






UNEP Responses to the STAP review: 
 
The feedback provided by the STAP reviewer supports the network design. Risks and 
challenges referred to in paragraphs 11 and 13 of the review are well recognized and 
reflected in the project  brief.  A phased and adaptable approach towards network 
implementation has been introduced in light of risk related STAP observations. This is to 
allow for testing and evaluation of proposed services before the network would be 
gradually expanded.  
 
The following modifications have been introduced to the project brief in response to 
specific comments: 
 
Paragraph 7: Project Brief Restructuring  
 
The document has been restructured according to table content proposed by the STAP 
reviewer. This is to improve clarity and reader friendliness of the presentation.  
 
Paragraph 12: Management Challenges Arising out of Complexity 
 
A management partnership with UNOPS is proposed to address management challenges 
arising out of the complexity of the undertaking. 
 
Paragraph 14: Need for  Operations Plan  
 
It has been clarified that  in accordance with the GEF project cycle and related standard 
processing procedures a detailed network operations and business plan will be presented 
to the GEF prior to project endorsement. 
 
Paragraph 15: Emphasis on Mainstream Financing Institutions 
 
The proposed decision support facility (DSF) will be implemented in close collaboration 
with mainstream financing institutions. Risk sharing requests for alternative feasibility 
studies are to be endorsed by a mainstream financial institution before consideration by 
SANET.  
 
Paragraphs 16 and 17:  Limit Number of Focal Markets,  Partner with Existing 
Technology Transfer Institutions   
 
During phase one SANET operations will focus Integrated Natural Resource 
Management related markets. Partnerships are being explored with a wide range of 
technology transfer organizations in both developing and developed countries. Formal 
coalitions will be entered with a limited number of partner organizations that of most 
convincing baselines in terms of financing and service delivery. 
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PROJECT REVIEW SHEET 
Work Program Inclusion - UNEP Multi Focal Area 

 
Project Title: Global: Technology Transfer Networks  
Date: April 18, 2001  
 Work Program Inclusion per criteria established in 

Draft # 8 of the project review criteria 
 

Reference Paragraphs and 
Explanatory Notes: 

1. Country Ownership 
• Country Eligibility  • Efforts will be directed to investments and 

technology transfer to and within countries 
that are eligible under paragraph 9b of the 
GEF Instrument – see cover page 

• Country Drivenness Clear description of Project’s fit within: 
• National reports/communications to Conventions 
• National or sector development plans. 
• Recommendations of appropriate regional intergovernmental 

meetings or agreements. 

• Response to global demand identified by 
CBD, CCD and in corporate GEF 
assessments  

• A comprehensive review of specific 
stakeholder needs in the different GEF 
recipient regions was conducted during 
Phase I  of the UNEP/GEF partnership. 

• The proposed networking approach is 
supported by the findings of "Critical 
Choices" – "The United Nations, Networks 
and the Future of Global Governance" the 
report of the "Visioning the UN Project" to 
the UN Secretary General, which was 
released in June 2000. 

• Technology transfer is referred to in the 
conventions themselves para 3. 

• FCCC related clearinghouse activities will 
be deferred until related convention 
guidance has been received. Suggested 
responses to convention decisions will be 
presented to GEF Council for approval prior 
to implementation. 

• Endorsement • Endorsement by national operational focal points • According to procedures established under 
UNDP’s small grants program 
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 Work Program Inclusion per criteria established in 
Draft # 8 of the project review criteria 
 

Reference Paragraphs and 
Explanatory Notes: 

2. Program & Policy Conformity 
• Program Designation & 

Conformity 
Describe how project objectives are consistent with Operational 
Program objectives or operational criteria  
 

• The network will facilitate removal of 
barriers to implementation of available and 
emerging “win/win” market solutions that 
are covered by GEF Operational programs 
5, 6, 7, 10, 11 12, 13. Initial emphasis will 
be drawn on OP#12. 

• Project Design 
 
 
 

Describe: 
• Sector issues, root causes, threats, barriers etc affecting global 

environment 
• Project logical framework, including a consistent strategy, 

goals, objectives, outputs inputs/activities, measurable 
performance indicators, risks and assumptions  

• Detailed description of goals, objectives, outputs and related 
assumptions, risks and performance indicators 

• Brief description of project activities, including an explanation 
how the activities would result in project outputs. Global 
environmental benefits of the project. 

• Incremental cost estimation based on the project logical 
framework 
• Describe project outputs (and related activities & costs) 

that result in global environmental benefits 
• Describe project outputs (and related activities & costs) 

that result in global and national environmental benefits 
• Describe project outputs (and related activities & costs) 

that result in national environmental benefits 
• Describe the process used to jointly estimate incremental 

cost with in-country project partner 
• Present the incremental cost estimate. If presented as a 

range, then a brief explanation of the challenges and 
constraints and how these would be addressed by the time 
of CEO endorsement. 

 
Information barriers are described in detail in 
para 6-8 and Box one describes results of the 
review of tech transfer needs  
 
A comprehensive Logical Framework is 
presented in  Annex 2 page 35 including details 
for all parameters. 
 
Para 5 discusses digital access and developing 
country status 
 
Paras 44 to 64 describe the main activities of the 
project.  
 
 
All costs are laid out in the Project Financing 
para 87 
 
SANET will build strong baseline services and related 
operational budgets of identified partners. Partner 
budgets are expected to assure financing of recurrent 
costs. Temporary co-financing of incremental costs 
associated with the enhancement of available tools 
appears to be inevitable to enable their customization 
to GEF’s operational objectives, stakeholder needs, 
and the generation of related global benefits.  
 

• Sustainability (including 
financial sustainability) 

Describe proposed approach to address factors influencing 
sustainability, within and/or outside the project to deal with these 
factors 

Risks to Network Sustainability section para 83-
87 
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 Work Program Inclusion per criteria established in 
Draft # 8 of the project review criteria 
 

Reference Paragraphs and 
Explanatory Notes: 

factors 
• Replicability  Describe the proposed approach to replication (for e.g. dissemination of 

lessons, training workshops, information exchange, national and 
regional forum etc.) (could be within project description) 

The project is a means to replication itself. The 
business plan will be finalized and submitted 
prior to CEO endorsement. 

• Stakeholder Involvement • Describe how stakeholders have been involved in project 
development 

• Describe the approach for stakeholder involvement in further 
project development and implementation 

The project seeks to link stakeholders together. 
A series of meetings and consultations have 
resulted in the formulation presented. The 
referenced material describes the network 
reviews in detail. Stakeholder consultation 
processes are discussed in section 5.1  

• Monitoring & Evaluation • Describe how project design has incorporated lessons from similar 
projects in the past 

• Describe approach for project M&E system, based on the project 
logical framework, including the following elements: 
• Specifications of indicators for objectives and outputs, 

including alternate benchmarks, and means of measurement. 
• Outline organisational arrangement for implementing M&E 
• Indicative total cost of M&E (reflected in total project cost). 

 
 
The indicators are clearly defined in the Logical 
framework and benchmarks identified in the 
Monitoring Plan section.  Costs for monitoring 
the project during execution are included in the 
management section.  Section 5.4 discusses 
specific milestones for the initial phase and a 
mechanism to evolve the indicators for further 
phases. 
 

3. Financing 
• Financing Plan • Estimate total project cost. 

• Estimate contribution by financing partners. 
• Propose type of financing instrument 

8.375 M$ 
4.390 M$ 
GEF (Phase I 1.275, Phase II 2.710)  
Grant start up with introduction of partial fees to 
be tested. The network is expected to become 
self-sustaining over five to seven years.  

Implementing Agency Fees Propose IA fee 0.382 M$ over phase I and II 
• Cost-effectiveness • Estimate cost effectiveness, if feasible 

• Describe alternate project approaches considered and discarded 
Cost effectiveness resulting out of market 
leverage is expected to be very high. See 
paragraphs 31 to 35.   

4. Institutional Coordination & Support 
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 Work Program Inclusion per criteria established in 
Draft # 8 of the project review criteria 
 

Reference Paragraphs and 
Explanatory Notes: 

IA Coordination and Support 
• Core commitments & 

Linkages 

Describe how the proposed project is located within the IA’s 
• Country regional/global/sector programs  
• GEF activities with potential influence on the proposed project 

(design & implementation) 

Section 3.5 describes UNEP’s Niche and 
Comparative Advantage. This Global project 
building on strengths identified in the Strategic 
Partnership. Para 15-30 describe current  partner 
activities and baselines that support the project. 

• Consultation, Coordination 
and Collaboration between 
IAs, and IAs and EAs, if 
appropriate. 

• Describe how the proposed project relates to activities of other IAs 
and 4 RDBs in the country/region. 

• Describe planned/agreed coordination, collaboration between IAs 
in project implementation. 

Para 14 to 17 and 22 to 30 describe collaborative 
prospects.  
 

5. Response to Reviews  
Council Respond to Council comments at pipeline entry Circulated to Council for the Nov, 2000 Council 

meeting see para.1. 
Convention Secretariat Respond to comments from Convention Secretariat.  None received 
GEF Secretariat Respond to comments from GEFSec on draft project brief. Extensive comments received resulting further 

revisions as now incorporated. Additional 
information to be provided prior to CEO 
endorsement are noted in the text at Par 87  91. 

Other IAs and 4 RDBs  Respond to comments from other IAs, 4RDBss on draft project brief. UNDP comments received and 
considered/incorporated.  UNOPS has agreed to 
a performance contract and therefore we 
anticipate efficient management from them, Para 
18 was added in reference to SEAF (a facility 
similar to IAF at DTIE). Procedural and editorial 
suggestions have been addressed. 
World Bank comments received and addressed.  

STAP Respond to comments by STAP at work program inclusion.  
Review by expert from STAP 
Roster 

Respond to review by expert from STAP roster The positive and helpful review has been 
utilized to significant benefit. Specifically the 
brief has been restructured and consolidated 
according to the outline provided by the STAP 
roster experts. Text clarifying issues that have 
been raised by the STAP reviewer has been 
added. Focussing the initial effort to a more 
defined scope is has been discussed in para 39. 

 
 


