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INTRODUCTION

The GEF Evaluation Office (GEF EO), upon the request of the GEF Council, is currently
undertaking an impact evaluation of GEF interventions in the South China Sea (SCS) and
its adjacent areas. The evaluation seeks to assess the extent to which GEF support has led
to, or is likely to lead to, changes in policy, technology, management practices, and other
behaviors that will address the priority transboundary environmental concerns that affect
the benefits provided by this large marine ecosystem to the region.

As part of the GEFEQO’s aim to make stakeholder participation an essential component of
the evaluation process, a Reference Group was established consisting of the GEF Focal
Points from the countries bordering the South China Sea, representatives from the GEF
implementing agencies, key staff involved in the execution of GEF projects in the region,
and representatives from regional organizations. The first Reference Group meeting took
place in September 2010. It sought comments and suggestions of the stakeholders on the
proposed approach to evaluation and identified mechanisms to make the evaluation more
relevant to stakeholders.

This second Reference Group meeting was convened to present and discuss the
evaluation’s preliminary findings with the Group. The meeting was attended by 34
representatives from the GEF agencies, key management staff of GEF projects, national
and local governments, relevant regional organizations, the private sector, as well as non-
GEF stakeholders, and 11 participants representing the GEF EO and the South China Sea
Impact Evaluation Team (see list of participants in Annex 1). Presentations on the
findings were presented by the Evaluation Team, and the meeting chaired by the Director
of the GEF EO. This Reference Group meeting was made earlier than usual in the
evaluation process to allow stakeholders to provide inputs to the work in progress, rather
than just giving comments on the finished product. The meeting was able to identify
several gaps in the evaluation, as well as highlight the issues that are relevant to the
countries.

Preliminary evaluation findings

The preliminary findings show that GEF deals with proximate causes of environmental
stress rather than social and economic drivers. Its strategy is to support initiatives that
have already proven to be successful, with the aim of expanding them through
replication/ up-scaling/ mainstreaming, and also to sustain the momentum that has been
started by previous actors. GEF often operates by building on others’ work, bringing
attention to initiatives, and supporting agents to champion responses to environmental
transboundary concerns. By doing so it is able to speed up the process for achievement of
impacts. In the SCS, the GEF mainly addresses environmental concerns related to habitat
destruction, resource over-exploitation, pollution, and regional governance. The
evaluation also identified four prominent approaches that GEF uses to support countries
to address these transboundary environmental issues: 1) marine protected areas (MPAS)
and, more recently, fish refugia, which have a habitat/ecosystem focus, 2) integrated
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coastal management (ICM), which focuses on building governance systems and
institutions that can take on both present and future environmental concerns to be
addressed at the site, 3) investments to promote and facilitate adoption of technologies
that address specific stresses, and 4) support for regional mechanisms and processes
involving two or more countries to set and implement joint action agendas.

A major gap found by the evaluation is that after nearly 20 years of GEF support, better
information is still needed due to inadequate M & E practices, particularly in relation to
environmental status and environmental stress reduction. Data is being gathered in some
places, but it is not being analyzed, and often the indicators are not sufficient.

The larger challenges are related to implementation, compliance and enforcement.

Summary of Reference Group recommendations
The key concerns and suggestions raised during the meeting are as follows:

e draft comparable case studies--if case studies do not address and analyze issues in
a consistent manner, comparisons across countries and generalization at the
regional level will not be possible;

e present evidence and data, and properly reflect the perspectives of the various
stakeholders when appropriate;

e address the mechanisms by which GEF support seeks to bring about impact, and
identify lessons of what works and what does not work;

e give more attention to stress reduction and impact, as presentations seemed to
concentrate on performance and assessment of outcomes;

¢ include the measurement of stress reduction and impact, and when possible, the
use of counterfactuals; and

e address gaps and weaknesses of GEF support--presentations presented little
information on gaps or weaknesses of GEF support.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND DISCUSSION

Following is a summary of the comments and discussions during the meeting. This
summary is organized in three main areas: reflecting the three major themes that emerged
in the discussions: 1) methodological concerns, 2) comments on specific topics of the
evaluation, and 3) constraints beyond the evaluation.

Methodological concerns

A participant asked how demonstrations were defined and selected. The Evaluation Team
defined “demonstration” as a cluster of activities within the same geographical area that
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are expected to lead to stress reduction. The activities were selected based on their having
an estimated GEF budget of at least US$ 100,000. The Team also indicated that the
demonstration sites were identified based on what was stated in project documents (pre-
implementation), rather than based on the results of project implementation. The
identified demonstration sites were then randomly sampled within the countries for which
case studies were done.

A concern was raised on what the implications might be on the evaluation’s credibility
given that 3 of the 7 GEF-eligible countries in the region—Cambodia, Indonesia,
Malaysia—do not have in-depth case studies done on them. The Team explained that two
factors limited the number of selected countries to 4: 1) the amount of funding received
by the countries, i.e., where GEF is most engaged is presumably where it has had the
greatest influence on national governance and stress reduction processes, and 2) logistical
constraints, which would make the cost of the evaluation too high if case studies were to
be done for all countries. However, although no case studies have been conducted on the
3 countries, the Team has conducted in-depth interviews with key people from these
countries, and continues to do so. Cambodia was also visited by the team after the
meeting in Bangkok. Findings from these interviews will contribute to the over-all
findings on the impact of GEF support in the region.

Participants noted that because of the differences in the approaches used by the GEFEO
consultants in presenting the country case studies, it is difficult to make comparisons and
generalizations about the impact of GEF support across the countries. The Team assured
the participants that the structure of the final case studies will be harmonized to allow
comparisons. The Team also indicated that evaluators were using standardized forms to
collect information for sampled demonstration sites.

Some participants raised the concern that the analysis of relationships among actors does
not adequately address the intensity of the relationships and the sectoral dimension (i.e.
fisheries, pollution, etc.). The question was raised on what a “link” between two actors
implied, whether this was only on paper or whether they had a real working relationship.
It was suggested that the comparative roles of GEF/PEMSEA and the other regional
actors not be quantified, and instead merely described. The Team agreed that due to the
limitations in the information sources, the results of the analysis merely indicate which
actors are actively engaged in which types of regional work, and are not to be interpreted
to mean that one actor is more important than all the others. When presenting the network
analysis in the evaluation report, the concerns raised by the participants will be taken into
account, drawing further on information obtained from questionnaires sent to 26 regional
stakeholders, where they identify their main collaborating agencies and the nature of their
collaboration.




GEF Evaluation Office

The inclusion of climate change impacts and mitigation activities in the South China Sea
was pointed out as something that may need to be part of the scenario-building model.
The Team acknowledged that this was considered, but eventually not included, as the
model focuses only on more immediate pressures, and climate change is a pressure
underlying all the others.

A scenario with GEF influencing policy responses was suggested to be made part of the
analysis. In addition to business-as-usual and worst-case scenarios, the exercise should
also present a positive scenario along with the measures and responses that will be
required to accomplish that state. One participant informed the group that the proposed
scenario of the environmental system flipping is already happening, but many of the
national responses are not able to respond to the larger drivers, such as markets. He
suggested available sources for ecosystem-level data that could be used, and offered
assistance in refining the model.

Comments on specific topics of the evaluation

A few participants observed that despite its importance in the region, fisheries has not
received adequate attention in the preliminary findings. The Team noted that GEF has
provided less support to the SCS fisheries. It was also noted that this is related to the
highly transboundary nature of fisheries, which has made countries reluctant to
participate in regional initiatives requiring their cooperation.

A question was raised on whether any trends have been seen as a result of replication.
The Team replied that examples for stress reduction and replication have been observed,
but found few cases in which reliable data on stress reduction was available. For
example, for pollution reduction, it is not clear whether reported numbers refer to actual
volume of waste treated or to the installed plant capacity. This is a concern because
there are instances where plants are built but not operational due to the high costs of
running them.

The importance of looking at GEF’s contribution to regional governance processes was
raised several times during the meeting. Participants emphasized that the impact of GEF
initiatives--such as conflict resolution and trust-building through the sharing of data
among countries--should be given attention by the evaluation, as GEF has made a
significant contribution in this area along with similar initiatives (e.g. the South China
Sea Informal Working Group funded by CIDA). The point was also made that GEF’s
contribution to governance is not only at the regional level but also within countries,
through the coordination of different ministries.
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Some participants felt that GEF’s role in enhancing the engagement of NGOs and the
private sector, especially in China and Thailand, should be examined more closely. Other
important areas of GEF support mentioned are public awareness, education, law
enforcement, the introduction of new technology, and capacity-building in general.

Several participants suggested giving more attention to the mechanisms that enable GEF
to have impact in the context of specific examples. This will also allow the evaluation to
illustrate the value-added of GEF support, such as in the case of PEMSEA, where GEF
funding has allowed it to transition into a legal entity from being a project.

One concern that arose repeatedly was the need to include instances not only of successes
but also of failures, i.e. which demonstration sites and/or approaches have not been
effective and why. It was suggested that the evaluation report could include a gap
analysis, as well as an assessment of the sustainability of GEF projects.

Participants emphasized how the evaluation and GEF interventions provide the space to
identify lessons that can be used for designing future initiatives and for planning their
next GEF engagement.

It was pointed out that GEF’s approach is to initiate dialogue in sites that have already
been selected by countries and other organizations as priority areas for GEF support. The
measure of success then is how well GEF has linked up with these previous initiatives
and carried them further towards achieving impact. Progress towards impact, however,
must be assessed differently for different sites according to each country’s political and
social context.

Another likely indicator for impact is the countries’ budget allocation to support the
approaches and mechanisms that GEF has introduced, as the countries’ commitment to
implement these approaches will indicate the sustainability of GEF interventions.

An important point was made on how GEF initiatives need to be assessed in relation to
the scale of the nature of the impact that they are trying to achieve. This will have a
bearing on the resources made available for the initiative, and the scale of the time lags in
system responses.

Constraints beyond the evaluation

All participants agreed that it is difficult to quantify GEF impact in terms of stress
reduction when no monitoring systems are in place. Different reasons for the difficulty in
obtaining monitoring data were put forward, such as that information sources are difficult
to get to, reliability is uncertain due to the different data collection methods being used

5




GEF Evaluation Office

even within countries, and standard technology is not available, particularly for
wastewater treatment monitoring. Although national data may be available, this usually
provides only assessment data and not long-term monitoring data; where long-term data
exists, no analysis is being done for its use for management purposes.

It was agreed that since GEF projects are operational only for a short duration, more
attention should be given to establishing long term M&E activities that will continue after
project completion. Usually, scientific institutions or governments have the mandate to
undertake long-term monitoring. GEF should consider supporting institutions already
focusing on relevant M&E activities. One example is the Oceanographic Institute in
Vietnam, which has collected time-series data in the country’s major marine protected
areas. In relation to this, it was suggested that the evaluation could assess the progress of
the institutionalization of M&E in the countries.

The absence of regional legal arrangements was mentioned as an important contextual
consideration. One participant pointed out that even within the ASEAN, three
conventions that have been proposed were not signed by all member countries. This may
be due to a reluctance of countries to “punish” their fellow members in the event that
violations are committed.

One country delegate in particular, indicated that the reason for the lack of participation
in GEF projects is that the country’s priorities for regional seas are different from the
priorities of the GEF IW focal area. The evaluation can help by showing government
leaders what benefits the countries can gain by participating in GEF IW initiatives.
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ANNEX 1: LIST OF PARTICIPANTS OF THE 2"° REFERENCE

GROUP MEETING FOR THE GEF IMPACT EVALUATION OF THE

SOUTH CHINA SEA

Name Affiliation Contact information Type of Geographical
Institution Scope
Represented
LONG Rithirak Cambodia — Technical | longrithirak@yahoo.com National Cambodia
Affairs, Ministry of government
Environment
LIANG Fengkui | China - International | fkliang@soa.gov.cn National China
Department, State government
Oceanic
Administration of
China
Nidchakarn Chonburi ICM Site none Local government | Chonburi
Thimkrajang province
Nisakorn Chonburi ICM Site nisakorn_w@hotmail.com Local government | Chonburi
Wiwekwin province
Chris O’BRIEN FAO RAP chris.obrien@boblme.org Intergovernmenta | Region
| organization
Simon FUNGE- | FAO RAP simon.fungesmith@fao.org Intergovernmenta | Region
SMITH | organization
Arie Indonesia - GEF gefsecindonesia@gmail.com National Indonesia
DJOEKARDI Secretariat government
Hashim DAUD Malaysia — hd@doe.gov.my National Malaysia
Department of government
Environment
Thamasak Marine Biodiversity thamasakyemin@yahoo.com | Academe/ Thailand
Yeemin Research Group — Research
Ramkhamhaeng
University
Declan Oil Spill Response declanodriscoll@oilspillrespo | Private sector Region
O'DRISCOLL Limited nse.com
Stephen Adrian | PEMSEA saross@pemsea.org GEF project Region
ROSS
Analiza TEH Philippines — tehanna08@gmail.com, National Philippines
Department of analiza@denr.gov.ph government

Environment and
Natural Resources,
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Foreign-Assisted
Projects Office

Bundit SEAFDEC bundit@seafdec.org Intergovernmenta | Region
CHOKESANGUA | organization
N
Magnus SEAFDEC magnus@seafdec.org Intergovernmenta | Region
TORELL | organization
Amares Thailand — none National Thailand
Wannawan Department of government

Marine and Coastal

Resources
Saowalak Thailand — Foreign saowiny@yahoo.com National Thailand
Winyoonantak | Relations Office, government
ul Department of

Marine and Coastal

Resources
Chote TRACHU | Thailand — GEF Focal | chote.t@mnre.mail.go.th National Thailand

Point government
Chuthamat Thailand - Marine Thailand
RATTIKANSUKH | Environment Division National
A rchuthamat@yahoo.co.uk government
Surasak Thailand — Ministry of | surasaksuparat@hotmail.com | National Thailand
SUPARAT Foreign Affairs, government

Department of

International

Organizations
Ithikorn Thailand — Ministry of | none National Thailand
Tritasavit Foreign Affairs, government

Department of

International

Organizations (GEF)
Poontaree Thailand — Office of none National Thailand
Chuanchuen International government

Cooperation on

Natural Resources

and Environment
Witaitak Thailand — Office of none National Thailand
Suraphruk International government

Cooperation on

Natural Resources

and Environment
Aree Wattana Thailand — Office of none National Thailand
Tummakird Natural Resources government

and Environmental
Policy and Planning
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Dhana Thailand — Planning dyingcharoen@hotmail.com National Thailand
Yingcharoen Division, Department government
of Marine and
Coastal Resources
Kwanruen UNDP — CTI IW:Learn | kwanruen.seubam@undp.org | GEF project Region
SEUB-AM
Ellik ADLER UNEP COBSEA ellik.adler@unep.org Intergovernmenta | Region
| organization
Ampai UNEP ROAP ampai.harakunarak@unep.or | Intergovernmenta | Region
HARAKUNARAK g | organization
Gil JACINTO UP Marine Science gili@upmsi.ph Academe / Philippines /
Institute/ Coastal Research Region
Management Center
Rene ACOSTA USAID racosta@usaid.gov Bilateral donor Region
NGUYEN Chu Vietnam — nchoi52@gmail.com, National Vietnam
Hoi Administration of nchoi@monre.gov.vn, government
Seas and Islands vasihoi@yahoo.com.vn
Jiang Ru World Bank HQ jru@worldbank.org Multilateral donor | Region
NGUYEN Van WWF Greater San.nguyenvan@wwfgreater | NGO Vietnam
San Mekong Vietnam mekong.org
Programme
Phansiri WWEF Thailand Pwinichagoon@wwwfgreater | NGO Thailand
WINICHAGOON mekong.org
Yihang JIANG YSLME yihang@yslme.org GEF project Region
NAME POSITION EMAIL
Rob VAN DEN Director rvandenberg@thgef.org
BERG

Aaron ZAZUETA

Team Leader

Senior Evaluation Officer / Evaluation

azazueta@thegef.org

Neeraj NEGI

Evaluation Officer

Nnegil@thegef.org

Jeneen GARCIA

Consultant / Evaluation Analyst

Jgarcia2@thegef.org

Evelyn

CHIHUGUYU

Program Assistant

echihuguyu@thegef.org

Meryl WILLIAMS

GEF-Scientific & Technical Advisory
Panel / Technical Advisory Group

meryljwilliams@gmail.com
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Annadel Consultant Annadel.cabanban@gmail.co
CABANBAN m

VO Si Tuan Consultant vosituan@gmail.com

Derek STAPLES Consultant derekstap@gmail.com

XU Xiangmin Consultant Xuxiangmin58@163.com
Edgardo GOMEZ | Technical Advisory Group edgomezph@yahoo.com
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ANNEX 2: AGENDA OF THE 2ND REFERENCE GROUP MEETING
FOR THE GEF IMPACT EVALUATION OF THE SOUTH CHINA SEA

9:00

9:30

10:00

11:00
11:20

12:20

1:00 PM
2:00

3:00
3:30

4:00

5:15

5:30

Introduction, presentation of participants and review of proposed agenda
Rob van den Berg, Chair

Evaluation objectives, progress and components

Aaron Zazueta, Evaluation Team Leader

Presentation and discussion of Demonstrations and Country Case Studies
(Philippines & Vietnam)

Neeraj Negi, Annadel Cabanban, Vo Si Tuan
Coffee Break

Continuation of presentation and discussion of Country Case Studies (China
&Thailand)

Xu Xiangmin, Derek Staples

Presentation and discussion of Regional Thematic Assessments (Governance)
Derek Staples, Jeneen Garcia

Lunch

Presentation and discussion of Regional Thematic Assessments (Stress
Reduction)

Vo Si Tuan, Jeneen Garcia, Neeraj Negi
Coffee Break

Presentation and discussion of Regional Thematic Assessments (Large System
Trends & Scenarios)

Branka Valcic

Summary of findings and discussion
Aaron Zazueta, Evaluation Team Leader
Closing remarks

Rob van den Berg, Chair

End of meeting
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