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*

For multi-focal area projects, indicate agreed split 
between focal area allocations          
* IDA Burkina Faso 
** Projects that are jointly implemented by more                                                                                                                 
than one IA or ExA 
 

REQUEST FOR CEO ENDORSEMENT  
UNDER THE (SELECT TRUST FUND) 

Approved on behalf of the World Bank. This proposal has been prepared in accordance with GEF 
policies and procedures and meets the standards of the GEF Project Review Criteria for CEO 
endorsement. 
 

Steve Gorman 
IA/ExA Coordinator 

Christophe Crépin 
Project Contact Person 

Date:  July 30, 2007 Tel. and email: (202) 473-9727; 
ccrepin@worldbank.org 
 

FOR JOINT PARTNERSHIP** 
GEF PROJECT/COMPONENT ($) 

(Agency Name) (Share) (Fee)
(Agency Name) (Share) (Fee)
(Agency Name) (Share) (Fee)

GEFSEC PROJECT ID: 2911
IA/ExA PROJECT ID: P096058 
COUNTRY: Benin, Burkina Faso, Mali, Senegal, 
Togo  
PROJECT TITLE: West Africa Regional Biosafety 
Program 
GEF  IA/ExA: International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development (IBRD) 
OTHER PROJECT EXECUTING AGENCY(IES):  
DURATION: 4 years 
GEF FOCAL AREA: Biodiversity 
GEF STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES: Biodiversity focal 
area Priority 3 
GEF OPERATIONAL PROGRAM: OP#1 (Arid and 
Semi-arid Zones), OP#2 (Coastal, Marine and 
Freshwater Ecosystems), OP#13 (Conservation and 
sustainable use of biological diversity important to 
agriculture) 
COUNCIL APPROVAL DATE: May 17, 2006 
COUNCIL APPROVED AMOUNT*: $5.4 MILLION 
CEO ENDORSEMENT AMOUNT*:$5.4 MILLION 
EXPECTED AGENCY APPROVAL DATE:JULY 15, 2007 
EXPECTED SUBMISSION DATE OR MID-TERM 
REPORT: August 2009 
EXPECTED GRANT CLOSING DATE: August 30, 2011 
EXPECTED SUBMISSION DATE OF TERMINAL 
EVALUATION / PROJECT COMPLETION REPORT:
FEBRUARY 1, 2012 

FINANCING PLAN ($) 
PDF Project* 

A
B 700,000GEF 

 C
5,400,000

GEF Total 700,000 5,400,000+

Co-financing (provide details in Section d): Co-
financing) 

GEF  
IA/ExA 

0
5,100,000*

WAEMU 0
5,600,000

Governm
ent 

350,00
0

500,000

Others 0 7,700,000 
Co-financing 
Total 

350,000 18,900,000

Total 1,050,000 24,300,000
+GEF grant is supporting the 5 GEF eligible 
countries only 
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1. FINANCING  
a)  PROJECT COST (Note: figures may not add up due to rounding) 

Project 
Components/Outcomes 

GEF ($) A: Cofinancing in 5 
GEF Eligible 
countries 

B: Cofinancing in 3 
GEF non-eligible 
countries 

Total ($) 

1. Component A -- Adapt 
and disseminate regional 
methodologies to assess 
and manage risks 

1,600,000 5,100,000 700,000 7,400,000 

2. Component B -- 
Establish an Institutional, 
Legal and Regulatory 
Regional Biosafety 
Framework 

1,700,000 4,000,000 3,000,000 8,700,000 

3. Component C: 
Implement the biosafety 
frameworks and build 
capacity in IPRs 

2,100,000 4,600,000 1,500,000 8,200,000 

4. Project Management 
budget/cost – (Included 
in Component B4)* 

562,922* 1,119,578* 847,500* 2,530,000* 

Total Uses of 
Funds/project costs 

5,400,000 13,700,000 5,200,000 24,300,000 

* This item is the aggregate cost of project management and the breakdown of this aggregate amount  
is presented in the table  b) below. Please note that since the project does not have a separate project 
management component, the management costs are embedded within the costs of Component B and are 
inclusive. 
 
b) PROJECT MANAGEMENT BUDGET/COST1

Estimated 
Staff weeks 

In 5 GEF-eligible 
countries 

In 3 non- GEF-
eligible countries 

Total 

GEF Others** GEF Others** 
National coordinators 
for eight countries 
and regional 
coordination* 

2,752 212,054 
(171 
SW + 

50 SW) 

650,446 
(171 SW + 
1106 SW) 

0 517,500 
(1254 
SW) 

1,380,000 

International 
consultant*** 

90 141,210 
(47 SW) 

128,790 
(43 SW) 

0 0 270,000 

Office facilities, 
equipment, vehicles&  
communications**** 

21,858 40,642 0 37,500 100,000 

Travel*****  50,000 12,500 0 37,500 100,000 
Audits  100,000 56,250 0 93,750 250,000 
Training  0 62,500 0 37,500 100,000 
operating costs  17,800 7,200 0 15,000 40,000 
Miscalleneous  20,000 161,250 0 108,750 290,000 

562,922 1,119,578 0 847,500 2,530,000 
* Eight national coordinators (48SW x 8 coordinators x 4 years =1536), one biosafety (171 SW) specialist, one 
communication specialist (171 SW), + support personnel at the regional level (874 SW). GEF will only finance 
national coordinator expenses  (no salaries) in the five eligible countries (Guinea Bissau, Cote d’Ivoire and Niger are 
not supported), the salary of one of the two specialists (biosafety) and expenses for regional personnel (no salaries) 
** Including in-kind contributions from the eight governments, one national coordinator (part time) per country for 
1536 staff weeks 
*** Technical assistance to Steering Committee, monitoring and evaluation, and mid-term review. 

1 For all consultants hired to manage project or provide technical assistance, please attach a description in terms of their staff 
weeks, roles and functions in the project, and their position titles in the organization, such as project officer, supervisor, 
assistants or secretaries. 
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**** This includes upgrading of 2 rooms (5,000); computers and printers (20,000); internet and phone (25,000) and 
1 car plus fuel (50,000). Of this the GEF grant will support upgrading one room in the existing building (office 
refurbishing), and the office equipment for regional coordination which will include 50 percent cost for computers, 
internet, phones. Vehicles will not be purchased with GEF support. 
***** 2 operational travels per year within the WAEMU countries for the biosafety and communication specialists 
to fulfill their mandates (assistance to national coordinators, participation in supervision missions). 

 
c)  CONSULTANTS WORKING FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE COMPONENTS:

Component 
Estimated 
Staff Weeks 

 
GEF($) 

Other sources in 5 
GEF- eligible 
Countries ($) 

Other sources in 3 non 
GEF-eligible Countries

($) 

Project 
Total ($) 

Personnel 874 17,400     306,350 194,250 518,000 
Local consultants* 480 60,000     317,500 226,500 604,000 
International 
consultants* 160 111,600     249,250 219,150 580,000 

Total 1514 189,000  874,750 638,250 1,702,000 
NB:  Areas of technical assistance:  1) local: regional expertise for laboratories, regional expertise to support 
Scientific Committee setting up the procedure manual, regional communication specialist at WAEMU, assistance to 
sectorial experts meeting and statutory expert meeting (WAEMU procedure), 2) International: assistance on 
technical procedures including laboratories, expertise to adapt to international standards, IT Expertise for regional 
BCH, Expertise for Producer Organizations and Civil society pre-workshops, 3) Personnel: Support to Scientific 
Committee to draft procedure manual, support to  national coordination in participating countries. 
 

d) CO-FINANCING   

Name of Co-
financiers 
(source) 

Classification Type 
At Concept 

($) 

At Work 
Program ($) 

At CEO 
Endorsement in 
5 GEF-eligible 
Countries ($)* 

At CEO 
Endorsement in 

3 non GEF-
eligible 

Countries 
WAEMU  Implementing 

Agency. 
in cash 1,800,000 

 
1,800,000        3,475,000 2,125000 

IDA Multilateral 
Agency 

in cash 3,600,000 2,400,000        5,100,000 0

Government Government In kind 0 0           313,000 187,000 
Identified 
Financing 

Other in cash 3,600,000 6,800,000        4,812,000 2,888,000 

NGOs NGO in cash 0 500,000 0 0 
Private sector Private Sector in cash 0 5,000,000 0 0 
Total Co-financing 9,000,000** 16,500,000**       13,700,000 5,200,000 

* Reflects the final commitment amount of co-financiers and attach documents from co-financiers confirming co-
financing commitments.  
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2. RESPONSE TO REVIEWS 
a) GERMAN COUNCIL COMMENTS:

Comment: "We are of the opinion that the project aim is not primarily to support the countries to 
implement the Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety but to complement the current biotechnology 
with respect to Bt cotton activities of USAID and the private sector in West Africa which appear 
to be implemented prematurely and to secure their investments." 
 
Response: It is indeed the objective of the project to support the countries in implementing the 
Cartagena Protocol on Biosafety (CPB) and in strengthening their capacity for decision-making 
with regards to biotechnology issues. It is an important and urgent reality that activities involving 
agricultural biotechnology are already an existing dynamic in the region, with the potential for 
significant benefits but also serious harm if risks are not addressed comprehensively. The project 
therefore aims to implement a regional regulatory framework that would ensure safe handling of 
LMOs and consequent protection of biodiversity in the region. Please note that field trials will 
not be financed by the project in any way. It is not the intention of either the West African 
Economic and Monetary Union (WAEMU) or the World Bank to make or imply a judgment 
through this project as to the ultimate value of agricultural biotechnology in West Africa. Please 
see section A3 (pages 6-7) of the GEF Project Document for more information.  
 
Comment: "We are concerned about the lack of clarity about the relationship between this 
project and other ongoing efforts in the region to develop a regional biosafety system. (…) The 
project seems to be developed in the context of the USAID biotechnology support for West 
Africa as an outcome of the three USDA- and USAID-sponsored biotechnology conferences in 
Sacramento in 2003, Ouagadougou in 2004 and Bamako in 2005. It consequently deals with 
biosafety capacity building as an element of the promotion of genetically engineered crops 
linked additionally to IPR issues." 
 
Response: The “Final Draft of the Evaluation on GEF’s Support to the Cartagena Protocol on 
Biosafety,” published in 2005, states that “The GEF Strategy’s requirements for coordination and 
collaboration with other multilateral and bilateral projects is important…” The regional biosafety 
project reflects this in its Project Brief by stating it “would seek to collaborate with, and not 
duplicate, other ongoing donor-supported biosafety investments, notably those of the USAID, the 
AFD, the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Swiss Development Corporation (SDC)." 
At this time, the task team has made efforts to be aware of ongoing regional projects related to 
biosafety and to keep these donors informed of their activities. The team has met with 
representatives of these agencies, most recently on September 20 – 22, 2006 in Cotonou, Benin. 
The task team would like to emphasize that all collaboration efforts with other donor agencies 
reflect only a desire to avoid inefficiency and duplication of past efforts, and do not indicate any 
agreement with these agencies' views on LMOs or any other issue. The project does not seek to 
promote genetically engineered crops, but rather to build the capacity of the recipient countries 
to make their own decisions on these matters.  
 
Comment: "The project proposal itself mentions that funding of a regional observatory for 
modern agricultural biotechnology and the creation of a regional IPR framework is not eligible 
for GEF funding. The proposed sharing of the necessary funds between the GEF, the World 
Bank and other project partners cannot overcome this fundamental problem." 
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Response: The GEF Secretariat has confirmed that only activities that fall under the CPB are 
proposed in this project to be funded by the GEF contribution. The regional observatory provides 
countries with the capacity to implement several articles in the CPB (Articles 25 on illegal 
transboundary movement, Article 26 on socioeconomic considerations, and Article 33 on 
monitoring and reporting, among others). In consequence, the GEF Secretariat has indicated its 
belief that the observatory is eligible for GEF funding. Moreover, the inclusion of intellectual 
property rights issues as an element of the project is a result of strong country demand, and no 
GEF funds will be used to support activities in this area.  This is clearly stated in section B, page 
7, of the GEF Project Document and reflected in the GEF amounts allocated to Component C 
(see page 11).  
 
Comment: "The project document does not clarify if the respective Ministries of Environment of 
the five states have been involved in the project planning and will be involved in its execution." 
 
Response: All Ministers of the Environment have been consulted during the various preparation 
missions and have expressed support for WAEMU as the main implementing agency, which they 
view as effective and well respected. During the first preparation mission in Burkina Faso 
(September 25-30, 2005), the project team met with Mr. Laurent Sedego, the Minister of  
Environment, to debrief him on the mission and to express the project’s eagerness to involve him 
from the outset of the project.  
 
During the second preparation mission in the five GEF beneficiaries countries (January 8-26, 
2006), the team met with Mr. Issifou Okoulou-Kantchati, Minister of Environment for Togo, Mr. 
Francois Noudégbéssi, Cabinet Director of the Ministry of Environment for Benin, Mr. Laurent 
Sedego, Minister of Environment for Burkina Faso, Mr. Nancoman Kéita, Minister of 
Environment for Mali, and Mr. Mamadou Tall, Cabinet Director of the Ministry of Environment 
for Senegal. 
 
During the third preparation mission in Burkina Faso (April 1-8, 2006), the team met again with 
Mr. Laurent Sedego, Minister of Environment. 
 
During the fourth preparation mission (May 22 - June 2, 2006), held in Burkina Faso and then in 
Senegal, a workshop was organized in Dakar with the National Coordinators of the Project (the 
project also again met with Mr. Mamadou Tall, Cabinet Director of the Ministry of Environment 
of Senegal). All of the National Coordinators have been designated by the Minister of 
Environment of each country as representatives to the program.  
 
The Ministers of the Environment have been involved in subsequent preparation missions: the 
September 26-27, 2006 mission to meet with members of the scientific community, the 
November 15, 2006 mission that resulted in the Declaration of Bamako, and the November 24, 
2006 meeting with government representatives. The involvement and key role of the Ministers of 
Environment in the program was clearly demonstrated in the regional Ministers’ Bamako 
Declaration, which reaffirmed their commitment to the program.  
 
Furthermore, the Ministries will be kept active in the project by their involvement with the 
Steering Committee: eight of the twelve seats of the Committee will belong to the Ministers of 
the Environment of the WAEMU, and, as mentioned earlier, the Committee itself is headed by 
the Minister of whichever country presides over the Council of Ministers of the WAEMU. Please 
see page 13 of the GEF Project Document for more details on the roles of the Ministries of the 
Environment. 
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Comment: "According to the proposal, the project ’will drastically improve the investment 
climate in biotechnology for cash and food crops in the WAEMU area because of the reduced 
number of administrative requests from private companies.’ The private sector, whose activities 
should be regulated, approved, and maybe restricted through the results of the project, is 
envisaged as a project partner itself. Neither the Cartagena Protocol nor the current GEF 
biosafety strategy supports such an approach, which is prone to conflicts of interest."  
 
Response: The task team agrees that statements such as the above, quoted from the Project Brief, 
may be misinterpreted as implying project support for the introduction of LMOs. This is not the 
intent of the project - rather, the project aims to protect the region from possible environmental 
damage through the establishment of a regional biosafety framework. Statements such as this one 
have consequently been removed from the project documents in order to eliminate confusion 
about the project’s purposes. Additionally, in order to prevent any conflict of interests, the private 
sector will not be a part of the Steering Committee. 
 
Broad-based stakeholder participation is a fundamental aspect of this project. This includes the 
private sector among many others, which is in line with the Cartagena Protocol’s requirement to 
"cooperate in the development and/or strengthening of human resources and institutional 
capacities in biosafety… including through existing global, regional, sub-regional and national 
institutions and organizations and, as appropriate, through facilitating private sector 
involvement" (Article 22). Although the private sector is recognized as a potential stakeholder in 
the project, it is one among many, and the beneficiaries of the project are the WAEMU countries.  
 
Comment: "The delegates of African States at MOP-3 have explicitly rejected the provision of 
the draft decision on biosafety capacity building that called for support to "coordinate and 
harmonize biosafety regulatory procedures and mechanisms at the regional and subregional 
levels." African delegates and with them all Protocol member states agreed that regional 
harmonization should only cover the non-binding national biosafety frameworks. The World 
Bank proposal does not reflect this decision of MOP-3." 
 
Response: The final version of Decision BS-III/3 "invites developing country Parties and Parties 
with economies in transition… to coordinate and harmonize biosafety frameworks at the regional 
and sub-regional levels" Similarly, Decision BS-III/5 "requests… an assurance from the Global 
Environmental Facility that the introduction of the Resource Allocation Framework will not in 
any way jeopardize eligible Parties' access to funding for biosafety-related activities including 
regional activities where appropriate," and Decision BS-III/16 recalls that "a Party of transit has 
the right to regulate the transport of LMOs through its territory… and that parties may enter into 
bilateral, regional and multilateral agreements and arrangements with other Parties or non-Parties 
regarding transboundary movements of living modified organisms in accordance with Articles 
14 and 24." 
 
Moreover, in the updated Action Plan annexed to Decision BSIII/3, under Implementation, a 
series of indicative tasks - to be undertaken to implement the elements identified in the Decision 
- are identified. Among the tasks to be implemented at subregional and regional levels, paragraph 
c) includes the "establishment of mechanisms for regional and subregional coordination and 
harmonization of biosafety frameworks, where appropriate." 
 
Taken together, these statements are not understood by WAEMU countries as restricting their 
choice to harmonize their national biosafety frameworks. During pre-appraisal, the countries re-
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affirmed their commitment to an overall regional regulatory mechanism to facilitate the 
fulfillment of CPB obligations by each individual country (the three other WAEMU countries 
have also requested to participate in the regional project.) Harmonization of frameworks may be 
at different levels, including at the regulatory level, and this is a choice that rests with each 
sovereign nation. Article 14 of the Cartagena Protocol allows countries to apply multilateral 
systems to manage biosafety activities as long as they are consistent with the Protocol’s 
objectives and do not result in a lower level of protection. 

 
In addition, the important role that regional and sub-regional approaches should play in overall 
GEF country capacity building for CPB implementation is identified in the “Final Draft of the 
Evaluation on GEF’s Support to the Cartagena Protocol” and in “Elements for a Biosafety 
Strategy,” both reviewed by the GEF Council in November 2005. The latter was also welcomed 
as a basis for developing a strategy to guide the provision of GEF assistance to support the CPB, 
taking into account the comments made at the Council meeting. These documents identified the 
advantage of employing regional approaches to facilitate regional harmonization efforts and 
maximize resources. 
 
Comment: “One core element of the proposed project is the suggested harmonization of 
biosafety legislation and ultimately the centralization of GMO approvals mainly through 
activities of the West African Economic and Monetary Union. WAEMU has been chosen as 
project partner not because of its expertise in the protection of biodiversity and the environment 
or in biosafety matters but - as stated in the project proposal - because it is known for its "fast 
track adoption of compulsory harmonized regulation and sector policies". The proposal notes 
that WEAMU recently started to deal with environmental issues and is going to suggest a 
biosafety initiative. We could not find any respective documents on the WAEMU web page. 
Being aware of the growing critique of farmers' and civil society organizations with regard to the 
introduction of Bt cotton in West Africa and the respective USAID activities promoting 
biotechnology in the region, we do not feel that WAEMU is the appropriate body to deal with the 
harmonization of legal issues in the field of biosafety.” 
 
Response: Although there appears to be concern regarding the choice of WAEMU as 
implementing agency for the WARBP, the World Bank and all participating countries believe 
WAEMU is the agency best able to implement the project. The eight beneficiary countries 
decided from the outset that acting through an international body was preferable to carrying out 
the project at a national level, due to the countries’ common market, the efficiency of 
international collaboration, and the cross-country externalities that could arise from LMO 
testing. 
 
Furthermore, having WAEMU in charge of the program’s execution will not erode the 
sovereignty of each country. The decision to adopt regional regulation concerning LMOs lies 
entirely with representatives of the member states. Each state holds veto power, such that none 
will be forced to adhere to regulations it deems unnecessary or unwise, or to adopt transgenic 
crops if it has found this to be undesirable. In this sense, the adoption of LMOs is not a foregone 
conclusion, but rather a decision that rests with the WAEMU member states.  
 
Operating through a regional body, as opposed to national governments, has not led to the 
“sidestepping” of public debate. The design of the WARBP calls for local ownership through 
frequent public consultations with all stakeholders and creation of the Steering Committee. 
Already, suggestions and concerns from stakeholders have shaped the structure of the project, 
and this involvement will continue throughout its term.  
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Another concern raised about WAEMU is its alleged lack of qualifications to implement such an 
environmentally sensitive project as the WARBP; there have been claims this role should be 
assigned to a body with greater expertise in biosafety. However, WAEMU is the region’s 
strongest and most effective actor, and has the legal mandate to promote the coordination of 
agricultural and environmental policy among the states. Furthermore, WAEMU will benefit from 
the environmental expertise of the steering committee, where eight of the twelve seats will 
belong to the Ministers of the Environment.   
 

b) FRENCH COUNCIL COMMENTS 

Comment: “Some expanded aspects could be promoted to supporting species inventory and 
agricultural research program in conservation, as there are existing center for rice, sorghum, 
banana, and grapefruit.” 
 
Response: This was judged to be outside the scope and objectives of the Program, which are to 
establish and implement a Regional Biosafety Framework to enable the WAEMU member 
countries to meet their obligations under the CPB, to put in place the necessary social and 
environmental safeguards, and to protect regional biodiversity against the potential risks 
associated with the introduction of LMOs into the environment through the development of risk 
assessment and management methodologies. 

 
c) UNITED STATES COUNCIL COMMENTS 

Comment: “We are concerned about the lack of clarity about the relationship between this 
project and other ongoing efforts in the region to develop a regional biosafety system.” 
 
Response: The Program seeks to collaborate with other biosafety investments in the region in 
order to avoid redundancies between various projects. Efforts have been made to be aware of all 
ongoing projects related to biosafety and to keep potential donors informed of their activities. 
The team has met with representatives of these agencies, most recently on September 20 – 22, 
2006 in Cotonou, Benin. Again, it should be emphasized that all collaboration efforts with other 
agencies reflect only a desire to avoid inefficiency and duplication of past efforts, and do not 
indicate any agreement with these agencies' views on LMOs. 

Comment: “In addition, we seek revisions to ensure integration of national and regional level 
capacity building efforts, to address a wider range of potential impacts on biodiversity and to 
expand the scope of the proposed regional Biosafety Clearing House (BCH).” 
 
Response: Component B of the Program consists of preparing, adopting, and implementing the 
Regional Biosafety Framework (RBF), with the participation of all relevant stakeholders, in the 
eight WAEMU countries. Meanwhile, Component C of the Program is concerned with the 
implementation of the RBF at the national level (including intermediary measures up to the 
RBF’s effectiveness) and strengthening the capacity of all relevant national institutions with 
regards to the RBF. These two components, taken together, ensure the adequate integration of 
capacity building efforts on both the regional and national level. The Project also provides for the 
development of a biosafety reference laboratory with a regional dimension in Burkina Faso that 
is linked to a network of national laboratories upgraded (not funded by GEF), which also 
promotes integration of capacity building efforts both nationally and regionally. Furthermore, 
there will now be both one regional BCH and national BCHs, fully equipped and trained to 
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disseminate the regional guidelines through their websites; see page 58 of the GEF Project 
Document for more detail.    
 
In order to address and monitor a wider range of potential impacts on biodiversity, the Project’s 
global environment objective was changed to be “the presence or absence of contamination 
through gene transfer to wild species and the concentration level, and the appearance of new 
organisms or the disappearance of non-target organisms” (see the GEF Project Document, page 
8, for more detail). This was changed from the initial, tentative indicator of “satisfactory annual 
impact monitoring result studies showing that regional ecosystems/biodiversity adequately 
protected from risks associated with gene/pollen flows and invasiveness.”  
 

d) GEF SECRETARIAT 

Comment: "Please finalize the project logframe, including indicators by output and means of 
verification. Please also finalize the M&E plan, including a detailed budget. Letters of 
commitment from all co-financers should be attached." 
 
Response: For the requested project logframe and the M&E Plan, please see Annex 3 (Results 
Framework and Monitoring) on pages 48-50 of the GEF Project Document. The letters of 
commitment are attached to this document. 
 

e)  A. GEF Secretariat Review Sheet 4/27/2007 
 
Comment: “Still the logframe refers in some places to eight countries. Please correct and adapt 
the text of the project to activities to be implemented and funded in the five participating 
countries.” 

Response: The results framework is for the overall program and for the GEF and IDA financed 
project. This explains why eight countries are addressed and not only the five beneficiaries of the 
GEF grant. Footnotes have been added to the GEF Project Document (please see pages 8 and 49) 
for greater clarity. The team would like to additionally clarify that the Project is not supporting 
countries such as Niger, Cote d’Ivoire and Guinea Bissau that are not eligible under the GEF 
grant (see cover memo page 2). This has also been made absolutely clear in the two legal 
agreementsthat were included in the CEO endorsement package and in the Project document, 
and it has been done to comply with GEFSEC’s concerns. Overall it is understood that GEF will 
finance activities for the five eligible countries and WAEMU will automatically provide 
complimentary funding for the three GEF non-eligible countries, which is estimated on the basis 
of actual needs. 
 
Comment: “Still co-financing is not clear.”  
(i) Letter of support from the French Development Agency does not refer to any specific amounts 
and therefore cannot be considered as a financial commitment. Letter from WAEMU does not 
include amounts either.  
(ii) UNEP coordination cannot be considered cofinancing. 
(iii) Other identified financing is not justified; a letter from the European commission is needed. 
(iv) Contribution from Governments to support national coordinators has to be referred only to 
the amount allocated in the 5 eligible countries. 
(v) Co-financing figures in table E (Annex 5), in the cover note as well as information on page 
10 of the request for CEO endorsement, do not conform. Please correct. 
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Response:  
(i) France provides budget support to WAEMU, which is confirmed by the letter provided in the 
CEO package. This support is used by WAEMU to complement its own resources to finance the 
WAEMU budget and related work program. Activities under the Biosafety project are part of 
WAEMU work program and will be funded by the WAEMU budget to the exact amount 
indicated in the minutes of negotiation. This amount is consistent with the figure indicated in the 
financing table of the memo.  
(ii) UNEP financing is not a part of the co-financing plan.  
(iii) EU financing cannot be formally committed before March 2008, therefore the European 
Commission cannot provide a letter with a specific amount at this point. Therefore, EU financing 
is now referred as leveraged resources: it will be mobilized as a direct result of the GEF 
financing and in direct support of the programmatic framework for Biosafety, which is being 
catalyzed by the GEF. 
(iv) Regarding the contributions from governments, this is in-kind support to cover the salaries 
of national coordinators in eight countries to reflect that they will invest time in coordinating the 
program at the national level. Additional co-financing is available to cover the cost of the 
remaining non-GEF eligible countries (Guinea Bissau, Cote d’Ivoire and Niger).  
(v) The figures have been made consistent throughout the Cover Memo and the Project 
document. The co-financing total is USD 18.9million 
 
Comment: 
“Management budget: (i) National coordinators and regional personal for non-participating 
countries can not be funded by the GEF grant. 
(ii) Please justify the amount for travel, office refurbishing, office equipment and public 
relations. Please provide a breakdown of the cost under "office facilities, equipment, vehicles 
and communications. 
(iii) Audits can not be covered by the GEF grant. Please delete.” 
 
Response:
(i) The amount shown under the GEF category will only finance national coordinator expenses 
(no salaries) in the five eligible countries, the salary of one of the two specialists (biosafety) and 
expenses for regional personnel (no salaries). There is additional co-financing for the support of 
non-participating countries (as mentioned in the footnote under the respective table).   
 
(ii) The estimated amount for office facilities, equipment, vehicles and communications is USD 
100,000 for 5 years (or USD 20,000 per year). This includes upgrading of 2 rooms (5,000); 
computers and printers (USD 20,000); internet and phone (USD 25,000) and 1 car plus fuel 
(USD 50,000). Of this, the GEF grant will support upgrading one room in the existing building 
(office refurbishing), and the office equipment for regional coordination, which will include 50 
percent of cost for computers, internet, and phones. Vehicles will not be purchased with GEF 
support. Travel will entail trips within the WAEMU countries for the regional coordinator and 
the communication specialist (as mentioned in the footnote under the respective table). The total 
GEF cost for this item line has been estimated at USD 21,858.  
 
(iii) This was not the correct understanding and the appropriate amendment has been made.   
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B. REVIEW BY EXPERT FROM STAP ROSTER (IF REQUIRED)

The STAP comments received from the STAP reviewer, Dr. Lynn Frewer, have been addressed 
by the World Bank WARBP Team and are included in the GEF Project Document in Annex 16 
(pages 138 – 151). 

 

3. JUSTIFICATION FOR MAJOR CHANGES IN THE PROJECT, IF ANY2

Since work program entry the following changes have been made.  
 

a. Number of countries involved in the regional project 
 
As had been mentioned in the Executive Summary at WP entry, the remaining three countries of 
the WAEMU had expressed interest in participating in this regional project. Following pre-
appraisal (June 2006), and at the further request of the countries and of WAEMU, the three non-
GEF eligible countries were included within the project. Consequently WAEMU decided to 
finance their participation with support from sources of financing other than GEF. As a result, 
the number of countries participating in the national component (now component C, originally 
component B at WP entry) is eight instead of the initial five GEF grant beneficiary countries. 
This addition of three countries, however, does not change anything in terms of the contents and 
scope within the remaining components 1 and 2 of the project, because they are regional 
thematic components that finance regional risk assessments methodologies and a regional 
biosafety law that by nature will apply to all WAEMU countries and may be replicated at the 
ECOWAS level. Their cost and content do not depend on the number of countries involved in 
the national component (component C of the final document). Developing this regional 
dimension of the project was originally recommended by the GEFSEC, which provided guidance 
to the Bank to develop a regionalbiosafety project based on the regional framework for action 
offered by WAEMU. This change has also been officially documented in the team’s response to 
the council members' comments that were posted on the web a few days before the Cape Town 
Council meeting where the project was approved (p.23, paragraph 5) 
 

b. Change in order of components  B and C and respective costs 
 
It should be noted that the project document at the CEO stage shows a change in the order of the 
components as compared to the GEF Brief, i.e. original component B is now C and vice versa. 
This change in the order of the two components was done simply at the request of the recipient 
during pre-appraisal (it is recorded in the Aide-Memoire).  
 
In addition, there have been some changes in subcomponents between component B and C. The 
IPR subcomponent has been moved from the former component C to the current component C. 
In the former component B, the subcomponent B2 dealt with laboratory equipments. It is now in 
subcomponent A2 and this is one of the reasons why the cost of the current component A is 
higher than the former component A and why the cost of the current component C has decreased 

2 Provide justifications for any major amendments in the project, including an increase of project amount exceeding 5% from the 
amount approved by the Council.  Justification for such amendments and the project document will be circulated to the 
Council for a four-week review period.   For procedures to the approval for major amendments, refer to the Council paper:  
Project Cycle Update:  Clarification of Policies and Procedures for Project Amendment and Drops/Cancellations, 
GEF/C.24/Inf.5
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compared to the former component B. The other reason why the cost of the former component B 
(now C) has decreased is that at WP entry stage, the project was included in the baseline USD 
2.5 million of already invested funds by USAID, the private sector and UNEP in this “national 
component.” This has now been removed. 

 
c. Results framework 

 
There have only been minor evolutions, as overall the results framework remains the same. The 
PDO and GEO have not changed in focus or context since WP entry, but instead have been 
reworded and refined following discussions with both the recipient and the national coordinators. 
The outputs relating to only the national component (component C) are now reflecting eight 
countries as explained above. Significantly, the outcome and results indicators have not changed 
in substance for the five GEF eligible countries but instead have been improved to be more easily  
monitored. The only indicator that was added was the one on IPR (% of regulators) since there 
was no defined indicator for sub-component C3 at the time of WP entry. This was done at the 
request of GEFSEC. 
 
The arrangement for results monitoring has also evolved between WP entry and CEO 
endorsement. At the WP stage, the arrangements for monitoring indicators were tentative and 
pending appraisal where they would have been finalized. Thus, following the preparation 
mission in September 2006, the actual and existing arrangements in the region were better 
understood through intensive discussions with the regional coordinator and WAEMU. As a 
result, the overall results monitoring and framework were refined and now provide a more 
holistic picture.   
 
b. Financing/Costs:

The overall amount of co-financing was initially (WP entry stage) USD 14.3 million. There was 
a financing gap of USD 3.4 million - and in the brief, USD 4.6 million (by the UNEP, Swiss, 
USAID and the private sector) was included as part of the baseline and categorized as 'already 
invested'. This was corrected since then at the request of GEFSEC (UNEP) and of the US 
(USAID). However, at CEO endorsement, the co-financing total is USD 18.9 million (of which 
USD13.7 million is specifically related to the five beneficiary countries of the GEF grant under 
the national component), such that there has been an increase in the total budget for the project 
(+22%) and thus in co-financing (+32%). 
 
4. REQUIRED ATTACHMENTS 
 

a) GEF Project Document 
b) Report on the Use of Project Preparation Grant 
c) Confirmed letters of commitments from co-financiers (with English translations) 
d) Agency Notification Template on Major Project Amendment and provide details of 

the amendment, if applicable. 

 


