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The GEF National Dialogue Initiative aims to strengthen country ownership and 
involvement in GEF co-financed activities through a multi-stakeholder dialogue pro-
cess. National Dialogues bring together key stakeholders representing a wide variety 
of national and local interests in sustainable development.

The main objectives of the GEF Dialogue Initiative are to assist Participating coun-
tries by: 

(a) Promoting in-depth understanding of the GEF’s strategic directions, policies 
and procedures; 

(b) Strengthening country coordination and ownership in GEF operations and 
sharing lessons learned from project implementation; and 

(c) Achieving greater mainstreaming of GEF activities into national planning 
frameworks and coordination and synergies amongst the GEF focal areas and 
convention issues at the national level. 

The Dialogue Initiative involves a collaborative process between the GEF national 
focal points, the GEF Secretariat, UNDP, UNEP and the World Bank. It is managed 
by UNDP on behalf of the GEF family based on strategic guidance provided by the 
GEF Secretariat and an Inter-agency Advisory Committee. For more information, 
please contact:

GEF National Dialogue Initiative
UNDP/GEF
304 E. 45th St.
New York, NY 10017
www.undp.org/gef/dialogue
stephen.gold@undp.org; frances.lim@undp.org
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Increasingly, development partners are exploring ways to enhance development strate-
gies through better coordination. As development goals have evolved over the past few 
years, embodied in the global environmental conventions and instruments such as 
the Millennium Development Goals and Poverty Reduction Strategies, it has become 
clear that multi-stakeholder and multi-sectoral coordination is essential to achieve 
sustainable development, from the national to the global scale. 

Such coordinated approaches serve several key purposes: they provide the benefit of 
the “big picture,” leading to more strategic, integrated approaches to sustainable de-
velopment activities; and, in an environment of increasingly selective development 
assistance, they provide opportunities for targeted leveraging of limited resources.

In this spirit, several countries have established national coordination mechanisms 
to exchange information and mainstream and monitor projects co-financed by the 
Global Environment Facility (GEF) with other activities. These mechanisms involve 
a broad span of government agencies and non-government organizations, commu-
nity-based organizations, academic and research institutions, the private sector and 
donor agencies.

In this publication, I am pleased to share with you the results of a study of the GEF 
national coordination experience through a snapshot of experiences of five countries: 
Bolivia, China, Colombia, Poland and Uganda. These countries’ experiences are 
unique, colored by their distinctive national circumstances; but it is our hope that 
elements of their experiences may contribute to more strategic coordination in GEF 
projects in other countries.

Just as the study highlights the coordination activities in this handful of countries, 
much is to be learned and shared over time as more countries address global environ-
mental challenges through coordinated mechanisms. As country responses evolve, we 
look forward to sharing their experiences with you through similar studies, results 
of which will be made available on the GEF National Dialogue Initiative and GEF 
Secretariat websites.

October 2005

Len Good
CEO and Chairman
Global Environmental Facility Secretariat

Foreward
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Introduction

Background
Performance and evaluation reports have consistently highlighted the need to strength-
en GEF coordination at the national level . GEF focal points and other stakeholders 
on numerous occasions, including through the GEF Country Dialogue Workshops, 
have requested guidance and practical examples of how countries have developed and 
employed GEF national coordination mechanisms to facilitate cross-cutting linkages 
between GEF and national development plans. This study and report are a response 
to these requests. 

Describing and sharing information on promising examples of national GEF coor-
dination is the main focus of this report. Closely related needs include (a) raising 
awareness of GEF priorities, policies and programs, (b) strengthening stakeholder 
involvement in global environmental programs, (c) enhancing national capacities to 
develop and implement GEF projects, and (d) strengthening GEF’s role in contribut-
ing to national policy formulation. It should be emphasized that this report does not 
involve an evaluation, and is not intended to be prescriptive.

Each GEF member country has designated government officials responsible for GEF 
activities. These GEF focal points play a key role in ensuring that GEF projects are 
country driven and based on national priorities. As a result, they are central to any 
effort to strengthen national GEF coordination. There are usually two focal points: 
the Political Focal Point (PFP) is responsible for GEF governance issues and policies 
and communications with their constituencies, while the Operational Focal Point 
(OFP) is responsible for in-country program coordination of GEF projects and other 
operational activities. In practice, the exact roles played by the OFP and PFP vary 
between countries.

The capacities and effectiveness of the national GEF focal points have been recog-
nized as a crucial issue for GEF. They are currently being addressed by two main 
programs — the GEF National Dialogue Initiative launched in 2004 (succeeding 
the Country Dialogue Workshop Program) and the Enhanced Focal Point Support 
Program that was adopted by the GEF Council in June 2005 (succeeding the GEF 
Council Member and Focal Point Support Program).

Purpose of this report
Several countries have already taken important steps towards strengthening GEF co-
ordination at a national level. This report is based on a recent study carried out to 
learn from and share some of these experiences for the benefit of GEF focal points and 
other stakeholders in all GEF recipient countries, bearing in mind that the GEF op-
erates in a wider context and accommodates diverse existing national arrangements. 
Five countries participated in the study following recommendations from the GEF 
Secretariat, the GEF Implementing Agencies, national GEF focal points and others: 
Bolivia, China, Colombia, Poland and Uganda. The main criteria for selection was 
the presence of a national GEF coordination mechanism with the potential to gener-
ate an informative case study. In most cases this consisted of a multi-sectoral commit-
tee led by one of the national GEF focal points, while in one case GEF coordination is 

1 Please see the Second (2002) and Third (2005) Overall Performance Studies of the GEF:  
http://www.gefweb.org/MonitoringandEvaluation/MEPublications/OPSmain.html

 See also the Evaluation Report of the GEF Council Member and Focal Point Support Program (2004):  
http://www.gefweb.org/Documents/Council_Documents/GEF_C23/C.23.Inf.12_Evaluation_Report_Focal_Point_Support_FINAL.pdf 
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Introduction

organized at the national level without a committee structure. Other criteria included 
achieving a balance in the size and geographic distribution of countries. Each of these 
countries was visited by the study team during April-July 2005.

The main question addressed by the study was: To what extent and how has the na-
tional committee (or other coordination mechanism) contributed to GEF-related de-
cision making, including the broader participation of stakeholders? Other questions 
included: to what extent and how has the committee: 

(a) facilitated multiple stakeholder decision-making processes related to the GEF; 

(b) facilitated mainstreaming environmental considerations into national develop-
ment plans; 

(c) strengthened communications between the GEF focal points and other na-
tional stakeholders; and 

(d) helped establish or enhance institutional linkages and partnerships across mul-
tiple GEF focal areas?

The study findings conveyed in this report are based on an initial sample of five coun-
tries. It is hoped that the study scope will be broadened to include more countries 
and types of national GEF coordination mechanisms in the future. Such subsequent 
studies and guidance documents will be developed on an ongoing basis in response 
to needs expressed by GEF focal points and stakeholders. When “committees” are 
mentioned in this report, it should be clarified that this refers only to those national 
GEF committees included in the present study.

The report focuses on multiple stakeholder decision-making processes at the national 
level that are relevant to global environmental issues and the GEF. It is intended that 
the report and the case study examples described here will provide useful insights and 
tools for countries addressing their GEF coordination needs in a range of political, 
cultural and economic contexts. The report will be used in National Dialogues as well 
as circulated to all GEF focal points and other GEF stakeholders and partners. 

This report and the underlying study were initiated and supported by the GEF Na-
tional Dialogue Initiative, a joint undertaking of the GEF Secretariat and the Imple-
menting Agencies that is being implemented during 2004-20072. The Initiative builds 
on the experiences of the earlier GEF Country Dialogue Workshops (CDW) which 
supported 50 consultations participated in by 73 countries and more than 5000 stake-
holders from 2000 through 2003. Of the countries visited for this study, Bolivia and 
Uganda participated in the CDW.

The main objectives of the National Dialogue Initiative are to assist GEF national focal 
points in participating countries in developing a multi-stakeholder dialogue process to:

(a) Promote in-depth understanding of the GEF’s strategic directions, policies  
and procedures.

(b) Strengthen country coordination and ownership in GEF operations  
and sharing lessons learned from project implementation

(c) Achieve greater mainstreaming of GEF activities into national planning   
frameworks and coordination and synergies amongst the GEF focal areas  
and convention issues at the national level.

2 For more information on the GEF National Dialogue Initiative, please see: http://www.undp.org/gef/dialogue/index.htm
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Elements of Coordination

The national GEF coordination mechanisms in Bolivia, China, Colombia, Poland 
and Uganda have all contributed significantly to increasing the capacity and effec-
tiveness of the respective GEF focal points while helping establish strategic priorities 
and reinforcing the credibility of national GEF activities as a country-driven process. 
While these country examples — elaborated in later chapters — do highlight barriers 
that need to be overcome as well as pitfalls to be avoided, the net benefits from more 
effective national GEF coordination appear to be considerable.

This chapter describes the range of coordination activities being undertaken in the 
case study countries. The key elements of the national GEF coordination mechanisms 
are identified, highlighting some of the different approaches. Subsequent chapters 
elaborate the benefits from more effective national GEF coordination as well as the 
pitfalls to be avoided, and then provide more detailed information on the coordina-
tion experiences of the five countries that have been examined in detail.

It is important to recognize that there is no standard or model approach to national 
GEF coordination to recommend. There is no reason to expect that countries should 
adopt similar coordination arrangements and no attempt has been made to identify 
a single model for broad replication. Some countries receive significantly more GEF 
resources than others, while political, socio-economic and environmental contexts 
vary considerably. A diversity of approaches to achieving more effective coordination 
can therefore be anticipated.

What do we mean by coordination?
The term coordination itself has variable meanings. In some contexts coordination 
can be limited to exchanges of information on current or planned activities, while 
in others it could mean decisive leadership ensuring all actors are moving towards a 
common goal. In the countries visited the interpretation seems to be somewhere in 
between. The focal point in China, for example, points out that his ministry does not 
play a “strong” coordination role, rather it is attempting to provide guidance to and 
achieve consensus with other ministries.

Categories of coordination
Different categories of coordination related to GEF projects and programs can be 
identified:

(a) At the overall national GEF portfolio level, which is the main focus  
of this report.

(b) Within economic development or environmental sectors or GEF  
focal areas.

(c) For individual projects relying on collaboration across traditional  
sector boundaries.

(d) With the principal environmental conventions (CBD, UNCCD,  
UNFCCC).
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Elements of Coordination

All of the countries considered here have demonstrated a commitment to the first 
category, overall portfolio coordination. The boundaries between the categories are 
not all clear cut, however, and some countries have put more emphasis on one cat-
egory rather than another. For example, most GEF projects in China report to a 
tailored steering committee that includes representatives from a range of ministries 
and research institutions whose jurisdiction or expertise is related to the project ac-
tivities; this committee tries to ensure that adequate exchanges of information and 
coordination takes place across sector boundaries. In Uganda, the focal points of 
the conventions are specifically appointed to the national GEF Steering Committee 
and each heads a subcommittee responsible for forwarding relevant project proposals 
to the main committee. In Bolivia the main emphasis has been on broadening the 
dialogue on GEF activities, including a wider range of relevant stakeholders than the 
other countries and on identifying technically-viable project proposals that meet GEF 
criteria, while in Colombia the focus has been on the latter. Poland appears to take an 
approach that combines all of these features.

Coordination activities
Perhaps the single most encouraging aspect of the coordination committees reviewed 
is the fact that so many well qualified and experienced professionals have shown their 
willingness to invest substantial time and effort in the process on a voluntary basis 
with the full support of their own institutions; not only that, but these individuals 
have almost without exception considered the effort worthwhile, even if in some cases 
they would like to see improvements made. This is a significant show of support 
for the GEF goals and objectives, which deserves continued recognition and support 
from the GEF Council, Secretariat and Implementing Agencies.

The country case studies reveal a range of roles and activities carried out by national 
GEF coordination committees in support of the GEF focal points3:

• Project endorsement (all five countries)

• Project/portfolio monitoring and evaluation (Colombia, Uganda)

• Identification of new project opportunities (Colombia, Uganda)

• Coordination with conventions through focal points (Bolivia, Colombia,  
Poland, Uganda)

• Analyze and disseminate lessons learned (Poland, Uganda)

• Policy dialogues on global environmental issues (Poland)

• Promotion of GEF (Bolivia, Colombia, Poland, Uganda)

• Support GEF Council member (all five countries)

• Cooperate with and support GEF and IA missions (all five countries)

3 China does not have a national GEF coordination committee and therefore does not appear under this heading. 
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Elements of Coordination

The GEF focal points have received technical staff support in carrying out the  
following roles:

• Endorsement of project proposals and documents (all)

• Submission of proposed projects to GEF (all)

• Negotiation with GEF Secretariat and Implementing Agencies on project  
issues (Ch)

• Technical support to project proponents (Ch)

• Approving project implementation agreements and procurement plans with 
national project proponents and executing agencies (Ch)

• Supervising project implementation, addressing any disputes among project 
proponents, rectifying any non-compliance with grant agreements, checking 
closed projects and conducting post-completion evaluation (Ch)

• Strategic project monitoring (Ch)

• Staying updated on GEF issues, policies and opportunities (all)

• Promotion and facilitation of information exchanges and learning between 
projects (Co, Ch)

• Maintain roster of experts (Ch)

• Information dissemination on national GEF to broader audience (Co, P, Ch)

• Promotion of GEF (B, Co, P, Ch)

• Responding to technical inquiries (B, Co, P, Ch)

• Maintaining web site (Ch)

• Support GEF Council member (all)

• Cooperate with and support GEF and IA missions (all)

• Develop and maintain national database on GEF projects (P, U)

Making coordination effective
Perhaps the single most important factor determining the effectiveness of nation-
al GEF coordination has been leadership. The coordination mechanisms that have 
worked well have been hosted by senior, influential ministries and initiated by focal 
points who were committed, dynamic and well-informed government officials. Effec-
tive coordination mechanisms also need to be backed by national political will and 
commitment to addressing global environmental issues or national environmental is-
sues that can be supported by GEF. The coordination process also relies on individual 
participants from state agencies, sometimes from civil society and sometimes from the 
GEF Implementing Agencies. The sustained participation and commitment of such 
individuals who are widely recognized and respected contributes to the prestige and 
authority of the committee as well as its accountability — adding to the perception 
that committee decisions are sound, fair, and transparent.

The case studies examined suggest that those countries interested in strengthening 
their national GEF coordination should carefully consider their options under two 
categories, a national GEF coordination committee and technical support staff for 
focal points.

Factors enhancing steering com-
mittee effectiveness in China

The effectiveness of the steering committees 
for GEF and other internationally-funded 
projects and the incentive for ministries to 
cooperate in China has been increased by 
(1) the considerable convening power of 
the executing agencies — often the State 
Environmental Protection Administration,  
the National Development and Reform Com-
mission or the Ministry of Agriculture,  
(2) linking committee meetings with seminars 
on key technical issues or briefings on new 
policy information anticipated to be of value 
to the other partners, and (3) sharing project 
resources to other actors beyond the primary 
executing agency, especially at local levels.
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Elements of Coordination

National GEF Coordination Committee
A national GEF coordination committee will often be chaired by one of the GEF  
focal points. The key attributes of effective committees appear to be:

• Committed leadership.

• Broad participation by national stakeholders, including civil society.

• A carefully considered role (if any) for the GEF Implementing Agencies, includ-
ing their possible member or observer status.

• Regular meetings in a well-planned process for reviewing and discussing project 
proposals prior to endorsement.

• Opportunities for members to learn more about global environmental issues and 
GEF policies and programs, perhaps with support from the Implementing Agencies.

• An emphasis on the promotion of GEF priorities and activities.

• Effective links with convention focal points and activities.

• An appropriate role in strategic-level monitoring and evaluation of the GEF 
projects and overall portfolio.

• Growth and evolution of the committee role over time, with increasing empha-
sis on initiating projects and carrying out independent portfolio reviews as the 
members gain experience and confidence.

Technical support staff for focal points
Technical support staff can be made available to the focal point within their own 
ministry (as in Uganda), in an independent focal point institution (as in Poland) or 
in a dedicated GEF unit (as in China). Without such in-house technical support, the 
role of the focal point becomes very challenging indeed, especially if the focal point 
also serves as a GEF Council member. Resources are likely to be a key constraint. 
Countries need to make some assessment of the financial and human resources they 
are willing to invest in technical support to the focal point, which may be closely re-
lated to their expectations of future GEF support. The most promising activities that 
could be prioritized by the focal point with technical support include the following, 
divided into Basic and Supplementary:

Basic activities

• Analysis, fact finding and management of reviews to support the endorsement 
of GEF proposals and project documents

• Staying updated on GEF issues, policies and opportunities

• Operating as a secretariat for the national GEF coordination committee

• Disseminating information on national GEF issues and activities to  
broader audience

• Promoting GEF

• Responding to technical inquiries

• Strategic monitoring of projects

• Maintaining a national GEF web site
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Elements of Coordination

Supplementary activities

• Negotiating with GEF Implementing Agencies on project issues

• Providing technical support to project proponents and executing agencies

• Approving project implementation agreements and procurement plans with 
national project proponents and executing agencies

• Supervising project implementation, addressing any disputes among project 
proponents, rectifying any non-compliance with grant agreements, checking 
closed projects and conducting post-completion evaluations.

• Promoting and facilitating information exchanges and learning between projects

• Maintaining a national and international roster of experts

• Supporting the GEF Council member 

• Cooperating with and supporting GEF and IA missions 

• Developing and maintaining a national database on GEF projects or improving 
access to the GEF project data base, including translated documents
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Benefits & Pitfalls

Drawing on the five country case studies, this chapter reviews the benefits from more 
effective national GEF coordination as well as the pitfalls to be avoided, including 
specific country examples.

Benefits of more effective national  
GEF coordination

Project endorsement process enhanced
Project endorsement is a key assignment for focal points within the GEF project cycle. 
The general GEF experience has been that concentrating such a responsibility in the 
hands of one person or a few people is not always an optimal solution, particularly 
when the appointee does not work closely with the national project executing agencies. 
Delays in endorsement can be caused by a heavy focal point workload as well as the 
logistical challenge of obtaining appropriate technical advice, sometimes accompanied 
by a perception of biased or nontransparent decision making. These problems have 
been compounded by the continuing expansion of GEF programming into relatively 
complex new areas that are increasingly challenging for one or two people to monitor.

The national coordination mechanisms described here directly address these concerns 
by including relevant technical experts and representatives of key sectors in the dia-
logue and decision making process supporting the focal points. As a broader group of 
stakeholders understand and participate in making key decisions, the burden on the 
focal point is reduced and the quality of decision making is improved. Once a broadly-
representative stakeholder group considers and then endorses a project (or recommends 
that the focal point do so), that is a clear signal that the project is regarded as viable, 
that it is consistent with national policies and priorities, and that it is complementary 
to other existing or planned initiatives — in other words, endorsement under these 
circumstances constitutes an unambiguous expression of national ownership.

For this process to work smoothly and effectively, national executing agencies as well 
as the GEF Implementing Agencies need to ensure that project concepts are brought 
to the attention of the focal point and shared with the national coordination commit-
tee at a relatively early stage, allowing ample time for discussion and for any concerns 
to be addressed. This can help to minimize the rather too frequent occurrence of focal 
points, and sometimes national coordination committees, being pressured at short 
notice to endorse a technically complex and/or innovative project with which they 
are not familiar.

Understanding and appreciation of GEF broadened and deepened
Bringing together senior policy makers and/or technical staff from a range of sectors 
and involving them in national GEF coordination has built greater understanding of 
the GEF’s objectives, programs and policies, as these individuals share experiences 
and perspectives while receiving information on GEF-related developments. National 
coordination committee members have emphasized the significant personal learn-
ing experiences resulting from their participation in this process as they acquire an 
enhanced understanding of global environmental issues, GEF policies and programs, 
and the efforts being made in their own countries to address these issues. When these 
participants return to their own sectors, departments, research institutions, etc., they 
are then better equipped to share this information with an even broader audience.

Benefits from and barriers to more 
effective national GEF coordination

Benefits of more effective national 
GEF coordination
• Project endorsement process enhanced
• Understanding and appreciation of GEF 

broadened and deepened
• Multi-stakeholder information flow and 

decision making improved
• Facilitating broader participation in GEF 

programming
• Key resource for GEF Council members 
• Project monitoring facilitated
• Sustaining the global environmental 

dialogue
• Links with key conventions facilitated
• Shared commitment to GEF goals

Barriers to more effective national 
GEF coordination
• Focal point personnel changes hamper 

continuity
• Resource constraints
• GEF procedures continue to frustrate 

national stakeholders
• Broad stakeholder participation proving 

difficult to achieve
• Future GEF programming resources uncer-

tain, limiting planning
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Benefits & Pitfalls

Multi-stakeholder information flow and decision making improved
The national GEF coordination mechanisms have facilitated several types of infor-
mation flow:

• Between the focal points and the institutions operating in all of the key sectors 
related to global environmental issues, as was evident in all of the countries 
visited.

• Between line ministries that do not routinely exchange information or coop-
erate actively with ministries working in other sectors or GEF focal areas, as 
reported from China and Poland. Interactions in the context of national GEF 
coordination committees have not only facilitated the resolution of operational 
or approval issues related to GEF projects, but have also lead to new areas of 
collaboration that might not otherwise have come about.

• Between government agencies and NGOs. Although the participation of 
NGOs in national coordination committees has so far been rather limited, with 
the exception of Bolivia, the experience of the National Steering Committees 
of the GEF Small Grants Programme has clearly shown in a variety of different 
country contexts that joint participation in policy making bodies can contrib-
ute to building better mutual understanding and appreciation between govern-
ment agencies and NGOs. 

• Broader information dissemination was a specific task of the national environ-
ment fund filling the role of OFP in Poland, while the umbrella NGOs serving 
on the national coordination committee disseminated information to the 
broader NGO community in Bolivia.

• Sharing information with local authorities seems likely to become increasingly 
important as many countries decentralize their governance mechanisms, with 
one result being an increasing interest in GEF projects among local government 
agencies and their nongovernmental partners.

• Stakeholders in Bolivia and Poland particularly emphasized the importance of 
the national coordination committee dialogue in contributing to increasing the 
transparency of decision making related to public spending.

Communicating how the GEF  
works in Colombia

The OFP, with support from UNDP, WB, and 
GEF, published a booklet in 2000 on the 
national criteria for GEF project selection that 
was widely distributed. The booklet contains 
information on the GEF; GEF criteria for 
project presentation; types of funding avail-
able; the project cycle; national criteria for 
proposal presentation; national coordination 
mechanisms; and public and citizen participa-
tion in GEF projects.
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Facilitating broader participation in GEF programming
The national coordination committees provide an important opportunity to broaden the 
range of stakeholders included in decision making related to GEF activities. All of the 
committees considered here include a wide range of national government agencies as well 
as technical and policy research organizations. There has been limited NGO participa-
tion in Poland and Uganda, while Bolivia has demonstrated the gains from facilitating a 
broader NGO dialogue consistent with GEF policies on participatory processes.

In Bolivia NGOs are actively pursuing opportunities to develop GEF medium-sized 
projects, facilitated by the participation of two NGO networks and other civil society 
organizations on the GEF National Committee. This committee was established to 
provide a space for dialogue among multiple governmental and nongovernmental ac-
tors; deliberations are clear, open, and transparent, relations are horizontal, and dis-
sent is possible as all can express their points of view.

The national coordination committees are also well placed to encourage broader par-
ticipation at a project level. In Poland a proposed project not accepted by the national 
coordination committee due to inadequate consultations was subsequently endorsed 
following the completion of a mutually agreed expanded program of consultations.

Key resource for GEF Council members 
Some of the coordination mechanisms described here were initiated by particularly 
enthusiastic and committed GEF focal points who not only commanded wide respect 
among national stakeholders but who at that time were also representing their multi-
country constituencies on the GEF Council. Having the focal point/chair of the na-
tional coordination committee serving on the GEF Council appears to have energized 
the national process in, for example, Poland and Uganda, with committee members 
really feeling they were part of a larger international process. All coordination com-
mittees helped the focal point/GEF Council Member review issues, develop positions 
and otherwise prepare for GEF Council meetings, and then played a significant role 
in interpreting and disseminating the results of these meetings.

Mainstreaming the national GEF 
steering committee in Uganda

The focal point at Ministry of Finance, Plan-
ning and Economic Development convenes 
the national GEF steering committee in an 
institutional arrangement that mirrors similar 
arrangements for coordinating all interna-
tional donor-financed activities in Uganda, 
which increasingly flow as budgetary support 
rather than separate projects. Formal coordi-
nation structures are already well estab-
lished, especially on cross-cutting issues 
such as environment, gender and HIV/AIDS. 
All government-supported GEF activities 
need to be consistent with and included in 
the relevant sector of the Poverty Eradication 
Action Plan; the focal points for the various 
international environmental agreements/
conventions are therefore required to take 
account of the national priorities stated in 
the Poverty Eradication Action Plan (PEAP) 
while developing potential GEF projects.
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Project monitoring facilitated
While it is not the focal point’s direct responsibility to monitor the implementation 
of GEF projects, some of the national coordination mechanisms described here have 
taken the initiative to launch monitoring efforts, providing further evidence of these 
committees’ commitments to national project ownership.

These initiatives have included inviting national project executing agencies to make 
presentations to coordination committee meetings (Poland), holding annual work-
shops that include project site visits and reports from ongoing projects (Uganda), 
regularly reviewing the state of project execution (Colombia), and an overall review 
of the entire national GEF portfolio (China). The coordination committees in Bo-
livia and Poland both indicated a strong interest in expanding their monitoring role, 
although both faced resource constraints. 

The committees stressed that they would like to have regular access to the Imple-
menting Agencies’ monitoring or post-completion project evaluation reports because 
feedback on project performance would seem an essential ingredient of the decision 
on whether to endorse future project proposals.

These monitoring efforts not only increase national accountability but help to ensure 
that the objectives and progress made by projects reaches a much broader audience 
beyond the project executing agency, which may be a relatively small department 
within a single ministry, and the respective GEF Implementing Agency. To the extent 
that coordination committees have better insights into the implementation of existing 
projects, their decisions on endorsing future projects must be better informed.

Sustaining the global environmental dialogue
GEF clearly plays a vital role in helping to maintain national dialogues on global en-
vironmental issues in the recipient countries, a role that cannot be played by any other 
organization at present. Stakeholders in the countries visited have highlighted the key 
contribution of their national GEF coordination committees or similar mechanisms to 
helping sustain this global environmental dialogue, particularly during periods when na-
tional attention may be focused elsewhere, for example by economic or political crises.

Links with key conventions facilitated
In Uganda the national GEF coordination committee includes the focal points for the 
major international environmental agreements, and each of these heads a subcommit-
tee with the responsibility for submitting potential GEF project concepts to the full 
committee. In Colombia a priority is strengthening the links between national plans 
and programs for the implementation of the conventions and Colombia’s applications 
for GEF funding.

The China GEF Office

This office was established jointly by the 
Ministry of Finance (MOF) and the State 
Environmental Protection Administration 
(SEPA) in September 2000, “to better fulfill 
China’s roles and responsibilities under the 
international conventions with improved 
management of GEF projects”. This office 
currently includes four technical staff under 
a director, playing an important role in coor-
dination, information dissemination, training 
and capacity building related to GEF activi-
ties. Over time this Office has expanded 
its capacity and developed considerable 
familiarity with the policies, procedures and 
specialized language of the GEF, carrying out 
the following:
• Studying GEF strategies and policies 

as well as those of the international 
environmental conventions, and proposing 
government responses. The office begins 
each day by checking the GEF web site for 
new developments, which are translated 
and disseminated to national stakeholders 
as needed.

• Fielding questions from potential project 
proponents on project eligibility and 
encouraging those that appear eligible 
and promising.

• Outreach and training on GEF to existing 
and potential government partners.

• Training project management offices in 
financial budgeting and reporting.

• Promoting and facilitating information 
exchanges between projects, including 
access to rosters of experts, best prac-
tices and procurement experiences with 
the Implementing Agencies.

• Preparing documents for GEF  
Council meetings.

• Disseminating information about GEF in 
China to national stakeholders and the 
international community.

The China GEF Office appears to play an 
important role in supporting the individual 
project management units, whose staff are 
often inexperienced in GEF or IA procedures, 
particularly with respect to budgeting 
and procurement. The various GEF project 
management offices as well as the national 
project executing agencies reported regular 
interactions with the GEF China Office, yield-
ing valuable information on GEF and Imple-
menting Agency policies and procedures 
while providing important access to relevant 
experiences, best practices and experts.
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Shared commitment to GEF goals
The importance of the contribution of the diverse members of the national GEF co-
ordination committees has already been emphasized. There is an interesting parallel 
to the GEF Small Grants Programme (SGP) National Steering Committee (NSC) 
structure, currently operating in more than 70 countries; indeed, some individuals 
in Bolivia, Poland and Uganda are members of both the national GEF coordination 
committees examined here as well as the NSC (China is not a participant in SGP and 
the program has not yet become operational in Colombia).

The NSC usually consists of 5-15 highly-regarded and experienced individuals from 
NGOs, academic and scientific institutions, other civil society organizations and gov-
ernment. Although the majority comes from the non-governmental sector, govern-
ments are always represented. It is a key SGP principle that NSC participation is 
without monetary compensation, although travel expenses for project site visits are 
reimbursed. The NSC mechanism has proven effective in project selection, policy 
guidance and program promotion over the 13 years of the SGP’s existence, even while 
making considerable demands on the committee members. The most recent global 
evaluation of the SGP argued that NSC members deserve more recognition for their 
important voluntary role and recommended investing more in professional develop-
ment activities for NSC members in ways that would benefit both them, the SGP and 
the GEF 4. The multi-stakeholder decision-making process of the NSC has clearly 
influenced national policy dialogues, notably by bringing the results of project learn-
ing experiences to the attention of government policy makers. While there are few 
clear examples of the national GEF coordination committees influencing government 
policy directly, the potential to do so appears high.

4 Please see: Report of the Third Independent Evaluation of the Global Environment Facility Small Grants  
Programme,1999-2002: http://sgp.undp.org/download/SGP3IE2003.rtf

National environment fund as  
operational focal point in Poland

The OFP is the EcoFund Foundation, Poland’s 
debt-for-environment facility, while the PFP 
chairing the national GEF coordination com-
mittee is in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. 
EcoFund volunteered for and was appointed 
OFP in 2000 on a voluntary basis. EcoFund 
used a budget of $8,500 from the GEF 
Secretariat in 2000 and 2001 to: (1) develop 
a database on GEF projects in Poland; (2) 
prepare a brochure on results achieved and 
lessons learned in GEF projects; (3) translate 
and disseminate information on new GEF 
operational programs; (4) provide technical 
support to project proponents.
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Pitfalls to be avoided

Focal point personnel changes hamper continuity
The substantial support provided by the national coordination committees in Poland 
and Uganda to their respective GEF Council members has already been emphasized. 
In both of these cases, however, once these key individuals moved on from the focal 
point role and the GEF Council place rotated to another country, there was an imme-
diate decline in momentum. While there are indications that this momentum may be 
restored in both Poland and Uganda, these examples do illustrate the vulnerability of 
non-institutionalized coordination mechanisms to a change in leadership, which can 
also lead to a loss of institutional memory if continuity is not maintained. 

The case study experiences also suggest that communications between GEF coun-
cil members and the other countries in their constituency could benefit from closer 
attention and support. As an example, the national GEF coordination committee 
members who met with the study team members in all of the countries visited (ex-
cluding China), as well as some of the focal points, were largely unaware of the GEF’s 
forthcoming adoption of the Resource Allocation Framework, which has been under 
intense discussion within the GEF over the last few years.

In Bolivia, the ten-year-old committee has remarkably managed to survive several 
changes in government and focal point during the past few years. Because of the over-
all context of political change and flux in the country, there have been six Ministers of 
Sustainable Development and six Vice-Ministers of Natural Resources and Environ-
ment in the past two years. This meant that the capacity of the OFP to manage and 
coordinate GEF matters was affected. 

In some cases, new OFPs expressed concern that they were unable to take advantage of 
accumulated experienced and knowledge to facilitate continuity of the committee.

Resource constraints
National GEF coordination committee membership clearly imposes costs insofar as 
the members are busy people facing multiple demands on their time who could be do-
ing something else. Committee meetings are therefore difficult to schedule; pre-meet-
ing documentation review is often quite time-consuming; and meetings often entail 
in-depth, lengthy discussions before agreements can be reached. These individuals 
and their employers are therefore making a significant investment to their national 
GEF portfolio, equivalent to a considerable national in-kind contribution.

Very few GEF recipient countries are in a position to allocate financial resources to 
coordinating or managing their project portfolio. All of the countries visited have 
found the annual $8,000 focal point support budget available from the GEF Secre-
tariat to be very useful in launching and maintaining their coordination mechanisms, 
even though the amounts have been modest. These funds were used for a variety of 
activities, including workshops, communications materials and monitoring visits to 
project sites, and the focal points observed that it would often have been very difficult 
to allocate equivalent funds for these purposes from national budgets. However, most 
of the countries reported bureaucratic issues in accessing these funds, in some cases 
requiring extraordinary amounts of time from senior officials in order to be resolved. 
One of the aims of the new, more comprehensive focal point support program recently 
launched by GEF is to address such issues5.

5 Please see: http://thegef.org/Documents/Council_Documents/GEF_C25/C.25.9_Elements_for_Strengthening_Na-
tional_Focal_Points.pdf for more information on this new support program.

Broad participation in Bolivia

There is nearly equal representation of gov-
ernmental and nongovernmental actors on 
the Committee; the former include the vari-
ous ministries covering areas of relevance to 
the GEF, and the latter include NGOs, grass-
roots organizations, the academy, and the 
private sector. The GEF Committee includes 
representatives of the following institutions: 
Vice-Ministry of Natural Resources and 
Environment, the OFP; Vice-Ministry of Public 
Investment and External Financing, the PFP; 
Ministry of Foreign Relations; Vice-Ministry 
of Energy and Hydrocarbons; Vice-Ministry of 
Agriculture, Livestock, and Fisheries; LIDEMA 
(Environmental Defense League, an umbrella 
NGO with 30 member organizations), UNITAS 
(National Union of Social Action Organiza-
tions, an umbrella institution of social de-
velopment NGOs); Ecology Institute, UMSA 
(University of San Andres, La Paz); CEPB 
(Confederation of Private Entrepreneurs of 
Bolivia, represented by one of its members, 
the National Chamber of Industry); CIDOB 
(Confederation of Indigenous Peoples of 
Bolivia); and the GEF Implementing Agencies 
(UNDP, World Bank) as observers.
According to the committee members:
• The GEF Committee was established at a 

moment when the environmental sector 
was characterized by an inclusive form of 
governance and multi-stakeholder project 
committees. The GEF Committee model of 
including both the state and civil society 
is considered to be optimal as it encom-
passes all the sectors that are deemed 
to be necessary in the process, including 
technical specialists. Members said that 
Committee decisions about project ap-
proval are respected by the state.

• Because of its size and diversity, the GEF 
committee is sometimes difficult and com-
plicated to manage. However, Committee 
members were unanimous in endorsing 
the Committee model and composition, 
and both members and observers consider 
the committee to be technically very 
sound and quite effective.

• Participation is crucial, and central to 
effective conservation — that this is 
not a slogan was stressed. Part of the 
Committee’s responsibility should be 
to ensure that there is real participa-
tion — spaces for diverse opinions and 
information exchange — in GEF project 
proposals from the design stage onward.
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GEF procedures continue to frustrate national stakeholders
Echoing the feedback from many GEF studies and evaluations, a significant num-
ber of the governmental and nongovernmental stakeholders interviewed voiced con-
cerns about what they perceive as (1) the unnecessary complexity of the GEF, (2) the 
impenetrability of its terminology, and (3) uncertainty and a lack of transparency 
concerning resource allocations between countries, between different focal areas and 
between full-sized and medium-sized projects.

The coordination committees do provide opportunities to address some of these con-
cerns by bringing together broadly-representative stakeholders. The Implementing 
Agencies have responded positively to the presence of these committees, recognizing 
them as an important opportunity to reach and communicate with about as good a 
representative group of national ownership as they are likely to encounter.

Many stakeholders continue to emphasize lengthy and complex procedures associated 
with GEF projects. Problems include differing advice/standards between and some-
times within the Implementing Agencies (China). Results include projects that are no 
longer relevant or need to be re-designed (China), smaller organizations discouraged 
(Poland) and a prevalent lack of credibility or enthusiasm (all).

Resources and capacity building are often needed in order to participate fully in GEF 
because of its complexity, and not all countries can make the investments in capacity 
building that, for example, China has made. Several stakeholders in Bolivia regretted 
the lack of nationals with the capacity to develop GEF project proposals and to be able 
to “translate” and clarify GEF language, concepts and strategies so that these could be 
adopted within the country context. Bolivia does not have the resources to allocate to 
dedicated national GEF technical staff in support of the focal point and the capacity 
of some committee members with respect to GEF issues is modest, making it difficult 
to assess the relationship between GEF project proposals and national priorities. Some 
Bolivia Committee members complain that proposals are often in English — con-
travening internal regulations — as well as very technical, and very long (more than 
100 pages), signifying an almost insurmountable obstacle given the very short time 
periods available for review before meetings. It was emphasized that this is especially a 
problem for non-specialist NGO and indigenous representatives on the Committee.

None of the focal point or committees appear to have regular, or even any, direct con-
tact with the GEF Secretariat, with the exception of China. The countries reported 
variable relations with the Implementing Agencies. While the Implementing Agencies 
have in some cases provided active support to the committees, in other cases they do 
not appear to be aware of the committees or to have recognized them as an important 
expression of national ownership.

In Colombia and in Uganda the local representatives of the Implementing Agencies 
are members of the national coordination committee. In Poland the Implementing 
Agencies are not members, and at least some task managers seems unaware of the 
committee’s existence. In China the government appoints Implementing Agencies 
as it deems appropriate and invites them to meetings as considered necessary. The 
Implementing Agencies are part of and appear to have a strong influence on the com-
mittee in Colombia. In Bolivia the Implementing Agencies serve as observers on the 
committee; they are quite supportive of the committee model and role, although the 
degree and depth of their participation has been variable. 

GEF project monitoring by  
national GEF coordination  
committees and focal points

China: National project executing ministries 
are obliged to report regularly on progress 
and to perform post-project evaluations,  
and the Ministry of Finance (the focal point) 
is often invited to project annual meetings 
and other landmark events. In 2004 the 
Ministry of Finance and the China GEF  
Office (described above) commissioned  
the first national study of GEF project ef-
fectiveness by independent experts (results 
pending). This assessment is expected to  
be repeated periodically.

Uganda: Two important GEF workshops 
were held in 2001 as the National GEF  
Steering Committee was launched: a r 
eview of the current GEF Portfolio and the 
Country Dialogue Workshop to sensitize 
stakeholders about the activities, procedures 
and opportunities available under GEF 
funding. Subsequently, annual GEF portfolio 
reviews have been conducted by the  
NSC each year to monitor GEF activities, 
including project site visits by NSC members 
and technical briefings from the UNDP GEF 
Regional Coordinator.
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Broad stakeholder participation proving difficult to achieve
Among the countries examined, by far the broadest stakeholder consultations and 
participation in national GEF coordination takes place in Bolivia. Other countries 
have not found this easy to achieve, for a variety of reasons. The Implementing Agen-
cies have made great efforts to encourage broaden participation at a project level al-
though the record remains mixed at the national coordination level. In some cases 
this is understandable as there is a need to include NGOs that can disseminate in-
formation to other NGOs throughout the country and suitable organizations are not 
always easy to find. Some governments believe that only they, and not civil society 
organizations, can represent the people and country, hence the difficulty in finding 
“representative” NGOs. 

Another reason for the relative lack of NGO involvement may be that environmental 
NGOs tend to have relationships with and access to ministries of environment rather 
than the ministries of finance and economic planning who have been the prime mov-
ers in national GEF coordination in China, Poland and Uganda. The concern was 
also expressed that medium-sized project concepts and proposals, which are of par-
ticular interest to NGOs, may not be receiving sufficient consideration from national 
GEF coordination committees.

Effect of future GEF programming resources on planning by  
GEF committees
Establishing and then maintaining the types of coordination mechanism discussed in 
this report clearly requires a substantial investment of time and effort by highly quali-
fied, busy people. It was clear from our interviews that virtually all of the members 
of the coordination committees felt that this effort was worthwhile. However, it is 
understandable that a lack of certainty about the level or even continuation of GEF 
resource flows to countries could impinge on the overall effort required.

This issue is further complicated by the tension between the push to promote the GEF 
and concern over not raising funding expectations to unrealistic levels. Some stake-
holders are convinced that opportunities to seek GEF funding are being missed, while 
others are trying to reduce the number of proposals being submitted and make little 
attempt to disseminate information on GEF beyond a small group. Meanwhile the 
informal signals reaching countries from the GEF Secretariat and the Implementing 
Agencies regarding the likelihood of future GEF funding are often contradictory.

Some of the committees studied raised the issue that solutions need to be found for the 
situation where countries are participating in, for example, regional projects without 
having gone through regular coordination committee procedures. This is especially 
a concern because coordination is itself a significant challenge in the implementation 
of such projects.

Keeping attention on global  
environmental concerns in Poland

National GEF coordination committee 
members in Poland emphasized that the 
committee’s activities helped lift the national 
environmental dialogue to include global 
issues during a period when Poland’s EU 
negotiations tended to overshadow any other 
considerations.

Linking GEF with the  
conventions in Uganda

The National GEF Steering Committee 
includes the government focal points for the 
CBD, UNFCCC and UNCCD, each of which 
has its own subcommittee that puts forward 
all prospective GEF ideas and projects to the 
NSC for consideration. The focal point for 
the CBD and POPS is the National Environ-
mental Management Authority, for UNFCC 
is the Department of Meteorology in the 
Ministry of Water, Lands and Environment, 
and for UNCCD is the Ministry of Agriculture, 
Animal Industry and Fisheries which is also 
responsible for the GEF focal area of land 
degradation, while the Directorate of Water 
Development (DWD) under the Ministry of 
Water, Lands and Environment is the focal 
point for international waters. All of these 
are now coordinated by the NSC under the 
GEF focal point.
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Overview
This chapter provides more information on the institutional arrangements for  
national GEF coordination in the five participating countries. (For more informa-
tion on specific country findings, please see Annex 1.)

GEF Focal Points
All operational focal points of the countries visited are senior officials in relatively 
influential ministries with significant convening power. In Uganda the two GEF fo-
cal point positions are held by the same official in the Ministry of Finance, Planning 
and Economic Development, while in China both focal points hold positions in the 
Ministry of Finance. In the other countries the two focal points are in separate agen-
cies. Poland has the unusual situation of a national environmental fund established 
with the proceeds of a debt-for-nature swap acting as operational focal point, while 
the political focal point is the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. In Colombia one of the 
focal points is based in a free-standing environment ministry, and in Bolivia in a en-
vironmental vice-ministry in the Ministry of Sustainable Development.

It is interesting that the focal points who have taken the lead on national GEF coordi-
nation are in the ministries responsible for finance and economic planning or foreign 
affairs — i.e., relatively high profile, senior ministries with considerable convening 
power and authority —in three of the five countries considered (China, Poland and 
Uganda). Compared to the GEF family as a whole, this is a relatively unusual situation 
(please see pie charts). It appears that the effectiveness of coordination is strengthened 
where the focal point convening the committee is based in a relatively powerful and 
influential ministry.

Charts: Institutional Location of Focal Points  
(in GEF recipient countries)
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Coordination Committee Membership
Membership in the national GEF coordination committees follows similar patterns in 
principle, although the application in each country is different. A variety of govern-
ment ministries are represented in all cases, together with research institutions with 
relevant capacities. In Bolivia both social and environmental NGOs are included, as 
well as indigenous peoples’ organizations and the private sector; in both Poland and 
Uganda there has been a single NGO participant, although in Uganda this NGO 
no longer participates. The Colombia committee is relatively small, including only 
the operational focal point in the Ministry of Environment, the GEF Implementing 
Agencies and the agency coordinating international cooperation. The GEF Imple-
menting Agencies also participate in Bolivia (as observers) and in Uganda, but not in 
Poland. In Colombia, NGOs do not participate in the committee, but are occasion-
ally consulted on specific project proposals. The project steering committees convened 
by the focal point in China include representatives of relevant ministries together with 
researchers and technical experts; the GEF Implementing Agencies do not usually 
participate and national NGOs, of which there are relatively few, are not routinely 
consulted. The focal points for the CBD, UNFCC and UNCCD conventions are 
each members of the Uganda committee, with each heading a separate subcommittee 
that is responsible for identifying and developing new project proposals.

Table: National GEF Focal Points and Coordination  
Arrangements in Countries Visited

BOLivia ChiNa COLOMBia POLaNd UGaNda

Operational Focal 
Point (date of latest 
appointment)

Ministry of Sustainable 
Development — Vice-
Ministry of Natural 
Resources and 
Environment (2004, 
frequently changed)

Both within Ministry 
of Finance (MOF), 
International Dept. 
(2004)

Ministry of Environment 
— Office of 
International Affairs 
(2000)

EcoFund Foundation 
(2000)

Combined within 
Ministry of Finance, 
Planning and Economic 
Development (MFPED) 
(2004)

Political Focal 
Point (date of latest 
appointment)

Ministry of Finance 
— Vice Ministry of 
Public Investment and 
External Financing 
(2004)

Ministry of Foreign 
Relations — Office of 
Environmental Affairs

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs (2003)

active GEF Council 
member

Since 2004 Permanent January 1999- 
May 2001;
June 2003-April 2005

1994-1997 January 2003- 
December 2004

Number of 
countries in GEF 
constituency

6 1 3 9 12

Support Staff or 
Secretariat

Biodiversity Directorate 
of the Vice-Ministry 
of Natural Resources 
and Environment, est. 
in 1995

Dedicated China GEF 
Office with director and 
4 full-time technical 
staff under MOF and 
State Environmental 
Protection Authority, 
est. in 2000

One dedicated staff 
in the Office of 
International Affairs 
(who is also involved 
in climate change 
negotiations)

Occasional part time 
Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs staff

Two part-time MFPED 
staff

Name of 
coordination 
committee

GEF National 
Committee

No permanent 
committee, MOF 
convenes meetings for 
each GEF activity with 
appropriate experts and 
stakeholders

GEF Inter-institutional 
Committee

GEF Steering 
Committee

GEF National Steering 
Committee
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BOLivia ChiNa COLOMBia POLaNd UGaNda

date established 1995 NA 1999 Informally from 1996, 
formalized in 1998

2001

Formal terms of 
reference

Drafted in 1998, 
adopted in 1999, 
ratified in 2002

NA 2000 Adopted in 2001 Exist (nd)

Frequency of 
meetings

3-4 times a year plus 
several extraordinary 
meetings to meet 
project endorsement 
deadlines

NA Quarterly Quarterly until 
December 2002; three 
in 2003/4; once in June 
2005

Quarterly until August 
2004; once in July 2005

Links with 
conventions

Convention focal points 
are on committee

Convention focal points 
are routinely consulted

Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs is GEF PFP and 
focal point for the 
three Rio conventions. 
OFP provides PFP 
with updates on GEF 
Committee activities 
and decisions

Convention focal points 
are on committee

Convention focal 
points on committee, 
each heads own 
subcommittee

Focal Point or 
coordination 
committee role 
beyond project 
endorsement

-Main emphasis 
has been on project 
identification, 
technical review, 
and endorsement of 
proposals
-Promotion and 
dissemination of GEF 
activities also included 
in Committee TOR
-Support of country 
participation in GEF 
Council and leadership 
of GEF constituency

- MOF signs all GEF 
project agreements 
and contracts national 
executing agencies
- MOF supervises 
financial aspects 
of all GEF project 
implementation
- Conducting post-
completion review of all 
GEF projects
- See text for China GEF 
Office role

-Committee TOR 
includes project 
identification, technical 
review, and monitoring; 
promotion and capacity 
building related to GEF
-OFP responsible for 
coordination of GEF 
activities with the 
National Environmental 
System; also produced 
comprehensive booklet 
on GEF for project 
proponents

- Committee has 
extensive TOR 
including proactive 
project identification, 
communications and 
promotion related to 
GEF. Project monitoring 
planned but not 
activated.
- OFP has translated 
and disseminated 
technical GEF materials, 
advised project 
proponents, analyzed 
lessons learned and 
developed project 
database

- Supporting FP as GEF 
Council Member
- Subcommittees 
corresponding to 
major conventions 
each responsible for 
originating/submitting 
project concepts and 
proposals
- Annual workshop 
to monitor projects, 
receive technical 
guidance from IAs

Consistency 
with institutional 
Coordination in 
Other Sectors

Originally one of many 
comparable bodies, 
now one of few due to 
significant institutional 
changes in the sector

Consistent with 
coordination of all 
international donor-
funded activity

Consistent with 
coordination of all 
international donor-
funded activity

This is a unique 
arrangement

Consistent with 
coordination of all 
international donor-
funded activity

Membership All key ministries, an 
umbrella environmental 
NGO, an umbrella social 
NGO, an indigenous 
peoples’ organization, 
research institutions, 
private sector, plus GEF 
IAs as observers

Experts and 
stakeholders consulted 
as needed

-Ministry of the 
Environment, 
Colombian Agency 
for International 
Cooperation, World 
Bank, and UNDP
-Technical experts and 
stakeholders, including 
NGOs, consulted as 
needed

All key ministries, 
several quasi-govt. 
organization, research 
institutions, one NGO

All key ministries, 
CBD, UNFCCC and 
UNCCD focal points, 
several university 
departments, GEF IAs, 
one NGO, (formerly) 
one private sector firm
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Coordination Committee Functions
The functions of the committees are broadly similar. The main emphasis is on the 
review and, if successful, recommendation of endorsement of GEF project concepts 
and project documents, thus broadening the dialogue on the use of GEF resources 
while supporting one of the primary responsibilities of the operational focal point. 
The committees are also charged with reviewing compliance with and support for 
national priorities and policies, and making sure projects complement and do not 
duplicate existing and planned programs in the various sectors and GEF focal areas. 
Committee members thus spend a significant amount of time studying and com-
menting on potential projects. 

Some committees have expanded their roles to include more proactive participation 
in project identification, project monitoring and identifying lessons learned. All of 
the committees facilitate cross-sectoral exchanges of information and enhanced co-
ordination among line ministries and research institutions operating in the various 
sectors related to global environmental concerns, and in some cases this includes civil 
society organizations.

The national coordination arrangements for GEF in both China and Uganda are 
entirely consistent with the institutional mechanisms operating in other economic 
development sectors, where formal coordination procedures were already well estab-
lished with the routine participation of senior officials. In Bolivia, Colombia and 
Poland, however, the national coordination committees were established as inno-
vative arrangements outside the existing institutional norms and are generally not 
replicated in other sectors.
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Dedicated Technical Staff
China, which is the largest global recipient of GEF resources, has established a na-
tional GEF office with full-time technical staff responsible for staying updated on 
GEF issues, disseminating information, fielding questions from potential project 
proponents, and sharing knowledge and lessons between projects. The government 
agencies executing most GEF projects in China also have staff with a sophisticated ap-
preciation of GEF technical and policy issues. The environmental foundation serving 
as operational focal point in Poland has carried out some similar tasks to the China 
GEF Office (described in the previous chapter), including the translation and dis-
semination of GEF technical materials, analysis of lessons learned and development 
of a project database. None of the other countries has a dedicated GEF staff, although 
all of the focal points are senior officials able to draw on well-qualified support from 
technical staff within their own ministries or departments.

GEF Council Membership
A key role played by each of the committees — as well as by the GEF Office in China 
and the National Environment Fund (NEF) operational focal point in Poland — has 
been to support their respective national GEF Council Member, usually a position held 
by one of the focal points. The committees have helped their Council Member develop 
national positions on GEF issues, then subsequently been instrumental in dissemi-
nating formal information as well as less formal signals emerging from the Council  
meetings to national stakeholders.

While China has a permanent seat on the GEF Council, the other countries visited 
are each part of multi-country constituencies with one GEF Council place that rotates 
approximately every three years6. Thus, during periods when a country does not have 
an active GEF Council member it is represented by another country in the same con-
stituency. While inter-constituency communications were not a focus of this study, it 
is evident that having their own GEF Council Member has had a galvanizing effect 
on national coordination in the countries visited; in contrast, some of the coordina-
tion committees have lost some momentum during periods when other countries have 
represented their constituency at GEF Council meetings, particularly when this has 
coincided with the appointment of a new focal point.

6 The GEF Instrument provides that “Unless the constituency decides otherwise, each Member of the Council and each 
Alternate shall serve for three years or until a new Member is appointed by the constituency, whichever comes first”. 
However many constituencies draw up rotation agreements which determine the length of time that a Council Member 
serves in that position.
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Annex 1. Findings By Country
The key features of the respective national GEF coordination mechanisms in the 
countries visited are described here. These brief descriptions highlight the unique as-
pects of coordination in each country and do not repeat the features that are common 
to all countries, which have already been described. For example, all of the national 
coordination committees have the primary role of advising the Operational Focal 
Points on whether project proposals should be endorsed and forwarded to GEF, which 
includes making sure that projects are consistent with national policies and priorities, 
and that they complement other existing or planned initiatives. The following should 
not, therefore, be considered as comprehensive, stand-alone descriptions.

Bolivia
The GEF National Committee in Bolivia was established in 1995, the same year 
that the Operational Focal Point (OFP) and the Political Focal Point (PFP) were 
designated. The PFP is the Vice-Ministry of Public Investment and External Financ-
ing of the Ministry of Finance. The OFP is the Vice-Ministry of Natural Resources 
and Environment of the Ministry of Sustainable Development, and specifically the 
Vice-Ministry’s Biodiversity Directorate (DGB in Spanish). The OFP represents the 
environmental authority of the country and is referred to as the Technical/Opera-
tional Focal Point. The OFP prepares and supports Bolivia’s participation in GEF 
constituency and Council meetings. Bolivia currently represents the GEF constitu-
ency comprising Argentina, Bolivia, Chile, Paraguay, Peru, and Uruguay.

The PFP is charged with ensuring that proposed projects meet the basic norms of the 
National Public Investment System, and provides the national endorsement for the 
GEF of project proposals approved by the Committee. 

The OFP serves as the secretariat and convener of the Committee. The OFP prepares 
a technical report on project proposals based on national sectoral priorities, ensuring 
consistency with national plans and strategies, and avoiding conflicts and duplication 
of efforts. The OFP has received about $8000/year in coordination support funds 
from the GEF. 

The Committee has met regularly for ten years, usually three or four times a year, and 
sometimes more often in extraordinary session. There is nearly equal representation 
of governmental and nongovernmental actors on the Committee.

The Committee is governed by a set of internal regulations that were initially drafted 
in 1998, adopted informally in 1999, and formally ratified by a resolution of the 
Ministry of Sustainable Development in November 2002. The Committee has three 
principal functions according to its internal regulations:

• Identify and evaluate medium- and full-sized projects formulated in accordance 
with GEF formats and operational strategies. These should be presented to the 
OFP one month in advance of the meeting and should be written in Spanish. 
If public funds are to be used for cofinancing there must be a written commit-
ment from the relevant entity.
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• Approve or reject the project proposals, preferably by consensus, so that the 
PFP may endorse them for the GEF. If consensus is not possible, then approval 
should be effected by majority vote which includes that of the Focal Points. The 
Committee can also decide to conditionally approve a proposal that would need 
to be adjusted before the Secretariat can ask the PFP for its endorsement, or to 
pre-approve a proposal that would need to be reformulated and resubmitted to 
the Committee.

• Advise and support the PFP and OFP about technical issues, undertaking 
events, and disseminating activities of the GEF Committee.

The following issues emerged from discussions with Committee members and other 
stakeholders:

• The Committee was formed in order to address the problems in channeling 
proposals to the GEF and in response to the GEF recommendations about 
“country-driven” and participatory processes. At the time, GEF formats and 
procedures were not well understood, hence a Committee of sectoral and civil 
society specialists was considered to be a good option. The Committee was 
formed during a a period of stability in the mid-nineties in which participatory 
processes flourished and there was broad and constructive debate in the country. 

• The Committee currently has no role once the projects are under execution, 
and it was felt that the Committee’s mandate should be broadened to include 
project follow-up and monitoring as this would enhance its decision making.

• Committee procedures are thought by some to be complicated. The OFP is 
charged with preparing or soliciting a technical report from the appropriate 
sectoral authority on whether or not proposals are in line with national develop-
ment strategies and policies. These technical reports are a crucial filter, but they 
require a great deal of time and effort. 

• If the Committee decides that a proposal needs to be adjusted or improved, and 
sends it back to the proponents, they often feel discouraged and do not revise 
and resubmit. Some felt that Committee procedures should be more flexible so 
that there are fewer obstacles to project approval and national endorsement.

• The Committee and the OFP noted the need for more support and more 
resources in order to fulfill their mandates, beyond the $8000 funds currently 
available to the OFP. Civil society Committee members, especially, expressed 
the need for training and capacity building, such as that delivered by the 
CDW in 2001.

• There seems to be a consensus that the GEF should be promoted more by  
all concerned, and that the country is missing important funding and  
support opportunities.

• In the present context of declining international environment and development 
assistance, GEF resources are increasingly important.
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China
The PFP and OFP are both in the International Department of the Ministry of Fi-
nance (MOF), which oversees GEF policies and operations in China with techni-
cal support from the State Environmental Protection Administration (SEPA), the 
National Development and Reform Commission (NDRC) and the Ministry of Ag-
riculture (MOA). With a role that goes considerably beyond the usual focal point 
emphasis on the endorsement of GEF projects, MOF is actively involved throughout 
the GEF project cycle, is a signatory to project agreements and subcontracts national 
executing agencies.

China is the largest recipient of GEF grants, is also a GEF donor and has a permanent 
seat on the GEF Council. The general capacity of government agencies to plan and 
implement projects is relatively high. All projects funded by international agencies 
— including GEF — originate with the government, i.e., few GEF project concepts 
originate with the Implementing Agencies or other donor partners. China’s extraor-
dinarily rapid economic growth presents substantial environmental challenges both 
nationally and to the international community

National GEF coordination in China does not involve a permanent committee as in 
the other four countries studied. Instead, coordination takes place at different levels. 
At the sectoral level, for example, coordination occurs through consultations with 
SEPA on biodiversity and NDRC on climate change. Inter-agency coordination at 
the individual project level takes place through multi-sectoral steering committees 
convened by MOF. The proactive coordination role played by the OFP draws heavily 
on the technical and logistical support provided by full-time technical experts in the 
China GEF Office, established jointly by MOF and SEPA.

As focal point, MOF’s initial screening of projects is related primarily to the timing, 
financial and budgetary aspects. MOF usually convenes a group of experts to ad-
vise on technical feasibility, GEF eligibility and consistency with national strategies. 
SEPA, NDRC and the Ministry of Agriculture frequently participate as the lead-
ing national executing agencies for biodiversity, climate change and land degradation 
respectively. The group of experts convened to assess feasibility then evolves into a 
multi-sectoral steering committee to guide approved projects under implementation. 
Donor agencies do not generally participate, although they may be invited to specific 
meetings. NGOs do not participate.

The MOF oversight of GEF-supported activities in China includes:

• Attending GEF meetings in association with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
SEPA, etc., as well as reviewing and endorsing relevant conventions or agree-
ments on behalf of the government.

• Submitting proposed projects to the GEF Secretariat and Implementing Agen-
cies, negotiating with GEF and IAs on project issues, and endorsing project 
documents such as project concepts and grant agreements.

• Approving project implementation agreements and procurement plans with 
national project proponents and executing agencies.

• Supervising project implementation, primarily with support from SEPA or 
NDRC, addressing any disputes among project proponents, rectifying any non-
compliance with grant agreements, checking closed projects and conducting 
post-evaluation reviews.
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A China GEF Office was established jointly by MOF and SEPA in September 2000, 
“to better fulfill China’s roles and responsibilities under the international conventions 
with improved management of GEF projects” (described above). 

Finally, national GEF coordination or portfolio management is being strengthened by 
MOF’s development of multi-year (a) GEF programming framework in energy effi-
ciency and renewable energy and (b) partnership frameworks in biodiversity and land 
degradation governed by steering committees comprised of multiple ministries.

Colombia
The GEF Inter-institutional Committee was established in 1999. According to the 
inter-institutional agreement that regulates it (2000), the Committee is composed of 
the Resident Representatives of the GEF Implementing Agencies (UNDP and World 
Bank), the Director of the Colombian Agency for International Cooperation (ACCI), 
and the Coordinator of the International Cooperation Technical Group of the Min-
istry of the Environment (MMA), or their delegates. These are the voting members 
of the Committee. The International Cooperation Technical Group (also called the 
Office of International Affairs) of the Ministry of the Environment is the Operational 
Focal Point (OFP) and the Secretariat of the Committee. 

ECOFONDO, an NGO, has been identified as a potential invited member of the 
Committee when it is appointed as SGP national host institution. ECOFONDO is a 
national environment fund with 152 member organizations, all NGOs and CBOs.

The Committee makes its decisions by consensus and meets at a minimum every 
three months. Its functions are to:

• Ensure that all proposals presented to the GEF are channeled through the OFP.

• Maintain constant contact among its members with the objective of achieving 
effective cooperation in terms of information exchange within the Committee, 
the National Environmental System and potential project proponents.

• Analyze project proposals in term of national environmental policies, national 
GEF project selection criteria, GEF criteria, and the specifications of the IAs.

• Establish a Thematic Consultative Committee of Experts when necessary to 
provide technical opinions on projects.

• Suggest, recommend, and facilitate information to project proponents.

• Promote capacity-building workshops and courses about the GEF for the 
institutions that form part of the National Environmental System with the aim 
of creating the necessary national technical capacity to identify, prepare, and 
formulate projects following GEF criteria.
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Discussions with the GEF Committee and GEF stakeholders yielded the following 
observations:

• The Committee was created in response to the complexity of the GEF and the need 
to channel information about the GEF throughout the National Environmental 
System, in which the Ministry of the Environment plays a coordinating role. 

• The Committee supports the OFP and has a consultative character. Decisions 
are taken by consensus and are considered to be recommendations to the OFP 
about project approval.

• The Committee addresses the questions of the complementarity of projects and 
avoiding overlap and whether they respond to national priorities and represent 
the largest number of territorial actors and diversity of institutions.

• Committee members share an integrated vision of the portfolio which means 
that each project that is endorsed could strategically affect the performance of 
the portfolio as a whole, independent of the operational program or IA it falls 
under. It is a portfolio that is dynamic and under construction.

• The Committee regularly discusses the state of execution of the projects.

• All biodiversity project proposals have a common annex and the “Conservation 
and Sustainable Use of Biodiversity in the Andean Region” project, implement-
ed by the Alexander von Humboldt Biological Resources Research Institute 
which has national scope, serves as an umbrella for all biodiversity projects. 
This is designed to promote information exchange, especially in terms of  
defining indicators, and contributing to the National Environment System  
as a whole.

• STAP technical evaluations of project proposals have been very important  
and useful.
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Poland
The PFP is the Director of the Department for UN Social and Economic Affairs at 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, while the OFP is the EcoFund Foundation, Poland’s 
national debt-for-environment facility. A national GEF Steering Committee was for-
malized in 1998 after the focal points realized that GEF activities had become too 
complex for one or two individuals to coordinate effectively. With the PFP as conve-
ner and chair the Committee met regularly until 2002, at which point the PFP was 
changed and the frequency of meetings declined. A meeting was convened in April 
2005 to meet the visiting mission for this study.

For several years all government activities and policy debates in Poland have been 
dominated by the process of joining the European Union. As a result, attention has 
been distracted from GEF in Poland, compounded by having observed neighboring 
Slovenia graduate from World Bank support and decline any further GEF resources. 
Although new climate change projects continue to be approved, there is now consid-
erable uncertainty within Poland over the level of future GEF programming. Partly 
as a result, the considerable momentum gained by earlier national GEF coordination 
efforts through the Steering Committee has recently lapsed.

The Steering Committee members include representatives of the Ministry of Environ-
ment, the Ozone Action Centre, the National Fund for Environmental Protection 
and Water Management, the EcoFund Foundation, the Institute for Environmental 
Protection, the Institute for Sustainable Development (an NGO) and the Committee 
for EU Integration at the Ministry of Economy, plus the SGP National Coordinator. 
Donor agencies do not participate as this committee was established as an important 
instrument of national ownership and decision making.

The Steering Committee’s goals and objectives are: (1) to review projects put forward 
for GEF funding; (2) to identify priority areas for cooperation with the GEF; (3) to 
promote the GEF in Poland; (4) to monitor the implementation of GEF projects; (5) 
to assist in the preparation of project proposals; (6) to provide advice with respect 
to the Polish Government’s position to be presented at the GEF Council; (7) to 
provide advice on cooperation within the framework of the GEF constituency; (8) 
to cooperate with and support GEF representatives during their visits to Poland; (9) 
to make recommendations to the Foreign Minister to ensure timely and effective 
project implementation.
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The Steering committee members and other stakeholders emphasized these points:

• Potential projects are discussed at a strategic rather than a technical level.

• The committee’s discussions have made an important contribution to increas-
ing the transparency of public sector decision making over resource allocations 
and expenditures.

• At least one project was stopped because the committee considered that stake-
holder consultations had been inadequate.

• The committee’s activities helped lift the national environmental dialogue to 
include global issues during a period when Poland’s EU negotiations tended to 
overshadow any other considerations.

• In terms of project monitoring, some presentations were made to the committee 
on the progress of GEF projects even though ministries sometimes had to be 
persuaded to share information on “their” projects.

• An important advantage of having the Ministry of Foreign Affairs as PFP and 
committee chair has been their considerable convening power.

• Committee members consider that Poland’s experts and expertise could be used 
more by GEF and expressed considerable interest in sharing information and 
lessons with other countries in Eastern Europe and Central Asia as a national 
contribution in kind. 
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Uganda
The OFP/PFP positions are both held by the Deputy Secretary to Treasury in the Min-
istry of Finance, Planning and Economic Development (MFPED). A GEF National 
Steering Committee (NSC) was established and chaired by the then PFP in 2001, met 
quarterly until August 2004 and then once again in June 2005 to meet the visiting mis-
sion for this study. MFPED is usually a signatory on GEF project briefs and documents, 
going beyond the usual focal point role of formally endorsing project concepts.

Members of the NSC include the National Environment Management Authority, several 
government ministries, Makerere University, the National Council of Science and Tech-
nology, SGP, the GEF Implementing Agencies, one NGO and, initially, a private sector 
firm involved in a GEF project. The NSC also includes the government focal points for 
the CBD, UNFCCC and UNCCD (each of which has its own subcommittee that puts 
forward all prospective GEF ideas and projects to the NSC for consideration).

The NSC was established to help the focal point review and approve projects put for-
ward for GEF funding. Two important GEF workshops were held in 2001 as the NSC 
was launched: a review of the current GEF Portfolio and the Country Dialogue Work-
shop to sensitize stakeholders about the activities, procedures and opportunities avail-
able under GEF funding. Subsequently, annual GEF portfolio reviews have been con-
ducted by the NSC each year to monitor GEF activities, including project site visits by 
NSC members and technical briefings from the UNDP GEF Regional Coordinator.

The NSC provided a particularly active and important conduit for two-way informa-
tion flows during 2003 and 2004 when Uganda represented its 12-country constitu-
ency on the GEF Council. At this time the NSC also advised the focal point in her 
role as GEF Council member and helped to disseminate information emerging from 
GEF Council meetings to key stakeholders in Uganda. This appears to have been a 
key factor in catalyzing the NSC, with members feeling they were directly linked 
to key international processes. The NSC has been less active since the focal point 
changed and the Council membership rotated to another country.

The GEF focal point is supported by two MFPED staff, an Environmental Desk Of-
ficer (MFPED has a desk officer for each major development sector, which also has a 
development committee) and a Programme Officer in the International Aid Coordi-
nation Department. These two staff members act as a secretariat for the focal point 
and the NSC, checking consistency with national priorities before forwarding any 
GEF project concepts or proposals to the relevant convention focal point. This mir-
rors similar Govt. of Uganda coordination and project development arrangements for 
all development sectors. The Environmental Desk Officer also checks the GEF web 
site periodically, downloading and disseminating any relevant new material.

The NSC members and other stakeholders emphasized these issues:

• Having the MFPED as focal point and chair provides a high profile and strong 
convening power, leading to active participation by important actors.

• NSC was a forum for different projects to share information, best practices, and 
lessons learned.

• During the June 2005 NSC meeting the new focal point (who has numerous 
responsibilities in addition to GEF) instructed his staff to prepare a program for 
the NSC for the next 12 months, including quarterly meetings.

• Support provided by the IAs has contributed significantly to the effective func-
tioning of the NSC.

• The annual focal point budget of $8,000 has been used for the Country Programme 
Review workshops, to run the NSC and to disseminate information and reports.
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Annex 2. Comparative Tables

Table: GEF Funding 1991-2005 — Comparison of Case  
Study Countries

 Source: GEF Project Database, July 2005, http://www.gefonline.org/home.cfm. Figures include projects approved 
between 1991 and 2005 and those in the GEF pipeline.

COUNTry & 
Project tyPe SiNGLE COUNTry rEGiONaL/GLOBaL TOTaL PrOjECTS

Number US$M Number US$M Number US$M

all Countries 1600 5,081.479 397 3,058.786 1997 8,140.265

FSP 625 4,721.349 291 2,854.376 916 7,575.725

MSP 205 168.439 84 68.372 289 236.811

enabling 770 191.692 22 136.037 792 327.729

Bolivia 11 46.409 18 92.666 29 139.075

FSP 4 44.289 13 84.752 17 129.041

MSP 1 0.705 3 2.470 4 3.175

enabling 6 1.415 2 5.444 8 6.859

China 57 726.437 25 158.696 82 885.133

FSP 47 713.512 17 142.705 64 856.217

MSP 5 4.270 5 4.247 10 8.517

enabling 5 8.655 3 11.744 8 20.399

Colombia 19 77.810 17 76.947 36 154.757

FSP 8 72.070 12 71.729 20 143.799

MSP 5 4.250 4 3.218 9 7.468

enabling 6 1.490 1 2.000 7 3.490

Poland 18 70.697 9 45.393 27 116.090

FSP 8 65.127 2 30.876 10 96.003

MSP 5 4.423 4 3.074  7.497

enabling 5 1.147 3 11.444  12.591

Uganda 15 53.065 21 155.500 36 208.565

FSP 7 50.624 14 144.042 21 194.666

MSP 2 1.310 5 4.014 7 5.324

enabling 6 1.131 2 7.444 8 8.575
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Table: Comparison of GEF funding and overall ODA for  
1998, 2002, and 2003

 Sources: World Development Indicators 2005, Table 6.10 Aid Dependency,  
http://www.worldbank.org/data/databytopic/aid.html. Figures for net official development assistance or official aid  
in 1998 and in 2003.

 Human Development Report 2004, Official development assistance (ODA) received (net disbursements) Total  
(US$ millions) in 2002, http://hdr.undp.org/statistics/data/indic/indic_168_1_1.html.

 GEF Project Database, July 2005, http://www.gefonline.org/home.cfm. Figures for single country projects approved  
in 1998, in 2002, and in 2003.

COUNTry 1998 2002 2003

GeF 
US$M

oDA 
US$M

GeF as % 
of oDA

GeF
US$M

oDA 
US$M

GeF as % 
of oDA

GeF 
US$M

oDA 
US$M

GeF as % 
of oDA

Bolivia 3.464 629 0.55 0.676 681 0.1 0.705 930 0.08

China 45.590 2,456 1.86 33.787 1,476 2.23 45.244 1,325 3.41

Colombia N/A 169 N/A 0.500 441 0.11 2.142 802 0.27

Poland 0.011 876 0.001 5.691 1160 0.5 0.200 1,191 0.02

Uganda 0.125 647 0.02 0.560 638 0.09 0.130 959 0.01
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Annex 3. Stakeholders Consulted  
in Each Country

Bolivia
 Environment of the Ministry of Sustainable Development, delegated by  

Vice-Minister (OFP)

 Ivonne Cuba, Director of Negotiation and Facilitation of Disbursements,  
Vice-Ministry of Public Investment and External Financing of the Ministry  
of Finance, delegated by Vice-Minister (PFP)

 Esther Camacho, Environmental Sector Specialist, Vice-Ministry of Public 
Investment and External Financing of the Ministry of Finance

 Jorge Mariaca, Director, Biodiversity Directorate, Vice-Ministry of  
Natural Resources and 

 Mario Baudoin, Director, Ecology Institute

 Hugo Fernández, Executive Director, UNITAS

 María Esther Udaeta, Centro de Apoyo a la Gestión Sustentable del  
Agua y el Medio Ambiente

 Ninotschka Calderón de la Barca, National Chamber of Industry,  
Confederation of Private Entrepreneurs of Bolivia

 Jenny Gruenberger, Executive Director, LIDEMA

 Eduardo Forno, Director, Conservation International in Bolivia

 Máximo Liberman, National Coordinator, World Bank GEF II Project,  
SERNAP

 Liliana Gonzales, Programme Specialist, GEF portfolio, UNDP

 Alfredo Marty, Deputy Resident Representative, UNDP

 Gonzalo Calderón, Programme Manager, UNDP

 Marianela Zeballos, Senior Operations Officer, Bolivia, Ecuador, Peru,  
Venezuela, World Bank
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China
 Wang Bing, Director, International Financial Institution Division IV,  

International Department, Ministry of Finance (OFP)

 Wen Wurui, Deputy Director-General, Foreign Economic Cooperation  
Office, State Environmental Protection Administration

 Tong Yu, Director, Marine Division, State Environmental Protection  
Administration

 Wang Yexu, Senior Programme Officer, Project Management Division IV,  
Foreign Economic Cooperation Office, State Environmental Protection  
Administration

 Zhang Xiaolan, Programme Officer, Project Management Division IV,  
Foreign Economic Cooperation Officer, State Environmental Protection  
Administration

 Zhao Xinhua, Project Management Division IV, Foreign Economic  
Cooperation Office, State Environmental Protection Administration

 Xia Yingzhe, Programme Officer, China GEF Office

 Han Wenke, Deputy Director General, Energy Research Institute, National 
Development and Reform Commission

 Jiang Kejun, Director & Research Professor, Research Management &  
International Collaboration Division, Energy Research Institute, National 
Development and Reform Commission

 Liu Jingru, Assistant Research Professor, Energy Research Institute,  
National Development and Reform Commission

 Lu Wenbin, Deputy Division Chief, Energy Efficiency Division, Department  
of Environment and Resources Conservation, National Development and 
Reform Commission

 Song Dongfeng, Contract Officer, UNDP/GEF Energy Conservation and Green-
house Gas Emissions Reduction in Chinese Township & Village Enterprises

 Zheng Ge, Project Assistant, UNDP/GEF Energy Conservation and Green-
house Gas Emissions Reduction in Chinese Township & Village Enterprises

 Wang Xiwu, Senior Administrator, UNDP/GEF Energy Conservation and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction in Chinese Township & Village Enterprises

 Wang Guiling, Deputy Director, UNDP/GEF Energy Conservation and Green-
house Gas Emissions Reduction in Chinese Township & Village Enterprises

 Xu Litong, National Expert in Project Management, UNDP/GEF Energy 
Conservation and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction in Chinese Township 
& Village Enterprises

 Yang Qingwen, National expert Team Leader, Agro-biodiversity Project

 Bruce Carrad, Chief, Environment and Agriculture Unit, Asian  
Development Bank

 Niu Zhiming, Land Degradation/Environment Advisor, Asian  
Development Bank

 Khalid Malik, UN Resident Coordinator in China, UNDP

 Alessandra Tisot, Senior Deputy Resident Representative, UNDP
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China (continued)
 Yiu Chiu William Kwan, Regional Programme Coordinator, Montreal Protocol 

Unit, Energy and Environment Group, Bureau for Development Policy, UNDP

 Li Rusong, Programme Manager, UNDP

 He Ping, Programme Manager, UNDP

 Deng Yongzheng, Programme Manager, UNDP

 Judy Li, Programme Assistant, UNDP

 Liu Jin, Agriculture Specialist, The World Bank Office, Beijing

 Shao Xuemin, UNEP/GEF Coordinator, UNEP China Office

 Zhang Wenjuan, Executive Assistant, UNEP China Office
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Colombia
 Alvaro Jose Rodriguez, Head, Office of International Affairs, Ministry  

of Environment (OFP)

 Octavio Aguirre, GEF portfolio, Office of International Affairs, Ministry  
of Environment 

 Rafael Colmenares, Executive Director, ECOFONDO

 Elsa Matilde Escobar, Executive Director, Fundación Natura

 Ivan Escobar, CORMACARENA

 German Rocha, GEF NGO Focal Point, Latin America

 Daniel Fonseca, Programme Officer, GEF portfolio, UNDP

 Elena Correas, JPO, UNDP

 Juan Pablo Ruiz, Natural Resources Expert, GEF portfolio, World Bank
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Poland
 Stanislaw Sitnicki, Ecofund (OFP)

 Tomasz Chlon, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Department for UN Social  
and Economic Affairs (standing in for chair Janusz Stanczyk, Department 
Director (PFP))

 Renata Cybulska, Witkiewicz, Dept. of International Cooperation,  
Ministry of Environment

 Ryszard Purski, Department of Environmental Policy, Ministry  
of Environment

 Krzysztof Kamieniecki, Institute for Sustainable Development (NGO)

 Andrzej Weigle, National Foundation for Environmental Protection (NGO)

 Beata Ciszewska, National Foundation for Environmental Protection (NGO)

 Marek Kowalski, Towarzystwo Przyrodnicze “Bocian” (NGO)

 Janusz Kozakiewicz, Ozone Protection Unit, Industrial Chemistry  
Research Institute

 Elzbieta Martyniuk, Warsaw Agricultural University

 Tomasz Zylicz, Department of Economics, Warsaw University

 Wojciech Stepniewski, WWF Poland

 Przemyslaw Czajkowski, SGP GEF UNDP Warsaw

 Renata Filip, SGP/GEF UNDP Warsaw

 Karolina Napierlaska, GEF UNDP Warsaw

 Barbara Letachowicz, World Bank Warsaw

 Peter Johansen, World Bank Washington, DC

 Jacek Wojciechowicz, World Bank Warsaw

 Edgar Saravia, World Bank Warsaw
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Uganda
 Keith Muhakanizi, Ministry of Finance (OFP and PFP)

 Patricia Akidi, Ministry of Finance

 Robert Okudi, Ministry of Finance

 Angella Rwabutomize, Ministry of Finance

 Stephen Muwaya, Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Industry & Fisheries

 Eliphaz Baziira, Ministry of Water, Lands and Environment

 Nelson Omagor, Ministry of Works, Housing and Communications

 Mark Oceu, Ministry of Tourism

 Samson Kateregga, Ministry of Local Government

 Godfrey Ndawula, Ministry of Energy and Mineral Development

 Justin Ecaat, National Environmental Management Authority

 Paul Musamali, National Forestry Authority

 Philip Gwage, Dept. of Meteorology

 Adam Sebbit, Makerere University

 Akiiki Magezi, Dept. of Meteorology

 John Sseudawula, National Coordination to Combat Desertification

 Mary Jo Kakinda, Africa 2000 Network Uganda

 Fred Kabuye, Africa 2000 Network Uganda

 Ambrose Mugisha, Nature Uganda/Bird Life International

 Alex Muhwezi, IUCN

 Barbara Nakangu, IUCN

 Charles Owach, FAO

 Percy Misika, FAO

 Auke Lootsma, UNDP

 Wilson Kwamya, UNDP

 Jane Nimpamya, UNDP

 Rose Ssebatindira, UNDP

 Mary Muduuli, World Bank

 John Oloya, World Bank
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