Country Support Programme

GEF Sub-Regional Workshop for Focal Points

In North Africa, Middle East, West and South Asia
Bali, Indonesia. 2-3 December 2007
DRAFT Workshop Report – 19 December 2007
Day 1: Sunday, 2nd December 2007
	Session 1: Welcome, Introduction, and Workshop Objectives

Facilitated by: Mr. Stephen Gold, CSP  

Rapporteur: Mr. Martin Krause, UNDP
Statement by GEF CEO, Ms. Monique Barbut: “The New GEF: An Effective Partner Today for Tomorrow’s Global Environment Solutions”



 The CEO delivered a statement which was also distributed in English and French.

Issues were raised in the discussion session by Yemen, Iran, Algeria, Tunisia, India Afghanistan, Syria and the NGO Network.  The CEO provided the following responses:

Alexandria recommendations: Participants raised questions regarding the follow up to the Alexandria workshop recommendations. The CEO indicated she would circulate a table with “before” and “after” columns. The CEO also highlighted the significant reforms implemented at the GEF enhancing its client responsiveness and effectiveness. . 

Adaptation Fund: Several questions were raised regarding the Adaptation Fund (AF). The CEO confirmed GEFSEC’s interest in managing the AF.  She clarified that A separate governance structure will be established by COP/MOP and the GEF council will not be the governing body for the AF.  The CEO highlighted that if the GEF managed the Adaptation Fund, it would be operational immediately as a costly new governance structure would not need to be set up.  The question is how to make access to AF easy. GEF will take and follow any guidance from COP/MOP. The only condition is that whoever has access must meet international fiduciary standards. The NGO Networks also support the GEF to become the Secretariat for the AF.

Small Grants Programme (SGP): Questions on the SGP Graduation Policy were raised: CEO stated that it is a priority to help countries that do not have an SGP to access SGP. Furthermore, graduation of mature SGP countries will not happen before 2011. If countries use RAF focal area money for their SGP ideally they should use it for the same focal area, but there is some flexibility. 

RAF allocation: Questions on the RAF allocation and the mid-term review were raised. CEO clarified that the RAF allocation is there for the 4 years, if countries do not use it in the first 2 years, they can use it in the second half of GEF4. CEO is concerned that group countries have used only about 20% of RAF allocations. If agencies do not assist those countries, GEFSEC will step in to help. How? Perhaps through a regional approach as in the case of the Pacific countries. CEO encouraged countries to discuss this issue in the meeting. The NGO Network offered help with regard to access to GEF4 funds for group countries. 
Afghanistan: What can Afghanistan expect from the GEF? There are no projects yet. CEO response: Afghanistan just ratified the conventions and should undertake the Enabling Activities (EAs). GEF could also assist with an FSP or MSP in Afghanistan. The Country Relations Officer for Afghanistan, Ms. Mehrunnisa Bashir will follow up with the focal point. 

	Session 2: Update on GEF Policies and Procedures

Chair: Mr. Imad Hassoun, OFP Syria
Vice-Chair: Mr. David McCauley, ADB
Rapporteur: Mr. George Manful, UNEP
Presenter:
·  Mr. Ravi Sharma, GEF Secretariat, 

·  “Updates on specific GEF policies and procedures, including RAF, Comparative Advantage of Agencies, and the Project Cycle”




The CSP (Stephen Gold) provided an overview of the objectives and scope of issues to be addressed at the workshop. He informed participants that activities covered in ten sessions include the following: 

· Updating workshop participants on current GEF policies and procedures, including RAF, comparative advantages of GEF agencies, and the project cycle. 

· Offering participants an opportunity to provide inputs into RAF’s mid-term review 

· Enable participants to share experiences on 
· (a) integrating GEF’s work into national environmental and sustainable development plans and policies and 
· (b) enhancing GEF coordination at the national level and supporting national priority setting processes 

· Introduction to the CSP Knowledge Facility

· Tracking GEF portfolio results and supporting focal points roles and activities

· Conclusions, follow-up actions and workshop closure, and 

· Bilateral consultations with GEF and its agencies

A representative of the GEFSec (Ravi Sharma) made a presentation on “Overview of Policies and Procedures in GEF 4.  Discussing the history and structure of the GEF, he indicated that the GEF, originally linked to the negotiation process of the CBD and the UNFCCC was established to provide a mechanism for financing incremental costs of projects that deliver global environment benefits.  From its pilot phase to the current 4th replenishment period, the GEF has provided more than US$ 6,800 million in grant and concessionary financing and leveraged about US$ 25 billion for projects in biodiversity, climate change, international waters, land degradation, multi-focal areas, ozone depletion and persistent organic compounds.
 
Outlining the governance framework of the GEF, he described the respective roles of the GEF Assembly and COP of the Conventions, GEF Council, STAP and Evaluation Office, GEF Secretariat and the GEF Agencies.  He also outlined the essential features of the reform agenda of the GEF CEO in GEF 4 and indicated that the reform is designed to make the GEF more strategic, innovative, equitable, accessible and focused.  In being strategic, the GEF has set (i) clear priorities for the global environment by refocusing its focal area strategies, (ii) building synergies for cross-cutting, (iii) promoting programmatic approach and (iv) developing and applying indicators of outcomes and impacts.  In being innovative, the GEF will finance cutting edge and entrepreneurial efforts to establish sustainable technologies, leverage global capital on sustainable development and reach out to private sectors at the country level.  To be innovative, the GEF will create special mechanisms to make it easier for vulnerable countries to access GEF resources and ensure that a minimum level of resources is available to all countries under the RAF.  To make the GEF more accessible, it would strive to engage direct and transparent dialogue with countries, enhance GEF’s corporate image and public communications and improve the organization’s data management system and website.  The GEF will seek to be more focused by equalizing the playing field amongst its Agencies, simplify the GEF project development process, and target resources towards countries with potential to generate global environment benefits and country performance. 

On the RAF, he said the framework covers only biodiversity and climate change focal areas and eligible countries have either individual or group allocations.  Allocations are for the period 2006-2010 and that only 50% of allocation can be approved for the period 2006-2008.  Countries determine their national priorities in direct dialogue with GEFSec, and discuss identified priority concepts/projects with preferred GEF Agency with the relevant comparative advantage for further development.  The presenter outlined guiding principles underlining the comparative advantages of the GEF agencies and the methodology of assessing these advantages.  He also discussed the objectives and the main features – consolidation of project cycle steps and reduction of required documentation- of the new and revised GEF project cycles for both full and medium sized projects.  The objectives of the revised project cycle included the following: 

· Reduction of project proposal processing time from identification to start of implementation to 22 months. 

· Greater upstream strategic programming of GEF resources 

· Simplified GEF process and transparency of decision making; and 

· Enhanced monitoring for results

Discussion and Q&A

Syria expressed the view that the reduction of project proposal processing time from PIF to start of implementation to 22 months is not good enough since that time frame covers almost half the GEF 4 period.  Is it possible for the 22-month time period to be reduced further? 

GEFSec responded that there is room for further reduction since this refers to the maximum time and it should also be borne in mind that 22-month time frame is a significant improvement over the existing timeframe of about 60 months.

India requested a timeline to show how the 22-month time frame was arrived at. GEFSec responded that further information can be discussed in the margins of the meeting after checking up on some further details.

Sri Lanka requested clarification on how country contributions are made to a regional project. GEFSec responded that the level of contribution depends on what each participating country is willing to set aside from their RAF allocation to the project.
Sri Lanka asked what resources are available to GEF Focal Points to monitor the implementation of GEF funded projects at the national level? GEFSec responded that the funded projects do not provide specific resources to allow the GEF Focal Points to monitor nationally executed projects. However the GEF External Relations Office is working on providing such information on GEF funded projects so as to allow GEF Focal Points to monitor the execution of projects in their respective countries. 

Tunisia enquired how allocations amongst focal areas were determined and why climate change allocations are much higher than those for land degradation. GEFSec explained that traditionally climate change and biodiversity focal areas have had the largest share of GEF resources and that in previous GEF replenishments, land management projects received funding only if they are able to demonstrate climate change and/or biodiversity benefits. 
Tunisia asked how were the Land Degradation RAF allocations made?  GEFSec explained that Land degradation is not presently under the RAF. 

Tunisia enquired as to what kinds of land degradation projects are eligible for GEF funding, and whether ecotourism projects also eligible. GEFSec responded that Land degradation projects funded by the GEF are in the areas of sustainable agriculture, rangeland, and forest management. 
Pakistan and Yemen expressed the view that UNDP country offices are causing undue delays in facilitating the start of implementation of some projects. UNDP responded that it will follow-up on these specific projects and provide clarification to the participants on the cause of the delays.
India expressed the view that there is lack of effective communication between GEF Agencies and GEF Operational Focal Points. GEFSec responded that this issue would be addressed in the following day’s sessions. 
	Session 3: GEF Focal Points Input to the RAF Mid-Term Review
Chair: Dr. Mawaheb Aboul Azm, OFP Egypt
Vice-Chair: Mr. Stephen Gold, CSP
Rapporteur: Ms. Tehmina Akhtar, CSP
Presenters: 

· Mr. Rob van den Berg, GEF Evaluation Office




The GEF Evaluation Office (Mr. Rob van den Berg) provided an introduction to the Mid-Term Review of the RAF. He indicated that the Approach Paper for the Review had been published in August with many comments received from countries. The TOR for the Review had recently been approved by Council. The evaluation itself would be conducted between December 2007 and July 2008 with a draft report submitted to GEF Council by October 2008.   He indicated that the review would focus on three main areas:
1) Design – the EO is identifying experts to review the design of the RAF and to look at whether the indicators for Biodiversity, Climate change, and performance can be considered “state of the art”.

2) Implementation – the review will consider whether the RAF has provided greater predictability and transparency to countries in programming GEF resources

3) Context – taking into account developments and comparisons with other similar allocation systems to see how the GEF is doing vis-à-vis other donors and organizations
He also presented the key questions that the review would be considering, and the methodology that would be used, including:

· literature and desk reviews

· Delphi approach – an assessment of indices by an independent panel of experts

· Analysis of the emerging portfolio

· Sub-regional Workshops

· Constituency meetings

He explained that in the context of the present Sub-Regional Workshop the EO expected to interact with Focal Points during the plenary session, in working groups, through country/constituency interviews and through individual focal point interviews. 

In terms of topics for discussion, he indicated that the EO is interested in learning about what results Focal Points are expecting, their suggestions on how to improve the methodology of the review, and also to find out from them how they see the RAF in relation to other reforms undertaken by the CEO in GEF 4.

Discussion 

India requested clarification on the composition of the working groups.

Tunisia expressed the view that technology transfer among countries is a very important issue that should be supported through regional and national projects. He suggested that technology transfer should also be considered among the 10 key questions identified by the review.

Syria questioned how it would be possible for the MTR to guarantee the accurate results of the MTR when only 20% of countries had been able to access GEF resources in GEF 4.  The EO responded on this point that if countries have not been able to access resources then the MTR should bring this point forward before GEF Council and partners so that they can understand the reasons for this and take appropriate actions.  He explained that countries can help to identify the issues of concern and the MTR can help to share the results with Council.
Bhutan had a question about NAPA follow-up funding in relation to its RAF allocation, and was informed that Adaptation funding was outside of the country’s RAF allocation and needed to be requested through the separate resources available for Adaptation projects.

The World Bank (Sam Wedderburn) expressed the view that given the significant under-utilization of the RAF funds expected even by early next year, the MTR should pose a more direct question to countries such as “Why have you not utilized your RAF funds?”

The EO responded that several questions allowed respondents to provide answers on the issue of under-utilization of funds, though they had been phrased in a more open-ended way to allow countries to raise the issues of concern.

The Session was then divided into 2 Working Groups for 1 hour closed door discussions with the EO and assisted by the CSP.  The two working groups comprised the following countries and considered the following questions respectively:

	Group 1: 
Countries with Group Allocations in one or both Focal Areas

	Group 2: 
Countries with Individual Allocations in both Focal Areas

	Countries:

Afghanistan, Bhutan, Jordan, Lebanon, Nepal, Sri Lanka, Syria, Tunisia, Yemen
	Countries:

Algeria, Egypt, India, Iran, Pakistan

	Questions considered:

· What are the main problems (barriers) to you in managing the implementation of the RAF?

· What has facilitated (promoting factors) implementation of the RAF?

And:

· What is your strategy to access group funds? How transparent and predictable is the group allocation?
	Questions considered:

· What are the main problems (barriers) to you in managing the implementation of the RAF?

· What has facilitated (promoting factors) implementation of the RAF?

And:

· How has the RAF affected the funding of: 

· Global and Regional projects (as compared to country projects)? 

· The Small Grants Programme?


Countries re-convened in plenary following the working groups. A representative of each working group presented a summary of the main points discussed by the group.  General discussion and question and answer on the RAF MTR continued in plenary for the remainder of the session.
	Session 4: Bilateral Consultations



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

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

Chair: Mr. Dad Mohammad Baheer, Afghanistan
Vice Chair: Mr. George Manful, UNEP

Rapporteur: Mr. Stephen Gold, CSP

Presenters: 

· Mr. Sikandar Hayat Maken, OFP Pakistan, ”Pakistan’s experience in integrating GEF in environment and national development plans and policies”

· Mr. Sam Wedderburn, World Bank “The World Bank’s experience in Country Environmental Analysis (CEA)”

· Mr. Djamel Elchirk, OFP Algeria, “Algeria’s experience in the context of national plans and within the regional framework of NEPAD”




Mr. Maken presented Pakistan’s experience in integrating GEF into national development plans. He highlighted Pakistan’s “Vision for 2030”, poverty nexus as outlined in the PRSP and Mid-term Development Framework (MTDF) 2005-2010 which aims to achieve the MDGs as the key national development strategies supported by the GEF. Mr. Maken emphasized the steps Pakistan has taken to strengthen the management of their GEF portfolio and mainstream GEF into national planning through the MTDF working group and the establishment of the multi-stakeholder GEF Cell within the Ministry of Environment. He outlined the challenges faced by the country in implementing GEF projects and called upon the CSP to assist in building capacity to overcome some of these challenges.
Mr. Wedderburn discussed the World Bank’s Country Environmental Analysis (CEA) as a tool that can assist countries to improve the evaluation of their environmental priorities, environmental implications of government policies and national capacity to address environmental issues. He highlighted the role of CEA to integrate national environmental considerations into national development planning frameworks including the CASs, PRSPs, NEAPs, Strategic Environmental Reviews, etc. Mr. Wedderburn suggested that the CEA could provide the underpinning for prioritization of GEF assistance under the RAF. He outlined when countries might wish to use the CEA, some concrete results of completed CEA and provided more detailed examples of Egypt’s, Tunisia’s and India’s CEA.

Algeria’s experience in integrating GEF into national planning policies was presented by Mr. Echirk. His presentation focused on the link between the GEF, national strategies and NEPAD, and emphasized the challenges in prioritizing Algeria’s national priorities with the regional interest of NEPAD. Mr. Echirk highlighted the active and cooperative involvement of the line ministries, NGOs, private sector and GEF Agencies in integrating GEF into national development plans, emphasizing the BSAP and climate change national communications as key strategy documents supported by GEF and linked to NEPAD.

Discussion / Questions and Answers

Pakistan was asked to clarify the relationship between the MTDF working group and GEF Cell and the role of the private sector. While the private sector is initiating a number of environment activities and projects in awareness and education, conservation of natural resources and pollution/emissions control in the country, they do not play an active role in the coordinating bodies of the MTDF working group or the GEF Cell.

Sam Wedderburn indicated that his presentation was available on the CSP Knowledge Facility (http://www.gefcountrysupport.org/report_detail.cfm?projectId=185) and additional information on the CEA could be found on www.worldbank.org, search for “CEA”.

In response to a question on the difference between the SEA and CEA, Mr. Wedderburn clarified that the SEA is a strategic assessment undertaken at a sector level, e.g., forestry, agriculture or industry whereas a CEA is a more comprehensive analysis and looks across all sectors and issues associated with environmental management.

FPs requested feedback on how countries could link all the various analytical processes together to facilitate their work. Mr. Wedderburn indicated that it is for each country to decide which sectors their CEA would focus on, that it typically varied depending upon the country, and that most countries aimed to analyze as many relevant issues/sectors as possible to ensure an appropriately comprehensive analysis.

Clarification was sought on the composition of the SGP National Steering Committee (NSC) and the role of government agencies vs NGOs. UNDP responded by emphasizing the Steering Committee was comprised primarily of NGO representatives, with representatives from government, academic institutions, and UNDP and sometimes the private sector and other donors. She indicated that GEF FPs sometimes chaired the Steering Committee, but that governments’ primary role was to influence decision-making to assist local communities in areas that might require policy change.

Clarification was sought from the World Bank on using CEA as tool for analyzing land degradation needs. Mr. Wedderburn responded by providing examples of how LD has figured into CEAs.

It was pointed out that discrepancies exist between environmental costs and costs of good/services and one country requested the Bank to share its experiences in assessing such costs in the framework of the CEA. Mr. Wedderburn responded that the CEA has limited scope and should not be viewed unrealistically as a tool to assess such costs.  However, he did indicate that some countries have looked at this discrepancy in their CEA, e.g., Egypt, Peru and Colombia.

Pakistan was asked how they mainstream climate change considerations into their MTDF and which partners they worked with to ensure effective integration. Mr. Maken clarified that an independent wing in the Ministry of Environment focusing on international cooperation took the lead in this area.

Bhutan posed the question of whether mainstreaming environment is just a matter of creating a fund to address integration or shifting resources for related activities. He expressed concern that this may be just business as usual whereby broader models of development appear not to have changed. He emphasized that without political will at the highest levels, there is a limit to what can be accomplished.

Bhutan was requested by the CSP to provide a write-up on their country experience in mainstreaming GEF into environment and sustainable development planning as an example for their database of country experiences in this area available on the CSP Knowledge Facility.

It was acknowledged that Maldives had been requested to make a presentation on this topic, highlighting how biodiversity considerations had been integrated into their 5 year plan and tourism sector plan, but had been unable to attend. Their presentation would be requested and made available through the CSP Knowledge Facility if feasible.

	Session 6: Enhancing National GEF Coordination and Setting Priorities

Chair:  Mr. Hussein Algunied, Yemen

Vice Chair: Mr. Sam Wedderburn, World Bank

Rapporteur: Ms. Mirey Atallah 
Presenters:

· Ms. Tehmina Akhtar, CSP, “CSP Overview of country experiences in GEF coordination” 
· Mr. Massoud Rezvanian-Rahagi, Alternate Council Member, Iran, “Iran’s National GEF Coordination mechanisms”

· Dr. Mawaheb Aboul Azm, OFP and Council Member, Egypt, “National GEF Coordination with global environment conventions – the experience of North Africa”
· Mr. Sudhir Mital, OFP India, “India’s experience in developing national GEF strategies and setting priorities”


The session commenced with a presentation by the CSP (Tehmina Akhtar) providing some examples and good practices in the set up of GEF coordination committees, and describing various different models established by countries, the role of Agencies and participation of other stakeholders in such bodies.  She described the elements of success in the effective operation of such committees, their benefits, as well as some of the challenges faced. 

A second presentation was made by Iran (Massoud Rezvanian Rahagi) on Iran’s national coordination mechanisms for the environment. The presentation included a critical assessment of the current system set up in the country, questioning the fact that the National Committee on Sustainable Development falls under the High commission on Environment, when in fact the Ministry of Foreign Affairs – as focal point of international relations and conventions – plays a key role in coordination with and obtaining input from technical ministries as inputs to negotiations and decisions in the context of international negotiations. 

He described the role of the technical institutions, reporting system in place, composition of different committees and the weaknesses of the current system as well as recommendations to enhance the current system and render it more effective. 

In the third presentation by Egypt (Mawaheb Aboul Azm) the use of NCSA was stressed as a vehicle for mainstreaming and integrating GEB into national development policies. The presenter shared a sample of indicators adopted as part of the nationalization of MDG-7, (example network of PAs, tons of CO2 emitted etc) in order to facilitate understanding and commitment. 

India (Sudhir Mital) made a fourth presentation on India’s experience in coordination. He described the set up and constitution of the SGP, the functioning of its steering committee and concerns related to the funding of the SGP (funding from government and UNDP core CO funds – 100 to 300K).   India highlighted the composition and roles of the GEF empowered committee in India and pointed out some of the differences with the operations and set up in Iran. 

Discussion: 

The Chair highlighted the fact that there are similarities and differences between the three case studies presented and asked whether these systems do indeed lead to transparent and efficient processes. He asked the GEF to undertake further case studies. 

Bhutan raised the following comments:
1 – Recommended that local governments be taken into account in national coordination committees in view of the decentralization processes being undertaken in several countries. He described the principle of subsidiarity decided by local authorities, and indicated that this is not tied up in the best manner as the OFP is based at the central level. In summary he highlighted the potential benefits of working with central authorities. 

2 – Inquired about support program for OFPs 

3 – Supported adopting programmatic approaches as the way to go in support of RBM systems adopted by most countries, with associated indicators and baselines. However, it seems that the current interpretation of a program is a larger project rather than genuine programmatic and results based management approaches. 

4 – Asked about the difference between the Operational and Political focal points. 

The CSP (Tehmina Akhtar) explained in response to Bhutan that the role of local authorities in national coordination varies from country to country depending on the set up of the government.  For example the Ministry of Interior deals with local authorities and is represented in national committees in some cases while in other cases there is a direct representation – e.g. Bolivia where local indigenous peoples groups participate in the national committee, or in Micronesia where geographic isolation makes coordination difficult and each island is represented but uses internet based means to participate in national coordination activities.  She also explained that Mali had used its NCSA and Enabling Activities as a starting point to support decentralization of environmental planning processed to the level of communes, and indicated that a National Dialogue planned in Burkina Faso in January 2008 is intended to support localization of environmental management as a response to a national policy decision. 

With regard to the CSP direct support component she explained that information on website will be presented later in the afternoon in Session 7, and that guidelines will be presented. On the question of differences between Operational v/s Political focal point, she highlighted the initial thinking on the OFP/PFP difference in roles – e.g. more project oriented for OFP and oriented to representing the country at the global level within the GEF governance framework for the PFP. Stephen Gold also added that TORs of OFP and PFP are presented and available on the Knowledge Facility, which has been developed specifically for the GEF focal points. 

The CSP (Stephen Gold) congratulated the presenters for their excellent presentations and directed a question to Iran: To what extent did the recommendations and discussions occurring in the context of the National Dialogue workshop held in Iran earlier in the year have an impact on the different coordination mechanisms already in place. 

Iran responded that some results and changes have resulted from the recommendations of the NDI – e.g. chairman of the GEF sub-committee was invited to report back to the National committee on sustainable development. Some national institutions responded positively – such as improving the linkages and communications between them and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the GEF OFP. He indicated that they had received several concepts following the workshop as partners and stakeholders had become more aware of the GEF, its submission modalities etc. A few project directors had also responded and provided reports to the GEF sub-committee and there were resulting changes in the management and operations of that project. 

Yemen (Chair) also directed a question to Iran: has the NDI served to develop concepts and prioritize projects or raise awareness about the GEF? Iran responded to Yemen that there are some difficulties with regards to the identification of priorities. A preliminary draft was prepared to serve as a basis for discussion following which a process of identifying national organizations was initiated. But the readiness of ministries and organizations is a limiting factor to the preparation and implementation of projects. 

Nepal directed a question to India on the involvement of NGO and private sector in the implementation of projects beyond the steering committee itself. India responded that projects are clearly implemented at the grassroots level with assistance of the NGOs. He explained that members of the steering committee are not involved in the implementation. They are there to bring in their knowledge and expertise in looking and identifying changes that need to be made. There are currently two projects being funded by the private sector and this has facilitated the participation and involvement of the private sector. 

UNDP (Mirey Atallah-Auge) asked India to explain further the use of constituency meetings and national committees for engaging with the global GEF policy processes. India responded that the GEF empowered committee takes decisions and contributes to the global GEF processes as was presented. Similarly the empowered committee links national priorities with the GEF global strategies, and plays a very important to make the link between national priorities. With regard to regional constituency coordination, he expressed the view that prior to council meetings the constituency members are not engaging significantly with the issues and commenting on the agenda items of the council meeting.  Frequent changes in FPs is a problem that hampers the process. 

The World Bank (Sam Wedderburn) indicated that constituency meetings occurring prior to council meetings can provide the opportunity to feed into the debates and provide input to council meetings.  GEFSec (William Ehlers) stressed that Council meetings are fundamental in order to manage the facility in a more efficient way. He acknowledged that Constituencies are different in shape and size, and indicated that experience has shown that constituencies that meet or consult regularly become more effective at presenting and defending their views at the council meetings. 

He explained that there are some tools designed to help constituencies keep in touch, it would be worth giving them a try. 

	Session 7: Knowledge Management and exchange among Focal Points
Chair: Mr. Sharada Prasad Trital, Nepal

Vice-Chair: Ms. Mirey Atallah-Auge, UNDP

Rapporteur: Ms. Lisa Singh, UNDP Afghanistan

Presenters:
· Ms. Jambay Zangmo, Bhutan, “Integrating GEF in National Environment and Sustainable Development Plans and Policies”

· Mr. Stephen Gold, CSP, “Introduction to the CSP Knowledge Facility – its purpose, functions and features”


A presentation was made by Bhutan in this session referring to the topic of Session 5.

Subsequently the Session continued with a demonstration and tour of the CSP website: presenting the development, structure, and functionality of the CSP online Knowledge Facility for GEF Focal Points, www.gefcountrysupport.org. The CSP (Stephen Gold) explained that the main objective of the online system was to address Focal Points’ expressed needs and requirements for more easily accessible information on GEF and GEF-related topics and for sharing and exchange of information and knowledge among peer Focal Points.
The CSP explained that the Knowledge Facility is intended to be a platform for knowledge sharing, interaction and collaboration as well as for obtaining direct information on GEF through links to the GEFSec, GEF Agency and other knowledge sites and networks, and for keeping updated on country/regional happenings through regional pages and country pages that are developed by GEF Focal Points themselves. Access to Constituency pages is password protected and these pages are accessible only by constituency members.

The CSP distributed a flyer to participants and demonstrated how Focal Point can quickly register to receive their passwords and begin to use the Knowledge Facility.

Discussion: 

Comment from Iran: Commended the CSP team on a very valuable and important job that has been done and the website as an important source for sharing information, and updating Focal Points locally on issues. The website information will be helpful in clarifying issues of tools, procedures, and templates at the local level.
Comment from Tunisia:  Expressed appreciation for the great variety of information in the website. Asked if there are guidelines on the kind of information that exists and whether the country pages can supplement national communication strategies and websites on GEF issues?
Response by CSP (Stephen Gold): The input provided by countries has helped in developing the website.  The challenge is to manage the volume of information and also ensure readability and direct relevance to the target audience (FPs).  He explained that this website differs from GEF website as it is intended specifically for FPs and is meant for the purpose of knowledge exchange, as opposed to the general public which has varying needs.  In response to Tunisia’s question he indicated that there are no specific guidelines for what information countries can post on their pages, and explained that each country specific GEF country page can be developed as a forum for mass outreach but is not meant to replace any existing national websites.  However links to national GEF websites and those of relevant national agencies can be provided on the country page. He mentioned the example of Vietnam which had establish a national GEF website using GEF Direct support funds of the CSP, but had also started utilizing its country page on the Knowledge Facility to post relevant materials and provide a link to its national website which is in Vietnamese.
Comment GEF secretariat (William Ehlers)

· Website still being updated and to be completed very soon;

· Clarified that around 6-8 newly appointed focal points are allowed to travel to attend a familiarization workshop in Washington at the GEF secretariat.

Comments from CSP (Stephen Gold):  It was clarified that for the most part the Knowledge Facility site is not password protected. Only certain areas, such as the Discussion Forum, the Constituency pages, and the editing of Country pages required login access.  He requested that all focal points obtain their passwords as soon as possible, and indicated that those participants designated by focal points should contact the CSP in order to get registered on the site.

	Session 8: Managing Workloads, and Utilizing Tools and Resources Available for Focal Points
Chair: Mr. Karma Tshiteem, OFP Bhutan

Vice Chair: Mr. Martin Krause, UNDP

Rapporteur: Mr. Sam Wedderburn, World Bank
Presenters:

· Mr. Rob Van den Berg, GEF Evaluation Office, “Support and tools available for monitoring and evaluation”
· Ms. Layal Neamieh, Lebanon, “Lebanon’s experience in tracking portfolio outcomes and lessons learnt”
· Ms. Anoja Herath, Sri Lanka, “Sri Lanka’s experience in tracking portfolio outcomes and lessons learnt”



Discussion

Algeria expressed the view that the EO intervention was too short and wanted to get further details from Lebanon on whether the Arab Fund is up and running and what are the tools for accessing it. Lebanon responded that the AEF is to be created under the League of Arab States, is not yet functioning.

The Evaluation Office (Rob van den Berg) noted the different levels of capability and set up in the countries present for M&E and indicated that in future it might be necessary to split the group for discussions into those who are new and unfamiliar and those who are used to 
M&E procedures.
Tunisia raised a question with regard to monitoring systems and tracking the portfolio - Is it necessary to track every project? For example, in evaluating larger scale projects, is it possible to get information on the efficiency of the project monitoring tool. 
The EO responded that information sometimes does not flow to the focal point automatically. For example, Agencies often don’t send Mid Term Reviews to focal points, whereas the Council says that OFPs should be aware of all of the information related to projects.  He referred to the relevant Council decision and suggested that focal points can complain to the Council if information flows are not effective. On higher level evaluations the EO also has difficulties in getting the information to them and hence they are collaborating with the CSP to provide this information. 

The World Bank (Sam Wedderburn) made the point that in addition to Agencies providing information, the OFPs also have a responsibility to be clued into the local network, while the national executing agency in the country also has a responsibility to ensure the OFP is informed. 
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The GEF Evaluation Office (Rob van den Berg) provided an overview of the issues raised by countries in regard to the Mid-Term Review of the RAF in regard to both design and implementation of the RAF.  The key points noted were as follows:
Design issues:

· The implementation of the RAF is taking place in the shadow of other changes being implemented, and it will therefore be difficult to sort out what can be attributed to the RAF

· Questions were raised about the indices used in the GBI, such as the IUCN indicators

· Questions were raised about the PPI, and a concern was expressed that the CPIA indicators are not transparent and countries have the right to know on what basis their performance is being assessed

· A general concern about lack of transparency in the design of the RAF which creates an impression among countries that they did not get their fair share

Implementation issues:

· Impression that there is no level playing field in terms of Agency capacity

· The Project Cycle changes are causing concern in relation to the RAF and countries ability to programme funds

· Varying opinions about the length of the Project cycle with some views that 22 months was too short a time period while other held that it was too long

· Agency and GEFSec performance also need to be considered when assessing country performance as they play key roles in the Project cycle
· General concerns about lack of clarity on the GEF and lack of information on the RAF

· The RAF has enabled priority setting and also improved M&E in some countries, especially those with higher allocations

· Some countries expressed the view that the level of resources available to them is too low to have much impact at the national level or get attention of decision makers

· Less attention is being given to global and regional projects because these are seen as more difficult to implement and not easy to get off the ground

· Need for greater flexibility on the 50% rule to allow countries to proceed with larger sized projects with a statement of intent to fund a portion of the project costs once the funds were secured

· Given the time bound nature of RAF implementation needed to be time bound as well

· Involvement of private sector was not clear

The CSP (Stephen Gold) provided a brief update to participants on a number of immediate actions to be taken, including:

· A Summary Report would be prepared by CSP based on the notes of the rapporteurs and shared with participants in English and French

· A new round of Sub-Regional Workshops will take place in 2008 and the CSP will be seeking inputs from Focal Points through a survey on issues and topics they would like to consider in 2008

· Based on guidance provided by the CSP Inter-agency Steering Committee, North Africa and Middle East countries will meet separately from the South Asian countries in 2008.  South Asia will be combined with the East and South-East Asia Sub-region.
· The CSP Knowledge Facility is available for Focal Points to use and develop their own country and constituency pages, as well as to post queries or start discussion forums on key topics of interest.

Iran questioned the reason for the splitting up of Middle East and North Africa from South Asia and expressed the view that it was more enriching to have a broader exchange with a larger number of countries in the context of the Sub-regional workshop.

CSP (Stephen Gold) indicated that there were some regional considerations that had been taken into account by the Steering Committee and indicated that Iran would in any event have a choice on whether to join Middle East and North Africa or the Asia regional grouping.

In closing remarks, the GEFSec (William Ehlers) indicated that countries had been very active in expressing their views and hoped that they had achieved their objectives associated with the workshop. He advised countries to use the Evaluation Form provided by the CSP to provide their assessment as well as suggestions for improvement. He suggested that countries should make use of the CSP Knowledge Facility as well as communicating with the GEFSec External Affairs team to address any concerns. 
Is his closing remarks as Co-Chair, Tunisia (Mr. Zmerli) stressed the importance of exchange of experience among countries, and expressed the view that the workshop had been beneficial for countries in this regard.  He thanked the participants and indicated that all presentations by countries, GEFSec, and Agencies had been very useful in putting forward new ideas and reflecting on experiences and needs.  In closing he hoped for progress in the Kyoto Protocol discussions continuing during the rest of the week and especially on the issue of the Adaptation Fund.  He stated that the GEF has a strong record of financing actions to support the environment and would have the added challenge of responding to changes caused by global climate change.  He declared the workshop closed.
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