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Day 1: Monday, 14 May 2007

	Session 1:  Welcome, Introduction, and Workshop Objectives

Co-Chairs:   Ms. Funke Oyewole, GEF Sec 

                     Dr. A. M. Mwinzi, Director General, NEMA and OFP Kenya

Rapporteur:  Mr. Christophe Crepin, World Bank 

Presenter:     Mr. Stephen Gold, CSP – 

                     “Review of workshop objectives, agenda, materials and resources”




The Chair called the meeting to order by requesting that all participants introduce themselves.  

Welcome by Ms. Funke Oyewole, GEF Secretariat 
Funke Oyewole on behalf of the GEF CEO, the GEF Secretariat and the Implementing and Executing Agencies welcomed participants and thanked the Government of Kenya for hosting the meeting.  She spoke about the objectives of the workshop, the importance of country driven-ness in GEF projects and programs, the inevitable changes resulting from the RAF in the way the GEF works, and recalled the fundamental principles of incremental costs and the generation of global benefits under GEF financed activities. 

Ms. Oyewole concluded by drawing participants’ attention to the GEF clinic session which will be an important opportunity to exchange directly on a bilateral basis with the GEF Secretariat and Agencies.

Welcome by Dr. A. M. Mwinzi, Director General, NEMA and OFP Kenya

The Director General of NEMA welcomed participants on behalf of the Government of Kenya and highlighted the importance of the GEF support for the sub-region. Dr. Mwinzi summarized the key environmental issues facing the Government of Kenya and the related common challenges for the sub-region in addressing global and local environmental threats.  He recognized the rich biodiversity of the sub-region as well as its vulnerability to climate change.  Additional challenges facing the region were further highlighted – deforestation, land degradation, coastal zone erosion, sedimentation, watershed degradation and pollution, increasing invasive species – all of which have taken a toll on natural resources of the region.

Dr. Mwinzi spoke of the need to address environmental and development problems connected to water and forests which he highlighted as critically important for the livelihood of people in the region.  He concluded by mentioning the value added of regional cooperation and the fact that the region provided good examples of important initiatives that need support.

Adoption of the agenda

Stephen Gold of the CSP reviewed the workshop objectives and agenda.  The agenda was adopted without any comments, and option was offered to extend the GEF clinic to the afternoon of the second day, as needed.

Discussion / Questions and Answers

Only a few questions were asked at the end of Session 1 about the GEF adaptation funds, the SGP, and the modalities to contribute to the discussions at the June GEF Council. For all these points, it was agreed that the subsequent sessions would address them and, therefore, that it was better to move right away to Session 2 and allow enough time for discussion at the end of the session.

	Session 2:  Update on GEF Policies and Procedures

Co-Chairs:   Mr Toefilus Nghitila, Namibia

                     Mr. Ademola Salau, UNDP

Rapporteur:  Mr.  Peerke de Bakker, UNEP

Presenter:     Ms Funke Oyewole, GEF Secretariat – “GEF Policies and Processes in GEF 4”




This second session centered on a presentation by Ms. Funke Oyewole of the GEF Secretariat on GEF policies and procedures in GEF 4 as well as on the new CEO’s vision for the GEF that aims to be more strategic, innovative, equitable, accessible and focused. The implementation of the Resource Allocation Framework (RAF), proposed revisions of the project cycle and focal areas strategies, changes in the Small Grants Programme (SGP), funds available for adaptation, and the comparative advantage of GEF agencies were all discussed in detail.  Many of the ongoing and proposed GEF reforms are contained in Council documents available for comment on the GEF website, and will be considered by the GEF Council in its meeting in June 2007.  

Discussion / Questions and Answers

Regarding the GEF’s promotion of a more programmatic approach rather than one that is project-driven, TerrAfrica is a good example:  It is a programmatic land degradation approach for all of Sub-Saharan Africa, strategic and geographically focused. A partner declaration to work together in delivering up to $1 billion in investment was signed in Burkina Faso some 2 weeks ago.  

Confusion still reigns in some countries “with the GEF going through turbulent times”. The GEFSEC needs to clarify what would be eligible and what is not. Some countries feel they need support in this shift to more programmatic approaches, the need to produce proposals that will qualify and the need for more and reliable statistical data. The recent Focal Area Strategy Papers should give guidance but it is recognized that some areas are still in development and  are being discussed with all agencies. Most of the Implementing Agencies have websites on how to develop projects and will assist in project proposal formulation, the GEF website supplies information and there is a GEF Handbook on how to develop projects. Under preparation is a GEFSEC project preparation manual, to be released soon.  

It appeared that some OFPs have been extensively in touch with GEFSEC for consultations through teleconferences while some other countries have had no contact at all. All countries should have received an invitation from GEFSEC. Those OFPs that feel the need for (more?) dialogue with GEFSEC are encouraged to seek contact with GEFSEC directly and discuss a schedule for a teleconference. 

A somewhat related issue: Some OFPs noted that previously submitted project proposals have been removed from the pipeline and these OFPs feel that stakeholders in their respective countries would prefer not to drop these proposals but rather re-submit. Should the previous pipeline have been retained, all funds for the GEF 4 allocation period would already have been consumed and there would not have been any more opportunity for innovation. Therefore the pipeline has been thoroughly reviewed.  However, if countries feel the need to re-discuss a previous entry, they are free to take up the issue with GEFSEC directly. GEFSEC underscores the country-drivenness of its program with the OFPs prioritizing the use of GEF funds in their respective countries. 

The GEF allocation periods depend not on commitments but on actual cash transfers of the donor countries into the Trust Fund.  The fact that GEF 4 only had actually commenced in March of this year (07) was new to most participants who expressed concern that already one year had lapsed since the August Council meeting of last year. 

The intention of GEFSEC to reduce the project development cycle (time from PIF approval to actual project start) from an average of 66 months to an average of 22 months was welcomed by all participants. The proposed “one preparation” process should better ensure time-bound deliveries in the future. GEFSEC operates a so-called ALERT system that is now respected by all its program managers, thus assuring acceptable processing times within the secretariat. However delays are still possible and commonly caused by missing information on technical or budget related issues, missing endorsement letters/ letters of partnership engagement or co-financing.  

Concern was raised that a mid term evaluation of GEF 4 after only two years of implementation would actually be too soon, especially for the assessment of global and/or performance indicators. This mid term evaluation will not so much be focused on re-allocations, but on how the GEF impacts on individual countries and on how countries work on implementing the RAF in general. Adjustments in allocations might materialize based on actual funds available (such as possibly reduced access to GEF funds by some EU membership candidates). The Evaluation Office will take the lead in this mid term exercise; the TOR to be discussed in the December 07 Council Meeting. It is strongly recommended that OFPs engage themselves in the M&E processes of GEF projects. For obvious reasons, independent, third parties shall always handle the terminal evaluation of projects.

OFPs are reminded that the (10 %) fees for Implementing Agencies are to be taken into consideration in the RAF country and group allocations.

SGP funds are to be replenished in June 07 and suspension on the release of SGP funds will be lifted soon. Countries with individual allocations do not have access to SGP core funds; which are reserved for countries within the group allocations of the RAF. 

Regional and global projects are currently on hold. The countries are being asked what kind of projects of regional nature they might prefer. The CEO is welcoming suggestions. Only a specific amount of funds will be available for regional projects. More regional projects are possible as long as they are financed out of the respective RAF allocations for each country. 

	Session 3:  Integrating GEF in Environment and Sustainable Development Plans & Policies

Co-Chairs:   Mr. Charles Rwandekeye Mugabe, Zambia

                     Ms. Esther Mwangi, UNEP

Rapporteur:  Ms. Funke Oyewole, GEF Secretariat

Presenters:   Ms. Noluthando Vithi, South Africa – 

                     “National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plan”

                     Ms. Rebecca Lalanne, Seychelles – 

                     “Integrating the GEF in Environment & Sustainable Development Plans & Policies”

                     Mr. Toefilus Nghitila, Namibia – 

                     “Mainstreaming Environment and Sustainable Development in Namibia”

                     Ms. Liza Leclerc, UNEP – “Agency perspectives on mainstreaming adaptation”                                                     




After a brief introduction by the Chair, three countries provided their experiences in integrating GEF in environmental and sustainable development plans and policies.  UNEP provided perspectives on integrating environment into the development process through a GEF adaptation project.

The three country presentations had several commonalities that facilitated integration – the implementation of supporting laws, establishment of coordination structures and stakeholder input and consultations.  Long-term planning also played a key part in all countries as well as clear articulated objectives and goals with identification of clear impacts to be achieved.  In all three countries, GEF activities were part of other processes, activities, programs within the country.  

Ms. Noluthando Vithi, on behalf of South Africa, made a presentation on South Africa’s National Biodiversity Plan of Action (NBSAP), a GEF funded enabling activity, and how the plan of action has been used as an integration tool for GEF activities.

The NBSAP is a framework for managing South Africa’s biodiversity to be implemented over a 20 year period. The NBSAP also served to fulfill the requirements of the UN Convention on Biological Diversity (UNCBD), contributed to the Johannesburg Plan of Implementation (JPOI) targets, and helped to implement South Africa’s 1997 Biodiversity White Paper, as well as its 2004 National Environmental Management Biodiversity Act.

The NBSAP was developed with a steering committee of officials from the Department of Environment and Tourism (DEAT), and UNDP. It involved a two year consultation process with all key stakeholders.  The strategic objectives of the NBSAP was the creation of a policy and institutional framework for biodiversity management, integrated management of terrestrial of ecosystems and sustainable use of biological resources as well as establishment of conservation areas.  Outputs of the NBSAP included a stocktaking and assessment phase resulting in the National Spatial Biodiversity Assessment (NSBA) which identifies the nine priority areas for conservation action integrating marine, river, terrestrial and estuarine ecosystems, and a Country Study which examines South Africa’s biodiversity and the current socio-economic, policy and institutional context. The NSBA also provides guidance for national and provincial governments on spatial planning.

Key stakeholders played a role in the NBSAP process- these included, key government departments whose work impacted on the environment, provincial environmental departments, NGOs and CBOs, local governments, scientific, academic, research and private sector  communities, conservation agencies, and donors.

Several bioregional plans and programs were developed including - the Cape Action for People and Environment –CAPE, the Succulent Karoo Ecosystem Programme, (SKEP), the Subtropical Ecosystem Planning (STEP), the Maloti-Drakensberg Transfrontier Conservation and Development Area and the National Grasslands Biodiversity Programme.  

The results of the NBSAP have been written into the Biodiversity Act and stakeholders are compelled to implement the National Biodiversity Framework. The Biodiversity Act contributed to mainstreaming by making provision for bioregional plans and developing an approach to protected area management.  

Ms. Rebecca Lalanne from the Seychelles highlighted Seychelles’ national context – it consists of 115 islands, with over 40% of the land under protective status, and two world heritage sites.  She also mentioned the unique coco der mer plant which is endemic to the Seychelles.

Environmental concerns are embedded in the constitution ensuring that it is addressed by the Government.  The Environmental Management Plans of the Seychelles is the primary mechanism for environmental management and an International Conventions Unit closely coordinates with the GEF operational focal points. The Environmental Management Plan (2000 – 2010) is implemented through a multi-sectoral stakeholder steering committee which meets every month and is chaired by the GEF OFP with the assistance of a coordination unit. The committee has discussed the RAF and made recommendations for priority setting. 

Constraints and lessons learned include the need for strong project coordination mechanisms as identified in Seychelles’ NCSA.  A Full Size GEF Program  - Mainstreaming biodiversity into production sector activities, will create an enabling environment for mainstreaming of biodiversity management into cross-sectoral planning and develop methods and means to integrate biodiversity into artisanal fisheries management, and will make biodiversity conservation a routine part of operations in the tourism sector.

A Programme Coordination Unit was established as part of this project to coordinate all GEF projects, including projects in other GEF focal areas and the SGP. Seychelles will continue to build upon these activities by continuing to implement the activities identified in its national work plan developed under the CSP, hold its first national dialogue to refine the national process and share lessons learnt. Seychelles will also establish a Small Grants Program.

The final country presentation was made by Mr. Teofilus Nghtila on behalf of Namibia. He indicated that as Namibia is a small country, it is easier to get stakeholders together and to coordinate and mainstream GEF activities. Mr. Nghtila provided background on Namibia’s development planning framework which serves as a basis for integration of GEF and other environmental activities. (Constitution of Namibia, Vision 2030, National Development Plans, Namibia’s Green Plan, National Poverty Reduction Action Plan). Challenges identified in the Namibian development plan feed into GEF programming. 

The National Poverty Environmental Plan is a five year national plan now in its third phase.  NDP 3 is ongoing and will be finalized in June 2007.  The Key theme under NDP 2 and 3 is acceleration of economic growth through deepening rural development – sustainable utilization of natural resources and environmental sustainability.  Environment is one of five mandatory cross-cutting themes which have to be included in all programmes and activities.

The National Poverty Reduction Action Programme has a link to poverty and mainstreams these issues within national poverty reduction strategies. The NPRAP is implemented in the same period as NDP 3 and sets the development planning framework for Namibia.  In 2005, the NPRAP was reviewed to mainstream, - adaptation to climate change and lack of information and access to technology. Despite these challenges, Namibia has made significant progress on the MDGs and is on track with its goals, reaching 90%+ of targets.  

Namibia takes a consultative approach to GEF programming.  All processes must be undertaken with key stakeholders – Govt. civil society, private sector and IAs and interventions must provide more livelihood opportunities and reduce the poor’s vulnerability to environmentally related factors (drought, water, energy, sanitation).  

Namibia is currently implementing 8 GEF supported projects. These projects are implemented to address specific areas identified as part of NDP 3.  They are also linked to other country environmental activities and implemented in partnership with others.

GEF focal points call a meeting four times a year to review progress – activities and budgets – this has proven to be a helpful tool to ensure that GEF resources are utilized within project timeframe.

All GEF projects have to meet national priorities and must have full ownership.  Country driveness is achieved through consultation with all stakeholders, and proposals must demonstrate impact - national benefits, taking into account socio economic settings and environmental constraints.  Projects must also add value and contribute to global environmental benefits and fill a niche where there are no other projects addressing that particular niche, avoiding overlaps.  Interventions must also take a holistic approach and ensure adequate provision of water and energy services.  They must also fix problems at the systemic, institutional and individual levels.

The presentation also highlighted achievements reached in partnership with the GEF – This includes a renewable energy program, coastal management program and strengthened protected area networks as well as an integrated sustainable land management program.  Namibia is also a member of the Small Grants Program and has implemented a number of enabling and capacity building activities.

Namibia has established successful partnerships with UNDP and WB.  Climate Change remains a challenge, but Namibia remains committed to ensuring environmental sustainability.

Ms. Lisa Leclerc of UNEP made a presentation on mainstreaming of adaptation, highlighting the pilot project – Integrating Vulnerability and Adaptation to Climate Change into Sustainable Development Planning in Southern and Eastern Africa – Kenya Country Pilot – Makueni.

The presenter explained the objectives of the project – to integrate climate change in sustainable development planning to reduce vulnerability to climate change.  The projects’ objectives also included piloting mainstreaming methodology: including a field component, policy component, upscaling component.

There are two other pilots in Mozambique and in Rwanda.

Policy actors were involved up front in the project preparation, contributing technical papers with climate experts.  A regional workshop was held to discuss the papers and country works plans and policy processes were developed.  The countries chosen were chosen based on the policy receptiveness as well as the impacts of climate change.  The pilot was designed based on a model for policy driven research and d information.  In Kenya – a representative from the President’s office was a member of the country team and an active participant 

The policy context for the Kenyan Pilot project included two sessional papers (climate change and Arid and semi arid lands, ASAL) and the national Disaster Management Policy. The project will test the principles outlined in the policies and suggest ways of improvement.

Components include - identification of ASAL where climate change should be factored in and engage those responsible, testing climate adaptation measures on the ground and measure results and added value to ASAL. providing fed back to policy makers for policy improvement.  

In terms of mainstreaming, the project showed the importance of the role that policy experts can play in ensuring that objectives can be met.  The final impacts of project yet to be felt, but practices are being replicated naturally by neighboring farmers.

Discussion / Questions and Answers

Coordination at local level

In response to a question on coordination at the local government level – South Africa indicated that while coordination is done at a national level, local communities are consulted in development of projects. During the development of work plan – through consultative meetings – budget issues are discussed.  Local Governments present their work plan and GEF activities are incorporated into local budgets.  GEF Coordination agencies can play a horizontal and vertical coordination role.

Environment as a cross-cutting theme

Experience in Malawi has indicated that environment has to be a sector in its own right to become relevant and receive support from development partners. There also has to be a clear agency to play a leading role.  Environment as a ministry is becoming one of the key Ministries in countries where environment contributes to the economy, through tourism for example.

Indicators of Impact

There was a comment regarding the need to have clearer indicators to determine impact of activities.

Funding of Environmental Processes

Countries discussed the challenge of implementation and funding for processes related to environment.  There was a discussion on the need for provision in national budgets for environmental processes.  Important for politicians to be made aware of environmental issues and thus be able to see how it is linked to development and poverty reduction.  The Ministry of Finance is a key agency that should be aware if GEF activities and financial contributions.

Training on processes and mechanisms for environmental related activities

Countries also asked for support from the Secretariat and agencies to develop better knowledge on how to develop appropriate mechanisms and processes.  UNEP provided information on a training course to be held as part of the CBD meeting in June to train CBD focal points on these issues.

Mainstreaming 

In response to a question about its ability to mainstream environment through the GEF intervention of the NBSAP, South Africa responded that it would not have been possible without this tool.  The NBSAP helped to coordinate the various programs so they can work in sync. In addition, the NBSAP put strong processes and institutions in place.  For example, SANBI now houses a lot of the processes developed under the NBSAP.  SANBI is also generating its own funds to continue these processes and develop mechanisms and ways to continue them.

	Session 4:  Developing National GEF Strategies and Setting Priorities

Co-Chairs:   Mr. David Aniku, Botswana

                     Mr. Stephen Gold, CSP

Rapporteur:  Ms. Seemin Qayum, CSP

Presenters:   Mr. A.M. Mwinzi, Kenya – 

                     “Kenya experience in developing a GEF strategy and priority setting”

                     Ms. Rachna Ramsurn, Mauritius – 

                     “The process of determining national priorities in Mauritius”

                     Mr. Shimelis Fekadu, Ethiopia – 

                     “Developing national GEF strategies and setting priorities: Ethiopia’s experience”




Three country presentations dealt with development national GEF priorities and setting priorities in GEF 4.

Mr. A.M. Mwinzi, Kenya, prefaced his presentation by commending the participants in Session 3 for bringing up significant issues that are relevant for all countries, and called for even a shorter project cycle of 6 months. Kenya has individual allocations in biodiversity and climate change.  Consultations between the OFP and GEF agencies coupled with a meeting by the GEF National Review Panel (composed of OFP, convention focal points, relevant government departments, research institutes and universities, and NGOs) led to agreement about how to prioritize proposals.  Selection criteria included:  consistency with national sustainable environmental management and poverty alleviation strategies and priorities; consistency with GEF strategies; whether or not the proposal has been pipelined; and evidence of broad stakeholder participation in proposal development.  A list of priority project proposals was developed based on consensus and submitted to the GEF Secretariat by the established deadline.  Lessons learned during the process were that stakeholder consultations are very important for building consensus and ownership, and awareness about the RAF and GEF priorities needs to be created, especially among potential project proponents.

Ms. Rachna Ramsurn, Mauritius, reviewed the main documents that help to identify national priorities, which for the current pipeline include:  strengthening management effectiveness of a protected area network, energy efficiency and energy conservation in buildings, and national capacity for coastal area management.  She also discussed the key actors and coordination mechanism involved in the project formulation process, as well as the National Steering Committee (NSC) that monitors and provides guidance for project implementation.  Ms. Ramsurn added that the NSCA recommended setting up a multi-sector committee similar to that of Seychelles.  This process has achieved a number of results: Views of key stakeholders, including community representatives, are incorporated in project formulation; national documents and research findings are incorporated in framing project proposals; targets and priority work across all focal areas is more coordinated; cross-sectoral issues are treated in meetings and consultations.  

Nevertheless, continued Ms. Ramsurn, challenges remain:  Synergies among GEF and other projects not fully exploited; NSC process of seeking co-financing difficult – Ministries budgets for a financial year are based on national priority projects and the lack of a specific time frame for GEF project approval makes securing government co-financing for particular projects in a specific year difficult.  Therefore, there is a need to reduce dependence on government co-financing and attract co-financing from private sector, NGOs, and other international donors.  The way forward involves the adoption of programme-based budgeting by the Ministry of Finance & Economic Development that would be a major step to mainstream environment in national strategies and programs and attract donor co-financing for future investment opportunities.  Other next steps include shortening the project formulation process and using GEF CSP resources to build capacity and create awareness about GEF project formulation and increase synergies between GEF and other environmental projects through stakeholder coordination.  

Mr. Shimelis Fekadu, Ethiopia, covered the national policies and action plans that guide GEF operations in the country, as well as the legislative basis to implement GEF projects and activities.  GEF priority setting was accomplished through national consultations, such as a GEF awareness workshop in 2001 and a GEF National Dialogue in 2003, in which government agencies, GO, NGOs, academia, private sector, and donors participated, as well as biannual project reviews and GEF project planning training workshops in 2007.  Through this process, GEF awareness has increased in the country, especially as the GEF has proven to be the most dependable multilateral environmental financing mechanism in Ethiopia.  About 15 project ideas have been generated by diverse stakeholders for planning under the RAF.  However, a number of challenges remain including: little support from IAs and EAs, perception of GEF inaccessibility leading to less motivated actors, competition rather than collaboration among government agencies, and absence of joint project monitoring and evaluation between FP and IAs/EAs.  A number of ideas have emerged in this process, such as the need for a different more programmatic approach, e.g., a country GEF Biodiversity Programme, and the possibility of establishing an autonomous GEF project support office under the GEF OFP.

Discussion / Questions and Answers

Support for GEF country coordination and consultation
Namibia noted that the introduction of the RAF calls for national coordination and consultation among stakeholders to set national priorities, and asked whether there is any provision for support for this from the GEF in addition to the that provided by governments.  Ms. Oyewole of the GEF Secretariat responded that starting in 2006 a package of support for focal points has been rolled out, an enhancement from what was previously available, with different components – Knowledge Facility for FPs, sub-regional workshops such as this one, and Direct Support Funds – in place of the previous support programme. 

Mauritius government cofinancing

FAO and UNDP asked about why reducing government cofinancing should be an objective when cofinancing from government is an indication of government support for national priorities in the sector.  In response, Mauritius explained that the aim is to reduce dependence on government cofinancing, not the amount, since budget amounts are allocated every year to support programs identified in the action plan. The point is to bring in the private sector and NGOs to support projects through contributions.

Kenya National Review Panel

Most countries already have established committees that could be considered, for example, existing CSD committees, instead of creating new GEF committees.  Kenya responded that the panel is not official, but something that comes together to facilitate review, bringing together known actors.  It is important to have clear coordination, supervision, and M&E mechanism.

Including GEF activities in sector-wide budgetary support

Malawi requested more country experiences about incorporating GEF activities in sector-wide budgetary support and GEF participation in national aid coordination systems, noting that every fund presents a different challenge.  Mauritius commented that each sector is allocated budgetary support in accordance with the projects identified in the NBSAP, including GEF projects.

The Chair queried whether, in terms of government budgeting for the environment agenda, it is a problem for the Mauritius GEF FP to be the Minister of Finance.  Mauritius answered that the Ministry is Finance and Economic Development and manages both local and external funds; neutrality is observed and monies are allocated to the highest priority projects.

Stakeholder cofinancing

Seychelles remarked that in reference to an invasive species project under development, stakeholders showed commitment through pledging more cofinancing than was expected.

NCSAs and GEF programming

Lesotho asked about how the NCSA process has influenced GEF programming, with 

Seychelles and Mauritius both responding that the NCSA 2005 action plans call for follow-up projects to address capacity issues raised in the NCSA, potentially through GEF projects.

	Session 5:  GEF Clinic

Staff available for consultations:

GEF Sec:  Ms. Funke Oyewole and Mr. Ibrahima Sow

UNDP:     Mr. Ade Salau, Ms. Veronica Muthui, and Mr. Alan Rodgers

UNEP:      Ms. Esther Mwangi and Mr. Peerke de Bakker

FAO:        Mr. Michel Lavardiere and Mr. Philip Kisoyan

UNIDO:   Mr. Alexander Varghese

World Bank:  Mr. Christophe Crepin

CSP:         Mr. Stephen Gold and Ms. Seemin Qayum



Bilateral meetings were organized for Focal Points with representatives of the GEF Secretariat, GEF Implementing and Executing Agencies, and the Country Support Programme to discuss country specific issues and concerns.

Day 2: Tuesday, 15 May 2007

	Session 6:  Enhancing GEF Coordination, Communications, and Outreach

Co-Chairs:  Mr. Aboubaker Waiss, Djibouti 

                    Mr. Christophe Crepin, World Bank 

Rapporteur: Ms. Esther Mwangi, UNEP

Presenters:   Mr. Stephen Gold, CSP – 

                     “Overview of country experiences in GEF coordination”

                     Mr. Evans D. Njewa, Malawi – 

                     “Enhancing GEF coordination, communications, and outreach in Malawi”

                     Ms. Pauline Akidi, Uganda – 

                     “Uganda’s experience:  The National Convention Coordination Group (NCCG)”

                     Mr. Dama, Madagascar – 

                     “Renforcement de la coordination, des communications et des activités de diffusion”

                     Mr. Alan Rodgers, UNDP – 

                     “GEF regional projects:  Experiences in management arrangements”




Presentation by Mr. Stephen Gold, CSP

He opened this session with general comments highlighting the importance and role of FPs in GEF coordination. He said that GEF Focal points have requested guidance through national dialogue processes and sub regional consultations, and that they have roles a national, regional and global levels. Most importantly their national coordination role includes: (a) Sectoral coordination  including  inter-ministerial and inter-agency and convention focal points (b) outreach to other national stakeholders; (c) Liaison with GEF Implementing and Executing Agencies (IAs/EAs) and (d) linking with  other international cooperation agencies. Emphasis was placed on the “pyramid” of their roles –i.e the widest part of the pyramid being helping inform and mobilize with stakeholders, which should lead to the middle part of the pyramid -facilitation of coordination with sectoral agencies and other development plans and lastly at the top of the pyramid is helping to influence policy by up-scaling lessons.

Presentation by Mr. Evans Njewa, Malawi

For coordination at national level, Malawi has  both GEF Political (Ministry of Finance) and Operational Focal Points (Environmental Affairs Department) and a National Steering Committee that has members from govt, private sector, academia & the civil society. The NSC reviews proposals, recommends those to be endorsed, and forms thematic committees based on focal areas. At regional level, the OFP is currently Chairperson of GEF SA Constituency. Malawi cited  benefits of coordination as (a) encouraging “country driveness” of the process, (b) Capacity building for preparation of GEF project proposals; (c) Sharing of regional and global experiences (d) sharing experiences at constituency level and explore areas with trans-boundary effects that require a common approach.
Presentation by Pauline Akidi, Uganda

Uganda’s National Political/Operational Focal is held by the Ministry of Financial Planning (MFPED) which is also MFPED is responsible for overall national development planning and macro-economic framework. The OFP heads a GEF National Steering Committee. All Convention Focal Points & GEF funded programmes are coordinated by the National Steering Committee under the OFP.

Uganda is among 5 countries implementing a pilot project focusing on “Capacity Building to Alleviate Poverty through Synergistic Implementation of Rio MEAs’, and has formed the National Convention Coordination Group (NCCG ) which was established in 2005 with the objective to provide a framework for the individual and institutional collaboration for the synergetic implementation of the MEAs and acts as a Steering Committee to the MEAs project. Through its multi stakeholder membership, the NCCG has enhanced decision-making and implementation of MEAs, collaboration with the SGP. 

Presentation by Mr. Dama, Madagascar
The Political focal point is in the Ministry of Environment,  and the Operational Focal point is the Secretary General of the of the Ministry in charge of the Environment. 

A national Steering Committee for GEF selection of GEF proposals was constituted recently but before that the OFP was in charge of the selection of proposals  for GEF funding. 

Presentation by Mr. Alan Rodgers

Mr. Alan Rodgers, former regional Adviser to the UNDP GEF for East and Southern Africa placed emphasis on strong national capacity so as to have strong regional capacity as the former have mandates to administer, conserve, manage, regulate, harvest etc for biodiversity resources. He said regional institutions can help coordinate, train research, synergise and support. He further said that it is important to have regional focus for projects because (a) resource is cross-boundary (eg forest) (b) the threats are cross-boundary (fire, invasive alien species) and (c) for synergy and cost-effectiveness in sharing approaches. Several regional institutions were named such as NEPAD at continental level- SADC, EA Community, IGAD at sub-regional level-  SCIENCE institutions such as ILRI, ICRAF- Civil Society  such as ACTS or  WWF . Other regional approaches involve MOUs and Letters of Agreement or Trade agreements between different entities. He however regretted that Regional institutions in East and Southern Africa are not strong enough to play this role efficiently. The new East African Community could be a platform for regional coordination for the East African countries in issues such as Cross-Border Protocols under the new Regional Treaty, the EIA processes and to endorse cooperation between Directors Forests. District level cross-border meetings could also be used. In the southern Africa area, Mr. Rodgers mentioned SABONET as an example of regional approach.  He concluded that for regional approaches, no one-size fits all, but regionalism needs to be designed around real capacities and needs, using existing institutions. 

Discussion / Questions and Answers

Taking the GEF to the local communities  

Question (Zambia)

The topic of this session should have been “country experiences” rather than “national experiences” because- in this case presenters concentrated on national communication and left out the community level experiences. How do we make sure local communities and the public at large gets the message of GEF? Communities care about livelihood issues – and will not warm up to global environment issues if their immediate needs are not met. The GEF needs to deliver solutions to real local problems in addition to solving global concerns.

Answer (UNDP Kenya country office Dr. Christopher Gakahu)

There are many ways that the IAs and GEF use to make sure that their messages to communities as follows: 

1. Involve communities at project identification at the very beginning and all throughout the project  

2. Use the GEF SGP programme to make sure communities know about GEF matters- this window is there for exactly this purpose.

3. The Equator Initiative- also implemented through UNDP is also successful at community initiatives, including an award system

4. During project implementation – Kenya for example has had good working with communities – for example having covenants with those communities so that if the communities took care of the environment they get something else in exchange.  That way they get to know about the GEF.

5. Use international days to tell about GEF. For example the UNDP Kenya country office uses the UN day to combat desertification to bring community level, UNDP, UNEP , and government officials to see some projects. The UNDP funds thus become seed funds as the government has gone ahead to take up some to the activities they saw in these outings.

Functioning of the GEF National Steering Committee  

Question (Ethiopia) 

Ethiopia  is using National Steering committee for GEF issues at country level. However the committee is in efficient, does not work in any good way. Are there alternatives to using NSCs? Any recommendations?

Answer (Alan Rodgers, UNDP consultant)

It depends on who is in the NSC. In most cases if the committee members are too  senior there is a problem with attendance. If they are too junior, they cannot deliver. The TORs should be clear. An example was given about a good NSC for  SABONET- a project in South Africa- because members were directors of the Botanical institutions and were directly interested in the subject matter to be discussed in the project. A poor example in Kenya where members of the Review Panel were mostly professors from Universities who were just interested in projects that could bring funds to their universities. 

Answer (Steve Gold, CSP)

There are two important pillars to a good NSC: (1) Clear TORs and (2) Incentives. Committee members should be chosen very carefully to capture their interests. For some countries is works better than others – but their role has to be integrated in the pyramid  presented earlier.  For example, for countries in the group-GEF resources may not be a great incentive. He gave an example of China - where there was an NSC with very senior people in the government – but the committee worked very well because the committee became a place to get other “government news”. The bottom line is the incentive to attend meetings. 

Budget support and integration of GEF in national development coordination

Question (Malawi)

The Malawi participant asked why it is difficult to dissolve these NSCs that are for GEF issues alone. In her perspective, they should be integrated into the other national multi-sectoral committies so that GEF matters are discussed by all and especially because the FPs have full time jobs that are integrated into other sectoral procedures. In such a case, there would be sub committees for GEF focal areas to deal with issues like coming up with project concepts for GEF.  Secondly, she said that African countries have adopted the one development pool system- for their budget support - where donors give funds to one development kitty- and specify what their funds should be used for. That way GEF becomes like other donors – might have to deal with a lower profile- but the question of having to deal with the GEF message on its own would be done away with. 

Answer (Christophe Crepin, World Bank) 

There is a need to liaise with national development stakeholders so that the GEF specific decisions  are  linked to other development matters. The GEF is meant to be catalytic- to spark other developments in the environment sector. That is why GEF funds must have co-financing so that it is additional to other funds. This means that GEF is not a “stand alone agenda”.  On one budget support, as is done by the ODA- i.e how the GEF can adapt to financial instruments in the region- the World bank representative suggested that this is an important question that needs to be taken to the GEF council by the countries . However they need to know what new dynamic and what influence in the thinking would the GEF bring in such an approach? He shared an experience where the World Bank tried to give a US$10 m project on forests in Cameroon through a debt Swap. It was approved by most council members but rejected by one. The bank was asked not to consider this again in other areas.  However, this Budget support issue could be very important for group countries – so long as the GEF specifies what it wants to fund.

Regional focus for GEF coordination 

Question (Ethiopia)

The presentation from Alan Rodgers mentioned that the regional institutions are weak- giving the example of the environment arm of NEPAD. What is the solution to this which is rampant in African regional entities. What is the situation with the NEPAD environment action Plan? And can GEF use the NEPAD as an institution to channel funds through? 

Answer (Alan Rodgers, UNDP consultant)

As it is it is difficult to use NEPAD for GEF because it does not implement directly but uses its regional organs. UNEP has a NEPAD initiative that has overseen the development of many sub-regional action plans. On regional focus sustainable process of coordination does not have to have regionalism within a shared resource. However, where country institutions are strong, it is desirable to have regional approaches. GEF is moving to stronger processes – based on strong institutions- to help build capacity and leave behind strong institutions. He gave examples of NEPAD and SADC which have various weak units and consequently the implementation is also weak. IGAD is another regional entity whose environment documents was very weak in the first place. The Southern Africa Botanical Network was a huge giant that put pressure on Lesotho smaller system. Thus regionalism cannot work very one if there is ”big brother- smaller brother syndrome”. 

	Session 7:  Enhancing Constituency Coordination

Co-Chairs:  Ms. Funke Oyewole, GEF Secretariat 

                    Mr. Alan Rodgers, UNDP

Rapporteur: Mr. Alexander Varghese, UNIDO

Presenters:   Ms. Funke Oyewole, GEF Secretariat

                     “GEF Sec overview of experiences of constituency coordination”

                     Mr. Evans D. Njewa, Malawi – comments on behalf of Council Member

                     Mr. Shimelis Fekadu, Ethiopia – comments on behalf of Alternate Council Member




Introductory remarks of the Chair focused on challenges for constituency coordination such as lack of inputs of appropriate information from other colleagues, transparency of information amongst all members, and the types of things that need to be implemented for constituency coordination to be successful.  

Comments on behalf of Council Member and Alternate:

Mr. Shimelis Fekadu, Ethiopia, recalled the issues raised in the Djibouti meeting of the East African constituency:  The need to strengthen inter-regional coordination by increasing GEF funds to support Council Members, training, experience exchange, improved communications in the two main languages with summaries available in French; GEF Agencies should build capacity to give focused support to countries; RAF time is elapsing; sector-wide budget support is a possibility, and constituency members want to push GEF in this direction; SIDS and environmental threats are a main concern.

Mr. Evans Njewa, Malawi, covered the following constituency issues:  Lack of a constituency meeting this year; regular feedback from only 4-5 members; Council members and Alternates should work closely together to make sure things go forward; constituency meetings should be linked with fully-funded SADC regional program meetings (as we are doing here tomorrow), two advisory chairs beyond members and alternates have been occupied by South Africa for the past years; draft TORs for Chairs/Council Members for discussion and approval tomorrow.

Issues raised in discussion:

Communications

· A major constraint for the work of constituencies is lack of funds for communication, lack of communication between GEF HQ and constituencies, and lack of communication between Council members. 

· Lack of communication within countries and with partners listed as a major problem. 

· Lack of appropriate feedback in a timely manner, inability to discuss problems openly and  find solutions.

· It is important to ensure that all information channeled through the GEF Secretariat to Council members reaches constituency members.

· The distribution list for information dissemination on GEF matters should also include those designated as alternates so that all involved are kept abreast of  the proceedings. 

· Lack of responses to emails sent out may be due to lack of internet connectivity or access to email in many countries, a major constraining factor for the work of GEF. 

· Due to limited availability of resources, focus on information dissemination through e-forums and web-based project status and funding.  Facilitate sharing of information between members using e-bulletin boards.

· Have summaries available in both French and English to benefit both Francophone and Anglophone countries.  

Constituency meetings

· The necessary degree of seriousness seems to be lacking in constituency meetings, members do not show up – lack of quorum and no apologies for being absent; lack of knowledge of GEF procedures; lack of direction.

· Constituency coordination should not be limited to just meetings; constituency members should also engage in issues. 
· Need to realign constituency meetings with regional block meetings; how to take advantage of other structures to hold constituency meetings, e.g. SADC. SADEC Representatives  are also GEF Focal points.  When they  have back to back  meetings, non SADEC members may not get a chance to attend such meetings. 

Council meetings

· Before each Council Meeting, a summary of documents should be provided as well as a summary of discussions afterwards in the working language of the member states.  Previously only Council Members receiving communications regarding Council meetings; now, these are sent to all FPs.  There are many designates around the table, so emails should also reach the staff designates, ensuring broader dissemination and awareness. 
· Constituency members need assurance that Council members will represent them in Council meetings, not just their own or their particular country interests.
Designation of Council members

· Need to ascertain whether a given country is prepared to take up the responsibilities of the Chair/Council member before position is assigned.

· Periodic review required of Council members and whether they are directly responsible for handling GEF portfolio within their countries.  In certain cases individuals who have been Council members retain their position long after they have moved to other positions which are unrelated to GEF. 

· Two years rotation is too short.

· Financial and technical support to the Chair/Council member is totally inadequate.

· Develop TORs for Chair/Council member.  Alternate Council member to function under the same TOR during the absence of the Chair. 

· TORs are needed for FPs as well so that they communicate with CM – both ends need to be supported.

Resources

· Inadequate human and financial resources for improving coordination; lack of adequate staff and too much traveling.

· Focal  Points and Council members already have too many responsibilities and heavy workloads and hence cannot devote appropriate attention to GEF matters.  Moreover, many do not make sufficient effort to understand the GEF operations and mechanism.  GEF work requires dedicated full- time professionals. 

UNEP emphasized that in terms of organizing and funding constituency meetings Focal Points and Council members need to be more proactive and take ownership of the process.  All members should familiarize themselves with constituency procedures and push for meetings. Logistical problems include lack of internet facilities, incorrect email addresses and email account capacity problems, and timings for organizing DSAs and airtickets – 6 weeks lead-time for meetings is needed so advance planning is the key. Quorums are also necessary to make meetings more cost effective.

Ms. Oyewole, GEF Secretariat, remarked that constituency meetings have agendas around a number of issues of common interest, perhaps not for all countries, but meetings should address policy decisions to be taken at Council.  Thinking of other regions as well, most constituencies struggle with similar issues for similar reasons of time and interest.  More proactive constituencies are those that are committed, and prepare clear agendas for meetings; the Council members take their roles very seriously and convene meetings without having to be requested.  Constituencies with better coordination come together on a number of issues along regional lines. Funding is available to Council members to convene meetings and support communications – this is the Council Member Support Program.  There is support for Council members and Alternates to attend Council meetings.  In the case of South Africa, the funding for the attendance of the two advisors is covered by the country. The success of a constituency depends on how serious and committed the members are, regular participation and meetings; planning and specific agendas, constant flow of communications, and initiative and a proactive attitude.           

	Session 8:  Managing workloads and tools and resources available for Focal Points

Co-Chairs:  Mr. Noor Ul Amin Rajabalee, Mauritius

                    Mr. Peerke de Bakker, UNEP

Rapporteur: Ms. Veronica Muthui, UNDP

Presenters:   Ms. Funke Oyewole, GEF Secretariat – 

                     “Progress Report on the CSP for FPs - Direct Support”

                     Mr. Hassani Ahamada Soilihi, Comoros – 

                     “Use of Direct Support Funds:  Le FEM aux Comoros”

                     Mr. Stephen Gold, CSP –  “Introduction to CSP Knowledge Facility for GEF FPs”


Ms. Oyewole, GEF Secretariat provided a brief overview of the CSP and, especially, the Direct Support Funds for GEF Focal Points.

Highlights:

· GEFSec has increased resources for direct support and simplified access process

· Only 28 out of 51 eligible countries in Africa have started the process of applying for funds

· Only 20 countries have received funds 

· Only one country has  completed process, acquired first tranche funds, spent and accounted for funds

Most countries are using the funding to raise awareness, build institutional memory, construct database for GEF projects, promote mainstreaming of global environmental issues, increase coordination among national agencies, and strengthen stakeholder involvement.

Key challenges for use of direct support funds include:  incrementally building on activities over the next three years, monitoring implementation, and submitting annual reports to the GEF Secretariat.

Mr. Hassani Ahamada Soilihi, Comoros, presented their experience with applying and utilizing resources from this direct support.  Among the activities undertaken were stakeholder consultations and design and dissemination of a GEF informational brochure.

Discussion / Questions and Answers

Malawi commented that it is one of the beneficiaries of direct support funds, and received 8000 USD last year, with which it carried out a public awareness campaign, convened stakeholder meetings, improved internet connection, and established GEF reference library which is being used by people trying to develop GEF projects or learn about GEF.  There are only $2,000 left, and the annual report will be submitted soon.  The representative asked if countries should attach minutes of meetings in reports to the GEFSec as evidence of activities?  Ms. Oyewole of the GEFSec responded that any evidence submitted is useful and welcome, especially workshop reports, and will help the GEFSec share experiences with other countries, as well as account for the funds.

Lesotho asked whether the $8,000 accumulates or does a country lose the sum if it is not accessed in a given year.  The representative suggested naming the countries that have not accessed the funds, which often makes them move. In some cases, the relevant officers in countries are probably not aware that their country is not complying.  Ms. Oyewole said that funds are available for four years and countries should apply for them when they are ready to use them effectively. The funds will be available cumulatively but countries are encouraged to access them as soon as they are ready to utilize them effectively.  Some countries have put in four year workplans for $32,000, which is encouraged, but funding is disbursed annually. 

The next presentation was by Stephen Gold, CSP, on an “Introduction to CSP Knowledge Facility for GEF Focal Points – Functions and features.”  The Knowledge Facility is one of four types of support available to GEF Focal Points:

· Direct support

· Sub-regional meetings

· National dialogues

· This knowledge facility initiative

The website has been designed specifically for the 200 or so GEF FPs throughout the world, for them to use to access information and communicate with other FPs.  It is a non-traditional site in that in addition to providing information, it allows exchange:

· GEF FP can pose questions to and discuss issues with peers and colleagues

· Constituency pages allow for planning meetings and discussion

· Country pages – countries can create pages, post information on projects and experiences, and links to other pages

· Regional newsfeeds from Eldis.org capture news and information relevant to GEF and related topics

Africa page will be available in both English and French. All the materials from this and other sub-regional meetings will be available on the page. 

This online Knowledge Facility does not replace other websites such as GEF website, but is a direct response to Focal Points request for consolidated, easy to access information. It should therefore be used in conjunction with the other websites.

The CSP team will work with UNEP to integrate the component being managed by UNEP into this knowledge facility.

Other key points:

· Some parts of the website are password protected and exchanges on it are only privy to those meant to see them. 

· Focal Points can send GEFSec and CSP team an email requesting designates to be given  to the website

· Large parts of the website are accessible to the public and can be used by country teams.

Discussion / Questions and Answers

The Chair reiterated that the online CSP Knowledge Facility can solve many of the issues highlighted during the meeting especially related to constituency coordination and invited the focal points to make full use of the facility.

Further clarification by Stephen Gold:  Only the email addresses registered with the GEFSec (for FPs) are recognized by the website. FPs were invited to update the GEFSec with the email addresses they prefer to use for the website, if different.

There were no questions.

	Session 9:  Conclusions, Follow-up Actions, and Closure

Co-Chairs:  Ms. Pauline Akidi, Uganda 

                    Ms. Funke Oyewole, GEF Secretariat

Rapporteur: Ms. Seemin Qayum, CSP

Presenter:    Ms. Funke Oyewole, GEF Secretariat – 

                    “Tracking national GEF portfolios and assessing results”




In the interests of time, the GEF Secretariat presentation on “Tracking national GEF portfolios and assessing results,” originally scheduled for Session 8, was delivered in Session 9.

Ms. Oyewole noted that Focal Points had specifically asked for guidance about M&E and tracking tools for portfolios.  The presentation highlighted the GEF Evaluation Office’s M&E policy that was issued in 2006 and emphasized that the purpose of M&E in the GEF is to promote accountability and learning.  The key questions are how Focal Points are involved at present in project, portfolio, and national level monitoring and how their roles may be clarified and enhanced.  Ms. Oyewole stressed that there is no prescribed role for FPs, and that their involvement depends on country circumstances.  FPs could participate in project and portfolio monitoring, in country reviews to a certain extent, and contribute to incorporating lessons learned from evaluations.  She said that if FPs want to be involved in M&E, the first steps are to define the purpose and method and go from there, in consultation with the GEF Secretariat and Evaluation Office and national stakeholders. Ms. Oyewole offered to convey any issues to the Evaluation Office.

Discussion / Questions and Answers

The Chair commented that according to the presentation, the FP does oversight monitoring but does not get more involved than that in M&E.  Rwanda queried that if there no prescribed role, there should be clarity, i.e., how can the FP be involved from the beginning of a project.  Namibia added that FP involvement in project monitoring should be mandated and budgeted. Ethiopia noted that while the country has an M&E system, there is no link between FP monitoring and IA monitoring and that they are done in parallel.  There is a need for functioning joint M&E that facilitates troubleshooting, and involves the FP deliberately and clearly.  Malawi asked what support was available from the CSP if a country wants to do an evaluation to find out the status of the sector and prospects for improving performance of the sector and projects.

To these multiple and related concerns, Ms. Oyowole responded by encouraging the colleagues from the GEF Agencies to contribute to the discussion on monitoring.  GEF M&E policy does not set forth a prescribed role for FPs, but it does discuss what this role could be.  Participant comments will be useful towards defining the role of FPs; present policy is the way it is because there has been no input from countries.  It seems that there is a consensus here that there is a role for FPs at the national portfolio and project monitoring levels. Regarding resources for conducting sectoral evaluations, the GEF Evaluation Office has conducted country reviews in selected countries, such as China and Vietnam.  

Ms. Seemin Qayum, CSP, remarked that FPs may use direct support funds to participate in and involve different stakeholders in monitoring activities in line with evolving GEF policy and as indicated in agreed workplans.  The National Dialogue Initiative can also support monitoring activities and national portfolio and sectoral reviews.

Mr. Alan Rodgers, UNDP, suggested getting away from FP as individuals, and rather looking at institutions to which FPs may pertain.  These institutions are involved in UNDP projects in all sorts of instances – beginning of project, steering committees, project appraisal, and so on.  Then there is formal M&E, but it is important to point out that it is not a one-off matter because the institution has been involved; the question to consider is how that institutional involvement is ongoing.  The GEF CEO has conveyed to FPs, in speeches to the Council and other instances that there is a need to move from project to programme; this means that FPs will be involved in overseeing, coordinating, and supervising programmes.  The programmatic approach implies additional tasks for FP office, but a programme would also mean fewer committees.

Lesotho and Botswana asked about who initiates project monitoring, and Botswana followed up by noting that these are government resources and do not belong to GEF – if projects are country-driven, then governments have a big role to play in M&E and issues of accountability.  In reference to Mr. Rodgers’ comments, occasional committee meetings are not sufficient, IAs are driving the process, and their procedures are very different from that of governments.

Mr. Christophe Crepin, World Bank, suggested that developing FP TORs would be important in terms of what should be monitored and evaluated by FPs.  As for the issue of FP institutions, it is clear that varied backgrounds are present in this meeting, and the capacity and ambition of the institutions represented are very different, and this affects their potential roles in M&E.  The key is to be flexible in terms of FP involvement – the FP should be in charge of ensuring that GEF procedures and policies have been adhered to and signing off on project documents.  Assessment of the impact of projects, whether projects are delivering results, and whether projects are contributing to the overarching framework of country targets in biodiversity, climate change, etc. – these responsibilities might be more in line with the ministry or division in charge of biodiversity, climate change, etc., working with the relevant GEF Agencies.

Botswana added that M&E is there because you care about impact not because it is a bureaucratic requirement of a project – the M&E system should be designed in reference to the strategy for biodiversity, climate change, etc.

Mr. Ade Salau, UNDP, pointed out that monitoring does not only take place in the field, but is also a matter of reports and expenditures.  As such, if FPs wish to be involved in monitoring, then in addition to endorsing projects, in order to ensure project impact, they need to ensure that there is adequate provision in project documents for monitoring impact.  Evaluation is not owned by the country or the GEF, and a neutral party is needed to assess whether a project is achieving results.  The UNDP mid-term review is designed to see if there are problems and turn them around.  The final evaluation assesses benefits for the country and the GEF and the lessons learned for application to other projects. Nothing prevents the FP from being involved in all aspects of M&E (without actually conducting evaluation).

UNEP stated that the overall M&E process is embedded from the project design stage, and there is provision for designing a complete M&E system to track expected outputs in line with indicators.  The mid-term review TORs have to be approved by GEF FP.  A results-based management framework is under development by GEF for projects and programmes and this will help to achieve impact and draw lessons learned.

Ms. Oyewole reiterated that the GEF Agencies have said that FPs may participate where they wish.  The agencies are responsible for project monitoring, and the GEF Evaluation Office carries out evaluations, working with FPs and ministries, but the GEF Secretariat does not have funds for M&E.

Zambia commented that since each IA has its own way of undertaking M&E, it would be useful to come up with a harmonized GEF approach.  Mr. Rodgers responded that this seems to be the way the GEF is moving.  The GEF Evaluation Office has been strengthened over the past two years, there are new GEF M&E policy guidelines, and the GEF EO is setting TORs for evaluations over the next two years.

Closing remarks:

Stephen Gold, CSP, thanked all the participants for their very active participation, topnotch presentations, and fascinating discussions.  He hoped that everyone would access the Knowledge Facility website, populate country pages, and participate in the discussion forum.  He stressed that the Knowledge Facility had been developed for GEF Focal Points and asked for feedback about whether it met their needs and how to improve it.  Next steps include next year’s sub-regional workshops, the planning for which will follow a similar process as for this year’s.  The 2007 workshops are focusing on the new vision for the GEF and the changes brought about by the RAF.  GEF Focal Points were requested to provide feedback to the CSP as to what issues they would like addressed for next year.
Funke Oyewole, GEF Secretariat, emphasized that the challenge lies before the gathered Focal Points and delegates, having had the opportunity to meet and discuss issues of common concern.  She hoped that the workshop had met the needs of the participants and if not, to please advise.  This had also been an opportunity to share GEF views, and that the participants have a voice at the Council and at the governance level of the GEF.  The proceedings began with a consideration of GEF policies and procedures and where the GEF is going and the role that Focal Points and countries can play, followed by presentations by colleagues on integrating GEF, including a very interesting presentation by UNEP on mainstreaming adaptation, from which the colleague from Mauritius said he hoped to adopt elements.  The next session on setting priorities was also conducive to learning from the experiences of different countries.  The GEF clinic provided opportunities for exchange with the Secretariat and Agencies, but this can be continued through the Knowledge Facility as well.

Ms. Oyewole went on to say that today’s sessions had highlighted issues of country GEF and constituency coordination, problems were revealed but also the importance of commitment and proactive deployment of common interests or goals.  She urged participants to use tomorrow’s constituency meetings to further this effort, where closed door sessions will provide an opportunity to deal with Council and political issues and resource people will join in when requested.  About Direct Support Funds, she recognized that countries need more support, but stressed that it is important to take advantage of what is in fact available.  Similarly, she hoped to see strong activity on the new Knowledge Facility for GEF Focal Points website.  Ms. Oyewole noted that M&E is definitely an issue with many question marks remaining, but based on discussions in both this and last year’s workshops and further feedback, by the end of year significantly fine-tuned guidance should be available.  Ms. Oyewole closed the event by thanking the government of Kenya for hosting the workshop, the Focal Points and delegates, colleagues from the GEF Agencies, and the translators for an excellent job.

Annex I
List of Participants
	COUNTRY
	NAME/CONTACT DETAILS
	OFP / PFP

	Botswana
	Mr. David ANIKU 

Principal Natural Resources Officer 
Ministry of Environment, Wildlife & Tourism
Department of Environment Affairs
P.B. 0068
Gaborone
Tel: (267) 391 3116
Fax: (267) 390 2051

Email: DAniku@gov.bw; daniku@gov.bw 

	Political / Operational Focal Point



	Comoros
	Mr. Hassani Ahamada SOILIHI

Legal Advisor for the Ministry of Environment 

Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries & Environment
Moroni

Tel: (269) 346321 (mobile)

Email: ashassani@yahoo.fr 


	Designated


	Djibouti
	Mr. Aboubaker WAISS

Secretary General

Ministry of Home, Urbanism, Environment & Land Planning 

Tel:  (253) 358 522

Fax:  (253) 351 618

Email: adouale@yahoo.fr
Mr. Houssein Abdillahi RAYALEH

Technical Advisor to the Minister 
BP: 3088

Djibouti
Tel: (253) 35 26 67 
Fax: (253) 35 16 18 
Email: rayalehoussein@yahoo.fr 


	Operational Focal Point

Designated

	Ethiopia
	Mr. Shimelis FEKADU  
Head, Planning & Programming Service 
GEF OFP Coordinator
Environmental Protection Authority of Ethiopia 

P.O.Box 12760

Addis Ababa
Tel: (251-11) 646 4606
Fax: (251-11) 646 4882
Email: shimelisf@yahoo.co.uk 


	Designated

	Kenya
	Mr. A. Muusya MWINZI

Director General
National Environment Management Authority
P.O. Box 67839

Nairobi

Tel : (254-20) 609 694

Fax: (254-20) 608 997

Email: dgnema@swiftkenya.com;          amwinzi@nema.go

	Political/ Operational Focal Point

	Lesotho
	Mr. Stanley M. DAMANE

Ministry of Tourism, Environment & Culture

The National Environment Secretariat

PO Box 10093

Sixth Floor, New Post Office Building

Kingsway

Maseru 100 

Tel: (266) 223 20534 / 22311767

Fax: (266) 223 11139

Email: stanleydamane@hotmail.com 

Mrs. Mamorulie MALIE


	Political Focal Point
Designated


	Madagascar
	Mr. DAMA

Directeur de la Protection de l’Environnement
Ministère de l’Environnement, des Eaux et Forets
B.P. 3948, Antananarivo 101

Tel. (261-20) 226 1362

Fax: (261-20) 224 1919
Email: minev@wannadoo.mg 

	Designated



	Malawi
	Ms. Naomi Aretha NGWIRA
Director, Debt & Aid Management Division
Ministry of Finance
Lilongwe
Tel: (265 1) 789 056
Fax: (265 1) 789 173
Email:  naomingwira@yahoo.com
Mr. Evans Davie NJEWA

Environmental Officer

Environmental Affairs Department

Ministry of Natural Resources & Environmental Affairs
P/ Bag 394, City Centre

Lilongwe 3

Tel:  (265 1) 771 111/ 770 359

Fax:  (265 1) 773 379
Email:  njewae@yahoo.com 

	Political Focal Point

Designated



	Mauritius
	Mr. Noor Ul Amin RAJABALEE 
Senior Economist

Ministry of Finance & Economic Development
Government Centre

Port Louis

Tel: (230) 201 2463

Fax: (230) 210 6107
Email: nrajabalee@mail.gov.mu

Ms. Rachna RAMSURN
Economist

Ministry of Finance & Economic Development

Government Centre

Port Louis

Tel: (230) 201-1267
Fax: (230) 210-6107
Email: rramsurn@mail.gov.mu
 
	Designated

Designated



	Mozambique
	Mr. Policorpo NAPICA
National Director of Environmental Management
Ministry for Coordination of Environmental Affairs (MICOA)
Av. Acordos de Lusaka 2115
C.P. 2020 Maputo
Tel: (258 21) 466 407 
Fax: (258 21) 464 849
E-mail:  p.napica@micoa.gov.mz  

	Operational Focal Point

	Namibia
	Mr. Toefilus NGHITILA

Director, Directorate of Environmental Affairs

Ministry of Environment & Tourism

Capital Center Building, 6th Floor

Private Bag 13306

Levinson Arcade Street 

Windhoek 

Tel: (264 61) 249 015

Fax: (264 61) 240 339

Email: nghitila@dea.met.gov.na 


	Operational Focal Point

	Rwanda


	Ms. Rose MUKANKOMEJE
Director General 
Rwanda Environmental Management Authority (REMA) 
PO Box 7436 
Kigali
Tel: (250) 5510 0053
Fax: (250) 5510 0117 
E-mail: rmukankomeje@yahoo.com

	Operational Focal Point

	Seychelles
	Ms. Rebecca LOUSTAU-LALANNE

International Conventions Unit

Department of Environment

Ministry of Environment & Natural Resources

Botanical Gardens

P.O.Box 445, Victoria, Mahe 

Tel: (248) 670 595

Fax: (248) 610 638

Email: r.lalanne@env.gov.sc 

Ms. Marquise DAVID 

Director of Multilateral Affairs

Ministry of Foreign Affairs & International Cooperation Maison Queau de Quinssy

Mont Fleuri 

P.O Box 656, Victoria, Mahe

Tel :  (248) 283554

Fax : (248) 224845

Email :  mdavid@mfa.gov.sc

	Designated 

Designated

	South Africa
	Mr. Johannes MOSIMA
Assistant Director 
Department of Environmental Affairs & Tourism 
Private Bag X447 
Pretoria
Tel: (27 12) 310 3911
Fax: (27 12) 320 0025

Email: jmosima@deat.gov.za
Ms. Noluthando VITHI

Deputy Director, International Organizations

Department of Environmental Affairs & Tourism

Tel : (27 21) 310 3297  

Email: nvithi@deat.gov.za

	Operational Focal Point
Designated

	Sudan
	Mr. Mohamed YASSIN EISA 

Ministry of International Cooperation

P.O. Box 2029

Tel: (249 18) 377 2169
Khartoum

Email: yassineisa@yahoo.com 

Mr. Saadeldin IZZELDIN
Higher Council for Environment & Natural Resources 
P.O. Box 10488
Khartoum
Tel: (249) 11 784279
Fax: (249) 11 787617
Email: hcenr@sudanmail.net
 MERGEFIELD "Work_State" 

 MERGEFIELD "Work_Zip_Code" 
	Political Focal Point

Operational Focal Point


	Swaziland
	Mr. Jameson D. VILAKATI

Executive Director

Ministry for Tourism, Environment & Communications

Swaziland Environment Authority

P.O. Box 2652

Mbabane,  H100

Tel:  (268) 404 7893

Fax: (268) 404 1719

Email: sea@realnet.co.sz 

           seabiodiv@retreat.co.sz

	Operational Focal Point

	Uganda
	Ms. Pauline AKIDI
Principal Economist/ Head, Multilateral Section
Aid Liaison Department
Ministry of Finance, Planning & Economic Development
P.O. Box 8147
Kampala
Tel: (256 41) 707184
Fax: (256 41) 342370
Email: Pauline.Akidi@finance.go.ug

	Designated


	Zambia
	Mr. Charles Rwandekeye MUGABE
Advisor
Ministry of Tourism, Environment & Natural Resources
Lusaka

Tel.  (260 97) 863916
Fax : (260 1) 229417

Email: crwandekeye@mtenr.gov.zm 


	Designated


GEF AGENCY REPRESENTATIVES
	ORGANIZATION
	NAME / CONTACT DETAILS

	GEF Secretariat

1818 H Street NW

MSN G 6-602
Washington, D.C. 20433
Fax: (1-202) 522-3240/3245
	Ms. Funke OYEWOLE
Team Leader, Corporate Affairs

Tel. (1-202) 473-4486

Email: foyewole@thegef.org
Mr. Ibrahima SOW

Program Manager

Environmental Specialist, Climate & Climate Team

Tel. (1-202) 473 2716

Email: isow@thegef.org 




	UNDP-GEF

Regional Center in Pretoria
Metro Park Building, 351 Schoeman Street
Pretoria 0002

Fax: +27 12 3548111
	Mr. Ademola SALAU

Regional Technical Adviser, Climate Change

Tel: (27-12) 354 8117

Email: ademola.salau@undp.org 

Ms. Veronica MUTHUI

Regional Technical Adviser, Land Degradation

Tel. No. (27-12) 354 8124
Email: veronica.muthui@undp.org 

Mr. Alan RODGERS

Consultant to UNDP-GEF Pretoria Regional Office

Nairobi

Email: alan.rodgers@undp.org 



	UNDP Kenya

	Mr. Charles NYANDIGA

Programme Analyst

United Nations Avenue, Gigiri 

United Nations Complex 

Block Q

Nairobi
Tel: (254-20) 762 1234/ 762 4440/ 762 4439
Fax: (254-20) 762 4489 /90/91/92
Email:  charles.nyandiga@undp.org 



	UNEP-DGEF

Gigiri UN Complex

P.O. Box 30552

Nairobi

Kenya
Fax  (254-20) 762 4489/90

	Mr. Peerke DE BAKKER
Programme Officer, Energy
Tel.  (254-20) 7623967
Email: Peerke.Bakker@unep.org 

Ms. Esther MWANGI
Programme Officer, Biodiversity
Tel. (254-20) 762 3717

Fax  (254-20) 762 4268
Email: Esther.Mwangi@unep.org 

Ms. Liza LECLERC

Task Manager, NAPAs

Tel : (254-20) 762 3113

Email : Liza.Leclerc@unep.org 

Ms. Daya BRAGANTE

Programme Officer, Land Degradation

Tel. (254-20) 762  4294

Email: Daya.Bragante@unep.org 

Mr. Ide AHMED

Fund Management Officer

Tel: (254 20) 762 4190

Fax: (254 20) 762 4041/2

Email: Ide.Ahmed@unep.org 



	WORLD BANK

1818 H Street, NW
Washington, DC 20433
U.S.A.
	Mr. Christophe CREPIN

Regional Coordinator for Africa

Environment Department
The World Bank 
Tel. (1-202) 473 9727

Fax: (1-202) 614 0893
Email: ccrepin@worldbank.org


	FAO


	Mr. Michel LAVERDIERE
Forestry Officer
FAO Sub-regional Office for Eastern Africa
Addis Ababa, Ethiopia
Tel. (251-1) 151-3049
Email: Michel.Laverdiere@fao.org 

Mr. Philip KISOYAN

Project Manager

Kenya Agropastoral FFS Land Degradation Project

Utumishi Co-op House, 5th Floor , Mamlaka Rd. 

P.O. Box 30470

Nairobi

Tel. (254-20) 272 5069 / 272 5359

Fax (254-20) 272 584

Email: Philip.Kisoyan@fao.org 



	UNIDO

	Mr. Alexander VARGHESE

UNIDO Representative for Kenya & Eritrea
P.O. Box 41609 00100 GPO 
UN Gigiri Complex - Room Q-118 

Nairobi

Kenya

Tel: (254-20) 762 4369

Fax: (254-20) 762 4368

Email: A.Varghese@UNIDO.org 



	Country Support Programme National Dialogue Initiative

304 East 45th Street 
New York, NY 10017 
Fax: (1-212) 906-6998

	Mr. Stephen GOLD

Global Manager 
Tel: (1-212) 906-5452 
Email: stephen.gold@undp.org
Ms. Seemin QAYUM

Senior Policy Adviser

Tel. (1-212) 906 5472

Email: seemin.qayum@undp.org 




	Workshop Secretariat
	Ms. Frances LIM
Programme & Knowledge Management Associate 

Country Support Programme

National Dialogue Initiative
Tel: (1-212) 906-6780
Email: frances.lim@undp.org
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