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TEXTUAL ASSESSMENT

1. What are the major achievements of the programme or project vis-à-vis the expected results during the year under review? To the extent possible, include an assessment of the potential impact, sustainability and contribution to capacity development.

This transboundary component of the Prespa Regional Project made significant progress despite the various challenges that continue to affect project implementation. Almost 100% of the tasks in the 2008 work plan were successfully executed. Some of the major achievements are highlighted below.
a. Transboundary (TB) Water Management
An assessment of the ‘state of play’ with regards to water management in the three littoral countries has been completed in 2008 under the coordination of the TB Component. The interim working group on transboundary water management convened in November 2008 as a side meeting at the 11th regular PPCC meeting. It discussed the outcomes of the TB Water Management assessment and discussed the ToR of the working group and agreed timelines for its formal establishment. Specific milestones have been agreed upon by the three States. The Prespa TB water mgt process at the tri-lateral level gained the attention of the pre-existing high level bilateral Greek-Albanian bilateral commission on water that resulted in the commission endorsing at its meeting that they would like to be advised by the decisions and works of the Prespa Process. This can be considered a significant impact of the GEF project in supporting the Prespa process on influencing important high level planning/ decision making processes with regards to transboundary water management. 

b. TB Monitoring System

Through MoU and parallel financing from the Society for the Protection of Prespa (SPP), the GEF project has made significant progress on steering the overall development of the Prespa Transboundary Monitoring System (TBMS). A number of technical working documents were produced and reviewed and endorsed by the tri-lateral Monitoring and Conservation Working Group (MCWG) during the preparatory phase of the TBMS development which concluded in 2008. The expert study phase has since commenced and the necessary preparations have been made to ensure that the process receives the maximum possible input/ participation from the national experts of the three Prespa States. This partnership has enabled the GEF project to capture an estimated 600,000 Euro in parallel financing for this. 
c. TB Governance

The greatest achievement on this front is was the completion of the tri-lateral assessment of the current legal and institutional arrangements with regard to the operations of the PPCC. The consultant laid out a systematic process for achieving formalised tri-lateral cooperation. However, given the current political situation in the region, the States were not completely convinced that the proposed process would achieve its objectives within the stipulated timeframes. Parallel processes are being explored and UNDP has also been requested to formally approach the States with the consultant’s proposal. The national components of the GEF project supported the organising of discussions at the national level but the current political situation (see section on issues) resulted in very slow progress on this front where State actions were concerned. However, both FYR Macedonia and Albania have submitted endorsements for the recommended approach.
d. TB Fish and Fisheries – Conservation and Management Planning

The transboundary Fish and Fisheries Management Planning Process kicked off in 2008 with the first stakeholder consultation workshop. The initial process has been outlined and work is underway in preparation for a Regional Technical Meeting scheduled for the first quarter of 2009. 
e. TB Communications

Significant progress has been made on the transboundary communication front. Apart from the completion of both the PPCC website (www.prespapark.org) and Project website (http://prespa.iwlearn.org/), a range of communication and PR material has been produced (leaflets, brochures, calendars, notebooks, pens etc). Project staff and key stakeholders have been trained on website management. The TB component also coordinated the preparations (i.e. via a concept paper) of national events to ensure that a tri-lateral common message is delivered. This included the preparations for activities like World Wetlands Day 2009. The completion of the Communications, Education and Public Awareness Strategy (CEPA) for the PPPCC was also a significant milestone achieved in 2008. This included establishing baselines for level of awareness etc and methods for monitoring effectiveness of the Strategy implementation. The TB component has also put significant effort in increasing the visibility of the PPCC through developing a branding and identity for the PPCC. 
f. TB Habitat and Species Conservation Action Planning Process

After much consultation and delayed feedback on the ToR prepared, the TB Habitat and Species Conservation and Action Planning Process was finally announced. The selection process was completed and EC minutes were submitted to the chair of the EC in early November 2008. There were concerns with regard to the minutes that the chair tried to resolve and conveyed the final decision to the EC members in February 2009. The ToR is based on a concept note that received input from the participating States and experts and outlines a systematic process for the Habitat and Species Conservation Planning Process in the Prespa Lakes Basin. 
g. Capacity building Integrated Ecosystem Management and Integrated Water Resource Management issues – through training and information exchange

The TB component coordinated on-going efforts for tri-lateral participation of stakeholders from MK and AL in a training workshop on IWRM and Integrated Lake Basin Management in Ohrid. The TB component made a special effort to ensure that the programme for this workshop was focussed on Prespa issues. The programme for the workshop and priorities were determined based on the needs identified within the project document of the GEF project and also a preliminary feedback questionnaire distributed by GWP-Med. The financing for this training was also made possible through partnership and parallel financing from GWP-Med and GEF IW-LEARN.
In addition, the TB component supported participants from Albania and FYR Macedonia in attending a training on “Stakeholder Participation in Integrated Water Resource Management (IWRM)” organised by GWP-Med and GEF IW-LEARN in Podgorica. 

h. The TB Strategic Action Planning Process

Although scheduled only to begin in year 3, the TB component initiated this process in early 2008. With a team leader and technical task team in place, work on the transboundary diagnostic analysis (TDA) and Strategic Action Planning Process for Prespa is well underway.   

i. TB Tourism 

The Project commissioned an international consultant to assess the current state of play with regards to tourism development in the Prespa Region and next steps. A tri-lateral tourism stakeholder consultation meeting was organised on 24th October 2008 which for the first time ever brought together key tourism stakeholders from all three States to talk about joint priorities for a tri-lateral tourism strategy development. The Regional Environment Center had attempted producing a regional tourism strategy for Prespa in the past (the consultant reviewed this) but this strategy was only focussed on Albania and FYR Macedonia but did not include Greece. 
General
Coordination between the management of the three project components seemed pretty challenging in the previous year (i.e. 2007). In 2008, an emphasis was placed to increase the effort to coordinate amongst three project components and the Greek side. Quarterly project staff coordination meetings were organised, chaired by the TB component with the relevant documentation prepared in advance highlighting the various project interventions that required close coordination, cost sharing etc. 

In response to the need to address the range of outstanding operational issues (highlighted in the previous APR), the ITA organised a special meeting in Feb 2008. This meeting was attended by all project staff and UNDP Programme Officers from MK and AL.  
The TB Component also completed the preparation of the Result Measurement Areas (RMAs) that will be used to constantly monitor project progress towards the broader objectives/ outcomes whilst also maintaining a close tab on the stipulated detailed indicators. The TB component updated the M&E framework and presented it at the POC meeting in March 2008. 

2. What major issues and problems are affecting the achievement of programme or project results?

External issues:

· PPCC institutional maturation process and transboundary governance – differing opinions on next steps.
The primary concern expressed by several PPCC members is that the consultancy, although sound, to a large extent proposed a process that might be very challenging given the political climate in the region. Concerns were also raised that the report did not provide any other substantial options on moving the process forward and to some extent did not comply with what was foreseen in the project document – i.e. formalising the pre-existing PPCC. The barriers on this front had been identified early in the project as political risks (See Atlas printout in Annex 1 of this report) and continue to be. The constantly evolving PPCC membership in one of the riparian States is also a cause for concern and needs to be addressed. Recommendation: The ITA will personally steer this forward in close cooperation with the PPCC and in discussion with other national and international institutions.
· Parallel financing from the Greek side still lacking. 

Transboundary activities are dependent on active participation of all parties in transboundary processes. Important transboundary activities and processes envisaged under the GEF project have already taken off and are underway. However, the project continues to face substantial challenges in ensuring active participation from the Greek side. GEF policies do not allow for the project to finance the Greek side and therefore transboundary forums often result in limited participation from the Greek side. Although there was a general commitment of co-financing and letter of commitment from the beginning, there was never a specific breakdown based on the requirements to participate in key transboundary processes. The dedicated focal point on the Greek side is also relatively junior and this situation has resulted in a substantial amount of work for Greek input being absorbed by an NGO (i.e. the SPP). Concerns have been raised by SPP that they are finding it difficult to keep up with the pace of the TB component and their resources are limited. The ITA had already realised this issue early in late 2007 and prepared an internal discussion paper (see Annex 2) for UNDP to resolve this issue. The ITA then worked with the UNDP-GEF RTA in Bratislava to follow up with the relevant Greek Ministry and follow up on this issue (including a detailed costing paper) was prepared and send to Greece. After several follow ups via email the ITA was requested at the end of 2008 to prepare another official letter to work with the RTA to prepare another official letter to the Minister for follow up on this issue. Recommendation: The ITA will continue to follow up as requested but a clear commitment is required ASAP from the Greek side. Failure to provide financial commitment to participate in all the envisaged transboundary processes could result in the collapse of all transboundary processes.
· The ITA as ‘Executive Secretary of the PPCC’ – did not officially materialise 
The trilateral PPCC had expected the ITA to formally serve as the “Executive Secretary” of the PPCC. This was stipulated in the project document (although the project document at times confuses the ITA and Exec Secretary of the PPCC as two separate positions). UNDP’s statement at the POC meeting in March 2008 (i.e. that it was not possible due to management arrangements and the much wider mandate of the PPCC compared to the GEF project) somewhat created a sense of disappointment amongst the PPCC members. The role of the ITA as the Executive Secretary of the PPCC is also within the current ToR of the ITA. UNDP however indicated that the feasibility of such arrangements will be subject to the advice from the consultant who was currently conducting the PPCC assessment. At the PPCC meeting in Nov 2008, the consultant indicated that such arrangements would not be practically possible. Despite not being able to formalise these arrangements, the ITA has been constantly working to support the works of the PPCC in close cooperation with the PPCC secretariat. This decision of UNDP supported with advise from the consultant also somewhat jeopardises the possibility of sustainability of the TB component as envisaged in the project document – i.e. where the three States are expected to commit to funding the full time position of the Executive Secretary at the end of Year 3. Recommendation: Given the uncertainty of the longer-term negotiation process and in consideration of the sustainability of this initiative, it is recommended that UNDP reconsiders the possibility of hosting the ‘Executive Secretary’ of the PPCC and details of its operational arrangements and if necessary elaboration in the ToR of the ITA. It is also recommended that additional co-financing is actively pursued (possibly from the States itself or elsewhere) at this juncture for pursuing the recommended ‘formal’ next steps for formalising the tri-lateral agreement and cooperation – i.e. the setting up of the unit as proposed by the consultant to take this process forward. 
· Insufficient engagement of the project/State focal points as a whole in large scale infrastructure projects that might potentially affect the broader conservation objectives of the tri-lateral process. 

Although not specifically stipulated in the project document as a project intervention, it is inevitable that the GEF project / participating States will need to take the initiative (i.e. adaptive management) to engage in processes that may affect the ecological integrity and conservation values of the Prespa landscape as a whole – which in turn might affect the overall goal of the project and transboundary mission of the PPCC. Despite knowledge of on-going process, there seem to be relatively limited engagement of the GEF project/ or participating States in exploring ways how the GEF project might be able to influence specific planning processes in order to mitigate potential impacts of decisions made in the processes. Section 4 below talks about some such developments as an example. 
Internal Issues:

Apart from the major external issues above, there were also a range of internal issues (both administrative and programmatic) that significantly affected the implementation of the project, not only the transboundary component but the Prespa Regional Project as a whole. Some of these have been highlighted in the past APR. The project manager/ ITA has made repeated attempts to put these issues on the table (including requesting and having several meetings with the UNDP DRR and Programme Officer) and discuss them in hope of finding some resolutions. To a lesser extent some of the issues have been addressed but there continues to be major issues that still affect the implementation of the project as a whole especially the TB component. 

In general, the issues include:

· Concerns on financing of the overall coordination of the TB component which was initially allocated for only 2.5 years, though available budgets may be able to stretch this a bit longer. The issue has been tabled several times and ITA made attempts to discuss possible financing strategies. Recommendation: UNDP and Regional Office in Bratislava to urgently address this issue in discussion with the ITA.
· Constantly evolving advice on operational policies (e.g. procurement procedures [e.g. members of the panel], ToR formats, templates of submissions of procurement plans, delivery projections, Annual Work Plans, communication protocols, possibility of revealing budget ceilings, MoU formats etc etc.) have resulted in limited human resources within the project being spent on additional administrative formalities and often repetitions. Recommendation: keep up to speed with evolving policies as there is nothing the project can do about it but to comply. 

· In the interest of ensuring that ‘rules’ are followed, the ‘safe’ approach is normally the preferred approach that we are advised to adopt although often counterproductive and extremely time consuming despite the fact that policies allow for alternative approaches. Recommendation: Given the limited human resources available within the project, alternative approaches (within policy) in dealing with a range of programmatic and administrative issues should be pursued. These are in fact even more cost-effective most of the time. 

· The need for a coordinated approach of all three components of the same project needs to be further addressed in detail. The current project management and operational arrangements (i.e. without one overall project manager/ budget manager) have resulted in a tendency for national components to independently implement work priorities within the NEX modality. It was challenging enough with different components beginning implementation at three different times in between March 2006 and April 2007. The result of this tendency to independently implement the national components compromises the assurance that the budget allocations will indeed set aside for funds to be invested at the national level based on endorsed transboundary priorities. Recommendation: TB components will continue to advise on priorities for national budget allocations through regular staff coordination meetings and sharing of budget breakdowns. National components need to be constantly reminded that budget allocations are not only based independently on ‘national needs’ but a higher priority (within our limited project budgets) should be placed on ‘National needs’ that also contribute to highest TB priorities as Prespa is a transboundary project as a whole. National components will be advised to revisit budget allocations over timeframe of the project, and share these detailed budget breakdowns with the TB component.
3. How should these issues or problems be resolved? Please explain in detail the action(s) recommended. Specify who should be responsible for such actions. Also indicate a tentative time-frame and the resources required.

Recommendations have been incorporated against each of the issues presented above. If there are no recommendation, the ITA does either does not have any idea how to resolve the issues or past attempts to resolve the issues have not met with the intended results. 

4. What new developments (if any) are likely to affect the achievement of programme or project results? What do you recommend to respond to these developments?

Construction of a University – Maharishi University (to host 2,500 students and a complex of more than 34 buildings) on a reportedly ecologically sensitive area in Albanian Prespa National Park. Information and project documentation from the Municipality of Liqenas indicate that the project has been fully endorsed. Upon queries, there seemed to be a lot of uncertainties with regard to whether EIA procedures and processes have been completed etc (i.e. discussions at the Albanian Project Board meeting). Recommendation: Considering the significance of this construction project (which no doubt is a positive contribution to the economy), I propose that the Albanian national project component along with the National focal point further engages in relevant authorities to ensure that the appropriate planning guidelines and approaches have been taken to minimise the possible impacts of this development in the transboundary Prespa Park. Ensuring appropriate landscape planning is an important component of this transboundary project. 
Increasingly challenging bilateral relations between GR and MK and hence the need for additional support from international players/ organisations. The bilateral relations between FYR Macedonia and Greece have continued to become increasingly challenging. Once again, as highlighted in the past APR, there is also a need for further engaging with regional and international multi-lateral institutions to support this process. Unfortunately, an attempt by the ITA this year to lobby for support from some international players, was foiled despite being included as an approved activity endorsed at the Project Oversight Committee (POC) meeting. 
5. What are the views of the target groups with regard to the programme or project? Please note any significant gender-based differences in those views.
At the transboundary level, the Prespa Park Coordination Committee (PPCC) functions as the multi-stakeholder forum for all project concerns. The committee has acknowledged the progress made on the project. The PPCC hopes that the project will continue to facilitate greater information exchange on issues affecting the Prespa Lakes basin and project interventions.
6. To date, what lessons (both positive and negative) can be drawn from the experience of the programme or project?
Positive: 
· Although UNDP Macedonia manages the transboundary component of the project, almost all transboundary programme related issues require consensus from all three parties. It is the spirit of positive cooperation that drives the transboundary process. UNDP has demonstrated that information sharing and facilitating input (even on selection of consultants) from all three States had resulted in greater ownership of the process amongst all.    
· The creation of the enabling environment for effective project implementation is critical. In the case of the Prespa Project, a similar operational structure should have been set up on the Greek side prior to implementation of the project. There is currently one focal point, who has relatively little experience and overwhelmed with the workload. Appropriate financing was also not fully secured from the Greek side for participation in the project’s transboundary processes. This has resulted in often a lack of participation from Greek stakeholders (i.e. if they are not funded from alternative sources) in transboundary project activities. The ITA continues to work to resolve the financing issue from the Greek side. 
· In a transboundary project of this nature (i.e. same site and not multiple sites in different countries), national interventions should be based firstly TB priority issues in parallel with national issues (in one or more countries) that are affecting the integrity of the TB site. TB processes (where tri-lateral policy is lacking) are also often based on consensus driven by international best practice or international policy. Therefore, ideally, it would have been good for the TB component to have a head start in the project and to help define the specifics of the required contributions of the national components into TB processes. Unfortunately, as the TB component progresses, tri-lateral priorities (where national action is required) are identified and agreed upon. However, since national components have had a head start, and TB processes are normally slower, national budgets may be spent on interventions which may be of national or local interest but not necessarily the highest priority contributing to the TB Prespa Park agenda or mission.      
Negative:
(In the spirit of being constructive, I always consider lessons learnt positive and not negative so I do not have any negative comments here)

7. If the programme or project has been evaluated, what is the implementation status of the recommendations made by the evaluators?

The project has not been evaluated. 
8. Do you propose any substantive revision to the programme or project document? If yes, what are they? State justification.
· In the last APR, I proposed a substantive revision because of the scheduling etc. However, the project can perhaps adapt accordingly if the rescheduling of some of the activities are approved. The only thing that needs to be revisited is current management and reporting arrangements, especially with regard to the transboundary component due to the range of challenges in project implementation and coordination.  

· Yes, for the transboundary component, there will be a need for reallocation of budgets from Outcome 3 to Outcome 4. Details have already been worked out by the ITA. Alternatively, seek approval to charge some activities foreseen under Outcome 4 to budgets in Outcome 3. 
9. Provide any other information that may further support or clarify your assessment of the programme or project. You may include annexes as you deem necessary.

(Annexes have been included at the end of this document. Reference to the respective Annexes are contained in the text above)
Programme Project Manager:

__________________________

Alvin Lopez
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	Programme/project title and

number:
	Integrated Ecosystem Management in the Prespa Lakes Basin of Albania, FYR Macedonia and Greece (0050102)
	Management arrangement:
	DEX

	Designated institution:
	UNDP
	Period covered:
	Apr – Dec 2007

	OVERALL ASSESSMENT

	The implementation of the transboundary component (TB) of the project made a significant progress towards the intended outcomes of the project. Despite the numerous challenges faced, the TB component made significant progress based on the priorities set out in the 2008 Annual Work Plan. The main aspects that the TB component focussed on was TB Water Management, tri-lateral governance and institutional issues, TB Monitoring, TB Communications, TB Conservation Planning, TB Fisheries, TDA and Development of a Prespa Strategic Action Plan and TB Tourism. On all these aspects, significant progress has been made in 2008. The development of the TB Monitoring System continues to take shape with the broadest participation of experts from the three States, whilst the TB Water Management preliminary assessment has been completed and the process of establishing a TB Water Management working group initiated. Significant work has been conducted with regard to the Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA), which is a precursor to the development of a tri-lateral Strategic Action Plan for Prespa.  
Agreeing on the way forward with regard to formalising tri-lateral cooperation between the three States seemed to be one of the most challenging aspects that the project is trying to tackle. Whilst progress on most of the TB aspects mentioned above have gained significant momentum and has been well received, the States continue to express mixed reactions on the way forward that is proposed (by the consultant) in terms of formalising TB cooperation amongst the Prespa States. Creative approaches will continue to be explored on this front.
Whilst the momentum has significantly picked up in this second year of implementation of the TB component, challenges in ensuring smooth implementation of the project remained.  These are discussed separately in the appropriate section of this report. The availability and commitment of financing from the Greek side also continues to be a key challenge to ensure sufficient Greek participation in important transboundary forums and processes.  
Significant effort has also been placed on tri-lateral communication activities. Besides a range of PR material, the TB component has also taken the lead in the establishment of the PPCC website and separately the project website amongst other things.


	FINANCIAL SUMMARY

	Source of funds


	Annual budget

($ ‘000)
	Estimated annual expenditure

($ ‘000)
	Delivery rate

(%)

	TRAC (1 and 2)
	
	
	

	TRAC 3
	
	
	

	Other: GEF

	419,250
	388,104
	92,6%

	Cost-sharing:
	
	
	

	Government
	
	
	

	Financial institution
	
	
	

	Third party
	
	
	

	Trust funds
	
	
	

	AOS (where applicable)
	
	
	

	SUMMARY OF RESULTS



	Programme support objectives

(PSOS) or immediate objectives (‘Outcomes’ in GEF proj document and ‘Activity’ in Atlas)
	Indicators
	Achievements

	
	
	a) Financial resources for IEM approach made available   b) Human resources for IEM approach c) Management tools for IEM approach d) Demonstration of IEM approach
	TDA-SAP process initiated and underway; Training on IEM/ IWRM conducted; participation of the local stakeholders at several trainings organized by GWP and GEF IW LEARN was faciliated Tri-lateral Spatial Planning discussions held; States committed human resources for participating in the TB Monitoring System development and TB Water Mgt; National components mobilised co-financing for IEM. 

	Obj 1


	Outcome 1: Stakeholders establish land and water use management basis for maintaining and restoring ecosystem health in the Prespa Lakes Basin.
	Comment: Primary responsibility of the national components of MK and AL. There is no budget for TB component under Outcome 1 and 2.  
Spatial plan (MK, GR*)/LEAP (AL) incorporate ecosystem management objectives in detail.
Water management in the Prespa basin is aligned between the 3 littoral countries, considers ecosystem health needs and follows the principles of integrated basin water management
Main sectoral laws incorporate ecosystem health objectives/priorities; strengthened regulations for water, spatial planning and environmental management at local level
Three priority streams (Ag. Germanos, Brajcino & Krani) and 1 tributary of Golema River (Leva stream) maintain environmental in-stream flow and water quality as appropriate for endemic trout (MK-GR*).
Strengthened local management of important riparian habitat of both lakes in AL, MK and GR*.
Replication: Watershed planning manual adopted as official manual by MoEPP and MoEFWM for rest of country.

	The spatial planning aspects (led by the national components) also links to the TB landscape scale conservation planning. Therefore, the TB component supported tri-lateral information exchange amongst spatial planners from all three States. TB component also encouraged MK national component to support a review of the existing Spatial planning process.
Tri-lateral water Mgt process initiated. National consultation meetings completed and tri-lateral meeting of water sectors/ experts held in Nov 2008. (See also under Outcome 4) 
(See national component reports)

(See national component reports). TB component facilitated relevant information exchange. National components to facilitate specific targets for water management based on e-flows approach. 

Main responsibility of national component. Additional action will be based on priority transboundary habitats identified in the habitat and species action planning process.

See national component reports. TB component will produce a document on the conservation landscape and also TB water mgt plan. Both are underway.


	Obj. 2


	Outcome 2: Stakeholders modify productive sector resource management practices to reduce pesticide inputs, increase habitat heterogeneity, and improve the status of target species and communities within the national sectors of the Prespa Basin.


	Comment: Primary responsibility of the national components of MK and AL. There is no budget for TB component under Outcome 1 and 2.  
Reduction in frequency and quantity of pesticides and fertilizers applied each season in the 3 countries
Reduction in the number of harmful pesticides utilized in MK-Prespa, AL and GR*
# of farmers applying integrated pest management practices in MK and AL.
Reduced costs for water, pesticide and fertilizer inputs for local farmers in MK, AL and GR*
Cost savings to specific farmers from use of fertilizer made from waste apples in MK
Transboundary cooperation and transfer of best practices in agriculture (between farmer’s associations) in AL, MK and GR*
% of wood community forest (CF) contribute to two communities’ needs for fodder and fuel wood in AL.
# hectares of forest under improved biodiversity-oriented management in MK, GR*, AL Prespa.
Eutrophying inputs (N, organic material) to Macro Prespa reduced m3 through small-scale wastewater treatment pilots.
Replication of those pilots reduces eutrophying input in two other places w/in Prespa.
Improved overall quality of life in villages with small-scale wastewater treatment.
Decline in sales of detergents containing phosphorous in Resen municipality.
Allowable fish catch linked to population size estimates in both lakes in MK, AL and GR*
Change in awareness among local people regarding the Prespa ecosystems

	Emphasis by national components. The TB component facilitated information exchange amongst agricultural producers of AL, MK and GR on best agricultural practices including opportunities for training on handling of specific equipment.
See national component reports

See national component reports

See national component reports

TB component facilitated information exchange on good agricultural practices. 

See national component reports

See national component reports. For TB component, this is linked to the TB habitat and species conservation planning process currently underway.

See national component reports. For TB component this links to TB monitoring and targets for the TB water Mgt plan. 

See national component reports

See national component report

See national component report

National capacity building activities underway whilst TB component facilitates the TB fish and Fisheries Mgt Process with stipulated targets and milestones. See also Outcome 4.

Trilateral CEPA strategy development established a baseline on the level of awareness in 2008. This will be measured again in 2009. 



	Obj. 3


	Outcome 3: Stakeholders strengthen legal and regulatory enabling environment and establish land and water use management basis for maintaining and restoring ecosystem health in the Prespa Lakes Basin
	Transboundary monitoring of important biotic and abiotic factors functioning/not functioning.  

Pilot application of the transboundary monitoring system and assessment of methods, training and capacity needs and analysis/interpretation of data. 

Presence/absence of up-to-date information on extent/condition of priority species and habitat distribution, abundance, and condition.

Number of species action plans developed and approved
Protected Area Management Effectiveness Tracking Tool (METT) score for PNP, GNP, and ENR, PPA-Greece*
ENR and PPA-GR* are/are not gazetted and boundaries are/are not clearly marked on maps or on the ground
The management authorities of ENR, PNP-AL, GNP and PPA-Greece* are fully equipped and operational to carry out basic management activities
# hectares of priority habitat for birds, fish, rare plants, and mammals under improved conservation management
Golema Reka River (MK) restored
Within the key protected areas human activities (e.g. including forestry, fishing, building) may/may not be practised in an uncontrolled and/or unsustainable way (MK, AL, GR*)

	The preparatory stage of the TB Monitoring system is now complete and the following has been achieved through expert input and endorsement of the MCWG:

Aims of the TBMS ; Geographical Scale; Significant Elements and Values to be Monitored; Stakeholders; Estimated Available Sources of Funding; Connection to EU Legislation and Policy; Guidelines on Indicators, the Institutions for Implementing the TBMS, National Resources and Trilateral Administration, Equipment, and Training.

The TBMS project also compiled a meta-database consisting of the environmental monitoring programmes active in Prespa, together with analytical description sheets for each monitoring programme or family of monitoring parameters. 

The pilot study of the TB Monitoring System is due to commence in July 2009.

TB Habitat and species conservation planning process initiated and underway. It is anticipated that preliminary information will be available by mid 2009. 
Species action planning process is part of the above. Has been initiated.

National components tracking the respective METTs. 

See national component reports

See national component reports

TB Habitat and Species Conservation Planning Process has just started

See MK national component report

See national component reports (wardening and enforcement in PAs)

	Obj 4
	Stakeholders build upon ongoing transboundary cooperation in the Prespa Basin by strengthening the transboundary coordination mechanism and piloting transboundary conservation and water management.
	PPCC is/is not a legal entity under International Law

Declaration for the Prespa Park is/is not followed by specific tri-lateral agreement

Governments commit/ do not commit to funding full time executive secretary position for Prespa Park Coordination Committee. 

Status of agreement of transboundary water management to achieve good ecological water status in the water bodies of the Prespa Park. Coordination mechanism established through regular operation of Working Group on Water Management (WGWM).

Three states agree/ disagree on transboundary habitat conservation priorities that reflect ecological management objectives for sustainable use and conservation of species and ecosystem health and agree upon specific programmes 

Inhabitants and stakeholders in the 3 countries aware/ unaware of Prespa values and informed on project activities

Robust shared database on priority ecosystem and species health parameters.
Three states agree on trans-boundary fish conservation priorities that reflect ecological management objectives for sustainable use and conservation of native species and aquatic ecosystem health and agree upon specific program of measures for cooperative fish management.  
NP and forest managers formulate transboundary management actions for priority transboundary forest biotopes [mountain meadows and rangelands of Galicica/Mali I Thate, juniper forest on Kalammas peninsula, Varnous Mountain – PPA (GR*) /Pelister PNP (MK)].
Rare waterbird conservation through transboundary protection of breeding and nesting habitats in MK, AL and GR*.
Imperial eagle nesting habitat enhanced/protected, along with other important raptor and vulture nesting habitats enhanced/protected simultaneously (e.g. Golden Eagle, or rare nocturnal species) in MK, AL and GR*.
Bat colonies protected and monitored in MK, AL and GR*
Ecological requirements for endemic trout understood and protected.
Reduction in level of threat to endemic fish posed by exotics in all 3 countries. Conservation of genetic diversity of endemic fish species in all 3 countries.

Wetland vegetation in GR *and AL and MK are managed and their habitat values enhanced

Tri-national eco-tourism management plan is/is not endorsed and promotion underway.  Network of operational Information Centres in all 3 States.

Continuing financial and institutional commitment from three littoral states (local and/or national commitments)
	The process of assessing options for transboundary institutional arrangements has been initiated and next steps have been identified. Due to the intensification of the bilateral issues between GR and FYR-MK, the proposed high-level meeting had to be postponed. The recommendations were however presented and discussed at the PPCC meeting in Nov 2008 and UNDP will need to take the lead in approaching the States. 
Process underway as part of the assessment and recommendations.

Process underway as part of the assessment and recommendations. The above assessment also concluded that the current reporting lines and responsibilities of the ITA does not prove appropriate for the ITA to also formally function as the Executive Secretary of the PPCC. Alternative PPCC institutional issues discussion and Financing issues will be part of an agenda item of the PPCC meeting on operational issues scheduled for end March 2009. 

Detailed process for achieving TB Water Mgt targets outlined and tri-lateral meeting of TB Water Managers held during PPCC meeting in Pyli, Greece. ToR for TB Water Mgt Working Group prepared and discussed with specific agreed timelines for nomination and finalising the members of the TB Water Mgt working group.
Process underway through TB Habitat and species conservation planning process.
Communications and PR material prepared and both PPCC (www.prespapark.org) and project website (http://prespa.iwlearn.org/) completed and populated to a large extent.
Part of the TB Monitoring system and linked to TB Habitat and Species Conservation Planning Process.
TB Fish and Fisheries Mgt Workshop preliminary stakeholder consultation workshop in Nov 2008 marked the beginning of this process. 

TB Management of habitats will be captured under the TB habitat and species conservation planning process. Current TB Mgt actions for priority TB biotopes still minimal. 

TB protection of breeding and nesting habitats to be captured under the TB habitat and species conservation planning process that has been initiated. 

This indicator will need to be revisited to assess its current validity if the focus is on aquatic and riparian habitats for species. If picked up under TB Forests, then perhaps still valid. 
The relevance of this indicator is also worth revisiting. The project has no specific intention given the current approach to allocate specific funding for bat colonies. Reassess validity.  
Action plan for endemic trout produced by SPP but implementation challenges and concerns have been expressed because of the way it was produced and ownership issues. The GEF project will try and address the implementation of this action plan in parallel with other action plans being developed.  

The TB fish and Fisheries Mgt Planning Process is currently addressing this. Status papers are being prepared and should be ready by April 2009.

See national component reports. TB Habitat and Species conservation planning process might also pick up on this.

First TB tourism workshop organised and process of development of a tri-lateral tourism strategy initiated.

Some commitment demonstrated at the national level. Key on-going issue is the lack of financial allocation from the GR side for active participation in TB activities and processes.

	Obj. 5


	Lessons learnt and adaptive management of project

	Effective delivery rate 

Positive evaluations
	Delivery for 2008 was 92%. 
The key beneficiaries of the transboundary component processes (the States represented by the tri-lateral Prespa Park Coordination Committee) expressed satisfaction and commended the TB component for the progress made in 2008 during the POC meeting in Nov 2008.  


	Annual output targets


	Achievement of outputs
	Proposed output targets for the next year



	Annual output targets (as entered into Atlas)

1. At least 2 transboundary information/ experience exchange forums on Prespa thematic issues (e.g. agricultural, biodiversity, fisheries, water) organised with good participation of relevant stakeholders. (Relates to Outcome 1, 2, 3 and 4)
2. Trilateral institutional assessment report finalised and recommendations for next steps endorsed and multi-lateral stakeholder forum. (Relates to Outcome 4)
3. Preparatory work for transboundary diagnostic analysis and development of Strategic Action Plan initiated – preliminary assessment of gaps completed. (Relates to Outcome 4)
4. At least two transboundary monitoring and conservation working group (MCWG) meetings held to endorse and approve the relevant phases of the development of the Prespa TB Monitoring System. (Relates to Outcome 3)
5. Transboundary Water Management Working Group established, their mandate defined and convenes at least once in 2008. (relates to Outcome 4)
6. Tri-lateral Communication, Education and Public Awareness (CEPA) (relates to outcome 4) Strategy and implementation plan including branding protocols will be completed. Budgets for implementation allocated.
7. Multi-lingual information and communication material on at least three thematic issues developed and printed. (relates to outcome 4)
8. Tri-lateral Prespa Website up and running with clear management responsibilities. (relates to outcome 4) 
9. At least one tri-lateral stakeholder meeting on tourism organised and defines strategic approach for progressing with tri-lateral tourism work. (relates to outcome 4) 
 
	Information exchange facilitated and supported by the TB component include:

a. Tri-lateral TB Fisheries Meeting. 

b. Tri-lateral Meeting on Spatial Planners as a side event during the PPCC meeting. 

c. Tri-lateral meeting of experts and representatives from the water sector during the PPCC meeting. 

d. Tri-lateral tourism workshop

e. Liaison with Albanian national component to organise a visit of agricultural producers to Resen during the Apple Harvest festival. 

f. Collaborated with GEF IW-Learn and GWP-Med and organised a workshop on IWRM and integrated Lake Basin Management with a focus on Prespa. Supported participants from Albania and FYR Macedonia. 
The PPCC tri-lateral assessment report was finalised based on comments received. It was then presented during the PPCC meeting in Nov 2009. The recommendations of the consultant met some reservations from one of the States although the reasons remain unclear. UNDP was requested to formally approach the States to proceed with next steps based on the actions recommended in the report. 
Work on the TDA has been initiated and the preparatory phase by the lead international consultant has been completed with a gap assessment report and detailed ToRs for the full team. A technical task team has been hired to support the TDA-SAP process and the inception report has been completed. 

A total of two MCWG were held in 2008 to endorse the preparatory phase A, B and C of the TBMS development. The preparatory phase (that begun in Oct 2007) is now completed and the expert study phase has begun.
The working group on transboundary water management convened in November 2008 as a side meeting at the 11th regular PPCC meeting. It discussed the outcomes of the TB Water Management assessment and discussed the ToR of the working group and agreed timelines for its formal establishment.  

The trilateral CEPA Strategy for the PPCC has been completed and budgets for implementation stipulated. The TB component has supported implementation of several priority activities – e.g. preparation of concept notes for World Wetlands Day, press releases, website updates etc.    
Thematic information material has been developed (leaflets, calendars, notebooks, pens, pocket diaries, brochures etc.) Brochures were developed on seven thematic issues in total. It was concluded that producing a single piece of information material in 4 languages simultaneously would be too cluttered. Therefore materials were produced in English and to be translated next year. 

Both the PPCC website and the UNDP-GEF project website are up and running. Whilst the GEF project website (in partnership with IW-LEARN) is being managed directly by project staff, appropriate protocols are being established for preparation/ approval of information etc. that is being uploaded onto the PPCC website. These protocols are expected to be completed by end Feb 2009. 

A trilateral tourism stakeholder workshop was organised in November 2008. A process for development of the tri-lateral tourism strategy has been outlined. 


	The TB unit will continue to facilitate opportunistic and specific information exchange forums on issues related to IEM. 
The ITA will directly discuss with UNDP and PPCC on next steps with regards to this process. The ITA recommends that several parallel processes should be explored. The ITA proposes to include this as an agenda item for the upcoming PPCC extraordinary meeting to discuss operational issues scheduled for end March 2009. The ITA will work with the secretariat (as advised by the PPCC) to prepare the relevant working documents. 

National TDA workshops are scheduled in Feb 2009 separately in AL, FYR-MK and GR.  The TDA-SAP work will continue and a draft TDA is expected to be drafted by end June 2009. Several other milestones have been identified (see detailed work plan). The SAP is expected to be drafted by end 2009 at the latest. 

The GEF project will organise 2 rounds of tri-lateral workshops where the national experts will come to provide input on the work of the leading thematic experts during the expert study phase of the TBMS development. The pilot study is expected to commence in end 2009. 
Finalise ToR and follow up with States for official nomination of members of the TB Water Mgt Working Group and convene to discuss work plan and financing plan/ strategy for key processes. 
TB component will liaise with national components on support to implementation of the CEPA strategy in accordance with priorities endorsed by the PPCC. 

Communication material will be translated and printed as appropriate.
The TB component will continue to support the operations and management of the PPCC website while the exit strategy is put in place. The TB component will also continue to manage the project website. 

Preparation of tri-lateral tourism strategy.

	
	
	Additional detailed milestones and targets have been identified in the detailed project work plan 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Annex 1: Risks and Issues (As entered into Atlas)
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Introduction

The purpose of this note is to seek further clarification in order to provide key stakeholders a better understanding with regard to utilisation of GEF funding for project activities. The discussion and issues presented in this paper is divided into two sections. The first section highlights critical issues in relation to participation of the Greek component in the transboundary project. The second section discusses a strategy for phasing out project support to the main transboundary multi-stakeholder forum of the project – the regular meetings of the Prespa Park Coordination Committee.

SECTION 1: GEF funds and Greek Participation 
A particular emphasis here is placed on the Greek side being the only component of the project that is not eligible for receipt of GEF funding and the implications of such a situation. 

The success of the transboundary component of the project in particular is reliant on equal participation of all 3 States (Albania, FYR Macedonia and Greece) to ensure that transboundary priorities as defined in the project document are achieved. 

The general rule

A general rule that GEF applies is – “GEF funds can only be provided for GEF eligible parties”. It has been made clear from the very beginning that the Greek side will not be eligible for GEF funding. 

The current situation

Without any assurance that funds for Greek participation in transboundary component have been secured, a question that remains is: How is the project expected to achieve the transboundary outcomes? A co-financing pledge (see Annex 1) by the Greek government during the development of the project illustrates several components that the Greek side has pledged to contribute. The first component refers to confirmed operational funds provided to the Greek Prespa Management body and coordination of GEF project activities on the Greek side. This co-financing pledge does not however provide details of basic funding to enable key Greek stakeholders to participate in the GEF project (e.g. travel to transboundary meetings in AL or MK etc.). More specifically, it is anticipated that Greek financial input would be required for the following activities:

1. Participation of key Greek stakeholders in transboundary meetings (e.g. project oversight committee meetings, project technical working group meetings, tri-lateral stakeholder consultation meetings, tri-lateral training forums, project work planning meetings etc.)

2. Basic funds to convene and organise national level meetings. E.g. when a transboundary assessment report requires that the Greek side organise the appropriate national level consultation and workshops if necessary to achieve consensus at the national level prior to attending the transboundary forum. 

3. Funding for the translation of documents into Greek. E.g. the Greek side does not have funds to translate relevant project related technical documentation and working documents in preparation for meetings. Can GEF funds be used for the translation of documents into Greek? 

4. Interpretation services – It is almost impossible to get a professional interpreter who speaks Macedonian-Greek here in MK or AL. The Greek side are also unable to fund a professional interpreter or designate anyone who might be able to help with the interpretation during important transboundary meetings. Apparently, the project focal point on the Greek side should be playing the role. Unfortunately, the govt of Greece has not yet appointed this person. Costs for engaging a professional interpreter from Greece is astronomical. The Greek side expects that the GEF project covers these costs? Is something like that possible?  

5. No funding to cover costs for Greek technical experts for transboundary work under the GEF project. E.g. the GEF project plans on looking at the development of a basin scale overlay of spatial plans to help with planning. Who will be responsible for providing the finance to help support the technical experts required on the Greek side – i.e. as a start to filter the key elements of the Greek Spatial plan. Can the GEF project provide support Greek experts in this situation? If there is no direct support for the Greek side, then we cannot have a transboundary output on these spatial plans. 

There are probably a lot more issues that will surface throughout the project based on the priorities defined in the project document. Transboundary fisheries issues, agricultural issues, transboundary eco-tourism, transboundary diagnostic analysis (TDA) and development of the Strategic Action Plan etc. All these transboundary outputs are dependent on active participation of the Greek stakeholders and may require national Greek consultants to undertake relevant assessments where required. Travel costs for Greek stakeholders are anticipated. And yet, there is no assured financing from the Greek side for all this. And yet, GEF funds cannot be used to support Greek participation. 

Where does that leave us?

These issues raised above are very fundamental. One cannot expect the transboundary component of the GEF project to produce any results that can be considered a ‘transboundary outcome’ without secured financing to support one important transboundary component – the Greeks. The question I raise is as fundamental as “How was it possible that the project was initiated without secured commitment of funds for the Greek component to participate in GEF transboundary activities?” In this context I would like to share a similar experience that I had in another UNDP-GEF transboundary project I was involved in. There were four countries involved but only 3 of the States were eligible for GEF financing. Therefore, to ensure that the 4th state was also able to actively participate in the transboundary activities, funding from the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs was secured. These Dutch funds enabled the 4th State to equally participate in transboundary project. The project was implemented with little financial hurdles like what we face now because the funds were secured. 

So, what next? 

The active participation of the Greek component is vital to ensure that transboundary processes are able to continue and transboundary outcomes can be achieved. A solution on securing funds for the Greek side for participation (especially in relation to the basic activities above) should be sought at the soonest. I propose the following options:

1. Issue will b tabled at the Project Oversight Committee Meeting in March to look at possible options.

2. Follow up options are assessed in discussion with Spyros Plessas (Greek MoEPPPW) – what has been secured on the Greek side? To check with Spyros and other partners on what other funds are available to support Greek participation in the TB work of the GEF project and what amount of funding can at least be put aside for this year? 

3. Supported by the ITA, senior UNDP officials should speak to the Greek Ambassador presenting an indicative budget required to be secured from the Greek side for participation in the Transboundary Component of the project. It should be made clear to them that GEF funds cannot be used to support Greek participation in the transboundary component. The Greek government should be able to pledge that those funds are secured.

There are other options but we can discuss that. In any case, it should be made clear at the upcoming POC meeting that GEF funds cannot be used directly to support Greek participation in the project. The current situation, if allowed to continue may have serious repercussions, therefore will need to be addressed urgently.

SECTION 2: Funding the regular meetings of the Prespa Park Coordination Committee

The Prespa Park, established on 2 February 2000 by the Prime Ministers of Albania, Greece and the FYR of Macedonia, has been the first transboundary ‘protected area’ in a politically sensitive region of the Balkans. 

The Prespa Park, according to the founding Declaration of 2 February 2000 has the following ultimate goals:

· The enhancement of living standards of the inhabitants of Prespa through the preservation of its natural and cultural values and the sustainable use of its resources; 

· Peace and cooperation among the three countries.

The main challenges the three States want to address through long-term cooperation are:

(a) the conservation and protection of the unique biodiversity of Prespa; 

(b) preventing or reversing the causes of habitat degradation; 

(c) exploring suitable management regimes and methods for the wise use of its water resources; 

(d) providing a model and reference point for peaceful collaboration in the wider region

With the support of the Ramsar Convention and its MedWet Initiative, the trilateral Prespa Park Coordination Committee (PPCC) was established in 2001. Members of the PPCC are the representatives of the Ministries for Environment, Mayors or the Local Municipalities, and one NGO from the three countries (with strong local involvement). MedWet/Ramsar participates as an ex officio member of the PPCC with a non-voting status. The PPCC is supported by a trilateral Secretariat, consisting of the NGOs represented in the PPCC, with a seat in the office of the Society for the Protection of Prespa in Aghios Germanos, Greece.

In the six years of its operation the PPCC convenes biannually, and has held ten regular and two extraordinary meetings. The PPCC serves as a forum for information exchange, collaboration, and coordination of joint actions and interventions in Prespa. Such joint activities have included the preparation of a Strategic Action Plan for the sustainable development of the Prespa Park, and the contribution to the development and implementation of a GEF Prespa Park project proposal. Meetings are normally held within the Prespa Basin in either one of the three States, normally on a rotational basis. The Ministry of Environment in the host country is normally responsible for organising the PPCC Meetings and sending out the letters of invitation.  Donors and partners from International and National Organisations are invited to participate in regular PPCC meetings as well. The UNDP GEF project considers regular PPCC meetings and its wider audience as an important stakeholder participation process at the transboundary level. 
Within the context of the UNDP GEF Prespa Project, the PPCC members themselves are part of the Project Oversight Committee (POC). An issue that has been discussed substantially during the PDF B Phase and early stages of the full-sized GEF project was the financing of regular PPCC meetings. The issue at hand was not so much the financing of the PPCC as part of the POC (discussed in section 1 above) but rather the financing of the wider stakeholders attending the regular PPCC meetings. There has been much confusion about what costs the UNDP GEF project is able to cover and what it cannot cover. 

A policy paper on financing regular PPCC meeting was produced by the ITA in November 2007 with an indication that more clarity on this front would be provided in early 2008. This note is a follow up to that November policy paper. 

Financing Regular PPCC Meetings during the lifetime of the GEF Project

To date, PPCC meetings have been funded by a range of different sources including financial contributions from the Ministries of Environments. However, regular PPCC Meetings normally constitute a wider range of stakeholders who are invited based on their relevance to the agenda items being discussed. These are normally also dependent on available financial resources.

The issue of the GEF Project covering the costs for regular PPCC Meetings has been discussed over the past year. The PPCC, in a closed session during its 9th Regular Meeting in Korcha produced a proposal to indicate the terms and conditions for UNDP-GEF funding regular PPCC meetings. This was produced based on requests by UNDP. This internal meeting proposed the following terms. 

1. At the next meetings of the PPCC, the countries’ representatives to be covered by the GEF project budget (travel and accommodation) will not exceed 15 persons per each country, including the PPCC and Secretariat member. Among the possible persons and stakeholders to be invited priority should be given to representatives from the protected areas, forestry, fishery and water administration.

2. Participants in possible side events to be organised during future PPCC meetings will also be included in the 15-person list.

3. Meals will be served during the meeting for all the participants. 

4. Each country would not include more than 4 drivers in its 15-person group to be covered by the project budget. 

5. For the Ramsar/ MedWet, there will be maximum of two people that will be covered by the GEF project budget (travel and accommodation) 
A number of issues remained unresolved with regard to the proposal/ decision above. It remained unclear whether this proposal above has been formally ‘accepted’ by UNDP as it was not part of the decisions at this meeting and there was no formal acceptance of this proposal by UNDP despite being reportedly communicated to UNDP. This led to an assumption by the PPCC that the proposal was generally acceptable. It should also be noted that the above decision/ proposal was made without an assessment of actual financial resources available within the UNDP GEF project. 
The UNDP-GEF Project regards the wider stakeholder participation in regular PPCC meetings as a means to promote greater ownership of the initiative. If finances were available, the project would like to continue to support these important trilateral meetings. It should be noted however that the GEF approach is to fund the ‘incremental costs’ to complement the contribution of the relevant States and other actors in this initiative. GEF uses this approach to ensure that there is commitment, ownership and most of all an effort towards ensuring sustainability of this tri-lateral initiative, including commitment from the States to organise its regular meetings. This then relates to the legal status of the current tri-lateral body and the challenges the participating States have in committing finances. This is currently subject to a separate assessment. 

Change, however, is not expected to happen ‘overnight’. It therefore makes little sense for the UNDP GEF project to commit to financing total costs of regular PPCC meetings throughout the lifetime of this project of limited duration based on the PPCC proposal above. It might defeat the whole purpose of promoting sustainability or working towards it. The preferred approach for the UNDP GEF project would be to eventually phase out the financial support for regular PPCC meetings during the lifetime of the project as the participating States increase their financial contribution and demonstrate their commitment to this transboundary initiative. That is an important indicator of project intervention success. This approach of GEF financial contribution therefore cannot be compared to financial contributions from other donors that might provide ‘one-off’ funding support without much question. 
The GEF Project document also does not specifically indicate that the UNDP GEF project would commit to funding the wider participation of stakeholders in the regular PPCC Meetings. There is also no specific budget item dedicated to funding this. However, funds to cover regular PPCC meetings will probably come out of budgets allocated to ‘Outcome 4’ with reference to the project document. There are a range of other outputs to be delivered under Outcome 4. Therefore, committing to completely financing PPCC meetings throughout the course of the project might jeopardise these other outputs. A proposal for financing these meetings is presented below. This proposal incorporates a formula for ‘phasing out’ project support for regular PPCC meetings throughout the lifetime of the project in consultation with PPCC members. Appropriate milestones for trilateral commitment will have to be agreed upon during this process.

Interim Proposal for financing future PPCC Meetings

Given the importance of regular PPCC meetings as a forum for transboundary stakeholder participation processes, the UNDP GEF project proposes the following formula and conditions to fund these regular PPCC meetings. 

1. Total support for regular PPCC meetings will not exceed US$15,000.00 for the year 2008 (beginning from the 11th Regular PPCC meeting). The intention is for a gradual reduction of the total amount of GEF funds made available to support this regular PPCC meetings annually for the reasons mentioned above. This will be reviewed on an annual basis when allocations are made.   As a general rule of thumb, the project proposes a 10% reduction for the second year. 

2. The responsible party organising these regular PPCC meetings will discuss in advance with UNDP and agree on the participants to be supported using the GEF funds. UNDP will directly liaise with the participants and cover the costs for the eligible participants in addition to the eligible PPCC and secretariat members. The GEF funds will be used to complement the funds that the PPCC has raised for the organising of regular meetings. 

3. GEF funds will only be used to support the relevant stakeholders directly linked to the GEF Prespa project priorities and issues.

4. UNDP will review the need for additional funding requests on a case by case basis inconsideration of the high costs that are normally associated with simultaneous interpretation.

5. The PPCC as part of the Project Oversight Committee of the GEF project (in line with its responsibilities in the ToR) will make all effort to secure additional financial support from the respective States to support organising of regular transboundary PPCC meetings.  

With regard to the wider stakeholder participation, the Chair of the PPCC is expected to provide UNDP with the proposal with an indicative budget for the participants expecting sponsorship from GEF funds prior to the meeting for approval. Co-financing will need to be sought to cover costs of items that may not be acceptable by UNDP and this should be presented in the proposal submitted.

The phasing out strategy/ formula (i.e. the reduction in financial support on an annual basis) will take into consideration the progress made on the evolution of the PPCC into a formal tri-lateral institution that is envisaged as part of the GEF project. What is most important is for the GEF project to play a critical role in facilitating a more sustainable approach in financing regular PPCC meetings and not just an avenue for ‘assured’ finance throughout the lifetime of the project.
The Project Oversight Committee will be urged to consider this proposal and endorse the approach being proposed.  

� The UNDP Programme Officer emphasized that the issues highlighted here are the personal views of the ITA and that the mid-term review should be assessing all the issues and providing recommendations. It should also be noted that the ITA has not been invited nor engaged to be involved in the discussions in relation to the preparation of the MTR and would like to provide contribution to the MTR as per conditions stated before. 
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