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Attendees:

Dr. Mostafa Kamal Tolba – Chairman – GEF National Steering Committee

Counselor Omar Abou Eich- GEF political Focal Point – Ministry of Foreign Affairs

Dr. Ismail Abdel El Gelil  - Desertification Expert- CEO – Desert Research Center 

Dr. Kamal el Batanouny – Biodiversity expert  

Dr. Haneya El Etriby – First Under Secretary of State – Ministry of Agriculture and land reclamation 

Eng. Amira Eissa- Representative of Ministry of Electricity  

Dr. khaled Abou Zeid- Water Expert - CEDARE

Dr. Salah Soliman – Persistent Organic Pollutants Expert – Faculty of Agriculture – Alexandria University

Ms. Heba Yakin- Represnetative of the Ministry of Water Resources and Irrigation  

Ms. Passant Maher – GEF officer – International Affairs Department – EEAA

Ms. Nora Rady- GEF officer – International Affairs Department - EEAA 

Dr. Mohamed Bayoumi- Assistant Resident Representative – UNDP

Mr. George Kondos – NCSA Project Manager 

Ms. Yasmine Fouad – Deputy project Manger – NCSA

GEF national project managers 

Dr. Essam El Badry – Med Wet Coast Project Manager

Dr. Diaa el Din El kousy – Lake Manzala Project manager

Dr. Ibrahim Yassin – Energy Efficiency project Manger   

Apologies:

Dr. Mohamed Sayed Khalil – CEO and GEF Operational Focal Point /EEAA

Dr. Maged Hamed- Representative of the World Bank   
Mr. Ossama Abdel El Salam – Head of the International Affairs Department /EEAA

Agenda of the meeting:

· preparatory meeting with the GEF National Project Mangers to discuss constraints within their  projects as well as presenting success stories  ( 15 minutes each)

· Meeting with the GEF Evaluation Mission, Dr. David Todd – Senior Officer , Evaluation Office / GEF 

Agenda item one/ preparatory meeting with the GEF project Managers  :

1- Each project manger presented briefly his project, the challenges facing them including the preparatory and implementation phases. Lessons learnt were highlighted.  

2- Dr. Essam El Badry highlighted the short duration of the preparatory process for the MEDWET coast as a regional project. The flexibility within the regional project document has allowed the project to be tailored to the country  priorities. The main outputs of the project are the development of management plans for the protected areas and the local communities participation including women   in the implementation of the project. There is still a gap between the GEF policy for funding biodiversity and local communities needs.

3- Other presentations of the project managers did not have enough time to present their projects in detail. However, they highlighted the need to understand the GEF criteria for approving/ rejecting projects as well as reasons for long procedures from the time of preparing concept idea through development of the project document to approval by the council of the project document. This sometimes means that by the time of approval the original objectives/outputs of the project could have completely changed.

4- Dr. Tolba emphasized the fact that if the country had its own project pipeline according to its need , it will shorten the time for  the preparatory phase

Agenda item two:

Meeting with Dr. David Todd- Senior officer – GEF Evaluation office:

Dr. Todd indicated that this evaluation is independent in its nature since the GEF Evaluation Office reports directly to the GEF Council members without reporting to the GEF Secretariat. The purpose of this evaluation is to consolidate a study on the visibility and effectiveness of the GEF funding modality and activity cycle  

The following concerns have been raised by the members:

1- As the GEF cycle for approval of projects is too long (can reach five years), the project proposal could be overtaken by events or at least changes in the structure of the project during this period. This requires the GEF flexibility to take account of the  changes needed  in some elements of the project especially those of long term / full size projects 

2- The GEF National Steering committee aims at preparing concept papers that identify problems of global concern linked to the country priorities. This could help the GEF to accelerate their process. The Committee will have to link the GEF policies with the country National Environmental Action Plan (NEAP) and the sectoral plans of the three thematic areas, as well as to take into consideration other ministries developmental plans such as the  National Integrated Water Resources action plan 

3- The Committee requested justification/ clarification of the criteria upon which  Egypt was ranked within the new RAF mainly, i,e the reasons for providing 3-5 million USD  for Biodiversity  and 10 -20 million USD for Climate Change over the next 4 years.

4- There is a need for countries to understand clearly the guidelines for GEF for rejecting / approving proposals especially if these guidelines change a lot. As an example, Egypt has prepared a Biodiversity project proposal that was rejected on the basis of changes in the GEF policy.

5- The rejection of project proposals without no justifiable reason may cause damage in the relationship between different entities at the country level  and  the  GEF and its implementing agencies  could lose their credibility.

6- The GEF should have a  clear system for Evaluation of national projects 

7- The Modality for development of Project proposals should be flexible in duration and resources. Some times the downsizing of the funds and shortening the duration could affect negatively the development of the project document.
8- The GEF enabling activity- as one of the GEF Funding modalities  -  is considered to be an effective tool to link the country national priorities with the global environment issues. An example of this is,  the NCSA project where assessment of  the three  RIO conventions/its obligations  is currently ongoing and the expected output of the project is to produce a capacity development action plan identifying the country's priorities and needs. This national process is taking into consideration the global requirements
9- The possibility of including Regional organizations as CEDARE 
      in the implementation of regional projects funded by the GEF.

10- The distribution of funds among different thematic areas (outside those allocated in  the RAF) should be clear to the country to try also to set its priorities within these areas e.g. land degradation. No programs for land degradation were funded by the GEF in the past period while the country Action plan for desertification has been finalized, endorsed and submitted to the Convention Secretariat and COPs. This area still needs more attention from the GEF.

11-  Some of GEF National projects have included support to the private sector/NGOS as the Energy Efficiency Project and its support in training electricians  and technicians  

12- The fuel switching is not one of the areas where the GEF provides fund, while it is directly related to CO2 emission reduction under the climate change thematic area. 

13- There is no conflict of interests between the three implementing agencies at the country level. Egypt understands the mandate of each implementing agency within the GEF, the UNDP focuses on policy. operational and capacity building projects, the UNEP on the research part and the World Bank on the full size investment projects that could be associated with loans.

14- To ensure sustainability of the GEF projects ,it is essential  to have an exit strategy during the development of the project  from the beginning using the funds available from the GEF for implantation of the project.

Decisions taken:

15- There is a need for information regarding the GEF criteria for allocation of funds to Egypt under the biodiversity and climate change within the new RAF.

1- Setting the country’s  priorities and needs for GEF funding in phase 4  especially in the two thematic areas ( Biodiversity and climate change). This will require review of the current ongoing projects and their impact at the national level.  

2- A copy of the evaluation report developed by the evaluation team should be sent to the Committee. The result of this study will be available via GEF Website in November  2006    

