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Welcome by Ms. Monique Barbut, Chairperson and CEO, Global Environment Facility

Monique Barbut welcomed participants and thanked the Government of Thailand for hosting the meeting.  She spoke about the challenges of the region in addressing global environmental challenges.  She also recognized the rich biodiversity of the region and its vulnerability to climate change.  Additional challenges facing the region were further highlighted – deforestation, land based pollution which have taken a toll on natural resources of the region particularly identifying recent floods and the tsunami in Indonesia.

Ms. Barbut concluded by urging participants to act together to make a change in the lives of everyone, building upon the work that has already been undertaken by countries to put the necessary mechanisms in place to identify, develop and implement GEF projects.

Ms. Barbut offered the GEF‘s support to countries and asked for a frank exchange among Focal Points and innovative proposals to address challenges.

Welcome by H. E. Permanent Secretary Petipong Pungbun Na Ayudhya

The Permanent Secretary welcomed participants on behalf of the Government of Thailand and acknowledged the celebration of the Kings 80th birthday. The PS spoke of the challenges facing the region highlighting the impact of pollution –deforestation and land management on water and 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. 

The PS also emphasized the need for regional cooperation and the fact that the region provided good and important examples of forest management with traditional knowledge – highlighting both Indonesia and Philippines among others.

All participants then introduced themselves.

Ms. Monique Barbut – Speech

The GEF CEO presented the background, rationale and new vision of the GEF outlining her new strategic compact for the GEF focusing on making the GEF more strategic, focused, equitable, innovative and accessible.

The speech highlighted the pipeline and 2007 work program, the new streamlined project cycle to accelerate project development, revised focal area strategies and programmatic approach – sustainable land and forest management, and sound chemicals management.  Ms. Barbut also elaborated on the process for the development of the revised focal area strategies, and the opportunity for countries to participate in this process by providing comments. 

Ms. Barbut indicated that GEF will move away from a project driven approach to a more tightly defined base of programs. At the June 2007 Council Meeting, the Secretariat will present a sustainable land management program, and at the November 2007 Council, the CEO will propose a broad program of sustainable forest management. 

The speech also touched upon the process of RAF implementation and the status of discussions with countries.  Ms. Barbut assured countries that the funds available under the RAF belonged to countries and reiterated that the allocation is available for the four years of GEF 4.  She provided information on the current status of the $45 million available for global and regional projects in each of the GEF focal areas. These resources will remain frozen until countries provide guidance on how these resources should be utilized.  The CEO asked countries to tell the GEF what is important to them, their national and regional priorities, and where they want to use these funds.

Discussion/Questions and Answers

The new vision and reforms proposed by the GEF CEO were welcomed. In particular, the transparent and open process resulting from the reforms is very much valued.  There was an indication of the appreciation for the steps taken by the new CEO to engage directly with countries and to provide an important opportunity for feedback and dialogue with the GEF and the GEF agencies.

The value of the Sub-Regional workshop was widely acknowledged and gratitude was expressed to the CEO, the GEF Secretariat and the Country Support Program for initiating this effort. Continued sharing of information through such processes was encouraged.

After an exchange of ideas and discussion, the following issues were highlighted:

GEF Pipeline Management, 2007 Work Program and Streamlined Project Cycle

There was general agreement with the rationale for a transparent, time-bound system for pipeline and project management with clear benchmarks for monitoring project progress during preparation and implementation. 

The news that concepts not included in the June 2007 pipeline can be included in upcoming pipelines if they fit within the refocused focal area strategies was well received.

The steps being taken to streamline and shorten the project cycle were welcomed, it was requested that the GEF Secretariat take into account the additional requirements of the internal processes of GEF agencies to ensure that the process does not become burdensome to countries.

Revised Focal Area Strategies and Programmatic Approach

There was support for the move away from a project-driven approach to a programmatic approach and the proposed sustainable land management, forestry and chemicals management programs was welcomed. 

The revision of the focal area strategies to implement the move to a more strategic and programmatic GEF was welcomed as was the initiative to take into account cross-cutting issues, particularly sustainable land and forest management and sound chemicals management. The invitation to participate in the process by providing comments as the process develops was also well received.
Resource Allocation Framework

There was an acknowledgement that the RAF is a reality and the challenge is now in implementing the policy.  However, there is still much concern on lack of clarity as to the basis for allocation of GEF resources, the rationale behind the indicators and criteria especially with regard to the weighting assigned to the Global Benefits Index of 80% terrestrial and 20% marine. 

While acknowledging that implementation of the RAF is challenging for countries as well as the GEF, concern was raised about the different messages and guidelines they have received related to the implementation of the RAF.

Global and Regional Programs
There was an understanding of the need to ensure that the limited resources available for GEF global and regional projects are programmed in a strategic and focused manner to achieve the most impact.

The opportunity to work as region to identify priority regional and global projects for funding provides a good opportunity for countries to contribute to decision making on the use of global and regional projects. 
Country Relations

The Secretariat’s plans to enhance its relationship with countries by creating the position of Ombudsman, and hiring additional staff to work on country relations with a renewed focus on regional responsibilities, was well received and considered timely.

Funding for Adaptation Projects

There is a concern about the status of funding for adaptation projects and the fact that the three funds available through the GEF to finance these activities do not have sufficient resources.  The CEO urged that a decision be made on the adaptation fund as soon as possible because donors appear reluctant to replenish these resources until this decision is made, and this affects the access of countries to resources for adaptation.

Co-Financing
Countries urge the Secretariat to provide further guidance on means to identify co-financing opportunities for Countries. 

Communications with the GEF

Countries recommended enhanced communications with GEF Secretariat, specifically calling for clear, concise and regular communication from the GEF Secretariat with regard to guidance on proposed country priorities for GEF funding.

	Session 2: Workshop Objectives, and Update on GEF Policies and Procedures 
Chair:          Mr. Enkhsaikhan Jarghalsaikhany, PFP Mongolia
Vice-Chair: Mr. Frank Pinto, UNDP-GEF Executive Coordinator
Rapporteur: Mr. Sam Wedderburn, World Bank
Presenters: 

      -      Mr. Stephen Gold, CSP
      -      Ms. Funke Oyewole, GEF Secretariat




The Country Support Programme (CSP) provided an overview of the agenda based on feedback provided by GEF Focal Points from the sub-region, organization of the workshop and a brief update on the activities carried out by the CSP in preparation for the workshop. The agenda was adopted by participants.

The GEF Secretariat made a presentation providing additional information on the GEF’s evolving policies and complementing the speech delivered by the CEO in Session 1. 

A discussion and Q&A period followed.

The representative from the Philippines made a number of general comments with regard to the need for the GEF to engage fully with countries during this period of change. The Philippines also indicated that IAs need capacity building to address the different needs of the International Environmental Conventions. She asked where the money for project preparation comes from and if the country has to put money up front. She talked about the need to ensure that inter-agency consultations occur to allow agencies to play their corporate role within the GEF. She also raised the issue of difficulties faced by countries in identifying co-financing and asked that the GEF provide more guidance and support to countries in identifying co-financing opportunities as well as guidelines to assist countries in determining co-financing requirements.  With regard to the issue of adaptation, the Philippines indicated dismay that there were insufficient funds for adaptation within the GEF and the need for non-GEF funding sources for adaptation.

The representative from the Philippines asked for a confirmation that land degradation and Small Grants program were out of the RAF.

Cambodia raised the issue of problems of capacity of Community Based Organizations  (CBOs) to implement the Small Grants Program (SGP) and requested guidance on how to better enable such organizations to participate more effectively in the SGP.

Malaysia asked who made the final decision on which projects are eligible to enter the pipeline.  They also asked how the new focal area strategies would be consistent with current proposals already submitted to the GEF.  What will GEF’s business standards be in new project cycle?

Ms. Funke Oyewole, GEF Secretariat, acknowledged the comments made by the Philippines representative and responded to the question on the funding of project preparation by countries , indicating that countries usually fund the identification and development of project concepts with assistance from the Implementing Agencies.  She stressed that this is a key role of the GEF agencies.

GEFSEC confirmed that land degradation was not included in the RAF and that the SGP was outside of the RAF but some countries have opted to contribute funds from their country allocation to the RAF, but core funding for SGP is outside of the RAF.  Ms. Oyewole referred participants to the new SGP  guidelines to address this.

Mr. Frank Pinto, UNDP, provided additional explanation of how SGP amounts were reduced in the replenishment negotiations requiring a balance from country RAF allocations to maintain or increase previous country funding levels

In response to the question from Cambodia regarding the need for capacity building for CBOs, Mr. Pinto Gave examples of activities carried out by the SGP Project management Unit to ensure that CBOs with weak capacity to communicate and share knowledge and experiences can participate effectively in the program, e.g., using videos to present their project concepts as opposed to writing a project proposal.

Myanmar asked a question about the programming of GEF resources under the RAF and the direct dialogue that the GEF has had with countries.  It was pointed out that this requires a bilateral follow up with Myanmar given that they are relatively new to the GEF. 
The GEF Secretariat clarified that the focal area strategies will not be very different from the long term strategies shared with the Council in December 2006.  The revised strategies will be more focused and more integrative.  

In response to the question of deciding which country projects would not be included in the pipeline, the Secretariat responded that a process of consultation is in place with agencies and countries and decisions are not made in a vacuum.

	Session 3: Integrating GEF in Environment and Sustainable Development Plans and Policies 
Chair:          Mr. Frank Pinto, UNDP-GEF
Vice-Chair: Mr. Edward Clarence-Smith, UNIDO
Rapporteur: Mr. Joseph D’Cruz, UNDP
Presenters:

· Mr. Enkhsaikhan Jarghalsaikhany, PFP Mongolia

· Mr. Jinkang Wu, OFP China

· Mr. Sam Wedderburn, World Bank

· Mr. David McCauley & Mr. Javed Mir, ADB




The chair briefly introduced the main objectives of the session and the expert panel. Two countries and two GEF agencies presented their experiences in integrating GEF related issues in environment and development plans and policies.  (Note all presentations will soon be accessible on www.gefcountrysupport.org).

Presentation by H.E. Ambassador Enkhsaikhan on “Policy and Challenges on Environment in Mongolia – GEF Cooperation”

The presentation began with an overview of the ecological features of Mongolia and the massive socio-economic transformation the country is undergoing.  The speaker summarized the basic environmental challenges the country is facing, including the impact of the mining industry, overgrazing and the massive expansion of goat-herding, desertification and the expansion of the Gobi desert, deforestation – mainly for fuel wood.

The legislative framework is built on a basic law; “Law on Environmental Protection” and over 30 environmental laws, programs, policy papers and regulations.  International cooperation is built on accession to international treaties as well as bilateral inter-ministerial treaties.

He listed the main areas of emphasis for policy coordination between Mongolia and the GEF system, and the key players involved.  The national system mandates that where the country enters into international treaty agreements, the obligations under these agreements take precedence over national legislation.  This ensures that environmental treaty obligations have great force.

Results and achievements (focusing on desertification as a case study):

GEF support has assisted in capacity building, developing innovative new approaches to combat desertification and adopting sustainable land management.  

Challenges and constraints include: 

· Limited resources

· The lack of a clear, holistic approach to environmental management at the national level

· Weak institutional capacities

· A lack of understanding of GEF policies and procedures

· Insufficient innovativeness and efficiency, which affects the cost-effectiveness of GEF operations

· Limited capacities at the local government levels

· Conflict of interests and priorities amongst stakeholders

· Better linking the projects to ongoing or planned activities in the national system

Lessons learned focus on the importance of country-drivenness, consultation and participation of major stakeholders, capacities to implement programs in a holistic manner, a focus on impacts rather than processes and the need for visible impacts on the ground, particularly on the livelihoods of communities.

Presentation by Mr. Wu Jinkang on “GEF Programs and Sustainable Development in China”

1. The management of GEF Operations in China

The Ministry of Finance is the GEF OFP and PFP in China, which is somewhat different from other countries.  The MOF have set up a China GEF Office with the State Environmental Protection Agency (SEPA), the latter to provide technical advice and guidance.  National Committees have been set up to guide the implementation of the main environmental conventions, including UNCBD, UNFCCC, UNCCD and the Stockholm Convention.  These committees have been set up under different line ministries, e.g. SEPA for CBD and POPS; SFA for UNCCD and NDRC for UNFCCC, but these committees involve all the major line ministries and institutions involved in any convention-linked issue.

2. Integration of GEF Operations with National Efforts in Implementing UN Environmental Conventions 

Listed the key national plans and policies with which GEF programming is integrated, e.g. the National Five-year Plan or specific strategies e.g. the Renewable Energy Strategy and the Village Power Program.

3. Objectives of GEF Projects in China

Listed the key objectives of the China GEF programme.

4. Results on the Ground

Highlighted a range of significant achievements on the ground.  GEF support has promoted the development and improvement of national legal systems and policies at the national and local levels, e.g. the GEF/IBRD renewable energy scale-up program promoted the formulation and implementation of the “China Renewable Energy Law” and the GEF/UNDP project on “Barrier removal for the widespread commercialization for energy-efficient CFC-free refrigerators in China” introduced the highly-successful China Energy Efficiency Label, and the GEF/UNDP barrier removal for efficient lighting project supported the China Green Lights initiative.  Also highlighted the use of the GEF-supported demonstration fuel cell buses in the Green Olympics 2008

5. Partnership Programmes with the GEF

a. The Partnership in land degradation in dryland ecosystems. Led by SFA with support from GEF/ADB.  Currently involves six provinces.  Linked with the Western Development Strategy and the Plan for Combating Desertification.

b. China Biodiversity Partnership Framework.  Coordinated by SEPA, with UNDP support as GEF Agency.  PDF-B formulation process underway and completing soon.  A strong partnership involving a range of key Government agencies.

c. Urban Transport Development Strategy Partnership and Demonstration Program.  Under development by NDRC, the Ministry of Construction and the Ministry of Finance.  Focusing on the development of bus rapid transit systems.

6. General principles for project programming in China during GEF-4

a. In accordance with the GEF-4 business strategy, convention obligations, the National 11th Five-Year Plan, decision of the State Council and the balance of implementation amongst regions and provinces.

Presentation by Sam Wedderburn on Country Environmental Analysis at the World Bank

The World Bank presented their experiences on integrating environment into developmental policies and programs.  Focusing on one specific tool, though there are many different approaches and other agencies also use similar tools.

Described the background to the tool. Emphasized that good analytical work is an important foundation for sound policy-making.  Outlined Bank-supported analytical work on the environment in East Asia, e.g. the Environment Monitors, studies on the poverty-environment nexus for PRS’ in Cambodia, Mongolia and Vietnam, health and economic costs of pollution in China, etc.  However no completed CEAs in East Asia; some on-going.

CEAs are an integrative environmental tool to systematically evaluate a country’s environmental situation.  It draws upon work on sustainability and environmental indicators, country-led analyses such as NEAPs, Strategic Environmental Reviews, National Strategies for Sustainable Development and work done by other development partners.

Described the key steps and building blocks. Can be initiated as part of the normal policy dialogue between the Government and the Bank, or upon the specific request of the country concerned, e.g. when governments change, countries come out of crisis or countries wish to undertake significant reform of their environmental policies.  

One on-going in Vietnam, and two more planned in the region, for Indonesia and Timor-Leste.  Past CEAs have led to a range of recommendation and policy changes, and has led to better donor coordination and mainstreaming of environment into sector operations and lending.

Presentation by David McCauley and Javed Mir on integration of environment and development issues in the Greater Mekong Sub-Region

The presentation began with an overview of the GMS Core Environment Program by Javed Mir, within the context of the broader Greater Mekong Subregion Program.  The GMS Program has a working group on Environment (WGE), one of nine WGs.

GMS is primarily an investment program; 26 investment projects over 12 years for $6.5 billion (ADB $1.8 billion).

One key lesson is that neither state nor non-state actors have sufficient resources to address environmental issues on their own, and therefore cooperation is essential.

Described the GMS Economic Corridors, the Biodiversity Conservation Landscapes and the Biodiversity Conservation Initiative Pilot Sites.  Summarized the targets for Phase I of the environment programme (2006-2008). Focused on Component 2, the Biodiversity Conservation Corridors Initiative; Component 3, the Environmental Performance Assessments and Component 5, Sustainable Financing.  Also described the areas of emphasis for Phase II (2009-2015), which includes climate risks and adaptation measures.  Highlighted environmental mainstreaming achievements and challenges, and lessons learned thus far.

A discussion followed.

Thailand asked ADB if there are any proposals for regional projects linked to GMS.

Philippines indicated there are several possibilities for integrating environmental management into development planning at the international level, e.g. reporting functions for the Commission on Sustainable Development.  Asked ADB whether they are taking advantage of synergies offered by the mechanism of the CBD [in developing initiatives such as GMS] e.g. through their collaboration with IUCN.

Indonesia asked China if their status as a donor country affected their RAF allocation.

Lao PDR Mentioned that the World Bank has done a study in Lao (slide 3).  This study assesses the linkages between environment and non-timber forest products, transportation, rural water supply and sanitation, poverty eradication, etc.  Report is being finalized.  In Lao PDR have been trying to find a way to consult with different stakeholders on ways to link environment and poverty reduction, etc.  He indicated that a project has developed with support provided by the WB in three target provinces to develop a model to integrate environment, biodiversity conservation and poverty eradication.

ADB responding to Thailand indicated the general principle under GMS Economic Cooperation Programme is that projects are considered regional if at least two countries are involved.  Similarly with the CMP.  BCI has a transboundary site between Thailand and Myanmar at Tannaserim.  For assessments such as SEAs, these are all conducted at a regional level and are thus transboundary.  Transport and communications initiatives are also regional and will have regional implications, e.g. Carbon-Neutral Transport initiative.

ADB responding to the Philippines, referenced Ramsar; program is focusing on terrestrial ecosystems, wetland and water resource issues are handled by the Mekong River Commission with which GMS collaborates.  A general comment: biodiversity conservation corridors are focusing on ecosystem fragmentation and thus respond to the needs of the CBD.  They are also built on national reporting such as NBSAPs, thus addressing reporting to CBD.  Initiatives are planned at a range of levels from the local to national to regional.  Indicators under these initiatives, and capacities created for tracking these indicators, can be used to support reporting to the CBD.

China responding to the Philippines indicated that although he does not have exact figures with him, he believes China has been a contributor to the GEF since the pilot phase.  At the pilot phase and GEF-1, threshold to be counted as a donor was four million SDR, which is what China contributed.  For GEF-2 China increased contribution slightly (roughly 4.6 SDR).  For GEF-3 and GEF-4 China contributed $9.5 million USD each.  As a recipient country, GEC Council has committed roughly $500 million USD to China.  This sounds large, but on a per-capita basis, China has received less than 40 US cents from the GEF.

	Session 4: Developing National GEF Strategies and Setting Priorities
Chair:          Ms. Bernarditas Muller, Philippines 
Vice-Chair: Mr. Sam Wedderburn, World Bank 

Rapporteur: Mr. David McCauley, ADB

Presenters:

· Ms. Funke Oyewole, GEF Sec
· Mr. Nguyen Van Tai, OFP Viet Nam

· Mr. Nadzri Yahaya, OFP Malaysia

· Ms. Ampan Pintukanok, Thailand




Presentations providing case studies of country experience were given by the representatives of Viet Nam, Malaysia and Thailand.

The chair began the session with an overview, particularly challenging the speakers and participants to define what is meant by “country drivenness” in the context of national experience.

Each of the three speakers presented their national institutional structures for setting both their national economic and social development priorities and those relating to environmental management – especially their addressing of global environmental concerns in association with implementation of commitments made under the global environmental conventions for which GEF serves as the/a financial mechanism.

They also described various procedures adopted at the national level to determine and then implement priorities for the allocation of GEF resources, in accordance with the criteria set by the GEF Council for each of the focal areas.

Several lessons were common to the three countries presenting case studies:

Stakeholder consultation processes are difficult but vital in terms of attracting the best ideas, encouraging transparency and achieving consensus on priorities.

Interagency coordination also is a necessary but challenging part of the process of determining national strategic priorities and the allocation of GEF resources.

The recent transition of GEF in terms of its policies and practices has created considerable confusion at the country level, often characterized by seemingly inconsistent or arbitrary decisions from GEFSec.

During the discussion period, much attention was given to alternative national models of development and GEF strategic and priority-setting structures.  A typology of three approaches was presented and accepted as generally representative of country experience with institutional arrangements: (i) a national steering committee (often with sub-committees) led by a development planning or finance ministry coordinates the interface between development and environmental goals, strategies and program directions; (ii) the ministry of environment serves as the focal point for the process of identifying national priorities for responding to global environmental concerns, and then coordinates these with development planning authorities; and (iii) a hybrid of the first two models, often also including the active engagement of the ministry of foreign affairs with respect to country positions regarding implementation of multilateral environmental agreements.

It also was noted that GEF-funded projects are embedded in the programs of cooperation that are jointly developed by the GEF agency and the government, and that this adds to country ownership but also to the complexity of synchronizing project development and approval cycles.

GEFSec indicated that it would like to move towards a system whereby the countries fully identify their broad project concepts of greatest priority and bring these to GEFSec for early approval, thereafter choosing an appropriate GEF agency to take the lead for the project based on an assessment of comparative advantage. If this is to work, there will need to be considerable capacity development to advise potential project proponents about GEF eligibility and norms. 

	Session 5: GEF Clinic
Staff:
· GEF Sec:  Ms. Funke Oyewole, 

           Ms. Mehrunnisa Bashir

· ADB:        Mr. David McCauley

·                  Mr. Javed Mir

· FAO:        Mr. Derek Staples,

                              Mr. Simmathiri Appanah

· UNDP:     Mr. Frank Pinto

                              Mr. Joseph D’Cruz, 

                              Mr. Martin Krause

                              Mr. Manuel Soriano

· UNEP:     Mr. Max Zieren

· UNIDO:   Mr. Edward Clarence-Smith                                                                                                                                                                                                             
    Mr. Magnus Bosse,         

                       Ms. Ayumi Fujino, 
                       Mr. Khac Tiep Nguyen

· World Bank: Mr. Sam Wedderburn

· CSP:         Mr. Stephen Gold 




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

9 countries (i.e. 75% of countries attending) scheduled bilateral meetings with the GEF CEO, and/or GEF Secretariat representatives.
 

Key areas/topics on which countries sought to follow-up included: 

· (Information needs to be provided)
Day 2: Tuesday, 3rd April 2007
	Session 6: Enhancing GEF coordination, communications and outreach

Chair:          Mr. Jinkang Wu, China OFP

Vice-Chair: Mr. Max Zieren, UNEP 

Rapporteur: Ms. Mehrunnisa Bashir, GEF Sec

Presenters:
· Mr. Stephen Gold, CSP
· Mr. Francisco Bravo, OFP Philippines

· Mr. Agus Purnomo, OFP Indonesia


This session was developed in response to requests from client countries for guidance on enhancing national coordination, communication and outreach mechanisms.  It was noted that GEF focal points have consistently requested guidance on improving GEF coordination and this is also one of the key issues identified in the feedback received through the CSP questionnaire - the CSP gathered information on a number of countries’ experiences in GEF coordination matters through a country coordination study undertaken by the CSP, presentations made by countries at the GEF Assembly, and case studies submitted to the CSP by national focal points.  

The session commenced with an overview by the CSP, followed by presentations based on national coordination experiences of several countries highlighting the various processes that these countries have employed to enhance coordination.  The presentation described opportunities, constraints, and main levels of coordination using several country examples.  

The CSP presentation was followed by two presentations by the OFPs for the Philippines and Indonesia highlighting the specific national coordination mechanisms developed and adopted by each country, the results achieved and lessons learnt.  These were presented more as a component of knowledge sharing rather than specific ‘Best Practice’ examples.  Participants were encouraged to share their specific national experiences during the discussion.  The presentations provided details of coordination roles and mechanisms adopted by the two countries.  Different coordination mechanisms were adopted to achieve national coordination.  In the case of Indonesia, the coordination mechanisms were informal (i.e. not established by a regulation or order) whereas Philippines committees were of a more formal structure.   

There were many similarities between the presentations but they were made from different perspectives.  The Indonesian presentation focused more on the challenges faced historically and the approach adopted by the government towards addressing these challenges.  The Philippines presentation focused on national coordination mechanisms and activities.  Significant environmental challenges and scope for enhanced coordination, communication and outreach were identified for both countries.

Indonesia 

The Indonesian presentation provided a historical perspective by sharing the challenges faced in 2005 and the coordination steps taken by the government towards addressing them.  The main challenges for 2005 included:

· a lack of absorptive capacity due to poor distribution of information about GEF requirements 

· challenges in meeting these requirements especially in mobilizing matching funds.  

· duration of proposal screening process which was cumbersome/non transparent.  

· GEF 4 and the new set of rules of the game presented by the RAF.  

In response to these challenges, the government 

· identified stakeholders and consulted them about the GEF,

· developed new criteria for national selection process and developed new mechanisms to increase ownership and transparency.

· with the assistance of UNDP Jakarta, organized a workshop among stakeholders to discuss GEF-4 in November 2005.  

· held a constituency meeting in December 2005 was the first opportunity to discuss GEF4 with the GEF Secretariat attended by a broad range of stakeholders (the three major groups of which are the government sector agencies, ministries, NGOs and universities and implementing agencies).

The coordination, communication and outreach mechanisms resulted in:  

- the creation of a new criteria for national project selection that included a greater focus on national priorities, sustainability, impact on national and global environment.  

- the development of a specific criteria through detailed budget allocation for specific issues.

- a greater focus on coordinating GEF implementing agencies and collating their plans and targets in using GEF-4 funding (to know the amount of GEF-4 funding that each agency is planning to channel) and 

- the encouragement of government agency partners for each proposal to take more active roles and demonstrate ownership.

The broad based and inclusive stakeholder meetings organized in 2006 (15 in number) generated high interest as well as good proposals.  As a result a list of endorsed proposals has been submitted to the GEF CEO

For the future the challenges for 2007 were identified as 

· a lack of allocated funds for the expressed interests and submitted proposals.  

· a need for a clear direction and transparent criteria

The three main lessons learnt/recommendations included firstly, the improvement of criteria and refinement of directions requires feedback mechanisms involving all key parties.  Secondly, there is a need to increase the communication and coordination with the GEF Secretariat and thirdly, there is room for integrating small proposals into one big strategic (at national level) proposal as a possible solution to overcoming budget limitation.

Philippines

The Philippines presentation shared a detailed overview of the national coordination mechanisms.  The two key lessons learned identified by the Philippines example were firstly, the importance of continuity of the GEF OFP and secondly, the critical importance of capacity enhancement as they assume the role.

The following processes and sources of support were helpful in achieving better national coordination:

· Focal Point agencies (FPAs) for Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEAs)

· Defined core functions for the interagency committees

· The establishment of a National Council on Sustainable Development for specific FAs and multi-agency and inter agency committees.

The interagency coordination facilitated determination of projects for GEF funding, facilitated the familiarization and compliance of the national obligations on the three UN Conventions and served as a forum for information sharing and exchange.

The Philippines also shared a concrete list of future plans and recommendations which included:

- Setting up a database

- Developing systems and procedures for M&E of GEF projects

- Strengthening and institutionalizing of coordination mechanisms

- Focusing on defining specific national priorities vis-à-vis GEF programs and strategies.

- Enhanced capacity enhancement for GEF OFP and MEA FPAs

- Establishing knowledge and information sharing tools (GEF website) 

- Wisely utilizing the CSP funds

- Participating in GEF training activities.

Discussion:  

In the discussion following the presentations several countries posed questions to presenters and also described their own experience in GEF coordination.  It was recognized that some countries had a more established national processes in place such as Indonesia that could provide useful examples for the other countries that were in the process of establishing these mechanisms.  

The subsequent question and answer session centered on a consensus on the importance of coordination mechanisms at the local, national, sectoral, ministerial, inter-agency levels as well as outreach to civil society.  There was concurrence on GEF being in a transitional phase and the acknowledgement that many of the issues raised by the participants will only be addressed in forthcoming papers to be presented to the GEF Council in June.

The countries appreciated the initiative of the GEF Secretariat to hold the recent RAF teleconferences that provided an opportunity to communicate directly with the GEF Sec.  They however, emphasized that there was further scope for enhancing communication with the GEF Secretariat especially during this critical transition period to better understand the evolving policies.

It was noted that the NCSAs were a useful coordination tool and the CSP is becoming a useful tool to facilitate national coordination – with resources from direct support helping to establish the Cambodia coordination mechanisms, for example – they used the CSP to fund other activities – such as the creation of a database to consolidate existing strategies and to collect information on projects, and to enhance and raise awareness through various activities including the creation of a special web site for GEF projects. 

	Session 7: Knowledge management and exchange among Focal Points
Chair:          Mr. San Win, P/OFP Myanmar 
Vice-Chair: Mr. Simmathiri Appanah, FAO
Rapporteur: Ms. Mehrunnisa Bashir, GEF Sec

Presenter:

· Mr. Stephen Gold, CSP



The CSP provided a demonstration of the Knowledge Facility for GEF Focal Points which is currently under development and scheduled to be launched in April 2007.  The Knowledge Facility is designed to provide up to date information on the GEF, share lessons and guidance materials on country experiences, and provide an interactive forum for Focal Points and Council members to exchange information and pose queries.  The Knowledge Facility also includes country pages which are directly managed by countries, and constituency pages which can be used as a password-protected workspace for constituency members.

The participants expressed appreciation for the Knowledge Facility and the guidance materials provided and looked forward to availing of its knowledge resources upon launching.
A number of participants expressed the need for coordination of national websites and were pleased to learn that the Knowledge Facility provides a framework to learn about and access relevant national websites.

Mongolia followed up on its CSP request which was submitted to the UNEP and requested clarification on the process for applying and use of CSP Direct Support.
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The GEF Secretariat gave a briefing on the CSP.  After giving some background on the CSP, she outlined the three components for which resources are available for FPs. Component 1 is for direct financial support, where she remarked that 50% of the countries in the region had not taken advantage of the funds available. She explained the process by which the funds can be accessed.  Component 2 is the familiarization seminars, component 3  the support for constituency meetings (only for the country where the meeting is taking place).  She noted that there is the newsletter “Talking Points”, and she encouraged FPs to submit material.

The World Bank gave a presentation on monitoring and evaluation of projects. He explained that monitoring takes place at three levels: project, portfolio, and national levels.  After describing the purpose of M&E (accountability, learning), he mentioned that GEF EO has posted on the GEF web site information that clarifies roles and responsibilities and minimum standards for M&E. He then discussed how FPs could get involved in the M&E activities, noting that there is no prescribed role. He suggested that their roles in project and portfolio monitoring will depend on the country and project (as discussed in the project M&E design).  With respect to evaluations that GEF undertakes in the country, they should assist the evaluation team, they should ensure that the evaluation recommendations are integrated into new project proposals, they can have a key role in keeping stakeholders informed on evaluations, they can comment on relevant TORs.  He suggested that perhaps the most useful role of the FPS could be in the tracking of their country’s GEF portfolio, which can imply varying degrees of involvement (keeping informed on progress of implementation, of results and problems, verifying results).  He outlined how FPs can use the tracking information. He mentioned that the WB has a portfolio tracking tool. He raised the issue of how partners should work together in monitoring, as well as how various available tools can be used, noting that increasing levels of involvement implies increasing resources requirements. 

Mr. Van Tai (Viet Nam OFP) gave a presentation on implementation of the CSP in Viet Nam.  The Vietnamese government gives 15,000$/yr to which is added 8,000$/yr from GEF.  He went through the steps that Vietnam takes to receive the funds.  With these funds the FP holds meetings with stakeholder, builds and maintains the national web site, holds meetings to present projects. He listed the lessons learned (better coordination among national agencies and with Convention FPs, greater involvements of stakeholders, enhanced project monitoring).

Mr.. Long Rithirak (Cambodia) gave a presentation on implementation of CSP in Cambodia.  He described the role of the D-G of MOE, and the objectives of the country programme.  He stated that there needs to be some process for reviewing projects, through a coordination unit. The direct support has been used to increase awareness among stakeholders, establish a network through workshops and meetings, prepare newsletters and brochures, join with SGP activities, and prepare GEF national information package.  He reviewed lessons learned (improved communication and sharing of information, getting a better understanding on RAF, which he saw as a pressing issue). On the issue of M &E, he suggested that this might not be an appropriate function of the coordination unit.  Next steps would be to review the functions of the coordination unit, set up technical support, launch new activities, and create a GEF country strategy.

A discussion followed.

The Philippines asked where if the CSP budget was taken from the RAF allocations?

 Resp: GEF core budget, of GEF 3. Will go back to Council in a year’s time for further funds and see if it’s linked to RAF. It was noted that one should remember another important role of the independent GEF EO: to review the consistency of GEF work with binding Conventions.  She exhorted the other FPs to remember this function.

Indonesia asked if the CSP can pay for the presence of the PFP at these meeting even though he is based in DC?  Resp:  yes. Can CSP also support updating of the country web site?  Resp: Yes.

Thailand noted that national web sites are in local language, to better communicate GEF activities. Can they be interlinked? What is the difference between these web sites and GEF web site? Can the knowledge management web site be used to host countries’ own web space? Resp: use the KM site to link to countries’ website or use the KM site to develop their own country websites.

Mongolia indicated that the CSP is a very useful tool, especially to publicize GEF activities. What happened to Mongolia’s submission for CSP? Resp: will respond bilaterally. In general, UNEP is streamlining its system to make access faster.
China explained that the small amounts of CSP can actually be very useful and has proved most valuable in China to support the functions of their national GEF office.

Cambodia requested clarification on the process of accessing these funds and asked wow they can access funds for non-RAF focus areas. Resp: Business as usual, as in GEF 3, linked to their overall national programming framework strategy.
Viet Nam gave a demonstration of one of the key output of its CSP, a comprehensive national web site using Component 1 funding. 
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The Co-Chairs, and Nadzri Yahaya, OFP Malaysia, provided an overview of the workshop.

Mr. Yahaya indicated the Workshop highlights included the presence of, and receiving advice from, the CEO GEF and the guidance on new GEF policies and procedures. They noted that the workshop served as a very useful platform to exchange ideas and knowledge among countries and to strengthen the processing of GEF projects. The M&E role was emphasized so that lessons learnt could be shared. 

Mr. Stephen Gold, CSP, thanked the country participants for their input and active participation that provided an important opportunity for peer exchange of GEF knowledge from the region.

A special thanks was also extended for the Executive Coordinator, UNDP/GEF Frank Pinto, who is due to retire soon.
The GEF Secretariat also expressed their appreciation for the hard work of the CSP and UNDP in facilitating the workshop.

Ms. Funke Oyewole, GEF Secretariat, thanked all participants, especially the Government of the Kingdom of Thailand for hosting this meeting and the following 2 day constituency meeting. She noted that the two-way communication was very important and especially the sharing of experiences amongst countries, the progress in using CSP and developing communications and web sites, among other areas. She noted that this was a transition period for the GEF. She re-iterated the GEF CEO vision and requested continuing support to realize this vision. She stressed the importance of a continued communication process.

The Co-chair Nadzri Yahaya echoed the vote of thanks of Ms Funke Oyewole, especially the kingdom of Thailand for hosting the meeting. He stressed the importance of looking forward and not dwelling on the past.
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