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Day 1 – Monday 15 October

	Session 1:  Welcome and Introduction

Co-Chairs:  Mr. William Ehlers, GEF Secretariat

                    Ms. Seemin Qayum, Country Support Programme (CSP)

Welcome Statements:  Ms. Monique Barbut, GEF CEO

                                     Mr. Raphael Azeredo, Brazil Council Member

GEF CEO Statement: “Rising to the Global Environment Challenge:  Refining GEF’s Partnership  with Latin America”

Rapporteur:  Ms. Katia Medeiros, FAO




Welcoming remarks by Mr. William Ehlers 
On behalf of the GEF Secretariat, GEF Implementing Agencies (IAs) and Executing Agencies (EAs), Mr. Ehlers welcomed the participants to the Sub-Regional Workshop for GEF Focal Points in Latin America. He noted three workshop objectives: i) to  inform and discuss GEF’s policies and operational procedures with GEF partner countries in order to facilitate fuller understanding among the countries; ii) to promote exchange of information, knowledge and experiences among partner countries; and iii) to provide an opportunity to raise and address questions, particularly with respect to recent developments in GEF policies and procedures.  

Welcoming remarks by Mr. Raphael Azeredo 

On behalf of Brazil and the Region, Mr. Azeredo, Brazil Council Member, welcomed the participants to Brazil, hoping that the meeting would be very productive. He expressed Brazil’s gratitude and honor that GEFSec chose Brazil to host the workshop. He noted that, in view of the growing global environmental challenges and the diminishing financial resources, GEF is a very important instrument. Finally, he stated that Brazil is encouraged by the leadership of Ms Barbut, acknowledging her dynamism and drive to address very important issues, such as shortening the GEF project cycle and strengthening GEF’s work in strategic areas. 

Introduction of participants
Participants introduced themselves to the plenary. Participants included GEF Political and Operational Focal Points or their designates in Latin America, as well as representatives of the GEF Secretariat and Agencies and regional NGOs (please see Annex 1, List of Participants).

GEF CEO Statement: “Rising to the Global Environment Challenge:  Refining GEFs Partnership with Latin America”
On behalf of the GEF Secretariat and Agencies, Ms. Monique Barbut, the GEF CEO, stated that it was a privilege to participate in the workshop and expressed her delight to be in Brazil, the home of the Rio Earth Summit, where GEF was first established. She noted the long-standing and fruitful relationship between GEF and Latin America. She also highlighted GEF’s dedication to help the countries use their rich natural resources in a sustainable manner. 

Ms. Barbut was appointed GEF CEO last year with the mandate to create a more transparent, streamlined, efficient and results-based organization that could maximize the funds entrusted to the Facility. To carry out that mandate, she presented a new sustainability compact, with five specific areas of change to create a GEF that is strategic, innovative, equitable, accessible and focused. She briefly reviewed the most critically elements of the package, all of which are closely interlinked, to help set the context for the participants’ reflections during the next two days of the workshop: 

Focal area strategies and programmatic approach.  The revised strategies were approved by the June 2007 GEF Council.  They are linked to the new emphasis on the programmatic approach (rather than a project-based one), and thus include two cross-cutting areas covering sustainable forest management and sound chemical management.  Ms. Barbut stressed that the programmatic approach is particularly important for the Latin American region as it allows for GEF investments to be leveraged, replicated, and scaled up. The global tropical forest program that the GEF is planning will include a major component involving the Amazon Basin, and will be discussed with countries in the coming months.

Results-based management framework. The revised focal area strategies and programmatic approach will allow for greater accountability and measurable sustainable impacts through the GEF’s new results-based management framework.

Comparative advantage of GEF Agencies. Through consultations with all GEF partner agencies a new approach has been rolled out which addressed agencies’ operational roles and comparative advantage. This will permit countries to be in the “driver’s seat” and choose the appropriate GEF agency to work with in project development and implementation.

Revised project cycle.  The new project cycle is an important instrument to be able to achieve the proposed reforms and improvements.  The revised project cycle simplifies and shortens the project submission and approval procedures such that it should take no more than 22 months from approval of the project concept [Project Identification Form (PIF)] to endorsement. 
Work program incorporating these elements.  The 2007 work program, the first for this replenishment period, is ambitious, with three major initiatives – TerrAfrica, the Small Grants Program, and the Public-Private Partnership Initiative (PPPI).

Ms. Barbut remarked that Latin American countries are among the recipients of large biodiversity allocations under the Resource Allocation Framework (RAF), but some countries, such as Bolivia and Brazil, have already exhausted their allocation for the first two years.  The GEF is considering ways to best address this constraint.

Ms. Barbut noted that the GEF is the financial mechanism for the conventions on biodiversity, climate change, and persistent organic pollutants, and a financial mechanism for the Convention on desertification.  The GEF is exploring with the UNFCCC the conditions that will govern the proposed Adaptation Fund, and seeks the support of the countries in the upcoming Bali COP.  The GEF is developing a new resource mobilization strategy with the CBD, and has demonstrated its very significant commitment to the goals of the UNCCD through the investment of $150 million in TerrAfrica. 

In conclusion, Ms. Barbut urged the countries to rethink their approach to the GEF, to develop a comprehensive and coherent strategy for GEF support with key stakeholders, to integrate GEF priorities within national sustainable development frameworks, and to clearly identify national priorities for GEF funding. 

Discussion and Q&A

Q: When will countries start using the second part of the RAF allocations?  

A: The first part of the RAF will last until the end of 2008; in 2009, it will be possible to obtain resources for the second part, which will end in mid-2010 [when the next replenishment cycle begins]. 

Q: Will the resources for the 2nd phase of RAF be adjusted, given that there are not enough resources available for the countries during the 1st phase?

A: The Terms of Reference for the mid-term review of the RAF will be discussed during the next Council meeting.  Until the mid-term review is concluded and the issues it raises are addressed, it will not be possible to change the agreed procedures.  

Q: The participants expressed their concern about the 10% fee charged by the GEF Agencies, which is taken from the project cost. 

A: In the past, the agency fee was indicated as separate from the project resources in the project documentation.  Under the RAF, it has been decided to reflect it as an element of the overall project cost. In the endorsement letters, countries are now requested to endorse the total cost, inclusive of the project cost, preparation cost and agency fee.

Q: Could there be more elaboration on the new actions and mechanisms put in place by the GEF to make it more strategic and integrated to achieve efficient use of the GEF Agencies’ comparative advantages? 

A: The GEF “opened the gate” for all of the 10 GEF agencies to have direct access to GEF resources, as opposed to the previous arrangement where agencies were not treated equally in operational terms. A country can now work with any of the 10 GEF agencies in their areas of comparative advantage, without having to go through one of the Implementing Agencies. In the GEF Council’s opinion, each agency represents added value in their area of comparative advantage. The GEFSec will monitor this aspect in order to ensure that GEF agencies are involved in project activities within their respective fields.

Q: Mexico started by noting the country’s relation with the GEF, and how it has benefited from various modalities of intervention (small, medium and large scale initiatives), particularly in the areas of biodiversity and climate change. The country has tried to adapt to the changes in the GEF policies and procedures. However, the institutional changes needed to put in place the required GEF policies are not possible considering the short timeframe of projects. The main concerns presented were: (i) the timing for adjusting the institutional framework so that resources can be used with a broader vision and over a longer period that goes beyond the project timeframe; (ii) if GEF has a mechanism to strengthen the relations and communications between the GEFSec, Agencies, and the countries.

A: Each of the GEF agencies has identified areas of expertise and comparative advantage, and countries have the right to decide which agency is more appropriate for a specific project.  Ms Barbut noted that the number of people in the GEFSec with specific responsibilities to work with the countries has increased. There will also be one person responsible in the Secretariat for each region.  Moreover, a position of Conflict Resolution Commissioner in charge of conflict resolution has recently been created at the GEFSec.  The Commissioner specifically deals with conflicts that might arise in the course of project development and implementation, and proposes resolutions in consultation with and on behalf of countries and GEF agencies.  [Note:  The GEF External Relations team offers support and assistance in resolving issues related to general day-to-day matters that the countries may face in working with the GEF and its Agencies.]

Q: Chile expressed satisfaction that some of the doubts and concerns had been clarified. However, Chile would like to see a certain flexibility incorporated in GEF procedures to address issues related to the political changes in a country. 

A: Ms Barbut said she understands the reality of moments where there are problems in a country that may affect a new project. She has absolutely no problem with this, in particular when the project has not started and there is a change in government. However, the new government would have to state whether or not the project is still a priority for the country. She would be ready to discuss such issues in close consultation with the concerned GEF Agency.

Q: GEF Focal Points fully support for the idea of shortening the project cycle; however, it is implemented within a “political” timeframe.  We would like to understand better the issue of timing in the new project cycle. 

A: The upcoming November 2007 GEF Council will consider a new operations manual that has been developed to put into practice the recent GEF reforms. It will touch upon various aspects. For example, regarding timing, when the GEF CEO endorses a project, an indicative calendar is also endorsed with milestones and expected dates. If the project is not completed by a certain date, the GEFSec can ask for cancellation of the project and this will be discussed jointly with the GEF agency and the country. 

Q: More elaboration on cross-cutting issues, in particular regarding the sound chemicals management strategy.  

A. Regarding cross-cutting issues, the sound chemicals management (SCM) strategy has been developed with a view to identifying projects in all the GEF focal areas where SCM should be integrated. For the first time, there is GEF language which is much broader in terms of what can be done with GEF resources with respect to financing the larger chemicals agenda as represented by SAICM [Strategic Approach to International Chemicals Management].

Q: What are the possibilities for Latin American countries to access resources to address land degradation issues in the region?

A: A new partnership program on Sustainable Land Management for Latin America will be developed in 2008, and will most likely be presented to the November 2008 GEF Council. 

Q: Concerns were raised about the limited resources for the Small Grants Programme (SGP) under GEF-4.

A: The amount of GEF resources allocated for SGP during GEF-3 was US$ 60 million. For GEF-4, this amount has been increased to about US$ 160 million (US$ 130 million core funds + about US$ 30 million from RAF allocations). An evaluation has been carried out and it recognizes that the SGP is a successful program. The results of this evaluation will be presented at the November 2007 Council meeting.  Ms Barbut expressed that she is not in favor of extending more resources to SGP during GEF-4. She would like to see that the capacity is there and that the program is working well and then discuss this again in GEF-5. 

Q: Chile expressed concern with the SPG graduation policy.  Chile is graduating and the SGP has been one of the most successful programs in the country.  It has been very difficult communicating to communities that they will no longer be eligible for support from the SGP.

A: With respect to the SGP graduation policy, Ms Barbut noted that the demand for SGP is very high, and there are many countries that have never had access to this programme. Countries like Chile that have had the SGP for a very long time are graduating to allow for the participation of other countries which have not had this opportunity. The GEFSec has reflected on this concerns of graduating countries and identified two possible alternatives: i) keep SGP program: the countries who have graduated could retain the right even if not financed by the SGP core funding and the projects could advertise themselves as SGP; ii) the country could allocate some of their RAF resources to their SGP programme, even if there is no financial support from the SGP core funding. 

Q: Peru expressed two concerns:  i) The first related to the possible program for the Amazon: When will the GEF launch the global tropical forest program of which, as was mentioned, the Amazon is a huge component?  This would be very important for Peru given the country’s location in the Amazon basin’s upper valleys.  ii) During the previous years the GEF supported projects for identifying national priority capacity constraints for implementing the Rio Conventions and their synergies – the National Capacity Self Assessment (NCSA). Will the GEF support projects to implement the recommendations stemming from the NCSA?

A: There are limited resources under GEF-4 for regional and global programs. Now that we have seen the RAF allocations we can consider two alternatives: i) push for a global tropical forest initiative and resources for this program will be complemented by national resources or ii) a program that will have a multi-focal impact, taking some of the regional and global resources and applying them to a multi-focal type of intervention. 

Q: Brazil stressed that it has been supporting the reforms proposed and put in place by the CEO, including the recent decision to adopt a more strategic and integrated approach to GEF projects as seen in the focal area strategies. The country requested Ms. Barbut to elaborate more on the idea of an integrated approach. In other words, what is her view on how the countries could implement their GEF interventions in an ample and more integrated planning process to facilitate a better articulation of its GEF work with national priorities, hence being more strategic? 

A: Many countries, especially in South America, have implemented integrated and strategic pilot programs that have proved to be successful. For GEF-6 (and not 5), the CEO would like to see how to manage the RAF in a way that resources are allocated to countries so that projects are managed in a fully integrated way.  During the November 2007 GEF Council, two such country programs will be presented, one on SLM in India and another on biodiversity in China. These are quite comprehensive programs, which have been conceived to allocate resources to match national resources and priorities in a more cost effective and efficient manner. 

	Session 2:  Update on GEF Policies and Procedures

Co-Chairs:  Mr. Fernando Lugris, Uruguay PFP

                    Ms. Jocelyne Albert, World Bank

Rapporteur:  Mr. Diego Masera, UNDP

Presenters:  Ms. Seemin Qayum, CSP – “Review of Workshop Objectives and Agenda”

Mr. Gustavo Fonseca, GEF Secretariat – “Overview of Policies and Procedures in GEF 4”




Ms. Qayum commented that the workshop is an opportunity for countries in the region to exchange knowledge and experiences, for the GEF Secretariat and partners to provide updated information and guidance, and for the CSP and countries to share information about the resources and tools available for Focal Points.  She reviewed the workshop agenda and explained how it was conceived, based on the 2006 Sub-regional Consultations – such as the one for Latin America in Panama – and follow-up CSP survey where GEF Focal Points indicated their needs and interests. The CSP carried out a needs assessment analyzing the outcomes of the consultations and the survey. As a result of this process, three priority themes were identified for this workshop: developing national GEF strategies and setting priorities; establishing national GEF coordination mechanisms; and integrating GEF into national plans and programmes.  These topics are organized into agenda sessions in which countries will present their experiences.  These presentations will also be available on the CSP online knowledge facility www.gefcountrysupport.org, so that they can be easily shared with stakeholders in the region.  The agenda was approved by the GEF CEO and the Inter-agency CSP Steering Committee upon being finalized. 

Mr. Gustavo Fonseca presented an overview of GEF policies and procedures in GEF 4 and touched upon the GEF CEO’s reform agenda for the GEF that aims to be more strategic, innovative, equitable, accessible and focused.  The implementation of the Resource Allocation Framework (RAF), the revised project cycle, and the comparative advantage of GEF agencies were presented in detail.  

Discussion and Q&A

Chile:  Some of the rules governing the new project cycle are not necessarily appropriate, in particular the fact that governments endorse a project at the PIF stage which is only a concept.  The endorsement should occur when the project is ready. 

GEFSec:  No solution is perfect and what the new project cycle aims to do is reduce the timeframe.  A country may withdraw or reject a project at any time before CEO endorsement. The PIF is simple because we needed a simple format that would not require GEF resources to complete. The ideas is that countries work in a coordinated manner with the Agencies.

Brazil:  Expressed concern that the PIF endorsement occurs too early in the new project cycle to be able to make decisions.  The government should re-endorse the project once the proposal is ready

GEFSec:  Before CEO endorsement countries can reject the endorsement of a project. 

Honduras:  How are group allocations managed?

GEFSec:  Projects may be developed by groups of countries, which would also have access to global resources. The GEF seeks to generate as much cofinancing as possible so group countries should join together under an umbrella program that could attract more cofinancing. 

El Salvador:  Will Agency performance be made public? 

GEFSec: Claudio Volonte of the GEF Evaluation Office will make a presentation on this topic this afternoon.  The process of selecting the Agencies in terms of their comparative advantage takes place at the level of the GEFSec. 

Costa Rica:  a) What is the comparative advantage of each Agency? 
GEFSec:  I defer to the Agencies present:

World Bank:  The Bank focuses on investment projects but it is not clear what level of cofinancing is required of the Bank for each project and it would be good if this could be defined. 

UNIDO:  Has experience in chemicals and energy management.  It would be helpful if the Council document on Agency comparative advantage could be circulated. 

IFAD:  The focus is above all on desertification and land degradation, but also on biodiversity and other themes. 

FAO:  The GEF Council document includes tables that describe the comparative advantage of each Agency.  In the case of FAO these are biodiversity and climate change with a focus on sustainable forest management. 

IDB:  The IDB primarily has investment projects but there is always a technical assistance component. 

UNDP:  The issue of Agency comparative advantage arose in order to address possible conflicts when the number of Agencies was increased from 3 to 10.  This topic was examined by a taskforce comprised of representatives of each Agency and the results are included in the document that was submitted to and approved by the GEF Council last June. The Agencies were divided into three groups according to their characteristics:  investment, capacity building and technical assistance, and scientific and technical research and analysis.  In this context UNDP concentrates on capacity building and technical assistance in all of the GEF focal areas:  biodiversity, climate change, land degradation, international waters, POPs, etc.  [Note:  The GEF Council document on Agency comparative advantage was distributed to participants.]

b) How will countries participate in the process of reviewing Agency comparative advantage? 

GEFSec:  A country may choose the Agency with which it wants to work, and the GEF document on Agency comparative advantage serves as reference.

c) Reducing the project cycle to 22 months is a rather generic rule that does not take in to account the differences among countries and their capacity to formulate projects. 

GEFSec:  Many PIFs reach the GEFSec after a few months of preparation before the 22 months encompassed by the project cycle.  It should take no more than 22 months from approval of the PIF to endorsement by the CEO.
Ecuador:  What are the procedures for the focal areas that are not covered by RAF? 

GEFSec:  The procedure is the same as in GEF 3, the presentation of proposals by countries without any framework. 

Bolivia:  The GEF should adapt itself better to national priorities. 

GEFSec:  The GEF has initiated the process of dialogue with all countries to discuss national priorities and to determine the best way that the GEF can contribute to them. 

Mexico:  To reduce costs it is sometimes better to work with only one Agency.  The project cycle should be reviewed to ensure greater impact and the issue of South-South cooperation should be included. GEFSec:  With the RAF countries can plan their GEF portfolios to ensure greater coherence with national development plans. 

Argentina:  GEF resources belong to the countries and they should select the Agency that best suits them.  What is the role of countries in the discussion of GEF strategies?  Countries quite often have very clear priorities and have identified specific projects but the GEF still does not have clear procedures as is the case with land degradation.  

GEFSec:  In many cases it is necessary for the countries to take the lead in GEF discussion processes.  In terms of land degradation, the GEF is determining the best way to achieve significant impact with limited resources.  

Ecuador:  What are the possibilities for national agencies to participate in the GEF? 

GEFSec:  National agencies can participate as executing agencies.  It is very important that governments are involved in project design and for this reason the role of Operational Focal Point was established.  

	Session 3:  GEF Evaluation Office:  RAF Mid-Term Review

Co-Chairs:  Ms. Ximena George-Nascimento, Chile OFP

                    Mr. Alberto Di Liscia, UNIDO

Rapporteur:  Ms. Seemin Qayum, CSP

Presenter:  Mr. Claudio Volonte, GEF EO




Mr. Claudio Volonte presented the TORs for the mid-term evaluation of the RAF which have been submitted for the consideration of the November 2007 GEF Council.  He explained that this is a special discussion for the region as the TORs have been in process for several months and comments have been requested from the countries.  The EO decided to use the sub-regional workshops in the Nassau (Caribbean) and Sao Paulo to solicit comments, especially in the case of Latin America as there has not been a single comment on the TORs submitted from the region.  However, these comments must be limited to the TORs since the EO cannot ask participants for their opinions on the RAF since the TORs have not yet been approved by the Council.  The TORs probably will not be much modified by the Council, but this cannot be said with complete certainty.  After the November decision by the Council, the EO will begin to consult formally with the countries to get their views on the RAF.

Mr. Volonte posed and reflected on the question, “Why the evaluation?”  In part the idea of a mid-term evaluation served as an escape valve in the GEF4 negotiations of the RAF.  The evaluation is not a condition for the next two years of the RAF, but certain modifications could be made for the second half of the RAF.  The evaluation also does not begin with a blank slate as the 2006 subregional consultations contributed many comments and criticisms.  Nevertheless, what most interests the EO at this point is specific comments on the TORs; suggestions for improvements in the methodology so as to reach all the members of the GEF; what expectations do the countries have for the results of the evaluation, and what the evaluation report should include.

Discussion and Q&A

IDB:  It would be important to evaluate the relation with governments in the stage of project development and then later in terms of the relation with national priorities. 

EO:  Yes, especially in relation to the new roles and responsibilities of the Operational Focal Point.

Uruguay:  Include the issue of roles – those of the Secretariat, Agencies, governments, the new roles that the Focal Points have to perform, but we still do not have sufficient support to do so.  We have millions of tasks and themes so there was no time to read the TORs.  We are working with the same support that we had before.  It would also be important to solicit comments from the COPs – and not merely comments but fundamental guidance from these sovereign organizations.  For us as a small country surrounded by larger neighbors, the issue of regional projects should definitely be included.

EO:  Convention focal points were sent request for comments, but not many were submitted.  Perhaps it would have been better to hold a session in the COPs themselves.  Serious comments came from donor countries, also from SIDS, some African countries – about 50 in all. A number of comments said that the evaluation budget of $900,000 was too expensive, so we brought it down, in part thanks to this collaboration with the CSP.  What do Council members present here have to say?  

Colombia:  Will there be any change in the allocation of funds as a result of the evaluation?

EO:  The intention was to have a review and reallocation after 2 years of the RAF; the evaluation could contribute to this, but country indices probably have not changed much at all.

Chile:  Reallocation?  Where is this stated?  We thought that it would be the GEF5 allocation that would be based on the GEF4 performance.

GEFSec:  The RAF allocations is for GEF4 not just for the first two years.

Mexico:  We need more information on the methodology with which the indicators were constructed that are basis for the country allocations.

GEFSec:  There is a detailed document about this process that is available on the GEF website.  In any case, the Global Benefits Index (GBI) is more important than the Global Performance (GPI).  The US is very interested in understanding the evaluation in terms of performance and this could have an effect.

Argentina:  Our expectations will be based on the results of the evaluation, both in terms of the performance of all the actors as well as in terms of impact.

EO:  We can only evaluate the process not the results in terms of production of global benefits.

GEF-NGO Network:  We need prior benchmarks to be able to compare what has occurred to what went before.  In all the fora where participate we ask for civil society participation.  When do you consider that a project has spent some of the allocation – when it was endorsed by the CEO?

GEFSec:  The discussions between countries and GEFSec indicated in a preliminary fashion what the pipeline and allocation would be.  At the point that the Focal Point endorses and the CEO approves, those resources are committed.

Brazil:  There should be a comparison between the RAF and other GEF reforms in terms of their relative impacts on better and more effectively using resources to produce global environmental benefits.  We have to be very clear that the RAF originated in a political context pushed by one country.  This was not a movement to make the GEF more productive or effective.  One donor country said we either have the RAF or we don’t have the GEF.  We as Brazil did not want the RAF; we did not think that it would contribute anything to improve the GEF or make it more productive, but we understand that it was a political necessity. Hence we do not have expectations of the evaluation; but before the RAF is extended to all the focal areas, serious consideration should be given to how the RAF was born in order to decide whether it should be extended at all.

Chile:  The RAF process had many detractors but the reality was that otherwise the GEF was finished as the principal funder for the global environment.  We exhort the countries to create more common ground among ourselves, to have decisions based on consensus from all the countries in the Latin American region.

	Session 4:  GEF Clinic – Bilateral consultations with GEF Secretariat, Agencies, and CSP

Agency staff available for consultations:

GEFSec:  Ms. Monique Barbut, CEO

                 Mr. William Ehlers

                 Mr. Gustavo Fonseca

GEF EO:  Mr. Claudio Volonte

World Bank:  Ms. Jocelyne Albert

IDB:  Mr. Trond Norheim

FAO:  Ms. Katia Medeiros

IFAD:  Mr. Jesús Quintana

UNIDO: Mr. Alberto Di Liscia

UNDP:  Mr. Diego Masera

CSP:  Ms. Seemin Qayum



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

Countries that requested bilateral consultations with the CEO were Argentina, Paraguay, Bolivia, Colombia, Costa Rica, Chile, Ecuador, El Salvador, and Brazil.  Other bilateral consultations included GEFSec with Peru; UNDP with Colombia, Brazil, Peru, Chile, Argentina, and Ecuador; IDB with Colombia, Costa Rica, Bolivia, Brazil, Honduras, Mexico, and Nicaragua; IFAD with Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, Ecuador, Honduras, Guatemala, Mexico, Paraguay, and Peru; CSP with Argentina. 

Day 2 – Tuesday 16 October

	Session 5: Integrating GEF in Environment and Sustainable Development Plans and Policies 

Co-Chairs:  Mr. Luis Molinas, Paraguay OFP

                    Mr. Jesús Quintana, IFAD 

Rapporteurs:  Mr. Trond Norheim, IDB and Mr. Jesús Quintana, IFAD

Presenters:  Mr. Antonio González and Mr. Cesar Villacorta, Peru

                    Mr. Roberto Elissalde, Uruguay OFP

                    Mr. Porfirio Alvarez, Mexico

                    


Mr. González and Mr. Villacorta presented the National Capacity Self Assessment (NCSA) which took place in 2005 and 2006 in Peru.  The objectives of the NCSA were to identify national capacity needs and priorities in relation to the biodiversity, climate change, and desertification conventions; and to address these necessities in a coordinated and synergistic manner.  The process involved environmental authorities and agencies at the national, regional, and local levels.  Among the principal benefits of the NSCA were formulation of a strategic planning tool to use with national and regional environmental agendas; identification national capacities and convention synergies; enhanced dialogues with donors; and building public awareness and political will about environment and sustainable development.

Mr. Elissalde described the establishment, composition, and functioning of Uruguay’s Environmental Technical Advisory Commission (Comisión Técnica Asesora del Medio Ambiente, COTAMA) and its role in national strategy development and priority setting.  The Commission was established to provide a forum for debate on national plans and projects and to promote synergies among different actors.  All government ministers as well as representatives of local government, the academy, the private sector, unions, environmental networks, NGOs, implementing agencies, and convention focal points can participate in the Commission.  The Commission meets on a monthly basis to discuss different issues and alternatives in an open and participatory manner.  In terms of the GEF, it offers advice and support to the OFP towards the definition of national priorities.  The Commission has been a successful and democratic coordination mechanism that has helped to define priorities under the RAF and in other focal areas.

Mr. Alvarez reviewed Mexico’s Interinstitutional Coordination Mechanism which discusses and comes to consensus on Mexico’s position in relation to the GEF, the coherence of Mexico’s position in the conventions with GEF policy, and the composition and application of the RAF.  He mentioned the priority-setting and project selection procedures as well as lessons learned from project implementation. Mr. Alvarez made a series of points and recommendations:  lack of clear guidance from the GEF on cross-cutting issues; in the absence of specific convention guidance, national focal area priorities and strategies should shape the priority-setting process; GEF should urgently communicate with Agencies about the new project cycle and procedures; arbitrary changes or reduction in RAF allocations should not be made; even with the RAF, new sectoral, financial, and programmatic approaches are needed for the long term.

 Discussion and Q&A
GEF-NGO Network:  The Uruguay mechanism is an example of a process in GEF philosophy. It is appealing because it is very participatory, but perhaps conditions in Uruguay are special and enable such processes.  How are the results of the debates published? 

Uruguay:  Through reports and meeting minutes which are distributed to the organizations that participate in the Commission.  There is also a water council that operates on a similar model. 

Argentina. Do the convention focal points participate in the Commission?  Is there a transparent system for debate and decision making?

Uruguay:  The focal points of the three most important conventions for the GEF participate.  Sometimes others also participate (such as in terms of water), depending on the meeting agenda.  Decisions are taken by the Government as the Commission is a consultative body.

Comments principally directed towards the GEFSec that emerged from Mexico’s presentation: 

México: Problems identified:  Problems with timings and project development, format changes, Agency delays and inefficiency, lack of information about the new project cycle and GEF reforms.

GEFSec: Some responses:  (i) Project tracking system accessible via internet, with a private password for each country; (ii) communications, information, and transparency should improve. New instructions for the OFPs have been prepared which will be distributed shortly for comments. Information will be provided in real time; (iii) the new project cycle aims to reduce the time involved; (iv) better coordination by Agencies with governments is advisable. 

UNDP:  The new operations manual will be very useful.  There is recognition that the formats are complicated and confusing and should be improved.  Likewise efforts will be made to try to improve communications with the governments.  

Chile:  It is important to be informed of Agency activities in real time; a change is happening in the relationship between the GEF and the countries, becoming more transparent; both the GEFSec and the Agencies should be more responsive to the countries; asks that the process of transition to GEF 4 (new project cycle, formats, etc.) be brought to a close. 

México:  The complexity of the formats and GEF jargon complicate project design and make it more expensive; both the cycle and the formats should be improved.

Argentina:  Asks that the governments actively participate together with the Agencies in priority-setting and preparation of projects. 

Guatemala: UNDP should respect national priorities, guaranteeing that the government controls the process; asks that a GEF fund be established to address environmental vulnerability (emergences).  

GEFSec: (i) Clarifies that origin of the GEF as a fund (financial mechanism) rather than as an implementing agency, which is why the Agencies are involved; (ii) The GEFSec has an open door policy and the possibility of consultation at any point in the project cycle, and it is recognized that information and communications about the new cycle and formats should improve and be strengthened; (iii) supports government participation and ownership in the GEF process, since they are the ones who should lead and establish priorities.

World Bank: The World Bank has always respected government priorities.  Permission is sought before country visits, and the contents and recommendations of reports are based on consensus; supports greater Agency transparency and communications with the governments. 
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Co-Chairs:  Mr. Jacobo Charles Simeón, Nicaragua OFP

                    Mr. Trond Norheim, IDB

Rapporteur:  Mr. Jesús Quintana, IFAD

Presenters:  Ms. Noralma Gruezo y Mr. Juan Andrés Salvador, Ecuador

                    Ms. Carolina Bocanegra, Honduras OFP

                    Ms. Carmen Silva, Colombia 

 


Ms. Gruezo and Mr. Salvador comprehensively surveyed GEF coordination mechanisms, including the Advisory Committee and national GEF coordination with the conventions; national GEF strategies and priority-setting; and the national GEF project cycle.  They concluded with a series of challenges and recommendations:  ensure that GEF decisions and funding respond to national priorities; equity and equality of opportunity in the distribution of resources in subsequent replenishments; promote positions and guidance to improve GEF implementation and coordination; ensure that the Government of Ecuador is the official interlocutor with the GEF; facilitate cooperation with the Agencies on the basis of shared procedures; improve access to resources in the four (non-RAF) focal areas.

Ms. Bocanegra took participants through the process of planning, conducting, and following up on Honduras’ GEF National Dialogue which took place in February of this year.  She reviewed the process of formulating the Dialogue objectives and expected results and how these were realized through a carefully constructed agenda and the participation of key actors and a wide range of stakeholders.  Ms. Bocanegra expressed satisfaction about the success of the Dialogue in providing the opportunity for debate and dialogue among different sectors and reaching conclusions by consensus; interacting and aligning priorities with Agencies and convention focal points; contributing to the fulfillment of convention obligations; and discussing and defining national GEF priorities in biodiversity, climate change, land degradation, and international waters.  The challenge is to build on these results; alternatives include establishing a consultative forum, formulating a national GEF strategy with a programmatic focus, and creating a portfolio tracking system that allows for systematic analysis and application of lessons learned.

Ms. Silva discussed the roles of the Operational and Political Focal Points, the operations of the National GEF Committee, and the priority-setting process in Colombia.  The Committee is composed of GEF Agencies (UNDP, UNEP, World Bank, and UNIDO is to join) and the OFP and PFP, and meets biannually to review and select projects and discuss the pipeline.  The priority-setting process involved a sustained review of national development and environment plans and convention commitments, and of concepts put forward by government agencies and civil society.  Colombia has established its priorities for the first two years of the RAF in biodiversity and climate change, and intends to do the same in the other focal areas.  Other items on the agenda include strengthening the coordination mechanism, mobilizing resources, and launching the SGP.

Discussion and Q&A

GEF EO: What is the relation between the National Strategy for Programs and Projects and the different national strategies related to the conventions?

Ecuador: The National Strategy considers and integrates existing strategies, specifically the NBSAP, the UNCCD NAP, and the UNFCCC communications.

Colombia: What are the time and logistical considerations to plan a National Dialogue given that Colombia anticipates holding a Dialogue in November?

Honduras: It can be done in a short timeframe, but it is important to be organized and distribute information in advance.  

IDB:  The Agencies participate in the Committee that determines priorities from the beginning? Colombia: Yes, the aim is that the Agencies be involved in decisions early on.

Argentina: Colombia’s priorities for native forests are conservation or sustainable management?

Colombia: Policy about native forests is principally one of conservation.  
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Mr. Volante presented the topic of tracking national GEF portfolios and assessing results in the context of the structure and attributes of the GEF and the GEF Evaluation Office, the GEF M&E pyramid and Monitoring and Evaluation Policy, and the definitions of M&E.  He discussed the roles and responsibilities of Focal Points in relation to M&E, noting that they vary from country to country.  Focal Points can contribute to keeping track of the country’s GEF projects and portfolio through a simple tracking system, and participate in reporting on GEF support and GEF contributions to the MDGs and conventions.  Moreover, it is advisable to maintain close collaboration with GEF Agency and project M&E staff, and support annual workshops to review project implementation, lessons, and results with key GEF stakeholders in the country.  Tracking the portfolio is important because it allows Focal Points to attain an overall view, promote coordination among government and civil society actors, integrate and disseminate lessons learned, support decision-making and priority-setting in terms of accessing GEF resources, and assess progress towards environmental and sustainable development targets.

Ms. Leiva covered the two phases of the GEF in Costa Rica, from 1992-2005 and 2006-2010, and focused on the country portfolio review of the first phase undertaken by the GEF Evaluation Office.  Costa Rica was chosen as a pilot country for the review which examined the relation between the development agenda, national strategies and the GEF mandate, and covered 12 GEF projects ($32 million), 354 SGP projects ($5 million), and the GEF Agencies (UNDP, UNEP, World Bank, and IDB).  The results showed that GEF support is important for environmental progress in Costa Rica, congruency between the GEF portfolio and national environment and development strategies, country ownership of the GEF portfolio, and that the country has the information and the capacity to contribute to global benefits.  Achievements of the first phase include:  institutional sustainability and innovative conservation financial mechanisms (e.g., payment for ecological services), protected area programs, advances in alternative energy production, and SGP performance and results at the community level.  Based on the experience the first phase, the challenges for the second phase include:  addressing all GEF windows, improving project design and delivery, facilitating access to information and knowledge, and RAF implementation.

Mr. Muñoz addressed the use of CSP direct support funds in Costa Rica.  Given the overall pattern of GEF and other sustainable development funding since 1992 and the country’s progress in terms of sustainability and concomitant reduction in international cooperation assistance, CSP direct support funds have been an important source of support for the GEF Focal Points.  These funds have been used to support GEF activities in Costa Rica through the National Advisory Commission, creating a communications strategy, energy and climate change agenda, building a GEF website, and meetings with those interested in GEF projects.  Future activities include:  support GEF focal area agendas, implement the communications strategy and website, establish a GEF library, and produce the first institutional report.

Discussion and Q&A

Guatemala:  What is the decision-making process regarding projects?

Costa Rica:  The National Council serves as a filter for projects and ensures that they are in line with the national agenda.  The Council issues an opinion on each project presented before the political decision is taken.  There have been no problems thus far in this process since we have very good inter-ministerial relations as well as with NGOs and academia. 

Argentina:  Is there any difference in the roles of OFP and PFP as far as M&E?

EO:  The Evaluation Office does not differentiate and communicates with both national focal points. Argentina:  There needs to be clarity on this point – it’s not the same “to enter a country” to conduct an evaluation via OFP as it is via PFP.

EO:  In relation to the Samoa country portfolio review, the EO began by communicating with both and then was told that all should be through the PFP, yet in other countries, the OFP takes control.

Costa Rica:  The OFP and PFP are both in the environment ministry and this allows us to be quite effective including in terms of the GEF Council.

Chair:  M&E goes much beyond the projects and allows for rethinking the national agenda.
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Ms. Qayum presented the new online Knowledge Facility www.gefcountrysupport.org designed by the CSP in response to requests made by Focal Points in the subregional consultations that took place in 2006 in Panama and elsewhere.  Focal Points asked for up-to-date and rapid access to information about the GEF and related conventions, knowledge about global environmental themes and management, as well as the possibility of peer-to-peer exchange. 

The online Knowledge Facility allows Focal Points to easily exchange information and knowledge among countries and regions, provides up-to-date information on GEF policies and procedures as well as related themes, and facilitates access to the different components of the CSP and the National Dialogue Initiative.  The site also has a discussion forum and a search mechanism. Focal Points may also construct pages for each country as well as constituency pages. 

The OFP from Honduras, Ms. Bocanegra, demonstrated the functionality of the country pages, using the Honduras page as an example of the information and communications potential of the Knowledge Facility.  

Several countries asked questions about different aspects of the site and how to better take advantage of its functionality.

Finally, several countries (among others Uruguay, Bolivia, and Ecuador) congratulated the CSP for the high quality of the Knowledge Facility. The site will undoubtedly become a very useful tool for all the actors involved in the GEF, above all for the Focal Points. 
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In this concluding session, several countries (Mexico, Chile, Uruguay, Bolivia, Guatemala, Honduras) asked for more information and guidance about the resources available for land degradation projects in the Latin America, and expressed dismay about the scarce funds remaining for land degradation given near-emergency situations in across the region. 

Similarly, many countries reiterated their concerns about the project cycle timings and formats.

Uruguay stated that the GEF is not focusing sufficiently on POPs, cross-cutting strategies, especially chemicals and SAICOM.

Colombia commented on the “short circuits” with Agencies, and the need for better coordination between the Agencies and the governments.

Mr. Ehlers offered a brief summary of the process of the sub-regional workshop based on the needs and interests expressed by Focal Points in the sub-regional consultation in Panama last year.  He hoped that the Focal Points’ expectations were at least partially satisfied and that through the workshop evaluation participants could contribute to perfecting this process for the future.  Mr. Ehlers recalled the central objective of the workshop was to provide opportunities for learning and exchange among delegations with hopefully beneficial results.  He felt certain that by working together deficiencies would be improved and problems solved.  He urged participants to write, call, and/or engage in dialogues via teleconference with the GEFSec and reminded them that there is now a dedicated officer for Latin America in the External Relations team, Henry Salazar <hsalazar@thegef.org>.  Noting that several comments had been made regarding changes and corrections in the List of Focal Points on the GEF website, Mr. Ehlers requested participants to send an email message with the correct information, as well as about the other issues that had come up in the bilateral consultations and during coffee breaks, including comments on the RAF mid-term evaluation, project submissions, and relations with Agencies.

Ambassador Rosellini in closing commended Mr. Ehlers for inviting and being receptive to better relations and wished him the best of luck in hope that he would be able to help Focal Points with their daily GEF tasks.  The Sub-regional workshops are a very good idea for our countries to understand the GEF better; the first was last year, and this workshop is better and clearly the suggestions made in 2006 have been taken up.  Complaints and observations were made in a constructive spirit because now the GEFSec has shown itself to be responsive and willing to listen and dialogue.  This personal contact and exchange among countries has demonstrated a very good attitude on the part of the delegates, and also that the countries have the same concerns and worries.  There are serious problems regarding the new modalities of the GEF, but there is also willingness to improve.  Country access should be more effective and rapid; and the RAF, agency roles, project cycle, GEFSec-government/Focal Point dialogues all need clarification.  The GEFSec has offered some solutions and has promised to find solutions to the other problems we face.

The Gordian knot in all of this is the role of the Agencies vis-à-vis the GEF Instrument:  we want the agencies to fulfill their roles and responsibilities in a more positive and effective way.  Mr. Rosellini remarked that he had often asked donor GEF Council Members if they had any idea of how much trouble, effort, and difficulty there was in accessing GEF funds.  The answer was always “No,” and they were not interested in finding out more.  The GEFSec has an important function to bring these two groups in the same game together in order to achieve a common accord to reach common goals; the GEFSec should be a bridge for the two parties to meet and try to understand each other better.  The GEF needs to establish clear, transparent, and consistent rules of play in order to achieve common understanding.
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