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Workshop Report

Day 1: Thursday, 15th May 2008

	Session 1: Welcome, Introduction & Overview

Chair: Ms. Analiza Teh, OFP, Philippines

Vice-Chair: Mr. Stephen Gold, CSP  

Rapporteur: Mr. Peerke de Bakker, UNEP

Presenter: Mr. Peter Bjornsen, GEF Secretariat “Highlights of Key GEF Policies and Procedures implemented during 2007.”


Welcome remarks

On behalf of the Philippine Government/Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR), Ms. Analiza Teh, Assistant Secretary and GEF Operational Focal Point welcomed all GEF Focal Points (FPs) for Asia, representatives of the GEF Secretariat, Asian Development Bank (ADB), UNDP, UNEP, UNIDO, and the World Bank, as well as observers to the sub-regional workshop for GEF Focal Points in Asia.  She noted that FPs would be keen to understand the GEF4 highlights, understand the cross-cutting issues and validate their respective pipelines.  As for the Philippines, the projects under execution as well as those in the pipeline are all in line with the countries national plans. As the OFP Philippines, she would appreciate receiving more information on the RAF mid term review and would like to discuss matters pertaining to the strengthening of FPs and therefore appreciated having knowledge management on the program as well.  She added that FPs in Asia would also like to be briefed in detail on the issue of adaptation.

On behalf of the GEF Secretariat and Agencies, Mr. Mehrunnisa Bashir also welcomed participants. She outlined that the Workshop provided a unique opportunity for FPs to be briefed on the latest GEF policies and procedures, share their knowledge and experiences in project development and implementation, and meet bilaterally with the GEF partner institutions. She thanked the Government of the Philippines for hosting the meeting and looked forward to a fruitful 2 days of exchange.

Introduction by the CSP

The CSP (Mr. Stephen Gold) identified all major issues, the objectives and background of the workshop and reviewed the agenda for the next 2 days.  He explained that the agenda was developed based on feedback provided by the sub-regions’ GEF Focal Points. The overall objective is to enable all countries in the region to participate effectively in the GEF.  This workshop aims to provide more information about new GEF policies and procedures – such as revised focal area and cross-cutting strategies, funds available for adaptation, and revised project cycle, and share experiences and enable countries to learn from each other.  At this stage Focal Point feedback on the first 2 RAF allocation years is highly relevant to the GEF Council and this Workshop provides a unique opportunity to provide official input into the Mid-term Review being undertaken by the independent GEF Evaluation Office.  Knowledge Management for FPs and the supporting tools will be discussed in a separate session.  Individual country meetings with GEFSEC the GEF Agencies and CSP team are to be facilitated in the consultations scheduled at the end of the first day.  All participants presented themselves to the meeting after these introductory remarks.

Key GEF policies and procedures in 2007

The GEF Sec (Mr. Peter Bjornsen) provided a brief overview of some of the key policies and procedures adopted by the GEF as part of the CEO’s reform agenda during 2007. The GEF Sec revised the six focal area strategies in order to strengthen their focus and to increase impact.  In addition to the traditional focal areas, strategic frameworks for two cross-cutting themes - Sustainable Forest Management and Sustainable Chemicals Management - were also launched. New indicators (tracking tools) for the monitoring of focal areas were also recently introduced (approved in December 2007).  The meeting was informed that GEF Sec is now looking ahead towards GEF5, and will be establishing Technical Advisory Groups soon for each Focal Area to further adjust the emphasis of the GEF within each area. 

With regard to the Comparative Advantages, GEF Sec (Mr. Bjornsen) mentioned that in 2007 all Agencies had gained access to GEF funding based on their agreed comparative advantages.  Programmatic approaches had been developed both in single countries (China, India) as well as through multi-country projects such as the Coral Triangle Initiative. Innovative approaches such as PPP (Public/Private Partnerships) and the use of non grant instruments had also been launched.  

GEF Sec (Mr. Bjornsen) also briefed countries on the simplified new project cycle adopted that reduces the number of steps and needs for documentation while moving the decision point for Council upstream (to the project idea or PIF stage). He noted that this shall result in a project development period of 22 months.  The Project Management Information System (PMIS), a web-based interface to facilitate project management, had also been recently introduced to facilitate countries’ access to information about their projects, while the GEF website itself had been updated to enable countries to monitor progress.

Discussion/Questions & Answers

Project Development Cycle of 22 months

Nepal (Mr. Rameshore P. Khanal, PFP) asked what the GEF Sec was doing to reduce the time taken in the decision making process on projects. GEF Sec (Mr. Bjornsen) responded that the aim of reducing the project cycle is basically to “discipline” all stakeholders involved by keeping track of project development against a calendar agreed for each project at PIF stage.

Non-Grant Instruments

Iran (Mr. Massoud Rezvanian) enquired whether the use of non-grant instruments would replace or supplement current GEF assistance.  GEF Sec (Mr. Bjornsen) noted that the area of non-grant instruments is still not fully matured. A paper was prepared for the GEF Council (on types and conditions of non-grant instruments) but all will depend on the negotiations of GEF 5.  GEF remains interested as use of non-grant instruments may leverage considerable co-financing.  In CC-mitigation as well as potentially in BD the GEFSEC needs to build considerably more capacity with the FPs.

Capacity Building of FPs

Bangladesh (Mr. A. H. M. Mustain Billah) observed that whereas the Bali Workshop (for FPs in South Asia, Middle East and North Africa) resulted in numerous recommendations on project preparation, need for adaptation projects, investment projects, while considering the climate change issue, FPs require support on how to synchronize and harmonize such actions in their implementation.  If not, it may lead ultimately to a lack of confidence between development partners.  As no clear off-the-shelve answers are available and the total amount in GEF4 is probably lower than anticipated, new methods are needed that need to be tested now and up scaled in the future.  The need was expressed for more information on the GEF processed targets to meet the increased needs, and how the Focal Area strategies (only recently adopted) will be developed further in GEF5.  GEF Sec (Mr. Bjornsen) noted that this process will be started up after the GEF Council meeting this November, when priorities will be identified, defining contents of each Focal Area while continuing some older ones. Targets are to be set in line with realistic ambitions and funds available. Technical Advisory Groups will be established to look at focal areas and cross-cutting issues, while the STAP, Conventions as well as independent experts (nominated by countries) will also contribute to this process.

GEF Small Grants Program

A number of countries expressed concern about the SGP “Graduation” policy, the more so as the SGP has been rather successful in many countries of the region.  The GEF NGO-Network (Mr. Faizal Parish) expressed concern that the GEF SGP graduation policy would not be graduating the countries as such but only the civil society in those countries. He indicated that the decision to graduate civil society after 8 years of support was somewhat arbitrary and requested GEF Sec to review it further.  The GEF Sec (Ms. Mehrunnisa Bashir) responded that the SGP graduation policy was not yet developed and would not be applied until GEF 5. She explained that there was still time for all concerns to be taken into consideration. Bhutan noted that SGP support allowed for interventions at the local grassroots level and for this reason it was important to keep the program. Iran observed that it was important to ensure the sustainability of SGP within recipient countries and recommended greater flexibility in allowing countries to allocate RAF resources towards SGP. 

	Session 2: Update on GEF Policies and Procedures

Chair: Mr. Massoud Rezvanian, Alternate Council Member, Iran
Vice-Chair: Mr. Edward Clarence-Smith, UNIDO

Rapporteur: Mr. Sanjaya Shrestha, UNIDO

Presenters:

· Mr. Joseph D’Cruz, UNDP & Mr. Peerke de Bakker, UNEP: “Highlights of revised Focal Area and Cross-Cutting Strategies”

· Mr. David McCauley, ADB: “Funds available for Adaptation”


Thanking everyone for their participation in the Workshop, the Chair (Iran) initiated the meeting and emphasized the importance of all focal areas and cross-cutting issues. UNDP (Mr. Joseph D’Cruz) made a presentation on the “Focal Areas and Cross-Cutting Strategies”. He briefly explained about six focal areas on Biodiversity; Climate Change; International Waters; Ozone Depletion; Land Degradation; and Persistent Organic Pollutants-POPs. Under each focal area, he further discussed about strategic objectives and programs. Additionally, he mentioned three cross-cutting issues that are addressed within the focal area strategies. The mentioned issues are: Adaptation to Climate Change; Sustainable Forest Management; and Sound Chemicals Management.

ADB (Mr. David McCauley) presented a brief on the resources available for adaptation. He stated that the GEF supports projects which increase resilience to the impacts of climate change at the level of communities, sectors and countries. There is a pool of US$275 million available for adaptation activities. The available funds are: Strategic Pilot on Adaptation (SPA)-GEF Trust Fund; Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF); Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF); and Adaptation Fund (AF). As to the status of the funding, SPA funds of US$50 million had already been spent, while SCCF funds of US$65 million had also been programmed.  At present funds were available only under LDCF and AF for eligible parties.

Discussion/Q & A

Indonesia (Mr. Agus Purnomo, OFP & Council Member) noted that at present the funding of the Adaptation Fund at US$275 million is a low figure compared to the mitigation funding of US$10-12 billion pledged by the US, Japan, and UK. He expressed the view that there is a need to request for an equitable adaptation fund. He wanted to know how and who makes decisions in different focal areas including adaptation within the GEF. Furthermore, he wanted to know whether extra funds will be made available apart from the allocated ones within the GEF-4.

GEF Sec (Mr. Bjornsen) responded that there are separate bodies similar to the GEF Council for operation of LDCF and SCCF. For operation of AF, a new governing body will be structured soon. ADB (Mr. David McCauley) added that there is an open process through which the decisions are taken in the GEF. The Council makes decisions on the policy matters. There are advisory groups including different Conventions and GEF Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel (STAP) which provide guidance on the issues/projects related to the different focal areas.

The Chair (Iran) sought clarification on whether non-grant instruments could be applied by the GEF for the adaptation funds as well. GEF Sec (Mr. Peter Bjornsen) responded that at present non-grant instruments were applicable only to the GEF Trust Fund.

Bangladesh (Mr. A. H. M. Mustain Billah) commented that available funds are not adequate to meet the challenges under different focal areas and as a result only intangible benefits will occur. He asked why technology innovation cannot be considered for issues such as disaster prevention and natural calamities.

India (Ms. Saheli Ghosh Roy) sought clarification on how the GEF catalyzed transboundary action in the International Waters focal area. The Chair agreed that this was a sensitive issue and noted that transboundary action under International Waters should be conducted in such a way as to not endanger existing bilateral agreements. The GEF Secretariat (Mr. Peter Bjornsen) noted that the term ‘transboundary’ represents negotiated wording agreed by the GEF Council.

Maldives (Mr. Abdullahi Majeed, OFP) emphasized that Adaptation is a key issue for poor countries. He noted that in Maldives as in many other countries, National Adaptation Plans of Actions (NAPA) were under preparation but stressed the need to focus on implementation measures.

	Session 3: GEF Focal Points Input to the RAF Mid-Term Review

Chair: Mr. Zou Ciyong, OFP China

Vice-Chair: Ms. Mehrunnisa Bashir, GEF Secretariat

Rapporteur: Ms. Tehmina Akhtar, CSP

Presenters: 

· Mr. Edward Clarence-Smith, UNIDO: “Detailed review of new project cycle process and formats”

· Mr. Joseph D’Cruz, UNDP: “Incremental cost and Co-Financing”

· Mr. David McCauley, ADB: “GEF Programmatic Approaches – Case-study of the Coral Triangle Initiative”


The Chair, (China) opened the meeting by emphasizing the need for clear understanding of the project cycle. He invited the presenters to proceed with the presentations.

UNIDO (Mr. Edward Clarence-Smith) delivered a presentation on the Revised GEF Project Cycle.  He explained that during the past year the GEF has attempted to simplify the project cycle but noted that there was still room for improvement and further simplification.  He pointed out that quite a lot of work was typically undertaken by countries and Agencies prior to the formal submission of the PIF endorsed by the GEF OFP in the country.  Similarly he emphasized that the PIF may go through several iterations during its preparation and approval process, between Agencies and countries on the one hand, and between Agencies and the GEF Secretariat on the other.  He observed that the design of the PIF template could be further simplified and invited the GEF Secretariat to undertake a review of the template to see if all the contents therein were really necessary.  He explained that countries could prepare and submit the PPG in parallel.

UNIDO clarified that diagram of the Project cycle presented focused mainly on the steps leading from project identification to project approval, and emphasized that the main course in the life-cycle of a project was actually the project implementation phase.

Summing up he noted the key checkpoints during the project approval process for Full Size projects:

· Clearance of the PIF by the CEO

· Review of the Work Progamme by Council

· Clearance of fully developed project document by the CEO

It was explained that the cycle for approval of Medium Sized projects (MSPs) was slightly simpler as the CEO had delegated authority from Council to approve PIFs and the fully elaborated project documents. It was noted that the project cycle presented referred only to the GEF whereas Agencies also had their own review and approval procedures as well which needed to be considered.

With regard to criteria for review of PIFs, UNIDO (Mr. Clarence-Smith) noted that while GEF Secretariat wanted to see Co-Financing estimates it was difficult to provide firm estimates at the early stage represented by the PIF. 

UNIDO (Mr. Clarence-Smith) added that the uncertainty surrounding PIFs was partly due to the fact that there was still not good integration between the country’s national priorities and what it proposed to do under a PIF. He felt that more in-depth thinking was needed regarding where GEF fits within a country’s national priorities and its broader national policies or plans.  He suggested that countries should undertake a process of mapping their national priorities against GEF priorities; as such a process can make the identification and preparation of PIFs much simpler.

UNDP (Mr. Joseph D’Cruz) presented next on Incremental Costs and Co-financing. He explained that the GEF was set up to cover new and additional costs meeting global environmental challenges and looked at how the concept of Incremental costs was conceived and how it is being applied. He noted that the GEF Evaluation Office had undertaken an assessment of Incremental costs and proposed steps to simplify the requirements. 

With regard to co-financing in GEF projects, UNDP (Mr. D’Cruz) reviewed its purpose and levels. He noted that co-financing levels in GEF projects have been going up since the first phase of the GEF. This could signify that the GEF was getting better at putting resources towards higher level national priorities where others were also contributing funding. 

ADB (Mr. David McCauley) provided an introduction to GEF Programmatic Approaches and illustrated the approach through the example of the Coral Triangle Initiative (CTI).  He explained that a paper on GEF Programmatic Approaches had been presented and reviewed by the Council.  A programmatic approach essentially provides a framework where a number of PIFs can be operationally clustered together under an overall umbrella. A separate project document is presented for the umbrella initiative and needs to be approved by Council.  A programmatic approach could be conceived at the national level (e.g. as in China or in India), or with the involvement of several countries (e.g. as in the Pacific Alliance for Sustainability). He observed that the Pacific Alliance for Sustainability (PAS) was an effort to move beyond several small projects to cluster them together and align them strategically. 

ADB (Mr. McCauley) noted that programmatic approaches are often long-term interventions and often need to be continued for some time.  He recommended that it would be in countries’ interest to present their ideas early in a GEF replenishment period so that some results can be demonstrated by the end of the replenishment period and further activities can be continued as needed in a future replenishment.  He noted that in some ways programmatic approaches can provide greater flexibility to countries to address multi-focal issues – for example while funds from GEF cannot be blended with those from the Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF) or the Least Developed Countries Fund (LDCF) in the framework of a single project, it is possible for separate projects to be funded from these different sources under the umbrella of a programmatic approach.

In introducing the Coral Triangle Initiative (CTI) ADB (Mr. McCauley) noted that this was one of the most biodiverse regions in the world with more than 500 coral building species and major fish spawning grounds.  In additional to South East Asia some Pacific countries were also involved in the initiative. The CTI was recognized by several countries in the region as a better way to coordinate their activities in the region.  The initiative would impact important issues such as fisheries, tourism and food security and would consider issues of biodiversity conservation within the context of economic sustainability.  The partners involved in this initiative included 6 countries, the GEF, ADB, Conservation International (CI), The Nature Conservancy (TNC), the Worldwide Fund for Nature (WWF), and two bilateral partners – Australia and the United States.

Discussion/Q&A:

UNDP Indonesia (Mr. Budhi Sayoko) requested clarification on the process of approval of PIF and PPG and whether the PPG could be approved simultaneously with the PIF.  He also asked for more information on how project approval decisions are taken by the CEO.

Indonesia (Mr. Agus Purnomo, OFP) appreciated the efforts of the GEF CEO to simplify the Project Cycle, as well as making more information available to countries. He however noted three additional areas for the GEF to consider:

· to clearly reflect the stage of a project on the website

· to include in the GEF project cycle diagram the relevant steps undertaken by IAs in their project cycles (so that this is known and countries can keep abreast of any interactions between GEF Sec and Agencies)

· to develop some indicators of efficiency for Agencies

In response, UNIDO (Mr. Clarence-Smith) noted that Agencies are policy-takers and not policy-makers with regard to the GEF.  He explained that the PIF and PPG may be submitted at the same time. When a PIF is cleared by the CEO the PPG is also approved – however, in the event that Council should have any comments on observations on a cleared PIF there may be a need to make adjustments to the PIF as well as PPG.    He also agreed that Agencies should come up with more information on their project cycle which could be posted on their websites to inform countries about the steps taken within their internal systems.

GEF Sec (Mr. Peter Bjornsen) clarified that the CEO has delegated authority from Council for approving Medium Sized Projects and for clearing PIFs and approving PPGs. He confirmed that PIFs and PPGs may be submitted and cleared at the same time, and observed that this is what GEF Secretariat prefers.  However, in some case Agencies prefer to get a PIF cleared first before investing in preparing a PIF.  He indicated that GEF Secretariat has 10 business days within which to respond on a PIF submission, though sometimes there may be questions or comments raised in which case the PIF would go back to the Agency for further action.  He also noted that tracking tools were being designed to make the stages more transparent, and a new Project Management Information System (PMIS) can also help to make stakeholders more aware of where a project is at any given stage.

Iran (Mr. Massoud Rezvanian, Alternate Council Member) emphasized that tracking systems need to be updated regularly.  For example, he mentioned that the information on one project from Iran is 2-3 years old. In addition, he requested that latest approvals from Council be reflected right away on the website so that countries can see how much of their RAF resources are left over.

Malaysia (Mr. Lian Kok Fei, OFP) commented that the CTI is an interesting initiative and noted that Malaysia has not yet ratified it.  Malaysia intended to have bilateral discussions with ADB and UNDP to clarify its position.

Maldives (Mr. Abdullahi Majeed, OFP) suggested that the Project Cycle be further simplified to only one approval stage instead of the two steps currently present. He asked whether there was a possibility to develop a programmatic approach similar to CTI for the Indian Ocean which was also a region rich in coral and marine biodiversity.

UNIDO (Mr. Clarence-Smith) suggested that GEF Sec’s PMIS include a section where Agencies can enter information on the stage where the project is.  He noted that a lot of interactions happened between an Agency and the country prior to the project being submitted to GEF Sec and it would be ideal to retain a single system where information could be posted and viewed.

GEF Sec (Mr. Bjornsen) responded that while it would be difficult for the PMIS to be aligned to reflect the project cycles of 10 different Agencies, it may be feasible to include a comment box where the relevant Agency could put down its observations.  He proposed to raise this suggestion with the database developers.  With regard to Maldives suggestion to reduce the project cycle to a one step approval, he explained that this could be possible in theory if no PPG was requested, however if preparatory funding was requested there would be a need to screen the initial proposal and approve funds for preparation.

ADB (Mr. McCauley) observed in response to the Maldives that programmatic approaches were also being developed for other regions such as the Caribbean. It may be possible to consider such an approach in South Asia/Indian Ocean if there was interest from the countries of the region. However, it remained to be seen whether a regional approach or a country-specific approach would be best in a given context.

The Chair (China), thanked presenters and participants for a helpful and constructive exchange and closed the session.

	Session 4: Making the GEF Strategic at Country Level: Integration, Coordination, Priority-Setting, and Capacity Development

Chair: Mr. Abdullahi Majeed, OFP Maldives
Vice Chair: Mr. Stephen Gold, CSP

Rapporteur: Mr. Joseph D’Cruz, UNDP

Presenters: 

· Ms Tehmina Akhtar, CSP: “Highlights of good practices in coordination, and integration of GEF in national plans and policies”

· Ms. Mehrunnisa Bashir, GEF Secretariat: “GEF and capacity development”

· Mr. Karma Tshiteem, OFP Bhutan: “Bhutan’s experience with capacity development in the context of the NCSA and its follow-up”

· Mr. Peerke de Bakker, UNEP: “UNEP’s experience with capacity development in the context of the Biosafety programme”


The Chair (Maldives) opened the session by welcoming participants and inviting presenters to deliver their presentations. 

Presentation: CSP Highlights on Good practices in Coordination and Integration of GEF in National Plans and Policies
The CSP (Ms. Tehmina Akhtar) explained that the presentation synthesized lessons learned from a variety of processes, e.g. previous Sub-regionals, National Dialogues, and case-studies developed and documented by FPs etc.  It outlined the key roles of GEF Focal Points; e.g. in National coordination of GEF work, Regional Coordination and Global coordination through liaison with the GEF Secretariat, and Constituency representation on the GEF Council.  The presentation also highlighted some successes and lessons learned, e.g. in Vietnam where the collective efforts of the biodiversity project portfolio contributed to the passing of major policies such as the national biodiversity law and national biosafety legislation.

The second part of the presentation described experiences with National GEF Coordination Mechanisms, e.g. GEF Cells, National GEF Committees, etc. It described both the challenges and the benefits of such mechanisms.  The presenter then highlighted some elements of successful national GEF coordination mechanisms.  The role of good leadership and champions was highlighted, as well as the importance of broad participation from the right stakeholders.  Having good overall strategies and visions at the national level into which these GEF-specific processes can be linked is also crucial.

In the third part of the presentation, the presenter described the GEF system’s experiences in integrating GEF with broader national development policies and plans.  Benefits of such integration were highlighted, and good examples were presented from China, Namibia and the Greater Mekong Sub-region.

Presentation: GEF and Capacity Development
The GEF Sec (Ms. Mehrunnisa Bashir) briefly outlined the support GEF provides for cross-cutting capacity development.  This support is provided through four pathways: National Capacity Self-Assessments (NCSAs); enhanced attention to capacity development in existing GEF projects; targeted capacity-development projects (within focal areas); and LDCs and SIDS cross-cutting capacity development projects.  It is critical to develop indicators to track improvements in capacity as a result of such investments. The presenter also updated the meeting on the status of NCSAs.  On pathway 2, the GEF Evaluation Office assessed that the projects enjoy a good level of national ownership, but recommended that more work needs to be done to analyze the impact of such projects.  For pathway 3 and 4, targeted projects are being developed and financed.  

On next steps, the experience has been positively evaluated; the emerging priorities are on biosafety, access and benefit-sharing, etc.

Presentation: Bhutan’s experiences with the NCSA process.
Bhutan (Mr. Karma Tshiteem, OFP) outlined the broader global environment context in the country, including biodiversity significance, climate change impacts (highlighting that Bhutan is one of the world’s few negative emitters of CO2) and land use and forest cover.  Major environmental threats include unsustainable use of wood, wildlife hunting, overgrazing of pastures, forest fires and pollution.  Population grown and urbanization are key drivers behind these threats.  Bhutan is highly vulnerable to natural disasters such as landslides, flash floods and GLOF.  This vulnerability has been increased by climate change impacts.

The presentation outlined the objectives of the NCSA process in Bhutan and described the wide group of stakeholders involved.  The stakeholder involvement principles and process were described, and the Action Plan that was developed.  The Action Plan included seven outputs, and three priority project proposals.  These three priority proposals were subsequently packaged into one UNDP-GEF project (Enhancing Global Environmental Management in Bhutan’s Local Governance System), which has been technically cleared and is awaiting clearance for implementation. 

The presenter then described some of the issues and challenges that were encountered and lessons that were learned (including the importance of including ‘voices of the rural communities’)

Presentation: UNEP’s experience with capacity development in Biosafety
The presentation was prepared by Fee-Chon Low of the UNEP biosafety team, and was displayed by Mr. De Bakker on her behalf.  The presentation outlined the history of UNEP’s role in biosafety in the GEF, from the initial conceptualization of the biosafety issue, through initial needs-assessment and capacity-building work.  As of 31 Dec 2007, 99 of 126 countries have developed draft National Biosafety Frameworks.  A number of these have moved on to develop NBF Demonstration projects; two each working with UNDP and WB, and the others with UNEP.  GEF is developing a Programmatic Approach to Finance Biosafety in GEF-4. This is being led by UNEP, working with the other GEF Agencies.  2 proposals were submitted in April 2008, and others are being developed.

Discussion/Q&A:
Pakistan (Mr. Sikander Hayat Maken, OFP) indicated that Pakistan had completed approx. 8 projects for about $35 million in GEF funding, while 4 projects were under implementation for about $20 million in GEF investment, and another 15 projects were in the pipeline.  Thus the portfolio was quite large, but unfortunately Pakistan had not yet established a GEF Cell to oversee this portfolio.  Pakistan requested GEF assistance to establish a small GEF Cell within the Ministry to help monitor and coordinate the overall GEF portfolio.

GEF Secretariat (Ms. Mehrunnisa Bashir) responded that they understand Pakistan’s concern with capacity, noting that Pakistan benefited this year for the first time from the CSP direct support funds, and suggested that Pakistan also access this funding next year. GEF Sec indicated their willingness to discuss other options for support as well. Pakistan responded that the amount of funding provided to support a GEF Cell ($1,000) is inadequate to properly establish and support such a cell.  Pakistan would like to recruit two additional staff to support GEF work. GEFSEC agreed to take this message back to management.

Iran (Mr. Massoud Rezvanian) noted that the CSP presentation outlined elements of success for national coordination mechanisms. Iran has a national committee to supervise the GEF portfolio, but they face some problems with monitoring.  Iran suggested that the GEF should share criteria for Monitoring & Evaluation that can help countries monitor the overall national portfolios.

CSP (Ms. Tehmina Akhtar) agreed that monitoring is a challenge and noted that the Philippines had also highlighted this gap in the course of its Country Portfolio Evaluation.  She noted that the workshop will have a presentation from the GEF Evaluation Office on tools that are available for M&E, as well as from India on their experience in developing an M&E Strategy.  She also stressed the importance of capturing information on the status and experiences of the portfolio to ensure that these lessons are not lost. GEF CSP is looking into this issue to see if they can provide more lessons and experiences to share.

Nepal (Mr. Bhuban Karki) requested further information from UNEP on the Biosafety Clearing House and how it functions.  Mr. Peerke de Bakker indicated that this was not his area of work but offered to pass on the contacts of his colleagues at UNEP working on Biosafety. The Chair (Maldives) & UNIDO provided some information, that contracting parties to the Cartagena Protocol commit to track information on trade in modified living organisms, so that countries will know when such organisms are being imported into their countries, and to assess if the import of such organisms might have an impact.

UNIDO (Mr. Edward Clarence-Smith) highlighted that Ministries of Industry have in the past not been very involved in GEF processes, and encouraged countries to ensure that these Ministries are more involved in the GEF processes that are being set in place as they have an important role to play.

The Chair (Maldives) summarized some of the main points of discussion and closed the session with thanks.

	Special Presentation: Strengthening links between GEF and Civil society

Presenter:

· Mr. Faizal Parish, South East Asia Regional Focal Point, GEF-NGO Network 


The GEF-NGO Network (Mr. Faizal Parish) presented the work that the network is undertaking based on a request by the GEF to propose ways for strengthening links between governments and civil society in the context of GEF projects and programmes.  He informed the meeting that a paper would be eventually produced by the GEF-NGO Network with recommendations to be shared with the GEF Council.  He requested Focal Points to provide their suggestions and feedback to the GEF-NGO Network representatives on how collaboration with civil society in their countries could be further strengthened.

	Session 5: Consultations with GEF Secretariat, Agencies, CSP, and Evaluation Office




Bilateral meetings were organized for Focal Points with representatives of the GEF Secretariat, GEF Agencies, the Country Support Programme (CSP), and the GEF Evaluation Office to discuss country specific issues and concerns.  Seven countries scheduled bilateral meetings with the GEF Secretariat, 8 with the GEF Evaluation Office and 3 each with the CSP and UNDP respectively.

Day 2: Friday, 16th May 2008

	Session 6: RAF Mid-Term Review

Chair: Mr. Agus Purnomo, OFP Indonesia

Vice-Chair: Mr. Stephen Gold, CSP

Rapporteur: Mr. James Fremming, GEF EO

Presenters:

· Ms. Siv Tokle, GEF EO: “Presentation of RAF Mid-Term Review process”


The GEF Evaluation Office (Ms. Siv Tokle, Senior Evaluation Officer & Task Manager of the Mid-Term Review of the Resource Allocation Framework) began with an overview presentation on the Mid-Term Review (MTR), providing background, key questions and some trends emerging in the Asia region.  GEF Evaluation Office noted that while at this stage it is too early to assess the impact of the RAF on the ground; it is possible to review the quality of RAF implementation and the extent to which the RAF design represents best practice.  She further noted that the MTR is especially looking for feedback of workshop participants, with special emphasis on implementation issues.

After the presentation the following questions were received and addressed by the GEF Evaluation Office (Ms. Tokle):

Iran (Mr. Massoud Rezvanian) enquired whether the evaluation had taken into account the differing nature of climate change and biodiversity programs.  The different nature of index calculations, baseline scenarios, and so on could cause differences in timing of submission of PIFs across Focal Areas.

GEF Evaluation Office agreed that these characteristics differ across Focal Areas and indicated that the differences would be taken into account.  The experience of FPs would further inform the GEF Evaluation Office of the situation.  In addition, GEF-3 and GEF-4 are comparable in this respect, since Focal Area related constraints have been similar during both periods.  The GEF Evaluation Office noted that it had also observed that CC projects tend to take longer to be approved.  Also, programmatic approaches play a role in the timing to approval.

Iran further noted that a number of delays took place in project approval at the beginning of GEF-4, but various GEF Secretariat decisions at this time played a role in these delays.  He enquired if the RAF evaluation will take account of these changes and the ensuing delays.

GEF Evaluation Office responded that these developments are very important to the MTR’s analysis of the effects of the RAF.  The MTR will be developing a detailed timeline of events, decisions, instructions and other communications from the Secretariat on the RAF.  There were delays at all levels and at various points, starting with the decision to implement the RAF itself. In some Focal Areas, resource utilization is not yet at 50 percent and so we also have to look at the future pipeline, even though data are often not available on this point.

GEF Sec (Mr. Peter Bjornsen) enquired if the evaluation would be addressing the question of expanding the RAF to other Focal Areas (in addition to climate change and biodiversity) in the future if feasible?

GEF Evaluation Office responded that historically, climate change and biodiversity together have accounted for about two-thirds of all GEF resources.  Because the RAF so far has included CC and BD, the evaluation will focus on these Focal Areas, but we will consider possible spillover effects to other Focal Areas as well.  At the time of its review of the MTR, Council will expect a GEF Secretariat summary of the technical progress with indicators associated with the other Focal Areas.  Consequent to the review of indicators, Council will have to address the feasibility of expanding the RAF to other Focal Areas, but it is doubtful that such a decision could be made at the time of the November Council meeting.

It was asked how the MTR would consider the effects of the RAF on quality of projects, apart from disbursement rates.

The GEF Evaluation Office responded that this is a very challenging issue to address.  The MTR can utilize various trends in data on operational programs to analyze information on project quality, but to address this question comprehensively we would need to look at relevant data for each project.  There are no baseline data, however, on substantive quality of projects.  In addition, substantive priorities for projects differed for the GEF-3 and GEF-4 replenishment periods.  The MTR will analyze some trends from existing data, but will also rely upon perceptions of quality based on our interviews.

UNDP (Mr. Joseph D’Cruz) noted that there is a difference across countries regarding amount of preparation for PIFs.  Some countries in this region have had very extensive investment in PIF preparation, while others have invested relatively little.  Will the MTR take this into account?

GEF Evaluation Office noted that they have also seen different country approaches of this kind, noting that differences can vary depending on characteristics of the project pipeline, types and levels of country capacity, and so on.  GEF Evaluation Office looks forward to learning more about country experiences based on countries’ input to the evaluation.

Iran (Mr. Massoud Rezvanian) noted that in some instances there appears to be “strategic replacement,” or switching of projects from one focal area to another.  For example, sometimes BD projects may go to LD or multiple focal areas.  Would the MTR be looking at this?

GEF Evaluation Office responded that while the focus of the MTR is on CC and BD focal areas, there will be a need to analyze the effect of RAF on other areas as well.  Given that LD is under-funded relative to country demand, it becomes relevant to the issue of country approaches across Focal Areas related to RAF. Multifocal area (MFA) projects create complexity for the MTR to track the flow of money.  In theory the RAF did not aim to support nor hinder MFA activity. According to the MTR TOR, the issue of cross-Focal Area synergies will be considered.

Nepal enquired whether the MTR would review allocations for countries that may fall under group allocation for BD but still be rich in biodiversity.

GEF Evaluation Office noted in response that this is one of the key evaluation questions.  The effects of the RAF on LDCs and on SIDs as well, are central to the evaluation.

GEF Evaluation Office (Ms. Tokle) concluded by introducing Focal Points to a Group Exercise. Countries were broadly divided into two groups (those with individual and those with group allocations). Questions to be addressed during the working groups included the following:

1. What is your strategy to access group funds? How transparent and predictable is the group allocation? [for countries with Group allocations]

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

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

4. Suggest possible solutions or actions you would like to see taken (where possible)

5. What incentives does/can the RAF create for performance at the individual, project and institutional/policy levels?

The working groups resulted in a fruitful discussion and provided important evaluation data to the GEF EO.  Each group then presented their findings to the plenary. Nepal (Mr. Bhuban Karki) presented a summary of the main points discussed by Group 1 while Pakistan (Mr. Sikander Hayat Maken) presented a summary of the main points discussed by Group 2. General discussion and question and answer on the RAF MTR continued in plenary for the remainder of the session.

	Session 7: GEF Focal Point participation in knowledge management, communications, and monitoring national portfolios

Chair: Ms. Analiza Teh, OFP Philippines

Vice-Chair: Mr. David McCauley, ADB

Rapporteur: Ms. Tehmina Akhtar, CSP

Presenters:

· Mr. Stephen Gold, CSP & Ms. Mehrunnisa Bashir, GEF Secretariat: “Tools to Support Focal Points”

· Ms. Siv Tokle, GEF Evaluation Office: “Monitoring tools and support available”

· Ms. Saheli Ghosh Roy, India: “India’s Strategy for Monitoring its national GEF portfolio”




Presentation on Tools to Support Focal Points

CSP (Mr. Stephen Gold) provided a brief introduction and update on recent activities of the National Dialogue Initiative and the CSP.  It was noted that in many cases roles of FPs have changed since the RAF and the Sub-Regional Workshops organized by CSP provide a useful opportunity for exchange and discussion among countries and with the GEF family. An online demonstration of the CSP Knowledge Facility was provided (www.gefcountrysupport.org). He 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 Focal Points. He invited FPs to provide feedback to the CSP on how the Knowledge Facility could better meet their evolving needs. 

GEF Secretariat (Ms. Mehrunnisa Bashir) provided an update on the use of Direct Support funds by countries, noting that FPs in Asia have been very active.  She also provided information on the possibility for GEF Constituencies to meet twice a year as a group.  A demonstration of the Country Profile pages developed on the GEF Sec website was presented. She also informed participants about the Familiarization Seminars offered at the GEF Secretariat, and the quarterly Talking Points Newsletter issued by GEF Sec.  She noted that a new Conflict Resolution post had been established by the GEF Sec to help resolve any issues or complaints from countries.

Questions: 

Iran (Mr. Massoud Rezvanian) requested information on how often countries may host a National Dialogue. CSP (Mr. Gold) responded that there was no set time-frame and countries could make a request outlining the specific objectives to be served by the Dialogue and the expected outputs.  Proposals are selected by the Steering Committee of the programme based on the quality of the proposal.  However, if demand exceeds the resources available there would be a need to prioritize the countries selected.

Iran noted that there is a real need for countries to adapt themselves and their capacities to the new developments in the GEF and recommended that training on project development be included as a component within National Dialogues.

CSP (Mr. Gold) gave the example of a recently held National Dialogue in Cambodia (March 2008) and noted that the country had outlined the strategic objectives to be served by the Dialogue and used it to develop a Draft GEF Strategy. Stakeholders had considered the limited resources available to the country under the RAF and wanted to ensure that these resources would be utilized in the most strategic way to achieve the greatest impact in relation to other opportunities and initiatives in the country.

Bhutan (Mr. Karma Tshiteem, OFP) asked how countries are selected to attend the GEF Familiarization Seminars in Washington DC. GEF Sec (Ms. Bashir) responded that demand is greater than resources so there is a need to choose FPs taking into consideration issues of regional balance.

Presentation on Tracking National GEF Portfolios

GEF Evaluation Office (Ms. Siv Tokle) presented several M&E tools and processes available at the GEF. She mentioned tools for monitoring at the project level (Project Implementation Reviews or PIRs) as well as Portfolio level monitoring which was becoming more important for countries. She also discussed three types of Evaluation exercises: Mid-Term Reviews (MTRs), Terminal Reviews, and Country Portfolio Evaluations (conducted by the EO in pilot countries). 

GEF Evaluation Office (Ms. Tokle) highlighted the following key messages about M&E in her presentation:

· FPs should be informed about project progress

· There is no specified role for FPs to play in project M&E

· However, there are several benefits of tracking the portfolio, including:

· To keep track of environmental achievements

· To improve coordination

· To establish better links with policy

It was noted that M&E could also be linked to countries’ results and performance under the RAF, helping achieve some of the following potential results:

· to improve the global environmental benefits at project and country level

· to improve project results

· to improve project implementation

Presentation on India’s GEF Monitoring Strategy

India (Ms. Saheli Ghosh Roy) presented India’s Strategy for monitoring its GEF portfolio, noting that India had access $214 million in GEF funding while contributing $42 million towards the GEF. She also noted that India had 4 dropped projects amounting to $62 million in total. She distinguished between project monitoring as being internal to the project while project evaluation was external to the project.  The Ministry of Environment and Forest (MOEF) of India had started a quarterly review of the portfolio since January 2008. This review has helped to remove cobwebs and fast track projects. She also noted that India has developed detailed NEX (National Execution) guidelines which have detailed monitoring and evaluation procedures included.

It was noted that India plans to develop a baseline on the status and performance of all projects by undertaking project visits and meeting with involved stakeholders. She mentioned that despite recent steps taken several challenges remain with regard to the portfolio including: understanding the linkage between global and local benefits; limited ownership, capacity, and awareness. 

Questions:

Iran (Mr. Massoud Rezvanian) noted that in Iran as well National Project Directors (NPDs) are invited to meet and report on progress periodically. However, they usual provide a general report on progress whereas through indirect channels the OFP’s office often learns about more specific problems and challenges faced by the projects.  He enquired as to how OFP’s could ensure that they are getting accurate information.  He also expressed the concern that projects often rely on 2-3 people with capacity and if these individuals leave the project is endangered, noting that there is a need to build capacity more widely.

India (Ms. Saheli Ghosh Roy) responded that in its case the MOEF closely follows the annual work plans drawn up by projects and the specific targets set to ensure that projects are on track.

GEF Evaluation Office (Mr. James Fremming) added that the logframe – while it cannot resolve all issues – can help to provide a useful structure for framing discussions about project progress and results.

CSP (Ms. Tehmina Akhtar) suggested that in addition to more formal oversight mechanisms (such as Steering Committees), often smaller informal bodies (such as 3-4 person Project Management Teams) that met more frequently (bimonthly or quarterly) could be good mechanisms for getting more frequent and up to date information on a project’s progress and challenges faced.  She observed that the PIR forms provide a basis for assessing project progress against its stated targets and benchmarks and to address discrepancies, noting that FPs are invited to record their observations and assign rankings as well.  She also noted that while Terminal Review of a project is required to be independent the Mid-Term review may be internal and representatives of the OFP may participate in such an exercise.

Indonesia noted that the GEF OFP has been undertaking a series of dialogues with national stakeholders, including separate meetings with: national government agencies; NGOs; and with GEF Agencies.  This has helped greatly to close the loop with regard to keeping track of project implementation issues however more guidance from the GEF Evaluation Office would be useful. 

	Session 8: Constituency Coordination lessons and best practices

Chair: Mr. Rameshore P. Khanal, PFP Nepal

Vice Chair: Mr. Peerke de Bakker, UNEP

Rapporteur: Ms. Mehrunnisa Bashir, GEF Secretariat

Presenters:

· Ms Analiza Teh, OFP, The Philippines: Presentation on the experience of the Asia/Pacific Constituency


The Chair (Nepal) invited the Philippines (Ms. Analiza Teh, OFP and former Council Member), to provide an introductory overview of the activities of the Asia-Pacific constituency (Cook Islands, Fiji, Indonesia, Kiribati, Marshall Islands, Micronesia, Nauru, Niue, Palau, Papua New Guinea, Philippines, Samoa, Solomon Islands, Timor Leste, Tonga, Tuvalu, Vanuatu).  The Philippines highlighted that financial and logistical support for two constituency meetings per year was received through the Council Member Support Program (CMSP). These meetings provided an opportunity for a regular exchange of information, knowledge and experiences among constituency members.  

The regular constituency meetings provided a forum for the Asia-Pacific constituency to:

· Regularly exchange information, knowledge and experiences

· Updating and sharing feedback on the outcome of GEF Council meetings, new policies and procedures.

· Develop and strengthen constituency position on major Council issues

· Strategically plan for regional programs and 

· Improve coordination and communication among members

The key benefits as outlined by the Philippines included:

· Constituency positions on specific Council issues were well grounded and articulated

· Constituency coordination enhanced partnership among focal points

· Constituency positions were reached as a result of a participatory and democratic consensus on pressing issues

· Regular updating and feedback on GEF matters and concerns through the regular conduct of sub-regional workshops and dialogues, provision of CSP Knowledge Facility and availability of Country Page and or Constituency Page 

Constraints and Challenges were identified as:

· Absence of permanent GEF local secretariat

· Weak information, communication technology (ICT) infrastructure in most constituency countries led to poor coordination and inability to use tele-conferencing as an alternative coordination mechanism

· High turn-over of personnel resulted in loss of institutional memory on GEF matters and

· Need for additional support for various GEF-OFP activities particularly on constituency coordination

Recommendations:

· Institutionalization of the local GEF Secretariat

· Mobilization of additional resources to support GEF-OFP activities, capacity building and knowledge management

· Enhancement of GEF-OFP database

· The responsible GEF Regional Program Manager should join the constituency meetings 

Thailand (Mr. Surasak Suparat) as former Council Member representing Cambodia, DPR of Korea, Lao (PDR), Malaysia, Mongolia, Myanmar, Thailand, and Vietnam also informed the participants about the meetings held in the past year by this constituency and agreed with the findings presented by the Philippines.

GEF Sec (Ms. Mehrunnisa Bashir) highlighted that some constituency countries such as the Philippines have been regularly taking advantage of the Council Member Support Program – twice a year.  Countries expressed strong interest in taking advantage of the program and GEF Sec offered to provide assistance and information as needed.  

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

Chair:  Mr. C. Vanlalramsanga, India

Vice-Chair: Mr. Stephen Gold, CSP

Rapporteurs: Mr. James Fremming, GEF EO & Ms. Tehmina Akhtar, CSP


The Chair (India), requested the CSP to provide a brief summary of conclusions and next steps.  The CSP (Mr. Stephen Gold) outlined the follow up actions to be taken by the CSP such as making the presentations and summary report available to all.  He also emphasized the importance of providing feedback through the Workshop evaluation forms provided as well as on a questionnaire designed to elicit feedback on Focal Points use of web-based materials and resources provided by the CSP and GEF Sec.

Next, the GEF Evaluation Office (Ms. Siv Tokle) provided an overview of the issues raised by countries in regard to the Mid-Term Review of the RAF.  She summed up the main feedback/conclusions from the plenary and group work:

· Asia is not a homogeneous region with regard to RAF allocations and experiences.  Country size and RAF allocations range from those of China to Mauritius, and countries have had differing experiences with the RAF depending upon their particular circumstances.

· Some countries have faced challenges in matching priorities and pipelines with RAF allocations.  Some have had to replace existing projects in order to fit the RAF alignment; others have had to reduce, merge or prioritize among projects.  This issue in turn has resulted in challenges to consultations at the local level.  In addition, it has not always been easy to balance the objective of maximizing global environmental benefits with national development priorities, or to negotiate with line ministries or agencies on project priorities.

· There has been a lack of transparency in the process at various levels, regarding the RAF indices and their bases, as well as the eligibility or status of some projects.

· Institutional capacity has also been a challenge.  This has been shown at the national level, where OFPs have at times needed more consultations on managing priorities, as well as with the GEF agencies.  Individual allocation countries tend to work with a relatively large number and range of agencies, placing pressure on these countries’ capacities to manage their portfolios.

· All of the issues noted above contribute to a broad concern regarding the full, efficient and effective use of GEF resources: The 50% rule is seen to constrain the application of resources to projects in pipelines for some countries, while group allocation countries sometimes face the question of how to fully make use of the allocations made available.

· The diversity of experiences in this region is reinforced by experiences in country ownership and co-financing.  Both of these may be either strengthened or inhibited by the RAF, depending upon country circumstance.  In large-allocation countries, for example, OFPs may find themselves in a more empowered position due to the RAF, while in other countries the level of local ownership may still be less than preferred.

The GEF Evaluation Office thanked the participants for the frank and honest debate and confirmed that all feedback/conclusions will be taken back to HQ. 

Bhutan (Mr. Karma Tshiteem) noted that the RAF had not been favourable for countries in the Group Allocation and emphasized that this was the resounding finding of Group countries and needed to be reflected as such in the RAF MTR and not averaged out with the views of countries with Individual Allocations. He also proposed that Group countries be represented on the GEF Council in order to get their views and interests effectively represented.

The GEF Secretariat (Ms. Mehrunnisa Bashir) thanked Focal Points and Agency representatives for their participation in the workshop, and the Philippines for hosting the event. She acknowledged countries’ demand for more direct consultations with the GEF Secretariat and noted that the CEO, Ms. Monique Barbut, had pledged to strengthen countries’ relationship with the Secretariat and had instituted direct contacts between Secretariat staff and countries.  She noted that the CEO had also assigned regional responsibilities to GEF Sec staff and hoped that contacts between countries and GEF Sec would be further strengthened in the future.

The Chair (India), thanked the organizers on behalf of participating countries for the organization of the workshop and for the useful information and opportunities for exchange provided, and declared the meeting closed.
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