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1. Project Data

Project ID Project Name 
P114010 BR GEF Sust Transp & Air Quality

Country Practice Area(Lead) 
Brazil Transport & ICT

L/C/TF Number(s) Closing Date (Original) Total Project Cost (USD)
TF-95978 30-Dec-2013 25,504,000.00

Bank Approval Date Closing Date (Actual)
28-Dec-2009 30-Dec-2015

IBRD/IDA (USD) Grants (USD)

Original Commitment 8,532,000.00 8,532,000.00

Revised Commitment 6,752,131.86 6,752,131.86

Actual 6,752,131.86 6,752,131.86

Sector(s)
Public Administration - Transportation(100%)

Theme(s)
Climate change(50%):City-wide Infrastructure and Service Delivery(30%):Environmental policies and institutions(9%):Infrastructure services 
for private sector development(7%):Land administration and management(4%)

Prepared by Reviewed by ICR Review Coordinator Group
John Redwood J. W. van Holst Pellekaan Christopher David Nelson IEGSD (Unit 4)

2. Project Objectives and Components

a. Objectives
Financial Agreement Development Objectives were: to assist the Selected Agencies to: (i) reduce GHG [Greenhouse Gas] emissions growth 
rates by fostering a long term increase in the promotion of less energy intensive transport modes and (ii) promote the implementation of 
policies and regulatory frameworks that foster the development of sustainable transport systems.
The Selected Agencies to be assisted in the participating cities of Belo Horizonte and Curitiba and in the city and metropolitan area of Sao 
Paulo were: (i) the Empresa de Transportes e Transito de Belo Horizonte; (ii) the Instituto de Pesquisa e Planejamento Urbano de Curitiba; 
(iii) the Companhia de Engenharia de Trafego de Sao Paulo; (iv) the Secretaria do Verde e do Meio Ambiente de Sao Paulo; and (v) the 
Empresa Metropolitana de Transportes Urbanos of the State of Sao Paulo.

P
ub

lic
 D

is
cl

os
ur

e 
A

ut
ho

riz
ed

P
ub

lic
 D

is
cl

os
ur

e 
A

ut
ho

riz
ed

P
ub

lic
 D

is
cl

os
ur

e 
A

ut
ho

riz
ed

P
ub

lic
 D

is
cl

os
ur

e 
A

ut
ho

riz
ed



Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) Implementation Completion Report (ICR) Review
BR GEF Sust Transp & Air Quality (P114010)

b. Were the project objectives/key associated outcome targets revised during implementation?
No

c. Components
According to the PAD (pg. 8), the project would co-fund measures in five thematic "Windows" identified in the Regional STAQ (Sustainable 
Transport and Air Quality) Program "according to priorities identified by the participating cities< world Bank, and GEF for climate change 
mitigation in the urban transport sector.
Window (Component) 1: Freight transport (Appraisal Cost: US$ 1.45 million; Actual Cost; US$ 4.346 million) -- provision of Technical 
Assistance (TA)  and training to improve the efficiency of freight transport in urban areas, and reduce conflicts and impacts on other 
modes of transport, including inter alia, the development of analytical tools for planning and evaluating projects and policies that improve 
freight transport in selected metropolitan regions.
Window (Component) 2: Better coordination and integration of transport and land-use planning and environmental management 
(Appraisal Cost: US$ 1.2 million; Actual Cost: US$ 3.074 million) -- provision of TA and training to foster more integrated transport and 
land use planning and to reduce the use of private motor vehicles, reduce trip lengths, and increase the accessibility to public and non-
motorized transport.
Window (Component) 3: Enhancement of Public Transport (Appraisal Cost: US$ 13.099 million; Actual Cost: US$ 16.626 million) -- 
provision of TA and training to carry out pilot investments to improve public transport systems, facilitate the effectiveness and 
interconnectivity of those systems with other modes of transport, and induce mode switching away from private vehicles.
Window (Component) 4: Non-motorized transport (Appraisal Cost: US$ 3.5 million; Actual Cost: US$ 2.994 million) -- provision of TA 
and training and carrying out of pilot investments to better integrate walking and biking into the municipalities' planning processes and 
transport facilities and to create incentives for their use as a viable and safe alternative to traditional motorized transport systems.
Window (Component) 5: Transport demand management (Appraisal Cost: US$ 5,942 million; Actual Cost: US$ 1.881 million) -- 
provision of TA and training to support the development and evaluation of transport interventions and policies to rationalize use of private 
vehicles, and create incentives for more widespread use of public transport and non-motorized modes.
Window (Component) 6: Project Administration (Appraisal Cost: US$ 313,000; Actual Cost: US$ 666,727) -- provision of TA and 
financing for administrative and technical support staff required for the implementation, supervision and monitoring in the project in the 
selected metropolitan regions.

d. Comments on Project Cost, Financing, Borrower Contribution, and Dates
Cost:: Actual project cost (US$ 29.588 million) was 16% higher than anticipated at appraisal (US$ 25.504 million).  ICR Annex 1 (pg, 
27) fails to indicate total original project costs because it shows only the portion expected to be and actual amounts financed by the GEF 
grant.  At IEG's request, the project team subsequently submitted a revised Annex 1(a) in January 2017. The revisions demonstrated 
considerable increases in some components due to the substantial increases in the Government contributions to Components 1 and 3.
Financing: Only 79% (US$ 6,752,132) of the US$ 8.532 million GEF grant was actually disbursed. The main reason for this was the 
significant devaluation of the Brazilian Real in relation to the US dollar during the project implementation period.
Borrower Contribution: The actual Borrower Contribution, as reported in the ICR, was 35% higher (nearly US$ 22.9 million) than 
anticipated at appraisal (US$ 16.972 million). The reason for this increase was not explained in the ICR or where these resources came 
from.
Dates: The mid-term review occurred nearly two months after initially planned but the project closed two years after originally scheduled 
on December 30, 2015, following two restructurings, the first on September 13, 2013, which entailed an 18 month extension to June 30, 
2015, and the second on April 7, 2015, which extended the closing date by an additional six months. Both extensions were required to 
allow ongoing activities to be completed.

3. Relevance of Objectives & Design

a. Relevance of Objectives

The project objective was relevant to strategic objective 4 - "improve sustainable natural resource management and climate resilience" -- of 
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the Bank Group's Country Partnership Strategy (CPS) for Brazil for FY 2012-2015, particularly the associated objective of "improving 
environmental management, biodiversity conservation, and climate change mitigation" and subobjective of "supporting efforts to develop and 
implement strategies for promoting low carbon growth and climate change mitigation action plans at the city level" (CPS, para. 73, pp. 32-33).  
Though modest in scope, the objective was also relevant to the priorities with regard to climate change mitigation in the transport sector as set 
out in a 2003 Bank publication entitled "Climate Change Mitigation in the Urban Transport Sector." which proposed priorities for the World 
Bank in this regard, and those of the regional Sustainable Transport and Air Quality (STAQ) Program of which it was a part, together with 
similar country-specific Ban-administered GEF operations for Argentina and Mexico, as well as one for the STAQ Program as a whole.  The 
project objective was also relevant to the objectives of the Global Environmental Facility (GEF) with respect to promoting innovative low-
carbon technologies and promoting energy-efficient, low-carbon transport and urban systems.  However, given the comparatively small size of 
the GEF grant and the extent of the transport-related air quality challenges in the two large cities and Brazil's largest metropolitan region, the 
stated -- GEF-imposed objective, according to para. 22 of the ICR -- of assisting Selected Agencies to reduce GHG emissions growth rates 
was overly ambitious. 

Rating
Substantial

b. Relevance of Design

Project design was substantially relevant in that it proposed the provision of comprehensive technical assistance (TA) and training -- hence 
institutional strengthening -- to help local agencies introduce measures aimed at reducing transport-related Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions 
in three of Brazil's largest urban areas. However, while the Results Framework attempted to reflect the project's underlying theory of change - 
i.e., that an "integrated approach" including land use interventions, promotion of public transport systems, non-motorized transport, vehicle 
efficiency, and transport demand management could have a positive effect in terms of reducing urban transport-related GHS emissions -- it did 
not provide a causal chain of activities to define intermediate and final outcomes needed to measure the project's progressive performance, 
and, thus, was inadequate.
In addition, the Results Framework contained outcome indicators whose actual end-of-project values could not be attributed exclusively to 
actions taken under the project and/or, in some cases, were not easily measurable.  For example, in the case of the outcome indicator 
"decrease of CO2 equivalent tons emitted by ground transport in intervened corridors as derived by improvements in modal split" it would be 
difficult to determine how much of any observed decrease in CO2 emissions was due to changes in modal split (i.e., collective and non-
motorized transport versus private motor vehicles) as opposed to other factors (e.g., greater vehicle fuel efficiency, modernization of the vehicle 
fleet travelling in the same corridors over time), nor how much any improvements in modal split were due exclusively to project interventions. 
Similarly, the objective of "fostering a long-term increase in the promotion of less energy-intensive transport modes" could not be realistically 
assessed at the time of project closing given that this clearly did not constitute the "long-term" and a similar observation could be made with 
regard to the ability to assess project achievements in relation to the "implementation of policies and regulatory frameworks that foster the 
development of sustainable transport systems," as this also implies the need for a longer-term (i.e., beyond the project time horizon) 
perspective. 
In other cases, on the other hand, the outcome targets were rather ambitious. As the ICR also indicates, the description of some project 
activities (e.g., elaboration of a master plan for urban mobility that is integrated with environmental and social policies and redefinition of legal 
framework for urban mobility) were rather "broad and ambitious especially considering the amount of resources provided by the project" 
(paragraph 22).  Again, their actual achievement, should this occur, could not be clearly or exclusively attributed to the technical and 
institutional support provided by the project alone.
It is acknowledged that project design was predetermined by being part of the larger regional STAQ program, which required that all three 
national projects (i.e., those for Argentina and Mexico as well as Brazil) share the same objectives and components. In retrospect, finally, 
insufficient resources were allocated up-front for project administration on the part of ANTP, which contributed to project implementation delays. 
These shortcomings notwithstanding, the fact that the project was part of a larger program consisting of two similar country projects and a 
regional "umbrella" operation did facilitate the exchange of experience and lessons learned across countries in the region facing similar 
transport-related air quality problems.

Rating
Modest
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4. Achievement of Objectives (Efficacy)
PHREVISEDTBL

Objective 1

Objective
To assist the Selected Agencies to reduce GHG [Greenhouse Gas] emissions growth rates by fostering a long term increase in the 
promotion of less energy intensive transport modes. Substantial.

Rationale
Outputs:
                

•  The project financed studies analyzing the impacts of improving fuel efficiency and reducing GHG emissions resulting from road transport of 
freight into congested urban areas. Two studies were completed for the Sao Paulo metropolitan area, one on the volume of urban freight by origin 
and destination and the other on a pilot night delivery program in one neighborhood. The first provided valuable data and the second concluded 
that "night delivery decreased total truck travel times by 43 percent." The ICR (para. 47) suggested that the reduction of CO2 equivalent ton emitted 
by ground transport was likely to be of the same order of magnitude as the reduction in travel time.

                            
Outcomes (indicators):
According to the ICR (para. 11), progress toward this objective was to be measured by the greater use of public transport and reductions in 
GHG emissions:
(a) Use of public transport:
                

•  There was an increase in the number of trips made by public transportation within the intervened corridors. The 10% target increase was nearly 
met in Sao Paulo (9.6% or 96% of the target) but not in Belo Horizonte (3.5% or 35% of the target).  These figures were for the growth rates between 
2009 and 2013 and were assumed by the ICR team to be the same for 2014 and 2015 (ICR, Data Sheet, PDO indicator 1).  However, the direct 
connection between project interventions and the reported results was not established.  In the case of Sao Paulo, for example, the ICR (para. 48, pp. 
14-15) states that from 2007 to 2012 the modal share of public bus trips increased from 26.86% to 28.97% while the number of private vehicles and 
motorcycles increased at an annual rate of 3.58% and 7.58%, respectively "far below the rate in other big cities such as Fortaleza, Salvador, and 
Natal where the annual increases for private vehicles and motorcycles were 6-8% and 11-17%, respectively.  However, these numbers are 
misleading both because the base figures were a lot lower to start with in the latter three cities and because existing congestion in Sao Paulo was 
probably a more important factor in the increase in public transport use during the period observed.

                            
 (b) Decrease in GHG emissions:
                

•  It was also noted that there was a decrease in CO2 emissions by ground transportation within the area of influence of the relevant component or 
subproject. The 5% reduction target was surpassed significantly in both Belo Horizonte (24.9%) and Curitiba (10.9%); however, as the ICR 
appropriately observes (para. 42, pg. 13 and para. 50, pg. 15), these positive results were only partly and indirectly attributable to the project. In the 
case of Belo Horizonte they were primarily due to substantial investments (i.e., for 23 kilometers) in a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system that helped 
mitigate a decline in public transport use in the city. The project-financed bicycle lanes appear to have  played a more significant role in Curitiba as it 
reportedly had "not invested substantially" in other transport-related infrastructure improvements during the project implementation period.

                            
However, while the outcomes measured in the ICR are not insignificant, it should be reiterated that the first part of the project's core 
objective -- and thus the objective that needs to be explicitly assessed -- is whether there was "assistance to selected agencies" to achieve 
less energy intensive transport modes and a reduction in GHG emissions.  In this regard, the following observations are of relevance:
                

•  The ICR failed to indicate specifically how each of the "Selected Agencies" was assisted in reducing GHG emissions by fostering a long-term 
increase in the promotion of less energy-intensive transport modes and, thus, did not directly assess project achievements in terms of how this 
objective was explicitly stated in the Financial Agreement, the PAD, and the ICR itself.
•  The ICR (para. 47., pg. 14) argues that the studies financed under Window 1 in Sao Paulo "removed barriers to strategic planning for reductions in 
GHG growth rates over time."  It also observes that the night delivery pilot in that city decreased total travel times by 43%, and, while the decrease 
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in CO2 equivalent was not calculated directly, "the actual percentage reduction is likely to be on the same order." However, while this intervention 
per se, while clearly positive, it does not represent "promotion of less energy intensive transport modes per se since it entails no change in the 
mode of freight transport (i.e., trucks).
•  In addition, the ICR observes (para. 48, pg. 14)  that, during the grant implementation period, the number of passenger trips on public and non-
motorized transport in Sao Paulo increased by 9.2% and 122%, respectively.  However, it acknowledges that these increases were "largely due to an 
investment and policy program that began in 2013 to implement and enforce more than 400 km of new bike lanes or paths," in which the project 
played only an indirect "advisory" role and, thus, can not be attributed to the project alone or even primarily. In addition, it is not clear from the ICR 
exactly what this "advisory role" consisted of in practice nor how influential it may have been in terms of the decision making process involved.
•  Similarly, in Belo Horizonte, the main impact in terms of increased ridership on public transport -- and the associated reduction in GHG emissions 
--  was due to the installation of 23 km of high-quality BRT and 70 km of bicycle lanes that were implemented during the project period, but not by 
the project itself. Here too, the project had only an admittedly "indirect" role (ICR, para. 50, pp. 15-16), although there is no more specific 
explanation as to exactly what this "indirect role" entailed.  So, here too, the positive outcome can not be primarily attributed to the project itself, 
but rather to parallel investments supported by other sources.

                            
Summary. While the ICR does not directly assess the quality and effectiveness of the assistance provided to the selected cities by the 
project, it does provide evidence that they are moving in the right direction to reduce GHG emissions growth rates by fostering a long term 
increase in the promotion of less energy intensive transport modes and that the project provided relevant assistance in this regard. Thus, it 
can be surmised that assistance to the selected agencies in the participating cities to achieve the first part of the core objective was 
substantial.

Rating
Substantial

PHREVISEDTBL

Objective 2

Objective
To assist the Selected Agencies to promote the implementation of policies and regulatory frameworks that foster the development of 
sustainable transport systems. Substantial.

Rationale
Outputs:
                

•  Number of cities with land-use policies and regulations designed/proposed that create incentives for more efficient and sustainable  transport-
oriented development -- target of one city was surpassed as four cities, including Rio de Janeiro, reportedly introduced such policies and 
regulations. However, as the ICR points out (pg. iv), the project directly financed these initiatives only in Belo Horizonte and Curitiba, while those in 
Sao Paulo and Rio were co-financed by other World Bank-supported activities. 
•  Number of cities preparing or implementing specific measures to promote interconnectivity between public transport systems and other modes 
of transport -- the target of 2 such cities was surpassed as all three project cities were reportedly preparing or implementing such measures based 
on studies financed by the project.
•  Number of initiatives to improve public transport operation (segregated or non-segregated) through modernizing operations frameworks or 
complementary measure -- the target of 2 initiatives was substantially exceeded, as 4, 2 and 1 such initiatives were reportedly supported by the 
project in Sao Paulo, Belo Horizonte, and Curitiba, respectively.
•  Number of NMT initiatives (km or facilities) including pedestrian, bikeway, and ancillary infrastructure built -- target of 2 initiatives exceeded as 3 
bikeways -- two in Belo Horizonte and one in Curitiba -- were actually built.
•  Number of traffic management policies or plans developed or in place -- the target of two was reportedly surpassed as three such policies/plans 
were reportedly developed, including the creation of traffic simulation capacity for the downtown/BRT corridors in Belo Horizonte and 
implementation of a Transport Demand Management pilot in Sao Paulo. However, it is not clear whether these achievements constitute "policies or 
plans" and thus respond directly to the indicator as stated. In addition, according to the ICR (pg. v), while the project directly supported the activity 
in Belo Horizonte, it only indirectly supported that in Sao Paulo, and the third such output is not specifically identified.
•  Of the 28 outputs completed under the project (ICR Annex 2, pp. 29-41), their distribution by Window (component) and City was:
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Component/City Belo Horizonte Curitiba Sao Paulo
Freight Transport           3
Transport Integration with Env. Mgt.         3          2
Public Transport Enhancement              3        1          6
Non-motorized Transport              2              3  
Transport Demand Management                 2

These figures indicate that there was a substantial imbalance of activities and associated outputs across the three participating cities, with 
the largest number of activities occurring in Sao Paulo (13) and the smallest in Belo Horizonte (5).  In addition, activities in two of the five 
windows (1 and 5) took place only in Sao Paulo. On the other hand several activities/outputs benefited other cities as well.  For example, 
on online course on sustainable mobility carried out by ANTP under Window 2 reportedly benefited 135 cities across Brazil, while a 
seminar on mobility by foot under Window 4 reportedly drew 600 participants from 12 different Brazilian states. 
Outcomes:
As in the case of Objective 1 the ICR failed to indicate and assess how each of the "Selected Agencies" was assisted in promoting the 
policies and regulatory frameworks that foster the development of sustainable transport systems. Instead it recorded the following:
                

•  Increase in the number of Non-motorized Transport (NMT) trips within intervened areas -- the 5% increase target was substantially surpassed 
(the actual figure in December 2015 being more than 20 times greater) than anticipated in Sao Paulo, with these results referring to the number of 
bike trips on one avenue, which was reportedly part of the 400 kilometers of cycle lanes implemented in that metropolitan area. However, 
according to the detailed account of project activities (ICR, Annex 2, pp. 39-40), the project does not appear to have financed any NMT-related 
activities in metropolitan Sao Paulo under its Window 4 (Non-Motorized Transport) other than a "pedestrian-centric" four day conference "with 300 
participants from all over Brazil" which reportedly "brought higher awareness on the importance of NMT" (ICR, para. 54 (d), pg/ 18).  Thus, this very 
positive result cannot be attributed to the project.
•  Increase in the number of cities that integrate environment and climate change into urban transport and land use master plans, which include 
the development of regulatory and financial frameworks that foster the development of sustainable transport systems at local and national levels. 
The target of one city was surpassed as all three project cities were reportedly integrating environment and climate change components into their 
urban transport and land-use master plans and studies.  However, the ICR does not indicate whether these plans, in fact, adequately include "the 
development of regulatory and financial frameworks that foster the development of sustainable transport systems at local and national levels."
•  The ICR argues (para. 52, pg. 16) that the GEF grant financed a large number of "activities that either removed important barriers or directly 
resulted in the integration of environment and climate change components into transport and land-use master plans and studies, which in turn 
promoted the implementation and regulatory frameworks to foster sustainable transport systems." The ICR went on to note that two types of 
activities or initiatives were considered as supporting the project's results indicators, namely activities directly financed by the project, such as 
studies, workshops, and other technical assistance that influenced policy and regulatory decisions, and "related initiatives or World Bank 
engagement with the project's participating cities (not necessarily financed by the project, but directly related to its PDO)." This Review concluded 
that only the first should be considered in assessing the project's outcome even though it is not completely clear whether and how they have 
"promoted the implementation and regulatory frameworks to foster sustainable transport systems," and leaving aside to impossibility to determine 
whether the measures taken will actually lead to transport systems that are more sustainable over the long term. 

                            
Summary. While project outputs intended to "promote the implementation and policies and regulatory frameworks that foster the 
development of sustainable transport systems" were substantial, the extent to which they led to the observed positive outcomes is 
unclear. In some cases, they were predominantly the result of other investments or interventions although project outputs may 
have made an indirect contribution. However, as in the case of the first objective, the ICR provides evidence that the participating cities 
have taken steps in a positive direction and that the project did provide relevant assistance to the selected agencies involved at the 
municipal and, in the case of Sao Paulo, metropolitan levels, which has contributed to the implementation of policies and regulatory 
frameworks that foster the development of sustainable transport systems. Thus, efficacy in this regard to the second objective also rated 
Substantial.
 

Rating
Substantial
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5. Efficiency

The PAD (Annex 9) selected "the cost-effectiveness of the indirect impacts of the GEF operation" as the "primary indicator" of the project's 
economic benefits and did not consider the immediate program outcomes. It also based this analysis on GHG emissions reductions from 
modal shift (from private vehicle to collective transport) in the case of Bogota, Colombia, indicating that these results were indicative and 
needed to be replicated in Brazil once baseline studies of GHG emissions for the participating project cities had been carried out by ANTP. 
 IEG agrees with the ICR's assessment (para. 55, pg. 18) that, due to the long-term nature of the potential benefits of the project and the fact 
that it only financed the initial stages of the actions that would need to be implemented and/or reduction of the policy/institutional barriers that 
would need to be removed in order to achieve them, it is not possible to compare these potential benefits with actual project costs. even 
though short-term benefits could be measured in the case of some project interventions such as the bikeways in Belo Horizonte and Curitiba.  
However, these activities represented less than 30 percent of total project costs. In addition, an ex-post cost-effectiveness analysis 
determined that project-supported bike path investments resulted in a unit cost of US$ 123/ton of CO2 reduced in Belo Horizonte and US$ 
284/ton reduced in Curitiba, but there is no comparative data for similar investments in other non-project cities in Brazil or elsewhere, such 
that these figures in and of themselves are not very meaningful. 
However, the ICR does not attempt to assess the efficiency of the project's technical assistance activities per se and no specific information is 
provided in this regard other than that a larger amount than originally planned was ultimately spent. The increase was the result of the 
increased provision of government counterpart funds, and consequently project administration required considerably more resources than 
initially anticipated, while the number of project outputs was lower (particularly in Belo Horizonte) than anticipated at appraisal (see ICR Annex 
2), thus suggesting that average cost per unit of output was higher than expected.  On this basis, efficiency is rated Modest.

Efficiency Rating
Modest

a. If available, enter the Economic Rate of Return (ERR) and/or Financial Rate of Return (FRR) at appraisal and the re-estimated 
value at evaluation:

Rate Available? Point value (%) *Coverage/Scope (%)

Appraisal 0 0
Not Applicable

ICR Estimate 0 0
Not Applicable

* Refers to percent of total project cost for which ERR/FRR was calculated.

6. Outcome

Relevance of project objectives was rated Substantial, but the relevance of design was rated Modest because of a results framework that failed 
to provide results chains that would lead to the project's intended outcomes and activities that were broad an ambitious with results that could not 
be attributed to the project. The efficacy of project achievements was rated Substantial on the basis that the selected agencies in the participating 
cities received considerable assistance through the project to reduce urban transport-related Greenhouse Gas emission growth rates by fostering 
a long-term increase in the promotion of less energy-intensive transport systems and to promote the implementation of policies and regulatory 
frameworks that foster the development of sustainable transport systems in the three participating cities. However, efficiency was rated Modest 
because of the absence of any evidence on the rate of return of any project activities and the higher than planned average costs per unit of 
project outputs. Thus, the project had moderate shortcomings and the overall outcome is therefore rated Moderately Satisfactory.

a. Outcome Rating
Moderately Satisfactory
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7. Rationale for Risk to Development Outcome Rating

The ICR correctly points out (para. 65, pg. 21) that, since project outputs were mainly studies and plans together with a few pilot works, their 
ultimate outcomes will depend on sustained commitment on the part of municipal governments. This commitment is judged to be solid and likely 
to continue. Given that municipal government priorities and personnel often change, however, this is by no means completely guaranteed. The 
ICR correctly acknowledges that achieving the ultimate aims supported by the project will depend on "strong political coordination" and, in 
many instances, far larger investments. This is particularly the case for investments for improved urban transport infrastructure and equipment 
such as Bus Rapid Transport (BRT) or Metro systems, which are essential for promoting a significant modal shift from private motor vehicles to 
collective transport that can reduce transport-related GHG emissions. Building bikeways and promoting other forms of non-motorized transport 
(NMT) in large cities such as those supported by the present project, on the other hand, while arguably positive measures, are unlikely to have a 
major effect on such emissions, especially as the private motor vehicle fleet (i.e., cars, trucks, and motorcycles) continues to expand. On the 
more positive side, as the Brazilian Federal Government adopted a national urban mobility law in 2012 requiring cities to develop and implement 
sustainable transport plans -- although the project does not appear to have borne any responsibility for this -- some of the studies and 
plans piloted under the project may be replicated in other urban areas in the future. On the other hand, IEG was subsequently informed that the 
Ministry of Cities is currently considering introducing changes to this law and does not presently possess the capacity to evaluate the very large 
number of plans that would be required to be submitted (by all urban areas with populations exceeding 20,000) under the law. On the basis of 
the information available, the risk to the project development outcome is rated Modest.

a. Risk to Development Outcome Rating
Modest

8. Assessment of Bank Performance

a. Quality-at-Entry
Project quality-at-entry was generally adequate, although the expectation that the actions taken under it could have a noteworthy impact in 
terms of urban transport-related GHG emissions reduction was clearly unrealistic.   The ICR team seems to recognize this by observing that 
this was done at the insistence of the GEF (para. 22, pp. 6-7). While this also brought some advantages (e.g., the possibility to share 
information and experience), the project design was also hampered to some extent by having to conform to the objectives and utilized the 
same performance indicators as the broader regional program, which reportedly resulted in the requirement to include monitoring of GHG 
emissions in its Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E framework (see also section 10 below) without there being a detailed definition of the 
methodology for estimating them which led in turn to "multiple interpretations and a difficulty in monitoring during implementation (ICR, para. 
22). More generally, the Results Framework was weak. On the other hand, project preparation reportedly entailed strong participation on the 
part of the beneficiary cities in the identification of the specific activities to be supported.

Quality-at-Entry Rating
Moderately Satisfactory

b. Quality of supervision
According to the ICR, The Bank supervised the project "diligently" and worked with the participating cities to accelerate implementation and 
disbursements, which lagged substantially during the early years of the project through additional training following the Mid-term Review (MTR) 
in January 2012. As a result, disbursements significantly increased during the last year of project implementation. Supervision reporting was 
adequate and ratings indicated Moderately Unsatisfactory performance in terms of Implementation Progress between June 2013 and June 
2015. The ICR observes, however, without providing details, that the Results Framework was "not adequately used" during implementation. It 
is not clear what this meant because the Results Framework was inadequate, as noted in Section 3b of this review. However, the 
Borrower/ANTP's comments on the Bank's performance were critical of the Bank's "uncertainty in the approval of extensions," which meant 
that "some activities were put on hold." With only three months remaining before the earlier revised closing date of June 30, 2015, the Bank 
agreed to a reallocation of funds to ANTP and to extend the closing date by only six months despite a request from the Borrower for a 12 
month extension. The Borrower/ANTP expressed "dissatisfaction" with only a six month extension stating that "the extension of six more 
months would have been sufficient to expand the activities, disburse closer to 100 percent, and achieve better results by funding additional 
activities in the windows (components) of freight transport and TDM and very prominent issues of public transport affordability, financing, and 
concessions in Brazil." (ICR, para. 84). According to the project team, this decision was due in part to the "limited supervision budget" provided 
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by the GEF. 

Quality of Supervision Rating 
Moderately Unsatisfactory

Overall Bank Performance Rating
Moderately Satisfactory

9. Assessment of Borrower Performance

a. Government Performance
The Government in this case refers primarily to the municipal governments of Belo Horizonte, Curitiba, and Sao Paulo, and, in the case of 
the Sao Paulo Metropolitan Region, the government of Sao Paulo state. Government commitment to project objectives and activities 
reportedly varied among cities and over time, although the ICR does not provide much information in this regard. Municipal priorities also 
changed over time. A comparison of outputs anticipated and actually generated by the project in Annex 2 of the ICR indicates that many 
more outputs were originally expected from Belo Horizonte (16) than effectively delivered (5), suggesting significant underperformance in 
relation to what was initially contemplated. However, in a subsequent meeting with IEG, the project team claimed that, if anything relations 
with the municipality of Sao Paulo proved to be more complicated.

Government Performance Rating
Moderately Satisfactory

b. Implementing Agency Performance
According to the ICR, ANTP responded efficiently to its task, although its "procurement learning curve" progressed slowly during the first 
years of project implementation. It did not use the M&E framework during implementation, but provided "reference values" for project 
outcome indicators at the end of the project. However, ANTP provided useful assistance to the participating cities and through workshops 
to other urban areas as well. The various implementing agencies at the municipal and, in the case of metropolitan Sao Paulo, regional 
levels likewise iniitally experienced procurement difficulties, due to lack of familiarity with Bank requirements, which delayed overall project 
implementation. Nevertheless, as the ICR states, "implementation progress picked up when the ANTP and local agencies strengthened 
their capacity at the later stage of the project, especially in FY2014/15, when the project administration budget was increased" (paragraph 
23).   On the other hand, at the local level the implementation of an effective Monitoring and Evaluation system was not established (see 
Section 10). These problems notwithstanding, overall the performance of ANTP was Moderately Satisfactory.

Implementing Agency Performance Rating 
Moderately Satisfactory

Overall Borrower Performance Rating 
Moderately Satisfactory

10. M&E Design, Implementation, & Utilization

a. M&E Design
The M&E framework was intended to address: (i) activities for the project as a whole; (ii) activities at the participating city level, including related 
ones not directly finance by the project; and (iii) undertake a national survey of Brazilian cities to be undertaken by ANTP, the project executing 
agency.  Each project component had intermediate outcome indicators, but data were lacking to calculate all these indicators for each 
participating city.  In addition, the key outcome indicators were defined by the broader regional program and applied to each of its three 
constituent national projects, which did not allow for flexibility among them, while, as observed above, the GEF insisted on the inclusion of 
reduction in GHG emissions in the project development objective and, thus, also among the key outcome indicators even though the Bank 
project preparation team recognized that the likelihood of achieving meaningful results through what was essentially a technical assistance and 
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institution building operation was limited.  According to the ICR (para. 32, pg. 10), the M&E framework "proved difficult to complete and stayed 
partially incomplete" throughout project implementation. Thus, its design was poor.

b. M&E Implementation
There were significant delays in M&E implementation, including in the definition of baseline values, target dates, and intervention areas on the 
part of the selected agencies in the participating cities which had the actual responsibility for these key tasks even though ANTP had the 
formal responsibility.  In addition, the actual quantity and quality of the technical assistance to be provided by ANTP to the participating cities 
was never systematically assessed. Furthermore, the technical assistance which was to be provided by the Latin American Clean Air Initiative 
(CAI) financed under the regional grant for the STAQ Program did not occur due to timing problems (i.e., this "umbrella project" was 
completed considerably before the present one) and difficulty was experienced with regard to reporting on certain indicators during project 
implementation, particularly the reduction in GHG emissions in traffic corridors affected by project interventions. As a result the M&E 
framework was still not in place at the time of the mid-term review in January 2012 and qualitative indicators were not incorporated into this 
framework until June 2014 and quantitative ones until December 2015 when the project closed.

c. M&E Utilization
The results indicators were not provided in a timely way by the participating cities or by ANTP during project implementation, and thus played 
no role in project decision making and resource allocation.

M&E Quality Rating
Negligible

11. Other Issues

a. Safeguards
The project triggered the Environmental Assessment Operational Policy (OP 4.01) and was placed in Category B. Environmental and Social 
Management Plans were to be prepared by each participating city, but impacts were expected to be minimal as the project was to involve 
only two comparatively small infrastructure investments, bicycle lanes in Belo Horizonte and Curitiba, in the latter parallel to an existing BRT 
corridor (PAD, paras. 72-73, pg. 19). According to the ICR (para. 34, pg. 10) "Only minor shortcomings with no material impact on 
compliance with policy requirements or achievement of development objectives occurred. For this reason, and considering that the 
operation did not generate environmentally negative consequences, compliance with the World Bank’s environmental safeguards policy 
was Satisfactory."
 

b. Fiduciary Compliance
Procurement: Project procurement was delayed due to the inexperience of the primary Executing Agency, ANTP, with Bank procedures and 
contributed to project implementation delays more generally.  This was reportedly addressed during implementation through the hiring of 
additional staff and training, but could perhaps have been foreseen and carried out during project preparation or during the first year of its 
execution. This notwithstanding, prior and post reviews were carried out in accordance with plans and no "substantial" problems were found that 
would "result in misprocurement or would cause contracts to be declared ineligible (ICR, para. 35, pg. 11).  As in the case of safeguards, 
however, "minor procedural procurement issues" occurred "throughout" implementation, according to the ICR, but it does not provide details and 
judges procurement performance overall to have been Satisfactory.
Financial Management: FM was also rated Satisfactory on the basis that ANTP's reporting and auditing arrangements provided "accurate and 
timely financial information" and that there was "reasonable evidence that project funds were used for the purposes intended." The only "minor 
shortcoming," according to the ICR (para. 36, pg. 11) was that ANTP outsourced its accounting activities to an external firm, but this reportedly 
had "no adverse impact" on project FM performance.  FM supervision also appears to have been adequate.
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c. Unintended impacts (Positive or Negative)
According to the ICR (para. 63, pg. 21), with project assistance, "the debate generated in the conferences organized by ANTP (see the next 
item) has been putting the sustainable transport agenda at the core of urban planning decisions." However, no specific project-related 
evidence is provided to support this statement.

d. Other
Institutional Strengthening: The project supported capacity building at the national level (i.e., beyond the three participating urban areas) 
by means of online training on sustainable mobility using contents from the World Bank's Leaders in Urban Transport Planning (LUTP) 
curriculum which was specifically adapted for Brazil.  More than 600 participants from 24 states and 135 cities and diverse public and private 
sector backgrounds had completed this training as of December 2015.  It also supported a four-day learning event on pedestrian mobility that 
benefited another 600 participants from 12 states and 37 cities including through video streaming. However, the ICR does not 
indicate whether there was an ex-post assessment of the usefulness of these training events for their participants.
Legislation: The project (through ANTP) supported the drafting of Brazil's 2012 National Urban Mobility Law, which, according to the ICR 
(para. 62, pg. 20) covered topics that were "closely aligned to the GEF project's five thematic windows.

12. Ratings

Ratings ICR IEG Reason for 
Disagreements/Comment

Outcome Moderately Satisfactory Moderately Satisfactory ---

Risk to Development Outcome Modest Modest ---

Bank Performance Moderately Satisfactory Moderately Satisfactory ---

Borrower Performance Moderately Satisfactory Moderately Satisfactory ---

Quality of ICR Modest ---

Note
When insufficient information is provided by the Bank for IEG to arrive at a clear rating, IEG will downgrade the relevant ratings as warranted 
beginning July 1, 2006.
The "Reason for Disagreement/Comments" column could cross-reference other sections of the ICR Review, as appropriate.

13. Lessons

The ICR provides a number of useful lessons. The following were prominent:
                

1 . The sustainable urban transport agenda is critical if overall GHG emissions generated in the sector are to be reduced.  It also observes that "more 
comprehensive policies such as prioritizing public transport and NMT (Non-motorized Transport) in the city as a whole...although presenting modest 
result in emissions savings in the short term, set an initial trend that will have effects in urban development in 10 to 30 years by improving the quality of 
service of less-pollutant (sic) transport modes," thereby increasing the attractiveness of collective relative to private transport modes.
2 . The selection of an NGO as the principal project Executing Agency had both advantages and disadvantages with regards to project implementation 
and outcomes.  On the one hand, in the present case ANTP demonstrated "a risk adverse attitude with regard to not engaging in new activities that could 
generate costs beyond those budgeted for the administration of a GEF project." On the other, it showed "relative independence and agility in redirecting 
planned activities that were not being properly advanced by participating agencies."  As a corollary not mentioned by the ICR, in undertaking project 
appraisal, the Bank needs to take these advantages and disadvantages, particularly the latter, clearly into account.
3 . Implementing agencies need adequate resources; otherwise the quality of their essential activities may be jeopardized.
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Additional lessons that could have been highlighted are:
                

1 . Project objectives should be realistic given the amount of resources and nature of the project involved. In the present case, as the ICR recognizes, it 
was not realistic to expect that a GEF grant of US$ 8.5 million for what was essentially a technical assistance and training project would be likely to have a 
meaningful direct and short-term impact on GHG emissions.
2 . Project M&E arrangements need to be properly designed and put in place during preparation or at the very least during the initial stage of 
implementation and properly supervised by the Bank from day one.  This was clearly not the case in the present project and contributed to their 
persisting poor performance and negligible utilization throughout project implementation.
3 . ICRs should assess achievement of project objectives as they are explicitly stated in the Financial Agreement.  In the present instance, the objectives 
specifically referred to the provision of assistance to "Selected Agencies", but the ICR did not evaluate project performance in this regard, nor was the 
Results Framework properly designed to facilitate this task.

                            
 

14. Assessment Recommended?

No

15. Comments on Quality of ICR

While generally clearly written, the ICR failed to assess project achievements in relation to the way its objectives were stated in the GEF Grant 
Agreement and the PAD and reproduced in the ICR by not evaluating the extent to which each of the project's five "selected agencies" that are 
referred to in the project development objectives were assisted in reducing urban transport-related Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions by 
fostering a long-term increase in the promotion of less energy-intensive transport modes and by promoting the implementation of policies and 
regulatory frameworks that foster the development of sustainable urban transport systems.  It also failed to specify the dollar amount of both 
appraisal and actual project costs by component (or "Window") in Table (a) of Annex 1, instead indicating the initial expected allocation of the 
GEF grant and their percentages of the total, which only added to 78% of the amount of total project financing indicated in Table (b) of the 
same annex. This table was thus incomplete. However. at IEG's request, the project team provided a revised Annex 1 in January 2017. The 
ICR could likewise have provided greater detail as to how commitment and performance varied among the three participating cities and 
because changes in municipal priorities seem to have been a factor.

a. Quality of ICR Rating
Modest


