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	Session 1: Welcome & Introduction
Chair: Mr. Jonathan Allotey, GEF OFP Ghana
Vice Chair: Mr. William Ehlers, GEFSec

Rapporteur: Ms. Tehmina Akhtar, CSP
Welcoming remarks:

Mr. William Ehlers, GEFSec

H. E. Ms. Sherry Ayittey, Minister of Environment, Science and Technology of Ghana



The Chair, Mr. Jonathan Allotey, Executive Director of Ghana Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), opened the session by inviting the GEF Secretariat to make welcome remarks.

Mr. William Ehlers, Head of External Affairs at the GEF Secretariat, welcomed participants to the workshop on behalf of the GEF CEO and GEF partners. He noted the importance of the event because the process of the GEF-5 replenishment has just begun, in a context of the international financial crisis that can impact financial institutions like the GEF. In addition, negotiations are currently taking place to prepare the Copenhagen meeting on climate change. Many options are under discussion for the establishment of new funding for adaptation and mitigation of climate change. However, he noted that no matter how successful the global community is in setting up Climate Change funding, the establishment and operationalization of these funds will take time.  Thus the GEF will continue to fill an important role in financing global environmental concerns and we need it to be active and strong.  He emphasized to countries that it is in everyone’s interest to insist on a strong Replenishment of the GEF.  He noted that the Sub-Regional Workshop was an opportunity to discuss issues and concerns and to interact with the GEF partners and countries in the region.  He acknowledged the presence of senior representatives from the GEF Agencies and GEF Evaluation office and invited countries to take advantage of their presence to discuss and resolve any issues of concern.

The Chair then introduced H. E. Ms. Sherry Ayittey, the Minister of Environment, Science and Technology of Ghana. Ms. Ayittey welcomed all participants to Ghana on behalf of the President and people of Ghana. She emphasized the importance of the GEF as a global partnership among international institutions, governments, non-governmental organizations and the private sector to address critical global environmental issues under the six focal areas of the GEF.  She mentioned the steps taken by the current government in Ghana to increase the importance accorded to the environment, notably by the creation of the Ministry of Environment, Science and Technology. She noted that Ghana has benefited from the GEF through 110 projects funded under the Small Grants Programme which brought global environmental issues to local communities. She noted that Ghana has also benefitted from 19 Full and Medium sized GEF projects and has participated in 27 regional and global projects.  Despite the benefits to developing countries like Ghana, the Minister noted that the Resource Allocation Framework (RAF) under GEF 4 had not been favourable to them in terms of funding allocated. She noted that countries had serious concerns about the governance and procedures for release of funds at the GEF and hoped that these issues would be addressed. She expressed the hope that the new System for Transparent Allocation of Resources (STAR) to be applied in GEF 5 will take on board the concerns expressed by developing countries. She also highlighted the importance of addressing Climate Change, and hoped that more would be done to support Africa and Small Island Developing States (SIDS) in this regard. In closing she wished all participants successful deliberations that would improve the understanding of GEF operations for smooth implementation of GEF funded projects.
The Chair acknowledged the presence of the Minister of Environment, Lands and County Planning of Sierra Leone, H. E. Mr. Denis M. Sandy, and invited him to address the workshop.  Mr. Sandy expressed greetings to all participants from the President of Sierra Leone. He noted that the Sierra Leone Environmental Protection Agency has been recently established as an arm of his Ministry to strengthen the institutional framework to address environmental issues in the country. He noted the importance of several issues, such as water, land degradation, deforestation, and climate change.  He expressed the view that climate change would not be addressed without a strong partnership between developing and developed countries.  
The GEF Country Support Programme (CSP) (Ms. Tehmina Akhtar) briefed participants on the process for preparing the workshop agenda, including a review of feedback received from Focal Points in the region at last year’s workshop as well as through an online survey conducted by the CSP in May 2009. She explained how the Agenda of the current workshop was structured and presented the key objectives of the workshop:

· To learn about new directions and developments in the GEF, interact with GEF partners, and discuss follow-up actions 

· To share knowledge and learn from country/regional experiences and good practices on priority themes and topics such as GEF integration into national development plans and what constitutes a good GEF project in the regional context

· To manage workloads and share information on tools and resources available to FPs 

· To elicit country feedback to a major ongoing evaluation - the OPS 

She highlighted some of the key elements of the Agenda and briefly introduced the materials and documentation available for participants. 

This was followed by a round of introductions of participants. In total the workshop was attended by 31 Focal Points and designates representing 21 countries.  The participants included representatives from the GEFSec, GEF Evaluation Office, African Development Bank (AfDB), FAO, UNDP, UNEP, the World Bank and the CSP.  In addition Observers representing local Agency offices and the GEF SGP also attended.
Discussion:

Mr. William Ehlers, GEF Sec, took the floor to acknowledge the concerns raised by Minister Ayittey and Minister Sandy.  He noted that the GEF Secretariat is very sensitive to country concerns and added that proposals are on the table to address many of these concerns in GEF 5.  He invited countries to review the proposals and communicate their views at GEF Council, at the GEF Assembly next year, and in the course of the Replenishment process.  He added that the Replenishment process was now open to participation of observers from developing countries and invited countries to participate. He emphasized that the GEF Secretariat is there to serve countries and it is up to the countries to take the decisions and guide the Secretariat.

The Chair thanked all speakers for their interventions and declared the Session concluded.
	Session 2: Update on GEF Policies and Procedures
Chair: Ms. Nima Bah Barry, OFP Guinea
Vice Chair: Mr. John Hough, UNDP
Rapporteur: Mr. Adamou Bouhari, UNEP
Presenters:

Mr. Rob van den Berg
     -“Briefing on RAF MTR Findings”

Mr. William Ehlers, GEF Secretariat

     - “Status of RAF Implementation”

     - “Update on Programmatic approaches in the region”

     - “Status of Adaptation Funds”
     - “SGP: Follow up to evaluation”

     - “Overview of the GEF 5 Replenishment & Introduction to the STAR programme”



The session was subdivided into two rounds of presentations followed by discussions.  The first part of the session covered issues related to the:

· RAF MTR findings 

· Status of RAF implementation

· Programmatic approaches in the region

RAF Mid Term Review
The first presentation focused on the RAF Mid Term Review (MTR). The presenter, Mr. Rob van den Berg from the GEF Evaluation Office, reviewed the findings of the review in regard to the implementation of the RAF, the main bottlenecks, and the feedback received from GEF Focal Points last year in Douala. He highlighted the main conclusions which were presented to the GEF Council in November 2008, noting that the Council has accepted the findings and is trying to amend the system to address the issues. 

Some of the key points touched upon in the presentation included:
· The special session at last year’s Sub-Regional Workshop in Douala to seek countries’ feedback on the RAF implementation contributed tremendously in reviewing the RAF;

· The RAF MTR has supported the Council in taking some important decisions related to the RAF – particularly its design, implementation, and link with the overall GEF portfolio;

· It was found that the RAF design did not provide any incentives as there was no linkage between allocation and countries’ performance;

· While some countries have good experiences to be capitalized, others particularly those in the Group have had limited access to GEF resources;

· The RAF proved to be a complex system in the GEF partnership, therefore the Council has decided to review the system in GEF5;

· The RAF MTR found a positive effect on countries with individual allocation as the RAF enhanced the country ownership. However, for the Countries in the Group allocation system there was an uncertainty on the rules leading to insufficient ownership;

· The SGP resources, although set aside, faced problems due to lack of clarity of the rules  

Among the main conclusions drawn from the evaluation are:

· The GEF should have a fair mechanism of efficient resource allocation and as such RAF has been a welcome mechanism, however, the issue of capacity and equitable allocation of resources allocation should be addressed, particularly for African and Small Islands States;

· A resource allocation framework should continue to be applied in GEF5 but the mechanism should be reviewed.

The recommendations made by the EO include:

· To review the allocation criteria;

· To increase countries’ ownership;

· To cancel the Group Allocation;

· To review the ceiling amount for each country; and
· To recognize the cross-cutting and transversal environmental problems

Status of RAF implementation

In the second presentation the RAF implementation status in both Biodiversity and Climate Change focal areas was reviewed by Mr. William Ehlers of the GEF Secretariat. The key points raised in the presentation included:

· The amount of actual resources have reduced when compared with the original estimation;

· A guaranteed amount of $1 million in each focal area was assured to Group countries, however the deadline for this guarantee has expired;

· For countries participating in a programmatic approach, the resources have been secured in the approved programme envelopes;

· The use of the programmatic approaches has improved the utilization of resources by countries;

· In certain countries with individual allocation like Cameroon, title resources have been utilized; other countries need to put more effort to ensure utilization of resources.   

Programmatic approaches in the region

GEF Secretariat (Mr. Ehlers) noted that the concept of the programmatic approach was developed by building upon some basic ideas:

· Agencies had been developing programmatic approaches
· Council had recommended it

· It responded to a request from countries

The value added of the programmatic approach includes:

· For countries – it is more strategic and provides the opportunity to pool more resources;
· For Agencies – it can help to reduce transaction costs

· For GEF – it can maximize global environmental benefits by promoting greater synergy
He briefly presented the main programmatic approaches in the region:

· TerrAfrica – Strategic Investment Programme on Sustainable Land Management (SIP/SLM)

· Strategic Programme for West Africa on Biodiversity

· Strategic Programme for West Africa on Energy

· Strategic Programme for Sustainable Forest Management in the Congo Basin

The most advanced and active programmatic approach in the region has been the TerrAfrica SIP/SLM, while the remaining programmatic approaches are still in the early stages.
Discussion

The first three presentations were then followed by various questions from countries. While many questions focused on the issues clarifying individual countries’ situations, many questions were broader and focused on global issues of concern to the GEF and region. These included:

· Need for improvement of the RAF allocation system
· Questions on how RAF allocations were determined
· Impacts of the EO recommendations on the remaining GEF4 implementation

· Clarification on the available RAF funds for the remaining period of GEF 4
· The need for countries to contribute their own experiences in the course of GEF 4 for proposals for the 5th Replenishment
· Greater efforts needed to build countries capacity in project formulation

· Need to avoid delays due to language barriers, particularly in French speaking countries
· Responsibilities of all GEF family in project delays, including the need to clarify the responsibility of Agencies along the project cycle
· Recognition that programmatic approaches have helped to improve the GEF resource access

· Questions about the programmatic approaches in GEF5, particularly in relation to all focal areas

The GEF Secretariat, Evaluation Office and Agencies’ representatives, provided responses to the various questions and concerns raised. These responses included:
GEF Sec (Mr. Ehlers) provided the following responses:
· Resource access constraints by countries in the Group allocation have been addressed through programmatic approaches. The issue has been taken in to consideration by the whole GEF system

· The 50 % rule and Group allocation will be discontinued in GEF 5, however the details on the rules to be applied to the GEF5 allocation system are still being worked out

· Documents on RAF review are to be considered in GEF5 and have been prepared and submitted to the last GEF Council meeting in June 2009.  A Task Force is now working to review documents for submission to next GEF Council meeting in November 2009.
· GEF 5 policies will continue to be discussed in the course of the Replenishment process

· The programmatic approach should have a strong linkage with the national programming process. One proposal is for countries to prepare a plan in GEF 5 on how they wish to use their allocation.
· The programmatic approaches would be relevant to all focal areas

· It is recognized that there is a problem with Medium Sized Projects (MSP). The GEF Secretariat is proposing a solution on how to increase MSP funding to US$3 million
GEF EO (Mr. van den Berg) provided the following responses:

· Countries are encouraged to react to and make their views known within the framework of the OPS4 Evaluation

· It can take a long time to capture the experience from countries and Agencies and turn into new guidance. These issues get raised in one Council and then need to be reflected on and proposals presented to the next Council. However Council decisions can help to speed up necessary changes, as has happened in the case of language barriers and associated constraints. The CEO  has indicated a desire to tackle this issue before the next Replenishment.

GEF Agencies provided the following responses to concerns raised by countries:

· UNDP (Mr. John Hough) noted that delays are an issue of concern for everyone, countries as well as Agencies.  For a typical UNDP project it takes 3-6 months for the project to be up and running, however time frames for GEF supported projects are much longer. He hoped that OPS 4 would help to shed some light on where and why delays happen as it would be looking at implementation issues in detail. UNDP was also internally looking at ensuring that delays are minimized at all steps.

· UNEP (Mr. Adamou Bouhari) acknowledged that countries may have experienced difficulties in the past because UNEP is not present in their countries. He noted that UNEP has recently reorganized its team and adopted an approach of designating of Regional Focal Points for each region to help resolve issues specific to the region, language barriers, and delays and bottlenecks in order to support and address country concerns. He indicated that he was the Regional Focal Point for francophone countries in West Africa and indicated his availability to help resolve any difficulties experienced by countries.
· AfDB (Ms. Siham Mohamedahmed) noted that in the past there was some reluctance among Task Managers at the Bank to take on projects with a GEF component as generally such projects took on average 4 years to be approved.  However she welcomed the efforts to streamline and simplify the GEF Project Cycle and reduce project preparation time, and noted that the AfDB is ready to support countries which have project ideas for the Bank to consider.

· FAO (Mr. Fernando Salinas) responded to a point of clarification raised by DRC concerning an FAO/GEF project within the framework of the Congo Basin Programmatic Approach, and offered to check on the current status of the project and get back to the country representatives.
The second part of the session covered issues related to the:

· Status of Adaptation Funds
· Follow up to the SGP Evaluation
· Update on the GEF 5 Replenishment
Status of Adaptation Funds (see presentation for more details)

Following the discussion a second round of presentations commenced with the GEF Secretariat (Mr. Ehlers) presenting a brief update on the status of the Adaptation Funds. The presentation highlighted the following issues:
· The four funding sources (Strategic Priority on Adaptation -SPA; Least Developed Country Fund -LDCF; Special Climate Change Fund -SCCF; and Adaptation Fund – AF), their objectives and status

· Features of Adaptation Funds in relation to Incremental Cost, Global Benefits, RAF and Co-financing.

SGP: follow-up to evaluation (see presentation for more details)

GEF Sec (Mr. Ehlers) highlighted the key elements in the follow up measures to the Evaluation of the GEF Small Grants Programme (SGP) undertaken in 2008. He noted:
· The main issues related to SGP (cost effectiveness, programme management, and status in GEF4)

· Countries’ re-classification (basis, implication and operational principles)

· Country programmes’ categorization in relation to the capacity and maturity

· Pending issues to be analyzed and decisions by the Council

· Programme perspective base on the analysis and evaluations

GEF 5 Replenishment process

GEF Sec (Mr. Ehlers) presented the final presentation of the session on the GEF Replenishment process, particularly highlighting the proposals to establish the System for Transparent Allocation of Resources (STAR) which would be expected to replace the RAF in GEF 5.
· A first replenishment meeting was held in March in Paris with basic documents to get initial feedback on donors views on the replenishment
· A paper was presented to the June 2009 Council and Replenishment meetings focused on governance issues and how the funds will be used

· Based on the recommendations of these meetings, the documents are presently under review 

· Countries are requested to review the documents and provide their feedback

As the session time was concluded it was proposed by the CSP and agreed by the Chairs that a discussion session on the themes presented would be organized during the time set aside for bilateral consultations in Session 5.  This proposal was accepted by the countries.

	Session 3: Global environment challenges: programmes and issues in the sub-region
Chair: Mr. Alexis Minga, OFP Republic of Congo
Vice Chair: Ms. Siham Mohamedahmed, AfDB
Rapporteur: Mr. Josep Gari, UNDP
Presenters: 

Mr. Adamou Bouhari, UNEP, on behalf of GEF National Communications Support Programme

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

Mr. William Kojo Agyemang-Bonsu, UNFCCC Focal Point of Ghana
     -“Review of Second National Communications (SNC) processes and findings in Ghana”

Mr. Amadou Diallo, Burkina Faso
     -“Burkina Faso’ experience in resource mobilization for the Climate Change Adaptation options”
Mr. Carlos de Sousa Monteiro, PFP Cape Verde
     -“Cape Verde’s experience in protected areas management”

Mr. Chaibou Dan Bakoye, Niger

     -“Niger’s experience in land degradation issues”



Leveraging National Communications to integrate climate policy into development plans in Africa

A keynote presentation was made by Mr. Adamou Bouhari (UNEP) on behalf of the GEF National Communications Support Programme. He explained that the National Communications were meant to launch initial efforts to summarise key climate change issues, to raise awareness and to start planning climate responses in the country. However, many countries took the National Communications as a requirement for reporting to the environmental conventions. They were elaborated by technicians and with an academic language, without building upon a multi-stakeholder analysis and deliberation process, as it was meant to. The second series of national communications allowed to redress this mistake and to regain the original intentions of the exercise. The presenter highlighted the core elements of the national communications, which should feed the second series: policy awareness and support (not just as a "communication" or "information" tool), inter-stakeholder dialogue process, mainstreaming of climate into sectoral and development policies, integration of research with policy and operations (projects), and exploring project responses and its possible funding. A recommendation that follows is that GEF focal points have a key role to play to ensure that National Communications are duly prepared and serve their genuine purpose.

Lessons learnt from the Second National Communication: The case of Ghana

Mr. William Kojo Agyemang-Bonsu (UNFCCC Focal Point for Ghana) explained the preparatory and drafting process in Ghana for the Second National Communication on climate change. A multi-stakeholder dialogue approach was taken, including the integration of 5 key sectors: energy, industry, agriculture, land use change and forestry, and waste. The results and accomplishments of this process include: various mitigation assessments; a national climate change mitigation strategy; vulnerability and adaptation assessments on diverse sectors; a draft national adaptation strategy; engagement of several distinct national institutions and stakeholders in climate issues; policy awareness; and revitalisation of the national climate change committee. The main constraint has been the availability and reliability of national data, particularly on greenhouse gas emissions. In short, the National Communications, if well conducted, are a good opportunity to catalyse national dialogue, policy and planning efforts around climate change.

Review of adaptation projects: The NAPA process in Burkina Faso

Mr. Amadou Diallo (Burkina Faso) explained the process followed in Burkina Faso to prepare the National Adaptation Plan of Action (NAPA). A wide participatory approach was adopted, including the engagement of political, administrative, scientific, civil society and donor representatives. Special consideration was given to ensure alignment of the NAPA with the national economic development challenges and priorities. The NAPA was adopted nationally in the form of a decree. The NAPA identified the 4 most vulnerable sectors (agriculture, water, animal resources, forestry and biodiversity), the most vulnerable population groups, and some 12 priority and immediate actions. As a result of the NAPA, 3 projects have been prepared and approved, with financing from GEF, UNDP, Japan Government and DANIDA. In summary, the NAPA preparation has provided a unique opportunity for analysis, dialogue, planning, and project design around climate change adaptation issues. A participatory and multi-stakeholder approach is highly recommended to succeed in such goal.

Discussion
There were questions on data collection and the institutional engagement for the national communications and NAPAs. In Ghana, under the Japanese Adaptation programme (UNDP), financial support is being provided to gather more data and ensure it is qualitative enough. In Burkina, it was noted that funding is critical for data collection and management. Regarding institutions, this was emphasised as a key aspect for this type of exercise. UNDP (Mr. Benoit Lebot) expressed the view that more important than abundance or even accuracy of data, is the need to truly raise awareness and to engage stakeholders in a new development path that is sensitive and adequate to the inevitable climate changes. In addition, it was proposed to use the existing climate projects, such as those for mitigation or adaptation under GEF, to review and improve these communication and planning exercises. UNEP (Mr. Adamou Bouhari) indicated that these exercises serve to pose the key questions and to open the eyes of key stakeholders on new development dimensions of climate change (from agriculture to health care).

Review of biodiversity projects: Cape Verde's Protected Areas Programme

Mr. Carlos Alberto de Sousa Monteiro (PFP – Cape Verde) presented the experience of this well-advanced project under the Biodiversity focal area, and which was implemented under the aegis of UNDP. He noted that the project was undertaken in an island environment with the specific challenges that this entailed. The project has been able to produce results, such as drafting and enacting legislation, park creation, development of protected areas management plans, and capacity-building of the population for biodiversity and environmental protection. The main issues were related to communication with the implementing agency (UNDP) and to finding technicians ready to live and work in the field. The government was looking into identifying mechanisms for covering the recurrent costs of the protected areas.
Review of land degradation projects: The Niger's project of resource co-management in Air-Tenere region (COGERAT)

Mr. Chaibou Dan Bakoye (Niger) presented the experience of this Land Degradation project. This included a description of the serious root environmental problems, the objectives and operational targets of the project, its wide contribution to the achievement of the 7th Millennium Development Goal (MDG), the results achieved so far, the lessons learnt, and the aspects that need improvement. In general, this project has allowed a broad social, economic and environmental consideration of land degradation issues, the establishment of co-management mechanisms for land and natural resources, and a way to tackle the inter-related environmental and food security issues for rural populations. Furthermore, this project has allowed the upgrading of institutional analysis, planning and responses to land degradation, from previously time-bound and narrow approaches to a more integrated, multi-stakeholder and development vision.

Discussion
In a round of discussion following the last two thematic presentations, participants asked a number of questions on both Cape Verde and Niger projects. Regarding Cape Verde's project, countries asked about the need to ensure financing to ensure both the establishment of protected areas and their due protection/management. It was noted that the Cape Verde government is well aware of the challenges arising and a debate is ongoing in government about putting in place a mechanism for the financing and management of the parks and integration of local people. In Cape Verde’s experience, the local population can co-exist alongside protected areas, however this requires sensitization of the local populations, exploring opportunities for alternative livelihoods, and establishing clear rules of what can be done and what cannot within and around the protected areas. Regarding Niger's project, it is highlighted that this project has been able to work in a conflict-ridden area, and this was possible thanks to its decentralized community approach where decision making was in the hands of local communes with leadership of local government and communities. The project relied on a number of baseline data that showed the extent and challenges around land degradation, and which served to help the project move ahead.

	Session 4: Working Groups: Mainstreaming Global environment issues into National development plans and policies 
Main Plenary

Chair: Mr. Victor Kabengele wa Kadilu, Democratic Republic of Congo
Vice Chair: Mr. Fernando Salinas, FAO
Rapporteur: Ms. Siham Mohamedahmed, AfDB



Participants met in two thematic working groups during the first hour of the session to discuss countries’ experience in integration of Climate change, and Biodiversity/Land degradation in national plans, policies and programmes.  The groups focused their discussion on the following outcomes and questions respectively:

	Working Group 1: Mainstreaming findings of SNCs and NAPAs into national planning and priority setting processes

Facilitator: Mr. William Kojo Agyemang-Bonsu, Ghana UNFCCC Focal Point

Co-Facilitator: Mr. Adamou Bouhari, UNEP

Rapporteur: Mr. Chaibou Dan Bakoye, Niger


	Working Group 2: Mainstreaming Biodiversity and Land Degradation  into national planning and priority setting processes

Facilitator: Mr. Yao Djiwono Folly, GEF OFP Togo 

Co-Facilitator: Mr. Josep Gari, UNDP 

Rapporteur: Ms. Adja Diaw, Senegal



	Outcome:  To learn from experiences (achievements and challenges) in integrating Climate change issues into national (or regional) development planning, policies and programmes (including cooperation frameworks and national budgets, etc.).
	Outcome: To learn from experiences (achievements and challenges) in integrating Biodiversity and Land Degradation issues into national (or regional) development planning, policies and programmes. 



	Questions considered:

· What steps are being taken by countries to address the findings and recommendations of the Second National Communications (SNCs) and National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs)?

· What are the key constraints, if any, that may be preventing SNCs/NAPAs from supporting the integration of climate change into development priorities? 

· How can current or future SNCs/NAPAs provide strategic inputs to: 

a) 
National/Sectoral planning processes,

b) 
GEF programming
	Questions considered:
· What steps have been taken in countries to integrate Biodiversity issues and concerns into national development plans and policies, sector plans, and business development strategies etc.?

· What lessons can be drawn from countries’ experience in integrating Biodiversity issues? 

· What experiences have countries generated in integrating Land degradation issues into national and regional development plans and policies?

· What lessons can be drawn from countries’ experience in integrating Land degradation issues? 


Participants met in plenary to hear reports from each working groups and discuss any common issues of interest and concern.  Rapporteurs of the two working groups presented the group’s findings as noted below:
Working Group 1: Mainstreaming Findings of SNCs and NAPAs into National Planning and Priority Setting Processes

The Rapporteur for Group 1 presented the following brief summary of experiences described by countries in response to questions 1 and 2: 

A. Steps taken by countries to address climate change (CC) into national development: 

· Burkina Faso:  The adoption by the Council of Ministers of the National Action Plan of Action (NAPA) forms the basis for mainstreaming climate change into national development. However, weaknesses exist in the way CC was addressed in the PRSP which was adopted in 2003.  The CC issues will be taken into account during the planned revision of the PRSP. 

· Togo: The PRSP document takes into account issues of climate change while the environmental action plan serves as a document for advocacy. The process of Second National Communications (SNC) is under way. The NAPA document was to be approved by the government, but after reviewing, the government realized that the issue of climate change was not clear. Currently, this weakness is being addressed with support from the Ministry of Environment. 

· Gambia: The NAPA preparation is yet to start, however a Climate Change Committee has been put in place. 

· Burundi: The NAPA was prepared in 2008 and there are ongoing plans for project implementation under GEF and other sources of funding. The SNC is expected to be completed in the October 2009.

· Ghana: The tools for mainstreaming and integrating CC into different sectors are yet to be developed; however it is necessary to select pilot districts for implementing the plans that are already developed for greater visibility of impacts. Plans have been developed for 10  districts in all.
· Cape Verde: The SNC is being finalized with technical assistance from Brazil. The PRSP was revised in January to take into account the issues of climate change.  

· Liberia: The SNC has been initiated; the NAPA has been completed and several projects have been identified, the first of which has actually started.  National dialogue on climate change was held with support of UNEP, which will also support the strategic integration of climate change into the national development plan. 
· Gabon: When the PRSP was first adopted, climate change was not an issue, but Gabon has since updated its PRSP to briefly address the issues of climate change. The government has also requested a revision of the environmental policy to address climate change issues.  Gabon’s National Commission has a climate change coordination office.

· Congo: The PRSP was adopted but the issue of climate change has been taken into account pending the results of SNC. 

· Guinea: A pilot NAPA project is to be launched within two weeks, the national environmental policy is being reviewed to address the integration of climate change and there are ongoing efforts to enhance the synergy between the focal points of the global conventions. 

· Chad: The SNC is being prepared; the NAPA is soon to be adopted, however, certain issues were not taken into account in this process. 

B. Constraints

The key constraints and challenges to integrating climate change issues were identified as: 

· Lack of synergies among focal points of conventions and between GEF focal points. 

· There is no consensus on Africa’s Position on Post Kyoto even though the Copenhagen meeting is almost here. 

· There are two budget constraints; one is that NAPA is only for the Least Developing Countries and the second is that there is no agreement on the budget or the cost of current activities.

· Inadequate communication to ensure good partnership and coordination. 

· Lack of appropriate data management tools to make the best use of routine climate information to address the challenges of climate change (especially in small countries). 

· Lack of commitment caused by lack of understanding of the issues specifically when the information available to countries is doubtful.

· Insufficient technical capacity (specifically human resources).

· No guidelines to ensure mainstreaming of climate change (specifically for focal points that face difficulty in daily routines). 

· Ministries of environment that are responsible for mainstreaming of climate change are under budgeted. 

C: Recommendations

The Group also presented the following recommendations:

· Complement SNC work with targeted awareness and communication activities for all  stakeholders 

· Promote better communications and facilitate institutional arrangements between Focal points of GEF and all Convention Focal Points 

· Develop and enhance technical capacities and skills to effectively incorporate climate change issues in development programs and to enhance capacity to develop projects that were identified in NAPAs. 

· Guidance on how countries can organize themselves.

· Participants from countries in the region should be more active and effective in international conferences.

Discussion:

The session chair (Mr. Kabengele wa Kadilu) noted that while undertaking integration efforts, countries should not forget to assess financial needs and fund raising. The issue of adaptation is crucial for development; it must not only be integrated in GEF projects but also in countries’ development projects; countries should accommodate aspects of climate change in all their programs. 

Guinea (Ms. Barry) proposed returning to the institutional aspects and paying greater attention to building and strengthening institutional capacity in order to facilitate collaboration.  

Gambia (Ms. Bakurin) added that the issue of synergies and coordination is essential but challenging to improve upon and suggested addressing it using an integrated approach to enhance sustainability. 

Report of Working  Group 2: Mainstreaming Biodiversity and Land Degradation into National Planning and Priority Setting Processes 
A. Some of the Key Findings of the Working Group:

· In their group discussion participants grouped the four given question into two main questions focusing on countries experiences and lessons learnt in integrating biodiversity and land degradation issues. 
· In most countries Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans and United Nations Conventions to Combat Desertification (UNCCD) National Action Programmes (NAPs) were developed with various measures and forms of investment addressing biodiversity and sustainable land management objectives ranked in order of priority. 

· Most countries in the region prepared a Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP), a funding mechanism for priority areas and sectors that have highest impact on poverty reduction as well as associated external financing needs and major sources of financing. This document in most cases included cross cutting issues such as the environment, and recognized the links between poverty alleviation and the restoration or sound management of natural resources, including land degradation and biodiversity. However, some PRSPs did not regard the combat against desertification and biodiversity as a priority area.

· Other documents such as the National Strategies for Sustainable Development and Comprehensive Development Frameworks, which were prepared by some countries, are means to promote sustainable development, poverty reduction, and strategic planning. These documents usually define priority areas for land degradation in particular and protection of the environment in general.  Certain countries such as Togo are yet to finalize these documents.

· Some legal instruments such as the environmental code, forestry code, and national land law were also adopted in certain countries such as Senegal which represents an important contribution towards helping ensure sustainability of resources including land. These regulations can be instruments for integrating biodiversity and land degradation issues.

· The private sector can be an important stakeholder in GEF activities with a critical role to play in addressing global environmental challenges. The importance of engaging the private sector was demonstrated by acceptance and implementation of Public Private Partnerships in DRC where forest farmers and local communities established contractual frameworks (Charters or “cahiers de charges”) stipulating the rights and obligations of each party which were respected by all actors. The community was able to build roads as a result of private sector contributions towards sustainable local development. Ghana also mentioned efforts to engage the private sector in Sustainable Land Management (SLM) and in developing Payments for Ecosystem Services. 

· Examples of Actions were provided by some countries: Benin Environment Agency of the Ministry of Environment and Natural Protection has helped to create environmental units in several line ministries, charged with implementing their respective Environmental and Social Management Plans to facilitate cross-sectoral exchanges; however those units are not yet fully operational.  Niger has organized National Debates on environmental issues to identify, promote, and realise the adoption of best environmental and sustainability practice at all levels.  Sierra Leone has chosen July 1 as a day of tree planting and has led a big campaign of reforestation where people from all segments of society participated including women and youth. Burundi mentioned the key role of civil society organizations in efforts to combat land degradation and implement agro-forestry plans.
B: Constraints

The group presented the following constraints:

· Lack of sufficient financial resources
· Insufficient progress on synergies between various environmental conventions and, as appropriate, with national development strategies
· Lack of integration of the environmental dimension at sector levels

· Lack of adequate enforcement mechanisms for existing sectoral policies and regulations
· The cost and difficulty of providing effective monitoring and management in protected and unprotected areas 

· Lack of effective involvement of all stakeholders in decisions relating to biodiversity conservation and land degradation issues
· Lack of communication and sensitization of the concerned actors

· National contexts, such as widespread poverty, political instability, and climatic conditions can often be severe. 
C: Recommendations

The Group presented the following recommendations:

· Promote and implement awareness raising programs for opinion leaders at all levels including civil society, NGOs, the media and government officials
· Promote awareness raising activities and empower the local communities by capacity strengthening and by pooling and exchanging information and sharing experiences and examples of good practice
· Establish effective monitoring and enforcement mechanisms
· Strengthening communication and information dissemination systems including initiating and sustaining large scale communication and sensitization campaigns. 

· Strengthen and upgrade existing enforcement mechanisms for sectoral policies and regulations on sustainable use of biodiversity components and land
· Implement the actions, programs, and projects identified in Strategy documents with emphasis on concrete outcomes (reviewing what has been achieved)
· Enhance dialogues at all levels – with policy makers as well as a wider dialogue at grassroots level.
Discussion:
Gambia (Ms. Bakurin) asked whether Group 2 had discussed land tenure issues in their deliberations noting that Gambia has constituted a group to deal with this subject.  Togo (Chair of Group 2) responded that the issue of land tenure was not tackled in detail in the group discussion but acknowledged that this was an extremely sensitive issue. He added that most countries in the region have modern law as well as traditional laws governing land tenure issues and this subject required a thorough and detailed consideration.

DRC (Mr. Ilunga) noted that the coordination among Focal points of different conventions is a huge issue for many countires, with some exceptions such as Burkina Faso which has an excellent system of coordination.

Mali (Mr. Ibrahima Diakite) added that all the Convention Focal Points meet once a month in Mali in order to coordinate their activities.  This system helps to ensure synergy.
Niger (Mr. Dan Bakoye) described the experience of its GEF National Committee which is presided by the GEF OFP and includes participation of all Convention Focal Points as well as representatives of civil society and academia. This committee meets once every quarter and issues a report following each meeting on key decisions.

GEF Sec (Mr. Ehlers) responded to discussions about promoting coordination among GEF and Convention Focal Points by sharing the experience of the National Dialogue Initiative. He noted that in several countries GEF National Dialogues had been instrumental in raising coordination constraints and resulted in coordination mechanisms being set up.  He expressed the view that all countries should consider establishing coordination committees, and added that GEF Sec would in future hold meetings where 6 representatives per country would be invited to attend – consisting of the GEF Focal Points, Conventions Focal Points, other relevant national ministries and a civil society representative.  Such meeting would be likely to be held at the GEF Constituency level rather than at the level of the Sub-region.
	Session 5: Consultations with GEF Secretariat, Agencies, Evaluation Office and CSP

GEFSec:   Mr. William Ehlers

AfDB:      Ms. Siham Mohamedahmed

FAO:        Mr. Fernando Salinas, Mr. Attaher Maiga

UNDP:      Mr. John Hough, Mr. Josep Gari, Mr. Benoit Lebot

UNEP:      Mr. Adamou Bouhari

World Bank: Mr. John Fraser-Stewart 

GEF EO:   Mr. Rob van den Berg

CSP:          Ms. Tehmina Akhtar




In lieu of bilateral consultations a group consultation session was held with Mr. Ehlers of GEFSec and representatives of several countries to continue discussions and Q&A on the STAR resource allocation system proposed for GEF 5.
Day 2: Friday 10 July 2009

	Session 6: What constitutes a successful GEF project? Review of experience from the region 

Chair: Mr. Gaourang Mamadi N’Garkelo, OFP Chad
Vice Chair: Ms. Tehmina Akhtar, CSP
Rapporteur: Mr. Attaher Maiga, FAO
Presenters:

Ms. Adja Diaw, Senegal
   -“Senegal: Groundnut Basin soil management and regeneration (PROGERT)”
Ms. Halima Kolo-Mohamed, Nigeria

  -“Experience of the transboundary Integrated Ecosystem Management project in Nigeria & Niger” 
Expert Panel: Agency perspectives on what constitutes a successful GEF project 
Mr. John Hough, UNDP

Mr. John Fraser-Stewart, World Bank 

Mr. Adamou Bouhari, UNEP

Ms. Siham Mohamedahmed, AfDB
Ms. Fernando Salinas, FAO 




The chair, Mr. Gaourang M. N’Garkelo (Chad) opened the session, and invited the two presenters to share their respective experience with the group. 

Presentations

· Management and restoration of degraded lands in the Groundnut Basin (PROGERT)
Senegal (Ms. Adja A. Diaw) presented the experience of a project on the management and restoration of degraded lands in the groundnut basin of Senegal, highlighting the main accomplishments, the lessons learned and the way forward. The project’s objective was to catalyze sustainable land management using a landscape approach in order to combat land degradation and reduce poverty. Its main accomplishm ents include:  i) management of tillable land fertility, ii) sustainable use of lands and pastures; and iii) promotion of sustainable livelihoods. In terms of lessons learned and the way forward, Ms. Diaw stressed two points: a) the PROGERT institutional location at decentralized services level promoted exchanges between decision-makers and the population resulting in enhanced partnerships for a more global vision transcending administrative limits with greater focus on eco-geographic entities; b) the natural resource management models developed by the project promoted greater accountability on the part of the local actors.

· Integrated Ecosystem Management (IEM) in the Transboundary areas between Nigeria and Niger
Nigeria (Ms. Halima Kolo Mohammed), in her introductory remarks, recalled that Nigeria and Niger share common environmental challenges. She pointed out that the GEF supported transboundary Integrated Ecosystem Management (IEM) project is a product of the political will of the two countries to: i) ensure the conservation and sustainable use of natural resources, and ii) share the development benefits in the four common shared basins (Maggia Lamido, Gada Goulbi Maradi, Tagwai –El Fadama, Komadougou-Yobe). The development objectives of the project were: a) to create conditions for sustainable integrated ecosystem management, b) improving the livelihoods of local communities; and c) conservation of ecosystems of global significance in the transboundary catchments areas between Niger and Nigeria. The main beneficiaries were the local communities (mostly farmers and herdsmen), local conservation structures, and CBOs/NGOs. One important lesson learned from the project was that Community mobilization is critical to reversing land degradation trends. In terms of way forward, the presenter identified the following key elements: i) continuous consultations with stakeholders particularly at the State, Local and Community levels to strengthen collaboration; ii) trainings of the people in issues of natural resources management which include trainings on seedlings planting, nursery management, and agro-forestry practices and procedures; iii) up-scaling of field activities; and iv) mobilization of additional co-financing.

Discussion
A discussion period followed the presentations. Benin (Mr. Delphin Aidji) requested in regard to the Senegal presentation to learn about the problems encountered in project implementation and subsequent mitigation measures undertaken by the project. Ms. Diaw responded that two major problems were encountered: i) communities’ ownership was difficult to achieve because of the new methods introduced which required intensive sensitization to change from traditional methods used; and ii) a number of natural environment challenges were faced, notably low rains and locust. 
In connection with the second presentation by Nigeria, Niger (Ms. Ai) pointed out co-financing problems were experienced from the Niger side during the first 2 years of the IEM project. She noted that delays were also recorded in GEF funds disbursement, leading to the non realization of some planned activities. Nigeria (Ms. Kolo Mohammed) informed that co-financing was not a problem in Nigeria, adding that UNEP, CIDA, EU, and Spain provided further support to the project, in addition to support from the national and state governments. She advised Niger to also approach those agencies for possible additional support.

Agency panel

Subsequent to the 2 presentations on field experiences from Senegal and Nigeria, the panel of Agency representatives was invited by the Chair to share their experiences on what constitutes a successful GEF project.

UNDP (Mr. John Hough) observed that, contrary to the conventional way of thinking, a precondition for a successful project is to start thinking about the situation after the project, right at the beginning, by visualizing what would be on the ground at the end of the project, including changes in policy, institutions, etc. Thus it is important for a project to have a planned exit strategy. He added that it is crucial to situate the project within the larger picture as little isolated outcomes don’t amount too much.  Every project is a small intervention but it is important to understand how it can help to change the system and move it forward. 
World Bank (Mr. John W. Fraser-Stewart) emphasized four key points for a successful project: clear objectives, ownership, leadership, and design. The project objective must be clearly stated, understandable and do-able. It should respond to the global needs and the national and local context. To ensure ownership, the project must fit in the national strategies, PRSPs, and sectoral strategies (Forestry, Agriculture, etc.). The institutional set-up should be simple and clear, including at stakeholder level. Good leadership is an important element of a successful project, with clear institutional mandate; the project should have one captain who should be an empowered champion within the institution. The project design should follow the “KIS” principle (Keep It Simple). It should do what’s possible and not take on too much.  Project funds should be used to leave lasting change, and not just as fuel in the tank to keep things going. Monitoring & Evaluation is also crucial to good design and monitoring results should be shared and discussed with leaders and champions who should be aware of the progress made and challenges encountered.
UNEP (Mr. Adamou Bouhari) stressed four key important elements to be carefully looked at for a successful GEF project: identification/formulation; adaptive management and M & E; implementation; and project closure. The project identification/formulation should be coherent with national priorities, and international conventions. GEF projects’ objectives and results must be clearly defined with the Executing Agencies, within an integrated approach. Mr. Bouhari referred to the examples of ownership at grassroots level presented earlier by Senegal and Nigeria, to reiterate the importance of fully involving all actors, including the beneficiaries. He further recalled the importance of following GEF procedures. A clear institutional set-up, inclusive of all partners, is a must. All planned evaluations should be clearly determined in the M&E plan which should be adaptive, with regular reporting. The project implementation should be entrusted to a qualified team, and the execution done in conformity with the implementation plan. He concluded with the project closure which should follow agreed administrative and financial procedures, and put in place a system which can transfer the results and knowledge to relevant partners and stakeholders.

The African Development Bank (Ms. Siham Mohamedahmed) observed that GEF projects should not be different from any other development projects in respect to good project design and implementation. She agreed with previous speakers that projects should leave tangible results on the ground and be sustainable. She further mentioned that a successful project should have: i) clear objectives and outputs (1 or 2 not too many), ii) the design of the project should start with consultations with all stakeholders including the line ministries, (iii) a good M & E Plan developed (flexible to adapt to situations) with clear TORs for all people involved, (iv) the project should be timely and aligned with other initiatives in the country.  She further noted that lessons learned must be scaled-up (to promote replicability) and synergies with other related projects should be established.

FAO (Mr. Fernando Salinas) agreed with previous speakers, reiterating that the conditions for GEF projects’ success are not that different from others. He pointed out that the accuracy of baseline data at the project design phase is critical. Risk assessment must be carefully done, and corresponding mitigation measures developed. For GEF projects, co-financing is an important element, particularly if more than one country is involved. Mr. Salinas illustrated this aspect by referring to the Fouta Djallon GEF funded project, with 8 countries involved, and a high degree of complexity notably due to the high number of countries, in addition to the co-financing dimension. He concluded by stating that a successful project should have a good knowledge management system that would allow the experience gained to be shared with other ongoing or future similar initiatives.

Discussion
The Chair opened the floor for discussion, and invited the countries to share their views on what constitutes a successful project, in light of the Agency presentations, with due reference to GEF projects being implemented or at formulation stage in their respective countries.

DRC (Mr. Kabengele wa Kadilu) observed that the capacity development dimension was missed in the presentations, and emphasized that this aspect is an important one in Africa; notably because of the innovative and challenging character of the issues being addressed by GEF projects (biodiversity, environment, climate change, etc.). The Agency representatives recognized the pertinence of the comments and stressed that efforts are made to build in capacity development into project design.  UNEP (Mr. Bouhari) clarified that capacity development is a necessity for the implementation of projects, noting that a good team should be recruited which can lead and be capacitated. He added that consultations are a good way to build expertise and strengthen capacity, as was demonstrated in several countries’ experience in the course of their SNCs. 

The Chair further added that capacity development should also occur at Agencies’ level.  UNDP (Mr. Hough) responded that efforts were ongoing to strengthen capacity.  He added that as a development partner to assist countries, UNDP was committed to ensuring a presence on the ground through its Country Offices. However he added that the scientific and technical developments globally were moving rapidly and it would be impossible to have experts in every country office.  He noted that the Agency was focusing on significantly strengthening the Regional teams, such as the team in Dakar covering West & Central Africa, in order to be able to better support the Country Offices on environmental issues.
Benin (Mr. Aidji) stressed that good indicators are critical for project impact assessment however he added that difficulties were faced in impact evaluations when indicator values and targets were not well-defined. He also observed that leadership turnover from the project preparation stage to the implementation phase was regrettable.   UNEP (Mr. Bouhari) responded that adaptive management in the course of a project can help to assist in revision and further definition of indicators (if necessary) in consultation with the key actors. 
Côte d’Ivoire (Ms. Kaba) recalled that sustainability is generally lacking for many projects, and this needs careful attention in the case of successful projects. Niger (Mr. Dan Bakoye) observed that many projects are mistakenly formulated with the idea that they would be 100% funded by GEF. He recalled that a good GEF project is one that is aligned with national objectives and that could mobilize additional funding (co-financing). The project’s effects and impact must be well assessed at the time the Logframe is being prepared.  UNDP (Mr. Hough) noted that if a project is designed as a package of financing that is embedded within government processes and programmes, then it should be part and parcel of the government’s overall efforts in that direction. The challenge of sustainability, according to him, arises where the GEF is seen as an additional source of funding for a specific purpose and GEF projects are treated as grants that are operating on their own. However if government commitment and involvement is there from the beginning then the role of the project is to cover the transaction costs for a course of action that the government is committed to embarking on, and not to cover the recurrent costs of those actions. 
Sierra Leone (H.E. Mr. Sandy) made observations on the high level of bureaucracy attached to the access of GEF funds. He also stressed that international consultancies should not exceed 20% of project’s budget. The Agency representatives acknowledged that good national expertise is indeed available and is used in most cases; this is indeed considered as an important capacity development provision. UNEP (Mr. Bouhari) observed that it is sometimes necessary to bring in international expertise where needed, however it is important that this is done in a way that helps to build national capacity. AfDB (Ms. Mohamedahmed) noted that the Bank faced a problem with consultancies in Africa, as whenever bids are put out very few firms apply and those that do demand very high fees. For the most part national consultants or firms do not apply. She added that this is a problem that needs to be addressed, perhaps through efforts to build a pool of national consultants and encouraging them to come forward.

The Gambia (Ms. Bakurin) stressed that different agencies have different rules/guidelines, and this has adverse consequences on projects’ impact. She emphasized the need for harmonizing rules. It was noted in response that many of the GEF Agencies are UN Agencies which linked under the common UN Development Assistance Framework (UNDAF) and these Agencies are working on better coordinating their programmes as well as harmonizing procedures. 
Guinea (Ms. Barry) pointed out that for transboundary projects, with several countries involved, the level of individual country commitment could determine project’s success or failure. FAO (Mr. Salinas) in response to Guinea acknowledged that in the case of transboundary projects one country’s lack of progress can block the project. He added that the Agency had an important role in transferring experience and promoting coordination among countries. Recalling the importance of sustainability, she asked the question of how to perpetuate projects? An Agency representative advised that at the time of the evaluation, country capacity should be carefully taken into consideration.
The session was concluded by the co-Chair, Ms Akhtar (CSP) who provided a brief wrap-up summary on key issues discussed. She expressed her appreciation for the richness and participatory level of the discussions. On the co-financing aspect, she reiterated that GEF never finances 100% of project resources, recalling the catalyst role of the facility.  She explained that co-financing can come from many different sources, ongoing and new initiatives, in-kind as well as in-cash. She advised that a project should engage the key partners from the outset, including relevant sectors agencies which may be able to help with financing as well as by bringing on board necessary expertise and capacity.  Projects that are built upon strong partnerships are likely to have greater success in mobilizing co-financing support as well as ensuring sustainability than those that are developed in isolation.
Session 7: Tools and resources available to support Focal Points

Group A / C: CSP Component 1 - Direct Support

- Resource persons: Mr. William Ehlers, GEFSec; Mr. Adamou Bouhari, UNEP
Group B: CSP Knowledge Facility 

- Resource person: Ms. Tehmina Akhtar, CSP
Group D: M&E Guidelines

-Resource person: Mr. Rob van den Berg, GEF EO

This session consisted of two sets of mini-workshops run in parallel on specific tools and resources that are designed to support Focal Points in carrying out their roles and responsibilities.  Focal Points were given the opportunity to select two mini-workshops in which to participate.

Groups A & C: CSP Direct Support Funds

Mr. ​​​​​William Ehlers (GEF Sec) and Mr. Adamou Bouhari (UNEP) provided information on how to access direct support funding that is available to Focal Points through the CSP and responded to countries’ specific queries and questions.

Group B: CSP Knowledge Facility

Ms. Tehmina Akhtar (CSP) gave a demonstration of the online CSP Knowledge Facility for GEF Focal Points (www.gefcountrysupport.org), focusing on accessing, developing, and using the country and constituency pages and the discussion forum, as well as an introduction to the information, knowledge materials and links available through the site.

Group D: Monitoring and Evaluation

Mr. Rob van den Berg (GEF Evaluation Office) facilitated this group session on Monitoring and Evaluation concerns of countries. 
Session 8: Country contributions to Overall Programme Study of GEF 4

Chair: Mr. Rob van den Berg, GEF EO
Rapporteur: Mr. Rob van den Berg, GEF EO
Presenters: 
Mr. Rob van den Berg, GEF EO

    - “Introduction to terms of reference and scope of OPS 4”
The session commenced with a presentation by the GEF Evaluation Office (Mr. Rob van den Berg) on the objectives and scope of “The Fourth Overall Performance Study of the GEF” (OPS-4), and its progress to date. The OPS-4 study’s focus on five key questions was presented: 

· 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 discussion, which addressed the main areas of the role, relevance, performance and results catalyzed or attained with GEF support. 

This was a closed session for the GEF Focal Points and the GEF Evaluation Office only.
	Session 9: Conclusions, Follow-up Actions, and Closure

Chair: H. E. Mr. Denis M. Sandy, Minister of Lands, County Planning and Environment, Sierra Leone
Vice Chair: Mr. William Ehlers, GEF Sec

Rapporteur: Mr. Fernando Salinas, FAO



The Chairman, Honorable Minister of Lands, Country Planning and Environment of Sierra Leone, Mr. Denis M. Sandy, asked participants to actively intervene in this session particularly on issues that were pending or in need of further clarification.

Discussion

UNEP (Mr. Bouhari) wanted to know what could be the structure of the programmatic approach under GEF-5. Would it be, as it happens in some instances, a mix of projects under one same programme?

UNDP-GEF (Mr. Lebot) indicated that the programmatic approach has enabled the formulation and implementation of several joint projects on climate change mitigation, such as the support to the expansion of Jatropha curcas in three West African countries and energy efficiency projects in four other countries.

On the issue of the programmatic approach, GEF Sec (Mr. Ehlers) expressed the view that it gives a higher coherence to the projects belonging to the same programme and facilitates setting aside resources for their implementation.

AfDB (Ms. Mohamedahmed) gave a short brief on her agency and indicated its willingness to strengthen its portfolio vis-à-vis the GEF. 

Chad (Mr. Mamadi N’garkelo) voiced some concerns about observed difficulties that have arisen from weaknesses in coordination among GEF agencies and suggested that these problems should not be overlooked and be dealt with appropriately. 

Nigeria (Ms. Kolo Mohammed) suggested that an extra day should be added to such workshops to have more time for an in-depth discussion of the issues. CSP (Ms. Akhtar) reminded participants that an extra day had already been added for the purpose of an informative field trip to a GEF project that would, at the same time, give extra room for informal exchanges among participants and resource persons.

CSP (Ms. Akhtar) briefly informed participants about the the Adaptation Learning Mechanism (ALM) which is an initiative launched in 2007 by the GEF, in collaboration with UNDP, UNEP and the World Bank, to support efforts to integrate adaptation to climate change into development by sharing lessons learned from GEF-funded adaptation projects and from adaptation initiatives implemented by other partners and stakeholders. The project draws upon experiences on the ground and provides targeted products and a common knowledge platform for stakeholders to learn and share. For further information the website www.adaptationlearning.net can be visited.

The National Coordinator of GEF SGP in Ghana (Mr. George Ortsin), organizer of the field trip scheduled for the following day to the Weto Mountains, provide a brief summary of the programme. He highlighted that the project to be visited – “Community Initiative in Eco-Restoration of Weto Mountain for Biodiversity Conservation and Ecotourism Development” - was a good example of alternative sustainable land management practice options that was providing sustainable revenues to local communities through the combination of the tourist attractiveness of some features - like the water falls and the monkey sanctuary - with more commercial type of activities like the use of Moringa leaves for the production of a tea-like infusion.

Summary of conclusions and next steps

CSP (Ms. Akhtar) provide a comprehensive summary of the main issues discussed during the eight different workshop sessions held so far, including the working group segment. She indicated that the Workshop Report would be circulated after compilation and editing of all the contributions to be provided by the different rapporteurs and that all presentations will be available through the CSP website (www.gefcountrysupport.org). She reminded participants that the Closing session would be followed by Bilateral meetings between country focal points and the GEF partners. 

Discussion

Countries again requested the floor to discuss some addition issues.

Burkina Faso (Mr. Diallo) asked GEF Sec to provide details on the status of existing funds and on the deadlines regarding the use of the current balances. GEF Sec (Mr. Ehlers) briefly explained that countries were given a year and a half to use the USD $1 million guaranteed to countries in the group, as well as to secure fundings for projects within the funding envelopes for specific programmatic approaches. He added that that time period was now over, and countries would be informed by e-mail of the exact balances remaining. Countries should present plans on how they intend to use the resources earmarked for them.

Niger (Mr. Dan Bakoye) asked whether the submitted PIFs that haven’t been analyzed by the GEF Council were with UNDP or the GEF Sec. GEF Sec (Mr. Ehlers) informed that all the relevant information can be accessed through the GEF website, namely the list of submissions and the committed allocations under Biodiversity and Climate Change.

The DRC expressed the wish that during the next workshop it would also be good to discuss concrete cases of projects that were not successful and the reasons for such outcome. Gabon (Mr. Abouro Otogo) seconded the DRC to underline that reasons for lack of success can be found within countries but also within the GEF agencies and their interaction with either countries or among themselves.

Chad (Mr. Mamadi N’garkelo) wanted to know whether the CSP would continue throughout GEF-5.

Closing statements

GEF Sec (Mr. Ehlers) took the opportunity to announce that the CSP will continue but that the next workshops  may have a different format. The proposal is that they will be organized at constituency level rather than by sub-region, each country to be represented by an expanded delegation of 6 people: the two GEF focal points, the three environmental conventions focal points, one representative from the Ministry of Finance and one representative from civil society. 

He suggested the participants to express their support to the GEF replenishment through the appropriate official channels and that all country positions should be voiced at the GEF Council level. The GEF Sec is ready to assist to the best of its ability.

He expressed thanks to the Government of Ghana and all participants from both the countries and the GEF agencies.

The Honorable Minister of Lands, Country Planning and Environment of Sierra Leone, Mr. Denis M. Sandy, cited two proverbs from Sierra Leone and thanked the workshop organizers and his African colleagues, for all that was learned during the 2 days of the workshop. He also encouraged all participants to go on the field visit the following day as it would certainly be a high moment in the programme. He also encouraged participants to complete the workshop evaluation and provide their feedback to the CSP.  The workshop was then closed by the session chairman.

	Session 10: Consultations with GEF Secretariat, Agencies, Evaluation Office and CSP

GEFSec:   Mr. William Ehlers
AfDB:      Ms. Siham Mohamedahmed

FAO:        Mr. Fernando Salinas, Mr. Attaher Maiga

UNDP:      Mr. John Hough, Mr. Josep Gari, Mr. Benoit Lebot
UNEP:      Mr. Adamou Bouhari
World Bank: Mr. John Fraser-Stewart 

GEF EO:   Mr. Rob van den Berg

CSP:          Ms. Tehmina Akhtar




Bilateral meetings were organized at their request for the representatives of Gambia, Cote d’Ivoire, Sierra Leone, Togo, Chad, Ghana, and Cape Verde, with the GEF Secretariat, GEF Agencies, the Country Support Programme (CSP), and the GEF Evaluation Office to discuss country specific issues and concerns. 
Day 3: Saturday 11 July 2009

	Session 11:  Field visit to GEF projects
GEF-SGP Funded “Community Initiative in Eco Restoration of Weto Mountain for Biodiversity Conservation and Ecotourism Development”
Facilitated by: Mr. George Ortsin, GEF/SGP National Coordinator in Ghana
Rapporteur: Ms. Tehmina Akhtar, GEF CSP



A field visit to a number of GEF/SGP biodiversity and land degradation projects clustered in the Weto Mountains of eastern Ghana (Volta region) was organized for the GEF Focal Points and other workshop participants by the CSP in cooperation with the GEF Small Grants Programme in Ghana, the UNDP Ghana office and with the support of the Ghana GEF OFP’s office.  The field visit was organized and lead by Mr. George Ortsin, the GEF/SGP National Coordinator in Ghana.

Participants were greeted by SGP project beneficiaries, community members, chiefs and elders at Woadze in a traditional welcome ceremony.   Each participant was designated a citizen of Woadze while the Ghana GEF OFP, Mr. Jonathan Allotey Ghana’s GEF OFP was instituted as a “Development Chief” for Woadze.  The project proponent, a local NGO called “Development Institute”, provided a brief introduction to the Woadze Integrated Community-Based Mountain Biodiversity Conservation and Alternative Livelihood project.  Mr. Ken Kinney of the Development Institute explained that the Woadze community lies at the foothill of the Weto range, a designated biodiversity hot spot, where degradation of natural resources was being caused by poor farming practices and poverty.  The project was approved two years ago and has helped to strengthen community institutions, establish farmer groups, promote alternative enterprises such as growth and processing of moringa leaves, explore ecotourism potential, improve irrigation practices, and develop a system for sharing livestock. The project applies the Community Resource Management Area (CREMA) approach and relies on a large number of community volunteers for its implementation.
Next participants proceeded to Have where they had a chance to visit the community’s EcoVillage.  They were shown the planting of moringa saplings and trees. It was explained that moringa leaves were traditionally eaten as a food by the communities, however the plant is known to posses numerous nutritional and medicinal properties due to which the local community with support of the project is now working to process and sell moringa based products – mainly a moringa tea and dried moringa powder which is used as a nutritional supplement.  The project provides training to local community members in moringa processing as well as in other alternative livelihood options including beekeeping and plant nursery production.  In addition a common agricultural area is being into an organic farming zone where every family can access up to 1 acre of land.  Vegetables such as “Ghanaian eggs” were being grown organically as well as interspersed fruit trees such as mango.
After Have participants visited the Tafi Atome Monkey Sanctuary.  The area is home to an endangered species of monkey which were considered sacred and protected by the Tafi people.  The area was designated as a community managed wildlife sanctuary and initial assistance was provided by Friends of the Earth Ghana, a national NGO.  With support of the SGP project the area has been surveyed, mapped, pillared and endorsed by traditional landowners and government. Laws and regulations for the management of the wildlife sanctuary have been formulated, however it is still awaiting gazettement by the District Assembly.  The Sanctuary was completely managed by the local community, with community members employed as managers and wildlife guides.  It appeared to be a successful ecotourism initiative as several tourist groups were seen visiting the area.

The last stop during the project visit was to the Mountain Paradise near Nyagbo Sore where participants had an opportunity to see a panoramic view of the mountain forests of the Weto range and break for a lunch prepared by local community members trained to prepare and serve food as part of the project’s ecotourism initiatives. Mr. Christian Bansah provided brief information about the “Nyagbo Heritage Conservation Area Project”, noting that the threats the ecosystem included bush fires, deforestation and logging, and overexploitation of land resulting in degradation of slopes and fragmentation of habitat.  The project approach focused on three main pillars: environmental conservation, tourism promotion, and value addition. As part of the project’s environmental conservation efforts, a local herbarium and plant nurseries had been established and threatened plant species were being naturally regenerated and replanted. Indigenous knowledge and practices that support conservation were being promoted.  As part of tourism promotion efforts, the project had undertaken GIS mapping and developed brochures, trained local community members, developed mountain hiking trails, and was exploring para-gliding and heritage tourism opportunities.  Several tourist groups were seen present at the site which suggests that initial efforts to highlight the areas as an ecotourism destination are showing some results.  As part of the value addition focus of the project, emphasis was placed on promoting hospitality services, food preservation (such as production of bottled fruit juices), tour guiding, and small scale arts and handicrafts production. 
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