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ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND

1875 Connecticut Ave NW, 10th Fi.
Washington, D.C. 20009

Telephone: (202) 387-3500
Telephone: (202) 387-0070 Ext. 20 (Dxrect)
Facsimile: (202) 234-6049

URGENT -- PLEASE DELIVER ASAP

To: Katie McGinty

From: Scott A. Hajost
International Counsel

Date: - February 23, 1993

Katie,

The following is a draft of our GEF open letter for the: Rome meeting. We
are getting final sign-offs and comments in the next day or so. We look
forward to discussing it with you. On a separate subject, I returned from
Italy to learn that the UN CSD meeting had been moved back to February
24-26. We might have had something more to say on the program of
work. It's very short notice for governments and NGOs. I have spoken
with some of the concerned U.S. officials and my hope would be that the
U.S. takes a very flexible position for the organizational meeting leaving
it to the June substantive meeting to reach final agreement on priorities.
This would give us more opportunity to. reflect and for discussion. I would %‘
note that there has been no opportunity for there to be meetings between
the government and the NGO community on the CSD program of work.
Finally, on yét another subject, I learned only after our meeting today with
Mlckey Kantor that funding for EPA and the U.S. Mexico Border Program
is going to be reduced from $345 million to $150 million. Is there any
truth to this? That would indeed be unfortunate. Thanks

by
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OPEN LETTER
TO THE GEF PARTICPANTS

MEETING ON GOVERNANCE AND REPLENISHMENT
ROME, MARCH 4 AND 5,1993

Dear Participant,

We welcome your ongoing efforts on the re¢
Facility (GEF) to ensure that it may become

mechanism that is able to effectively help address the growmg global ermronmenta]
crisis.

While the NGO community has put forward its thoughts about GEF governance in
discussions with participants and in several NGO documents, we would like to
reiterate some of our central concerns with regard to GEF Governance which have
so far not been successfully addressed by the GEF. In addition we briefly descibe
the areas which we think need to be covered by the terms of reference for the
evaluation of the GEF pilot: phase.

Governance

Transparency. Discussions on restructuring the GEF began at a special meeting of
participants in Geneva in. February 1992. A central request put forward by
participants at this meeting:was for GEF activities to be carried out in a {ransparent
manner with open disclosure policies and with full and timely availability of
information. As a result the World Bank prepared a draft inforination disclosure
policy which was distributed to the participants at the last regular Participants’
Assembly meeting in Abidjan in December 1992. This draft outlined an information
policy that would have upheld the World Bank's current practice of withholding
project documents that are critical for informed decision-making from the
Partictpants, the Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel and the communities
directly affected by the projects. Several participants voiced their objection against
the proposed new information policy and prevented it from being adopted as official
GEF policy in early January 1993.

Where does this leave us? Over a year after participants first called for
transparency, no progress has been registered on this critical issue. We urge the
Participants to demand that the World Bank formulate a policy that will grant full
tion on GEF projects and associated World Bank loans_throughout
the project cycle to the Participants, the STAP and allected communitics. Especially
in light of a recent internal World Ban Ank report {the Wapenhans Report). which found
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that more than a third of the World Bank's projects are failing by the Bank's own
criteria and that the situation is worsening, the World Bank as trustee of the GEF
Id not be blindly trusted with managing GEF funds without public scrutiny.

The-Wertd-Bank-should now be making special-efforts-te-develop participatory and
consultative mechanisms thal will dramatically improve that performance,

Quality Control of GEF Projects. Many of the same problems identified by the
Wapenhans Report as underlymg the World Bank's poor performance record are

documentation on associate " IR l0ans and is not statfed and equipped to
conduct independent individual project review is inadequate and insufficient.

We recognize that the Participants have demanded that no new institution be put
in place. However, the intemational community did not intend that 80% of all GEF
investment projects be simple additions to regular World Bank loans which the
public has no right to know about and which in many cases undermine GEF goals.

Participants should seriously consider alternative options as no bloated new
bureaucracy is needed to create an effective institutional set-up for the GEF. An

ow serviced by a GEF Secretariat that is

would assist Participants in reviewing
EF pmJect proposals momtor pI’O_]ECtS froughout implementation and evaluate

them after completion. Approval of GEF projects should be in the hands of the

Participants’ Assembly subject to appropriate coordination with the Conference of
arties to the relevant global conventions. Independent of the outcome of the current
discussions on various modalities for a democratic decision-making system at the

PA, all project approval should be conditional on £very high deqree of consensus)

among all participants while at the same time ensuring Iall acc e program
direction of the Conference of Parties to the respective global conventions

Public Participation. While there seems to be an universal consensus about the
importance of public participation in the GEF, the GEF's pilot phase has made little
headway in establishing a process whereby aifected communities and NGOs are
integrated in the GEF project cycle. We weicome the GEF's plan to present an

ons paper on NGO participation in the GEF al the next Participants' Assembly

'%mgﬁmdeq There is_substantial NGO input for the pape? Beyond
examining the modalities 1c¢ 10 cooperation wi ral level,

such as consultations that provide NGOs, Participants and Implementing Agencies
with the important opportunity to interact as well as NGO observer status at the PA,
it is our hope that this paper will focus on the most useful role that locai
communities and developing country NGOs must play in project identification,
design, implementation and review at the country level.

Basic Parameters for E\ralhation of GEF Pilot Phase

We welcome the GEF's decision (o proceed with an evaluation of the GEF pilot
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phase. In view of the inevitable institutional interests that the implementing agencies
have in the outcome of the evaluation, it is crucial that it be conducted in an
independent and open manner. At the Rome meeting Participants will be presented
with draft terms of reference (TOR) for the evaluation. We strongly recommend that
there be an open discussion of the TOR with representatives from both governments
and NGOs before the evaluation is commissioned to ensure that its results will be
broadly accepted as a solid basis for a post-pilot phase GEF.

The GEF has stated that the evaluauon will focus on‘ grocess and not on Qrcject§
as the implementation of projects is not advanced. We agree with the focus on
process only if process is very broadly defined and includes juatio
component. We do not believe that the evaluatiocn of the GEF pilot-phase can be
limited to a desk study in Washington, D.C. or other capital cities. The Wapenhans
Report, a recent internal World Bank report, which documents a sharp deterioration
in the World Bank's loan portfolio, identified lack of attention to the projects in the
field as one of the underlying causes of a project failure rate of almost 40%. The
evaluation of the GEF pilot phase cannot afford to ignore the reality of projects on
the ground even if the projects are in a very early stagde.

The following briefly outlines the matn areas which we recommend be included in
the TOR of the evaluation:

(1) Decision-making processes

The World Bank’s recent draft of an informatiea-disclosure palicy on both GEF and
associated World Bank projects has been found to be too restrctive,by some
governments and has therefore been sent back to the drawing board.

- How have the STAP and the partner implementing agencies been able to evaluate
ca. 80% of World Bank GEF projects wh h of larger World Bank
loans if they had fuo access to documentationn on the associated loan? *

- As Participants only have access to limited documentation on GEF projects in the
work program and no information on associated World Bank leans, who takes
decisions on both the projects to be chosen and the levels of [unding?

- Who is ultimately responsible for GEF project quality control and can be held
accountable should the project have negative environmental and social impacts?

- How are GEF projects chosen? Do they form part of an overall strategic
framework?

- How has the concept of incremental costs been defined and applied during the
GEF pilot phase, especially with regard to biodiversity and climate projects?

- What is the process of decision-making among and within the implementing
agencies, for example on the GEF's Legal Framework paper that was presented at
the Abidjan meeting? What has been the process by which the Participants have
adopted the Legal Framework paper?

- What actions has the GEF taken as & result of recommendations/ objections by
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Participants with regard to individual projects and overall policies?

- Where is the seat of accountability within the GEF? For example what recourse
is there for local communities to voice grievances about negative impacls of a
project?

- Overview of use of financial resources in the pilot-phase:
- administrative expenses,
- project preparation costs with separate indications for costs of
implementing agencies, international consultants and national  in-
country expertise;
- implementation of projects
- cost of NGO consultation at bi-annual PA meetings.

(2) Field interviews ?

The need for community participation and NGO involvement in the GEF has been
recognized and the GEF has continuously emphasized the high degree

of public participation in its projects. Attached is a list of projects which call
explicitly for public participation {86.9% of all biodiversity projects and 55.6% of
projects). Furthermore, the STAP's generic criteria require that all GEF projects be
“participatory in nature”. Field work in a sample group of projects should ascertain
the nature and scope of community and NGO participation in the identification and
design of projects. and. where applicable, in the implementation and monitoring of
projects.

- Hasw been used in the design of mechanisms for local

participation?

- Have standards been developed to ensure local! needs are included in the project?

- With respect to NGOs, what has been the degree of cooperation with both national
NGOs and international NGOs, keeping in mind that national NGOs play a role in
the long-terrn sustainability of the project after international NGOs have returned
to their home base?

- Has local absorptive capacity and the in-country institutional framework
determined both spending priorities and volume of allocated funds?

- What measures do GEF projects take to assist national institutions in building

long-term technical and institutional capabilities to ensure project viability once
foreign assistance has been reduced or ended?

(3) Impact of GEF on overall body of World Bank lending
When first public doubts were raised about the GEF being too closely dominated by

the World Bank. the GEF's response was that the GEF would help open up the
Bank and make the Bank's overall lending operations consistent with global
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environmental goals.

- The Wapenhans report has identified the emphasis on rapid loan processing and
insufficient attention .to the sustainability of the projects in the field as the
underlying causes for the World Bank's deteriorating loan portfolio. What lessons
has the GEF drawn from this to avoid the same mistakes?

- What indications are there that the GEF has led to more transparency at the
Bank and in Bank operations?

- How have GEF projects affected associated World Bank loans?

- How have the GEF's program areas affected overall Bank lending for energy,
industrial development and natural resource management?

- Has the centralized GEF management {the GEF chairman, administrator and
coordinator are all World Bank staff, the Bank is the trustee of the core fund and
in charge of all GEF investment projects}) been conducive to transparency and
accountability with regard to both GEF and regular World Bank projects?

(4) Scope of GEF

- Wnll the evaluation carry out an assessment of the choice of topics for the GEF,
including protection of the ozone layer which was already addressed by the
Montreal Protocol? By whom, how and why were they chosen?

- WIill the evaluation assess the utilily, efficacy and need for a restructured GEF
in relationship to the global conventions as comnpared to other alternatives?

FUNDACION PARA LA DEFENSA DEL AMBIENTE (FUNAM])
Argentina

INSTITUTO DE ESTUDOS AMAZONICOS © AMBIENTAIS (IEA)
Brazil

INSTITUTO DE PRE—HlSTORlA‘ ANTROPOLOGIA E ECOLOGIA (IPHAE)
Brazil

PROBE INTERNATIONAL
Canada

INSTITUTO DE ECOLOGIA POLITICA
Chile

COTE D'IVOIRE NATURE
Cote d'Ivoire

COLLECTIF ENVIRONNEMENT A DIMENSION INTERNATIONALE (CEDI)
France

NATURSCHUTZBUND DEUTSCHLAND
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Germany

WELTWIRTSCHAFT, OEKOLOGIE UND ENTWICKLUNG (WEED)
Germany

BUND FUER UMWELT UND NATURSCEUTZ DEUTSCHLAND (BUND}
Germany

URGEWALD
Germany

PRO REGENWALD
Germany

REGENWAELDER KAMPAGNE
Germany

GERMANWATCH
Germany

CAMPAGNA NORD/ SUD
Italy

FRIENDS OF THE EARTH - ITALY
Italy

FRIENDS OF THE EARTH - AMAZONIA PROGRAME
Italy

GREENPEACE - ITALY
Italy

CENTRO INTERNAZIONALE CROCEVIA
Italy

TERRA NUOVA
Italy

MANITESS
Italy

AMERINDIA
Italy

LEGAMBIENTE
Italy

CENTRO REGIONALE D’'INTERVENTO PER LA COOPERAZIONE (CRIC)
Italy

JAPAN TROPICAL FOREST ACTION NETWORK (JATAN)
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Japan

CASA - CITIZENS' ALLIANCE SAVING THE ATMOSPHERE
Japan

SAHABAT ALAM MALAYSIA (FRIENDS OF THE EARTH MALAYSIA]
Malaysia

WORLD RAINFOREST MOVEMENT
Malaysia

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION SCCIETY
Malaysia

SOCIETE MARQCAINE POUR LE DROIT DE UENVIRONNEMENT
Morocco

NETHERLANDS COMMITTEE FOR 1.U.C.N.
Netherlands

GREENPEACE INTERNATIONAL
Netherlands

GREEN FORUM
Philippines

PHILIPPINES RURAL RECONSTRUCTION MOVEMENT (PRRM)
Philippines

THE PHILIPPINE CORE GROUP ON CLIMATE CHANGE
Philippines

SWISS AID AGENCIES COALITION
Switzerland

ERKLAERUNG VON BERN
Switzerland

WORLD WIDE FUND FOR NATURE - WWF- INTERNATIONAL
Switzerland

EARTH DAY TAIWAN
Taiwan

GREEN CONSUMERS FOUNDATION
Taiwan

TAIWAN EWNVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION UNION
Taiwan

ENDA INTER-ARABE
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Tunisgia

THE ECOLOGIST
United Kingdom

FRIENDS OF THE EARTH .
United Kingdom

OXFORD RAINFOREST NETWORK
United Kingdom

INSTITUTO DEL TERCER MUNDO
Uruguay

ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND
United States

BANK INFORMATION CENTER
United States

CENTER FOR INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL LAW (CIEL)

United States

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

United States

RAINFOREST ACTION NE’I‘WORK
United States

GREENPEACE U.S.
United States

WORLDWISE
United States

SIERRA CLUB
United States

FRIENDS OF THE EARTH
United States

CENTER FOR THE DEVELOPMEN"‘ OF INTERNATIONAL LAW

United States
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