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Second Steering Committee Meeting

Lebanon Recovery Fund

First session: Monday, 30 April 2007; and

Second Session: Monday, 7 May 2007

Grand Sérail – Al Diwanieh

Present at the Meeting:

· Chairman: Minister of Economy and Trade;
   H.E. Minister Sami Haddad

· Members: 

· Ministry of Finance;
  H.E. Minister Jihad Azour
· Head of the Recovery and Reconstruction Cell- Prime Minister’s Office;
   Mr. Ghassan Taher, Advisor to Prime Minister
· United Nations Resident Coordinator;
  
  H.E. Dr.. Mona Hammam
· Representative of the EU delegation (only fore the second session);
   
 Mr. Yussi Narvi; Consultant, Head of Operations Section
· Representative of Sweden (only for the second session);

   
 H.E. Mrs. Catharina Kipp, Ambassador
· Representative of Spain;

  
 Mr. Jesus Santos, Deputy Head of Mission

· Representative of Kuwait (only for the first session); 

 Mr. Tarek El Hamad, Chargé d’Affaires
· Representative of U.A.E (only for the second session);

 Mr.Mohamad Sultan el Soueidy, 
****************************

Proposed Agenda:    
1. Review the list of projects submitted to the LRF 
                                        ****************************

MINUTES OF THE MEETING

The Chairman welcomed the members of the Steering Committee (SC), and noted that there seemed to be the necessary quorum (50% of the total members plus 2) for them to proceed. The Chairman suggested the following rules to conduct the meeting:

· Review project eligibility on the basis of the following criteria: i) target groups benefiting from the project; ii) project related to the war and its consequences; iii) time sensitive; iv) total budget; v) fast delivery; vi) impact of recovery activities; and v) self-sustainability. 

· Take a final decision as to whether projects are approved, rejected, deferred or recommended to be scaled down.   
· All projects will be reviewed today and if the SC has not had enough time to complete the task, another session will be scheduled next week.
· Representatives from the different UN agencies and NGOs submitting proposals to the LRF are available to clarify any question the SC may have. 

The UN Resident Coordinator (UN RC) informed the members of the Steering Committee that contributions to the LRF amounted to a total of US$ 16.7 millions, and that another contribution of 10 million euros from the Kingdom of Spain was expected very shortly. She also indicated that project proposals exceeded considerably the current LRF available budget, as they amounted to a almost US$ 28 millions. 

PROJECT REVIEW:
The Chairman of the meeting invited the members of the SC to start reviewing the projects submitted by the following partners:  

1) FAO projects:

a. Emergency Assistance for the Recovery of small holder horticulture; and

b. Emergency Assistance to war affected resource-poor livestock keepers in southern Lebanon.
Summary of the main comments:

The members of the SC agreed that the projects were highly relevant to the recovery agenda of the government, but invited FAO to submit a revised version of the projects in order to accommodate the SC following concerns:
1. In terms of the project’s beneficiaries, the targeting of beneficiaries should focus on a specific region (rather than country-wide targeting) with the highest concentration of poor farmers directly affected by the war; the mechanism to target the poorest farmers should also be made explicit.

2. With regards to the horticulture project, the crops that are being subsidized from the Government budget should be removed from the program. Also, the project should make an effort to identify quick-impact crops so that the positive effects of the project are not delayed.

3. With regards to the livestock project, the scope should be reduced so that the project benefits only very small/poor farmers directly affected by the war, making explicit that the assistance is to restore subsistence farming (largely for own consumption) and making reference to successes/constraints of a similar FAO project that was implemented prior to the war.

4. Both revised documents should justify the one-shot-assistance nature of these projects and will thus not incur a future financial liability on the government’s budget. 

2) Kingdom of Spain project: 

a. Community energy efficiency and renewable energy demonstration project

Summary of the main comments:

The members of the SC agreed that the project was relevant to the recovery agenda of the government, and requested the following clarifications: 
1. Why does the project need to carry out collation of data activities? 

2. Who are the partners involved?

3. Is there a possibility of using more money to install more equipment in the targeted communities to provide more services to the beneficiaries?  
3) UNESCO projects:

a. Youth empowerment and participation;
b. Capacity building of human resources for digital documentation of world heritage sites affected by the war; and

c. ICT Capacity development for educational reform 

Summary of the main comments:

The members of the SC agreed that the project was relevant to the recovery agenda of the government, and requested the following clarifications: 
1. Youth empowerment project: the project is very interesting, but it is not linked to the war and would not pass the eligibility test.  

2. Digital documentation project: the SC encouraged UNESCO to revise the Project budget such that it will cover the equipment cost and the initial training for the core group of professional users.

3. ICT project: though important, the project is not a priority, is not linked to the war and would not pass the eligibility test.  
4) ILO project:
a. Social Equity through local socio-economic recovery of war-affected areas of South Lebanon

Summary of the main comments:

The members of the SC agreed that the project was relevant to the recovery agenda of the government, but expressed concerns in terms of: i) possible overlap with other initiatives (e.g. FAO and UNIDO regarding the training component); ii) excessive number of outputs identified in the project document; iii) the business development component does not seem to be too clear; and iv) lack of detail regarding its immediate operationalization as it requires more ground work during the 2 months inception period. 

Based on ILO presentation to the Steering Committee, a revised project document reflecting the new realignment of the project scope and budget should be presented to the SC.

5) UNIDO project:

a. Support for livelihoods and economic recovery in war-affected areas of Lebanon

Summary of the main comments:

The SC recognized the importance of this project in the context of the industrial sector recovery needs, and welcome some changes already made in the proposal after the first session (e.g. reduction in the time span and project budget). The SC requested nevertheless the following adjustments on the project proposal:

1. Reduced budget: the SC members noted that the technical assistance related costs of this projects were very high (almost a quarter of the total cost) and therefore requested an important reduction. 

2. Synergies: the members have also stressed the importance of clarifying within the project document how the training component of the UNIDO project dovetails with the training components of the ILO and FAO projects. The synergies between all the training elements of these projects have to be highlighted.
6) MOSA project:

a. Post-war social recovery and enhanced delivery services to the disabled

Summary of the main comments:

The SC noted that while the scope of the project falls under the framework of Paris III implementation, the Achilles’ heal of this project lies in the lack of a clear targeting mechanism that will be adopted for identifying the 12,000 disabled out of the 60,000 who will be assisted under this project. If the deficiency in the targeting mechanism could not be addressed for now, the SC suggests a reduction of the scope of the Project to focus only on the component related to Paris III implementation.
7) Hariri Foundation project:

a. Socio-economic rehabilitation and recovery of war-affected Beirut 

Summary of the main comments:

The SC noted that the project is highly relevant to the recovery agenda of the government, but argued that a revised project document should be prepared to reflect a reduction in the number of cultural activities and a scaling down of the budget in line with that reduction. 
8) Rene Mouawad Foundation project: 

a. Socio-economic rehabilitation and recovery of war-affected Beirut

Summary of the main comments:

The SC noted with satisfaction that the revised project document submitted by the Foundation focuses only on the dairy component, and was pleased with the explanations provided by the Foundation in terms of project self-sustainability. 
OTHER ISSUES DISCUSSED:
1) During the review of the proposals submitted by the Hairiri and Rene Mouawad Foundation, the EU delegation indicated that the SC need to have a clear policy in terms of how to deal with proposals coming from ONGs with clear political affiliations. Transparency, he noted, is critical to ensure the success of the LRF and avoid possible political problems. The Swedish Ambassador expressed the same concern, and noted that a thorough project appraisal from a technical point of view should be the only criteria to be considered.

The Chairman highlighted again the Government’s commitment to uphold the highest standards of transparency, and suggested as a possible way forward for the second batch of projects issuing a public announcement. On the other hand, and considering the total amount of money disbursed so far and the limited capacity to eventually having to assess an important number of projects, issuing a public announcement may not solve the problem, but slow down considerably the process.       
2) The WB raised the issue of how projects were being screened and how they will be monitored. Based on the ensuing discussion, the following points were raised:

· Phased disbursement: although it was noted that the rules of procedure do not say anything specific, it would be advisable to ensure that the disbursement of funds for any given project is made through at least 2 installments.

· Composition of the Project Approval Group (PAG): it was noted that it could be enlarged, as needed, to strengthen its capacity and ensure a thorough technical review. 
· M&E: the Recovery and Reconstruction Cell may wish to consider adding to the terms of reference of the M&E expert to be hired, the monitoring of all projects approved with LRF funding.
3) For the next meeting of the SC, the members of the SC highlighted that:
· In order to facilitate the task of the SC members, it was noted that all documentation related to the projects should be shared with its members well in advance so that they can be reviewed.
· Members of the SC that could not attend any particular SC meeting were invited to: i) send someone on his/her behalf; and ii) send written comments to the SC in case nobody could participate in the meeting.   
CONCLUSIONS:


1) 
The SC approved the following projects:
· “Community Energy efficiency and Renewable Energy Demonstration project for Recovery of Lebanon” for € 2,000,000. 

· “Capacity Building of Human Resources for Digital Documentation of World heritage Sites affected by the war” for US$ 767,226.    
· “Support for livelihoods and Economic recovery in War-Affected Areas of Lebanon” for US$ 3,000,000.
2) The SC decided that all other projects submitted to the LRF should be subject to further review by the Project Approval Group, and will be re- assessed by the SC in a month time. In reviewing these projects, and aside from the comments stated earlier, the following criteria should be taken into account: 
· Reduction of the administrative cost (20-25 % administrative cost on average)

· Suggest UN agencies to share resources to reduce operating cost (i.e. FAO could cut down his total budget considerably)

· Determine when activities overlap, and encourage UN agencies to rationalize (e.g. training activities identified in ILO, FAO and UNIDO proposals)  

***************************************

� The second meeting of the Steering Committee took place in 2 different sessions: i) the first session took place on 30 April 2007, and the second on 7 May 2007.
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