoc basis, however, was
provided by UNDP’s regional bureaus.

185. While the UNDP country offices also had
a limited technical contribution at the outset,
they were critical in ensuring general manage-
ment oversight, including administrative sup-
port, serving as a liaison with UNDP New York,
and facilitating the development and implemen-
tation of the projects. Later, the UNDP coun-
try offices strengthened their ability to address

global environment issues and provide techni-
cal support to the countries by recruiting envi-
ronmental specialists and creating the position
of Sustainable Development Adviser® In sum-
mary, this review notes that UNDP country
offices have a much large role to play during
project implementation and therefore recom-
mends that UNDP keep exploring ways and
means to provide country offices with greater
technical expertise.

186. It is important to note that the launching
of the National Communications Support
Programme (NCSP) in 1998 has allowed
UNDP to provide more effective technical
assistance to the countries, and to contribute
to capacity building through strengthening of
information exchanges and the interactions
between projects. In addition, this project
allowed UNDP to have better knowledge of the
achievements and progress of its enabling
activity projects. More detailed information
about this program will be provided in the
Technical Support section of this chapter.

187. In order to enhance its ability to support
enabling activity projects and to provide
continuous backstopping technical assistance
to its projects, UNDP decided to hire regional
consultants. In practice, this was adopted only
for West Africa. While the experience is mixed,
with some countries in the region still-
complaining of inadequate technical support,
this review recommends that UNDP widen the
practice of hiring competent regional experts,

78 To a large extent, the NCSP has made a critical conteibution towards filling this gap. Prior to the establishment of the
NCSP, many countries had been unable to find appropriate support to address specific technical issues. Some of the most
frequently mentioned difficultics were identification of appropriate approaches and experts to address vulnerability/adaptation
assessmeants, and jdentification and use of existing GHG abatement models, in particular for the forestry and agriculture
SECLOrs,

79 It should be noted that the funding resources of the national enabling activity projects did not allow for a significant
contribution from intemational experts. i

80 The review noted that where strong and very qualificd support was provided by the UNDP country offices, the
enabling activity projects were generally very successful.
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or support regional centers of excellence to
assist countries in addressing the technical
issues associated with the implementation of
enabling activity projects.

188. All but four projects in the UNDP
portfolio were executed by national agencies,
creating room for strong country ownership of
project results. Four of the projects were
executed by the United Nations Office for
Project Services (UNOPS). The review team
observed that the appointment of UNOPS as
an executing agency has been problematic in
most cases,” due to the rigidity of
administrative and disbursement procedures
applied. This generally resulted in delays
during project implementation and de-
motivation of UNDP country offices as well as
the country representatives. It should be noted,
however, that UNOPS was generally contracted
in crisis countries or where UNDP did not have
a country office.

189. For global/regional projects, with just one
exception,”” UNDP operated through different

executing agencies® This approach allowed

UNDP to be discharged of the daily
management of these projects. Despite this
approach, UNDP New York played a

substantial role as an IA. In fact, it provided
direct technical, as well as managerial, inputs
to the projects. For instance, the ALGAS
project was closely monitored and
backstopped, and the Regional Coordinator
attended all meetings. In addition, there were

frequent exchange of information between
UNDP Manila (Philippines) and the Asian
Development Bank}* which is the Executing
Agency of the project, through monthly
meetings and exchange of status reports,
forwarded by UNDP Manila to UNDP New
York for comments.

190. UNDP also played a critical role in the
design and implementation of the PICCAP
project. through evaluation, review and
provision of linkages to its other regional and
global initiatives. In addition, the oversight
provided by UNDP has also helped to ensure
transparent and accountable project
management. Unfortunately, a number of
changes in UNDP accounting procedures over
the project cycle and a series of staff changes
at UNDP Apia (Samoa) may have affected the

_smoothness of the project implementation.

191. While UNDP played an appropriate role
in implementing regional/global projects. the
review is concerned about the country-
ownership of these types of projects. UNDP
needs to explore new executing arrangements
to improve country ownership in regional or
multi-country projects.

192. This review finds that implementation
supervision at UNDP has room for
improvement. Refer to the sectiondssessment
of Reporting and Management Procedures
included in the present chapter for details on
this issue.

81  Delays in disburscments were also encountered by regional projects executed by UNOPS.

82 The exception is in the case of the Maghreb project. where one of the participating countries, Motocco, executed the

project.

83 TFor instance, the Sub-Saharan Africa project (UNOPS). ALGAS (Asian Development Bank), PICCAP (UNOPS),

CC:TRAIN T and IY (UNITAR), ete.

84  ADB headquarters are located in Manila.

45
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UNEP

193. As of May 2000, UNEP had implemented
25 climate change enabling activity projects, of
which 22 are national enabling activity expedited
projects, and three are regional/global projects.
The average financing of a climate change
enabling activity national project for UNEP
amounts to US$274,000. Most of the projects
(19 of 25) were launched in 1997-1998. As
with UNDP, in most cases UNEP did not inform
countries very clearly of the option of obtaining
GEF support through non-expedited procedures.

194. Countries interested in collaborating with
UNEP must first send an official letter of
request to UNEP headquarters in Nairobi.

UNEP then proceeds with project formulation,
in consultation with the GEF and UNFCC focal
point in the country. In general, these
consultations were done by telephone, fax or
email. In some cases, the UNEP task manager
would undertake a country visit. The review
notes that, while shortened from 1996 to 1997,
the initial stages of project processing at UNEP
are still too long. In addition, with the exception
of the national GEF and UNFCCC focal points,

only a limited number of stakeholders were
involved in the project formulation stage as a
result of this expedited process.

195. In most cases, the formulation of project
proposals was made by using project

documents from other countries, changing only
the substantive elements outlining the special
circurnstances and needs of the countries. Once
the project proposal was agreed upon by both
parties, it was transmitted to the GEF

Secretariat for approval. According to UNEP,

countries have generally been satisfied with the
modalities for formulating project documents.

196. The modalities of UNEP intervention are
based on direct contact with the national
executing agencies, and on the responsibility
of the project coordinators for administrative
and technical management. This has allowed
the elimination of intermediate steps. According
to UNEP, the countries are satisfied with the

practical = modalities of the project

implementation, since: (i) They have direct
access to the task manager at UNEP when

needed, and (i1) they generally receive a quick
and effective response from UNEP on any
issue that is raised. However, the review found
little evidence to support the latter statement at
least in the countries that were a part of the

review. Furtherimore, the review notes that staff
resources allocated by the UNEP for the

development and implementation of enabling
activity projects are not commensurate with the
countries expectations and needs.

197. UNEP has made a substantial effort in
maintaining a monitoring and data tracking
system for its enabling activity projects,
confirming that it wants to assume its technical
assistance role in addition to the usual
managerial role.Moreover, it was noted that in
some cases, UNEP has been able to provide
technical comments and suggestions on the
documents produced by the projects, when
countries requested this assistance.

198. Despite this tracking system, appropriate
and timely actions to correct the course of
projects, particularly those with institutional
problemns at the national level, are not always
taken. In general. UNEP decided not to inter-
fere in resolving what it considered to be inter-
nal institutional issues of the countries
concerned. For instance, among the five
UNEP-managed projects visited under this re-
view, three suffered from delays caused by in-
country institutional difficulties affecting
implementation. Moreover, while financial re-
ports are generally adequate, required informa-
tion on project progress is not always provided
and utilized in a timely manner.

199. The review finds that implementation
supervision needs to be significantly
strengthened in UNEP. Refer to the section
Assessment of Reporting and Management
Procedures included in the present chapter for
details on this issue.
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THE WoRLD BANK

200. The World Bank’s role in climate change
enabling activity program has been limited. As
of May 2000, its portfolio comprised three
projects: two national projects and one regional
project® Though small in number the World

Bank portfolio amounted to US$8.6 million,
about 12% of the total grant funding approved
by GEF for climate change enabling activity
projects.

201. Bank staff interviewed for this review,
including those involved with the program
when it was launched, have provided useful
insights about the factors that could have
possibly influenced the Bank’s decision to limit
its involvement in the climate change enabling
activity program, It should be recalled that the
Bank also had limited participation in the
biodiversity enabling activity projects,
accounting for only [ 1% of the total funds
allocated by the GEF to this effort®

202. The first factor for this relatively weuak
involvement was the allocation of GEF related
tasks among the Implementing Agencies.
Though not formally articulated, it was
assumed that this would be based on the
comparative advantage of each agency. As
capacity building, training and outreach were
an integral part of the climate change enabling
activity projects, there was a prima facie case
for UNDP and UNEP to.take lead on these,
except in countries where the Bank had an
active energy portfolio. The Bank, however,
also appears to have been informally advised

by the other meinbers of the GEF family,
including the UNFCCC Secretariat, to limit its
involvement in the climate change enabling
activity program to allow for a balanced
development of the GEF portfolio among the
Implementing Agencies.

203. The second factor relates to the perception
of the Bank staff about the climate change

enabling activity projects themselves. These
projects were considered to be limited in scope,
covering specifically the preparation of GHG
inventories and associated capacity building,
training and outreach activities. Engaging
governments on a narrowly focused issue, some
staff felt, would detract from the Bank’s

ongoing dialogue on energy policy reform and
sector restructuring. As aresult, Bank staff were

hesitant about being actively involved in the
climate change enabling activity program.

204. The third factor is cost effectiveness.
World Bank staff felt that they would not have -
been able to comply with the Bank’s internal
policies and procedures within the budgets
allocated for the climate change enabling
activity projects. particularly in view of their
focus on capacity building, training and
outreach activities. Such activities, by their very
nature, are resource intensive.

205. Inretrospect, perceptions about the scope
and cost-effectiveness of climate change
enabling activity projects, may well have been
a consequence of the Bank curtailing outreach
activities for staff once it had been advised,
albeit informally, to limit its involvement in the
program.

85 The two national projects were St. Vincent and the Grenadines (approved under expedited procedures) and China
(approved under non-expedited procedures), and the regional project wus CPACC.

86  Intenms of the total number of projects (17), however, World Bank participation in the biodiversity enabling activity"

projects was significant.
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IMPLEMENTATION OF OTHER
CLIMATE CHANGE WORK

Effectiveness of regional/global
GEF enabling activity projects
and interactions with national
enabling activity projects

206. In addition to the national enabling
activity projects, 10 regional/global enabling
activity projects were initiated by the GEF’

These projects were meant to address activities
aimed at enhancing country capacities in
achieving convention objectives in groups of
countries where a regional or global approach
was viewed as more efficient and cost-effective
than a strictly national effort. The projects were
intended to complement national enabling

~ activity projects, with a primary focus on:

(i) building capacities relevant to climate
change and, in particular, to the preparation of
national communications; (ii) enhancing
information exchange; (iii) establishing and
maintaining networks; and (iv) building public
awareness.

207. Inaddition, several regional or global GEF
projects also included technical studies which
were of direct relevance to the national

communication, such as GHG inventories

(UNEP Country Case Studies on GHG
Inventories, sub-Saharan Africa, PICCAP, etc.),

- vulnerability and impact assessment (UNEP

Country Case Studies on Climate Change
Impacts and Adaptation Assessments, CPACC,
PICCAP, etc.), and GHG abatement (e.g.
ALGAS).

208. In addition to the PICCAP and CPACC

.case studies prepared during the course of this

87  Refer to the complete list of projects in Annex 3.

review, the review team also examined the mid-
term and/or final evaluations for most of the
other regional/global projects. Overall, these
projects have achieved satisfactory results, in
particular in relation to the four main focus
areas identified above. Though they started
almost from scratch, these projects established,
in a cost-effective way, a solid base of
knowledge in the various fields of climate
change, encouraged an exchange of
information and experiences among countries,
and mobilized active networks and expertise
from developing countries while increasing the

‘role played by developing country

representatives at the regional and international
level.

209. In some cases, the regional/global projects
significantly involved and strengthened
regional centers of excellence in developing
countries, particularly in Africa. For instance,

the sub-Saharan Africa project hired the

international NGO ENDA (Senegal) to provide
technical assistance to the four countries
involved in the project. CC:TRAIN | worked
with two NGOs, ENDA and the Southern

Center (Zimbabwe), in the preparation of the
CC:TRAIN training modules. Later,

CC:TRAIN 1l also benefited from strong
participation of experts from developing
countries as trainers, including three regional
partners from the developing countries®®

210. At the technical level, the regional and
global projects have also made important
contributions to the development of
methodologies (e.g. UNEP Country Case

- Studies on GHG Inventories, UNEP Country

Case Studies on Climate Change Impacts and
Adaptation Assessments), as well as to the
preparation of technical reports directly related
to the national communication (ALGAS).

§8  Enda-TM, Fundacion Futuro Latinoumericano (FFPLA) and SPREP.
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211. Theregional/global projects have also laid
the foundation for the national enabling activity
projects and facilitated their design and
implementation. For instance, the review finds
that the preparation of project proposals was
much smoother in countries having previous
experience with a regional/global GEF project.
In those cases, the UNDP country offices and
national GEF focal points, as well as the
primary stakeholders, were generally quite
familiar with the enabling activity process. In
addition, a reliable core of national experts had
already been established.

212. Despite these undeniable contributions.
the regional/global projects also had some
major weaknesses. which limited the country-
drivenness of these projects. In general, the
global projects did not involve the recipient
countries in the decision making process during
project design and implementation, and the
management approach of the regional projects
lacked broad participation and information
sharing, particularly in those projects
implemented by external agencies.

213. The countries also felt that the regional/
global projects put too much emphasis on
meeting international commitments or regional
concerns, at the expense of national priorities
and of concrete national actions. In some cases
the regional/global projects relied heavily on
international consultants, with a significant
portion of the project funding 'allocated to
international companies or individuals. When
national experts were utilized, there was often
limited consultation with the countries in the
selection of these consultants. This generated
some frustration in the participating countries,
which felt that after having achieved a sufficient
level of knowledge and created a core of
competent experts in climate change issues,
much more emphasis could be laid on
individual country needs and on the use of the
national expertise®® In addition, it was obvious

that the management modalities of the regional/
global projects would not allow them to react
easily to changing needs and circumstances.
Specifically, a shift in resource allocation
towards individual countries would have been
difficult at best. '

214. All these factors affected the ownership
of the regional/global projects by the
participating countries. For example. although
the quality of the studies undertaken by the
regional/global projects was generally rated
very satisfactory, the countries often did not
endorse the results, particularly in cases where
the studies were undertaken away from official
government institutions by academic experts.

215. Tt is worth noting that countries generally
benefited greatly from their participation in
regional/global projects in terms of capacity
building, exchange of information and
experience, public awareness, improvements in
their negotiating capacities in international
meetings, and their ability to access funding
mechanisms. Nevertheless, the countries still
felt that they were penalized by their
participation in regional/global projects. In fact,
when applying the activity matrix for national
enabling activity projects, they experienced a
dramatic drop in the budget allocation for their
national enabling activity project as soon as it
was made clear that they had previously
participated in a regional/global project. While
this may seem logical and equitable from one
point of view, the countries often felt that, in
the end, they had few tangible benefits to show
from having participated in the regional/global
project, given the weaknesses mentioned above
and the funding implications. This situation has
led to countries having a certain aversion
against regional/global projects, despite their
positive results and their irreplaceable role in
enhancing country capacities, developing
opportunities for information sharing, and
boosting public awareness.

89 Contractual arrangements were usually defined before project implementation. making it difficult to introduce any
change that aimed at responding to evolving circumstances.

49
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216. In practice, there is an inherent risk of
harmful competition between national enabling
activity projects and regional/global projects.
In order to strengthen the synergies and the
complementarity between these two types of
projects, the review finds it necessary to better
differentiate the roles and the objectives of each
of them. For example, the regional/global
projects could focus on information exchange
and network support, capacity building and
training, development of methodologies, etc.
The national projects, in turn, could focus on
the preparation of national documents relevant
to the UNFCCC.

Interactions with enabling
activity projects supported by
other external sources '

217. In general, the perception of the countries
regarding their participation in other enabling
activity projects (e.g. USCSP, GTZ, et al), is
similar to their perception of the GEF regional/
global projects. While the technical
contribution of these projects was generally
satisfactory, factors like centralized managing
modalities, an emphasis on global objectives

‘over national interests, and a reliance on

external expertise did not result in strong
ownership of the final results by the

participating countries. Moreover, the countries
questioned the results of these efforts even more
after realizing that they were being “penalized”
when they proceeded with their national
enabling activity project proposals to the GEF.

TECHNICAL SUPPORT

218. Non-Annex 1 parties have had an
important need for assistance and technical
support related to climate change? In addition
to the technical assistance required during the

launching of different studies, the countries also
had a need for peer review of the technical
reports prior to validating them.

219. Technical support needs could be
achieved through five different mechanisms:

e The use of consultants (national and/or
international);

*  Exchange of information and knowledge;

e Published or electronic references
(manuals, guidelines, other relevant
materials, software, models, etc.):

*  Participation in training workshops; and
e  Utilization of NCSP services.

220. Consultants In general, an important
share of the climate change enabling activity
project budgets were allocated for the use of
consultants. From the beginning, countries felt
that enabling activities offered a unique
opportunity to build national expertise on
climate change issues. Therefore, they made
extensive use of national consultants in the
enabling activity process.

221.In cases where national capacities to
develop climate change related studies were too
limited, countries sometimes expressed their
need for international expertise. However, the
budget limitations of the national enabling
activity projects often prevented countries from
hiring international experts or allowed them to
resort to this expertise to only a small extent.

222, In those cases where expertise and
consulting capacity in the field of climate
change was already established?’ countries
resorted to experts from academia or affiliated

90  Reasons for this include the complexity of the subject. uncertdintics associated with scicntific and technical knowledge,

nethodological difficulties, ete.

91  Tor instance, in countries that purticiputed in previous climite change projects.
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structures (universities, research centers), the
NGOs, or even from government ministries.
The participation of these experts is, of course,

an asset for the projects, since in addition to
their relatively inexpensive costs, members of
academia and NGOs represent the main source
of expertise in developing countries, while the
representatives of ministries can often facilitate
the development of enabling activity studies.

223. Nevertheless, the use of these national
experts also caused some difficulties for the
projects for several reasons. First, the
participation of national consultants was
difficult to secure, since they often had other
on-going professional activities. Second, the
participation of representatives from ministries
as consultants, has, in some cases, caused
conflicts of interest and confusion between
their contribution as consultants, on one hand,
and their role as representatives of their
institutions, on the other. Finally, the relevant
expertise in these countries was usually limited
to a select group of individuals, with little
transfer of knowledge or experience to the
actual institutions in charge of climate change
issues. These difficulties are expected to be
reduced in the future, given the increasing
market potential for the “climate change
business” in developing countries. which
should result in greater development of private-
based consultancies.

224. In order to maintain existing capacities
and to enlarge the groups of experts working
on climate change issues, the review
recommends that additional resources be made
available for enhancing the capacity building
component of enabling activity projects. This
could be done by providing the enabling

.

activity projects with the opportunity to focus
on enhancing exchanges of information and
experience, as well as broadening technical
training to different groups of participants,
including representatives from ministries,
NGOs, academia, etc.%?

225, With respect to international experts, and
with few exceptions, the limited resources of
the expedited projects did not allow countries
to resort significantly to international

consultants. In most cases, only global/regional
projects (e.g. NCSP-Riso, Country Case

Studies on Vulnerability-CICERO, sub-

Saharan Africa-ENDA. CC :TRAIN-ENDA/

Southern Centre, ALGAS-AED, etc.) and some
non-expedited projects were able to include a
substantial international technical assistance
component.

226. Where involved, international experts
usually participated in the initiation or training
workshops. The contribution of international

‘consultants was important in providing
_ technical backstopping support?® as well as

sharing and transferring experience and
knowledge to the national project staff.

Globally, recipient countries expressed a high

level of satisfaction regarding the contribution
of international experts. A few countries
indicated that they would liked to have had
additional resources to hire international
experts in a number of selective areas such as
abatement, cost assessments, and vulnerability
and adaptation, or for peer-reviewing of the
final technical documents.

227. In light of this finding, the review
recommends that the national enabling activity
projects should have access to additional

92 For instance, through thematic workshops where couniry representatives would have to present the results of the
technical studies, the obstacles encountered and the remedial actions adopted.

93 E.g, peer-reviewing the technical documents produced by the projects, advising for the programs and the content of
training workshops, identifying consultants for some specific tasks, ctc.



60

Review of Climate Change Enabling Activity Projects

52

resources allowing countries to resort to-
international expertise when appropriate. In
addition, this budget line should be managed
flexibly in such a way that the countries can
make budget reallocations to other activities, if
the need for international experts does not occur
during project development. Particular attention
should be paid to resorting to regional experts
and to supporting, for that purpose, regional
centers of excellence.

228. The possibility of exchanging information
and experiences via the internet or during
workshops, for instance. was also perceived by
the countries as one of the most valuable means
for accessing technical support that the

enabling activity project could have offered.
However, because of budget and time

constraints, expedited climate change enabling
activity projects did not include these kind of

activities. In fact, only the regional and global

projects provided opportunities for exchanging
information and experiences. In those cases,
the positive effects for the countries were
undeniable. The review mission considers it is
essential that the national enabling activity
projects contribute to enhancing the exchange
of information and networking activities, with
a clear description of these activities in the
project document and an adequate budget
allocation.

229. On a positive note, countries generally had
easy access to published resourcesthat were

available around the world on the different
aspects of climate change to be addressed in
the initial national communication (manuals,
guidelines, other relevant materials). .

Nevertheless, some resources were much more
difficult to obtain (vulnérability assessments,
climate modeling scenarios, GHG abatement
assessments, GHG emission models and
projections, etc.). Here also, the countries
needed advice regarding the most appropriate
resources to obtain and some indication of how
to obtain them.-

230. For project initiation workshops, or for
training on different climate change related
issues, many countries used the CCTRAIN

workshop package. Reactions to the material
varied: some countries reported the package to
be useful, while others felt the material was
out of date, did not fit into the various country
circumstances, and provided only general
knowledgeX Much more precise and evolving
technical training tools were needed by the
countries to adequately enhance their capacities
to undertake the different technical studies
required under their enabling activity projects.

231. Many countries reported frustration at the
lack of materials and software for carrying out
technical studies, in particular those related to
projections and modeling. In some cases, the
cost of relevant software is prohibitive (e.g.
MARKAL),** and the enabling activity
projects did not provide sufficient resources for
acquiring this software and the training
necessary to utilize it. In other cases, countries
could not even obtain sufficient indications of
the existence of specific software’® or
information on how to acquire necessary
software and the training to use it. In addition,
when materials were available, they were not
always translated into national languages. All

94 Evidently, more focused uaining seminars are still necessary with the CC: TRAIN package. For example, the training
in future emissions modeling is not sufficicnt for countries to launch mitigation studics.

95 MARKAL is an economy-energy-environment optimization model frequently used in the development of mitigation

exercises.

96 This was a particular problem for countrics undertaking witigation assessments in the forestry and agriculture sectors.
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these constraints have limited the quality and
the rigor of some of the studies undertaken by
the projects.

232. In light of these challenges, the review
recommends that the GEF and the
Implementing Agencies explore the various
possibilities and mechanisms through which
countries could better access essential software,
as well to the corresponding documentation and
necessary training to use it..

233. Countries participating in climate change
enabling activity projects generally appreciated
the technical support provided to the projects
through the use of workshops and seminars.
This support was often in the form of training
workshops organized in the countries, or
involved the participation of country
representatives in various international training
workshops or thematic technical seminars’? In

terms of international workshops however,

the countries felt that the national climate
change enabling activities do not offer
sufficient opportunities and resources to benefit
from them. In countries where some flexibility
on budget allocations was allowed,
participation in several relevant workshops
contributed considerably to capacity and
awareness building, as well as to better

involvement in international networks, and
participation in the development of common
methodologies and approaches, '

234.1n order to strengthen the capacity
building and information exchange component
of the projects, it is recommended that the
national enabling activity projects provide
adequate resources allowing the participation
of country representatives in international
seminars and workshops, with a particular
emphasis on regional meetings.

235. Finally, the NCSP came out as one of the

major initiatives to assist non-Annex 1 parties
in meeting their reporting commitments
(national communication) to the UNFCCC in
a timely and comprehensive manner. UNDP
took the lead in developing the proposal for this
project. The NCSP is jointly implemented by
UNDP and UNEP, with a technical contribution
from the UNEP Collaborating Centre on Energy
and Environment (UCCEE-Riso-Denmark).
These three organizations formed the Project
Iinplementation Group, with the responsibility
of coordinating operation and technical
decisions of this project. In addition, a Project
Steering Committee, consisting of two co-chairs
(UNFCCC Secretariat and the GEF

Secretariat), as well as UNDP, UNEP, and

UCCEE, was put in charge of project

monitoring and evaluation. The donors (the
governments of Denmark, Finland, Norway and

‘the European Commission) and the World Bank

were invited to join the Steering Committee. .

236. The NCSP was launched after

consultations between the GEF Secretariat,
UNDP, UNEP and the UNFCCC Secretariat,

The aim of these consultations was to meet the
additional technical assistance needs of the
countries and to identify the most appropriate
remedial actions to the obstacles addressed by
non-Annex [ parties during the implementation
of the enabling activity climate change projects,
such as: o

s Weak awareness among policy makers of
the reporting obligations to the UNFCCC:

*  Limited national expertise and inadequate
information on existing regional and
international expertise; and

¢ Lack of information on training
 opportunities.

97  Particulacly, those focusing on the presentation of results of various studies and national and international experiences.
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