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Workshop Summary Report – DRAFT NOT FOR CIRCULATION

Please note that all workshop materials and presentations are available on the GEF CSP Caribbean Sub-Regional Workshop 2009 webpage: http://www.gefcountrysupport.org/report_detail.cfm?projectId=228 

Day 1: Tuesday 16 June 2009

	Session 1: Introduction & Overview

Chair: Mr. Rickardo Ward, Barbados 

Vice Chair: Mr. Stephen Gold, CSP

Rapporteur: Ms. Seemin Qayum, CSP
Welcoming remarks:

Mr. Rawleston Moore, GEF Secretariat

Dr. The Hon. Denis Lowe, Minister of Environment, Water Resources and Drainage

Presenters: 

Mr. Rawleston Moore, GEF Secretariat

    -“GEF 5 replenishment”

Ms. Seemin Qayum, CSP

    -“SGP: follow-up to evaluation”

Mr. David Todd, GEF EO

    -“RAF MTR findings”


Mr. Rawleston Moore of the GEF Secretariat opened the Workshop on behalf of the GEF partners, and expressed GEF CEO Ms. Monique Barbut’s regrets about not being able to attend.  Mr. Moore stressed that the Workshop would allow the Caribbean region to discuss and prepare for the upcoming GEF Council meeting and the ongoing GEF-5 replenishment negotiations.  In terms of climate change, he noted that a long-term agreement at the COP in Copenhagen would most likely take effect after 2012.  Global funding needs in the interim period must be considered, and a good GEF replenishment could help bridge that gap.  A robust GEF replenishment is particularly important for climate change mitigation and adaptation in the Caribbean region, and Mr. Moore urged countries to actively inform themselves and participate in the replenishment process.  Similarly the Caribbean constituency should think about and analyze the proposed GEF reforms and transmit its positions and recommendations to the Council Member to support his participation in the Council meeting and replenishment negotiations.

Dr. The Hon. Denis Lowe, Minister of Environment, Water Resources and Drainage of Barbados spoke on behalf of the Government and people of Barbados in welcoming the participants in the GEF Subregional Workshop and Caribbean Constituency Meeting.  The Minister made reference his country’s commitment to a green economy that is enshrined in its National Sustainable Development Policy.  He stressed the special challenges of small island developing states, their fragile ecosystems and vulnerability to environmental hazards, as well as their economic constraints.  He emphasized the region’s adherence to the international environmental conventions and expressed his hope that the GEF as the financial mechanism would respond to the region’s many needs.  The Minister reflected on the necessity of improving the RAF based on the recent mid-term review as well as of crafting a more equitable distribution of resources in the current replenishment process.

Following the welcoming remarks by the GEF Secretariat and the Government of Barbados, Mr. Gold of the GEF Country Support Programme (CSP) introduced the workshop objectives and agenda, emphasizing that both were developed based on GEF Focal Point requests and needs and specifically respond to the feedback provided by Caribbean Focal Points in the 2008 Sub-regional Workshop in Havana and in surveys completed during the process of the 2009 workshop preparation.  

GEF 5 replenishment

Mr. Moore of the GEF Secretariat then briefly reviewed the GEF 5 replenishment negotiation process.  The context for the replenishment is that the GEF has become the financial mechanism of four multi-lateral environmental agreements (MEAs) – the CBD, the UNFCCC, the UNCCD, and the Stockholm Convention on POPs.  However, due to the increasing attention paid to climate change, the negotiations that will take place in the Copenhagen UNFCCC CoP on the post-Kyoto regime have become central.  In this context the G-77 have proposed the creation of a Climate Change Fund where developed countries would contribute 1% of yearly GDP. The example of the Adaptation Fund, which took 10 years to be set up, and is based on the target of 0.7% of GDP for development cooperation, as yet unachieved, shows that this goal may take some time to materialize. Therefore, a strong replenishment of the GEF is necessary to tackle the urgent problems that we face today and that we will be facing in the transition period between now and the establishment of the proposed fund.  Mr. Moore therefore encouraged participants to call for and support a strong GEF replenishment in all fora, in particular at the UNFCCC CoP.  The proposed target for the GEF 5 replenishment is $8-10 billion and will be negotiated in a series of meetings that began in November 2008 and extend through February 2010.

Follow-up to the SGP Evaluation

Ms. Seemin Qayum of the CSP discussed the follow-up measures to the recent evaluation of the GEF Small Grants Programme (SGP) that are under consideration.  She noted that according to the evaluation, the SGP is both successful and cost-effective when compared to other similar programmes.  SGP will continue business as usual through the end of GEF 4, but a series of changes, including to SGP management, are being assessed for implementation in GEF 5.  On the much-debated concept of SGP country programme “graduation,” the following points of clarification were stressed:

· Concept of “graduation” should be based on principle of equity in accessing core resources

· “Graduation” should not indicate the end of a “graduated” country programme 

· Neither does it indicate de-linking “graduated” country programmes from global SGP

· Rather “graduation” should indicate country is advanced in managing and sustaining SGP and fully prepared to take broader responsibilities in upgraded status

· Therefore, to avoid future misunderstanding, graduation should be re-phrased as upgrading of mature SGP country programmes

Ms. Qayum noted that a categorization of country programmes in terms of capacity and maturity is needed when considering “upgrading,” and as such the following parameters are being proposed:
· All SIDS and LDCs:  no change in their access to core funding. 

· For country programs in operation for less than 5 years, access to core fund maintained

· Country programmes in operation between 5 – 15 years would gradually move towards being upgraded

· Country programmes in operation for more than 15 years are the most likely to be upgraded

Ms. Qayum concluded by reiterating that because of their status as SIDS the SGP programs in the Caribbean would retain their access to core funding.

RAF Mid-Term Review Findings

Mr. David Todd of the GEF Evaluation Office reviewed the findings and recommendations of the RAF Mid-term Review, which was concluded last year.  Mr. Todd began by stating the objective of the RAF MTR:  to evaluate the degree to which resources have been allocated to countries in a transparent and cost-effective manner, based on global environmental benefits and country performance.  This was done by assessing RAF design, implementation, and comparing the RAF to other performance-based allocation systems.

Conclusions of the MTR

· The GEF is operating in circumstances which increase the need to purposefully allocate resources.

· Indices reflect best available information today, with some gaps which should be addressed over time.

· No effective incentives to improve performance

· Limited access for group allocation countries

· Implementation rules are too complex for flexible use of resources.

· This RAF is too complex for the GEF partnership.

· Increased ownership in individual countries; neutral or detrimental effect on ownership in group countries.

· Exclusions did not function well and may have diminished the effectiveness of the GEF in delivery of global and regional benefits.

Recommendations of the MTR

· Reallocation of funds should be allowed in the last year of GEF-4

· The last phase of GEF-4, including reallocation of funds, should be implemented with full public disclosure, transparency, participation and clear responsibilities

· Implementation rules need to be simplified

In terms of steps to improve RAF design and indices for GEF-5, the GEF EO Recommends:

· Improvement of the global benefits indices and their weights

· Increase of weight of the environmental portfolio performance – and include GEF EO ratings!

· Discontinuation of the group allocation

· Reconsideration of ceilings, floors and 50% rule

· Recognition of transboundary global environmental problems

· Expanding the RAF to one integrated allocation for all focal areas
Discussion and Q&A

Several countries (The Bahamas, Barbados, Dominica, Jamaica, St. Vincent) asked about how the Caribbean as a region had fared under the RAF and whether the findings and recommendations of the RAF MTR would be implemented, especially those that referred to SIDS and to regional projects.

Mr. Todd acknowledging that the Caribbean as a group country region had lost out in the current system, but emphasized that tomorrow’s session on OPS-4 will be an opportunity to discuss the RAF and the whole of the GEF by analyzing experiences and cases.  The OPS-4 process gives countries the opportunity to have their say in a strong and forceful manner.  Evaluations make a difference over time, they are a process.  The GEF Council may pick up some of an evaluation’s recommendations.  There is a management action record where management responds.  The EO reports to Council every year about whether issues have been addressed and to what extent.  There is no necessarily strong correlation between what the EO recommends and what is proposed by GEFSec, due to politics and depending on where the CEO wants to take the GEF and where the Council wants to take GEF.  The system picks and chooses among evaluation findings. The EO supplies fact-based recommendations to a political system.  Therefore the constituency has to insist on follow up and push for what the region supports and make its voice known on the Council. 

Concerns were voiced over the fate of the adaptation funds in the replenishment process.  Mr. Moore indicated that the idea is get away from sporadic nature of replenishment of SCCF and LDCF and get them on the same track and timing as GEF replenishment, to lessen unpredictability by bringing adaptation funds in line with GEF replenishment.

Barbados queried about the nature of STAR as a replacement for the RAF in GEF 5.  Mr. Moore responded that replenishment meetings and negotiation are ongoing, so there is no definitive answer yet.  The system in GEF 5 may not be called RAF but STAR, but it will be an allocation system.  It will link with the RAF MTR findings in that countries with individual allocations are more likely to have ownership and a better idea and say in what they want done.

The Bahamas, St. Vincent, and Antigua and Barbuda asked about the SGP criteria for graduation and the situation of SIDS and LDCs.  Ms. Qayum responded that the Caribbean region would continue to have access to core funding by virtue of being SIDS.  Those Caribbean SGP country programmes with 5-15 years in existence would have greater management responsibilities.

Trinidad and Tobago inquired about whether the country’s ineligibility for UNDP funding would affect access to SGP.  Mr. Remple of the UNDP replied that even though Trinidad and Tobago is not eligible for UNDP TRAC funding, UNDP continues to have a country presence and GEF can continue to work there, and hence SGP.  Mr. Moore added that it would be important to refer to paragraphs 9a and 9b of the GEF instrument and that he would have to look into it.

Cuba stated that the GEF 5 replenishment would always be insufficient to address the problems that need to be resolved.  It is estimated that $43 billion are lacking to address land degradation.  What is important is that whatever the amount is there is always an imbalance between the opinions of those who give and those who receive.  We have always had the best opinions of the GEFSec and the Agencies in Cuba, but not of the donors, especially the most important, because they have made us play by their rules and have misled us over the years.  The RAF originated during the GEF 4 replenishment process as a policy recommendation of the donors, especially of the most important, and was discussed behind closed doors. Our constituency representatives need to ask for accountability and explanations on our behalf because otherwise we will be betrayed again, the resources will go where the donors determine.  Increase in climate change investment?  We need resources for us to adapt to climate change, and those who are responsible for climate change should mitigate.

Will legal reforms in the GEF address the decision-making gap between donors and recipients?  Unlikely.

Environmental problems are so serious and grave that the GEF and others are becoming inoperable – the financial crisis has shown this starkly.  The GEF will become irrelevant if we don’t fight for a change.  Caribbean brothers, we are proud of being small, we have always sat with the rich and powerful as equals, soon the problems will be so serious, that the GEF will be useful unless we change it – Vivir por ver.

Mr. Moore of the GEFSec indicated that the legal and other reforms should be considered in the constituency meeting.

	Session 2: Update on Funding under the RAF, Adaptation Funds, and Cofinancing Strategies

Chair: Ms. Leonie Barnaby, Jamaica 

Vice Chair: Ms. Seemin Qayum, CSP

Rapporteur: Mr. Nick Remple, UNDP

Presenters:

Mr. Rawleston Moore, GEF Secretariat

     -“Status of RAF implementation”

     -“Status of Adaptation Funds”

Ms. Jocelyne Albert, World Bank

     -“Co-financing rules and procedures project case-studies”




Status of RAF implementation

Mr. Moore initiated his presentation with a review of a table indicating RAF allocations for Biodiversity and Climate Change.  The table indicates that there are still significant resources potentially available for programming.  Total resources allocated for projects under Climate Change are much greater than those to be found under Biodiversity given that the utilization rate is much higher under biodiversity – 11 countries have not utilized or programmed resources allocated under the Climate Change focal area.  This is in contrast to the BD focal area in which all countries have either utilized or are processing PIFs for projects.  It was noted that Haiti and Bahamas have successfully programmed the majority of their BD allocations, as has Cuba.  Cuba has a great deal of RAF allocation in CC left to program.

Dominica noted that, according to the table, there are USD 3.3 million potentially available to Dominica for programming, and asked if they could submit a proposal.  The GEFSec remarked that they have temporarily suspended submission of PIFs.  Proposals will be accepted after September depending on the availability of funding from donors.

Barbados queried the reallocation of resources according to a paper from last year or early this year.  He cited this GEF paper as saying that applications for funding would be received and addressed chronologically.  He asked what were the real possibilities of accessing new funding?

The GEFSec replied that this is the financial reality and that he had been telling the group to get its projects in as soon as possible.

Cuba commented on his country’s experience with the RAF.  While Cuba has an elevated scientific capacity it has been relatively unable to present projects in the CC focal area, in part because the funding available is so reduced, criteria are so narrow and complicated, and countries are unable to allocate the funding towards their own priorities.  If the rules cannot be changed to reflect what a country really wants, the resources will never be used.  The design processes are also long and torturous.  When we pay for consultants it is to the benefit of the donors – they give you the money and you end up paying them for consultancies.  If we cannot soften the rules of access to GEF funding, we’ll never be able to access them. 

GEFsec responded by suggesting that the Constituency should look at the issues raised by Cuba and contribute to the discussion on the future GEF.

The National Coordinator of the OECS Small Grants Program asked GEFSec to clarify if funds are not used by the last year of GEF4 are they then reallocated to others with greater capacity?  Can countries use a faster delivery mechanism like SGP?  If so, what would need to be done for this to happen?

GEFSec replied that he was not sure about the second and third questions regarding use of a faster delivery mechanism.  The bottom line is that the sooner a project is presented, the faster it receives resources.  He stated that he would need to get back to the group on reallocation of funding to SGP.

The Bahamas said that there were a number of discussions on the difficulties the region is experiencing in accessing resources.  Would GEFSec care to comment on the historical efficiency of presenting projects and what the implication for GEF5 might be?

GEFSec responded by saying that it is up to the countries to prepare projects and submit them.  There are a good number of projects being worked on. A variety of indicators will be reviewed in determining how to make GEF5 more efficient than GEF4.

Status of Adaptation funds

GEFSec proceeded to make a presentation on the adaptation funds. There are four sources of Adaptation funds:  SPA, LDCF, SCCF and the Adaptation Fund.  The SPA is part of the GEF Trust Fund and is fully programmed.  The LDCF and SCCF are UNFCCC funds and are not programmed to achieve global benefits as the GEF defines them. The LDCF has been used to develop and implement NAPAs. About 67 million of the SCCF has been programmed with the remainder to be allocated against incoming proposals.  Again, global benefits are not a criteria for eligibility.  For example, most LDCF funding appears to be directed to enhancing food security in the face of climate change.

The Chair queried GEFSec regarding the possibility of submitting proposals now to the SCCF and what the limits would be.  GEFSec replied that a huge backlog currently exists, but that proposals can still be prepared and submitted.  Amounts can vary, along the lines of FSPs and MSPs.

Barbados requested clarification about the possibility of financing technology transfer projects up to USD 4.0 million.  GEFSec responded that the tech transfer window is separate from the adaptation window.  Barbados requested examples of the kinds of projects seen in the context of adaptation, and would like the Constituency to be alerted to the tech transfer window and the USD 4.0 million upper financial limit for these kinds of projects.  Barbados mentioned the letter sent directly to GEF Focal Points in this regard.

St Vincent and the Grenadines remarked that at the last meeting of the Constituency, Focal Points came with a series of project concepts, and he requested an update on the their status from GEFSec or the Agencies.  He also asked about the different rules between the different funds associated with GEF.  How can these sets of rules be extended into GEF5?  How will countries be affected by the recommendation for an integrated allocation for all focal areas?  Will the rules associated with the Adaptation Fund be extended into GEF5?  How can resources be accessed more quickly?

GEFSec responded that the Agencies will present what they have been doing later.  The rules of the Adaptation Fund will be determined by the AF Board.  They will focus on better access.  It is possible that direct access to the AF will be tried first there then adapted to the GEF overall.  

The Chair queried the availability of funding.  To bring proposals to submission stage, technical input is needed.  Taking a regional approach is another challenge.  A regional approach to POPs might be a good possibility. It is not for lack of interest by countries, that proposals have not been submitted in sufficient numbers.

The World Bank had printed out the latest status of LAC RAF use prior to the meeting and presented some possible reasons for the current standing.  While BD as a focal area is doing better overall, it is doing less well in the Caribbean, and the CC allocation utilization rate is low.  She postulated that one reason might be that the way the RAF has been managed with only half of it programmable in the first two years, half an allocation is simply not enough funding for a worthwhile project.  At the same time, if a country waited too long, then PIFS came under suspension.  As the Chair pointed out, if one wants to work on a regional basis with these limited resources, one must take into account huge transaction costs.  

Cofinancing rules and procedures

The World Bank began the third part of the session by noting that the policy paper on cofinancing came out in 2003 and remains essentially unchanged. The rationale for cofinancing in GEF is that it brings additional resources, indicates commitment, and goes a long way toward ensuring success and sustainability.  Cofinancing comprises the total cash and in-kind resources committed to the project from all stakeholders to meet project objectives.  While a ratio of 1:4 GEF : cofinancing is ideal, a minimum benchmark would be 1:1 depending on the project and other circumstances.  Cofinancing is not counted as such if it finances baseline activities that are not essential to project success. Financing of these activities would be described as related (associated).  A great deal of cofinancing is often leveraged after the project starts, which means it is not counted at submission or endorsement.

Three examples of cofinancing were presented:

1) Blended investment Loan and GEF financing: the Mexico sustainable rural development project, which recently won an award for innovation.  The aim of the project was to modernize SMEs for environmental sustainability.  The GEF financed energy efficiency improvements for processing and biomass conversion for renewable energy.  The total cost of the project was USD 150 million, with USD 10 million from GEF, USD 50 million from the WB as a loan, and the rest from the government of Mexico.

When the Bank finances economically viable projects, the GEF requires a 1:5 GEF to cofinancing ratio. This means that every component of the project has to show this ratio of 1:5. The GEF wants cofinancing for every component, regardless of the component or the circumstances, something that is unhelpful. 

2) Uruguay Biodiversity; El Salvador Sustainable Land Management; Brazil NE rural development.   All these projects have bank loans financing specific activities e.g. rural roads upgrading with a land regularization component.  The projects identify BD rich areas for protection.  The loan is financed by the World Bank.  Some of the land regularization component may be seen to be cofinancing since this part of the project also includes identification of areas for protection.  In this regard, not every component is cofinanced as for the blended loan-grant example above.  The protected area component is entirel GEF financed, capacity development is cofinanced.

3) The OECS Sustainable Financing and Management of Marine Ecosystems – 5 of 6 countries – the PIF was presented in January.  This project is entirely incremental cost.  The project could be about USD 23 million with USD 8.7 million coming from the GEF, and the rest from Germany and other donors. This project forms part of the Caribbean Challenge.  

This is the simplest form of “cofinancing” since the GEF finances everything.  All cofinancing is incremental.  The project involves creation of a trust fund, institutional strengthening, etc.   Without the project most,  if not all of the activities would not happen.

In general, problems in cofinancing include cofinancing by component as the most difficult since different Ministries or institutions are involved in different components. As well, the GEF complains about full financing for certain components. 

Discussion and Q&A

The Bahamas reflected on why the utilization of CC resources has not been as quick or as efficient as those for BD?  Why are countries not more successful in programming CC resources?  

The WB does investment and projects tend to be large.  USD 1.5 million for an investment project is tiny. Investment in solar or other renewable would more likely be on the order of USD 4-5 million.  It is difficult for the WB to do projects at that scale. There are efforts to pull together a regional energy grid; the GEF could finance barrier removal.  Other agencies should also comment.

Cuba queried the possibility of future dispensation from cofinancing for small countries.  

Barbados commented on the greater success of programming RAF resources for BD than for CC.  Will there be a full set of updated rules for GEFSTAR by GEF5?  

GEFSec replied that the rules of cofinancing will not disappear, but there will likely be more flexibility.   The CEO is trying to obtain greater country ownership through cofinancing.   On the issue of GEFSTAR, rules will be in place before GEF5 begins.

Belize questioned whether there is a policy regarding loans in which they must be built in to projects, despite RAF being plentiful.  

The World Bank replied that there is a policy if you´re the World Bank.  Although it is not written anywhere there are exceptions to the rule in many places (e.g. Brazil).  It is not just an issue of cofinancing per se, but of participation and ownership by stakeholders. The way cofinancing is counted makes it complicated, but should be taken at face value.  The WB has no issue with the need for a cofinancing policy, but rather with the way it is applied.

Dominica asked if the meeting can decide to request reduction of cofinancing.  Small countries are being affected by a big crisis.  This issue should be brought to Council, perhaps with a statement of concern.  

The Chair responded that this issue should be taken up at the Constituency Meeting on Thursday. 

UNDP commented that he agreed with the World Bank on the value of cofinancing, and also agreed that the way the policy is applied is unhelpful to countries.

UNEP commented that in their role as implementing agency they assist countries to identify cofinancing.  Many times countries do not recognize that they already have these resources within national budgets or operations.  UNEP does not believe that cofinancing for foundational activities, such as institutional strengthening, should be a requirement.

The World Bank mentioned that in the final reports of many MSPs, the amounts of leveraged cofinancing have exceeded all expectations. This is closely related to the success of the project.  It might be worthwhile to argue that it is not necessary to have all cofinancing in place at the outset of a project, based on this experience.

FAO explained that it does not have many projects in the region. Cofinancing agreements are often negotiated from HQ in Rome.  FAO projects have no strict cofinancing ratio, but are agreed with governments.  These are specified in the ProDoc. Governments are asked if they can contribute to a GEF project. Projects are very country-specific, FAO acts on request of the government, and cannot disburse money except on request of government. As such, obtaining cofinancing is not easy.

Trinidad and Tobago asked if there had been an assessment of impact of accessing funds through GEF and the effect of cofinancing on it, especially in light of the underutilization of GEF RAF funds.  What has been the impact on the region of this requirement?  

The World Bank and UNDP both stated that no proposal had been rejected for assistance due to an initial lack of cofinancing.  The Chair agreed, but also stated that projects have been rescaled because of its lack.
The Chair summarized Session 2 by concluding that after an exchange of views, there was agreement to make information on the Adaptation funds and GEF utilization of RAF available to the members of the Constituency.  As well, information on the availability of funds for programming should be made available.  The issues surrounding cofinancing are clearer as a result of the discussion, and some consideration should be given to SIDS in regard to cofinancing policy.   

There is a clear message from GEFSec to ensure that proposals are properly in place as there are still funds available or potentially available to finance proposals under RAF and SCCF.  On the issue of GEFSTAR, it will be necessary to follow it closely as it develops over the next year. 

	Session 3: Mainstreaming global environment issues into national and regional development plans and policies 

Chair: Ms. Ruleta Camacho, Antigua and Barbuda

Vice Chair:  Mr. Rawleston Moore, GEFSec

Rapporteur:  Ms. Seemin Qayum, CSP

Presenters: 

Mr. Nick Remple, UNDP/  GEF National Communications Support Programme

     -“Leveraging National Communications to integrate climate policy into development plans in the Caribbean”

Ms. Leonie Barnaby, Jamaica

Mr. Philip Weech, The Bahamas 

     -“Review of Second National Communications (SNC) processes and findings: Country Case-studies”

Ms. Romy Montiel, Cuba

     -“ Review of Adaptation projects/findings in the region:  Cuba case study”

Ms. Jocelyne Albert, World Bank

     -“Mainstreaming Adaptation to Climate Change” regional project

Special Presentation: Coastal Infrastructure Project in Barbados:  Addressing the Challenge of Coastal Erosion

Dr. Leo Brewster, Director, Coastal Zone Management Unit, Barbados



The Chair introduced the session by pointed out that regardless of donor support, GEF support, or the international community’s efforts to mitigate climate change, we will suffer the consequences.  Current and likely future investments and assistance will be completely insufficient to address climate change threats, so we have to mainstream this and other issues into our national development plans policies and strategies in order to have the chance of coming up with effective responses.

Second National Communications

Mr. Remple presented on how the National Communications process and findings can further the integration of climate change and development policy and planning in the Caribbean.  He noted that the first National Communications date back to 1995, but that climate change was seen as an environment rather than development issue in the 1990s and only now has it begun to reach the development policy agenda.  After outlining the key climate change impacts and vulnerabilities that affect the region – sea level rise, water resources compromised, coral reefs adversely affected, species replacement, negative impacts on agriculture, tourism, and human health – he stressed the potential of the Second National Communications (SNC) to contribute strategically to communicating and mainstreaming climate change priorities.  SNC findings can be used to map socio-economic vulnerabilities, understand economic impacts of CC and frame follow-up measures.  In order to maximize the policy integration potential of the SNCs:

· SNC studies should address relevant policy questions and mitigation and adaptation follow-up measures

· Ensure SNC does not work in isolation by establishing information-sharing mechanism

· SNC should highlight critical short-term and long-term policy challenges 

· SNC process should identify capacity gaps and opportunities in understanding climate change issues

· Complement SNC work with targeted awareness and communication activities for public/private/policy stakeholders

Mr. Remple concluded by posing the following questions for Focal Points:

· Which tangible steps can GEF focal points take to make SNC more relevant to policy making?

· What role can GEF Focal Points play in linking priorities that emerge from National Communications with other GEF programming?

Mr. Weech and Ms. Barnaby discussed the process of the Second National Climate Change Communications in their respective countries, The Bahamas and Jamaica.  Mr. Weech noted that while the First National Communication was a desktop exercise, the Second is undertaking an analysis sector by sector as well as modeling specific to the Bahamas since the magnitude of global models effectively erases the country.  Unfortunately the progress of the SNC has been held up by funding problems.  For the Bahamas a 1 meter rise in sea level will result in a 80% loss – a complete catastrophe.  Thus to deal with climate change means to deal with sustainability across the board, for example increasing the sustainability of biodiversity through expanding parks and protected areas will have beneficial effects on water an marine resources and coastal zones.  Similarly a national energy policy that promotes energy efficiency in terms of national economic development is dealing with climate change.

Ms. Barnaby’s presentation included a number of clear SNC policy linkages in Jamaica:

· Data from GHG assessment to be used to inform Motor Vehicle Emission Standards and regulations

· SNC included in the Medium Term Socio-Economic Policy Framework to support the implementation of the National Development Plan Vision 2030, which provides the framework to ensure that climate change issues are mainstreamed into national policies and development activities 

· Included in MDG report to ECOSOC

· SNC has brought together various sectors to provide information and review recommendations.

· Comments on the proposed Caribbean Adaptation to Climate Change Strategy were obtained through the SNC consultation process

She concluded by inviting participants to visit Jamaica’s climate change website: http://climatechangejamaica.com
Cuba’s experiences with adaptation

Ms. Montiel provided a panorama of Cuba’s climate change adaptation experiences, focusing on adaptation studies and research in a variety of ecological zones.  She emphasized that adaptation is a national political priority as reflected in the National Environment Strategy.  Many of the research results have been obtained with national funding, especially in areas such as civil defense and hurricanes.  These results have been complemented by a regional project, “Capacity Building for Stage II of Climate Change Adaptation in Central America, Mexico and Cuba” that studies adaptation and drought in Las Tunas province.  In terms of the Second National Communication, Cuba has introduced a number of new elements designed to integrate the SNC with the National Environmental Strategy and sustainable economic development planning scenarios and programs.  A principal aim is to identify those elements that can serve other countries that are carrying out SNCs such as Jamaica and the Bahamas.  

Mr. Chamero added that Cuba has used national funds to support adaptation – no funds from GEF until now – and that while the research addressed vulnerability and adaptation in terms of people’s health and wellbeing, energy, and ecosystems, protecting human beings is in first place.  Cuba has offered in other fora to support SIDS in the region and globally on adaptation and mitigation and does so once again in this workshop – interested countries should send an email to: chamero@citma.cu.  The question is how to achieve a lot with few resources; in this education and research to develop technical capacity in a short period of time are key.  In hurricanes, first protect people, then infrastructure and resources.  We can cooperate in the region, we need to work together and protect one another in terms of natural disasters.  We can use this workshop to share experiences to prepare for the future.

Mainstreaming Adaptation to Climate Change

Ms. Albert of the World Bank asked the participants: What was useful about this project and how did it contribute to your country?  How would you like to build upon the Caribbean Community Climate Change Centre and the work done by MACC?  The original results framework included national cross-sectoral adaptation strategies for at least 6 countries.  This was scaled back because of problems with CARICOM to sectoral strategies in 4 countries.  The Coral Monitoring System was supposed to be a minor part but became one of most interesting.  MACC education and outreach was intended to be a clearinghouse for materials and publications and also to promote public participation.  It would be interesting to know where the studies that were undertaken in the participating countries ended up.

Discussion and Q&A

UNDP Barbados provided the example of St. Lucia where the SNC has been mainstreamed into policy with considerable success.  UNDP support has helped to involve ministers through workshops for different sectors.  The St. Lucia case can illustrate to FPs how they can support relevant policy dialogue and policy formulation.

Dominica stressed the need for cross-sectoral policy linkages and civil society involvement in the SNCs.

Jamaica noted that the SNC process involved consultations across sectors, including health. Political buy-in is a challenge and Focal Points need to have policy influence and push the agenda forward. The SNC has been very helpful in having climate change recognized as strategic issue, but linkages need to be made with biodiversity and land degradation.

Barbados reflected that while the SNC is well thought out document, how to implement it given funding issues and other complexities?  The reality of politicians is that climate change is something down the road and not an issue that requires immediate attention.  GEF needs to take this on, perhaps through future GEF allocations.

The Chair summed up the issues thus far:  SNCs should involve policy dialogues across sectors.

Political will and funding are critical if SNC recommendations are to be implemented (regardless of how good the document is, and how much policy and integration language are in it). 

St. Vincent added that an advocacy component in the SNC should help with policy development.

The World Bank stated that National Climate Change Communications are very useful for justifying any CC mitigation or adaptation investment by the WB.  Would modeling be an important element?

Trinidad and Tobago highlighted the involvement of community groups in reforestation and restoration of degraded areas through carbon sequestration and engagement with the World Bank Carbon Fund.  Policy occurs at different levels.  The private sector offsets their own emissions through reforestation as a means of corporate social responsibility.  This is positive even though countries like ours are contributing little GHG emissions, but the involvement of communities, agencies, and the private sector adds greater significance.

Guyana mentioned the Noraid low carbon strategy launch.  The forest should be recognized both globally and nationally, and compensation for forest services provided.  He further noted that the NCSA study recommended integration of conventions.

Jamaica noted that when the SNC is finished it will be reviewed by all sectors.  So far it has had policy influence.  Could we use the CSP website to post these policy documents?

Bahamas noted that global models already exist.  What is needed is downscaling for the purposes of the Caribbean islands.

The Chair summed up the discussion thus far by emphasizing the internal strategies that countries are using – communities, private-public sector partnerships – and the need for financing. The question really is how to make the SNC more useful to countries and allow for implementation.  There are regional opportunities for advocacy and sharing technical capacity.  Cuba’s scientific and technological capacity has benefited Antigua and Barbuda, which has little such capacity, in light-bulb exchange.

Bahamas expressed that there are nationally appropriate strategies for adaptation such as activities that can improve resilience of natural ecosystems, mangroves, etc., to maintain them as pristine or intact in order to adapt appropriately.

Jamaica remarked that collaboration with NGOs and private sector is very important.  We don’t know the linkages between biodiversity conservation and natural disasters as we should.  We need to address both mitigation and adaptation.

Final summing up by the Chair called for case by case analysis of adaptation needs, no one size fits all.  We need to explore opportunities to take advantage of lessons learned in the region.  It is an issue of concern that only 2 adaptation projects are being implemented in the Caribbean.

	Session 4 & 9:  Consultations with GEF Secretariat, Agencies, Evaluation Office and CSP

GEFSec: Mr. Rawleston Moore

IDB: Mr. Christiaan Gischler Blanco

UNDP: Mr. Nick Remple

UNEP:  Ms. Kristin McLaughlin

World Bank: Ms. Jocelyne Albert

GEF EO:  Mr. David Todd

CSP: Mr. Stephen Gold, Ms. Seemin Qayum




Bilateral meetings were organized for Focal Points with representatives of the GEF Secretariat, GEF Agencies, the Country Support Programme (CSP), and the GEF Evaluation Office to discuss country specific issues and concerns.

Day 2: Wednesday 17 June 2009

	Session 5: Country contributions to Overall Programme Study of GEF 4

Chair:  Mr. David Todd, GEF EO

Rapporteur:  Ms. Maria Soledad Mackinnon, GEF EO

Presenters: 

Mr. David Todd, GEF EO

-“ Introduction to terms of reference and scope of OPS 4”

 


The GEF Evaluation Office delivered a presentation on “The Fourth Overall Performance Study of the GEF (OPS-4),” exploring this study’s focus on the five clusters: 

· GEF role in the international context in dealing with environmental issues, 

· Results and impact of interventions, 

· Relevance to the conventions and to the recipient countries' sustainable development frameworks,

· GEF performance at all levels, and 

· GEF resource mobilization. 

The presentation was followed by a question and answer session during which feedback was received from the participating Focal Points. This was a closed session for the GEF Focal Points only. 

Session 6: Tools and resources available to support Focal Points

Group A / C: CSP Component 1 - Direct Support

- Resource persons: Ms. Kristin McLaughlin, UNEP and GEFSec (tbc)

Group B / D: CSP Knowledge Facility 

- Resource Persons:  Mr. Steve Gold and Ms. Seemin Qayum, CSP

This session covered the tools and resources that are available to Focal Points to assist them in fulfilling their roles and responsibilities.

Ms. McLaughlin provided information on how to access direct support funding that is available to Focal Points through the CSP.  Requests for direct support funding will be accepted until November 2009.

Mr. Gold and Ms. Qayum gave a demonstration of the online CSP Knowledge Facility for GEF Focal Points, focusing on accessing, developing, and using the country and constituency pages and the discussion forum.

It was suggested that a Caribbean page be considered for inclusion in the CSP online Knowledge Facility.

Session 7: What constitutes a successful project? Experience from the region

Chair: Mr. Jorge Chamero, Cuba

Vice Chair: Ms. Seemin Qayum, CSP
Rapporteur:  Mr. Stephen Gold, CSP

Presenters: 

Ms. Ruleta Camacho, Antigua and Barbuda

   -“Achieving project impact: Sustainable regional programmatic approach”

Mr. Martin Alegria, Belize

   -“Mesoamerican Barrier Reef System regional programmatic approach”

Mr. Giles Romulus, GEF SGP Barbados and Mr. Philip Balderamos, GEF SGP Belize

   -“Civil society & indigenous peoples participation in SGP and GEF projects”

Expert Panel:

Mr. Mike Griffin / Mr. Emmerson Beckles, FAO

Mr. Christiaan Gischler Blanco, IDB

Mr. Nick Remple, UNDP

Ms. Kristin McLaughlin, UNEP

Ms. Jocelyne Albert, World Bank

This session addressed the theme of what constitutes a successful project through presentations on impact assessment in a national project in Antigua and Barbuda, a regional project involving Belize, and the SGP country and regional programmes in Belize and Barbados, respectively.  These were complemented by an expert panel of Agency representatives who spoke to the issue based on their experiences with GEF and other projects.

Achieving project impact: Sustainable regional programmatic approach

Ms. Camacho of Antigua and Barbuda discussed the adjustments that needed to be made in the targets and indicators of the Sustainable Island Resource Management Mechanism, launched last year, to be able to make viable assessments of project progress and success.  In the project document the targets and indicators were unrealistic in terms of scheduling, time, budget, and capacity, and were not closely aligned with national priorities.  The revised targets and indicators promise to respond to biodiversity status and trends in the country and to show the impact of project interventions.  It is hoped that they will serve as a model for other SIDS.  Ms. Camacho concluded that if 50% were met, the project would be considered a success.

Challenges and Lessons in a GEF SGP Multi-Country Programme

Mr. Romulus is the Sub-regional Coordinator for the Barbados and OECS SGP.  The programme covers 6 countries and 16 islands with significant development challenges such as low capacity of CBOs and NGOs, participation fatigue, and lack of community cohesiveness.  Over the years the SGP has learned some key lessons about how address these problems:

· Build resilient communities

· Identify key participants

· Mentorship as a practical strategy

· Smart partnerships (donor network, etc.)

· Livelihoods is an economic not an environmental construct

· Real challenge in the sub-region is shortage of creative ideas

· Sustainable development begins when learning becomes culture and self-criticism becomes habit

SGP experiences with indigenous peoples in Belize

Mr. Balderamos, SGP National Coordinator Belize, discussed the particular challenges of working with Mayan and Garifuna communities, such as:

· Isolated or hard to reach geographic location

· Communication and coordination problems

· Lack of capacity and accountability

· Gender issues

· Leadership gaps

· Conflicts (internal and external)

Recommendations based on the Belize SGP’s involvement with indigenous communities over many years include:

· Recognize and prioritize indigenous peoples & vulnerable communities

· Adopt and utilize new approaches and proposal formats

· Long-term partnering is necessary

· Provide training in conflict resolution

· Engage and involve other partners with technical expertise

· Incorporate traditional knowledge in projects to enhance ownership and acceptance

· Include capacity building training and skills development in all projects

Summary of discussion is forthcoming.

	Session 8: Conclusions, Follow-up Actions, and Closure

Chair: Ms. Donna Forde, Barbados

Vice Chair: Ms. Kristin McLaughlin, UNEP

Rapporteur: Mr. Christiaan Gischler Blanco, IDB



The Alternate Council Member, Mr. Martin Alegria of Belize, provided a summary of recommendations made over the two days:

· SGP country programmes should not be phased out

· RAF should be simplified for GEF 5

· Cofinancing rules and restrictions should be waived for smaller countries and economies, especially SIDS and LDCs

· Sharing experiences of GEF projects among the Caribbean constituency is necessary 

· Cuba's experience in climate change adaptation is very relevant for other Caribbean countries

· GEF Focal Points need tools to work and restrictions on buying computer equipment with direct support funds should be lifted

Barbados and the Bahamas stated that the concerns raised about the GEF 5 proposals and GEF governance should be discussed in the constituency meeting.

Mr. Moore, on behalf of the GEF Secretariat and Mr. Ward, on behalf of the host government, thanked the delegates for their active participation and closed the session.
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