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QEf GLOBAL ENVIRONMENT FACILITY
INVESTING IN OUR PLANET





Workshop Summary Report

Please note that all workshop materials and presentations are available on the GEF CSP Latin America Sub-Regional Workshop 2009 webpage: http://www.gefcountrysupport.org/report_detail.cfm?projectId=229 

Day 1: Tuesday 29 September 2009

	Session 1: Introduction & Overview

Chair: Ms. Vanessa Vereau, Peru

Vice Chair: Ms. Seemin Qayum, CSP

Rapporteur: Ms. Jocelyne Albert, World Bank

Welcoming remarks:

- Mr. Henry Salazar, GEF Secretariat

- Dr. Antonio Brack, Minister of Environment, Peru

Review of the Workshop Agenda and Objectives:

- Ms. Seemin Qayum, CSP

The Chair, Ms. Vanessa Vereau (Peru PFP), opened the workshop and invited Mr. Henry Salazar of the GEF Secretariat and the Peruvian Minister of the Environment Dr. Antonio Brack to make their opening statements to the delegates.

Ms. Seemin Qayum of the CSP reviewed the major issues raised by the GEF Focal Points in the 2008 GEF CSP Sub-regional Workshop in Mexico City and in their responses to the 2009 online survey regarding the content of this workshop.  She then discussed the overall objectives of the workshop and specified how the different sessions address Focal Point concerns.




	Session 2: Update on GEF Policies and Developments

Chair: Ms. Ximena George-Nascimiento, Chile

Vice Chair: Ms. Jocelyne Albert, World Bank

Rapporteur: Ms. Seemin Qayum, CSP

Presenter:

Mr. Henry Salazar, GEF Secretariat

     -“GEF-5 Programming and Policy Recommendations”

     -“System for Transparent Allocation of Resources (STAR)”

The Chair, Ms. Ximena George-Nascimiento (Chile OFP) introduced the session by commenting that given the topics to be covered, her introduction could just as easily take two hours as two minutes.  She noted that for those Focal Points like herself who have been involved with the GEF for many years – in her case eight years – the GEF has been about changes and improvements, and has recently become a veritable laboratory with experiments with the RAF and the project cycle.  The proposed changes would come into effect in June of 2010, and the documents discussing those proposals are available on the GEF website.  Ms. George-Nascimiento urged participants to listen closely and to speak up if there are things to criticize or reject and also if congratulations are in order.                                                                            

Mr. Salazar of the GEF Secretariat prefaced his presentation on “GEF-5 Programming and Policy Recommendations” by underscoring that he would be presenting recommendations, that the many new proposed changes and policies are only recommendations based on GEF Council requests to the GEF Secretariat, in many cases in response to GEF Evaluation Office evaluations and reviews.  The recommendations are part of the GEF-5 replenishment negotiation process, the first meeting of which was held in November 2008 and the last in October 2009.  The recommendations will also be considered by the November 2009 GEF Council and final decisions will be made by the GEF Assembly in Uruguay in May 2010.                                                                                                                                             

To set the stage for the discussion of the recommendations for GEF-5, Mr. Salazar mentioned the principal policy and programming changes that were undertaken in GEF-4:  the design and implementation of Resource Allocation Framework (RAF); the development of the Programmatic Approach; the revised project cycle; the design of a results based management strategy; the development of a new incremental cost methodology; the establishment of a level playing field among GEF Agencies; the launch of the Earth Fund; and the establishment of minimum fiduciary standards.

Mr. Salazar stressed the need to achieve a robust replenishment for GEF-5 given the magnitude and severity of global environmental problems.  

In GEF-5, four strategic goals are proposed to cover all activities under the GEF mandate:

Strategic Goal 1 – conserve, sustainably use and manage biodiversity, ecosystems and natural resources globally, taking into account anticipated impacts of climate change

Strategic Goal 2 – reduce global climate change risks by (1) stabilizing atmospheric GHG concentrations through emission reduction actions; and (2) assisting countries to adapt to climate change, including variability

Strategic Goal 3 – promote the sound management of chemicals through their life-cycle to minimize the effect on human health and global environment

Strategic Goal 4 – build national and regional capacities and enabling conditions for global environmental protection and sustainable development

The proposed focal area strategies themselves will not change substantially, and will continue to cover biodiversity; climate change mitigation; international waters; land degradation; and chemicals, including persistent organic pollutants and ozone depleting substances; as well as the cross-cutting theme of sustainable forest management (with incentive of additional resources on top of indicative allocation for countries that combine resources and objectives in more than one focal area for SFM impact).  Mr. Salazar went over the objectives of each focal area.  In particular he noted that under climate change mitigation, a proposed emphasis would be on energy efficiency (although innovative projects in rural electrification through renewable energy would be considered).

Mr. Salazar discussed the proposed modalities to engage the private sector through the Earth Fund; the proposed strengthening of GEF corporate programs at the national and global levels (voluntary national business plans, establishment of national GEF steering committees, direct implementation of the National Dialogue Initiative and Country Support Programme by the GEF Secretariat and some modifications in the components of the latter, preparation of a new capacity development strategy, expansion of the GEF Small Grants Programme and upgrading of certain mature country programmes, enhancement of the conflict resolution system, broadening engagement with the GEF Agencies, and further streamlining the project cycle, including processing and approval of projects under programmatic approach by Agencies with executive boards or governing bodies that would approve full-sized projects). 
Discussion and Q&A

Costa Rica:  Does the proposed project cycle reform and mean that only Agencies with direct execution capacity – the Banks and IFAD – would be able to process and approve projects?

GEF Sec:  The proposed Agency facility will only involve projects under the programmatic approach with a Program Framework Document.

Costa Rica:  So will only the Banks be able to undertake projects under a programmatic approach?

GEF Sec:  No, because it is expected that the Council will approve programs for implementation by other Agencies. 

Venezuela:  Under the climate change focal area, what about support for adaptation?

GEF Sec:  The Special and LDC adaptation funds are not part of the GEF trust fund and do not produce global environmental benefits.  Therefore, their replenishment mechanism is completely different – the donors decide whether to contribute to them or not – and until the proposal that these funds become a part of the GEF trust fund is accepted, it would be difficult to anticipate the resources that would be available for them. 

Chile:  Regarding the incentive of additional funds for sustainable forest management, many countries have attempted to bring together funds from different focal areas for SFM but it is very complicated and a real disincentive.  

How is the programmatic approach linked to the national steering committees and aligning GEF with national priorities?  Where will a programmatic approach managed by an Agency be discussed and decided? 

GEF Sec: The cross-cutting approach to SFM, bringing together biodiversity and climate change allocations and looking for land degradation funding, has not changed.  What is proposed under STAR in GEF-5 is that each country will have allocations in all focal areas except international waters, and this will turn a disincentive into an incentive.

The GEF national steering committees could use the voluntary business plans to determine national priorities for GEF funding, regardless of whether a programmatic approach is involved or not.  TerrAfrica, which involved several Agencies, is a good example of this process – national programming efforts are undertaken before any programmatic approach is negotiated and agreed.

Guatemala:  What about integrated regional management of water resources?

And a suggestion:  it would be better to use the concept of “forest ecosystem” rather than forest because the ecosystem approach includes water, soil, etc., and incorporates climate change mitigation.

GEF Sec:  Regional projects are possible under the international waters focal area, but IW only deals with transboundary water bodies. 

Colombia:  How will funds be allocated to multi-focal area projects under STAR and the regional and global set-asides?  

Regarding the Earth Fund platforms, there is already strong involvement by the private sector in individual projects, at least in Colombia. 

About the proposed take-over of the Country Support Programme by the GEF Secretariat, is this based on an evaluation of UNDP’s implementation of the CSP?  

GEF Secretariat:  Only multi-focal projects related to sustainable forest management would potentially receive incentives from the regional and global set-asides. 

The Earth Fund platforms are intended to be regional rather than based in individual countries, but we can discuss bilaterally how a national project might form part of a regional platform if its objectives are in line with the latter’s. 

The proposed changes to the CSP are based on Focal Point requests and are intended to reduce confusion and effort and to take into account economies of scale.

Peru:  The proposed national GEF committees and voluntary business plans should be accompanied by strengthening the capacity of Council Members and constituencies and their representation at Council, not reducing the number of constituency meetings. 

GEF Secretariat:  It is the case that the proposed changes in constituency meetings do not support the objectives of the two meetings, but your objections to the proposals should be expressed via your Council Member in the November Council meeting.  Just to clarify, the national committees would not have anything to do with constituency meetings. 

The Chair remarked that when the constituencies function, they are capable of doing excellent work. 

Ecuador:  Given the debate and the demand for more funding for adaptation, how is it proposed that the allocation will be increased?

Regarding the voluntary national business plan, countries have made a great deal of progress via national mechanisms.  For example, Ecuador already has a national GEF strategy that involves all stakeholders.

GEF Secretariat:  Ecuador is clearly very advanced and has the necessary structure and programming to use GEF resources. There is no need to reinvent the wheel and duplicate these efforts.  

Costa Rica:  How will International Waters projects be funded? 

What role will the Operational Focal Point play in approving Earth Fund projects? 

GEF Secretariat:  International Waters is the only focal area that would not fall under STAR because of its transboundary nature, making it impossible to include in a national allocation.  International Waters projects will continue to be designed as regional projects with the participation of various countries. 

While I will have to consult further on this and get back to you, the Earth Fund has a different approval process that does not require OFP endorsement; the idea is to provide incentives so that the private sector becomes involved in the GEF.

The Chair brought the session to a close by noting the richness and value of the discussion and invited participants to continue to make their views known through their Council Members at the upcoming GEF Council and the GEF Assembly next year.




	Session 3: Integrating global environment issues into national sustainable development plans and policies
Chair: Ms. Ana Luisa Leiva, Costa Rica

Vice Chair: Mr.  Antonio Assefh, UNIDO

Rapporteur: Ms. Rikke Olivera, FAO

Presenters: 

Mr. Oliver Page, UNDP

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

Mr. Laura Avellaneda, Peru SNCCC

Ms. Susana Rivero, Uruguay

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

Mr. Marco Pastor, Director, SERNANP and Dr. Alberto Paniagua, Director, PROFONANPE, Peru

     -“ Review of Biodiversity projects/findings in the region: Country Case-studies”

Mr. Oliver Page (UNDP) discussed the role of climate change national communications in promoting the integration of climate concerns in sustainable development plans in Latin America.  This was followed by two country case studies by Ms. Laura Avellaneda (SCNCC Peru) and Ms. Susana Rivero (PFP Uruguay) on the national experience of preparing the Second National Communications and their potential and actual impact on development policy and planning. 

Discussion and Q&A

Inter-American Development Bank (IDB): Based on the support that the IDB has provided to Peru, it is important to underscore the importance of having the Ministry of Finance as a strategic partner in the process of including climate change mitigation and adaptation in national planes and policies.  Therefore, analysis that shows the economic impact of climate change in different sectors and the associated potential public costs of adaptation is very important. 

GEF Evaluation Office: It is heartening to see that the National Communications are no longer documents that are simply archived.  How would the process and institutional arrangements established for the preparation of the communications fit with the GEFSec proposal to create national GEF committees?

Peru: It would fit in the national technical group for climate change funding.

GEF Secretariat: The GEF Secretariat proposal that countries form GEF committees takes into account the necessity of including the National Communications in programming GEF resources.  By including the convention focal points in these committees, the results of the National Communications can be incorporated in the voluntary national business plans.

Chile:  How can the National Communication process be strengthened within the GEF?  What can we do given the current situation where the National Communications cover adaptation but this is not eligible for funding under the GEF?  Is it possible to use the National Communications for allocating GEF resources among countries?  In the case of Uruguay, this is a small country that has achieved very complete National Communications formulation processes, but would this also be possible in large countries with bigger and more diverse sectors?  How can we come up with a methodology that would allow us to capture multisectoral and transversal themes under the GEF focal areas and program resources, whether from the GEF or other donors, in ways that are aligned with national plans?  It is not enough to adopt the results and recommendations of the National Communications in national public policies; the regional level and multilateral instruments need to be involved as well. 

World Bank: Regarding one of Chile’s questions, it is important to highlight that Chile’s own Third National Communication is an example of how a country has been able to create a coherent investment program that today has funding from various sources. 

Venezuela:  In terms of the relationship between the National Communications and GEF funding, the National Communications in Venuzuela have allowed for designing various programs that are aligned with the main national priority which is reducing poverty, and thus are not usually eligible for GEF funding. 

Mr. Marco Pastor, Director of SERNANP and Dr. Alberto Paniagua, Director of PROFONANPE, Peru jointly presented a country case study on “Strengthening the Conservation of Biological Diversity through the National Natural Protected Areas Program of Peru – PROFONANPE”

Discussion and Q&A

Panama:  This is a very useful and inspiring presentation for the work that is being done to strengthen the protected areas system in Panama.  Panama is formulating an ecotourism project in protected areas for which the approach of private sector management of some areas would be interesting. Panama has 36 protected areas but only 12 generate income. Peru’s experience could be very useful to attain more financial sustainability in the protected areas system in Panama. 

GEF Evaluation Office: It is gratifying to hear about such a positive experience about which it would be germaine to highlight that these positive results are the product of a fifteen-year process.  What has been the experience with results-based management, monitoring, and payment for environmental services in this process? What are the next steps after the last GEF project? 

Peru:  Results-based management in protected areas is not easy, but the management contracts with NGOs and the private sector include results such as the number of hectares restored, indicators of the growth of individual threatened species, etc.  If these results are not achieved then the contract is terminated.  The results obtained to date indicate that there has been more progress in terms of regulating and patrolling but very little in other conservation activities.  Regarding payment for environmental services, a study was done to estimate the value of conserving water resources used by Arequipa and protected by the Salinas Aguada Blanca National Reserve. There are also mining and agricultural activities in the area that depend on water resources and could pay for this environmental service. The value was estimated to be 4 million soles per year but it proved to be impossible to finalize the process of negotiating the contracts for payment of environmental services.  In the end, the transaction cost of achieving payment for environmental services agreements is higher than the cost of formulating and getting funding for a GEF project.  It is simply not worth it to negotiate these agreements watershed by watershed in order to protect them.  

Panama: How was it possible to convince the Peruvian Minister of Finance that state resources should also be invested in the protected area system? 

Peru:  We made a series of presentations that emphasized results-based management so that it was clear what would be achieved with the resources provided, that is, highlighting the value of what protected areas produce, above all water.




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

GEFSec: Mr. Henry Salazar 

IDB: Ms. Carolina Jaramillo

FAO: Ms. Rikke Olivera

UNDP: Mr. Oliver Page

UNEP: Mr. Robert Erath

UNIDO: Mr. Antonio Assefh

World Bank: Ms. Jocelyne Albert

GEF EO: Mr. Claudio Volonte

CSP: Ms. Seemin Qayum

Countries that had individual consultations with representatives from the GEF Secretariat, Agencies, Evaluation Office, and CSP included:  Chile, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, and Venezuela.




Day 2: Wednesday 30 September 2009

	Session 5: What constitutes a successful project? Experience from the region

Chair: Mr. Juan Andrés Salvador, Ecuador

Vice Chair: Ms. Seemin Qayum, CSP

Rapporteur: Mr. Henry Salazar, GEF Secretariat

Presenters: 

Ms. Tania Delfino Ribeiro, Brazil 

Ms. Ximena George-Nascimiento, Chile

     -“ Examples of successful projects, including lessons learned and results achieved”

Expert Panel:  Agency Perspectives on what constitutes a successful project

Ms. Tania Delfino, representing the Brazilian OFP, presented a case study of the successful coordination and project review and endorsement process in Brazil.  Ms. Ximena George-Nascimiento, Chile OFP, provided a case study of a successful project in Chile, “Removal of Barriers to Rural Electrification with Renewable Energy.”

The country presentations were followed by an expert panel composed of GEF Agency representatives who discussed the topic of what constitutes a successful project:

Mr. Oliver Page, UNDP:

Mr. Page succinctly delivered his remarks in four key points about designing and implementing successful GEF projects.

1 – The timings of the projects are as important as their design given that all projects have their “moment.”  Delays in design and approval mean that projects lose this opportunity and their implementation takes place in an inadequate context. 

2 – It is essential that projects are clearly linked to national interests and do not work in an isolated manner. 

3 – Projects should be able to adapt to changing national conditions while maintaining alignment with global objectives. 

4 – It is recommended that the realistic scope and reach of the project be clearly defined and that magnifying its impacts be avoided.  The GEF Secretariat, Agencies, and countries should work together to define the real dimensions of a project which satisfies the requirements of the donors and the GEF Council.  

Ms. Carolina Jaramillo, Inter-American Development Bank:

Ms. Jaramillo covered a number of factors and good practices that contribute to successful projects. 

· Clarity of design.  It is indispensable to have clear objectives and expected results during project formulation, project cycle processing, as well as implementation and monitoring. 

· Specificity in the objectives and expected products.  We have seen continually the importance of defined and quantifiable elements in the activities and products that are financed by GEF projects.

· Well-defined monitoring mechanisms and scope of expected results consistent with starting point. The link between environmental benefits and project activities needs to be aligned with the real possibilities of implementing the project and obtaining the promised results.  

· Simple and clearly defined implementation model. The principal implementation problems that we encounter have to do with coordinating activities among agencies in different countries and systematic follow-up among them.  Regional projects are clearly more complicated to implement than national projects. 

· Ensure development of participatory processes involving local and national actors and project beneficiaries in order to guarantee acceptance, validation, and ownership of project results.

· Correspondence between responsibilities of agencies involved in the project and their institutional competencies. 

Mr. Robert Erath, UNEP:

Rather than offering a systematic analysis and assessment listing factors for success or failure, Mr. Erath opted to employ two rubrics to illustrate lessons learned and practical guidance in for project development.

1. A GEF project should not be an island
For illustrative purposes, Mr. Erath referred to the presentation from the previous day on the Peruvian protected area system which presented the rationale that conservation efforts achieve a much higher degree of effectiveness, efficiency, impact and sustainability when embedded within a mosaic of production/conservation management projects at the landscape level as opposed to isolated PAs.  He encouraged Focal Points to consider the different categories in which project planning can be done in an interconnected or programmatic fashion and offered two further examples. The first is a thematic approach, based on the CCD National Action Plan in Cuba, where a GEF country partnership program integrates five OP15 projects for a total of $US 10 million implemented by UNDP, UNEP and FAO.  The second is a geographic approach based on transboundary ecosystems as represented by the UNEP Paramo Andino and UNEP-UNDP Gran Chaco Americano projects.  Mr. Erath also mentioned UNEP’s cross-focal-area strategic priorities, in particular ecosystem management. All UNEP GEF projects related to ecosystem management/payment for environmental services are integrated with UNEP’s transversal Ecosystem Management Program that, in turn, follows up on the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment.

2. A GEF project should not be a solution looking for a problem
GEF project design often starts with very good ideas which may encounter difficulties in the process of complying with the required project document sections. Articulating the relevant baseline, identifying satisfactory co-financing, guaranteeing country ownership and necessary linkages to national priorities can be time-consuming processes that contribute to high transaction costs. Moreover, the definition of indicators and their targets is more often than not left for last in the internal project logic design, filling out the “tracking tool” appendix being last on the list of tasks.

Mr. Erath challenged Focal Points to approach project design “starting at the end” of the above course of action. The definition of indicators early in the process of project design clarifies “what we want and where we want to go” with the project, and also helps to integrate the different project sections. Unfortunately, monitoring and evaluation are frequently seen as starting with project implementation. This notion should be replaced by an integrated “planning, monitoring, evaluation and systematization” process that starts when the project idea is conceived.

The objective assessment of project contributions to global environmental benefits through a “common denominator” of valid indicators at the programmatic level is a difficult task for the GEF, and constitutes “work in progress.”  For example, UNEP’s Carbon Benefits Project is currently developing measuring, modeling and monitoring tools to render a common GEF methodology to quantify global environmental benefits in terms of carbon balance for OP 15 projects.  UNEP is also developing a project that will assist countries in their 4th UNCCD National Reports by piloting the reporting of the performance indicators in 2010. The review and monitoring system will be based primarily on defining performance indicators to measure progress against the operational objectives of the UNCCD ten-year strategy, and impact indicators to measure progress against the strategic objectives contained in national, sub regional, and regional profiles.

Ms. Rikke Olivera, FAO:

Ms. Olivera used project examples to illustrate key points about the elements that helped to make these projects a success.

Example 1 - Land Degradation Assessment in Drylands (LADA), GEF global project executed by FAO and implemented by UNEP

· Catalytic:  Global response to a global necessity to support decision-making 

· Holistic, user-friendly approach at multiple levels (global, national, local) produced innovative methodology for monitoring and evaluating land degradation processes

· Local actors and users involved from beginning in developing methodology with FAO experts

· Solid scientific and technological foundations based on collaborations with different international institutions

Example 2 – Reduction of Environmental Impact from Tropical Shrimp Trawling, GEF global project executed by FAO and implemented by UNEP

· Adaptive management during implemention allowed for correcting errors (incorrect assumptions) in project design in each participating country

· National Plans of Action agreed with all actors permitted greater flexibility to make adjustments to specific country conditions

· Committees at different levels provided technical advice and follow-up and supervision of POA implementation
Ms. Olivera also mentioned the importance of partnerships with national and regional governmental and non-governmental organizations and the private sector; scientific and technical support for implementation; negotiating cofinancing early in the project design process; and ensuring that there is the budget to involve all important actors.

The Chair, Mr. Andrés Salvador (Ecuador), brought the session to a close by noting the valuable lessons learned and good practices shared that will hopefully contribute to designing and implementing successful GEF projects in all countries in the region.




Session 6: Briefing on Fourth Overall Performance Study of the GEF

Chair: Mr. Alvaro Sapag, Chile

Vice Chair: Ms. Rikke Olivera, FAO

Rapporteur: Mr. Oliver Page, UNDP

Presenter:

Mr. Claudio Volonte, GEF Evaluation Office

     -“OPS4 findings and recommendations”

The Chair, Mr. Alvaro Sapag (Chile PFP) introduced the session by underscoring the importance of the independent GEF Evaluation Office in modifying and improving the operations of the GEF as well as in the knowledge and learning generated about the impacts achieved by GEF projects buth at the national and global levels.

Mr. Claudio Volante of the GEF Evaluation Office presented the Fourth Overall Performance Study of the GEF (OPS4) that was recently completed.  OPS4 is an independent study that evaluates the GEF’s performance, the extent to which the GEF is meeting its objectives, and identifies potential improvements.  The OPS4 final report will be presented to the donors in the third GEF-5 replenishment meeting in October 2009.

OPS4 reaches thirteen main conclusions and makes corresponding recommendations:  

Conclusion 1:  Global environmental trends continue to spiral downward.

Recommendation 1:  Funding levels for global environmental issues need to rise substantially in order to tackle increasingly urgent problems.

Conclusion 2:  The GEF has been underfunded since GEF-2, given the scope of its agenda, the guidance of the conventions, and its mode of operation.

Recommendation 2:  The GEF-5 replenishment needs to offer a substantial increase over GEF-4, or the GEF will need to dramatically reduce support to focal areas, groups of countries, or modalities.

Conclusion 3:  The GEF’s link to international environmental agreements as a financial mechanism is an added value for the GEF in tackling global environmental problems.

Recommendation 3:  The GEF and the conventions need to interact to improve and focus guidance.  Guidance should be prioritized at the national level.

Conclusion 4:  The GEF’s mode of operation through three levels of action – foundation, demonstration, and investment – brings an added value to its catalytic role.

Recommendation 4:  The catalytic role of the GEF can be strengthened by increasing its funding level and by incorporating catalytic lessons in improved guidance and monitoring.

Conclusion 5:  GEF support is relevant to national environmental and sustainable development priorities as well as to international and regional processes.

Recommendation 5:  The GEF should further develop programming at the national level, by supporting the creation of GEF national committees and GEF national business plans.

Conclusion 6:  Seventy percent of finished projects show moderate solid progress toward impact.  (Note: This cannot be compared to achievements of other organizations, since the GEF is the first to present independent evaluative evidence of progress toward impact for its portfolio.)

Recommendation 6: Progress toward impact in GEF-supported outcomes shows the value of a portfolio approach at the national level, which enables recipient countries to fully support and maximize progress toward global environmental benefits.

Conclusion 7: The GEF achieves 80 percent moderately satisfactory and higher outcomes as compared to the benchmark norm of 75 percent; yet inefficiencies continue in the pre-approval phase.

Recommendation 7: GEF project performance should be further strengthened through improved guidelines, a better fee structure, and strengthening of social and gender issues.

Conclusion 8: The Small Grants Programme continues to be an effective tool for the GEF in achieving global environmental benefits while addressing the livelihood needs of local populations, with special attention to reaching the poor.

Recommendation 8: The SGP should be recognized as a GEF modality that should be available to all recipient countries.

Conclusion 9: Learning in the GEF is still not structurally and systematically encouraged Recommendation 9: Learning in the GEF should focus on cross-agency and cross-country learning and be consolidated in a corporate strategy 

Conclusion 10: Monitoring, tracking tools, and impact indicators are not yet fully integrated into a results-based management framework for the GEF.

Recommendation 10: The GEF should integrate impact indicators and measurements in the results-based framework for GEF-5.

Conclusion 11: Resources are managed relatively well in the GEF, but improvements are possible.

Recommendation 11: Improvements in resource management should focus on developing a new system for reserving funds for project ideas and reforming fiduciary standards and the fee system.

Conclusion 12: The governance model of the GEF compares well to that of other international organizations.

Recommendation 12:  Governance can be further improved by ensuring a more substantive role for the Assembly, by addressing constituency problems, and by implementing a longer term process to achieve a better division between governance and management in the Council.

Conclusion 13: Tensions in the GEF partnership arise from programming and project identification issues; these mostly stem from a lack of communication but are also due in part to fundamental questions on the appropriate roles of the GEF partners.

Recommendation 13: The GEF Council should address tensions within the GEF partnership and provide guidance on roles and responsibilities.

Discussion and Q&A
Venezuela:  What is the differentiation in resources for ozone between the GEF and the Montreal Protocol?

GEF EO: The GEF works with ozone-related themes only in Europe/CIS economies in transition, and a broadening of this scope is not anticipated.
Costa Rica:  If the evaluation identified weaknesses in the role of the GEF Assembly, what impact will this have on the Assembly in Uruguay in 2010?  

Why do they not take drastic action to solve tensions among the GEF partners?

In general there is dissatisfaction with the implementation of evaluation recommendations.  Is there a recommendation about how to implement the conclusions and recommendations of the OPS4 report?

GEF EO:  OPS4 is viewed by the donors as a major tool to define GEF-5.  The GEF Council is the entity which makes the decisions about incorporating the recommendations in the operations of the GEF.  It is hoped that the results of the study will have an impact on the agenda of the Assembly in Uruguay.

GEF Secretariat:  It is vital that Focal Points, through their Council Members, express their views and propose solutions at the GEF Council about the tensions among the GEF Secretariat, Agencies, and countries.

Uruguay:  We share Costa Rica’s concerns about the content of the Assembly in Uruguay and suggest that the November Council take decisions based in OPS4 in order to strengthen the Assembly agenda.  It is critical that Council Members raise this issue during Council.

GEF-NGO Network:  The report demonstrates that participation by civil society between GEF-3 and GEF-4 has declined by 75%.  The Network will meet in Paris and will speak to Council Members to express its concern.  In the same vein, under the RAF governments have appropriated the projects, without sufficient participation by civil society.  The role of the independent evaluation in highlighting these difficult topics is to be commended.

Chile:  It was mentioned that Council decisions are taken by consensus.  In general recipient countries are unhappy about Council discussions given that donor countries have much more influence on the decisions that are made.  Perhaps the replenishment meetings, where representatives from recipient countries in each region have been invited to participate, could be more relevant fora to express our views and influence decisions.

Guatemala:  In the negotiations, the number of recipient countries is important.  We should aim for a unified voice in the meetings and prepare a document with clear points that could be developed and presented as the contribution of the recipient countries.

GEF EO:  A key audience for OPS4 is the group of donors, but there will be an entire day in the Council dedicated to these themes.  It is hoped that the discussion will be participatory and relevant.  It should be noted that in terms of cofinancing, most of the confinancing contributions come from recipient countries.  This means that these countries are principal participants in projects, and not just recipients of funds.  Finally, it is important to note that countries may participate in the replenishment meetings as observers.

The GEF Secretariat added that the regional representative in the replenishment negotiations is Mr. Rickardo Ward, Council Member from Barbados.

The Chair closed the session by remarking that having participated in OPS4 it is clear that the contributions of the countries are reflected in the conclusions and recommendations of the report.  It is evident that the governance problems of the GEF are serious and should be confronted.  However, a discussion forum to resolve these themes does not exist; in practice the Council does not constitute such a forum.  Therefore, we need to find an alternative forum and design its functions.  The Assembly might serve as the space to generate these agreements.  It is imperative to be involved and particpate, especially when a country is representing a constituency.  These issues should also be discussed in regional political fora, and this is a task that should be taken on by countries and their agendas.  Mr. Sapag thanked the GEF Evaluation Office for its efforts and expressed his hope that the contributions of OPS4 be taken on by the GEF Council.

Session 7: Tools and resources available to support Focal Points  

Chair:  Ms. Gilda Torres, Paraguay

Vice Chair: Mr. Oliver Page, UNDP

Rapporteur:  Ms. Carolina Jaramillo, IDB

Presenters: 

Mr. Henry Salazar, GEF Evaluation Office 

Mr. Robert Erath, UNEP

     -“CSP Component 1: Accessing Direct Support and preparing an Annual Workplan”

Ms. Seemin Qayum, CSP

     -“CSP Knowledge Facility and GEF National Dialogue Initiative”

Mr. Claudio Volonte, GEF Evaluation Office

     -“Monitoring and tracking national GEF portfolios”

Mr. Salazar (GEF Secretariat) and Mr. Erath (UNEP) discussed different support options available to focal points:

· Support available for both Operational and Political Focal Point (or their representatives) to participate in two constituency meetings per year before biannual GEF Council meetings

· Operational Focal Point may access up to $US 8000/ year in direct support funding for activities in agreed workplan

Ms. Qayum (CSP) covered the support possibilities available to countries and Focal Points through the Country Support Programme Knowledge Facility and National Dialogue Initiative:

· Country Support Programme (CSP) and National Dialogue Initiative (NDI) are both GEF corporate programs

· Implemented by UNDP on behalf of GEF partnership – and UNEP for CSP Component 1 direct support discussed earlier – so UNDP/UNEP managerial and financial responsibility

· Strategic guidance provided by Inter-Agency Steering Committee, chaired by the GEF CEO

· CSP and NDI share global objectives of supporting GEF Focal Points and national stakeholders to strengthen national GEF coordination, integration, and priority-setting

· Facilitate multi-stakeholder dialogue and exchange of information, knowledge, experiences

· Involve public participation which is fundamental to GEF Instrument

· Under NDI, 93 National Dialogues successfully undertaken to date (including Country Dialogue Workshops since April 2000)

· Dialogues have evolved in scope relative to GEF Council decisions

· NDI objectives include:

1. Promote in-depth understanding of GEF’s strategic directions, policies, and procedures

2. Strengthen country coordination and ownership in GEF processes

3. Share lessons learned from project implementation

4. Achieve greater integration of GEF activities into national planning frameworks

5. Better coordination and synergies between GEF and convention issues at national level

Ms. Qayum gave a demonstration of the online CSP Knowledge Facility, particularly the country and constituency pages and how these provide vehicles for outreach and information- and knowledge-sharing in and among countries about GEF activities and portfolios.  The constituency pages can contribute significantly to supporting and improving constituency discussions and planning.  She also briefly showed the webpages specifically designed for focal points on the GEF project cycle, national coordination, and other themes.

Mr. Volonte (GEF Evaluation Office) addressed the monitoring and evaluation concerns of Focal Points with an emphasis on tracking national portfolios.  On the role of Focal Points in M&E, he stressed that:

· Focal Point participation in M&E enhances country ownership

· Precise role depends on institutional setting, capacity, and portfolio scope and size

· Focal Point role has become more prominent during GEF-4 with RAF implementation; further changes expected in GEF-5

Mr. Volonte indicated the vital contributions Focal Points can make through:

· Keeping track of GEF support at the national level

· Keeping stakeholders informed and consulted in plans, implementation, and results of GEF activities

· Disseminating M&E information, promoting use of evaluation recommendations and lessons learned

· Assisting the GEF Evaluation Office, for example, establishing a system for tracking country portfolios helps evaluations by gathering all major GEF project information in one place.

Mr. Volonte concluded by describing a simple database that can be used to track national GEF portfolios, and by recommending a number of good practices:

· Establishment of GEF national committee, chaired by GEF Focal Point, with membership including convention focal points, other ministries, GEF Agencies, civil society organizations, and linked to already existing inter-sectoral coordination mechanism to ensure institutional sustainability

· Development of criteria and national protocols for GEF project selection

· Active participation by GEF Focal Points in project M&E; GEF Agencies should share project implementation and final reports with Focal Points.

Material developed by the GEF Evaluation Office for the CSP Knowledge Facility on monitoring and evaluation and tracking country portfolios is available at: http://www.gefcountrysupport.org/report_detail.cfm?projectId=231
	Session 8: Conclusions, Follow-up Actions, and Closure

Chair:  Mr. José Antonio González, Peru

Vice Chair:  Ms. Seemin Qayum, CSP 

Rapporteur:  Mr. Robert Erath, UNEP

The Chair, Mr. Antonio González (Peru OFP), opened the final session by inviting Ms. Emilia Bustamante, SGP National Coordinator, to present a brief overview of the operations of the Peru SGP country programme and to introduce the project field visit programme for the following day.  

Ms. Bustamante commenced by highlighting Peru’s global significance as a center of genetic resources and status as a mega-diverse country.  Peru’s SGP portfolio has been historically weighted towards the biodiversity focal area and since the establishment of the RAF, biodiversity projects account for nearly 95% of the portfolio, with the entire SGP programme operating in this focal area.  Important areas of focus are promoting sustainable, productive, income-generating projects for biodiversity conservation; reducing deforestation; partnerships with the private sector, working in peri-urban as well as rural areas; and gender participation

SGP has implemented 190 projects, and in recent years has implemented the strategy of thematic/geographic grouping of microenterprises. Certification for organic and fair trade products as a means of contributing to biodiversity conservation, innovation, and community empowerment are emphasized.

Ms. Bustamante concluded by providing a quick overview of the two SGP projects to be visited on the following day:

· Reduction of Persistent Organic Pollutants in Mala Valley, Cañete, Lima

· Conservation of native species in coastal hills, Llanavilla, Villa María del Triunfo, Lima

The Chair proceeded to a succinct recap of important issues from the workshop and emerging themes to be discussed in the near future in constituency and Council meetings.  He focused on the significance for countries of the proposed recommendations for GEF-5, especially STAR, and the lessons learned from the country experiences with National Communications and successful GEF projects.  Here the most relevant issue is national and local ownership and appropriation of these processes.  He concluded by urging countries and constituencies to study and discuss the OPS4 findings and recommendations in preparation for the GEF Council and Assembly deliberations.

After a round of thanks from all the countries present, the Chair brought the Workshop to a close.
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