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Executive Summary
The second GEF National Dialogue provided a unique opportunity to India to discuss and analyze the national strategy to not only access but also to utilize more than USD 130 million under GEF 4 (2006 – 2010). Various aspects of the GEF programmatic approach being developed by India under land degradation, biodiversity and energy efficiency were deliberated upon along with the need to develop multi-focal linkages between different focal areas. There was a general consensus that India needs to develop an effective strategy for monitoring and evaluation of the GEF India program as well as a communication strategy to develop a strong stakeholder network.

Background/ Objective

The Second GEF National Dialogue Initiative (NDI) Workshop was organized by the Ministry of Environment and Forests (MoEF), Government of India (GoI) in collaboration with the GEF Secretariat and UNDP CO in Bhubaneswar, Orissa from October 30 – November 1, 2007. 
This workshop built upon the experiences of the first GEF NDI workshop organized at Mussoorie last year, which focused on creating general awareness and interest on the GEF processes, priorities and procedures in India. While taking into account the recent changes and revision in GEF procedures and priorities at the global level, the second NDI focused on various aspects of project development while deliberating on the project implementation issues to devise a national strategy on monitoring and evaluation for better implementation. The workshop also provided a unique opportunity to the national coordinators of GEF Small Grants Program from the South Asian region to deliberate upon the modalities of the graduation policy, which they would like to propose for the GEF Council’s consideration. The agenda of the workshop is at annexure: 1.
NDI is the corporate program of the GEF, which is implemented through UNDP. NDI aims to strengthen country ownership and involvement in GEF co-financed projects as well as to build capacity of GEF national focal points through a multi-stakeholder dialogue process. It is a unique forum that facilitates the link between formal, professional knowledge and informal, local knowledge to address national GEF related issues. (For details: http://www.undp.org/gef/dialogue/) 

About 100 participants, including senior officers from GoI, State Governments, NGOs, Academic and Research Institutions, UNDP, UNEP, World Bank and GEF Secretariat participated. The National Coordinators for GEF Small Grants Program (SGP) from Pakistan, Bhutan, Sri Lanka and India also participated. The workshop was officially facilitated by Dr. Ravi Chellam, Director, ATREE. The list of participants is enclosed as annexure: 2. 

Sessions

DAY ONE (October 30, 2007)

INAUGRURAL SESSION

CHAIR: Mr. Sudhir Mital, Joint Secretary, MoEF, GoI and GEF Operational Focal Point (OFP) India
Mr. Sudhir Mital welcomed the participants to the Second GEF NDI in the beautiful city of Bhubaneswar also known as temple town of India. While providing a broad overview of the goals and structure of the workshop he expressed hope that this workshop will be able to pave way for India to not only access but also effectively utilize more than USD 130 million in the next three years. While learning from the first NDI experiences, he mentioned that during this NDI adequate time is given for interaction, added a separate slot of incremental cost and co-financing as well as carefully drafted the ToRs for the working groups to facilitate focused and concrete outcomes. 
Ms. Mehrunisa Bashir, Program Officer, GEF Secretariat, Washington DC said that she was gratified to see such a large turnout from different sectors, which clearly shows the importance given by India to deal with environmental issues. She briefed the participants on the reforms that have taken place in the GEF system to transform it into a strategic, innovative, equitable, accessible and focused funding mechanism. Focusing on the importance of partnership for GEF, Ms. Bashir hoped that this workshop will be able to identify not only the priority areas but also the key stakeholders to work with and strengthen the GEF India network.
Dr. Maxine Olson, UN Resident Coordinator India expressed a great pleasure and satisfaction that NDI in India has been effectively used as a tool to share experiences with each other as well as with the international participants from the global and regional level to develop a common understanding on what all GEF could do for us. She said that the three key factors for sustainable development i.e. partnership, integration and collaboration adhered by the UN agencies working in India. GEF has been working in partnership with the UN agencies for a very long time now and while focusing on environmental issues we also focus on human development. UNDAF is a concrete effort towards this direction and its major outcome is to enhance the capacity of the most vulnerable people and government’s at all levels by 2012 in India. She said that we are here not just for a dialogue but to deliberate on what we could exactly do to strengthen GEF process in India and the GEF programmatic approach is a flexible approach to address the emerging opportunities, which I believe this workshop will focus upon. 
Mr. Malcolm Jansen, GEF Regional Coordinator (Asia), World Bank, Washington in his opening address shared the rewarding experience that the World Bank had in associating with GEF in India for last 10 years. He said that although the amount of GEF funding to India is small in comparison to the total Bank lending in India, yet the Bank subscribes to and fully supports the important role played by GEF to address the global environmental issues and bringing sustainable benefits to local people.
Mr. Stephen Gold, Global Manager, GEF Dialogue Initiative/ Country Support Program, provided an overview of the Dialogue objectives outlined by the GoI, process and expected outputs. He emphasized that India’s Dialogue was unique in the framework of the Global National Dialogue Initiative because of its focus on India’s emerging GEF programmatic approach and the fact that India is a leader in this area. While reviewing the dialogue objectives, he introduced the workshop sessions designed in close consultations with the MoEF to maximize the multi-stakeholder participation.
Mr. Sudhir Mital read out the message from Ms. Meena Gupta, Secretary (E&F) as she could not grace the occasion due to some emergency. In the message, she welcomed the reforms in GEF to streamline its operational procedures and thematic priorities. While supporting the GEF programmatic approach, her message underlined India’s commitment by preparing three programmatic approaches in the area of sustainable land management, energy efficiency and biodiversity conservation. Her address emphasized on the need for GEF to develop a clear and innovative resource mobilization strategy for the GEF Trust Fund, Special Climate Change Funds and for SGP, the most effective program working with the local communities the world over.
Dr. Maxine Olson launched the GEF India website (www.gefindia.org) and the GEF India Brochure was released by Mr. Sudhir Mital during the inaugural session. Mr. Mital asked the participants to give their views/ inputs in helping GEF India website address their concerns/ interests.

PARTICIPANT’s EXPECTATIONS:

· What could GEF do for conserving a rich wealth of medicinal plants in India for not only conservation purposes but also as an important source of livelihood enhancement? It was clarified that under GEF Small Grants Program, about 40 projects and a full size project worth USD 5.28 million of GEF grant, which will be submitted for GEF CEO endorsement, shortly, addresses these issues. It should be noted that the problems related to the conservation of medicinal plants in India could not be fully addressed by the above mentioned projects but it should be understood that the GEF projects are pilots to be taken up by the government for up scaling and replication. 
· There is poverty of information among the people working at grass root level about funding mechanisms like GEF as a result many significant environmental concerns remains unaddressed. The people at the grassroots have knowledge and information about their craft like the artisans working in the area of natural dyes know the techniques and the problems they are facing but they need technical advice to interlink their concerns with the national and GEF priorities to receive any possible financial assistance. This was acknowledged as a major concern – what GEF can do and what GEF can’t do and what could be funded through government’s budget. This workshop will be able to address up to a certain level and than the interested proponents may write to MoEF or the GEF agencies working in India for information and advice. 
· How could we replicate successful SGP initiatives? Depending upon the funding requirement the success stories could be up scaled as part of SGP itself or as an MSP/ FSP.
· There is a need to develop an effective communication strategy for GEF India to keep the concerned stakeholders informed and updated. It was felt that there is a clear need for such a strategy and we have made a beginning with the launch of the GEF India website, which along with other communication tools will be strengthened in the coming few months. 
· A clarification on the RAF implication for regional/ global projects was sought. It was clarified that only 5 percent of GEF Trust Fund’s resources are allocated for the regional/ global projects. In case a group of countries are interested in taking up such a venture they could do so by allocating resources from their respective RAF allocations. It was clarified that India is strongly encouraging the proponents to develop national projects. 

· As the GEF projects take a longer time to complete, the total project cost to be approved at initiation should be flexible to take into account any further increase as the implementation progresses. 
· The workshop should also focus on issues related to International Waters – a concern expressed by the representative from the state of West Bengal and NC from Sri Lanka

FIRST SESSION 

CHAIR: Mr. Stephen Gold
OBJECTIVE: Familiarization with revised GEF policies and procedures
Ms. Mehrunnisa Bashir, Program Manager, GEF Secretariat gave a GEF overview while elaborating on GEF’s history, mission and governance structure and policies, which are dynamic. (Copy of the presentation is at annexure: 3) This was followed by a comprehensive presentation on ‘GEF Project Cycle’ by Dr. Mohamed F Sessay, Program Officer (Land Degradation), UNEP/ GEF. The revised project cycle not only consolidates several steps but also reduces the documentation requirements resulting in a simplified 22 month project cycle. (Copy of the presentation is at annexure: 4) Ms. Yoko Watanabe, Program Manager, GEF Secretariat presented the revised GEF focal area strategies along with the crosscutting strategies on sustainable forest management and sound chemicals management in detail. (Copy of the presentation is at annexure: 5) Mr. Martin Krause, Regional Technical Advisor, UNDP/ GEF explained the concept and procedures of determining incremental costs in GEF projects. (Copy of the presentation is at annexure: 6)

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS:
· The participants felt that the effective implementation of a simplified GEF project cycle needs to be seen over a period of time. It was mentioned that it would be useful, if the GEF website could provide a project tracking system to develop confidence amongst the proponents. Many participants felt that even the 22 months project cycle is still too long and the GEF needs to draw lessons from the other financial mechanisms to make its operational procedures simple and efficient.
· GEF is increasingly emphasizing on the Programmatic Approach. One of the main feature of this approach is its requirement to generate an upfront co-financing. However, as there are no written rules on the ratio of co-financing per se, the co-financing ratio are arbitrarily decided, which many a times does not fully optimizes the leveraging potential of a particular project concept. The international delegates emphasized that the process of raising co-finance is difficult and to meet this challenge, the concerned stakeholders will be required to devise innovative mechanisms.
· The participants inquired, if the performance and the impact of the GEF projects are evaluated by a third party? Further, how are the lessons gained from so many M & E exercise ongoing under the Independent Monitoring and Evaluation Office are mainstreamed back into the GEF?
· To fund adaptation-related activities, there are two separate funds – LDCF and SCCF of the UNFCCC being separately managed by the GEF. The principle of additionality among other factors forms the basis for funding under these special funds. 
· It was clarified that the global environmental benefits especially under biodiversity focal area could never be categorized as ‘purely global’ as it is always linked to local benefits.

· It was clarified by the GEF SEC representatives that no field based research or modeling could be taken up as a sole GEF project. It was suggested that the proponent should primarily rely on the secondary data to develop the baseline during the PPG phase.
· What are the expedited procedures under the GEF Programmatic Approach? The GEF representative clarified that in context of SLEM developed by India, once the umbrella PIF is approved by the Council, the sub PIFs constituting a part of SLEM will be approved at the GEF SEC/ GEF CEO level thus reducing the time required for the proposals to get GEF approval.

· Sharing China’s Biodiversity Partnership Framework, the GEF representative informed the participants that China has set up a Biodiversity Partnership Fund, which includes all the resources (including, government, donors and GEF RAF grant) to be utilized by the country for biodiversity conservation for the next 3 to 4 years. This will enable the country to address its biodiversity concerns in an integrated manner and the GEF grant will be effectively utilized for funding the incremental cost.  

While concluding this session, Mr. Sudhir Mital said that it should always be remembered that GEF projects are always guided by the national environmental benefits, which is the subset of the global environmental benefit. In case you require any assistance in determining the global environmental benefits and incremental cost for developing a GEF project, kindly free feel to contact us in the Ministry or the GEF agencies working in the country.  The GEF Secretariat is also developing an operational manual, which will be made public soon. 

SECOND SESSION 
Chair: Mr. Ajay Bhattacharya, Joint Secretary, Ministry of Agriculture, GoI
Co-Chair: Dr. Mohamed F. Sessay, Program Officer, UNEP/ GEF
OBJECTIVE: Detailed discussion on the problems faced in implementing GEF projects in India with the objective of devising an effective national monitoring and evaluation strategy.  
Dr. Preeti Soni, Head, Energy and Environment Unit, UNDP CO briefly talked about the implementation-related issues being faced by UNDP. She highlighted issues like, lack of ownership, procedural delays (both at the national and GEF levels), un-clear signals, unforeseen developments, change of guards, people centric vs. institutionalism causing delays.  Mr. Martin Krause added that the pace of GEF project implementation in India is rather slow.  Dr. Soni suggested that many of the issues flagged above could be taken care by strengthening the coordination mechanism among all the concerned stakeholders. It was suggested that the project management should be based on adaptive approach to allow flexibility to meet the unfolding scenarios. MoEF/ UNDP proposal to strengthen the GEF Cell in the Ministry aims at addressing this concern. 
Mr. Malcolm Jansen speaking on behalf of the World Bank said that most of the implementation-related issues could be minimized by taking four factors into consideration: a) defining global environmental benefits clearly; b) defining an effective monitoring and evaluation system to measure impacts; c) ensuring experiences and lessons are sustained and replicated; and d) need to have a procurement and financial management expertise in the team.

While drawing experiences from the projects under climate change and POPs focal area, Mr. Philippe Scholtes, Representative, UNIDO said that the procurement procedures are cumbersome and have caused enormous delays. It was clarified by the GEF representatives that there are no specific GEF procedures for either recruitment or procurement – thus, there is an urgent need both on part of the GoI/ State Governments and GEF agencies working in India to simplify their respective procedures to avoid unnecessarily delays. 
Dr. Daniel Gustafson, Representative, FAO said that they have primarily handling GEF regional projects like BOBLME and Pollinator’s  and the issues are some what different. The calculation of incremental cost and mobilizing co-financing at a regional level is a challenge especially within 22 months period. Further the necessary clearances from the different line ministries of GoI consume a substantial amount of time. However, it is not possible to develop BOBLME as national project as the priorities/ issues to be addressed under this project are of regional nature. Mr. Mital clarified that developing regional/ global projects is not a priority with India.
Dr. Manoranjan Hota, Additional Director, MoEF said that due to regularly monitoring the WB/ GEF project on Bio-safety has been completed effectively and on time. 
Mr. P R Mondal, Advisor, Ministry of Coal and handling a GEF project on Coal Bed Methane was of the view that this particular project faced problems during implementation phase because it was not clearly conceptualized in terms of the kind of equipments requirement of the financial requirements. The procurement procedure followed by UNIDO further delayed the entire process. Further, the information and knowledge about coal bed methane extraction urgently required however, the capacity building component of the project has gaps. 
Ms Vijaya Lakshmi, Deputy Secretary, Ministry of Steel said that the project was not functioning well however after the mid term evaluation the project activities have been streamlined as per the project objective and finances available. Ms. Lakshmi felt that a frequent change of the project NPD had resulted in lack of proper direction to this technical project. 

While concluding the session, Mr. Sudhir Mital said that the discussions during this session clearly flagged a number of issues like, faulty and unrealistic conceptualization, coordination and leadership concerns, problems associated with the global and regional projects among many others. The need to develop a national monitoring and evaluation strategy for the ongoing as well as projects under preparation is apparent.  Our future GEF allocations will not only depend on our capacity and capability to access GEF resources but also on our ability to utilize these effectively and on time.  We will be formulating a strategy for the India program as a whole with different parameters to evaluate the impact of GEF projects in ensuring strong local and global environmental benefits while promoting sustainable livelihoods. Unlike in the past, the Ministry of Environment and Forests will monitor the progress of the ongoing projects at a regular basis. He further said that the tracking system of GEF projects to be introduced on the GEF official website will not only provide the much needed clarity to all of us on the status of the proposals. We plan to introduce a similar system at the national level to keep a check while avoiding unnecessary delays. In the coming days, we will be uploading a lot of information on the GEF India website and we will require your inputs to make it interactive, vibrant and updated. This tool will not only strengthen our capacity to keep in touch with you while also addressing the concerns on ‘poverty of information’ to a large extent.
THIRD SESSION 

CHAIR: Dr. Ravi Chellam, Director, ATREE, Bangalore
OBJECTIVE: Learning from the grassroots experiences of GEF in India.
The session commenced with a brief overview on ‘Development Marketplace’ by Ms. Yoko Watanabe. (Copy of the presentation is at annexure: 7) Since November 2005, the GEF has been collaborating with the Development Marketplace (DM), a competitive grant program of the World Bank that funds innovative, small-scale development projects. Two of the awardees of the Indian chapter of DM shared their initiative and experiences on a) improving dairy animal health and breeding efficiency through animal data management; and, b) Using Neem and Pongamia Soaps in the Integrated Pest Management. (Copy of both the presentations is placed as annexure: 8 and 9, respectively)

The second half of this session focused on presentations made by the National Coordinators from SGP India and South Asia (including, Pakistan, Bhutan and Sri Lanka) focusing on mainstreaming SGP with national priorities and programs. (Copy of the presentations from India – Annexure: 10, Bhutan – Annexure: 11; Sri Lanka – Annexure: 12; Pakistan – Annexure: 13).

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS:

· While commenting on the presentation made by the SGP National Coordinator from Pakistan, the GEF representative clarified that the link between poverty and global environmental forms the very basis of GEF operations especially SGP funding.
· Significance of building partnerships with different stakeholders forms the key for the success of the small grants program throughout the globe. In Pakistan, the partnership forged by the SGP with print media to have a series of programs has helped in focusing on the environmental issues faced by the nomadic community. It was felt that a similar approach could also be adopted in India.
· Commenting on the SGP portfolio in Sri Lanka, one of the participants suggested that being an Island country, Sri Lanka is relatively more vulnerable to climate change effects however about 69 percent of their funding has gone towards biodiversity conservation – leaving the climate change focal area less representative.

· For SGP to continue as the most successful GEF program for enhancing the livelihood opportunities of the local communities, it requires a lot more innovation in project development, flexi funding mechanism and strong partner to partner exchange network.
· The amount of funding available under SGP is too small to address biodiversity and forestry issues. Moreover, it might be too expensive and uneconomical to monitor so many small projects. It was clarified that SGP is meant for local communities and NGOs for enhancing livelihood concerns by addressing environmental local concerns – so, the amount of grant is small and its impact are strongly visible. As part of GEF SGP procedures, the projects are evaluated at a regular level with no extra cost as it is all inbuilt into the project design itself.
· Is there any specific format for submitting SGP projects? It was clarified that the format and the application procedures could be accessed from the SGP India website.
While concluding the session, Mr. Sudhir Mital said that the presentations made by the GEF Small Grant India and South Asian partners and the Indian Development Marketplace awardees reinforce the belief that the GEF is actively and effectively working with the civil society the world over. There is an urgent need to further strengthen this linkage at the global level – by not only rethinking the very purpose of the proposed graduation policy for the mature countries but also by mainstreaming the lessons learnt from the SGP projects with the GEF as a whole. 

DAY TWO (October 31, 2007)

FOUR PARALLEL WORKING GROUP SESSION 

CHAIR: Mr. Stephen Gold 
OBJECTIVE: Detailed discussion on the projects being developed by India in the next three years (2007 – 10).
The second day commenced with an overview on the GEF programmatic approach by Ms. Yoko Watanabe. (Copy of the presentation is at annexure: 14). It was followed by a presentation made by Mr. Sudhir Mital on priority, strategy and portfolio of GEF in India. He also introduced the GEF programmatic approach as it is being developed in India under three focal areas i.e. land degradation, biodiversity and energy efficiency. (Copy of the presentation is at annexure: 15). Thereafter, Dr. Ajay Mathur, Director General, Bureau of Energy Efficiency, GoI presented the GEF Programmatic Approach on energy efficiency being developed under the guidance of BEE. (Copy of the presentation is at annexure: 16).

WORKING GROUP SESSION:

BIODIVERSITY GROUP: 

CHAIR: Dr. M. Hota, Additional Director, MoEF and Dr. Ravi Chellam

CO-CHAIR:  Ms Yoka Watanabe and Mr. Malcolm Jansen

While building on the guidance provided by Mr. Sudhir Mital, the biodiversity working group focused on developing a GEF programmatic approach by mainstreaming biodiversity into production systems in coastal, marine and freshwater ecosystems. (A copy of the working group presentation is placed at annexure: 17) These ecosystems were further categorized as rivers, lakes and marine/costal/ brackish systems. Within these three systems, the participants identified 2 – 3 potential sites for development of GEF projects.
LAND DEGRADATION GROUP:

CHAIR: Dr. Sanjay Kumar, DIG, MoEF

CO-CHAIR: Dr. Mohammad Sessay and Ms. Mehrunisa Bashir
The land degradation working group thoroughly reviewed SLEM and following gaps were found in the SLEM portfolio, which needs to be addressed:

1. Sustainable Forest Management 

2. Impact of climate change on local livelihoods

3. Component of agro-biodiversity needs to be strengthened

4. Land degradation issues in coastal areas and ravine lands

To address these gaps, potential concepts were also discussed forming a part of the working group report at annexure: 18. The group also deliberated upon the coordination related issues for the effective planning and implementation of SLEM.
SEPARATELY, the working groups on biodiversity and land degradation also met together to deliberate on developing synergies and inter-linkages between the two programmatic approaches being developed under these focal areas.

CLIMATE CHANGE GROUP:

CHAIR: Dr. Ajay Mathur

CO-CHAIR: Mr. Martin Krause and Dr. Pradeep Monga, Resource Person from UNIDO

The climate change group while working out the details of the Sustainable Urban Transport project and the sub projects under Energy Efficiency Programmatic Approach also deliberated upon the new project ideas that could be posed for GEF funding. (A copy of the working group presentation is placed at annexure: 19) These are as follows.

· Support experiments for impact assessment of climate change on the yield of food grains (wheat/ rice) and the possibility of sustaining production – estimated amount of USD 10 million;

· EE projects for agriculture and allied sectors need to be developed (eg. agricultural pump sets); 

· Proposal for growing of Jetropha in clusters of 5-10 villages along with oil extraction for bio-diesel project;

· Proposal for a renewable energy distributed power generation project in a rural area that could increase wealth and empower the community; and,

· Underground coal gasification should be developed as a medium term project.

POPs GROUP:

CHAIR: Dr. Chhanda Choudhary, Director, MoEF

CO-CHAIR: Dr. Dhua and Dr. Ramadev, Resource Persons from UNIDO

The working group on POPs deliberated upon the issues, methodologies and challenges involved in the preparation of National Implementation Plan on POPs. (A copy of the working group presentation is placed at annexure: 20)
SEPARATELY, the SGP NCs discussed the operational modalities and sustainability of the SGP in South Asia after the graduation policy comes into force in 2010. The resource mobilization strategy was discussed in greater detail. The NCs agreed upon and signed a declaration on regional cooperation to ensure sustainability of SGP and knowledge sharing in the South Asian region.

At the end of the day, all the four working group coordinators presented the findings during the plenary session.
DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS:

· On the biodiversity projects, the group coordinator specified that the working group deliberations require to be approved by MoEF and thereafter other details like firming of the project proposal, state government ownership, co-financing, and identification of key stakeholders from different sectors need to be worked out.

· There was a query on how the issue of sustainable forest management will be addressed in ravines. It was clarified that parts of ravines in India fall under the forest area and in many parts juliflora has proliferated becoming the invasive alien species leading to land degradation, which needs to be reclaimed. 
· As the group on POPs was small with participation from only few experts, they were not able to identify the stakeholders for the NIP preparation as well as for developing investment projects under POPs. The group coordinator specified that as the GEF project to prepare NIP has been recently endorsed, India might not be able to complete and submit NIP to the Stockholm Convention secretariat by 2008 as required. Besides, NIP – the project on capacity building and disposal of medicinal waste were discussed for which both UNIDO and UNDP has shown interest in assisting MoEF. 

· Ms. Yoka Watanabe emphasized on the need to strengthen Country Program for greater impacts. She said that for better coordination there is always a need to regularly revisit the project objectives and its sub components and than link these with the country program as a whole. Ms. Watanabe expressed satisfaction that the multi-focal area issues were discussed by each of the working group and that there is a need to integrate these inter-linkages in the project planning, design and implementation as well. While supporting the views of Mr. Mital, she strongly suggested that India should develop a Country Program evaluation strategy to assess the impact of the work done under GEF 4 and beyond.
Before concluding the day two, three SGP India partners shared their project experiences on conservation and use of medicinal plants, production of smokeless briquettes from sponge iron and sustainable production, use and conservation of NTFPs through women self help groups. (A copy of their presentations is placed as annexure: 21, 22 and 23). During the entire workshop, the SGP India partners had also put up a stall displaying various products that they are producing as part of the SGP project activities (like herbal tea, pickles etc.) – providing them with alternative sources of livelihoods and income.
DAY THREE (November 1, 2007)

CLOSING SESSION 

CHAIR: Mr. Sudhir Mital
OBJECTIVE: Consolidate the ideas and deliberations of the NDI workshop and chart out the way ahead.

The closing session started with an open house for the participants to clarify their doubts related to the deliberations that had taken place in the last two days vis a vis their expectations from the workshop.

DISCUSSION HIGHLIGHTS:

· What all could be included as a part of in kind co-financing? It was clarified that in kind co-financing could include the expenditure incurred by the organization directly for the GEF project, which may include the use of office space, vehicles, equipments, personal employed by the organization and working on the GEF project among other components. Community’s contribution also forms the part of in kind co-financing. However, the each item to be included as a part of in-kind co-financing needs to be detailed out in monetary terms. GEF grant cannot be used to co-finance another GEF project.
· On Knowledge Management (KM) it was clarified that it is done at various stages in GEF project cycle. The KM component is in built into the projects, thus the GEF projects are required to have a website, proper documentations, and workshops are conducted during the project period for information dissemination. The GEF representative mentioned that under International Waters and Land Degradation focal area the KM is being innovatively done at the focal area level. Mr. Mital emphasized on the important role that the GEF India website needs to play in developing and strengthening the KM component at the India Program level.
· Some of the participants suggested that the priorities deliberated upon during this NDI should be followed while planning and developing GEF projects in India till the next dialogue takes place.
· It was clarified that poverty is a crosscutting concern and is integrated with all the GEF focal area strategies especially on land degradation and climate change adaptation, which are directly linked to livelihood concerns.

· On the query about why forest biodiversity is not adequately addressed under SLEM, the WB representative clarified that a) after recognizing the importance of forest conservation issues, it has been introduced as a separate crosscutting focal area; b) on the conservation of forest biodiversity in PAs and on the fringes of PAs, India already has a full size GEF project, which will begin implementation sometime early next year. However, as this has emerged as a gap during the working group deliberations, the SLEM will make an attempt to address it.
· One of the participants wanted to know the mechanism to ensure that the various evaluation studies being done by the Independent office of Monitoring and Evaluation are being utilized. The GEF representative clarified that lessons learnt are incorporated while project development by the GEF agencies working with national focal points on behalf of GEF. Further, STAP also attempts to incorporate the lessons learnt from the evaluation studies while reviewing the projects from the convention and scientific perspective.

· One of the participants inquired about the weightage given to the management and technology related issues while approving GEF grant for projects. It was clarified that all the problems / concerns which a project proposes to address may not be global and could be addressed at the local level. This, GEF grant is the incremental cost for addressing global environmental benefits which could be either management related or technology related or both.

· It was suggested by the SGP India NC that technologies being developed by the GEF and SGP India project could be shared through the GEF India website for people to contextualize and replicate.

· There was a suggestion that if India fared low on marine conservation front than we have the potential to address it in GEF 5 and we could highlight this issue during the mid term evaluation of RAF.
· On monitoring and evaluation, the participants felt that a new approach needs to be worked upon and the GEF should take a lead. It was clarified that the GEF’s Independent Office of Monitoring and Evaluation is not only working with the agencies but also conducts independent evaluations at different levels (like at strategic priority level, focal area level, country level) to analyze the impact of GEF interventions. GEF has also developed tracking tools for SP 1 and 2 under biodiversity focal area. Most importantly, the monitoring and evaluation should be inbuilt into the log frame and as one of the important project component, which should be given due importance. However, there is a need to develop a national strategy on monitoring and evaluation for the GEF India program as a whole.
· It was pointed out by the participants that many of the GEF projects have major carbon value which could be traded under CDM. The GEF and CDM Executive Board should discuss this aspect. The strategic priority under climate change i.e. LULUCF has been introduced as a pilot study to effectively measure the carbon stocks that could be credited under biodiversity and land degradation projects. The WB representative suggested that they could share the carbon value of the individual projects being developed as part of SLEM.

· One of the participants inquired that once the countries exhaust their respective RAF allocations under biodiversity and climate change focal areas, how should they proceed in developing their project pipeline for GEF 5 especially when GEF 5 priorities are yet to be deliberated upon. The GEF representative clarified that we can’t commit about the money which is not known. However, we could continue to develop projects for GEF 5 pipeline while keeping the proponents abreast with the situation. 
· On the frequently changing GEF procedures and templates, the GEF representatives assured the participants that these have stabilized for the GEF 4 period.

CLOSING REMARKS

Ms Yoka Watanabe said that this NDI was an enriching experience and the next steps for India could be a) to develop a multi focal area focus especially between biodiversity and land degradation focal areas; and, b) need to develop a Country Program strategy for monitoring and evaluation. 
Ms Mehrunnisa Bashir emphasized that the consultation process initiated by this NDI is a continuous process and should now lead to regional consultations to strengthen GEF processes in the country. 
Mr. Mohammad Sessay said that agencies are the face of GEF at the country level and their main role is to work with the national focal points. 
Mr. Malcolm Jansen said that India seems to be in the driving seat and one of the few countries to develop the GEF programmatic approach. Speaking on the behalf of SGP NCs from South Asia, 
Mr. Masod Lohar said that SGP needs to develop a regional outlook to strengthen SGP network in South Asia region. There is a need to mobilize private sector (as part of their corporate social responsibility) to support SGP. He said that the GEF should utilize the GEF Sub Regional Workshops (like in Bali) to deliberate on the modalities of graduation policy with the SGP NCs and national focal points. 
The workshop concluded with a vote of thanks given by Ms. Preeti Srivastava, Deputy Secretary, MoEF.

Major Recommendations 

1. It was recommended that India should also focus on developing multi-focal linkages at the programmatic level to ensure maximum impact.

2. It was recommended that India needs to develop a national monitoring and evaluation strategy based on result based management framework for the GEF India program as a whole.
3. GEF in India needs to develop an effective communication strategy and mechanisms to actively engage and update the concerned stakeholders. Information sources including database, website, popular publications, and documentaries may be developed for greater awareness and dissemination.
4. This dialogue should lead to a series of regional dialogues to strengthen GEF process in the country. The next national dialogue is proposed to organized early 2010 with the GEF support, when the GEF 5 replenishment negotiations are about to conclude and the thematic priorities and operational procedures for GEF 5 will be more or less finalized.
……………………………….
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